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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate how and why 

children’s influence in purchase decisions might vary under different 

types of families. It was conceptualized that children in different types 

of families are socialized into different status roles and that these 

differences in socialization, in turn, would have varied implications for 

children’s influence. Specifically, it was hypothesized that peerness in 

parent-child relations and children’s household responsibility would be 

greatest in single-parent families, less in reconstituted families, and 

least in intact families. In addition, parental coalition formation, 

parental restrictiveness, and parental nurturance were expected to be 

greatest in intact families, less in reconstituted families, and least in 

single-parent families. Children’s influence was hypothesized to be 

positively related to peerness, household responsibility, and nurturance, 

and negatively related to parental coalitions and restrictiveness. 

Hypotheses were tested using convenience samples of adolescents and one of 

their parents. Results generally failed to support the model: however, a 

number of methodological limitations that may have affected the study's 

outcomes were also present.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Although in the past many studies on family decision-making often 

excluded children as important influencers in family purchase decisions, 

recently there has been an increasing recognition that children can and 

do play an important role in family buying behavior. Academic studies 

have found that children have at least some influence in many different 

types of product decisions, particularly in decisions for low-priced 

packaged goods for family consumption and in decisions about products that 

they will use. These results parallel the conventional wisdom that 

children are important participants in family purchase decisions. For 

example, one analysis found that, in 1985, teenagers spent $65 billion 

on products for themselves and their families (Hauser 1988). Younger 

children are also seen to have a role in family purchase decision-making, 

as witnessed by the much-debated practice of advertising to children. 

Thus, children's influence is a topic worthy of research interest 

for at least two reasons. First, if academicians wish to fully understand 

family consumer behavior, children's purchase influence should be taken 

into account. Second, given the scope of the financial impact that 

children have on spending, understanding children's influence is impor- 

tant to practitioners as well. In fact, one recent survey of marketing 

practitioners indicated that understanding children's influence is the 

number one concern of practitioners involved in children's research 

(Harrigan 1991). 

Various theoretical approaches to studying children's influence have 

been employed. The most common explanation used to study children's in-



fluence has been socialization theory. Within socialization studies of 

children's influence, research has tended to concentrate on the family 

as the primary socialization agent. Research has investigated how chil- 

dren's influence is affected by family socialization processes, such as 

the family communication environment . One family socialization process 

that is likely to have a substantial impact on children's influence is 

parental child-rearing practices. Specifically, certain types of parents 

may be more open to children's influencing of purchase decisions than are 

other types of parents. 

One study (Carlson and Grossbart 1988) has investigated how parental 

styles, which are composed of the underlying dimensions of warmth and 

restrictiveness, affect parent-child communication about consumption, of 

which children's influence was one indicator. This study found that 

parental styles were significantly related to consumption communication, 

with greater parent-child communication occurring under the most warm 

types of parents. However, because children's influence was used as one 

indicator of consumption communication along with three other variables, 

the effects of parenting practices on children's influence cannot be de- 

termined on the basis of this study. In addition, this study did not 

examine how parenting practices are affected by family type (i.e., 

single-parent, reconstituted, and intact families), even though there is 

considerable reason to believe that family type has a substantial impact 

on parenting practices. 

Indeed, one of the most glaring oversights of research on children's 

influence has been the failure to consider how family type may affect 

children's influence. There is considerable evidence to suggest that 

parent-child relations vary on the basis of family type (see, e.g.,



Hetherington 1981, Wallerstein and Blakeslee 1989, Weiss 1979a, among 

others). These differing parent-child relations are likely to have im- 

plications for children's influence in purchase decisions. However, most 

studies on children's influence have used intact, nuclear families as the 

normative criterion of study. Only one descriptive study (Darley and Lim 

1986) has examined influence in dual-parent (families in which two parents 

are present) versus single-parent (families in which one parent is pres- 

ent) families: however, this study made no distinction between intact 

(families in which two original parents are present) and reconstituted 

(families in which one original parent and one step-parent are present) 

families (both were presumably treated as dual-parent families). Simi- 

larly, no theoretically based study, including those based on 

socialization explanations, has accounted for the how family type may 

affect the processes that are used to explain children's influence, such 

as parental socialization factors. 

By using the intact family as the normative criterion of study, we 

are confining our understanding of children's influence to one family 

type. The relative oversight of other types of families is especially 

problematic, given that alternative family forms, such as single-parent 

and reconstituted families, are increasing. For example, the number of 

single-parent families has doubled from that found in 1970 and, today, 

one out of four families with children are headed by single parents (Demo 

and Acock 1988). A similar pattern exists for reconstituted families. 

Currently, 14 percent of American families with children are reconsti- 

tuted families, up from 9.3 percent in 1980 (Glick 1989). Finally, on 

the basis of current trends, one study has estimated that 60 percent of 

today's children will live in a single-parent household sometime during



their childhood (Norton and Glick 1986). Given this diversity of family 

types, there is a need to broaden the scope of research on children's 

influence to include other family types in addition to intact, nuclear 

families. 

In relation to studies of socialization effects on children's in- 

fluence, there is evidence to suggest that children in different types 

of families are treated differently by parents: these differences in 

family relationships across family types may have critical implications 

for children’s roles in family purchase decisions. For example, family 

type has been shown to have a substantial impact on parental socialization 

practices, which have been used to explain consumption communication 

(and, indirectly, children's influence). 

To address the relative oversight of how family type affects chil- 

dren's influence and to explore how family type is likely to affect par- 

enting practices, this dissertation will develop a socialization model 

for children's influence that examines how family type affects children's 

influence indirectly through its effects on socialization processes. 

Specifically, using the theory of hierarchy (Nock 1988), we will argue 

that children in different types of families are socialized into different 

status roles and that this differential socialization affects children's 

influence. 

A related goal of this research is to explore in greater depth 

Carlson and Grossbart’s (1988) result for a significant association be- 

tween parenting practices and consumption communication (for which chil- 

dren's influence was used as one indicator) by "isolating" the variable 

of children's influence and systematically investigating how parenting 

practices (nurturance and restrictiveness) affect children's influence.



Because parenting practices are concerned with child socialization, and 

differences in child socialization may affect children's influence, par- 

enting practices are likely to have implications for the level of chil- 

dren's influence. 

According to the theory of hierarchy, status role socialization 

varies by family type. At one extreme, family status roles are charac- 

terized by high hierarchy, a role pattern in which children's status is 

inferior to that of adults. In contrast, in lower hierarchy families, 

there is greater equality in status roles between parents and children. 

Certain structural properties of the family, such as the number of adults 

present in the household and children's length of exposure to status-role 

models, are seen to affect the hierarchy of status role socialization. 

Specifically, intact families are conceptualized to be most hierarchical 

because two adults are present in the family (and two adults are likely 

to support each other's views and form coalitions to keep children sub- 

ordinate) and children have not been exposed to less hierarchical role 

models. Single~- parent families are viewed as being least hierarchical 

because only one adult is present (and therefore, there is no other adult 

present to reinforce a single-parent's authority) and children have been 

exposed to less hierarchical role models. Reconstituted families are 

conceptualized to lie between these two extremes: two adults are present 

but children have also been exposed to less hierarchical role models prior 

to remarriage. 

Thus, we conceptualize that children in different types of families 

are socialized differently and that this differing socialization will 

affect children's influence in purchase decisions. Specifically, we ex- 

pect that family type will be related to differences in parental



restrictiveness and nurturance (the two underlying dimensions of parental 

styles), children's household roles, the peerness of parent-child re- 

lations, and the extent to which parents form coalitions in relation to 

children. These five socialization factors, in turn, are conceptualized 

to differentially and directly affect children's influence in child- 

versus family-related product decisions. 

This dissertation will be structured as follows. In chapter 2, we 

will review the conceptual approaches that have been used to study chil- 

dren's influence and the substantive results that previous descriptive 

research has found for the phenomenon. The theoretical and descriptive 

research will then be integrated into a socialization model of children's 

influence. This model will then be used to evaluate the existing state 

of knowledge regarding children's influence. We will also review and 

critically evaluate past research on this topic at the methodological 

level. In chapter 3, we will discuss the theory of hierarchy, review 

literature pertaining to the theory, and then develop our research hy- 

potheses (model) about family type's effects on socialization processes 

and children's influence. In chapter 4, we present the methodology used 

for testing the model presented in chapter 3. Chapter 5 presents the 

results of hypotheses tests and related analyses. Finally, in chapter 

6, we discuss limitations of the study and offer some suggestions for 

future research on children's influence. 

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER TWO 

This chapter begins with a review of the conceptual approaches that 

have been used to study children’s influence. These theoretical ap-



proaches include: resource theory, social power, and socialization the- 

ory. Of the three approaches, socialization explanations are the most 

common. We adopt a socialization perspective in this research because, 

although the other theories may provide useful insights into the phenom- 

enon, we view socialization as a more basic process than the relative 

resource contribution or power bases of children (children's resources 

or power bases are likely to depend, in part, on family socialization 

processes). 

Next, we review the substantive results of previous descriptive 

studies on children's influence. On the basis of this review, we conclude 

that descriptive studies have found children's influence to vary by: 

family and child sociodemographic variables, parental attitudes, family 

media habits and attitudes, and the situational factors of product type, 

subdecision, and decision stage. 

We then present a socialization model for children's influence that 

is based on Moschis and Churchill's (1978) model of consumer 

socialization. We use this model to integrate the theoretical 

socialization studies and the results of descriptive research. This 

model, in turn, is used to evaluate the existing state of knowledge re- 

garding children's influence. 

Finally, we review methodological considerations in previous re- 

search on children's influence. On the basis of this review, we conclude 

that the most serious methodological problem of past research children's 

influence has been the inadequate attention paid to construct validity. 

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER THREE



In this chapter, the theory of hierarchy is reviewed in detail. 

Although this theory has not been empirically tested, we review literature 

that provides support for the theory's logic. A socialization model of 

children's influence that is partially based on the theory of hierarchy 

is then developed. Specifically, drawing on the theory of hierarchy, 

family type is conceptualized to pattern various aspects of parent~child 

relationships, such as the degree of peerness between parents and chil- 

dren, the degree to which children are given household responsibility, 

the extent to which coalitions are formed between parents, and the degree 

of parental restrictiveness. Moreover, it is from these patterns of so- 

cial interactions in the family that children are socialized into status 

roles. These socialization factors, in turn, are conceptualized to affect 

children's influence in purchase decisions. 

Although it is not part of the theory of hierarchy, we also concep- 

tualize family type to be related to differences in parental nurturance. 

Nurturance, in turn, is viewed as affecting children's influence along 

with the other four socialization factors of peerness, children's house- 

hold responsibility, parental coalition formation, and parental 

restrictiveness. The effects of family type and the socialization factors 

on influence are also expected to differ by product type, or whether the 

product is used by the family versus the child. 

The chapter concludes with a discussion of the specific research 

hypotheses. 

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER FOUR



In this chapter, we review the research methodology used to test the 

model developed in chapter 3. Specifically, the analysis technique used 

to evaluate the mediational model of family type's effects on children's 

influence is outlined. Mediation was tested by a series of regression 

analyses according to the three step procedure outlined by Baron and Kenny 

(1986). 

Next, the sampling procedure used in the study is detailed. Data 

were collected from a convenience sample of adolescents and one of their 

parents (the parent who was most involved in the consumer socialization 

of the adolescent). Respondents were recruited from an urban-area high 

school. The recruitment of schools is also outlined in this section. 

We then discuss operationalizations of constructs. Because many of 

the constructs included in the model had not been previously studied, two 

pretests were conducted to develop measures. One pretest included parents 

of teenagers, and the other consisted of high-school students. Results 

of the pretests and the specific construct operationalizations are dis- 

cussed in detail. On the basis of pretest results, two final versions 

of the survey were developed, one for parents and one for teens. 

The chapter concludes with a review of the data collection procedure. 

In brief, students completed surveys in class. Students then delivered 

the parent's survey to the parent who was most involved in the student's 

consumer socialization. Parents completed surveys at home and returned 

questionnaires to school via the adolescent. 

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER FIVE



This chapter reports the results of hypotheses tests and related 

analyses. First, the characteristics of the teen and parent samples are 

described. The operationalizations used in the study are then outlined, 

and the construct validity of the measures is evaluated. Next, a number 

of preliminary analyses are carried out, including an assessment of po- 

tential biases (such as nonresponse bias) and a validity-check analysis 

for the hypothesized ordering of family types. The chapter concludes with 

a discussion of the hypothesis test results. 

In general, results indicated relatively little support for the 

model developed here. In particular, family type was found to have rel- 

atively little effect on the socialization variables included in the study 

or on children's influence. In addition, the effects of the socialization 

variables on children's influence demonstrated little consistency across 

the two samples. 

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTER SIX 

This chapter begins with a brief description of the study. Next, 

results of the analyses are systematically discussed in depth. The var- 

ious limitation associated with the dissertation are then reviewed, and 

the research implications of these limitations are discussed. The chapter 

concludes with some possible directions for future research on children's 

influence. 

With regard to limitations, a number of methodological problems were 

present in this study. There were problems with the construct validity 

of some measures, especially the dependent measures. In addition, because 

sample sizes were small, the study was, in general, underpowered. Non- 
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response bias also seemed to be present in the parent analysis. Finally, 

the study focused on only one parent in the family; therefore, results 

may have been different if both parents had been sampled. 

These methodological limitations may have been responsible for the 

relatively poor performance of the model. However, results tended to 

indicate that further attention needs to be directed toward understanding 

socialization effects in reconstituted families, in particular. Indeed, 

in some cases in which significant results were found, the order of means 

across family types was counter to that expected. And in most of these 

cases, it was the order of reconstituted families that differed. For 

example, the validity check for status-role socialization indicated that 

status roles were most hierarchical in reconstituted families rather than 

in intact families, as expected. Whether this result was due to method- 

related factors or to an actual difference should be addressed in the 

future. Perhaps family types differ on other factors, besides the number 

of adults present and children's length of exposure to status role models, 

that affect family socialization processes. 

The results most consistent with the model were those for parental 

coalition in the parents’ analysis. Children's influence decreased with 

increasing parental coalition formation. Also, the greatest degree of 

parental coalition formation was found for intact families, and the least 

for single-parent families. Thus, parental coalition formation seems to 

be a construct that is worthy of further investigation in understanding 

children's influence. 

SUMMARY 

11



In sum, even though American families are becoming increasingly di- 

verse, most of the past research on children's influence has focused on 

influence variations in intact families. Given that many aspects of 

family relationships have been found to vary on the basis of family type, 

however, it seemed likely that family type would also have implications 

for children's influence in purchase decisions. This dissertation sought 

to address this gap in the literature by presenting a socialization ex- 

planation for how family type might affect children's influence. This 

chapter presented a brief overview of how this idea was explored in the 

present study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, we will review previous research on children's in- 

fluence in purchase decisions. First, we will review the theoretical 

approaches that have been used to study children’s influence. These ap- 

proaches include resource theory, social power, and socialization theory. 

After reviewing these theoretical approaches, we will examine prior de- 

scriptive results concerning children's influence. The results of these 

descriptive studies will then be integrated into a socialization model 

of children's influence. This model will then be used to evaluate pre- 

vious research on children's influence at the conceptual level. Finally, 

we will review and evaluate previous research on children's influence at 

the methodological level. 

THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO STUDYING CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE 

As will be demonstrated below, traditionally, research on children's 

influence in family purchase decisions has been a- theoretical and de- 

scriptive. However, several recent studies have attempted to explain the 

phenomenon of children's influence in a theoretical context. These the- 

oretical approaches include: resource theory, social power, and 

socialization theory. 

Resource Theory 

Resource theory was originally developed to explain spousal 

decision-making patterns (Blood and Wolfe 1960). The theory's basic tenet 

is that those in a relationship who control and contribute more resources 

13



will have more power and influence in decision-making. In examining the 

tendency of husbands to dominate decision-making, Blood and Wolfe as- 

serted that husband- dominance occurred because, traditionally, men pos- 

sessed and contributed more socioeconomic resources to the family than 

did wives. Men tended to be better educated and to hold higher prestige 

jobs than did women, and men's earnings were often the family's primary 

source of income. Consequently, men had greater power in and were able 

to dominate many family decisions. 

In applying resource theory to the study of children's influence in 

purchase decisions, Foxman, Tansuhaj and Ekstrom (1989b) used a broadened 

concept of resources. Specifically, the child's personal resources were 

conceptualized to include: the child's income level and employment sta- 

tus, the child's school grades, birth order and the presence or absence 

of siblings (with first-born and only children having more birth status 

resources); and parents’ love of and confidence in the child. In ac- 

cordance with the basic tenet of resource theory, Foxman et al.  hy- 

pothesized that the greater the child's personal resources, the greater 

is children's influence in family purchase decisions. 

Foxman et al.'s results generally supported the hypothesized posi- 

tive relationship between children's personal resources and their influ- 

ence in family decision-making. Using both child- and family-related 

products, they found that children's influence was greater the more income 

children had and the better the child's grades were (Table 1). For a 

measure of generalized influence, children with higher grades and those 

in whom parents had high confidence had greater influence than children 

with lower grades and those in whom parents had low confidence. 
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It is interesting that children's birth placement was found to have 

no statistically significant effect on either product influence or gen- 

eral influence. The authors do not offer an explanation for this result; 

however, since this study combined birth order and only~child status into 

one variable (i.e., birth placement), it may be that one or both of these 

factors are not important resources for adolescents (the age-group that 

was studied). Of the two, birth order seems less likely to be a resource 

for adolescents than is only-child status. Although results of this study 

did not support an effect for only-child status, it seems logical that 

only-child status would be an important resource for children in that 

parents have no alternative resources for child-related benefits in this 

situation. Moreover, only children lack siblings with whom to compete 

for parental attention. In contrast, it is difficult to view birth order 

as a resource for older children. Parents are likely to interact more 

(and value interactions more) with adolescents than with younger children 

irrespective of birth order. By adolescence, most children have achieved 

a sufficient degree of cognitive development such that they are able to 

reason more like an adult. Consequently, parents may find it easier to 

interact with adolescents (at least for activities such as purchase 

decision-making) than with younger children. The speculations outlined 

above warrant further study, along with examining other resources that 

children may have in family decision-making. 

Resource theory has been criticized on a number of grounds (MacDonald 

1980, Safilios-Rothschild 1970, 1976; Szinovacz 1987). One criticism of 

Blood and Wolfe's original formulation has been that their definition of 

resources as socioeconomic and tangible in nature is too narrow. These 

critics argue that the concept of resources should be broadened to include 
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interpersonal and affective resources since these types of resources also 

influence power relations and decision-making, perhaps more _ than 

socioeconomic ones do (Safilios-Rothschild 1970, 1976). 

In considering children's influence in decision-making, if resources 

are confined to tangible, socioeconomic ones, it is difficult to envision 

children having much influence because of their relatively low possession 

of these types of resources. However, if the concept of resources is 

broadened to include affective and interpersonal ones, as Foxman et al. 

did, then clearly children often do possess resources that they can use 

to increase their power and influence in decision-making. (The fact that 

children have been found to have power and influence in decision-making 

argues for a broadened concept of resources. ) 

Resource theory has also been criticized for failing to account for 

the relative scarcity of resources, or the availability of alternative 

sources for a given resource (Safilios-Rothschild 1976; Szinovacz 1987). 

Essentially, these criticisms center on the degree of other's dependence 

on a particular family member for a resource. If a party in a relation- 

ship has few or no alternative sources for a given resource, then (s)he 

"is willing to pay a high price even for a moderate degree of benefit" 

(Safilios-Rothschild 1976). For example, if parents place a high value 

on a resource that only the child possesses (grades may be one example), 

then children's power and influence are enhanced. 

It is interesting to note that many of the criticisms leveled at 

resource theory can be addressed by incorporating it into the broader 

theory of social exchange (Blau 1964; Emerson 1962; Homans 1961, 1974; 

Thibault and Kelly 1959). Indeed, many scholars have argued that resource 

theory is nothing more than a special (and poorly developed) case of so- 
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cial exchange theory (Safilios-Rothschild 1976; Scanzoni 1979). Re- 

sources (or reinforcers, rewards, or benefits) are a central concept in 

social exchange theory. And social exchange theory's comparison level 

for alternatives (Thibault and Kelly 1959) specifically addresses re- 

source scarcity. Moreover, an important assumption of social exchange 

theory is that a resource is such by virtue of the value another places 

on it (Emerson 1981). Resource theory failed to explicitly consider the 

point that, for something to be considered as a resource, it must be 

valued by others in the relationship (Szinovacz 1987). 

One flaw that resource theory and social exchange theory share is 

that what counts as a resource or reward is likely to be person- and 

situation-specific. For example, some parents may highly value a child's 

making good grades whereas other parents may not be very concerned with 

school performance. Similarly, some parents may value a child's being 

employed (because it may teach the child responsibility, for example) 

whereas others may not value child's employment at all (because a job may 

interfere with school performance). Each of these views has opposite 

implications for children's influence. In addition, some resources may 

not be transferable across different situations. For example, certain 

resources of the child may be important in some product decisions but less 

so in others--child'’s income may be an important resource in child-related 

product decisions but less so in family-related product decisions (Foxman 

et al. did not do separate analyses for child and family products.) In 

short, defining what is a resource or reward is problematic. 

Despite its limitations, resource theory, with a broadened concept 

of resources, or more generally, social exchange theory, appears to offer 

some useful insights into explaining children's influence in family pur- 
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chase decisions. Indeed, many of the bivariate relationships that have 

been found for children's influence (Table 1) are consistent with and 

could be incorporated into a resource theoretic or social exchange ex- 

planation of children's influence (although this type of integration has 

not been attempted). The fact that resource theory and social exchange 

theory are the predominant approaches that family sociologists use to 

study family power indicates that they have heuristic value and have 

provided at least some insight into the study of family power (c.f. 

Szinovacz [1987] and symbolic interactionists such as Boyer [1980]). 

Although both resource theory and social exchange theory have limita- 

tions, they can still be used to aid in understanding children's influ- 

ence. At the very least, they are an improvement over the typically a- 

theoretical studies that have characterized research on children's in- 

fluence in the past. 

Social Power 

Related to resource theory and social exchange theory are various 

schemes used to classify sources or bases of power. Power bases are 

"tangible and intangible resources that may originate from personal at- 

tributes or the individual's position within the family or other social 

systems" (Szinovacz 1987, p. 665). Perhaps the most commonly used 

typology of power bases is that of French and Raven (1959). 

French and Raven's typology of bases of power includes five catego- 

ries. Reward power is based on an actor's perceived ability to mediate 

rewards for another. Coercive power is based on an actor's perceived 

ability to mediate punishments for another. Legitimate power is based 

on a person's belief that another has a right to exert power due to social 

norms. Referent power is based on a person's liking for or identification 
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with another. Finally, expert power is based on a person's belief that 

another is knowledgeable within a given area of expertise. These bases 

of power do not necessarily operate independently; the use of one base 

may decrease another base's potency and vice versa. In the influence 

process, one's ability to change another's opinion is proportional to the 

strength of the power base one can bring to bear on the other and on the 

degree of the discrepancy between the two parties’ opinions (French 1956). 

One can consider the expert, referent, and legitimate bases of power 

as resources (Szinovacz 1987). An individual can use his/her expertise, 

the other party's identification with him/her, and norms prescribing au- 

thority relations as resources (with "resources" defined in a broad sense) 

to increase his/her power and influence. The reward and coercive bases 

of power refer more to how resources are deployed (as rewards or punish- 

ments; Szinovacz 1987), which is another way of saying that these two 

bases are dependent on the presence of, or mediated by, the actor. If 

bases are considered as resources, the link between French and Raven's 

typology, and resource and social exchange theories is apparent. 

Kim, Lee, and Hall (1991) applied French and Raven's (1959) typology 

to studying children's influence in decision-making. They hypothesized 

that adolescent power, as indicated by each of the five bases, would be 

positively related to children's influence in family purchase decision- 

making. The authors did not offer separate hypotheses for each of the 

five bases of power, nor did they explicate how each of these bases should 

affect children's influence even though one might expect children's in- 

fluence to rest more on certain bases than on others. It is not sur- 

prising that Kim et al. found that children perceived themselves to have 

reward, legitimate, and referent power, less expert power, and little 
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coercive power in their relationships with parents. However, results 

indicated that these bases of power had no statistically significant ef- 

fect on children's influence for the products considered in this study 

(which were more broad than the products included in other studies). 

The lack of support for the relationship between power bases and 

children's influence may be due to the fact that influence was measured 

as how important children thought their parents thought their children 

were in each of the product decisions. In short, the study did not 

measure children's perceptions of their own influence (or even parents' 

perceptions of children's influence), but rather children's perceptions 

of their parents' perceptions of their importance in a particular deci- 

sion. With this type of poorly defined and indirect measure, it is 

questionable whether the construct of influence was tapped at all. 

In addition, many of the measures that Kim et al. used for each of 

the power bases did not fit the context of the study. This is probably 

because the authors borrowed these indicators, with only slight modifi- 

cations, from another study. For example, although expertise is concep- 

tually domain-specific, the authors’ measures of expertise covered such 

things a knowing how to get a good education rather than relating to 

children's expertise in a given product area. In sum, due to problems 

of construct validity, this study was an inadequate test of the re- 

lationship between power bases and children's influence, a relationship 

that is intuitively appealing and worthy of further investigation. 

It should be noted that French and Raven's typology is not an ex- 

haustive listing of all possible power bases (or resources). Over the 

years, various scholars have added (their own, often relatively 

idiosyncratic) bases to the typology to fit their particular research 
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interests (Raven and Kruglanski's [1970] addition of information as a 

basis of social power is one example), or have developed different 

typologies of power bases. A comprehensive typology of power bases has 

not yet been developed (perhaps this is not possible), but French and 

Ravens's work provides a useful starting point, as evidenced by its ap- 

plication in so many disciplines and contexts. In addition to further 

exploring how French and Raven's bases affect children's influence, it 

would be interesting to examine what other power bases children may draw 

on to increase their power and influence in decision-making. 

Socialization Theory 

Socialization is the process of social interaction by which an in- 

dividual acquires his/her personality and the ways of his/her society 

(Gecas 1981).* Ward (1974 P.1) defines consumer socialization as "proc- 

esses by which young people acquire skills, knowledge, and attitudes 

relevant to their functioning as consumers in the marketplace."? As such, 

  

Although many authors often confuse the terms, "socialization" is 
distinct from "development." Development refers to age-graded, se- 
quential (cognitive) stages through which an individual progresses 
(Bush and Simmons 1981; Moschis and Churchill 1978; Moschis and Moore 

1979). In contrast, socialization refers to social interaction be- 

tween individuals and the outcomes of this interaction (i.e., acqui- 
sition of values, norms, attitudes, roles, and behaviors). 

Although this research, and Ward's definition, is confined to "young 
people," it should be noted that socialization is a life- long process 
(Bush and Simmons 1981). Since socialization results from social 
interaction, one is constantly learning from the significant others 
which whom one interacts--parents, spouses, one’s own children and 

grand-children, for example. 
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consumer socialization is embedded within the larger context of 

socialization in general. 

In marketing, socialization has been used to explain children's 

brand evaluations (Moschis and Moore 1979), materialism (Carlson and 

Grossbart 1988; Moschis and Churchill 1978, 1979; Moore and Moschis 1981), 

and exposure to mass media and/or the ability to filter advertising 

"puffery' (Grossbart and Crosby 1984; Moschis 1984; Moschis and Churchill 

1979, 1979; Moschis and Moore 1979; Ward and Wackman 1972). Recently, 

socialization has been used to explain children's influence in purchase 

decisions (Carlson, Grossbart, and Walsh 1990; Foxman et al. 1989b; 

Moschis and Mitchell 1986), and the related concepts of children’s con- 

sumption autonomy and parent-child communication about consumption (of 

which children's influence was conceptualized as an indicator; Carlson 

and Grossbart 1988), and children's purchase process participation (Burns 

and Gillett 1987). 

Socialization occurs through interaction with significant others 

(i.e., socialization agents) with whom the socializee identifies (Bandura 

1977; Gecas 1981; Losh-Hesselbart 1987; Lott and Lott 1983; Moschis and 

Churchill 1978; Moschis and Moore 1979; Peterson and Rollins 1987). The 

processes by which socializees learn from socialization agents that have 

been identified in marketing are: modeling and imitation (observational 

learning), reinforcement, and social interaction (Moschis and Churchill 

1978; Moschis and Moore 1979). 

Socializees seek to imitate the behaviors and internalize the values 

of those with whom they identify for a number of reasons. Socializees 

may have been rewarded for imitating the socialization agents' behavior 

in the past; thus, imitation can be a learned response itself (Lott and 
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Lott 1983). They may also have seen the socialization agent being re- 

warded for performing a certain behavior and vicariously experience those 

rewards themselves, which may lead socializees to perform similar behav- 

iors (Bandura 1977). One consequence of socialization through such ob- 

servational learning is that what is learned may be unintentional (Bandura 

1977) when the socialization agents' behavior differs from socialization 

goals in practice. Finally, socializees may also wish to be like those 

with whom they identify and, consequently, model the behavior and adopt 

the values of the admired person (Losh-Hesselbart 1987). 

The second learning process, reinforcement, involves reward (posi- 

tive or negative reinforcement of desired behaviors and attitudes) and 

punishment (of undesired behaviors and attitudes; Moschis and Churchill 

1978; Moschis and Moore 1979).? According to learning theory, in sim- 

plistic terms, individuals perform those behaviors for which they have 

been rewarded and do not engage in those behaviors for which they have 

been punished. Socialization agents may use both reward and punishment 

to aid in achieving their socialization goals (i.e., having the socializer 

adopt certain behaviors, roles, and attitudes). 

Finally, Moschis and his colleagues (Moschis and Churchill 1978; 

Moschis and Moore 1979) identify social interaction as the third learning 

process involved in socialization. However, they do not specify what this 

  

Moschis and colleagues incorrectly term "punishment" as negative re- 
inforcement; however, negative reinforcement increases the occurrence 

of a certain behavior through removal of a noxious stimulus and, thus, 

it is conceptually distinct from punishment (which decreases fre- 
quency of behavior). 
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is or what it entails exactly. They note that social interaction is "less 

specific” than the other two types of learning processes and that it can 

"involve both modeling and reinforcement." Social interaction, as it is 

used by Moschis and colleagues, appears to be a catch-all category that 

many researchers have construed to include the family communication en- 

vironment (Burns and Gillett 1987; Carlson et al. 1990; Foxman et al. 

1989b; Moschis 1985; Moschis and Mitchell 1986). However, it is perhaps 

more accurate to state that learning occurs through the process of social 

interaction and that modeling, imitation, and reinforcement are the 

mechanisms by which individuals learn from this social interaction. 

In marketing, the work of Moschis and his colleagues (Moschis and 

Churchill 1978; Moschis and Moore 1979) provides the most commonly used 

model of socialization. The model incorporates both socialization and 

developmental explanations for the learning of consumer skills, atti- 

tudes, and behaviors. The outcomes of socialization processes are 

"ljearning properties” or “a variety of consumer-related cognitions and 

behaviors that comprise the concept of consumer behavior, such as atti- 

tudes toward saving and spending and brand preferences" (Moschis and Moore 

1979, p. 102). There are two primary “antecedent conditions" in the 

model: social structural variables are "factors, such as socioeconomic 

status, sex, and birth order, that help locate the learner within his/her 

social environment, where learning takes place" (Moschis and Moore 1979, 

p. 102); and age or life-cycle position, which incorporates the develop- 

mental stages that children use in perceiving their environment. 

Antecedent variables can directly affect socialization outcomes; they may 

also indirectly affect outcomes through their effects on socialization 

processes. Socialization processes include both socialization agents and 
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the type of learning process (i.e., modeling/imitation, reinforcement, 

and social interaction) occurring in the agent-learner relationship, and 

these processes directly affect socialization outcomes. 

Moschis and Churchill's (1978) model provides a useful framework for 

conceptually organizing studies of consumer socialization. Indeed, most 

studies of consumer socialization have used the model, either explicitly 

or implicitly, to examine widely differing socialization outcomes. Re- 

cently, parts of the model have been applied to studying children's in- 

fluence and related constructs, such as children's consumption autonomy. 

In one sense, children's influence can be thought of as a socialization 

outcome since it is through influencing and making purchase decisions that 

children actively take on the consumer role and practice the consumer 

skills that they have learned. In addition, given that many purchase 

decisions are made in the context of the family and that the family is a 

primary socialization agent for children, family socialization processes, 

in particular, are likely to have a significant impact on children's in- 

fluence. 

Antecedent Variables. The usual approach has been to treat 

antecedent variables as incidental factors that affect socialization 

outcomes but that are not of primary interest to researchers; conse- 

quently, most studies have used antecedent variables as covariates in 

their analyses (Carlson and Grossbart 1988; Carlson et al. 1990; Foxman 

et al. 1989b). One exception was Moschis and Mitchell's (1986) study that 

developed specific research hypotheses for how the antecedent variables 

of child's age, sex, income, and family socio-economic status affected 

children’s influence (see Table 1 and family and child sociodemographic 

sections in literature review for a more detailed discussion of these 
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variables and results). As such Moschis and Mitchell examined how 

antecedent variables directly affect socialization outcomes. 

Burns and Gillett (1987) investigated both the direct effect of 

antecedent variables (i.e., child's age, sex, and allowance, and number 

of children in the family) on children's purchase process participation, 

and the indirect effects of these variables on purchase process partic- 

ipation through their effects on socialization processes (i.e., family 

communication environment). They found that, for the indirect effects 

of antecedent variables, only the number of siblings affected 

socialization processes (with smaller families having a more concept- 

oriented family communication environment than larger families). 

Clearly, the issue of how antecedent variables affect socialization 

processes (and indirectly affect socialization outcomes) awaits further 

investigation. 

Socialization Agents. Most of the studies examining children's in- 

fluence and related concepts from a socialization perspective have con- 

centrated on the family as the primary socialization agent. Only one 

study (Moschis and Mitchell 1986) has investigated how other 

socialization agents, such as peers and the mass media, affect children's 

influence. Moschis and Mitchell found that more frequent communication 

with peers enhanced adolescents’ influence in need recognition, informa- 

tion search, and product evaluation, but not in choice. No effects were 

found for children's influence on the basis of television viewing. 

The greater emphasis placed on the family as a socialization agent 

seems warranted in that, to the extent that parents "control the purse 

strings," the effects of other socialization agents are likely to be 

relatively less important. Moreover, children often identify with their 
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parents just as much as, if not more than, they do with other 

socialization agents: even adolescents have been found to identify with 

and feel close to their parents (Sibold 1986). In short, the family is 

likely to be the most relevant and forceful socialization agent in 

studying children's influence in purchase decisions. 

Socialization Processes. The two socialization processes that have 

been investigated in relation to children's influence and related con- 

structs are the family communication environment and parental style. The 

family communication environment has been conceptualized as arising out 

of social interaction (Moschis 1985; Moschis and Mitchell 1986) for ob- 

vious reasons. Although parental style has not been specifically related 

to Moschis and Churchill's (1978) model, it can be incorporated under the 

social-interaction category through its underlying dimensions of warmth 

and restrictiveness, which are evinced in the interaction between parents 

and children as well as reflective of parental values in child-rearing. 

Family Communication Environment. The family communication envi- 

ronment sets the context for parent-child communication about consumption 

and consumer learning (Moschis 1985), and has been found to affect chil- 

dren's influence in purchase decisions and purchase process participation 

(Burns and Gillett 1987; Foxman et al. 1989b; Moschis and Mitchell 1986) 

and children's consumption autonomy (Carlson et al. 1990). The family 

communication environment is composed of two underlying, independent di- 

mensions (McLeod and Chaffee 1972): socio- orientation and concept- 

orientation. Communication patterns that emphasize social relationships 

are termed "socio-oriented." High socio-oriented communications stress 

harmony, maintaining pleasant social interactions and cohesiveness, and 

avoiding conflict and controversy (McLeod and Chaffee 1972; Moschis 
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1985). Concept-oriented communications stress concepts and "cognitive 

orientations to events and issues in the world" (Moschis 1985). In high 

concept-oriented communication environments, children are encouraged to 

evaluate options and to explore concept relations (McLeod and Chaffee 

1972). 

In examining how the family communication environment affects chil- 

dren's influence, researchers hypothesized that children in socio- 

oriented families would have little influence due to the emphasis that 

these types of families place on maintaining harmony and avoiding con- 

flict; children are expected to go along with parents' decisions and to 

not “rock the boat" by attempting to influence decisions (Burns and 

Gillett 1987; Foxman et al. 1989b; Moschis and Mitchell 1986). In con- 

trast, children in concept-oriented families were expected to have 

greater influence in family purchase decisions because these families 

encourage children to develop concept-related thoughts and do not dis- 

courage controversy. 

In general, these studies’ results supported the notion that socio- 

oriented communications limit children's influence (Burns and Gillett 

1987; Foxman et al. 1989b; Moschis and Mitchell 1986) whereas concept- 

oriented communications enhance children's influence (Burns and Gillett 

1987; Foxman et al. 1989b). Moschis and Mitchell's (1986) failure to find 

a statistically significant, positive relationship between concept- 

orientation and children's influence is difficult to explain, although 

it may have been due to the fact that their study did not permit suffi- 

cient variation in the dependent variable (influence was measured on a 

three-point scale) to detect differences due to concept orientation. 

28



The two dimensions of socio-orientation and concept-orientation have 

also been combined to develop a typology of families’ communication en- 

vironments (McLeod and O'Keefe 1972; Moschis 1985). Laissez-faire fami- 

lies are low on both socio-oriented and concept-oriented communications. 

In these families, there is little parent-child communication. Protec- 

tive families are high on socio-orientation and low on _ concept- 

orientation. These families place a high value on obedience and 

deemphasize concept relations in their communications. Pluralistic fam- 

ilies are low on socio-orientation and high on concept-orientation. 

Pluralistics encourage open discussion of ideas and place little value 

on obedience; they emphasize "mutual respect and interests" (Moschis 

1985). Finally, consensual families are high on both socio-oriented and 

concept~oriented communication. Children in these families are encour- 

aged to “explore controversy," but are also "constrained to develop and 

maintain ideas consonant with parents’ ideas" (McLeod and O'Keefe 1972). 

Carlson et al. (1990) examined how these four different types of 

family communication patterns affected children's consumption independ- 

ence, mothers’ yielding, and children's influence. They hypothesized 

that pluralistic and consensual mothers would (1) grant children more 

consumption independence, (2) yield more to children's requests, and (3) 

consider children's opinions more in purchase decisions than laissez- 

faire and protective mothers. Pluralistic and consensual mothers are high 

on concept- orientation and, therefore, are more likely to emphasize “the 

development of consumer skills and competence of children" and to respect 

children's thoughts and opinions than are laissez-faire and protective 

mothers. Carlson et al.'s (1990) results supported these hypothesized 

relationships. 
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On the basis of the results discussed above, it appears that the 

socialization process of the family communication environment is useful 

in explaining children's influence. 

Parental Style. A second socialization process that has been used 

in examining children's consumption autonomy and parent-child communi- 

cation about consumption (of which children's influence was one indica- 

tor) is parental style (Carlson and Grossbart 1988). In socializing 

children, parents differ in a number of respects, including how they at- 

tempt to control the behavior of their child and elicit the child's com- 

pliance, and how warm and responsive they are toward children. These 

varying parental practices have been conceptually grouped into parental 

styles to reflect parents' dominant socialization tendencies. In gen- 

eral, certain styles of parenting are viewed as being more effective in 

promoting the child's social and instrumental competencies than are other 

types of parenting (Aronfreed 1969; Baumrind 1968, 1971, 1978; Becker 

1964; Dornbusch et al. 1987; Gecas 1987; Gecas and Seff 1991; Hoffman 

1975; Kelly and Goodwin 1983; Maccoby and Martin 1983; Peterson and 

Rollins 1987; Rollins and Thomas 1979; Schaeffer and Bell 1958; Steinberg, 

Elmen, and Mounts 1989; Thomas et al. 1974). 

Most researchers have conceptualized parental styles as varying 

along the two underlying dimensions of warmth and restrictiveness (c.f., 

Becker 1964; Schaeffer and Bell 1958), although the labels vary and in- 

clude "warmth/nurturance” and "firm control" (Baumrind 1968, 1971, 1978), 

"support" and "control" (Gecas 1987; Gecas and Seff 1991; Peterson and 

Rollins 1987; Rollins and Thomas 1979; Thomas et al. 1974), "nurturance" 

and "control" (Scanzoni 1967), "acceptance" and "firm control” (Schaeffer 

1965), and "warmth" and "restrictiveness" (Becker 1964; Carlson and 
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Grossbart 1988). We will use the labels of "nurturance" and 

"restrictiveness" in discussing parental socialization practices. 

Nurturance includes how “accepting, affectionate, approving, under- 

standing (and) child centered" parents are toward children (Becker 1964, 

p. 174; see also Carlson and Grossbart 1988; Scanzoni 1967), whether they 

"encourage verbalization" in children (Carlson and Grossbart 1988; 

Schaeffer and Bell 1958), and whether parents use praise and reasoning 

in discipline (Baumrind 1968, 1971; Becker 1964; Schaeffer and Bell 1958). 

Restrictiveness includes "strict enforcement of demands in the areas 

of...noise, obedience...and aggression" as well as in behaviors and man- 

ners (Becker 1964, p. 174). Restrictiveness also encompasses early ma- 

turity demands, how much parents value conformity in their children, and 

the degree of parents’ authoritarianism (Baumrind 1968, 1971; Carlson and 

Grossbart 1988). 

Baumrind's Typology. The predominant typology of parental styles 

is the one developed by Baumrind (1968, 1971). According to Baumrind 

(1968, 1971, 1978), there are three primary styles of parenting-- au- 

thoritarian, authoritative, and permissive--that vary according to the 

degree of nurturance and restrictiveness that parents exhibit in relation 

to children. Authoritarians are characterized by low nurturance and high 

restrictiveness, permissives by high nurturance and low restrictiveness, 

and authoritatives by high nurturance and restrictiveness. (Baumrind 

[ 1971, p. 24] also mentions a neglecting style of parenting, characterized 

by both low nurturance and restrictiveness, but she does not place a great 

emphasis on this parental style in her work, nor do other researchers who 

have used her typology, primarily because her research focus was on par- 

ents who were actively involved in child-rearing. ) 
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Of the three parental styles, authoritative parenting is associated 

with more favorable child outcomes than are the permissive and authori- 

tarian styles because it combines high parental warmth and guidance (i.e., 

restrictiveness; Abelman 1985; Baumrind 1968, 1971, 1978; Dornbusch et 

al. 1987; Kelly and Goodwin 1983; Korzenny, Greenberg, and Atkin 1979; 

Steinberg et al. 1989). For example, Dornbusch et al. (1987) found that 

the school performance of children whose parents were authoritative was 

better than that of children whose parents were authoritarian or permis- 

sive. 

Becker's Typology. A second typology of parental styles that is an 

alternative to Baumrind's is the one developed by Becker (1964). Prima- 

rily, Becker's model differs from Baumrind's in that he included a third 

dimension of "anxious-emotional involvement" (i.e., the degree of 

"emotionality that parents experience in relation to the child," result- 

ing in babying, over-protectiveness, and the like; Becker 1964, p. 174) 

in addition to the two dimensions of nurturance and restrictiveness. In 

essence, Becker "subdivided the restrictiveness dimension into 

restrictiveness versus permissiveness and anxious-emotional involvement 

versus calm detachment" (Becker 1964, p. 174). Although Becker is not 

specific as to his reasons for making this subdivision, it may be because 

much of the literature he reviewed was primarily concerned with examining 

problematic behaviors of young children, such as acting out, aggression, 

' These types of child behaviors are hostility, and “neurotic problems.' 

likely to be based, in part, on parental restrictiveness that is due to 

parents’ extreme anxious-emotional involvement with children rather than 

on restrictiveness due to discipline-related values (for example, parents 

may restrict children's activities because they are afraid to let children 

32



experience new things or because they believe children should not engage 

in certain behaviors from a disciplining perspective). 

In her work, Baumrind (1971) collapsed the patterns of parenting that 

she found into the four broad categories of authoritarian, authoritative, 

permissive, and neglecting parenting because her research indicated that 

these four styles were "prototypic" and that variations were merely sub- 

patterns of the prototypes. In other words, in her research, parental 

anxiety did not result in substantial variation in parental style probably 

because she did not work with a clinical sample. (See Exhibit I for how 

Becker's styles of parenting relate to those of Baumrind. ) 

Parental Style and Consumer Socialization. In their work relating 

parental style to children's consumption autonomy and parent-child com- 

munication about consumption, Carlson and Grossbart (1988) employed 

Becker's (1964) three- dimensional model of parental styles. However, 

even after operationalizing these three dimensions, the parenting styles 

that they empirically derived were primarily those of Baumrind's typology 

(i.e., authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, and neglecting) with the 

exception of a fifth style of parenting, rigid-controlling, that is unique 

to Becker's work and is essentially a sub-pattern of authoritarian par- 

enting. The difference between authoritarian and rigid-controlling par- 

ents is that the latter are more emotionally detached than are the former. 

It is questionable whether the measures that Carlson and Grossbart 

used actually tapped anxious-emotional involvement. They construed 

anxious-emotional involvement to include fostering dependency, not fos- 

tering responsibility, and excluding outside influences. There were no 

indicators for babying, overprotectiveness, and solicitousness for the 

child's welfare per se--all of which Becker conceptualized as indicative 
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of anxious-emotional involvement. Moreover, the three indicators that 

Carlson and Grossbart used had high cross-loadings on the other two fac- 

tors of warmth and restrictiveness (not fostering responsibility also 

loaded very highly and positively on warmth; fostering dependency loaded 

moderately highly and negatively on warmth; and excluding outside influ- 

ences loaded highly and positively on restrictiveness). The authors do 

not report the percentage of explained variance for their three-factor 

solution. Given these cross-loadings and a lack of conceptual corre- 

spondence, it seems doubtful that the dimension of anxious emotional in- 

volvement was adequately measured. Even had the authors adequately 

operationalized anxious emotional involvement, there is little conceptual 

justification for relating a relatively clinical dimension of parenting, 

such as anxious emotional involvement, to studying children's consumer 

socialization. The authors seem to have tried to make the data "fit" a 

three-factor solution even though this third factor is of questionable 

relevance for the phenomena that they were studying. 

Using the five parental styles (authoritarian, rigid-controlling, 

authoritative, permissive, and neglecting) that they empirically derived, 

Carlson and Grossbart (1988) examined the effects of these five parental 

styles on children's consumption autonomy (measured by parental yielding 

to the child's requests, allowing purchase if child pays all or part of 

the cost, and permitting child's independence in product selection ) and 

parent-child communication about consumption (measured by coshopping, 

concept- orientation in family communications, children's influence, and 

extent of family communication). 

To arrive at these "conglomerate" dependent variables, Carlson and 

Grossbart took 15 of the dependent variables examined in prior studies 
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of consumer socialization and submitted these 15 variables to a factor 

analysis. They extracted six factors that accounted for only 63 percent 

of the variance in responses (no single factor accounted for more than 

19 percent of the variance), a result that is not surprising given that 

there was no theory to explain and logically relate these variables as 

"indicators" of overriding theoretical constructs. The reason these au- 

thors took this approach was that they wanted to be able to derive three 

dependent variables that would roughly correspond to the three underlying 

dimensions of parenting that they investigated. 

However, the six "conglomerate" dependent variables are of ques- 

tionable construct validity. As one example, children's influence loaded 

positively on the same factor as did coshopping, concept-orientation, and 

extent of family communication; however, conceptually these four vari- 

ables are not all indicators for “parent-child communication about con- 

sumption as Carlson and Grossbart labeled them. Each is conceptually 

distinct. In fact, concept-orientation has been used as an independent 

variable to explain children's influence. Thus, the fact that the two 

loaded on the same factor is no surprise given that theory dictates that 

the two should be positively related (no correlation matrix was given but 

both had same-signed loadings), but because one explains the other, not 

because both are indicators of the same construct. In short, allowing 

the data to drive what is considered to be a dependent variable results 

in meaningless aggregations that have no validity. Moreover, interesting 

effects are obscured, such as how parental styles affect each one of the 

15 dependent variables. 

No differences in children's consumption autonomy were found on the 

basis of parental style. For parent-child communication about consump- 
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tion, of which children's influence was one "indicator," results indi- 

cated that authoritative, permissive, and, surprisingly, 

rigid-controlling mothers communicated more with their children about 

consumption than did authoritarian and neglecting mothers. Although au- 

thoritative and permissive mothers communicated about consumption more 

than did rigid- controlling mothers, this difference was not statis- 

tically significant. Given that authoritatives and permissives are the 

most warm types of parents, the fact that they communicate more about 

consumption is logical and consistent with Carlson and Grossbart's hy- 

pothesis. The result for rigid-controlling mothers is more difficult to 

explain conceptually (because rigid- controlling parents are less warm 

and theoretically similar to authoritarian parents); however, the lack 

of a difference between rigid-controlling, and permissive and authori- 

tative mothers may be because many of the indicators of anxious emotional 

involvement (the determining characteristic of rigid-controlling parent- 

ing) loaded highly on the warmth dimension. 

Carlson and Grossbart's results are qualified by problems in con- 

struct validity. The found no significant variations in children's con- 

sumption autonomy on the basis of parental style; however, because the 

three concepts of parental yielding, child's payment, and consumption 

independence were combined to form the dependent variable of child's 

consumption autonomy, the insignificant result may be due to a lack of 

relationship between parental style and any one, two, or all of these 

variables (or to some third variable that "swamped" the effects of par- 

ental style; however, the authors used a number of covariates in their 

analyses, so this explanation is less likely). On the basis of the sta- 

tistics that Carlson and Grossbart reported, these effects cannot be 

36



"unpacked." Similarly, although differences were found in consumption 

autonomy on the basis of parental styles, the source of this significance 

cannot be determined. For example, different parental styles may have 

resulted in variation in children's influence, but this cannot be deter- 

mined due to Carlson and Grossbart's aggregation of children's influence 

and the three other concepts into the one dependent variable of consump- 

tion communication. In short, the issue of how parental style affects 

children’s influence remains an open question. 

Summary. Socialization appears to offer high explanatory power in 

studying children's influence. If there is such a thing as a "dominant 

theory" in research or children's influence, socialization explanations 

would fulfill this role as they are the most frequent (and well-specified) 

of the three theoretical approaches reviewed here. However, 

socialization theory is not without its limitations. Socialization con- 

ceptualizations such as parental style have been criticized for present- 

ing an essentially static, one-sided view of the socialization process 

(Gecas 1981; Peterson and Rollins 1987). Critics charge that, because 

such theories view children as "blank slates" upon which parental values 

are imprinted, they overlook the reciprocal nature of socialization. They 

note that children are also powerful socialization agents for parents and 

that socialization is essentially a bidirectional process (see, e.g., 

Demo, Small, and Savin-Williams 1987). 

Although these criticisms are valid, it is also true that parents 

are likely to have greater socialization effects on children than vice 

versa (because parents have more experience and familiarity with, and more 

knowledge about, social roles; Baumrind 1980). Moreover, the reciprocal 

nature of socialization may be captured in part through the concept of 

37



children's influence. Specifically, one way that children may socialize 

parents (into certain brand preferences, for example) is through influ- 

encing purchase decisions (Ekstrom, Tansuhaj, and Foxman 1987). 

Summary 

Three conceptual approaches to studying children's influence have 

been reviewed: resource theory, social power, and socialization. Each 

has been shown to provide some useful insights into the phenomenon of 

children's influence: however, each is also subject to a number of limi- 

tations. Resource theory and the bases of social power are problematic 

in that what counts as a resource or a basis of power is likely to be 

person- and situation-specific. These approaches also present an essen- 

tially static view of power relationships and decision-making (i.e., they 

do not concentrate on power as a process of social interaction between 

relevant parties). Similarly, socialization explanations such as par- 

ental style have been criticized for presenting a static, one-sided view 

of the socialization process (this criticism also applies to the struc- 

turally oriented conceptualization of the family communication environ- 

ment). 

With regard to children's influence, although resource theory and 

social power are applicable and can be useful, this research will adopt 

a socialization perspective for explaining children's influence. 

Socialization theory is able to explain many of the relationships that 

resource theory can (for example, social-class effects on children's in- 

fluence); however, socialization makes no assumption that family re- 

lationships are competitive, unlike resource theory. Moreover, although 

resources and bases of power are likely to be operative, socialization 

appears to be a more fundamental and basic process than is relative re- 
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source contribution. In other words, what counts as a resource on the 

magnitude of a child's resources is likely to depend on family 

socialization processes (e.g., children may have more resources with 

certain types of parenting than with others). Thus, socialization and 

resource theory are not necessarily competing explanations; it may be 

possible to integrate the two in future conceptualizations of children's 

influence. However, given that neither the effects of socialization nor 

of resources on children's influence is well understood, we have chosen 

to concentrate on the former. 

EMPIRICAL, DESCRIPTIVE RESEARCH ON CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE 

Now that we have reviewed the theoretical approaches used to study 

children's influence, we turn to an examination of the earlier empirical 

and descriptive research regarding children's influence. It should be 

noted that much of this literature review is based on Mangleburg (1990). 

As previously mentioned, until relatively recently, the intellectual 

heritage of research on children's influence has been a body of descrip- 

tive, a-theoretical, and disparate research results. In this section, 

we will attempt to conceptually group these studies to uncover sources 

of variation in children's influence. Although we will not repeat the 

theoretically based results for the conceptual approaches discussed above 

(to avoid redundancy), we will discuss those aspects of the theoretically 

based studies that are relevant to the sources of variation in children's 

influence garnered from prior descriptive research (i.e., product-type 

and socio-structural variations in influence). 

Product Type 
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In reviewing past research on children's influence, the results in- 

dicate that influence varies by a number of different factors. One im- 

portant source of variation in children's influence is product type. In 

general, children seem to have significant influence in product decisions 

for which they will be the primary consumer (Table 1). For example, 

children have been found to have substantial impact in decisions for 

breakfast cereals, snack foods, toys, children's clothes and school sup- 

plies. Children also influence decisions about family leisure time ac- 

tivities (such as vacations, movie attendance, eating out, and cable TV 

subscriptions), although their influence is less in these decisions than 

in decisions for products for their own use. One factor that may par- 

tially explain these results is the level of the child's product in- 

volvement. Children are likely to view products for their own use as the 

most personally relevant. Leisure activities should also be child- 

involving, but to a lesser extent than products that the child uses fre- 

quently. 

In contrast to the significant role played by children in the 

child-related product decisions, children have less influence for pro- 

ducts that are used by the entire family (with the exception of leisure- 

time decisions). This is particularly true when the family products 

involve substantial financial outlays. For example, children have been 

found to have little influence in decisions for cars, furniture, tele- 

visions, and life insurance. Due to the financial risk associated with 

these family products, it appears that parents prefer to make these de- 

cisions without permitting the child to influence them. It is also likely 

that children perceive products such as furniture as having low personal 

relevance; therefore, they may not be motivated to influence these deci- 
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sions. Intuitively, it seems likely that children's influence for any 

one product will depend on an interaction between the child's product 

involvement and the financial risks associated with that product. 

One recent product-type typology that has been used in the domain 

of children's influence and that partially captures the relationships 

discussed above is the typology developed by Kim et al. (1991). Kim et 

al. segmented products along the two dimensions of major-minor (reflect- 

ing large and small expenditures, respectively) and family-child (de- 

pending on who is the primary user), resulting in a four-fold 

categorization of products. Major purchase items for the family included: 

car, stereo, house, TV, and vacations. Minor family purchase items con- 

sisted of juice, toothpaste, ketchup, shampoo, breakfast cereal, and soft 

drinks. For the child, major purchase items were a walkman and a bicycle. 

The child-minor purchase items included: clothes, shoes, movie, and 

calculator. 

Kim et al. found that adolescents' perceptions of parental percep- 

tions of their influence was greatest for child-minor items, followed by 

child-major, family-major, and family-minor items (no statistics were 

reported for whether these differences were statistically significant, 

rather the authors presented only rank orderings). Kim et al. (1991, p. 

40) concluded that children have more influence for products for their 

own use than for family use "however, no such generalizations can be made 

between those decisions involving major and minor items." However, since 

Kim et al. did not measure perceived influence, they cannot legitimately 

make this claim. It is likely that children may have thought that their 

parents thought they would have low influence in minor family items; 

however, children may have perceived that they influenced these minor 
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family purchase decisions, but they were not asked to report this. In 

short, Kim et al.'s typology is more systematic than prior examinations 

of product-type effects; however, due to problems of construct validity, 

Kim et al. did not adequately test their typology's relationship to 

children's influence. 

Decision Stage 

Another factor affecting the degree of children's influence in pur- 

chase decisions is the stage of the decision process. With one exception 

(Moschis and Mitchell 1986), all of the studies examining children's in- 

fluence across decision stages have used a three-stage model of the de- 

cision process. The three stages include problem recognition, search, 

and choice (Moschis and Mitchell (1986) also included an alternative 

evaluation stage). In general, children's influence is greatest in the 

problem recognition stage and declines significantly by the choice stage 

(Belch et al. 1985; Nelson 1978; Szybillo and Sosanie 1977). 

These results should be regarded with some skepticism, as the range 

of products over which this pattern has been examined is limited. Spe- 

cifically, Nelson (1978) and Szybillo and Sosanie (1977) used family 

restaurants as products. Belch et al. (1985) used a wider variety of 

products; however, this study included a number of products for which 

children's influence was low overall (i.e., television, car, furniture, 

and appliances). Additionally, the one other study employing decision 

stages did not specifically compare influence variations over stages 

(Moschis and Mitchell 1986). 

Subdecisions 

In addition to product type and decision stage, children's influence 

has also been found to vary according to product subdecisions. The su- 
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bdecisions investigated are adaptations of Davis's (1970, 1971) specific, 

as opposed to global, index of purchase decisions. The pattern emerging 

from these studies is that children’s influence is lowest in the subd- 

ecisions of where to purchase (Belch et al. 1985; Jenkins 1979), gathering 

information (Darley and Lim 1986), and how much to spend (Belch et al. 

1985; Darley and Lim 1986; Jenkins 1979; Nelson 1978; Szybillo and Sosanie 

1977). Similarly, Foxman et al. (1989a) found that both parents and 

children perceived that children had low influence in selecting price 

ranges. Children are more involved in subdecisions regarding color, 

make/model, and brand choices (Belch et al. 1985; Darley and Lim 1986; 

Jenkins 1979; Nelson 1978; Szybillo and Sosanie 1977). 

Given that parents are the primary socialization agents of children, 

it appears that they attempt to set bounds on children's influence through 

decreasing children's roles in the choice stage of the decision process, 

and in the subdecision of how much to spend. Limiting children's influ- 

ence in these areas may be one way for the parent to teach the child re- 

sponsibility and appropriate consumer behavior. It also seems that 

parents reserve more instrumental (i.e., allocation and scheduling) ac- 

tivities for themselves, and permit more child's influence in the more 

expressive subdecisions (i.e., color and model decisions). Children may 

lack the experience necessary to make informed decisions for instrumental 

activities. 

Media Habits and Attitudes 

In addition to the factors mentioned above, the media habits and 

attitudes of family members have also been found to affect the extent of 

children's influence in purchase decisions. Studies have shown that 

children's influence attempts increase ass parents spend more time 

43



watching television (Ward and Wackman 1972) and as children are exposed 

to ads (Brody et al. 1981). Similarly, children's influence attempts 

decreased as parents placed more restrictions on children's viewing of 

television (Ward and Wackman 1972). It appears that children's influence 

varies positively with the amount of television viewed in the home. 

Related to the above findings, studies have found children's influ- 

ence to vary with parents' attitudes toward advertising and parents' brand 

recall. Specifically, the more positive parents' attitudes are toward 

advertising, the more parents yield to children's requests (Ward and 

Wackman). Additionally, the greater parents’ brand recall, the greater 

is the role of the child in family decision-making (Berey and Pollay 1968; 

Ward and Wackman 1972). 

Parental Attitudes 

A few studies have investigated how various parental attitudes af- 

fect children's influence in decision-making. For example, Berey and 

Pollay (1968) found mothers' child-centeredness to be inversely related 

to purchasing the child's favorite cereal. One reason for this may be 

that child-centered mothers are more concerned with the child's nutrition 

than are other mothers (Berey and Pollay 1968). Concern over nutrition 

may reflect these mothers' role perceptions of "what a good mother should 

do". Along this vein, Roberts et. al. (1981) found that children had less 

influence in decisions when mothers were more traditional and conserva- 

tive. 

These studies can be viewed as precursors to Carlson and Grossbart's 

(1988) research on parental styles. This earlier research, although 

lacking theoretical development, was tangentially related to parenting 

practices. 
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Socio-Demographic Effects on Children's Influence 

Family Characteristics. A number of family demographic character- 

istics may also affect children's influence, although the results are more 

conflicting here. Some studies have found children's influence to be 

greater with increased family income (Jenkins 1979) or higher socio- 

economic status (Moschis and Mitchell 1986). Similarly, Carlson et al. 

(1990) found that parental yielding increased with family income. How- 

ever, Atkin (1978) and Ward and Wackman (1972) found no statistically 

significant effect for socio-economic status on children's influence at- 

tempts. This result may be explained by the fact that, although SES may 

not affect influence attempts, it may affect parental responses to these 

attempts. It seems intuitive that children will have more influence in 

higher socio-economic status families, given that such families are 

likely to make more purchases than lower class families. However, the 

literature is not clear on this point. 

Another demographic variable that seems likely to affect children's 

influence is family size. Results here are mixed as well. Jenkins (1979) 

found children's influence to increase with family size; however, Ward 

and Wackman (1972) found no significant effect for number of children on 

children's influence attempts. Using number of children as a covariate, 

Carlson et al. (1990) also found that children's influence was lower as 

the number of children increased. Speculatively, one might expect family 

size to have a negative effect on any one child's influence, but that 

children's influence overall would increase, because children may be able 

to from coalitions in larger families. 

Finally, one study examined the effects of dual-parent versus one- 

parent families on children's influence in family leisure decisions 
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(Darley and Lim 1986). The authors found that children in one-parent 

families had more influence in family outing decisions than did children 

in dual-parent families. This study did not distinguish between recon- 

stituted and intact families (both were presumably classified as "dual- 

parent" families). In addition, the range over which differences in 

influence across family types was examined was limited to leisure activ- 

ities. 

Child Characteristics. Another group of factors having an impact 

on a child's influence in purchase decisions are characteristics of the 

child. The most commonly investigated variable here is the child's age. 

Most studies have found that older children have significantly more in- 

fluence than younger children (Atkin 1978; Darley and Lim 1986; Jenkins 

1979; Moschis and Mitchell 1986; Nelson 1978; Ward and Wackman 1972). 

Similarly, Carlson and Grossbart (1988) found that both the child's con- 

sumption autonomy and parent-child communication about consumption in- 

creased with child's age. This result is due partly to older children's 

greater cognitive ability, as compared to younger children. Older chil- 

dren also have more experience with products and have learned more about 

consumer roles. Older children may also make more influence attempts and 

be more successful in these attempts than are younger children. These 

factors, in addition to developmental level, probably contribute to older 

children's greater influence in family decision-making. 

Child's sex is another commonly investigated child characteristic. 

Results for the effect of child' sex, however, are mixed. Moschis and 

Mitchell (1986) and Burns and Gillett (1987) found that females had more 

influence, and participated more, than did males. However, Carlson et 

al. (1990) found that mothers yielded more to sons’ than to daughters’ 
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requests. Sex difference in children's influence may be due to differ- 

ences in sex-role socialization. Daughters may be socialized to be more 

relationship-oriented and more involved with their families than are sons 

(Moschis and Mitchell 1986). As a result, daughters may have more in- 

fluence in purchase decisions than sons (there is probably a product-type 

effect here as well). The finding of Carlson et al. is more difficult 

to explain. Perhaps mothers yield more to sons as a means of rewarding 

assertive behavior. Alternatively, mothers may be more indulgent of sons, 

although the findings of Moschis and Mitchell (1986) and Burns and Gillett 

(1987) argue against this conclusion. Clearly, differences in influence 

due to sex-role socialization warrants further investigation. 

Finally, children's influence has been found to vary on the basis 

of child's income. Specifically, results indicate that influence in- 

creases with increased child income (Foxman et al. 1989b; Moschis and 

Mitchell 1986). It would be interesting to examine the effects of income 

on child versus family products. No study has investigated this re- 

lationship. One might expect child's income to have greater effects on 

children's influence in child~- related product decisions than it does on 

influence for family products. 

Summary and Evaluation 

In the past, research on children's influence was descriptive and 

a~theoretical. However, there have recently been a number of attempts 

to provide more theoretically based explanations for the phenomenon of 

children's influence. Results from a review of the descriptive literature 

suggest that children's influence varies by a number of different factors, 

including socio-demographic characteristics of the family and the child, 

parental attitudes (particularly those related to child-rearing) and 
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family media habits and attitudes, and the situational factors of product 

type, decision stage, and subdecisions. Theoretically, variations in 

influence have been related to the relative resource contribution and 

power bases of children, and to socialization factors, particularly fam- 

ily socialization factors. 

Although it has not been done, it was argued earlier that many of 

the findings regarding children's influence were consistent with and 

could be incorporated into a socialization model of children's influence. 

Specifically, a modification of Moschis and Churchill's (1978) model can 

be used as a framework” to integrate past research on children's influ- 

ence, as shown in Figure 1. As previously mentioned, socialization 

studies of children's influence seem to have implicitly employed the model 

(or are at least consistent with it). In presenting the model, our pur- 

pose is to systematize and make explicit how previous theoretical studies 

of socialization fit the model, and to incorporate the descriptively based 

results on children's influence. 

The modification of Moschis and Churchill's (1978) model rests on 

the addition of the moderating effects of situational variables on the 

relationship between socialization factors and children's influence. 

It is likely that characteristics of the decision task will interact with 

socialization processes in affecting children's influence. As one exam- 

ple, certain types of parents may be more open to children's influence 

  

This model does not include resources or bases of power, nor does it 
incorporate parental brand attitudes. Thus, it is not a truly con- 
prehensive model of children's influence; however, it does subsume 
the majority of past results for children's influence. 
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for child products than for family products (i.e., Authoritatives), 

whereas for other types of parents, children may influence both family- 

and child- related product decisions (i.e., Permissives). 

Using this model as a guide, we can conclude that descriptive re- 

search has examined the direct links between family and child socio- 

demographic characteristics and what we have termed "moderating 

" and children's influence (see Exhibit II). With one exception variables,’ 

(Burns and Gillett 1987), the theoretically based studies on children's 

influence and related constraints have examined direct links between 

socialization factors and children's influence while controlling for the 

effects of antecedent variables (or examining the direct link between 

antecedent variables in addition to a socialization direct link; Moschis 

and Mitchell 1986). These studies did not account for the moderating 

effects of situational factors on children's influence. The one study 

that examined both the direct and indirect effects of antecedent variables 

(i.e., antecedents' effects on socialization factors) investigated a di- 

rect link between socialization factors; similar to the other theore-~ 

tically based studies, it did not account for the moderating effects of 

situational variables (Burns and Gillett 1987). 

From this analysis, we can conclude that no study on children's in- 

fluence has simultaneously tested all of the hypothesized links in the 

model. We are not suggesting that one study should test all links for 

all variables included in the model; this would be impossible to do in 

the context of a single study. However, researchers should at least in- 

vestigate all possible links for the concepts they wish to examine in 

relation to children's influence and account for moderating effects on 

these relationships. 
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METHODOLOGICAL REVIEW 

Research on children's influence is qualified by a number of 

methodological limitations. These limitations generally apply to both 

the descriptive and theory-based research on children's influence. This 

section will review the major methodological limitations of past research 

and is based in large part on Mangleburg (1990). 

Construct Validity 

One of the most serious and pervasive problems in research on chil- 

dren's influence is the lack of attention paid to construct validity, even 

in many of the theoretically based studies. The most noteworthy example 

of this is the failure to adequately define ‘influence’. As Rossiter 

(1978) notes, there are two aspects to influence, an active and a passive 

dimension. In this instance, passive influence is characterized by other 

family members taking the child into account when making a purchase de- 

cision, as opposed to the child directly influencing the decision itself. 

In spite of Rossiter's clarification, most studies have not distin- 

guished between active and passive influence. For example, Jenkins (1979) 

notes that "the definition of ‘influence’ varied from one [respondent] 

to another. Some perceived only the ‘active’ dimension ... while others 

perceived the word to encompass both the ‘active' and ‘passive’ dimen- 

' The fact that respondents can attribute varying definitions to sions.' 

a term is due to inadequate conceptual definitions in the first place. 

If the researcher is unclear as to the meaning of a construct, it is no 

surprise that respondents are unclear as well. It is noteworthy that most 
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of the studies reviewed here failed to define "influence" conceptually. 

The net result of this oversight is that respondents assign their own 

meanings to the concept. As a result, their definitions may or may not 

be congruent with the researcher's notion of what a term means. In any 

event, construct validity is a serious issue under these conditions. The 

failure of most studies to carry out reliability analyses also supports 

this conclusion (Table 2). 

Along with the suspect construct validity of "influence," the the- 

oretically based studies have also suffered from a lack of construct va- 

lidity for independent variables. Since these problems were detailed 

earlier, we will not fully rehash this discussion except to note that Kim 

et al.'s (1991) study borrowed measures from another study without 

adapting them to the context of their own research, resulting in inade- 

quate operationalizations of their constructs. Carlson and Grossbart's 

(1988) operationalization of the anxious-emotional-involvement dimensions 

of parenting was also problematic (i.e., high cross- loadings on other 

dimensions); moreover, their decision to include this third dimension was 

questionable in the first place. It should also be noted that Carlson 

and Grossbart's dependent variables lacked construct validity due to 

their aggregation of conceptually distinct constructs into single de- 

pendent variables. 

Measures 

Another issue related to children's influence is the type of measure 

used to assess influence. Studies have employed a diversity of 

operationalizations for influence (Table 3). With one exception (Jenkins 

(1979) used a constant sum scale), studies have used 3, 5, 6 or 7 point 

Likert scales to measure influence. Some studies have asked respondents 
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to rate influence separately for family members (Belch et al. 1985; Darley 

and Lim 1986; Jenkins 1979; Nelson 1978; Roberts et al. 1981), whereas 

others have included all family members on a single scale (Foxman and 

Tansuhaj 1988; Foxman et al. 1989; Moschis and Mitchell 1986; Szybillo 

and 

Sosanie 1977). In this latter approach, respondents are essentially asked 

to think about a purchase decision and aggregate the influence of all 

family members into one global-level evaluation to respond to the scale. 

The former approach of having respondents rate influence separately for 

family members has the advantages of (1) simplifying the cognitive tasks 

of respondents and (2) collecting data at a more disaggregate level. It 

is likely that significant information about influence is lost when re- 

spondents are asked to make global level evaluations. 

Variation by Respondent 

Results on children's influence also vary according to who is the 

respondent. Many studies have used only parents as respondents (Table 

2); therefore, these studies can only provide information about parental 

perceptions of children's influence. These perceptions may or may not 

be accurate. For example, in studying children's power, Turk and Bell 

(1972) found that parents consistently reported that children had low 

power when self-report measures were used. However, when observational 

methods were used, children were found to have power. Thus, the effect 

of using parental reports to measure children's influence may be that the 

magnitude of children's influence is consistently underestimated. It is 

no surprise that those studies that have included children, as well as 
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parents, as respondents have generally found that children attribute more 

influence to themselves than parents attribute to them (see Table 1). 

Differences in perceptions of influence may be due to perceptual 

biases and/or social desirability effects. Additionally, perceptual di- 

vergences may also be a methodological artifact. Surveys, in this in- 

stance, may reflect more subjective assessments, whereas observational 

studies may be more objective (i.e., an observer who is removed from the 

process independently evaluates "influence"). Clearly, the issue re- 

volves around the interests of the researcher, whether one wishes to focus 

on subjective perceptions or behavior. Whatever the focus of the study, 

however, children should be included as they are the relevant unit of 

analysis in most studies of children's influence. 

Method of Data Collection 

Another issue related to research on children's influence is the 

method of data collection. All studies have used mono-method approaches 

to studying children's influence (Table 2).5 With few exceptions (Atkin 

1978; Brody et. al. 1981), the method of choice has been the survey. The 

use of a single method within a research domain is problematic in that 

the results found may be confounded by methodological artifacts (McGrath 

1982). The rival explanation that results are due to research method 

cannot be discounted when only a Single method is used. Thus, the asso- 

ciations found between children's influence and various factors may be 

due to the use of surveys rather than to any "true” association. The 

  

Berey and Pollay (1968) used different methods to assess different 

variables; only one method was used per variable. 
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observational study by Atkin (1978) mitigates against this conclusion; 

however, more observational studies need to be done before we can have 

confidence in the findings. 

The use of surveys has a number of advantages, such as time and cost 

reductions, and increased sample sizes. However, there are also a number 

of problems associated with their use. As previously mentioned, surveys 

may be more inter-subjectively biased than are observational studies. 

Finally, the use of surveys is problematic in dealing with young children 

who generally lack the cognitive ability to respond to test items. Al- 

though it is possible to circumvent this problem by using interviews, the 

usual approach has been to exclude children as respondents and use only 

parents. Thus, in some situations, other techniques such as interviews 

or observation may be more appropriate. 

Statistical Techniques 

A final consideration in this domain of research is the method of 

data analysis. Most of the studies have used chi-square analysis, ANOVA, 

or MANOVA to test various associations (Table 4). One problem that may 

occur in using these techniques is violation of the nonindependence as- 

sumption. The techniques are especially sensitive to this violation. 

When multiple respondents from the same family are used, one would expect 

their responses to be correlated with each other, and therefore, 

nonindependent. Yet studies examining divergences in family member per- 

ceptions use analyses of variance on these nonindependent samples in order 

to assess differences. It is not surprising that these studies find 

highly divergent perceptions as the type 1 error rate is seriously in- 

flated when the nonindependence assumption is violated. Additionally, 

many studies test numerous relationships within the context of a single 

54



sample and study, while failing to adjust the alpha level accordingly. 

When one fails to adjust alpha in response to numerous tests, significant 

results may be due partly to chance. 

Summary 

In summary, there are a number of methodological problems associated 

with research on children's influence in purchase decisions. Inadequate 

conceptual definitions and lack of reliability raise serious construct 

validity concerns. Children are often excluded from the analysis even 

though children's influence is the subject of study. The use of a single 

method, usually surveys, gives rise to the rival hypothesis that results 

may be method related. Finally, this research domain is hampered by in- 

flated alpha levels; consequently, some associations found may be due to 

chance. In short, research on children's influence must be improved on 

methodological grounds if we wish to truly understand this phenomenon. 

SUMMARY 

On the basis of this literature review, we can identify issues that 

need to be addressed in future research on children's influence. One of 

the most troublesome oversights of past research on children's influence 

has been the relative inattention paid to other family types besides in- 

tact families. Only one descriptive study examined influence variations 

between dual-parent and single-parent families; even this study failed 

to distinguish between intact and reconstituted families. Moreover, no 

theoretically based study has incorporated family type into their expla- 

nations of children's influence, even though there is considerable reason 
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to believe that socialization processes, for example, are likely to be 

affected by variations in family type. 

Another limitation of the theoretically based studies is that they 

have failed to consider moderating effects, such as product type and de- 

cision stage effects, on the relationships they are investigating. 

Although parental socialization practices intuitively seem to offer 

promising explanations of children's influence, the effects of parenting 

practices on children's influence have not been adequately tested. The 

one study that was concerned with parental styles used children's influ- 

ence as only one indicator of consumption communication. Therefore, we 

cannot determine the effects of parenting practices on children's influ- 

ence on the basis of this study's results. This study also suffered from 

problems with construct validity for independent variables as well. 

Indeed, this review indicates that construct validity is a pressing, 

and probably the most important, problem characterizing past research on 

children's influence. Even the theoretically based studies have suffered 

from this problem. Without adequate construct validity, our knowledge 

of children's influence is called into question. If we are not measuring 

what we purport to measure, significant results have little meaning. 

In sum, there are a number of opportunities to enhance our under- 

standing of children's influence. We have pointed out some of the most 

pressing issues in this summary, but there are other opportunities as 

well. However, this dissertation attempts to tackle some of the more 

important limitations by examining the effects of family type and 

socialization factors, including parenting practices, on children's in- 

fluence. Our conceptual model is developed in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 

In the previous chapter, we presented a conceptual model for chil- 

dren's influence that is based on socialization processes. However, many 

of the relationships postulated in the model have not been empirically 

tested. For example, although one study investigated the variation in 

children's influence in dual-parent versus single-parent families (Darley 

and Lim 1986), no study has investigated how socialization processes are 

affected by family type and how children's influence is then affected by 

these family socialization factors (i.e., indirect effects of family type 

on children's influence). The relative oversight of how family type in- 

directly affects children's influence is a serious one given that there 

is considerable evidence to suggest that family type has a substantial 

effect on family socialization processes (see, e.g., Hetherington 1988). 

In addition, although Carlson and Grossbart (1988) examined the ef- 

fects of parental socialization practices (i.e., parental style) on 

parent-child communication about consumption, they did not systematically 

investigate the effects of parenting practices on children's influence. 

Recall that the authors used children's influence as one indicator of 

consumption communication along with the three other variables of extent 

of family communication, concept~oriented communication, and co-shopping. 

Because the authors aggregated these four variables into the one dependent 

variable of consumption communication, the effects of parenting practices 

on children's influence cannot be adequately determined from their study. 

It should also be noted that Carlson and Grossbart confined their analysis 
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to the relationship between parenting practices and consumption communi- 

cation in intact families. 

To address these gaps in the literature, this dissertation will de- 

velop a model that examines the indirect effects of family type on chil- 

dren's influence in purchase decisions. We postulate that family type 

indirectly affects influence through its effects on parenting practices 

and family role relationships. We will also systematically investigate 

the effects of parenting practices on children's influence (i.e., par- 

tially "unpack" Carlson and Grossbart's result for an association between 

parenting practices and consumption communication by isolating the vari- 

able of children's influence). Specifically, using the concept of hier- 

archy, we will argue that children in different types of families are 

socialized into different family status relations, which, in turn, af- 

fects children's influence in purchase decisions. 

HIERARCHY IN THE FAMILY 

In discussing roles of family members, Weiss (1979b) argues that an 

"echelon" structure exists in dual-parent families. An echelon structure 

is one in which some group members occupy superordinate positions, whereas 

other members occupy inferior, or subordinate, positions. This structure 

gives those on the superordinate level (i.e., parents) authority over 

subordinates (i.e., children). This structure reflects parents’ greater 

power as com[pared with children. Authority is also maintained by 

agreement among those on the superordinate level to keep "underlings" 

subordinate. Parents attempt to uphold the rules and decisions made by 

each other. Weiss goes on to argue that, when parents divorce, this 
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echelon structure dissolves. Single parents are faced with increased 

tasks and responsibilities after marital separation. One means of coping 

with these increased role demands is to delegate responsibility to chil- 

dren. In addition, the single parent is now more free to "make deals" 

with children, as they no longer have to worry about upholding the echelon 

structure. 

Nock (1988) further clarifies the notion of status relations or roles 

in the family through his concept of hierarchy. At one extreme, parent- 

child role relations are characterized by high hierarchy, which is "a 

structured authority pattern in which children are categorically inferior 

to adults" (Nock 1988, p. 958). In contrast, in lower hierarchy families, 

there is greater equality in parent-child status relations. According 

to Nock, hierarchy varies with different family types. Specifically, it 

is the family structure that allows certain types of parent-child au- 

thority relationships to exist and develop. 

The determining characteristic of family type that affects role- 

status socialization is the number of adults present in the household. 

When two parents are present, the effect is generally that roles are 

age-graded with parents occupying superior positions and children, infe- 

rior positions (Parsons and Bales 1955). Two parents can form an au- 

thority coalition and each can uphold the other's authority. In contrast, 

when only one parent is present, it is more difficult to uphold clear 

authority distinctions between parents and children. There is no other 

adult to reinforce a single parent's authority. Consequently, role 

statuses between parents and children become more equal. Moreover, be- 

cause a single parent may be overburdened in attempting to fulfill mul- 

tiple role demands (which are shared or divided between two parents in 

59



two-parent families), single parents may elevate the status of children 

to reduce their role overload. 

The degree of hierarchy is also contingent on the length of time that 

children are exposed to a specific pattern of role-status socialization. 

The greater the time that children are exposed to a specific authority 

role model, the greater is children's learning of that specific pattern 

of status-role organization. With hierarchical role models, children 

learn that authority roles are structured into superordinate-subordinate 

positions. With non-hierarchical role models, children do not learn the 

superordinate-subordinate structure of authority. 

Conceptually, then, family structures can be viewed as varying along 

a continuum of hierarchy, depending on the number of adults present in 

the household and the length of time that children are exposed to the 

resultant pattern of authority relations. Intact families are conceptu- 

alized to be the most hierarchical family form because two parents are 

present and children have only been exposed to these hierarchical role 

models. Single-parent families are the least hierarchical because only 

one adult is present and children have had exposure to less hierarchical 

role models. Reconstituted families lie between these two extremes: two 

adults are present, however, children have also had some degree of expo- 

sure to less hierarchical role patterns prior to remarriage. Their 

learning of these less hierarchical role patterns is likely to affect the 

establishment of authority in the reconstituted family. 

It should be noted that there is likely to be variation in hierarchy 

within these three family types. For example, role relationships in 

single-parent families in which the parent has never been married are 

likely to be less hierarchical than role relationships in single-parent 
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families in which the parent lives with another adult. Similarly, role 

relationships in reconstituted families in which the parent remarried 

when the child was young are likely to be more hierarchical than role 

relationships in families in which parents delayed remarriage (because 

children have had a lengthy exposure to less hierarchical role models in 

the latter case). In intact families, role relationships in dual career 

families are likely to be less hierarchical than they are in traditionally 

oriented families because dual-career parents may grant more authority 

to children due to their role overload. However, because two adults are 

present in the family, intact families should still be the most hierar- 

chical: children have never been exposed to other authority structures 

in intact families. 

Although we recognize these distinctions, or degrees of hierarchy 

within family types, we will base our following discussion (and the re- 

search hypotheses) on differences in role relationships between the three 

broad classes of intact, reconstituted, and single-parent families. Ex- 

isting research uses these three groups as "prototypes" for exploring 

differences in family relationships on the basis of family type (or con- 

trols for factors, such as length of time since remarriage or divorce, 

that affect hierarchy within these three broad classes). In addition, 

making fine distinctions within the three broad classes of family types 

is likely to adversely affect the power of hypothesis tests. The number 

of respondents within each group is likely to be small when such refine- 

ments are made. Thus, in this research, we conceptualize family types, 

ordered from single-parent to reconstituted to intact, as reflecting in- 

creasing hierarchy. 
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In the family, role statuses are manifested through the nature of 

dependency relations between parents and children (how dependent parents 

are on children), the structuring of daily household routines and tasks 

(how household duties and responsibilities are divided between parents 

and children), and parental socialization practices, particularly those 

related to discipline, or restrictiveness (Nock 1988). In addition to 

these three factors, Nock also implies that the extent of parents' coop- 

eration and support of each other's views in relation to children (i.e., 

parental coalition formation) is reflective of status roles in the family. 

Finally, although parental nurturance is not conceptually related 

to family status roles in Nock's theory of hierarchy, Carlson and 

Grossbart's (1988) work indicates that nurturance is likely to affect 

children's influence. Moreover, as will be discussed below, there is some 

evidence to suggest that nurturance varies under different family types. 

Therefore, because nurturance is one aspect of parental socialization 

tendencies (along with restrictiveness), and because there is evidence 

to suggest that nurturance may have an effect on children's influence, 

we included nurturance in our socialization model. 

In sum, our socialization model includes the concepts of parent- 

child dependency relations, the structuring of household responsibility, 

the degree of parents' support of each other (or parental coalition for- 

mation), and parental restrictiveness; these four concepts are based on 

the theory of hierarchy. In addition, parental nurturance, which, to- 

gether with restrictiveness, forms the basis of parental styles, is also 

included in the model. Specifically, we conceptualize family type to be 

related to each of these five socialization factors and that these five 
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factors, in turn, are related to differences in children's influence in 

purchase decisions. 

In reviewing the literature on how family type affects family re- 

lationships, family structure has been shown to be related to parent-child 

dependency relations, the structuring of household tasks and responsi- 

bilities, and parental restrictiveness in a manner consistent with the 

notion that hierarchy increases with the number of adults and the length 

of time that children are exposed to these role models. In addition, 

research suggests that family type is also related to differing degrees 

of parental nurturance. This literature is reviewed below. ® 

Parental Dependency on Children 

One manifestation of authority-role socialization is the nature of 

dependency relations between parents and children, or the extent to which 

parents depend on children as a source of affective support. With less 

hierarchy, one would expect increasing parental dependence on children 

as sources of affective support. Family type has been shown to be related 

to parents’ emotional dependence on children, or the peerness of parent- 

child relationships. Peerness concerns how supportive children are of 

parents (i.e., whether parents rely on children to support them as 

friends). 

Research has shown that parent-child relationships in single-parent 

families, and to a lesser extent in reconstituted families, are peer-like. 

  

Although the extent to which parents support each other in relation 
to children is implicit in the theory of hierarchy, no study, to our 
knowledge, has investigated this concept. Therefore, this concept 
is not included in the literature review. 
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In their fifteen-year longitudinal study of divorce, Wallerstein and 

Blakeslee (1989) note that children in single-parent families often be- 

come confidantes to their single parents. Similarly, Weiss (1979a, 1979b) 

found that many children, particularly adolescent daughters, tend to have 

peer-like relationships with their single parents. In their work on 

family counseling, Glenwick and Mowery (1986) have referred to an extreme 

form of peerness in parent- child relationships as "Parent Becomes Peer" 

in which there is a "loss of intergenerational boundaries" between parent 

and child.’ 

Similar to the notion of peer-like relations within single-parent 

families, Furstenberg and Spanier (1984) found that many step-parents 

prefer to consider themselves as friends rather than as parents to their 

step-children. Other researchers have noted that there is an ambiguity 

in roles in reconstituted families (Kompara 1980; Pasley and Ihinger- 

Tallman 1989): it may be that step-parents choose to be peers as the path 

of least resistance. 

Consistent with the results discussed above, Mangleburg (1991) found 

that college students in single-parent families perceived parent-child 

relations as being more peer-like that did college students in intact 

  

It should be noted that the research of Wallerstein and Blakeslee 
(1989), Weiss (1979a, 1979b), and Glenwick and Mowery (1986) is based 
on clinical case studies. As such, their results may not hold in 

nonclinical samples. However, Mangleburg (1991) has found similar 
relationships in a nonclinical sample of college students; thus, 
there is some evidence that peerness exists in nonclinical families 
as well. 
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families. No differences in perceptions of peerness were found on the 

basis of sex. 

Structure of Household Roles 

Authority role socialization is also manifested through the struc- 

ture of household roles (i.e., the manner in which household duties and 

responsibilities are divided between parents and children). With de- 

creasing hierarchy, one would expect a more equal sharing of household 

responsibility between parents and children, or increasing children's 

household responsibility, as compared with more hierarchical families. 

Family type has been found to be related to children's household respon- 

sibility, or the extent to which children have responsibility in managing 

the household. The clinical case studies of Weiss (1979a, 1979b) indicate 

that children "grow up a little faster" in single-parent households, often 

taking on significant responsibility in household functioning. Simi- 

larly, the results of Wallerstein and Blakeslee's (1989) clinical study 

found that children in single-parent families often assume tasks previ- 

ously performed by the absent spouse. 

In studying the performance of household duties and division of labor 

in nonclinical single-parent families, Grief (1985) found that older 

children, especially females, did a significant amount of housework in 

father-headed single-parent households. Smith and Smith (1981) also 

found that household activities were shared among parents and children 

and that the style of household management had become more "democratic" 

since the fathers became single parents. It should be noted that neither 

of these studies compared the level of housework done by children in 

single-parent households with that done by children in intact or recon- 

stituted households. Therefore, it is difficult to tell whether children 
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of single parents actually do perform more household tasks than children 

in other types of families on the basis of these studies. 

In a survey comparing the household responsibility (i.e. task per- 

formance) of children in intact, reconstituted, and single- parent fami- 

lies, however, Amato (1987) found that children in single-parent and 

reconstituted families reported having greater household responsibility 

than did children in intact families. Similarly, in a convenience sample 

of college students, Mangleburg (1991) found that students in single- 

parent and reconstituted families perceived themselves to have more re- 

sponsibility in managing the household during childhood than did students 

from intact families. No differences in household responsibility were 

found on the basis of sex. 

Parenting Practices 

Recall that most research on parenting practices has conceptualized 

parental socialization tendencies as based on the two underlying, 

orthogonal dimensions of restrictiveness and nurturance (c.f., Becker 

1964; Carlson and Grossbart 1988; Schaeffer and Bell 1958). Research has 

investigated how family type affects both the restrictiveness and 

nurturance of parenting practices, or the quality of parenting. Studies 

have also investigated how parental styles differ under different types 

of families. 

Parental Restrictiyeness. With higher hierarchy, one would expect 

greater parental restrictiveness, which is parents' strict enforcement 

of demands of children in the areas of obedience, conformity, and behavior 

(Becker 1964). Increased restrictiveness would reflect parents' superior 

status as compared with children. For restrictiveness, Hetherington 

(1988), using multiple methods, found that remarried and single mothers 

66



had less control over their children than did first-married mothers. In 

addition, parental monitoring of the child's behavior was lower in re- 

constituted and single-parent families than in intact families. 

Furstenberg and Spanier (1984) found that many step-parents were uncom- 

fortable in a disciplinary parental role. Finally, using a convenience 

sample of college students, Mangleburg (1991) found that students in 

single-parent and reconstituted families perceived their parents as hav- 

ing less control than did students from intact families. Thus, it appears 

that fewer adults (or original parents in the case of reconstituted fam- 

ilies) in the family is associated with decreased parental 

restrictiveness. 

Parental Nurturance, Given that single parents tend to have many 

demands placed on them and that, as a result, they may delegate more re- 

sponsibility to children, parent-child relations may be more instru- 

mentally than affectively based in these types of families. Single 

parents also may not have as much time to spend on nurturing children as 

compared with parents in other family types. In the reconstituted case, 

step-parents may not be as involved with their step-children, and, 

therefore, they may be less nurturant as compared with an "original" 

parent. Thus, one would expect nurturance, which is how "accepting, af- 

fectionate, approving, understanding, and child-centered" parents are 

toward their children (Becker 1964, p. 174), to be greatest in intact 

families and least in single-parent families. 

With regard to nurturance, research has shown that step-parents have 

less positive affect toward children than biological parents do (Peek et 

al. 1988). Mangleburg (1991) also found that female students in single- 
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parent families perceived their parents as being less supportive than did 

female students in reconstituted families. 

Parental Styles. In examining the relationship between parental 

styles and family type, Dornbusch et al. (1987) used Baumrind's (1968, 

1971) classification of parental styles (i.e., authoritarian, authori- 

tative, permissive), but collapsed neglecting parenting (low 

restrictiveness, low nurturance) with permissive parenting (low 

restrictiveness, high nurturance) to form their "permissive" category. 

They found that parenting was more authoritarian (low nurturance, high 

restrictiveness) and permissive in single-parent and reconstituted fami- 

lies than it was in intact families, and that parenting was less author- 

itative (high nurturance, high restrictiveness) in reconstituted families 

than in intact families for boys but not for girls. Although gener- 

alizations about family type's effects on each dimension of 

restrictiveness and nurturance cannot be made on the basis of Dornbusch 

et al.'s results (because parental styles are based on the interaction 

of these two factors), their results are consistent with the notion that 

parental effectiveness declines with fewer adults or original parents 

(given that authoritative parenting is associated with the most favorable 

child outcomes). 

In sum, family type has been shown to be related to peerness, chil- 

dren's household responsibility, and parental restrictiveness in a manner 

consistent with the notion that fewer adults and children's reduced length 

of exposure to two-adult role models reduces hierarchy. In addition, 

there is at least some evidence to suggest that family type is also re- 

lated to differences in parental nurturance. 
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A SOCIALIZATION MODEL OF CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE 

The degree of hierarchy present in the family depends on family type. 

Hierarchy, or the structure of authority relations in the family, is ev- 

idenced through the peerness of parent-child relations, children's 

household roles, parental coalition formation, and parental 

restrictiveness. Conceptually, if we view family type, ordered from 

single-parent to reconstituted to intact families, as varying along a 

continuum of hierarchy, we can relate family type to the peerness of 

parent-child relationships, children's household roles, parental coali- 

tion formation, and parental restrictiveness, all of which are likely to 

affect children's influence in purchase decisions. '* 

Specifically, we propose that family type patterns various aspects 

of family relationships (i.e., peerness, children's household roles, 

parental coalition formation, and parental restrictiveness) and that it 

is from these patterns of family relations that children are socialized 

into a particular structure of authority in the family. And, although 

nurturance is not related to authority-role socialization, nurturance is 

one component of parental socialization tendencies, or parental styles. 

Moreover, research suggests that family type is also likely to affect 

parental nurturance. Thus, we postulate that family type will affect 

peerness, children's household roles, parental coalition formation, par- 

  

As Rossiter (1978) notes, influence can be either direct (i.e. ac- 

tive) or indirect (i.e. passive). This discussion is premised on the 
direct form of children's influence. 
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ental restrictiveness, and parental nurturance and that’ these 

socialization factors will, in turn, affect children's influence. In 

other words, we propose that family type will directly affect each one 

of these five socialization factors and that these five factors will, in 

turn, directly affect children's influence. The effect of family type 

on influence, then, is postulated to be mediated through peerness, chil- 

dren's household roles, parental coalition formation, parental 

restrictiveness, and parental nurturance. 

Given that research has shown that children's influence varies by 

product type, we can segment influence into influence for family- related 

product decisions and influence for child-related product decisions. In 

addition, consistent with Kim et al. (1991), products can also be cate- 

gorized according to whether they are of major or minor expense, or ac- 

cording to the degree of perceived financial risk associated with purchase 

decisions for given products. To control for the potential effects of 

perceived financial risk, we focus on only those products that are of 

relatively high expense, or more financially risky. It is likely that 

the relationships of interest in this study (i.e., effects of family type 

and socialization factors on children's influence) will be more pro- 

nounced for high-financial-risk types of decisions. Thus, to have a 

"strong" test of the model, we focus on children's influence in decisions 

for relatively expensive products for the family and the child. On the 

basis of these considerations, the effects of family type and the five 

socialization factors on children's influence in family- and child- 

related (high-financial-risk) purchase decisions can be modeled as shown 

in Figure 2. 
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RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

Effects of Family Type on Socialization Factors 

Peerness. For the effects of family type on peerness, we expect 

peerness to be greatest in single-parent families, less in reconstituted 

families, and least in intact families. In intact families, because two 

adults are present, parents are more likely to draw on each other for 

affective support and friendship: when two adults are present there should 

be less need for parents to rely on children to fulfill their needs for 

friendship as compared with the single-parent case. However, given that 

the sources of adult affective support are more limited for single par- 

ents, single parents may be more likely to treat their children as friends 

as compared with other family types. For reconstituted families, although 

another adult who could serve as a friend is present, it is also likely 

that parents had more peerlike relationships with children prior to re- 

marriage. These peerlike relationships between parents and children are 

not likely to totally disappear after remarriage: it would be somewhat 

difficult for a parent to begin treating a child who was once viewed as 

being more of a friend as suddenly inferior. Thus, we hypothesize 

Hl: Peerness will be highest in single-parent families, less in 

reconstituted families, and least in intact families. 

Children's Household Responsibility. Given that single parents tend 

to have many demands placed on them, one way that they may seek to alle- 

viate some of their role overload is to delegate a degree of household 

responsibility to children. When two adults are present, however, as is 
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the case in intact families, there should be less need to delegate 

household responsibility to children: there is another adult present with 

whom household responsibility can be shared. Although if both parents 

work and, consequently, the role demands of each are increased, role 

strain is likely to be less for a married parent than for a single parent, 

who has no other adult with whom to share household responsibility. In 

reconstituted families, although two adults among whom responsibility can 

be shared are present, parents, prior to remarriage, are also likely to 

have learned that children can handle a significant degree of household 

responsibility. Thus, parents may be more likely to continue delegating 

some measure of household responsibility to children after remarriage, 

although the extent of this responsibility is likely to be less than that 

existed prior to remarriage, given that there is now another person to 

take on some of this responsibility. Thus, we hypothesize 

H2: Children's household responsibility will be greatest in 

single-parent families, less in reconstituted families, and least in in- 

tact families. 

Parental Coalition Formation. We expect parental coalition forma- 

tion, which concerns the extent to which parents support each other's 

views in relation to children, to be greatest in intact families, less 

in reconstituted families, and least in single-parent families. The re- 

lationship between a single parent and a former spouse is likely to be 

somewhat conflictual; therefore, one would expect there to be less 

agreement and working together among parents in this instance than would 

be the case in other family types. Also, given that roles in reconsti- 
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tuted families tend to be somewhat ambiguous, step-parents may be less 

likely to be involved in child-rearing issues than an original parent is. 

H3: Parental coalition formation will be highest in intact families, 

less in reconstituted families, and least in single-parent families. 

Parental Restrictiveness. In examining how family type affects 

parental restrictiveness, we expect restrictiveness to be greatest in 

intact families, less in reconstituted families, and least in single- 

parent families. When two adults are present, as in intact families, 

restrictiveness is reinforced by the presence of the other adult. In 

addition, parental restrictiveness is likely to be viewed as more legit- 

imate, as a parental right or duty, when two adults are present than is 

the case for a single parent. In single-parent families, to the extent 

that children are involved in fulfilling family duties, single parents 

may not believe that they have as much right to restrict children's ac- 

tivities and behavior as compared with intact families. Also, there is 

no other adult present to reinforce a single parent's restrictiveness. 

In reconstituted families, although two adults are present, both step- 

parents and children may not believe that step-parents have as much right 

to be restrictive as an original parent would have. Children may not 

accept a great degree of restrictiveness on the part of step-parents. 

Therefore, we hypothesize 

H4: Parental restrictiveness will be greatest in intact families, 

less in reconstituted families, and least in single-parent families. 
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Parental Nurturance. It is expected that parental nurturance will 

be greatest in intact families, less in reconstituted families, and least 

in single-parent families. Although at first glance this hypothesis may 

appear to be counterintuitive, single parents may be so stressed and 

overburdened that they are unable to offer children substantial support, 

or nurturance. In addition, given the many demands placed on single 

parents, they may not have as much time to devote to nurturing children 

as compared with intact families. Two adults are likely to have more time 

to devote toward this nurturance. In reconstituted families, although 

two adults are present, the step-parent is likely to be somewhat more 

affectively disengaged. from children than an original parent is likely 

to be. 

H5: Parental nurturance will be greatest in intact families, less 

in reconstituted families, and least in single- parent families. 

Effects of Socialization Factors on Children's Influence’ 

Peerness. In relating peerness to children's influence in family 

and child-related product decisions, we expect increasing peerness to 

positively affect children's influence in both family- and child-related 

product decisions. When parents view children more as peers, they are 

likely to consult children about the decisions they are making. Thus, 

when there are peer-like relations between parents and children, parents 

  

Recall that these hypotheses focus on children's influence in high- 
financial-risk purchase decisions for the family and the child. 
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are likely to consult children about family-related product decisions. 

Children are also more likely to offer "advice" (i.e., attempt to influ- 

ence) in family-related product decisions when there are more peer-like 

relations between parents and children. Similarly, children are likely 

to feel comfortable in asserting preferences and influencing purchase 

decisions for products for their own use with increasing peerness. 

H6: Increasing peerness in parent-child relationships positively 

affects children's influence in both family-related and child-related 

product decisions. 

Children's Household Responsibility. Children's household respon- 

sibility is likely to positively affect children's influence in family- 

related product decisions. According to the norm of reciprocity, 

increased responsibility for family tasks is likely to be translated into 

children's having greater influence in decisions that concern the family, 

and this includes decisions about products for family consumption. 

Children who perform many household duties are also likely to gain ex- 

pertise in the areas for which they have substantial responsibility. 

Thus, these children are likely to have greater knowledge about certain 

types of family products than are children who perform fewer family duties 

and who have less family responsibility. 

We also expect that increasing household responsibility will posi- 

tively affect children's influence in child-related purchase decisions 

in that increased household responsibility is likely to serve as a "bar- 

gaining chip" that children can "call" to influence child-related pur- 

chase decisions as well as family- related ones (according to the norm 
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of reciprocity). However, increasing household responsibility should 

have no effect on children's knowledge of child-related product deci- 

sions. Therefore, we expect the effects of household responsibility to 

be greatest for family-related decisions. 

H7: Increasing children's household responsibility positively af- 

fects children's influence in both family-related and child-related 

product decisions: however, the effect of household responsibility will 

be greater for family-related purchase decisions. 

Parental Coalition Formation... It is expected that increasing par- 

ental coalition formation will negatively affect children's influence in 

family-related product decisions. With increasing parental coalition 

formation, parents are likely to make many purchase decisions without the 

child's direct influence on the decision: such a decision pattern would 

reflect parents’ greater status relative to their children. In addition, 

given that family-related decisions are likely to be important to parents, 

because they will be consuming the product and because these products are 

relatively financially risky, parents may be more likely to support each 

other's preferences over those of children. Finally, children are also 

likely to accept the legitimacy of parental dominance because they are 

accustomed to being subordinates through frequent exposure to parental 

coalitions. 

Parental coalition formation is also likely to negatively affect 

children's influence in child-related purchase decisions in that these 

decisions are also likely to be relatively financially risky. However, 

these decisions are likely to be somewhat less important to parents than 
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the family-related decisions because parents will not be directly con- 

suming these products. Thus, the effects of coalition formation are 

likely to be less for child- related than for family-related purchase 

decisions. 

H8: Increasing parental coalition formation will negatively affect 

children's influence in both family-related and child-related purchase 

decisions: however, the effects of coalition formation will be greater 

for family-related decisions. 

Parental Restrictiveness. It is expected that increasing parental 

restrictiveness will negatively affect children's influence in both fam- 

ily- and child-related product decisions. Parents who are restrictive 

are likely to limit and control children's influence in both types of 

product decisions because they believe children should be obedient and 

conform to parental wishes. Therefore, restrictive parents are not likely 

to be receptive to children's having a say in any type of purchase deci- 

sion. 

H9: Increasing parental restrictiveness negatively affects chil- 

dren's influence in both family-related and child-related purchase deci- 

sions. 

Parental Nurturance. For parental nurturance, it is likely that 

children's influence in both family- and child-related product decisions 

will increase with increasing nurturance. Carlson and Grossbart (1988) 

found that the most nurturant and warm types of parents (i.e., authori- 
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tative and permissive) communicated more about consumption (of which 

children's influence was one indicator) than did less warm types of par- 

ents (i.e. authoritarian and neglecting). Parents who are more nurturant 

are likely to listen to children and to be open to children's opinions. 

Because more nurturant parents are child-centered, these parents should 

be supportive of children's influence in purchase decisions. This should 

be true for both family- and child-related product decisions. 

H10: Increasing parental nurturance positively affects children's 

influence in both family-related and child-relatedc product decisions. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, this chapter presented a socialization model of family 

type's effects on children's influence in purchase decisions. Drawing 

on the theory of hierarchy, which concerns how authority roles are 

structured in the family, we conceptualized family types, ordered from 

single-parent to reconstituted to intact families, as reflecting low to 

high hierarchy, respectively. With low hierarchy, status relations be- 

tween parents and children are characterized by greater equality. Under 

high hierarchy, children are subordinate to parents. 

We proposed that family type patterns a number of aspects of family 

relationships, including the degree of peerness between parents and 

children, the extent of children's household responsibility, the degree 

of coalition formation between parents, and the extent of parental 

restrictiveness. Further, we postulated that it was from family type's 

effects on these patterns of parent-child interactions that children were 
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socialized into different authority role structures. In addition, we also 

hypothesized that family type would affect parental nurturance, which is 

one component of parental socialization styles. Thus, we proposed that 

family type would directly affect the five socialization factors of 

peerness, children's household responsibility, parental coalition forma- 

tion, parental restrictiveness, and parental nurturance. 

With regard to children's influence, we hypothesized that each one 

of these five socialization factors would directly affect children's in- 

fluence. In other words, we presented a mediational model for the effects 

of family type on children's influence. Specifically, family type's ef- 

fects were hypothesized to be mediated by peerness, children's household 

responsibility, parental coalition formation, parental restrictiveness, 

and parental nurturance. 

Products were segmented according to who would be the primary user 

of the product: the family or the child. In addition, our hypotheses 

focused on influence in decisions involving high, perceived financial 

risk for the family and the child. The model and research hypotheses are 

summarized in Figure 2. The next chapter presents the research method- 

ology used to test these hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In the previous chapter, we presented a mediational model for the 

effects of family type on children's influence in purchase decisions. 

Specifically, we hypothesized that the effects of family type on chil- 

dren's influence would be mediated through the status-role socialization 

factors of peerness, children's household responsibility, parental co- 

alition formation, and restrictiveness and also through parental 

nurturance. Family type was hypothesized to affect each one of these five 

factors. These factors, in turn, were hypothesized to affect children's 

influence in family- and child-related, high-financial-risk purchase de- 

cisions. 

This chapter reviews the research design and methodology used to test 

the conceptual model outlined above (Fig. 2). To give a brief overview 

of the chapter, we begin with a discussion of how the research hypotheses 

will be tested and the analysis technique that will be used. We then 

review various aspects of the sampling procedure. Operationalizations 

of constructs are then discussed, and the results of two pretests related 

to measure development are presented. Based on pretest results, we de- 

velop the final survey instrument. The chapter concludes with a review 

of the procedure used to collect the data. 

HYPOTHESES TESTS 

To test the mediational model of the effects of family type on 

children's purchase influence, the procedure outlined by Baron and Kenny 
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(1986) will be followed. Essentially, the procedure involves a number 

of stages of regression analysis. In the first stage, the mediator var- 

iables (peerness, household responsibility, parental coalition formation, 

restrictiveness, and nurturance) are regressed on family type, the inde- 

pendent variable. To test Hypotheses 1-5, each one of the five proposed 

mediators are regressed separately on family type. 

The second stage involves regressing the dependent variable, chil- 

dren's purchase influence, on the independent variable, family type. 

Because we have two dependent variables, children’s purchase influence 

in family-related, high-risk decisions and children's influence in 

child-related, high-risk decisions, separate analyses (regression 

equations) are done (estimated) for each dependent variable. 

In the third and final stage, the dependent variable is regressed 

on both the independent variable and the mediator. To test for mediation, 

the results of the analyses from each stage are compared. To demonstrate 

mediation, (1) family type should affect the mediators in stage one ana- 

lyses, (2) family type should also affect the dependent variables for 

children's purchase influence in stage two analyses, and (3) the mediators 

should affect the dependent variables in stage three analyses. The 

strongest case for mediation occurs if family type has no effect on 

children's purchase influence when mediators are controlled (i.e., family 

type is not a significant predictor in stage three analyses, but was in 

stages one and two). 

Hypotheses 6-10 may be tested in two different manners. If the re- 

sults of stages one and two analyses indicate support for mediation of 

family type (i.e., family type is significantly related to the mediators 

and the dependent variables), separate analyses will be performed for 
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family type with each mediating variable (peerness, household responsi- 

bility, parental coalition formation, restrictiveness, and nurturance) 

for each dependent variable (children's influence in family-related, 

high-risk decisions and children's influence in child-related, high-risk 

decisions) controlling for family type. This approach would result in 

10 separate analyses (family type + mediator for each of the five 

mediators for each of the two dependent variables). 

However, if mediation is not supported at stages one and two, Hy- 

potheses 6-10 may also be tested by estimating regression equations for 

each "mediator" without including family type in the equations. In other 

words, family type may not be related to peerness, household responsi- 

bility, parental coalition formation, restrictiveness, and/or nurturance 

(Hypotheses 1-5 may not be supported), but these five socialization fac- 

tors may be related to children's influence (Hypotheses 6-10 may be sup- 

ported). The question here is what role do these five variables play: 

are they mediating variables or independent variables (predictors)? 

SAMPLING PROCEDURE 

Sample 

Data were collected from a convenience sample of adolescents who 

attended high school and one of their (step)parents via surveys. Because 

most of the research on children's influence has been confined to inves- 

tigating parents’ perceptions of influence, we felt it was important to 

include children's views as well. Adolescents’ perceptions may serve as 

a replication of parents’ perceptions if results are consistent between 

the two samples. Alternatively, if adolescents’ perceptions differ from 
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parents’, these differences may be substantively or theoretically impor- 

tant. 

Adolescents were selected because this group is of interest to 

marketers and because it provided the strongest test of the proposed 

model. Although younger children (children less than 13 years of age) 

may be given household responsibility, for example, their age may limit 

the tasks that they can perform. As a result, using younger children to 

test the model might not have provided enough variance in the variables 

of interest (e.g., household responsibility) to detect differences due 

to family structure or to examine differences in influence resulting from 

these variables. In other words, the range of some variables (e.g., 

household responsibility, peerness) might have been restricted if younger 

children had been used. Age may also be a boundary variable for the model 

in that the model may not hold for younger children. For example, 

peerness may not exist with younger children, irrespective of family type. 

Only one (step)parent was surveyed in this research, namely the 

(step)parent who was most involved in teaching the adolescent about being 

a knowledgeable consumer. Alihough it would have been ideal to include 

both parents (where applicable) in the study, we focused on the one parent 

who was most involved in the adolescent's consumer socialization because 

of the difficulty in recruiting parents to participate in the research. 

Research has shown that response rates typically decrease by approxi- 

mately 50 percent for each family member surveyed (Foxman et al. 1987). 

Given that we were concerned about nonresponse bias (see Assessment of 

Nonresponse Bias in following chapter), we decided to select only one 

parent to survey in this research. We chose to survey the parent whose 

perceptions were likely to be the most relevant for understanding the 
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relationships between family type, socialization, and children's influ- 

ence, that is, the parent most involved in the consumer socialization of 

the adolescent. This parent was identified by asking adolescents from 

which parent they learned the most about being a knowledgeable consumer. 

This parent then completed the parent's survey. 

The parent and adolescent in the household in which the adolescent 

lived was the unit of analysis for this study. The household rather than 

the family was selected because the household is the context in which 

purchase decisions are made and the adolescent socialized on a daily ba- 

sis. For example, although an adolescent may identify an absent parent 

as part of his/her family, the absent parent is not part of the household 

in which the adolescent lives and in which purchase decisions are made. 

Recruitment of Schools 

Data were collected through high schools. Given that adolescents 

and their parents were the focus of this study, collecting data through 

the school system provided an effective means of reaching the targeted 

respondents. Using schools as the sampling frame facilitated the iden- 

tification of households with adolescents, which would have been an ex- 

tremely difficult task to perform otherwise. 

To ensure that single-parent and reconstituted families were ade- 

quately represented in the sample, schools in urban areas were selected 

to contact. It was felt that there would be greater variance in family 

types in urban as opposed to more rural settings. 

Initially, the principal of an urban high school with which I was 

familiar was contacted. An interview to discuss the research (and request 

the school's participation in the study) was scheduled. The interview 

lasted approximately 30 minutes. During the interview, the principal 
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suggested that superintendents, rather than principals, be contacted when 

soliciting schools' participation in the study. Apparently, most school 

systems follow a top-down approval process for research projects. (This 

principal forwarded the request for the school's participation in the 

project to the superintendent's office, where the request was later re- 

jected. ) 

On the basis of this interview, we decided to contact the super- 

intendents of urban-area schools to request participation in the project. 

Superintendents were contacted by mail and sent packets containing a cover 

letter (see Appendix 1 for a sample of the cover letter) and copies of 

the parent and student questionnaires. Approximately one week after the 

packets were mailed, superintendents were contacted by phone to discuss 

the project and to learn about the disposition of the request for study 

participation (some schools had separate research divisions to which all 

requests were forwarded). 

Superintendents were contacted in two waves. In the first wave, we 

asked to sample students in study hall classes (and these students’ par- 

ents) and offered to make a $1 donation to high schools for every fully 

completed set of parent-student responses. We chose to collect data from 

students in study hall to minimize lost class time. The $1 incentive was 

offered to increase the likelihood of schools’ participation in the study. 

The superintendents of 14 urban school districts, representing 41 

high schools, were contacted in the first wave. Of these 14 school sys- 

tems, negative responses were received from 13 districts. The reasons 
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for rejection,’® when offered, were: the research topic was too sensitive 

(and could result in negative publicity or legal problems for the school 

+ eight school systems); the topic was too intrusive and infringed system; ? 

on parents’ privacy (four school systems); the project was not directly 

related to educational goals (e.g., improving teaching methods, etc.; 

five school systems); the topic was not marketing- related (one school 

system); and it was too late in the year to take on any new projects or 

the project had to through a lengthy review process which was unlikely 

to be completed by the end of the school year (three school systems). 

For the one school that responded positively, the superintendent had 

forwarded the request to the principal of one of the high schools in the 

district. The principal agreed to permit data collection from students 

only, and from students in only two periods of junior- and senior-level 

study halls. The data from this school was used for the adolescent's 

pretest (see discussion below).'? Because of the disappointing responses 

  

10 

Some superintendents gave multiple reasons for rejection. 

11 

Two high schools were having substantial public relations problems 
at the time the request was made. 

12 

Initially, I had planned to carry out the adolescent's pretest in the 
school in which I had a contact; however, this plan fell through, as 

noted above, because the school rejected the project. After this 

school's rejection, I believed that pretesting the adolescent ques- 
tionnaire would not be possible. Consequently, I was very pleased 
that a school would give me access to do the pretest, even if the 
school would not agree to full-scale participation in the project. 
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from the first wave of schools, two modifications were made in soliciting 

schools' participation. The first modification was that the incentive 

was increased from $1 to $4 for every fully completed set of parent- 

student responses. The second modification was that the request was re- 

positioned to focus specifically on marketing education and business 

students in the high school. It was suggested in a follow-up phone call 

with one of the superintendents (who rejected the project for this year) 

that schools might be more likely to participate if marketing and business 

classes were targeted. The project's educational benefits could then be 

stressed. 

A second wave of mailings that incorporated these two modifications 

was undertaken. As in the first wave, packets containing a cover letter 

and copies of the parents’ and adolescents’ surveys were sent, and su- 

perintendents were called a week later to discuss the request. 

The superintendents of five school systems, representing nine high 

schools, were contacted in this second wave. Of these five schools, one 

positive response was received. In this case, the superintendent for- 

warded the request directly to the marketing education teacher of one of 

the high schools in the district. Responses of students and parents from 

this urban-area high school provided the data for the study. 

OPERATIONALIZATION OF CONSTRUCTS 

This section details the process of operationalizing the constructs 

included in the model. First, constructs are defined and an initial pool 

of items is generated for each construct. The results of two pretests 

designed to aid in measure development are then presented. On the basis 
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of pretest results, finalized versions of the test instrument are con- 

structed for both parents and teens. 

Construct Definitions and Initial Item Pools 

Children's Influence. As Rossiter (1978) has noted, there are two 

type of influence: direct influence and indirect influence. In situations 

of direct influence, adolescents actively participate in the making of 

decisions. Indirect influence occurs when other family members take the 

adolescent's wishes into account when making decisions. This study was 

confined to analyzing adolescents' and (step)parents' perceptions of ac- 

tive influence. Perceptions of influence were rated on a seven-point 

Likert-type scale anchored by "parent(s) made decision alone" to "teen 

made decision alone." The scale's midpoint was "parent(s) and teen par- 

ticipated equally in decision." In addition, a "do not own" response 

category was also provided. The Likert-type response format was selected 

because this research focuses on the status of adolescents relative to 

parents. Moreover, if a constant-sum measure of influence, for example, 

had been used, the number of family members over which influence was rated 

would have differed. Such an approach would have confounded measurement 

of influence with measurement of family type. 

Adolescents and (step)parents rated perceived influence over 

twenty-six products, half of which were framed a priori as family products 

and half as teen products. The family products included: car, television, 

living-room furniture, microwave, lawn mower*, kitchen curtains*, wall 

clock*, pots and pans*, cable TV subscriptions, breakfast cereal, snack 
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foods, soft drinks, and toothpaste.** The teen products included: bike, 

stereo, walkman, electronic game*, bedspread for teen's room*, calcula- 

tor, clothes, shoes, school supplies, movie, deodorant*, shampoo, and 

perfume or cologne*. The starred products were included to increase the 

variance in adolescents’ influence and to enhance the comparability of 

child- and family-related product decisions. 

From the ratings of influence over these 26 products, two dependent 

variables were constructed: adolescents’ influence in family-related, 

high-financial-risk decisions and adolescents’ influence in teen-related, 

high-financial-risk decisions. Recall that the hypotheses relate to in- 

fluence for high-risk decisions. 

Family Type. Family type was measured on the basis of answers to 

demographic questions. Parents were asked "What is your current marital 

status?" Response categories included: married, divorced, separated, 

widow(er)ed, and single, never married.’* Parents were also asked to re- 

  

13 

Starred items are products that have not been included in prior in- 
vestigations of children's influence. 

is 

In addition, if married, parents were asked whether the marriage was 

a first marriage for themselves and their spouses (yes/no for each 
spouse). However, this question, although it provided an indication 
of remarriage, did not necessarily indicate that the household was 
reconstituted. For example, one or both spouses could have been di- 
vorced prior to their becoming married and having children. In this 
case, the household would be classified as remarried, but not as re- 
constituted, because the two spouses are both original parents of the 
adolescent. 
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port the length of all marriages and, if single, the number of years 

single. 

From responses to these questions, family categorizations were made 

as follows. Households were classified as single-parent if the parent 

indicated his/her marital status was single, divorced, separated, or 

widow(er)ed.** Households were classified as reconstituted if the parent 

indicated marital status as "married" and if the length of the marriage 

was less than the teen's age. Households were classified as intact if 

parents indicated marital status as "married" and if the length of the 

marriage was equal to or greater than the teen's age. 

For adolescents, family type was classified according to responses 

to the question "With which parent(s) do you currently live?" Response 

categories included (1) mother and father, (2) mother and stepfather, (3) 

father and stepmother, (4) mother only, (5) father only. An "other" re- 

sponse category was also provided for the case in which adolescents did 

not live with any parent (adolescents were also asked to specify who this 

person was). If the adolescent checked category 4 or 5, family type was 

classified as single-parent. If the adolescent checked category 2 or 3, 

family type was classified as reconstituted. If category 1 was checked, 

family type was classified as intact. 

According to the theory of hierarchy, family types should be ordered 

from single-parent to reconstituted to intact, or from low to high hier- 

archy, according to the structure of authority roles. As a validity check 

  

15 

Cohabiting single parents were also classified as "single-parent" 
families. 
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on this proposed ordering, a measure of status-role hierarchy was con- 

structed. Initially, because this construct had not been previously ex- 

amined, a pool of seven items was developed to operationalize the 

construct (see Table 5). Three items were positively framed and four 

items were negatively framed. Both positively and negatively framed items 

were included to ensure that respondents would answer the questions 

thoughtfully rather than merely yea- or nay-saying. The response format 

was a five-point Likert scale. A five-point scale was felt to be sensi- 

tive enough to provide the desired variance in responses. 

Peerness. Peerness is defined as adolescents' support of parents 

through friendship-like relations. This construct had not been previ- 

ously studied; therefore, a pool of eight items was developed to tap the 

peerness construct (see Table 5). Five items were positively framed and 

three were negatively framed. The response format was a five-point Likert 

scale. 

Child's Household Responsibility. Two measures were developed for 

the construct of child's household responsibility, which is the extent 

to which adolescents have responsibility in managing the household. The 

first measure was a more global- level assessment of household responsi- 

bility. Because the construct had not been previously studied, an initial 

pool of nine items was developed for this global measure (see Table 5). 

Five of these items were positively framed and four were negatively 

framed. The response format was a five-point Likert scale. 

The second measure of household responsibility was behaviorally 

based and was included to have multiple operations of the adolescent's 

household responsibility. Respondents were asked to indicate the number 

of times per week that the adolescent performed the following tasks for 
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the family: caring for younger brothers or sisters before school; caring 

for younger brothers or sisters after school; doing the laundry; shopping 

for groceries; cooking dinner; cleaning up after dinner; cleaning the 

house; mowing/caring for lawn; running errands; home repairs/maintenance; 

and car repairs/maintenance.’**® In addition, an open-ended response format 

was provided for "other" tasks in which the respondent listed the task 

and indicated the number of times per week that it was performed by the 

adolescent. 

Although there might be differences in performing tasks and having 

responsibility in a given task area, one would expect adolescents who have 

greater responsibility in a given area to also perform the task more 

frequently, as compared with adolescents who have less responsibility. 

(In addition, greater household responsibility should be reflected in a 

greater performance of duties across all task areas.) In short, the above 

set of behavioral items might be a direct or indirect assessment of 

household responsibility. 

Because there might be differences in performing a task and having 

responsibility in a given task area, a number of items were included to 

allow for this possibility. Specifically, respondents were asked to in- 

dicate how often the adolescent engaged in the following activities: 

planning the family's meals; making out the grocery list; identifying 

problems that need to be fixed in the house; identifying problems that 

need to be fixed on the car; and delegating tasks to younger brothers or 

  

16 

The latter two tasks were rated according to the number of times per 
month that adolescents performed the given activity. 
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sisters. The response format was a four-point rating-type scale that 

' These items were designed to reflect ranged from "never" to "very often.’ 

increased authority in a given task area (e.g., an adolescent might fre- 

quently cook dinner, but have little responsibility in the task area of 

meal preparation; planning meals might be a more direct measure of re- 

sponsibility for meal preparation than the frequency of actually per- 

forming meals is). 

Parental Coalition Formation Parental coalition formation is de- 

fined as the extent to which parents support each other's views in re- 

lation to children and child-rearing issues. Because this construct had 

not been previously investigated, a pool of six initial items (see Table 

5) was developed. Four items were positively framed and two were nega- 

tively framed. A five-point Likert scale was used as the response format. 

Because the unit of analysis for this study was the household, this 

measure generally reflected coalition formation at the household level. 

Specifically, if family type was intact, coalition formation between both 

original parents was assessed. For reconstituted family types, coalition 

formation between the custodial parent and the step-parent was assessed. 

Finally, for single-parent family types, coalition formation was assessed 

as follows. If the single-parent lived with another adult, coalition 

formation between this parent and the resident adult was assessed. If 

the single-parent was divorced or separated and did not live with another 

adult, coalition formation between the single-parent and the nonresident 

parent was assessed.’’ Finally, if single-parents were widow(er)ed or 

  

17 

93



single, never married and did not live with another adult, no assessment 

of coalition formation was made. Indeed, as coalition formation was 

conceptualized in this research, no coalitions could be formed in these 

households. ?** 

The relevant adults involved in coalition formation were included, 

and the extent of coalition formation assessed, by using skip patterns 

in the survey. The skip patterns followed the criteria outlined above 

and specified the adults to be included when rating coalition formation. 

  

Although, strictly speaking, the absent parent is not part of the 
household, it was believed that the absent parent could play a sig- 
nificant role in child-rearing issues in single-parent households. 

If this were the case, there would be a difference between the 

household in which purchase decisions were made and the parental unit 
involved in child-rearing issues. Parental coalitions between single 
and nonresident parents was assessed to allow for this possibility. 
The issue in measuring coalition formation is to identify the child- 
rearing authority unit and assess the degree of coalition formation 
between these individuals. This also raises the possibility of the 
absent parent's playing a role in coalition formation in reconsti- 

tuted families. Although this would be an interesting issue to ad- 

dress, this research excluded nonresident parents from the assessment 
of coalition formation in reconstituted families and single-parent 
families in which another adult was present. We assumed that, from 
the adolescent's perspective, if there was another adult present in 

the household, whether a step-parent or some other person, this 

adult's role in child-rearing issues would be dominant as compared 
with any influence of absent parents. In essence, we assumed that 
the adults with whom the adolescent interacts on a daily basis would 
be the most important parties in coalition formation but that, if no 
other adults were present in the household, a nonresident parent could 
be involved in coalition formation in single-parent families. This 
assumption meant that only two adults were included in assessing co- 
alition formation for any given family type. 

is 

In the case of widow(er)ed households, a deceased parent or spouse 
could conceivably play a role, psychologically speaking, in coalition 
formation in the minds of family members. But, for the purposes of 
this research, we focused on perceptions of actions in coalition 
formation. 
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Parental Restrictiyeness Consistent with Becker's (1964) defi- 

nition, parental restrictiveness is defined in this research as parents’ 

strict enforcement of demands of children in the areas of obedience, 

conformity, and behavior. Most of the existing measures of parental 

restrictiveness were developed for use with pre-adolescent children. 

Consequently, many of these scales did not fit the adolescent-related 

context of this study. In addition, most previous scales were of a 

forced-choice comparison nature (e.g., Baumrind 1971). 

One exception to forced-choice scales was Rickel and Biasatti's 

(1982) scale for restrictiveness. Rickel and Biasatti's measure is a 

modification of the Block Childrearing Practices Report (CRPR; Block 

1965). The CRPR is a widely used scale of parental socialization prac- 

tices (see, e.g., Touliatos, Perlmutter, and Strauss 1990, p. 322). The 

CRPR uses a Q-sort response format. Rickel and Biasatti changed the re- 

sponse format to a six-point rating-type scale, anchored by "not at all 

' Their revised scale descriptive of me" and "highly descriptive of me.' 

included 22 items for restrictiveness (alpha values were .85 in their 

parent sample and .82 in their student sample). All items in the scale 

are positively framed. In addition, their measure of restrictiveness is 

designed for use with pre-adolescent children. 

Despite the fact that Rickel and Biasatti's scale was developed for 

use with younger children, this scale was used as a starting point for 

developing items to tap parental restrictiveness. To begin, items that 

did not fit the context (e.g., items concerned with sexual behavior, 

toilet training, demands regarding neatness, etc.) were deleted. Of the 

original 22 items, 10 were retained for use as potential items in the 

current research (see items 1-8 and items 10 and 11 in Table 5). These 
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10 items were modified by replacing the word "child" in the original scale 

'" In addition, two of the items were reworded with the word "teenager.' 

to be negatively framed. 

In addition to these 10 items, 11 more items were developed for 

restrictiveness. These items were created with adolescents in mind. An 

attempt was also made to include items that were related to restricting 

specific behaviors of the adolescent (e.g., the use of curse words; see 

items 9 and 12-21 in Table 5). Of these 11 items, five were positively 

framed and six were negatively framed. 

Thus, the resulting pool of initial items for restrictiveness in- 

cluded 21 items, 13 positive items and 8 negative items. These items were 

rated on six-point rating-type scales, similar to the format used by 

Rickel and Biasatti (1982). The only change was that the wording of the 

anchors was simplified (to account for expected variance in the reading 

abilities of potential respondents). The scale anchors used in this study 

" The scale had no midpoint; were "not at all like me" and "a lot like me.' 

respondents were forced to indicate whether they tended to be slightly 

more or less restrictive. 

Parental Nurturance. Parental nurturance is defined as how "“ac- 

cepting, affectionate, approving, understanding, and child-centered" 

parents are toward adolescents (Becker 1964, p. 174). The same procedure 

used to create items for restrictiveness was also used to develop items 

for nurturance. Rickel and Biasatti's nurturance scale originally con- 

tained 18 items (alpha levels were .82 and .84 in their parent and student 

samples, respectively). Eleven of these items were retained and modified 

for use with the adolescent sample of this research (items 1-8, 11, 14, 

and 15 in Table 5). Four of the items were deleted because of face va- 
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lidity problems. Three items were deleted because they were related to 

younger children. Of the 11 retained items, two were changed from posi- 

tive to negative wording. 

In addition to these 11 items, six new items were developed for 

nurturance. These items were related to the parent's spending time with 

the teen and encouraging verbalization between parents and teens (Carlson 

and Grossbart 1988). Five of these six items were negatively worded. 

In this manner, 17 items for nurturance were developed for potential 

use in this study. Ten items were positively worded and seven were neg- 

atively worded. The same response format used for restrictiveness was 

also used for nurturance: a six-point rating-type scale anchored by "not 

at all like me" and "a lot like me." 

Social Desirability. Because studies have shown that social desir- 

ability bias may be problematic in family research, a measure of social 

desirability was also included. A 19-item shortened version of the 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale was used (the complete scale has 

an internal reliability coefficient of .88 and a test-retest correlation 

of .88; see Crowne and Marlowe [1964] for psychometric properties of the 

scale). This shortened version was used by Carlson and Grossbart (1988; 

no information was provided concerning the performance of the scale in 

this study). Each of the 19 items was rated as "true" or "false" ac- 

cording to whether it described the respondent. 

Initial Survey 

An initial version of the parent's survey that incorporated these 

potential measures was constructed. To minimize response-set bias and 

to enure that measurement of the dependent variables was not contaminated 

by responses to the socialization-related variables, influence items were 
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presented first (pages 1 and 2). The next set of items were those re- 

lating to restrictiveness and nurturance; these items were randomly or- 

dered (pages 3 and 4). This was followed by measures for peerness, 

household responsibility (global-level measure), and authority-role 

structure; items for these three constructs were combined in one section 

and randomly ordered (page 5). The measure of parental coalition formation 

came next, with directions for the skip pattern, as outlined above (pages 

6 and 7). Page 8 of the survey contained the behavioral measures for 

adolescents’ household responsibility (e.g., frequency of task and ac- 

tivity participation and the open-ended question for tasks). This was 

followed by the 19 social-desirability items (page 9). Finally, the last 

two pages of the survey contained demographic questions (e.g., age, sex, 

income, marital status, etc.). For an illustration of the survey's di- 

rections and general format, see Appendix 2.?? 

Pretesting 

Because many of the constructs of interest in this research had not 

been previously investigated, two pretests were conducted to develop the 

construct operationalizations. The first pretest used a convenience 

sample of parents and the second, a convenience sample of high-school-aged 

adolescents. This section details the pretest procedures and results. 

Parents’ Pretest. A convenience sample of university faculty and 

staff members and customers of a local pharmacy provided the data for the 

  

19 

The survey in Appendix 2 is the test instrument used in the full- 
scale study and reflects item deletion after pretesting. However, 
the directions and format between the pretest and full- scale versions 
of the survey were the same. 
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parents’ pretest. To be included in the sample, respondents had to have 

an adolescent aged 13-18 years currently residing in their household. 

To control for the possibility of birth-order effects, respondents were 

instructed to answer questions with the oldest adolescent in this age 

range in mind. 

Sampling Procedure. For the faculty and staff respondents, requests 

for participation in the research were sent through campus mail. Re- 

spondents were sent a packet containing a cover letter and the 11l-page 

test instrument. In the cover letter, respondents were informed that the 

research was for a dissertation about "family member roles in purchase 

' Respondents decisions and perceptions of parent-teenager relationships.’ 

were asked to participate only if they had a teenager in their household 

and to focus on the oldest teenager when responding to questions. They 

were also asked not to discuss the research with their teenagers. Re- 

spondents were informed that the survey would take approximately 30-45 

minutes to complete and were asked to return the surveys via campus mail 

within one week. 

To increase the likelihood of reaching those respondents with teen- 

agers, faculty degree history was consulted. Information about the date 

of degrees received by faculty members, available in the graduate student 

catalog, was reviewed. Faculty members who received their undergraduate 

degrees in the late 60s and 70s were targeted. It was reasoned that these 

individuals were approximately the "right age" for having teenaged chil- 

dren (allowing for a few extra years for graduate study). (Although this 

method of identification is not ideal, it at least provided a rough-cut 

means of reaching the desired respondents.) In addition, faculty in de- 

partments who were likely to have some interest in the research (e.g., 
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business departments, family and child development, etc.) were selected. 

Questionnaires were sent to all staff members in the targeted departments. 

Of the 137 questionnaires distributed, 11 responses were received. 

This (dismal) response rate probably reflected a number of factors: in- 

dividuals did not wish to participate, did not have teenaged children, 

and/or the survey was too long (two individuals returned surveys with a 

note to this effect), among others. In hindsight, the response rate 

probably could have been improved if reminder letters had been sent; 

however, this was not done. 

Because the response rate of faculty and staff members was so low, 

a second group of respondents was included. This group was comprised of 

customers of a local pharmacy known to have teenaged children. These 

individuals were contacted for participation in the research and were 

given packets containing a cover letter, the questionnaire, and a pread- 

dressed, postage-paid envelope. The cover letter was basically the same 

as that used for the faculty/staff respondents, with the exception that 

respondents were asked to return surveys through the mail in the 

postage-paid envelope provided. Of the 30 questionnaires distributed, 

13 responses were returned. 

Sample. Twenty-five parents of teenagers provided the data for the 

parents’ pretest. The sample was 60 percent female, with an average age 

of 44 years. These individuals tended to be well-educated and upper- 

middle-class. Two households were single-parent and three were recon- 

stituted; all others were intact families. 

Analysis Procedure Because the sample size was too small to permit 

factor analyses of (1) the influence ratings over products (there were 

26 products and only 25 respondents) and (2) the behavioral measure of 
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household responsibility (there were 16 tasks), no assessment of the 

measure for adolescents’ influence or the behavioral measure of household 

responsibility could be made. For these constructs, factor analyses were 

to be the starting point in constructing the measures. Although we had 

some a priori notion about what family products might reflect high fi- 

nancial risk, it was less clear in the case of teen products. For the 

behavioral items for household responsibility, there were no a priori 

notions for selecting any task as a better measure than another. Conse- 

quently, all items for influence and responsibility were retained for 

analysis in the full-scale study. 

One other effect of the small sample size was that it created a di- 

lemma about what to do with missing data. If sample size is sufficiently 

large, one can afford to delete cases with missing data. In this case, 

because the sample size was so small, we decided to replace missing values 

with scale midpoints to preserve the data and use responses from all in- 

dividuals. The scale midpoint was selected as the replacement value be- 

cause, in this case, there were no available midpoints for measures 

because they had not been developed yet. 

Replacing missing values may have the effect of smoothing out the 

data, which would be problematic in this context, given that our goal was 

to develop construct measures. We acknowledge that replacing missing 

values is not a desirable approach, but, for the case of this parent 

sample, the number of missing cases was 0-2 for each construct, which can 

be considered as a small number of missing cases. Analyses were done both 

with and without recoding missing values, and results were not substan- 

tially (or substantively) different between the two. The issue of missing 
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data, however, was more problematic in the adolescents’ pretest (as will 

be discussed below). 

Essentially, then, this pretest was used to construct measures for 

peerness, household responsibility (global measure), parental coalition 

formation, restrictiveness, nurturance, and authority- role structure. 

We also wished to see if it would be possible to reduce the number of 

social-desirability items. 

The goal of the pretest was to construct reliable and face valid 

measures for constructs. Reliability (or the extent to which an indi- 

cator yields similar results on repeated measurements) is a necessary but 

not sufficient condition for construct validity (i.e., whether an indi- 

cator measures what it purports to measure). Because sample size was so 

small, a thorough assessment of construct validity was not possible in 

the pretest (e.g., the sample was too small to perform one factor analysis 

of responses for all constructs as evidence of convergent validity). 

In creating the measures, we wished to develop unidimensional scales 

that had the smallest number of internally and logically consistent items. 

The following algorithm was used to develop the measures of peerness, 

household responsibility, parental coalition formation, nurturance, 

restrictiveness, and authority- role structure. (A somewhat different 

approach was used for the social-desirability measure; it will be dis- 

cussed below.) 

As a starting point, reliability analyses that included all poten- 

tial items (see Table 5) for the six constructs were conducted (i.e., six 

separate reliability analyses). We used (1) the change in Cronbach's 

alpha if the item were deleted, (2) examination of inter-item corre- 

lations, and (3) logically guided judgment as bases for deleting items. 
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Items that did not correlate highly with other relevant items, did not 

seem to fit as well with other items logically, and for which the alpha 

level of the scale could be improved if these items were deleted, were 

deleted. This procedure was performed iteratively to the point at which 

the alpha level of the pool of remaining items could not be improved with 

more item deletions and the remaining items seemed to be logically re- 

lated. 

At this point, the retained items were submitted to a factor analysis 

to provide evidence for whether they all depended on the same underlying 

dimension (i.e., were all measures of the same underlying construct). 

If all items loaded at least .3 on a single factor, and this factor ac- 

counted for an adequate degree of variance in responses, the procedure 

was terminated and the output became the final scale. If not, reliability 

analyses were undertaken on items that loaded on the same factor, and the 

series of steps outlined above was repeated. 

Results. The construct measures developed from the parents’ pretest 

and scale properties are presented in Tables 6- 13. An important result 

of this pretest was that two subconstructs for nurturance and 

restrictiveness seemed to be indicated. For nurturance, two correlated 

factors were derived (r = .7005, p < .01). The first subscale, which was 

termed "encouraging verbalization," included five items related to the 

extent and warmth of communication between parents and adolescents (see 

Table 6). This subconstruct mirrors Carlson and Grossbart's (1988) use 

of an encouraging-verbalization subscale for the warmth dimension of 

parental styles. 

The second subscale for nurturance contained four items concerning 

the amount of time the parent devoted to the adolescent (see Table 7). 
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This subscale was labeled "spending time with teen" and closely parallels 

notions of a "sustained contact" dimension of nurturance (see, e.g., 

Barber and Thomas 1986). 

The high positive correlation between these two scales, together 

with the fact that a factor analysis of these items yielded a two-factor 

solution, provides strong evidence that the two scales each tap separate 

dimensions of the underlying theoretical construct of nurturance. Such 

a conceptualization is also consistent with prior research on nurturance. 

With regard to the hypotheses for nurturance in this study, no dif- 

ferences in any of the hypothesized relationships are expected between 

encouraging verbalization and spending time with teen. As Gecas and Seff 

(1990, p. 947) state, “although it is useful to make such refinements of 

the concept of parental support [or nurturance] . . . components do not 

differ in the valence of their effects, even though they may differ in 

the magnitude of effects." Thus, the sign of the hypotheses for both 

encouraging verbalization and spending time with teen should be the same; 

effect sizes may differ but, at this point, it is difficult (and prema- 

ture) to offer specific predictions about the magnitude of effects (since 

an effect for nurturance has not been demonstrated in the first place). 

There was also some evidence of two  subconstructs’ for 

restrictiveness. Two subscales were developed, but they were not sig- 

nificantly correlated (r = -.098, n.s.). The first subscale contained 

items related to restricting various behaviors of adolescents (see Table 

8). This subscale was termed "restricting teen's behavior;" it is similar 

to Carlson and Grossbart's (1988) subdimension of "strictness" for 

restrictiveness. Indeed, most conceptualizations of restrictiveness 
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embody some notion of parental strictness (see, e.g., Becker 1964; 

Baumrind 1971). 

The second subscale for restrictiveness was more difficult to label. 

By closely examining the items and thinking about what underlying com- 

"empha- monality they could share, the subscale was eventually labeled 

sizing parental authority in communication" (see Table 9). The items 

seemed to be related to parents’ control of and dominance in communicative 

expression in the parent-teen relationship. On examination, it was felt 

that this subscale could be related to Carlson and Grossbart's (1988) 

"values conformity" subdimension of restrictiveness. If a parent values 

conformity, (s)he is likely to dominate and demand deference in 

communicative expression between parents (or other authority figures) and 

children. Again, there is strong support for a valuing conformity sub- 

dimension to restrictiveness (see, e.g., Baumrind 1971). 

Because both items in this subscale and those for encouraging 

verbalization were both related to communication in the parent- adoles- 

cent relationship, we examined the correlation between these two scales. 

The relevant question here was whether "emphasizing parental authority" 

was a subcomponent of restrictiveness or rather the opposite end of an 

encouraging verbalization continuum. The low correlation between the 

emphasizing authority scale and the restricting behavior scale indicated 

that emphasizing authority might not be a subdimension of restrictiveness 

(even though an admittedly removed theoretical argument could be made for 

an emphasizing authority dimension of restrictiveness). If the items for 

emphasizing authority were merely negatively worded indicators for en- 

couraging verbalization, one would expect there to be a significant neg- 

ative correlation between the emphasizing authority scale and the 
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encouraging verbalization scale. Indeed, this proved to be the case: the 

two were significantly and negatively correlated (r = -.4528, p < .01). 

Even though this result would seem to indicate that emphasizing au- 

thority was not a subdimension of restrictiveness, but rather that it was 

the opposite of encouraging verbalization, we were uncomfortable in mak- 

ing such a decision on the basis of this pretest. Because sample size 

was low and there was at least some theoretical basis for viewing empha- 

sizing authority as a subcomponent of restrictiveness, we tentatively 

classified emphasizing authority as a subscale for restrictiveness. In 

other words, the items were retained for future analysis with data from 

a larger sample. 

It is not surprising that nurturance and, arguably, restrictiveness 

were found to be multidimensional constructs. Indeed, most research in- 

dicates that nurturance and restrictiveness are two underlying, 

orthogonal dimensions of parenting, but that each of these dimensions, 

in turn, is composed of many related but distinct facets (see, e.g., 

Baumrind 1971; Gecas and Seff 1991). Rickel and Biasatti (1982) found 

their measures of nurturance and restrictiveness to be unidimensional, 

but their results seem to be the exception rather than the rule. 

The measure developed for peerness included 5 items (Table 10). A 

four-item measure for household responsibility was created (Table 11). 

All initial items were retained for parental coalition formation (Table 

12). Finally, a four-item measure was developed for authority-role 

structure (Table 13). 

For social desirability, the process of measure development was 

different than the one outlined above. Initially, because we wished to 

retain only those items that truly distinguished between the presence or 
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absence of socially desirable responses, all items that did not have at 

least a 60-40 percent split between the true and false categories were 

deleted. The resulting five items were retained (Table 14). This scale 

had an alpha level of .71 and yielded a single factor with 45.5 percent 

variance explained. While the percent of variance explained was lower 

than desired, the reliability of the scale appeared adequate. 

Summary. All scales exceeded the recommended alpha level of .70 for 

social science research (Nunnally 1978). Scales, thus, seemed to be 

internally consistent. Moreover, all measures developed in this pretest 

had single-factor solutions, with the percent of variance explained 

ranging from 54.5 percent (adolescent's household responsibility) to 75.9 

percent (parental coalition formation). The items representing each 

construct also exhibited face validity (with the possible exception of 

emphasizing authority, as discussed above), seeming to correspond to 

their respective construct definitions. 

These results, taken together, seemed to indicate that the scales 

developed here were reliable measures. Thus, the necessary condition of 

reliability for construct validity seemed to be met. In addition, factor 

analysis results provided some evidence of convergent validity in that 

scale items for each (sub)construct seemed to be tapping a single, common 

dimension (for that construct or subconstruct). 

Adolescents' Pretest. The survey for the adolescents' pretest was 

developed on the basis of the analysis from the parents’ pretest. In 

other words, adolescents did not respond to all of the initially proposed 

items for constructs. Rather, they responded only to items that had 

comprised reliable scales in the parents’ pretest. If a scale is not 

reliable in one sample, it is an inadequate scale; therefore, results of 
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the parents’ pretest served as a minimum criterion for including items 

in the adolescents’ pretest. Moreover, had different scales been devel- 

oped for the two samples, meaningful comparisons between their results 

would have been problematic. In such a case, the rival explanation that 

convergence/divergence resulted from differing measurements in the two 

samples exists, by definition. 

In constructing the survey, the items for all constructs were re- 

worded to fit the adolescent's perspective. For example, the item, "I 

encourage my teenager to talk about his/her feelings," from the parents’ 

survey was reworded as "My parent encourages me to talk about my feelings" 

for the adolescents’ survey. 

Because this research focused on the parent most involved in the 

consumer socialization of the adolescent, teens were asked to identify 

this person on the first page of the survey. The specific question was: 

"From which parent do you learn the most about being a knowledgeable 

consumer (such as learning about products and brands, going shopping with, 

and so on)?" Students were instructed to select only one person from the 

following list: mother, father, stepmother, stepfather, or guardian. 

They were told that, for sections two and three of the survey only (i.e., 

the sections containing the nurturance, restrictiveness, peerness, 

household responsibility, and authority-role structure items), when a 

question referred to "parent" they were to respond with the person they 

identified above in mind. 

With the exception of adding this first page, the survey for the 

adolescents followed the same order as did that of the parents. For ex- 

ample, pages 2 and 3 of the adolescents’ survey contained the influence 

items; page 4, the nurturance and restrictiveness items; page 5, the 

108



peerness, household responsibility, and authority-role structure items; 

pages 6 and 7, the parental coalition items with directions for the skip 

pattern; page 8, the behavioral household-responsibility and social- 

desirability items; and pages 9 and 10, the demographic questions. Again, 

the dependent measures were presented first to reduce the possibility that 

responses would be affected by socialization items. Items within sections 

were randomly ordered to minimize response set bias. 

Data Collection Procedure. Data were collected from high-school 

students in the first two periods of junior-and- senior-level study hall. 

(The school's principal would only agree to surveying older students who 

wished to participate in the research.) In this particular school, study 

halls were held in the school's cafeteria, which was a centrally located, 

open area that adjoined wings of the school. At the beginning of each 

study hall period, roll was taken and a concession stand at which students 

could purchase snacks and drinks was opened. 

Study halls were segmented along class lines (i.e., freshman and 

sophomore study hall and junior and senior study hall). Thus, two study 

halls could be conducted simultaneously in the same room (which was the 

case in the second period of data collection). On the day scheduled for 

data collection, there was an honor-society induction occurring during 

the two periods of data collection. Thus, "better" students were not 

present to participate in the study. 

To begin the data collection, the study-hall teacher introduced me 

to the students. I told students that I was from Virginia Tech and that 

I was working on a research project for my doctoral dissertation. Stu- 

dents were told that the research was about "family member roles in pur- 

chase decisions and parent-teenager relationships." I also told them 
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that, since not a lot of research had been done on what people their age 

thought about these issues, I was really interested in learning what they 

had to say. They were also informed that they did not have to participate 

in the project if they did not wish to do so, but that I hoped they would. 

The surveys were then distributed to those students who agreed to 

participate. I told them to work through the survey at their own pace. 

They were asked to hold their surveys when they were done and that I would 

collect them at the end of the period. This was done to avoid having 

slower students feel pressure to complete the survey in the same amount 

of time as their classmates did. Finally, students were told that, if 

they had any questions, I would be more than happy to answer them. 

Students worked through the survey, and responses were collected at 

the end of the 50-minute period. No student had trouble finishing the 

survey in the allotted time. Afterward, I thanked the students for par- 

ticipating in the project and informed them that I would send results to 

their principal in two to three weeks for them to see. 

Sample. Data from a convenience sample of 26 junior- and senior- 

level students from an urban-area high school were collected. Of these 

26 responses, one case was deleted because the student was sitting with 

a group of friends (who were not purportedly participating in the re- 

search) and all were contributing to completion of the questionnaire. 

Thus, analyses are based on 25 student responses. The sample was 52 

percent female, with an average age of 17 years. Four students were from 

single-parent families, five were from reconstituted families, and the 

rest were from intact families. 

Analysis Procedure. As was done in the parent sample, missing data 

were replaced with scale midpoints. The incidence of missing data was 
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higher in this pretest than in the parent's pretest. Missing data ranged 

from 0-4 cases on a construct-by- construct basis. The greatest number 

of missing cases occurred for peerness. Finally, data were missing on a 

random basis. Analyses were done with both missing values recoded and 

not recoded and results did not differ substantially between the two. 

The purpose of this pretest was to see if the results found in the 

parent sample would hold in a sample of adolescents. If so, this would 

provide another piece of evidence for the reliability and construct va- 

lidity of the previously developed measures. 

Reliability and factor analyses of the scales developed in the par- 

ents' pretest were carried out with the student data. As was the case 

with the parents’ pretest, this sample size was too small to permit as- 

sessment of the influence and behavioral household-responsibility items. 

Results. The results of the reliability and factor analyses for the 

student sample are presented in Tables 6-14. In general, the scales did 

not perform well in this sample. 

For the encouraging verbalization dimension of nurturance (Table 6), 

reliability was lower in this sample than in the parent sample (.72 and 

.91, respectively), but it was still satisfactory. However, the factor 

analysis for teens yielded a two-factor solution. The first factor in- 

cluded four of the five items (51.6 percent variance explained) for en- 

couraging verbalization. The second factor contained the item, "My parent 

' If this item were de- does not know what my hopes are for the future.' 

leted, internal consistency could be improved from .72 to .79. 

Because one of the items for spending time with teen was inadvert- 

ently omitted in this pretest, no assessment of this scale could be made 

in this sample. 
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For the restricting behavior dimension of restrictiveness (Table 8), 

reliability in the teen sample was dismal (alpha was .30). Moreover, two 

factors were indicated in the factor analysis, with the items concerning 

bedtime and homework loading on the first factor (37 percent variance 

explained) and the other two items loading on the second factor. With 

the homework item deleted, alpha is .40, but this result for reliability 

is still poor. 

For emphasizing authority (Table 9), alpha was low (.56) and two 

factors were again indicated. The items for criticism and scolding loaded 

on the first factor (43.8 percent variance explained), and the other two 

items loaded on the second factor. 

The alpha for peerness (Table 10) was lower in this sample than in 

the parents' sample (.80 and .86, respectively), but it was satisfactory. 

However, factor analysis yielded two factors: four items loaded on the 

first factor (55.5 percent variance explained). The item, "My parent 

never asks me for advice," comprised the second factor. If this item were 

deleted, alpha would decrease from .80 to .79. Examination of inter-item 

correlations indicated that the correlation between this item and the "if 

my parent had a problem . ." item was low (inter-item correlation was 

.029). 

Reliability was low for the household responsibility measure (alpha 

was .40; Table 11). A two-factor result was also obtained. Factor one 

was composed of the "I do not have a lot of family responsibility" and 

"I do not do a lot of household work" items (42.7 percent variance ex- 

plained). With the item, "My parent would like to give me more family- 

related duties," deleted, reliability for the scale substantially 
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improves (from .40 to .60), but .60 is still not an adequate value for 

internal consistency. 

For parental coalition formation (Table 12), alpha was low (.56). 

Factor analysis yielded three factors. One factor contained the two 

negatively framed items (21.6 percent variance explained) and another, 

the first item (13.6 percent variance explained). 

Reliability was also low (alpha was .45) for the authority-role 

structure measure (Table 13). However, contrary to the results for pre- 

vious scales, only one factor was obtained in the factor analysis. Re- 

liability could be substantially improved for this scale with the item, 

"In comparing myself with my parent, my parent is the boss," deleted. 

The alpha value without this item is .72, which is acceptable. 

Finally, the social desirability scale (Table 14) performed poorly 

as well. Alpha was .33, and factor analysis results indicated three 

factors. The items for resentfulness and taking advantage loaded on the 

first factor (33.1 percent variance explained), the item for giving up 

loaded on the second factor (26.1 percent variance explained), and the 

remaining two items loaded on the third factor. 

Summary. In general, the scales developed in the parents’ pretest 

performed poorly in the adolescents’ pretest. In all cases, reliability 

was lower in the teen than in the parent sample. Moreover, in most cases, 

the resulting alpha value in the teen sample was far below that considered 

acceptable for social science research. Finally, scales were not found 

to be unidimensional in this pretest, contrary to the results of the 

parents’ pretest. Given the small sample size and the less-than- ideal 

conditions in which this pretest was conducted (e.g., the physical set- 

ting, the concession stand, etc.), it is perhaps not surprising that 
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scales proved unreliable in this pretest. And of course, the scales could 

also be poor measures, as these results tend to indicate. 

If results of this pretest can be considered valid, then the findings 

can be viewed as shedding some light on which items could be problematic 

in some scales. For example, the item of "My parent does not know what 

my hopes are for the future" for encouraging verbalization is a likely 

candidate for deletion. The same might be true for the homework item for 

restrictiveness, the "my parent would like to give me more family-related 

duties" item for household responsibility, and the parent-as-boss item 

for authority-role structure. 

Discussion. One limitation characterizing both pretests is related 

to small sample size. Results based on small sample sizes can be mis- 

leading in that small samples are subject to greater sampling error than 

are large samples. Although there is little means of accurately esti- 

mating this bias, to at least get a handle on how problematic the error 

might be, the data from both pretest samples were combined. Moreover, 

because our purpose for using the data here was to aid in scale develop- 

ment, as opposed to testing hypotheses, pooling seemed warranted. If our 

purpose had been to test hypotheses, pooling would not have been legiti- 

mate, because differences between parents and teens would be of substan- 

tive and theoretical interest in this case (pooling would also result in 

nonindependence if parents and teens were from the same families, which, 

in this case, they were not). 

Results for the combined sample are presented in Tables 6-14. The 

scales for encouraging verbalization (Table 6), restricting behavior 

(Table 8), peerness (Table 10), and parental coalition formation (Table 

12) indicated that the full scales, as developed in the parents' pretest, 
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were adequate. The alpha values for these three scales was at least .70 

(and the reliability for each could not be substantially improved with 

item deletion), and the factor analyses all yielded single factors that 

explained at least 50 percent of the variation in responses. 

The reliabilities for emphasizing authority (Table 9), household 

responsibility (Table 11), authority-role structure (Table 13), and so- 

cial desirability (Table 14) were better in the combined analysis than 

they were in the adolescents’ analysis. However, alpha for these scales 

with the pooled data still fell below the .70 criterion. Reliability for 

household responsibility could be improved from .60 to .66 by deleting 

the "My parent would like to give me more family-related duties" item. 

Similarly, for authority-role structure, reliability could be improved 

from .53 to .72 with the parent-as-boss item deleted. 

With the exception of household responsibility, multiple factors 

were obtained for these scales in the pooled analysis. For emphasizing 

authority, the two factors obtained in the pooled analysis differed from 

the two found in the adolescents' pretest. In the pooled analysis, the 

first factor contained the questioning authority and criticism items 

(46.7 percent variance explained). For social desirability in the pooled 

analysis, four items loaded on the first factor (40 percent variance ex- 

plained), and the giving up item comprised the second factor. 

One interesting result of this analysis was the finding of two di- 

mensions for authority-role structure. Items for this scale were found 

to load on one factor in both the parents’ and adolescents’ pretest. In 

the combined analysis, the parent-as- boss item loaded on a separate 

factor from other items; also, as indicated above, reliability could be 

improved to an acceptable .72 with this item deleted. 

115



The pooled results seem to indicate that the scales for encouraging 

verbalization, restricting behavior, peerness, and parental coalition 

formation, as developed in the first pretest, were adequate measures. 

Similarly, the authority-role structure scale with the parent-as-boss 

item deleted also appeared to be an adequate measure. However, as was 

the case in the adolescents’ pretest, the combined results indicated that 

the measures for emphasizing authority, household responsibility, and 

social desirability were problematic. 

Ideally, at this point, it would have been desirable to carry out a 

third pretest for the three poorly performing measures. However, because 

of the difficulty in obtaining respondents, a third pretest was not per- 

formed. Rather, the items for these three scales were all retained (in- 

deed, all items indicated in the parents' pretest were retained) for the 

full-scale study. 

This retention was done with the knowledge that these three scales 

were likely to prove unreliable in the full-scale study. It was reasoned, 

however, that, in the case of household responsibility, if the global- 

level measure performed poorly, the behavioral measure could potentially 

compensate for this weakness. For the case of emphasizing authority, even 

if this measure performed poorly, hypotheses for restrictiveness could 

still be tested with the restricting behavior dimension alone. If the 

measure for social desirability performed poorly in the full-scale study, 

such that the presence of this bias could not be assessed, this was a 

trade-off we were willing to make. In a choice between not being able 

to conduct the study or having results potentially qualified by social 

desirability bias, we opted for the latter alternative. 
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Development of the Final Test Instruments. On the basis of pretest 

results, two versions of the test instrument were constructed. The final 

questionnaire for parents is given in Appendix 2. The adolescents’ survey 

is given in Appendix 3. 

Essentially, all items for all constructs examined in the parents' 

pretest were retained (these items are presented in Tables 6-14). As 

previously discussed, because pretest sample sizes were small, the be- 

havioral items for household responsibility and the items for influence 

could not be assessed in the pretests. Therefore, all of the initial 

items were retained for these constructs (i.e., the 16 tasks and activ- 

ities for household responsibility and the 26 products over which influ- 

ence was to be rated) so that measures could be developed in the larger 

study samples. 

For the final survey, a change was made in the response format for 

the task items for household responsibility. In the pretest, respondents 

were asked to indicate the number of times per week or month that the 

adolescent performed the task for the family. These items were not ana- 

lyzed for scale development in the pretests. However, on examining the 

responses given (in a general sense), there seemed to be only slight 

variation in the number of times per week indicated for any one task. 

Thus, at a cursory level, this response format did not seem to be 

sensitive enough to reflect variation in task-performance behavior. 

(Perhaps a one-week interval was too short a time period to reflect dif- 

ferences in performing tasks.) The response format, therefore, was 

changed to a four-point rating scale, ranging from "never" to "very of- 

ten. This new response format, in addition to being potentially more 

sensitive to variations in task performance, also had the advantage of 
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simplifying the cognitive task of respondents, a desirable outcome given 

the length of the survey. 

The test instrument for parents (Appendix 2) was nine pages long and 

followed the order used in the parents’ pretest version (i.e., measures 

for dependent variables were presented first, followed by those for 

nurturance and restrictiveness, and so on). Items were randomly ordered 

within sections. Because pretest respondents did not appear to have 

difficulty in understanding the instructions, the directions used in the 

final test instrument were taken verbatim from the pretest. 

The adolescents’ survey (Appendix 3) was 10 pages long. This survey 

was one page longer than the parents’ version, the extra page being the 

question in which adolescents were asked to identify the parental 

consumer-socialization agent. Otherwise, the format and item ordering 

used in the adolescents’ survey was the same as that used for the par- 

ents.' The directions in the adolescents’ survey were also similar to 

the ones used for parents, except that they were reworded to fit the ad- 

olescents' perspective (similar to how the items were reworded to fit the 

adolescents’ perspective). The directions did not change between the 

adolescents’ pretest version and the final version of the test instrument. 

Students in the pretest did not appear to have difficulty in understanding 

the directions (or the specific items for that matter). 

Parents' and adolescents’ surveys were numbered. This was done to 

indicate that the parent and adolescent respondent came from the same 

family. 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 
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Data were collected from a convenience sample of high-school stu- 

dents who attended an urban high school and one of their parents. As a 

brief overview, the data were collected in two stages. Stage one involved 

administering the test instrument to students in class. Then, in stage 

two, data were collected from parents via a survey that the students took 

home for the parent to complete. 

Because this study focused on the parent who was most involved in 

the consumer socialization of the adolescent, the parents’ survey was 

targeted at this individual. Specifically, the adolescent was asked to 

identify this parent on the first page of his/her survey. Students then 

took the parents’ survey home to this person. (As a check on students’ 

identification of parents, parents were also asked whether they them- 

selves, as opposed to their spouse, were the primary consumer socializers 

of adolescents; this issue will be more fully discussed in the results 

chapter. ) 

This section begins with a description of data collection in the 

school. Next, the process of collecting data from students is discussed. 

Finally, the data collection procedure for parents is outlined. 

Collecting Data in the School 

The high school was located in a metropolitan area of a large city 

in Virginia.?° 
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The director of the school's marketing education program was my in- 
itial contact at the school. (The superintendent of the school system 

had forwarded my request for participation in the study to this in- 
dividual.) The director contacted me and gave me permission to col- 
lect data from all marketing education students in the school and 
introduced me to other teachers who were willing to participate in 
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The test instrument was administered to students by myself and an- 

other teacher, who was also female. I administered the surveys in all 

marketing education (n = 5) and typing classes (n = 6).?? 

Collecting Data from Students 

At the beginning of the class period, the teacher introduced me to 

students. I told students that I was from Virginia Tech and that I was 
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the project. 
One of these individuals was a typing teacher, who agreed to 

allow me to collect data in all of her typing classes. The other 
teacher taught general business classes. This individual agreed to 
allow data collection in the classroom but wanted to administer the 
surveys herself. I met with this teacher on the second day that I 
was at the school and discussed the instructions on how to complete 

the survey. I left copies of both the students' and parents' surveys 
with her to be administered to students two days later (a lecture had 

been scheduled for the day immediately following). This teacher 
eventually did not participate in the research, (purportedly) because 
there was not enough class time (i.e., a free day) to do so. 

The teacher returned the surveys to the marketing education di- 
rector because I was scheduled to return to this individual's classes 

to discuss the project the following week. The marketing education 
teacher, who was present while I administered surveys to the marketing 
education classes, contacted an English teacher. This teacher agreed 
to administer the surveys to students in class and to have students 

take surveys home to parents. I was not in contact with this teacher: 
however, the marketing education teacher explained how I had admin- 
istered the surveys in the marketing education classes. The English 

teacher said that the same process was followed in the English 
classes. 

Data were collected from students on two separate days. On the first 
day, data were collected from marketing education classes. Two days 
later, data were collected from typing students. All students present 
on the respective days participated in the project. 

Teachers were present during data collection. Surveys were ad- 

ministered to students at the beginning of class. For the marketing 
education classes, teachers lectured after all students had completed 
the survey. In the typing classes, a whole period was allotted for 
data collection. Students studied or talked quietly after they had 
completed their surveys and handed them in. Class periods ranged from 
50 minutes (the standard) to an hour and a half (the extended period 

for lunch). 
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working on a research project for my dissertation. Students were told 

that the research was about "family member roles in purchase decisions 

and parent-teenager relationships. I told them that, since little re- 

search had been done on these topics, I was interested in learning what 

parents and, especially, people their age thought about these issues. I 

told them that I had a survey that I would like for them to complete "in 

class today" and also a survey that I would like for them to take home 

to their parents. I told students that I would talk a little bit more 

about the parents' survey after they were done completing their surveys. 

I stressed to students that all the information they provided on the 

survey would remain anonymous. They were told that the number on the 

right-hand corner of their survey was merely to let me know that they and 

their parent belonged to the same family, but that there was no way I 

could know what family was represented by each number. I also asked 

students not to talk about the survey with their classmates because I was 

interested in learning what they, as individuals, thought about the is- 

sues. Finally, I asked students to hold their surveys until I came by 

to collect them.?? The survey took about 20 minutes for the students to 
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Students were then given (1) the survey for them to complete in class 
and (2) a manilla envelope that contained the parents' survey and a 
cover letter to parents. As I handed out the materials, I told 
students that the manilla envelope contained the parents’ survey and 
that they could set this envelope aside for now. I also told them 
to work through the survey at their own pace and that, if they had 
any questions, I would be happy to answer them. 
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complete. Some students took as much as 30-35 minutes to complete the 

questionnaire. ?? 

As students finished responding to the questionnaire, I came and 

collected their surveys individually. I looked at the first page of their 

survey, to see which parent the student had indicated as the primary 

consumer socializer, and told them, "Because you checked your [mother] 

for this question, I'd like for you to take the parents' survey home to 

your [mother]." To ensure that students delivered the parents' survey 

to the proper person, I also made an announcement, after all surveys were 

collected, about which parent they were to take the survey home to for 

completion. ?* 
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Teachers who were lecturing after the survey presented the lecture 
as something that might be done "if there was enough class time left." 
With the exception of two foreign students, students did not have 
trouble completing the survey during the class period (these two 

students were allowed to take the survey and complete it later; how- 
ever, neither returned a completed questionnaire). 

24 

At this time, I also told students that I would be returning to the 
school in eight days to collect the parents’ surveys and, in the case 
of the marketing education classes, to discuss the research with them. 

Students were informed that I would like for them to return the par- 
ents' surveys in two days and that they should hand them in to their 
teachers (teachers agreed to this idea and thought that the less time 

given for a date of return, the better--because students would forget 
or lose the survey with a longer time period). I stressed that par- 

ents’ surveys had to be turned in no later than the day I was sched- 
uled to return. Finally, I thanked students for participating in the 
project. 

Reminder letters for parents were left with the teachers. How- 
ever, these letters were not distributed. Teachers were resistent 

to giving students another piece of paper "to lose." Rather, teachers 
reminded students in class that I would be returning to collect the 
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Collecting Data from Parents 

Data were collected from parents via the take-home survey that the 

student delivered. Students delivered a packet containing the parents' 

questionnaire and a cover letter to parents. The parents' cover letter 

is given in Appendix 4. 

In the cover letter, parents were told that the survey was for a 

dissertation research project on "family member roles in purchase deci- 

sions and perceptions of parent-teenager relationships." They were in- 

formed that, earlier in the day, their teenager had responded to a survey 

on these issues in class but that I would also like to learn about what 

they, as parents, thought about the topics. 

Given that the survey originated in the schools, it was thought that 

parents might be particularly concerned about the anonymity of their re- 

sponses. Various measures were taken to diffuse these concerns in the 

cover letter and to assure parents that their responses would remain 

confidential. 

First, parents were informed that no one at the school would have 

access to any of the responses they provided. They were also told that 

their responses would be combined with those from other parents so that 

individual respondents could not be singled out. Finally, they were told 

that the sole purpose of the number in the right-hand corner of their 

survey was merely to indicate that parents and teens belonged to the same 

family, but that there was no way to tell what family was represented by 

each number. 

  

surveys so students should make sure that they got the surveys in 
soon. 
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As another means of ensuring anonymity, parents were asked to place 

completed surveys in the manilla envelope and seal it. They were told 

that I would return to the school in a week to collect the sealed envel- 

opes containing their surveys. 

To increase parents’ likelihood of participation, parents were in- 

formed that $4 contribution would be made to the school for every com- 

pleted parents' survey received. Students were not informed about this 

incentive since all students who were present in class participated in 

the project. Moreover, if students had been informed of this, they could 

potentially have been motivated to complete the parents’ survey them- 

selves. 

It was felt that, by providing an incentive by which their children 

could directly benefit, parents would be more inclined to participate. 

In addition, for parents of marketing education students, the instruc- 

tional value of the research was also stressed (i.e., that the project 

was a means for students to learn more about marketing research). 

Finally, parents were asked to return the sealed envelopes contain- 

ing their surveys to school via the child within one week. They were then 

thanked for their participation in the project. 

In the beginning directions of the survey, parents were asked to not 

discuss the survey with their teenagers. In addition, they were in- 

structed that, if they received more than one survey, they were to com- 

plete only one questionnaire. Specifically, they were asked to focus on 

the oldest high-school-aged teenager who brought a survey home when re- 

sponding to questions. This request was made to control for the possi- 

bility of birth-order effects. 
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SUMMARY 

In summary, this chapter outlined various aspects of the research 

design and methodology that was used to examine the relationships among 

family type, socialization factors, and adolescents’ perceived purchase 

influence. Specifically, this study used a survey method to investigate 

the relationships between family type, socialization factors, and ado- 

lescents' perceived purchase influence. Data were collected from both 

adolescents and one of their parents, the parent who was most involved 

in the adolescents’ consumer socialization. This parent was selected for 

inclusion because his/her perceptions are likely to be the most relevant 

for understanding the phenomenon of interest in this research: adoles- 

cents’ perceived purchase influence. 

Data were collected from adolescents in an urban high-school set- 

ting. Collecting data through the school system facilitated identifica- 

tion of households with adolescents. An urban setting was selected to 

maximize variance in family types. 

Students responded to the adolescents’ version of the test instru- 

ment in class: all students attending class on the day of data collection 

participated in the research. For parents, data were collected via a 

take-home survey that the adolescent delivered. Parents returned com- 

pleted questionnaires to the school via the adolescent. 

By sampling both parents and adolescents, more information is gained 

about the robustness of the relationships studied. If results are similar 

between the two samples, confidence in the model is increased. If results 

differ by sample, such differences may shed light on the model's bounda- 

ries and could offer interesting theoretical insights. 
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Results of the pretests indicated that some of the construct measures 

were problematic. Because sample sizes were small in both the parents' 

and adolescents’ pretests, many of the issues related to the 

operationalizations of constructs were deferred for analysis in the 

full-scale study, which had larger sample sizes. 

One interesting result from the parents’ pretest was the finding of 

two apparent subconstructs for nurturance, a subdimension of encouraging 

verbalization and one related to spending time with the teenager. Pretest 

results also seemed to indicate that four of the scales were adequate 

measures, namely, those for encouraging verbalization, restricting be- 

havior, peerness, and parental coalition formation. 

As detailed in the sampling procedure section, finding schools that 

would agree to participate in the study was extremely difficult. Only 

one of the schools contacted agreed to participate in the study. The low 

response rate was, perhaps, due in part to relative inexperience in con- 

ducting a project of this magnitude. Indeed, if the modified request in 

which a higher incentive and an approach targeted to the educational goals 

of the school had been used initially, perhaps more schools would have 

been willing to participate in the study. The low response rate was 

probably also due to the nature of this research, in which specific 

questions about potentially sensitive family issues are included. 

Results of the hypotheses tests and related analyses will be pre- 

sented in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

As outlined in the previous chapter, a survey method was used to 

collect the data for this study. Data were collected from a convenience 

sample of adolescents attending an urban-area high school and one of their 

parents. Students’ responses were collected in the classroom and parents’ 

via a take-home survey that the student delivered. 

This chapter reports the results of the hypotheses tests and related 

analyses. We begin with a description of both the adolescent and parent 

samples. This is followed by a discussion of the construct 

operationalizations used in the study and a description of measures for 

potential confounds. A number of preliminary analyses are then carried 

out, such as those related to assessing nonresponse bias and administrator 

effects. Finally, the results of the regression analyses for the hy- 

potheses tests are reported. 

SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Adolescent Sample 

One hundred and eighty six students participated in this research, 

or all students who were present on the dates of data collection. Of 

these 186 students, three cases were deleted because the student lived 

independently from parents or guardians. Two foreign students did not 

return completed questionnaires. Finally, responses from four additional 

students were deleted because these students were jointly completing 
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their questionnaires and not seriously participating in the research.?° 

Useable responses, thus, were received from 177 of the 184 students. 

Of these 177 students, 62 were from single-parent families, 32 were 

from reconstituted families, 78 were from intact families, and five were 

classified as being from "other" family types.?°® This "other" category 

consisted of adolescents who lived with guardians other than parents. 

Because this research was interested in examining the effects of family 

type among single- parent, reconstituted, and intact families, responses 

from the five students classified in the "other" category were excluded 

from analysis in the hypotheses tests. Thus, hypotheses tests were based 

on responses from the remaining 172 students. 

The average age of students was 16 years. The sample was 72 percent 

female. The predominance of females in the sample reflected the fact that 

almost all typing students were female. Finally, for these adolescents, 

the average household contained two children under the age of 18 years. 

In comparison to the population, both single-parent and reconsti- 

tuted families were over-represented in this sample, and intact families 

were under-represented. Of the 172 adolescents, 36 percent were from 

single-parent families, 18.6 percent were from reconstituted families, 

and 45.4 percent were from intact families. The corresponding figures 
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It is not surprising that no parents’ responses were received for 

these four students either. 

26 

Of the 62 single-parent families, seven single parents were reported 
as cohabiting by teens. 
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for the population are 25 percent, 13 percent, and 62 percent, respec- 

tively.?’ The over-representation of both single-parent and reconstituted 

families probably reflects the fact that the sample was drawn from an 

urban location, in which one would expect a greater variance in family 

types than would be the case in more rural locations. Recall that an 

urban setting was selected to maximize variance in family types; thus, 

this objective appears to have been achieved. 

Parent Sample 

The parent who was the most involved in the teen's consumer 

socialization was sampled in this research. This parent was identified 

by teenagers, who delivered surveys to the indicated parent. All teens 

delivered parents’ surveys to the “correct” targeted parent. 

Responses were received from 87 parents and 1 guardian. Again, be- 

cause this research focused on single-parent, reconstituted, and intact 

family types, the response from the guardian was deleted. Thus, hypoth- 

eses tests were based on responses from 87 parents. 

Of the 172 students, 50.5 percent of their parents participated in 

the study. This response rate for parents is comparable to that found 

in other studies that have sampled multiple family members. For example, 

Foxman et al. (1989) found that response rates decreased by 50 percent 

for each family member included in the analysis. The fact that 50 percent 

of parents did not respond raises the issue of nonresponse bias. This 
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These percentages are based on 1980 census information; statistics 
for the 1990 census were unavailable at the time of this writing. 
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issue will be discussed in the Assessment of Nonresponse Bias section 

below. 

The average age of parents was 43 years. The sample was 82 percent 

female** and tended to be lower-middle-class: average household income 

was between $25,000 and $30,000. The average age of the adolescent on 

whom parents focused when responding to the questionnaire was 16 years. 

These targeted adolescents were 74 percent female. Finally, as was the 

case for the adolescent sample, the average household had two children 

under the age of 18 years. 

Of the 87 parent respondents, 33 were single parents (37.9 percent), 

13 were from reconstituted families (14.9 percent), and 41 were from in- 

tact families (47.2 percent).?° Similar to the adolescent sample, 

single-parent and reconstituted families were over-represented in this 

sample, and intact families were under- represented. 

In comparing the distribution of family types between the two sam- 

ples, one interesting result emerges: both single and ever- married 

parents were more likely to participate in the study than were parents 

from reconstituted families (i.e., while reconstituted families repres- 

ented 18.6 percent of families for adolescents, the corresponding figure 

  

28 

The predominance of females in the parent sample indicates that teens 
were more likely to say (step)mothers were more involved in their 
consumer socialization than were (step)fathers. 

28 

Four of the 33 single parents cohabited with another opposite sex 
adult. 
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for parents was 14.9 percent). Although the reason for this result is 

not clear, one might speculate that parents in reconstituted families were 

less likely to respond because family relationships were characterized 

by more stress in these types of families. Indeed, there is some evidence 

to suggest that reconstituted family relationships are less cohesive and 

more stressful than is the case in other types of families (see, e.g., 

Macklin 1987). In fact, the hypotheses developed in this research are 

specifically related to this issue in that our focus is on parent- 

adolescent relationships. Consequently, if the reason that parents in 

reconstituted families were less likely to respond was that family re- 

lations were more stressful, this would be a systematic bias, or confound, 

in the study. This issue of nonresponse bias will be more fully addressed 

below. 

OPERATIONALIZATIONS OF CONSTRUCTS 

Before turning to an assessment of nonresponse bias, we would like 

to discuss the operationalizations of constructs used in the study. In 

this manner, the assessment of nonresponse bias can be carried out on a 

construct-by-construct basis. 

Recall that, because the pretest sample sizes were small, the be- 

havioral measures for household responsibility and the measures for ado- 

lescents' perceived purchase influence were not assessed in the pretest. 

Thus, in discussing the construct operationalizations, we begin with a 

description of how these measures were developed on the basis of the study 

samples. Next, we evaluate the pretest measures for peerness, household 

responsibility, parental coalition formation, restrictiveness, and 
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nurturance in the context of the study samples. Refinements of these 

measures are discussed and the construct validity of the resulting meas- 

ures is then assessed. 

Adolescents’ Perceived Purchase Influence 

Adolescents' perceived purchase influence was rated on a seven- 

point, rating-type scale ranging from "teen made decision alone" to 

' A "do not own" response category was "parent(s) made decision alone.’ 

also provided. Because this research focused on adolescents,’ as opposed 

to other family members,’ purchase influence, responses were coded as 0 

if respondents indicated “parent(s) made decision alone" and 6 if re- 

spondents indicated that "teen made decision alone." "Do not own" re- 

sponses were coded as 9 and were treated as missing values. Thus, all 

analyses related to influence were based solely on responses from indi- 

viduals (or households) who owned the given product(s). 

To develop the two dependent measures of (1) adolescents’ perceived 

influence in family-related, high-financial-risk product decisions and 

(2) adolescents’ influence in teen-related, high-financial-risk product 

decisions, the following process was used. Initially, the 26 products 

were split into two equal groups of 13 products according to the a priori 

framing of the product, that is, according to whether the product was 

framed as family- or teen-related. Each of these two sets of 13 products 

was then factor analyzed for each sample. On the basis of factor analysis 

results, items were retained for reliability analysis. The goal was to 

develop a set of products for the family and the adolescent that reflected 

relatively high expense, or high financial risk. 

Adolescents' Influence in Family, High-Risk Products. For family 

products, the parents' analysis yielded three factors and the teens’ 
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analysis yielded five factors. In general, results of the factor analysis 

for family products in the parent sample were uninterpretable in evalu- 

ating products for level of financial risk. 

For the teens' analysis, however, one of the family factors contained 

the products television, microwave, and furniture (15.6 percent variance 

explained). The product "car" also had the highest positive loading on 

this factor (.44894), but had loaded more negatively on another factor 

(-.59726) that also contained the products cable TV subscriptions and 

cereal. As a starting point, it was decided to retain the four products 

car, television, microwave, and furniture for reliability analysis. 

Logically, these four products seemed to be of relatively high expense 

in relation to the other nine family products included in the study. 

The internal consistency of influence ratings over these four pro- 

ducts was assessed in each sample. Cronbach's alpha was .74 and .67 for 

parents and teens, respectively. On examining the alpha value if an item 

were deleted, reliability could be improved in the teen sample if the car 

item was deleted (from .67 to .70). However, without the car included, 

reliability decreased in the parent sample from .74 to .71. In sun, 

recommendations of the reliability analyses differed between the two 

samples. 

Although the recommended alpha level of .70 could be achieved in the 

two samples with the car item deleted, we decided to retain this item. 

In logically evaluating financial risk, a car should be the most finan- 

cially risky purchase decision in this group of products. Cars cost more 

than microwaves, televisions, and (most) furniture. Given that we wanted 

to focus on high- financial-risk types of decisions, deletion of the car 
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item did not seem logically warranted. Also, internal consistency of the 

scale was higher for parents with the car included. 

Therefore, we decided to use ratings of influence over the four 

products of car, television, microwave, and furniture as the measure for 

adolescents’ perceived influence in family-related, high-financial-risk 

decisions. In support of this decision, factor analyses in the two sam- 

ples indicated that one factor adequately represented the underlying 

variance in responses. For parents, the one factor accounted for 56.5 

percent of the variance in responses: the corresponding figure for teens 

was 51 percent variance explained. Thus, the items appeared to be tapping 

one underlying dimension (i.e., construct) in each sample. 

The scale for adolescents' influence in family-related, high- 

financial-risk decisions was created by summing and averaging these four 

items. The scale properties of this measure are presented in Table 15. 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness of fit tests for normality were significant 

in both samples, indicating that distributions were non-normal in both 

cases. The distribution was positively skewed for parents and appeared 

to be leptokurtic for adolescents. ?*° 
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Because the distributions for most variables included in this study 
were non-normal, as was the case for this particular variable, various 
transformations of the data were attempted (e.g., reciprocal, log, 

natural log, and square root transformations, among others). How- 
ever, none of the attempted transformations created more normally 

distributed variables. In fact, the attempted transformations often 
worsened the deviation from normality. This occurred even when a 
transformation that was recommended to address a particular type of 
departure from normality was attempted. For example, the log trans- 
formation is recommended for positively skewed distributions, such 
as the one existing for influence in family-related, high-risk deci- 
sions in the parent sample. The log transformation was attempted for 
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Adolescents’ Influence in Teen, High-Risk Products. We intended to 

use the same process in developing the measure of adolescents’ influence 

in teen, high-risk products that was used for influence in family, high- 

risk products. All 13 teen-related products were factor analyzed in both 

samples. However, the factor analysis results for both samples were 

generally uninterpretable in light of the financial-risk criterion. 

Because the factor analysis results did not give much direction about 

which items would be the best indicators for teen, high- risk products, 

another approach was used to develop this measure. First, items that were 

relatively inexpensive were deleted from the set of teen products. These 

items included shampoo, deodorant, movie, school supplies, and 

perfume/cologne. A reliability analysis was carried out on the remaining 

items. Examination of the inter-item correlations and the alpha that 

resulted if an item were deleted were used as bases for item deletion. 

In addition, subsets of products that seemed logically related were ana- 

lyzed. 

From these analyses, a measure for adolescents’ influence in teen, 

high-risk decisions was created. This measure contained the products 

bike, stereo, and electronic game. These items logically seemed to re- 

flect a high degree of expense, in comparison to clothes, for example. 

Cronbach's alpha for this three-item measure was .68 and .71 in the parent 

and teen sample, respectively. Factor analyses yielded single factors 

  

this variable in the parent sample (the log(x + 1) was actually used 
in this instance because there were some cases having a 0 value for 
the measure), but the distribution of the transformed variable was 

also non-normal. 

135



in both samples: the percent of variance explained by the factor was 61.2 

percent in the parent sample and 63.6 percent in the teen sample. 

Although the alpha value for parents was lower than desired, the 

percent of variance explained in parents' responses by the measure was 

quite substantial. In addition, .68 is not an alarmingly poor value for 

reliability. This scale was also the best measure that could be con- 

structed when both samples were considered. Finally, the items, taken 

together, seemed to reflect relatively expensive teen products. There- 

fore, the three-item measure containing the products bike, stereo, and 

electronic game was used to operationalize adolescents’ influence in 

teen-related, high-risk decisions. 

The scale for adolescents’ influence in teen, high-risk decisions 

was constructed by summing and averaging responses to these three items. 

Scale properties are presented in Table 16. The distribution of this 

variable was normal in the parent sample but was non-normal in the ado- 

lescent sample. For adolescents, the distribution was negatively skewed. 

Adolescents' Influence in Low-Risk Decisions Although the research 

hypotheses were confined to influence variations in high-financial-risk 

types of decisions, we also developed measures for influence in low- 

financial-risk decisions for family and teen products. Supplementary 

analyses were carried out on these variables to see what effects, if any, 

family type and the socialization factors might have on influence for 

these types of decisions. 

It was reasoned that, although hypotheses were not developed for 

influence in low-risk decisions, such analyses might provide additional 

useful information about the model (i.e., would the model be supported 

for these types of decisions?). Earlier, we speculated that the strongest 
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case for testing the effects of family type and the socialization factors 

would be the high-risk types of decisions. By also including measures 

of influence for low-risk decisions, the validity of this assumption can 

be partially assessed. 

The measure developed for adolescents’ influence in family, low- 

risk decisions contained the products soft drinks, cereal, and snack 

foods. Alpha was .70 and .64 for parents and teens, respectively. A 

single factor explained 63 percent of the variance in parents' responses 

and 58 percent of the variance in teens' responses. To construct the 

measure, responses to these three items were summed and averaged. The 

scale properties of this measure are presented in Table 17. The dis- 

tribution of this variable was normal for parents and appeared to be 

leptokurtic and somewhat negatively skewed for teens. 

The products school supplies, deodorant, movie, and perfume/cologne 

comprised the measure for influence in teen, low- risk decisions. 

Cronbach's alpha was .67 and .52 for parents and teens, respectively. 

The percent of variance explained by the single factor was 50.7 percent 

for parents and 41.3 percent for teens.*? Responses to these four items 

were summed and averaged. The scale properties of this measure are pre- 
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Although the reliability of this measure was low, the measure was 
retained for analysis because (1) the products seemed to be logically 
representative of teen, low-risk products and (2) we wished to include 
such products for conceptual completeness (i.e., to have products 
representing both family and teen low- risk decisions). Although the 
measure is not a particularly good one, it was the best that could 
be constructed when both samples were considered. Given the poor 
reliability of this scale, however, any results found in this case 
are qualified by construct validity concerns. 
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sented in Table 18. The distribution of this variable was platykurtic 

for parents and negatively skewed for teens. 

Assessment of Construct Validity. To evaluate the construct valid- 

ity of the dependent measures for influence, all product items were sub- 

mitted to a factor analysis. To demonstrate convergent validity, all 

items purportedly representing a particular construct should load highly 

on the same factor and should have low loadings on factors representing 

different constructs. In this case, to demonstrate convergent validity, 

factor analysis should yield a four-factor solution, with separate fac- 

tors for adolescents’ influence in (1) family- related, high-risk deci- 

sions, (2) teen-related, high-risk decisions, (3) family-related, 

low-risk decisions, and (4) teen- related, low-risk decisions. 

The factor analysis results for the parent sample are presented in 

Table 19 and, for teens, in Table 20. Four factor solutions were obtained 

for both samples. However, items representing each of the four influence 

measures did not load together in some cases. 

In the parent sample, the family, high-risk product, television, 

loaded on a factor with three teen, low-risk products; however, 

television's loading on this factor was negative. Television had the 

highest positive loading on the factor containing the other family, 

high-risk products. School supplies also loaded with the three family, 

low-risk products. Indeed, school supplies (and, to a lesser extent, 

television) had high loadings on multiple factors. If the school supplies 

and television items are discounted, the factor analysis results for 

parents generally mirror the expected pattern, in which four factors 

containing the products expected to measure each of the four influence 

constructs were found. 
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In the teen sample, both the high- and low-risk teen items loaded 

on the same factor, with the exception of school supplies, which loaded 

on a separate factor by itself. The family high-risk and low-risk pro- 

ducts loaded on two separate factors in the expected manner. Thus, in 

the teen sample, convergent validity was demonstrated for the family high- 

and low-risk items, but not for the teen high- and low-risk items. 

It is interesting that the factor analysis results of all products 

for the teen sample provided strong evidence of convergent validity for 

family high- and low-risk decisions when reliability for these two meas- 

ures was lower in the teen sample than in the parent sample. For the 

parent sample, factor analysis results for all products yielded four 

factors that generally corresponded to the four influence constructs. 

Problematic items in the parent analysis were school supplies and tele- 

vision. School supplies were also problematic in the teen analysis; they 

loaded on a factor separate from all other products.?? Finally, in the 

teen analysis for all products, items for teen high- and low-risk deci- 

sions all loaded on the same factor; however, these items loaded on sep- 

arate factors in the parent analysis. 

In sum, reliability analyses were adequate in at least one of the 

two samples for both family high- and low-risk decisions (in the parent 

sample) and for teen, high-risk decisions (in the teen sample). The 

reliability of the measure for teen, low-risk decisions was low in both 

  

32 

These results seem to suggest that school supplies are a poor item; 
however, the reliability of the measure for teen-related, low-risk 
decisions was even lower with this item deleted. 
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samples. With regard to convergent validity, factor analyses of all 

products provided mixed evidence for construct validity, depending on the 

sample. The two teen measures performed better in the parent analysis 

and the two family measures performed better in the teen analysis. How- 

ever, given the lack of consistency of results between the two samples, 

convergent validity (and, hence, construct validity) is questionable. 

The items for each of the four constructs do appear to have face validity 

in that products representing high- and low-risk decisions seem to be more 

and less expensive, respectively. 

Thus, although convergent validity and adequate reliability were not 

demonstrated in both samples in all cases, results in at least one sample 

partially supported the construct validity of the measures for family 

high- and low-risk decisions and teen, high-risk decisions. The four 

measures also appeared to have face validity. Therefore, these four 

measures were used in the hypotheses tests in this study; results are, 

however, qualified by construct validity concerns. A construct valid 

measure should perform well in both samples; the influence measures here 

did not. Developing better measures for influence is a needed direction 

in future research. 

Behavioral Measure of Household Responsibility 

For the behavioral measure of household responsibility, respondents 

rated the frequency of adolescents’ performance of 16 household tasks and 

activities on a four-point scale ranging from "never" to "very often.” 

It was reasoned that adolescents who had a high degree of household re- 

sponsibility would perform more household tasks and activities than ado- 

lescents having less responsibility. 
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As a starting point in developing this measure, responses to all 16 

tasks and activities were submitted to a factor analysis. The goal was 

to develop an initial subset of items that seemed to be related. The 

factor analysis of all 16 products was performed for each sample. 

Four factors were obtained in the teen sample and five in the parent 

sample. The first factor in the teen analysis contained the four items 

of cooking dinner, planning the family's meals, making out the grocery 

list, and shopping for groceries. This first factor accounted for 26.2 

percent of the variance in responses. For parents, the first factor 

contained the two items of making out the grocery list and planning the 

family's meals. This factor accounted for 26.3 percent of the variance 

in responses. Although the items of cooking dinner and shopping for 

groceries did not load on this first factor for parents, these two items 

did have high positive loadings on the factor. 

Therefore, it was decided to retain the four items of cooking dinner, 

planning the family's meals, making out the grocery list, and shopping 

for groceries for further analysis. These four items seemed to be log- 

ically related and to reflect responsibility for meal preparation. *? 
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Two other factors, one related to home care and another related to 

cleaning, also seemed to be indicated in both samples. However, 

neither of these scales performed as well as the one related to meal 
preparation, perhaps due to the fact that the adolescent sample was 
predominantly female. Given the finding of multiple factors in both 

samples and the relative consistency of the items comprising these 
factors in the two samples, it appears that household responsibility, 
in a behavioral sense, could be a multidimensional construct. Al- 

though it would be interesting to explore this issue in greater detail 
and relate specific dimensions of household responsibility to influ- 
ence for various subsets of products, this would be a topic for a 
future study. For our purposes, we decided to focus on only the meal 
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These four items were submitted to a reliability analysis in both 

samples. Alpha was .77 for parents and .72 for teens. Examination of 

the inter-item correlations and the alpha if an item were deleted, how- 

ever, indicated that the item of shopping for groceries could be deleted 

without substantially decreasing reliability. Moreover, the correlations 

among the grocery- shopping item and the other three items were lower than 

the correlations among the other items. 

Thus, because the grocery-shopping item appeared to be a relatively 

weak item, it was deleted from the scale. The alpha of the remaining 

three items was .75 for parents and .72 for teens. One factor accounted 

for 67.3 percent of the variance in parents' responses and 64.3 percent 

of the variance in teens’ responses. 

To construct the measure for behavioral household responsibility, 

responses to the three remaining items were summed and averaged. Scale 

properties are presented in Table 21. The distribution of this variable 

was non-normal in the teen sample and appeared to be platykurtic. 

In evaluating the construct validity of the measure, the necessary 

condition of reliability for construct validity appeared to be met, and 

factor analysis results provided some evidence for convergent validity. 

There was, however, a question relating to whether responsibility for meal 

  

preparation dimension of household responsibility because (1) the 
measure for this dimension performed better than the others and (2) 

there is little theoretical reason, based on the model developed here, 
to expect differences due to specific subdimensions of household re- 
sponsibility. Our reasoning suggests that adolescents having higher 
household responsibility would have higher responsibility in all task 
areas. This assumption may not prove to be correct, but given the 
complexity that already exists in this study, we leave testing this 
assumption to a future date. In effect, then, the behavioral measure 

of household responsibility used in this study reflects responsibil- 
ity only in the area of meal preparation. 
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preparation is an adequate measure for behavioral household responsibil- 

ity: this issue will be more fully addressed below after the global-level 

measure of household responsibility has been discussed. 

Peerness 

On the basis of pretest results, five items were developed to measure 

the peerness of parent-adolescent relations (see Table 10 for the par- 

ticular items). These five items were rated on five- point Likert scales. 

In evaluating the performance of the five-item scale in both the 

parent and teen samples of the study, results indicated that the five 

items together were not a good measure of peerness in the parent sample. 

Cronbach's alpha for the five items in the parent sample was .64; alpha 

was .75 for the five items in the teen sample. Moreover, two factors were 

obtained in factor analyses of all five items in both samples. In both 

' "being good friends," and cases, the three items of "confiding in teen,’ 

"talking about problems with teen" all loaded on the first factor, which 

accounted for 42.6 percent and 50.3 percent of the variance in responses 

in the parent and teen samples, respectively. The two negatively framed 

items of "never asking teen for advice" and "not relying on teen in making 

personal decisions" loaded on a second factor. 

On the basis of these results, the three items that loaded on the 

first factor in both samples were used as the operationalization of 

peerness in this study. Scale properties of this three-item measure are 

presented in Table 22. Alpha was .75 in the parent sample and .73 in the 

teen sample. When the three items were factor analyzed, one factor that 

accounted for 67 percent of the variance in parents' responses and 65.2 

percent of the variance in teens' responses was obtained. 
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To create the measure for peerness, responses to these three items 

were summed and averaged. The distribution of the peerness variable was 

non-normal in both samples and appeared to be leptokurtic. 

In sum, the three-item measure appeared to meet the necessary con- 

dition of reliability for construct validity in both samples. Also, 

factor analysis results provided evidence for convergent validity in that 

a single factor that accounted for a substantial degree of variance in 

responses was found in both samples. The fact that the three-item scale 

performed well in both samples is also further evidence for the construct 

validity of the measure. 

Global Measure of Household Responsibility 

On the basis of pretest results, four items were retained as measures 

of household responsibility at a global level (see Table 11). These four 

items were rated on a five-point Likert scale. 

In analyzing the performance of the four-item scale in the parent 

and teen study samples, results indicated that the measure was a poor one 

in both samples. Reliability of the four items was .37 in the parent 

sample and .28 in the teen sample. Two factors were also obtained in both 

samples. In the parent sample, the two items "teen does not have a lot 

of family responsibility" and "teen does not do a lo of household work" 

loaded on the first factor (39.3 percent variance explained). For teens, 

these two items and the item "expecting teen to help manage household" 

loaded on the first factor (42.5 percent variance explained). 

With the item "giving teen more family-related duties” deleted, re- 

liability improved to .50 and .56 in the parent and teen samples, re- 
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spectively.?* However, these alpha values were still unacceptably low. 

Therefore, we decided to analyze the correlations between items. 

The correlations analysis indicated that, for parents, only the two 

negatively framed items were significantly correlated (r = .4649, p < 

.01). For teens, all pairwise combinations of items were significantly 

correlated, but the strongest correlation occurred between the two nega- 

tively worded items (r = .3668, p < .01). Therefore, we decided to retain 

the two negatively framed items of "teen does not have a lot of family 

responsibility" and "teen does not do a lot of household work" as a two- 

item operationalization of household responsibility. 

Responses to these two items were summed and averaged. Scale prop- 

erties are presented in Table 23. The distribution of the household re- 

sponsibility variable was non-normal in both samples and appeared to be 

platykurtic in both samples. 

Because there were only two indicators for household responsibility, 

internal consistency cannot be adequately evaluated; hence, the construct 

validity of the measure is suspect. However, the two item measure was 

the best that could be constructed from the data. At the least, the two 

items appeared to have face validity. 

As an additional indication of the construct validity of the two- 

item measure, we examined the correlation between this global- level 

measure and the behavioral measure of household responsibility. Because 
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Recall that this item was also identified as being potentially prob- 
lematic in the adolescent pretest sample. Therefore, it is not sur- 
prising that the item performed poorly in the study samples as well. 
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both indicators purportedly measure household responsibility, we would 

expect the two to be significantly and positively correlated. The cor- 

relation between the two was .2073 in the teen sample (p < .01) and .1467 

(p > .05) in the parent sample. Thus, results for the teen sample pro- 

vided evidence that both measures tapped household responsibility. The 

result for parents, however, did not. 

The lack of a significant correlation between the two in the parent 

sample could indicate that one or both of the measures was of questionable 

construct validity. Because there was no prior research regarding 

household responsibility, we decided to retain both measures for hypoth- 

eses tests: if a measure behaves as expected, there is evidence for 

nomological validity and increased confidence in the measure's construct 

validity. 35 

Parental Coalition Formation 

  

35 

Of course, it could be argued here that construct validity is moot 
for the global-level measure because only two items comprise the 
scale. Also, the face validity of the behavioral measure is prob- 
lematic in that the behavioral measure actually reflects responsi- 
bility for meal preparation. We acknowledge that construct validity 
is a serious issue for both of the operationalizations of household 
responsibility. However, we decided to retain both measures for 
analysis, given that household responsibility had not been previously 
investigated. It was felt that the hypothesis tests could perhaps 
offer additional insight about the measures. For example, if sig- 
nificant relationships occurred for the behavioral responsibility 
measure in the teen sample, and given that the behavioral measure was 

significantly correlated with the global- level measure in this sam- 
ple, there would be increased confidence in the assumption that re- 
sponsibility for meal preparation was reflective of household 
responsibility in general. 
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From the pretest results, six items, rated on five-point Likert 

scales, were used to assess parental coalition formation. These six items 

are presented in Table 12. 

The reliability of these six items was .82 in the parent sample and 

.69 in the teen sample. All six items loaded on a single factor in both 

samples, with this factor accounting for 53.8 percent of the variance in 

parents’ responses and 41.9 percent of the variance in teens' responses. 

From this analysis, it appeared that the full six-item scale performed 

well in the parent sample but relatively poorly in the teen sample. 

Examination of the alpha level resulting if an item were deleted, 

however, indicated that the reliability of the parental coalition scale 

could be improved with the item, "My (ex)spouse and I frequently disagree 

over issues concerning the children," deleted. With this item deleted, 

reliability substantially improved in the teen sample: alpha increased 

from .69 to .74 with the deletion. Reliability also improved from .82 

to .84 in the parent sample with this item deleted. This result is not 

surprising given the low correlations between this item and others com- 

prising the scale (e.g., in the teen sample, this item's correlation with 

other items was .1559 or less). 

On the basis of this analysis, the five-item scale shown in Table 

24 was used as the operationalization of parental coalition formation in 

this study. The five items yielded a single factor in both samples and 

accounted for 60.6 percent of the variance in parents’ responses and 49.5 

percent of the variance in teen's responses. 

Responses to these five items were summed and averaged to construct 

the measure of parental coalition formation. Scale properties of the 

147



measure are presented in Table 24. The distribution of this variable was 

normal in both samples. 

In evaluating the construct validity of the measure, the five- item 

scale appeared to be internally consistent in both samples. In assessing 

convergent validity, the items all comprised a single factor for both 

parents and teens, and this factor accounted for an adequate degree of 

variance in responses. Thus, there was evidence that the five items all 

tapped a single, underlying construct. The fact that the scale performed 

well in both samples also provides additional evidence for the measure's 

construct validity. 

Parental Restrictiveness 

Recall that in the pretest there was some evidence for two subdi- 

mensions for parental restrictiveness: a dimension concerned with re- 

stricting various behaviors of the teen and one related to emphasizing 

parental authority in communication. Items for each of these dimensions 

were rated on six-point Likert-type scales. Results of the analyses for 

each of these two scales are presented separately. 

Restricting Teen's Behavior. On the basis of pretest results, four 

items were developed to measure the subdimension of restricting the teen's 

behavior (see Table 8 for the particular items). Recall, however, that 

the four-item scale performed poorly in the adolescent pretest sample. 

In particular, the item related to homework was especially problematic 

in the adolescent pretest sample. 

Results of the analyses of the four-item scale in the parent study 

sample also indicated that the homework item was problematic. For exam- 

ple, reliability of the four-item scale, which included the homework item, 

was .60 in the parent sample. With the homework item deleted, the reli- 
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ability of the scale for parents improved to .73. Results of the analysis 

for teens, however, was opposite. In the teen sample, reliability of the 

four-item measure was .67; however, with the homework item deleted, re- 

liability decreased to .64. Thus, the results in the two samples offered 

different recommendations about whether to include the homework item. 

Given that the data were collected through the school, these results 

tend to indicate that parents' responses to the homework item could have 

been influenced by social desirability bias. Although none of the social 

desirability items were significantly correlated with this item, it seem 

logical that parents could have been likely to respond more positively 

to this item than others, given that data were collected through the 

school. ?® 

Because parents’ responses to the homework item potentially could 

have been influenced by collecting data through the school, and, more 

  

36 

The fact that there were no correlations between the social desir- 

ability items and the homework item does not necessarily mean that 
social desirability could not have been present. Indeed, the social 
desirability items did not perform well in either of the study sam- 
ples. There were few correlations between any of the social desir- 
ability items and other variables in the study. As will be discussed 
below, the social desirability items were not very sensitive in the 
study samples (i.e., items generally had less than a 60-40 percent 

split between socially desirable and undesirable responses). Thus, 
because the social desirability items seemed to be relatively poor 
indicators, it is difficult to tell whether social desirability was 
not present (as results of the analyses indicated) or whether the lack 
of significance regarding social desirability was due to poor meas- 
urement. One factor mitigating against a social desirability expla- 
nation in the restricting behavior case, however, was that the item 

regarding saying bad things about teachers was not problematic. If 
collecting data through the schools had affected responses, one would 
expect this item to be affected similarly to how the homework item 
would have been. 
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important, because reliability could be substantially improved in the 

parent sample with this item deleted, it was decided to drop the homework 

item and use the three remaining items to operationalize restricting 

teen's behavior (see Table 25 for the three items). Although the reli- 

ability of the three items was worse than that for the four items in the 

teen sample, the reliability of the four items (.67) for teens was still 

less than satisfactory. Thus, deleting the homework item resulted in an 

apparently internally consistent measure in the parent sample and a 

measure of questionable internal consistency in the teen sample. 

Factor analysis of the three items, however, provided some evidence 

that the items were indicative of a single, underlying construct. One 

factor accounted for 65.4 percent of the variance in parents' responses 

and 57.8 percent of the variance in teens' responses. Thus, for this 

measure, results of analyses for construct validity were less strong than 

they were for some of the previous measures. Reliability was adequate 

in the parent sample but less so in the teen sample. The items, however, 

appeared to be indicators of one underlying construct and all items seemed 

to be face valid. 

To create the measure for restricting teen's behavior, responses to 

the three items were summed and averaged. Scale properties are presented 

in Table 25. The distribution of this variable was non-normal in both 

samples and was negatively skewed and somewhat platykurtic in the parent 

sample and platykurtic in the teen sample. 

Emphasizing Parental Authority in Communication. A second potential 

subdimension to restrictiveness was identified in the parents' pretest: 

a dimension of emphasizing parental authority in communication. One the 
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basis of this pretest, four items were retained as potential indicators 

of emphasizing authority (see Table 9 for the four items). 

Consistent with this scale's poor performance in the adolescent 

pretest, however, analyses of the scale in the two study samples indicated 

that this measure was extremely poor. Cronbach's alpha was .29 for par- 

ents and .38 for teens. The percent of variance in responses explained 

by a single factor was also low in both samples (32.4 percent for parents 

and 35.2 percent for teens). Finally, although there were some signif- 

icant correlations between items for teens, there were no significant 

correlations among any of the items for parents. 

Given these results, which indicated that the measure was wholly 

inadequate and could not be improved, it was decided to drop this "con- 

struct" from analysis. It is perhaps not surprising that this measure 

failed to perform adequately, given the questionable construct validity 

of the scale initially (i.e., the scale was difficult to label even in 

the parents’ pretest and failed to correlate significantly with re- 

stricting behavior, the other subdimension of restrictiveness, in this 

pretest). In sum, then, hypotheses tests regarding restrictiveness were 

confined to examining the effects of restricting behavior. 

Parental Nurturance 

Two subdimensions of parental restrictiveness were identified on the 

basis of pretest results: a dimension of encouraging verbalization and 

one related to spending time with the teenager. Items representing both 

of these dimensions were rated on six- point Likert-type scales. Measures 

for each of these two dimensions are discussed separately. 

Encouraging Verbalization. Five items that were indicated in the 

pretests were initially used to measure encouraging verbalization (see 
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Table 6 for the particular items). Reliability of the five items was .70 

in the parent sample and .73 in the teen sample. However, results of the 

factor analysis in the parent sample indicated that the five items were 

not unidimensional. Specifically, two factors were obtained in the parent 

analysis: the three positively framed items loaded on one factor and the 

two negatively framed items loaded on the second factor. 

On the basis of this result, the three positively framed items were 

retained for analysis. The reliability of the three items was .74 for 

parents and .69 for teens. Although reliability was better with the five 

items than with the three items for teens, reliability of the three-item 

measure was close to the recommended .70 level in the teen sample. 

Moreover, factor analysis results in both samples indicated that the 

three-item measure performed better than the five-item measure. For ex- 

ample, for teens, one factor accounted for only 48.3 percent of the var- 

iance in responses when five items were considered, but the percent of 

variance explained was 61.5 percent for the three items. A single factor 

also accounted for a substantial portion of the variance in parents' re- 

sponses to the three items, with one factor accounting for 65.5 percent 

of the variance in parents' responses. 

Therefore, three items were used to operationalize the encouraging 

verbalization subdimension of restrictiveness. Responses to these three 

items were summed and averaged; properties of the scale are presented in 

Table 26. The distribution of this variable was also non-normal in both 

samples: the distribution was negatively skewed for parents and somewhat 

flat, or platykurtic, for teens. 

With regard to construct validity, the value for Cronbach's alpha 

exceeded the recommended .70 criterion in the parent sample and was close 
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to .70 in the teen sample. Thus, the measure appeared to meet the nec- 

essary condition of reliability for construct validity in both samples. 

Results of the factor analysis in both samples also provided strong evi- 

dence for convergent validity, in that a single factor accounted for a 

high degree of the variance in responses in both cases. Finally, the 

measure appeared to adequately generalize from one sample to another, in 

that results were generally similar between the two, although the scale 

performed best for parents. 

Spending Time with Teen. The second subdimension of parental 

nurturance identified in the parents' pretest was that of spending time 

with the teenager. Four initial items were retained from the pretest to 

measure this dimension of nurturance (see Table 7 for these items). 

A reliability analysis of these four items yielded an alpha value 

of .60 for parents and .63 for teens. Results, however, indicated that 

reliability could be improved in both samples if the item, "I rarely sit 

down with my teen to talk about life in general," were deleted. With this 

item deleted, reliability was .71 and .68 for parents and teens, respec- 

tively. Moreover, the one factor obtained from responses to these three 

items accounted for 63.5 and 61.4 percent of the underlying variance in 

responses for parents and teens, respectively. 

Therefore, on the basis of these analyses, these three items were 

used to measure spending time with teen. Responses to the three items 

were summed and averaged. Scale properties are presented in Table 27. 

The distribution of this variable was normal in both samples. 

Although the reliability of this measure was lower than desired in 

the teen sample, reliability was adequate in the parent sample. Factor 

analysis results also indicated that the measure was relatively 
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unidimensional in both samples. The measure seemed to perform moderately 

well in both samples, and particular items seemed to be logically related, 

or face valid. 

Evaluation of Construct Validity 

Overall, the scales developed to operationalize the socialization 

constructs performed better in the parent sample than they did in the teen 

sample. For example, the measures for peerness, household responsibility 

(behavioral measure), parental coalition formation, restricting teen's 

behavior, and the two subdimensions of nurturance (i.e., encouraging 

verbalization and spending time with teen) were more internally consist- 

ent in the parent sample than in the teen sample, as assessed by 

Cronbach's alpha. The reason for the greater consistency in parents’ 

responses is not clear. Perhaps it is "natural' for teens to be more 

inconsistent due to their younger age and lower maturity level. Most 

scales, however, did perform at least moderately well in the teen sample. 

For parents, with the exception of the global measure for household 

responsibility, all measures of the socialization constructs exceeded the 

.70 criterion recommended as a minimum value for internal consistency in 

social science research. For teens, only the measures of peerness, be- 

havioral household responsibility, and parental coalition formation ex- 

ceeded this criterion. However, the alpha values for the measures of the 

two nurturance subdimensions were close to the .70 criterion (in the teen 

sample, alpha was .69 for encouraging verbalization and .68 for spending 

time with teen). 

The lowest value for Cronbach's alpha (excluding the global measure 

of household responsibility) in the teen sample occurred for the measure 

of restricting teen's behavior (alpha was .64 in this case). Again, why 

154



this measure should perform relatively poorly for teens is not clear. 

Contrary to the results for parents, teens apparently perceive that par- 

ents are inconsistent in restricting the behaviors comprising the items 

of the scale. Although it may be the case that greater consistency could 

have been achieved if different items had been used, it may also be the 

case that teens perceive parents as being inconsistent in restricting 

behavior in general. Thus, the "low'' alpha value here could be an accu- 

rate reflection of inconsistency in teens’ perceptions.*”’ The results of 

the reliability analysis for parents gives some credence to this expla- 

nation. 

Thus, with the exception of the global measure of household respon- 

sibility in both samples and restricting behavior in the teen sample, 

results indicate that scales are generally internally consistent. Thus, 

with these two exceptions, the necessary condition of reliability for 

construct validity appeared to be met by the construct measures developed 

here. Because alpha was relatively low for restricting behavior in the 

teen sample, results for hypotheses tests related to this variable in the 

teen sample may be qualified by construct validity concerns. 

Factor analysis results also provided evidence that the measures 

were unidimensional, again with the exception of the global household 

responsibility scale. A single factor accounted for a substantial degree 

  

37 

Indeed, research suggests that the reliability of many measures is 

lower for adolescents than for parents. For example, in studying 
mother-teen dyads, Moschis and Mitchell (1986) found that measures 

tended to be less internally consistent for adolescents than for 
mothers. 
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of the variance in responses for all but this measure in both samples. 

Thus, measures appeared to be tapping single, underlying dimensions. 

The global measure of household responsibility, because it is com- 

prised of only two items, is of suspect construct validity. With only 

two items, internal consistency cannot be evaluated. The two items did 

appear to exhibit face validity. Face validity, however, is a relatively 

weak form of evidence for construct validity. Thus, results of all ana- 

lyses concerning global-level household responsibility are qualified by 

the suspect construct validity of the measure. 

One point also bears mentioning about the behavioral measure of 

household responsibility. The scale developed in this instance was 

internally consistent in both samples. However, the items actually re- 

flect household responsibility for meal preparation, as discussed above. 

Therefore, hypotheses tests concerning this measure will actually reflect 

differences due to variance in responsibility for meal preparation. We 

have assumed that increased responsibility in meal preparation is indic- 

ative of increased household responsibility in general. 

Discriminant Validity. Although measures appeared to be generally 

internally consistent, an evaluation of discriminant validity was also 

undertaken, when appropriate, to provide further evidence for construct 

validity. To demonstrate discriminant validity, indicators purported to 

measure a particular construct should correlate more highly with other 

indicators for that construct than with indicators purportedly measuring 

different constructs. 

To evaluate discriminant validity, the scales developed above were 

correlated with each other. Correlation results for all study variables 

for parents are presented in Table 28 and, for teens, in Table 29. 
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For parental nurturance, the scales for the two subdimensions of 

encouraging verbalization and spending time with teen should correlate 

more highly with each other (because they each purportedly measure su- 

bdimensions of nurturance) than they should correlate with scales for the 

other socialization variables. In particular, because peerness can also 

be construed as relating to warmth in parent-teen relationships, we were 

interested in seeing whether the two subdimensions of nurturance corre- 

lated more highly with each other than they did with peerness. 7° 

This result was obtained for teens but not for parents. For teens, 

the correlation between the two subdimensions was .6847 (p < .01). Both 

of these subdimensions were also significantly correlated with peerness 

(r = .5944, p < .01 for encouraging verbalization; r = .5428, p < .01 for 

spending time with teen). Results of a Z-test indicated that the corre- 

lations of peerness and encouraging verbalization did not significantly 

differ (p = .20); however, the correlations of peerness and spending time 

were Significantly different (p < .10). Thus, discriminant validity was 

demonstrated for the time subdimension and peerness in the teen sample, 

but not for the encouraging verbalization subdimension. 
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The subdimensions of nurturance also significantly correlated with 
other socialization variables. However, because these socialization 

factors were not directly concerned with warmth in parent-teen re- 
lations (i.e., nurturance and parental coalition formation, for ex- 
ample, are more conceptually removed than are nurturance and 
peerness), these correlations were not viewed as particularly prob- 
lematic. Indeed, socialization factors should be somewhat correlated 
with each other according to the model developed here in that these 

socialization factors should all reflect hierarchy. Also, the cor- 
relations between the two subdimensions and these other socialization 
variables were lower than the correlation between the two subdi- 
mensions themselves in both samples (see Tables 28 and 29). 
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The two subdimensions were also significantly correlated with each 

other in the parent sample (r = .4814, p < .01). However, the encouraging 

verbalization subdimension correlated more highly with peerness (r = 

.5461, p < .01) than it did with spending time, the other nurturance 

subdimension, in this sample. Thus, discriminant validity was not dem- 

onstrated between encouraging verbalization and peerness in the parent 

sample. 

Conyergent Validity. To further assess the construct validity of 

the measures, a factor analysis of all measures for the socialization 

factors was undertaken.?* To demonstrate convergent validity, items re- 

presenting a particular construct should all load uniquely (or at least 

have the highest positive loading) on a factor containing all items for 

that particular construct. To perform this analysis, all scales were put 

on a six-point metric. Results of the overall factor analysis for parents 

are presented in Table 30 and, for teens, in Table 31. 

Results of the factor analysis for parents provided strong evidence 

of convergent validity for most scales. For example, one factor con- 

taining all of the indicators for a given construct was found for parental 

coalition formation, spending time with teen, restricting teen's behav- 

ior, and household responsibility. 
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The behavioral measure of household responsibility was not included 
in this analysis. The items for the validity check of authority-role 
structure, however, were included in this analysis. (This measure 
will be more fully discussed below in the section detailing measure- 
ment of checks and potential confounds.) The items for authority-role 
structure were included in the overall factor analysis to see whether 
they would be differentiated from the items for the socialization 
constructs, which, as the results indicated, they were. 
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Only the items for peerness and encouraging verbalization failed to 

load on two unique factors. Rather, items for these two constructs all 

loaded together on one factor, with the exception of the third peerness 

item, which loaded on a factor by itself. The result that the items for 

these two constructs loaded together mirrors the one found above in the 

correlation analysis, in which the highest correlation occurred between 

these two scales. However, the peerness items did have high crossloadings 

on the factor containing the sole peerness item, although these loadings 

were lower than those for the items on the factor containing the 

verbalization items. 

For teens, results of the factor analysis indicated less convergent 

validity in this sample. The first factor in this analysis contained 

items for the three constructs of encouraging verbalization, spending 

time with teen, and peerness: items, however, should have loaded on three 

separate factors corresponding to each construct. Thus, the result of 

item confounding found for encouraging verbalization and peerness in the 

parent sample was duplicated in the teen sample. 

Also, two of the restrictiveness items loaded on the same factor as 

did the two household responsibility items. Finally, one of the items 

for each of the three constructs of parental coalition formation, spending 

time with teen, and restricting teen's behavior all loaded together on a 

single factor. 

In sum, convergent validity was generally demonstrated in the parent 

sample (with the exception of encouraging verbalization and peerness), 

but not in the teen sample. The results of this convergent validity 

analysis for teens generally mirror results of the reliability analyses 

of individual scales in this sample. Specifically, measures were found 
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to perform more poorly in both types of analyses in the teen sample than 

in the parent sample. 

Summary. In an overall sense, measures seemed to perform relatively 

well in both samples. Scales were found to be generally internally con- 

sistent and unidimensional in both samples. The fact that scales tended 

to perform well regarding reliability and unidimensionality in both sam- 

ples increases confidence in the construct validity of the measures. 

Convergent validity was also demonstrated in the parent sample, with the 

one exception noted above. As previously noted, however, scales did tend 

to perform less well for teens than for parents. This difference may be 

due to relative immaturity and age-related inconsistency on the part of 

teens. 

Results of the construct validity analyses, however, were not rosy 

in all cases. As discussed above, construct validity is a serious concern 

for the measures for household responsibility. In short, results of hy- 

potheses tests regarding household responsibility will be qualified by 

the questionable construct validity of the measures. 

Similarly, given the results of the overall factor analyses in both 

samples, there is some doubt about the encouraging verbalization and 

peerness measures. Specifically, do the scales measure two different 

constructs or are the two scales merely different operationalizations of 

the same construct? On examining the items comprising each of the meas- 

ures, the items do appear to be tapping different constructs, on the face 

of it. However, results of the overall factor analysis support the latter 

alternative. If the two scales are found to perform differently in the 

hypotheses tests, as expected, there would be evidence that they each 

represent two distinct constructs. Thus, at this point, a more thorough 
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evaluation of construct validity for these two measures is not possible; 

the measures await further investigation in the context of the hypotheses 

tests. 

MEASURES OF CHECKS AND POTENTIAL CONFOUNDS 

This section reviews the measure developed for the authority-role 

validity check for family type. The (attempted) measurement of social 

desirability is also discussed. Finally, the measurement and coding of 

various demographic variables that could serve as potential confounds, 

or rival explanations, in the study are also outlined. 

Authority-Role Structure 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, a check on the hypothesized 

ordering of family types from low to high hierarchy (i.e., from single- 

parent to reconstituted to intact families ) was also included in this 

study. The process of developing the measure for authority-role structure 

is outlined in this section; results of the analysis relating this measure 

to family types will be discussed in the Preliminary Analyses section 

below. 

On the basis of pretest results for parents, four items were retained 

as potential indicators for authority-role structure (see Table 13 for 

the particular items). Items were rated on five-point Likert scales. 

Results of reliability analyses for the four items in the two study 

samples, however, indicated that a four-item scale was an inadequate 

measure of authority-role structure. The internal consistency of these 

items was low in both the parent and teen study samples: Cronbach's alpha 

was .46 and .53, respectively. 
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In addition, two factors were obtained for both parents and teens. 

In both cases, the "parent-as-boss" item loaded on a factor separate from 

that of the other three items. This result is not surprising given that 

the "parent-as-boss" item was identified as problematic in the adolescent 

pretest and also in the combined analysis of pretest responses. 

With this item deleted, internal consistency improved in both sam- 

ples. Alpha increased from .46 to .53 for parents and from .53 to .59 

for parents. However, the resulting alpha values with item deletion were 

still well below the .70 criterion. 

On examining the correlations between items, only the correlation 

between the two items of "parents and children have equal status in our 

family" and "in general, I consider my teenager and myself to be equals" 

was significant in both samples. The correlation between these two items 

was .4975 for parents (p < .01) and .4508 for teens (p < .01). Thus, it 

was decided to use these two items as the measure of authority-role 

structure. The two-item measure, however, is subject to the limitations 

of all two-item measures (i.e., construct validity is suspect in that 

reliability of a two-item measure cannot be adequately evaluated). The 

two items did appear to exhibit face validity; thus, it was felt that the 

two items could offer at least some insight into the ordering of family 

types. 

To construct the measure of authority-role structure, responses to 

these two items were summed and averaged. Scale properties of the measure 

are presented in Table 32. 

Social Desirability 

Five items were retained as potential measures for social desir- 

ability on the basis of pretest results. These five items performed 
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poorly in both study samples. Internal consistency was low for the five 

items: alpha was .50 for parents and .37 for teens. Multifactor solutions 

were also obtained in both samples. Finally, the items were relatively 

insensitive indicators in both samples: only one item in each sample had 

at least a 60-40 percent split between the true-false response categories. 

Correlations between each of the five items and the other variables 

included in this study were also generally nonsignificant. For example, 

in the teen analysis, the only correlation that was significant between 

any of the social desirability items and the study variables was the 

correlation between the table-manners item and the restrictiveness scale 

(r = -.1743, p < .05). However, the table-manners item did not adequately 

differentiate between socially desirable and undesirable responses (i.e., 

the split between the two categories was 28 and 72 percent, respectively). 

Because the items, both together and individually, performed poorly, 

social desirability could not be assessed in this study. For example, 

the low correlations of the social desirability "scale" and items with 

the study variables does not necessarily mean that social desirability 

was not present in responses. The bias could have been present, even 

though results tended to indicate that it was not a problem. Indeed, 

little can be concluded about the presence or absence of social desir- 

ability because no adequate measure of social desirability existed in this 

research. 

Measurement of Potential Confounds/Covariates 

Various demographic factors that could serve as potential confounds 

or covariates to the relationships of interest in this study were also 

assessed. This section briefly describes how these factors were measured. 
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Research has shown that income tends to be lower in households headed 

by single parents as opposed to other types of households. Therefore, 

parents were asked to indicate total annual household income by checking 

one of 10 response categories. For the first six response categories, 

income was divided into $5,000 increments, ranging from "under $5,000" 

to "$25,000 to $29,999." The next two response categories were $10,000 

increments. The ninth category was "$50,000 to $74,999," and the last 

was "over $75,000." Thus, the response categories for income reflected 

income distribution in the population.**® Responses were coded from 1 to 

10, depending on the category indicated. *? 

Social class, of which income is one indicator, has been shown to 

affect adolescents’ purchase influence (e.g. Moschis and Mitchell 1986). 

Therefore, the educational background of the parent respondent and 

(step)parent's occupation(s) were assessed in addition to household in- 

come. Parents indicated their education level by checking one of eight 

options that ranged from "elementary school" to "graduate degree." Re- 

sponses were coded from 1 to 8 to reflect the eight categories. 
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Teens were not asked to respond to this question because it was felt 
that they would not know what their household's income level actually 
was. 

41 

Although responses were in category format, the data were treated as 
as interval-level data due to the number of categories included (an 
analysis with dummy coding would have been unwieldy). In addition, 
the categories represented real numbers and thus provide meaningful 
information about the distance between, for example, income levels. 
Thus, we believed it was reasonable to treat the data as being 
interval-level. 
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Occupation was measured by asking both parents and teens to respond 

to an open-ended question concerning (step)parents'’ occupation(s).*? 

These open-ended responses were then coded into seven categories, ac- 

cording to the categorization scheme developed by Warner (1960). Warner's 

classification of occupations includes seven categories that reflect so- 

cial class distinctions among occupations: lower categories indicate 

lower class occupations. The seven categories, ranging from low to high, 

include: unskilled workers, semiskilled workers, proprietors of small 

businesses, skilled workers, clerks and kindred workers, semiprofes- 

sionals and officials of large business, and professionals and proprie- 

tors of large business. These categories were coded from 1 to 7, 

respectively. 

Parents were also asked to indicate the number of hours that they 

worked. Although this variable has not been previously studied, we in- 

cluded hours worked because it might affect both adolescents influence 

and household responsibility. If both parents are employed full-time, 

perhaps teens will be more involved in making family purchases and car- 

rying out household tasks. Greater teen involvement in these areas might 

occur due to the time pressures placed on working parents. To measure 

hours worked, parents were asked to indicate, in an open-response format, 

how many hours they worked, on average. These response were directly 
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Parents were asked to give their occupation and those of their 
spouses, if married. Teens were asked to give the occupation of all 
parents and step-parents. 
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coded (i.e., if a parent worked 40 hours a week, a value of 40 was coded 

for the hours worked variable). 

Family size has also been shown to potentially affect the degree of 

adolescents’ purchase influence (e.g., Jenkins 1979). Thus, both parents 

and teens were asked to list the age and sex of all children (or brothers 

and sisters, in the case of teens) present in the household. From these 

responses, a measure was constructed that counted the number of children 

in the household who were under the age of 18 years. *? 

Finally, the age of both the responding parent and the targeted teen 

were measured in years. Many studies have shown that children's purchase 

influence is greater the older a child is (see, e.g., Atkin 1978, Moschis 

and Mitchell 1986, Ward and Wackman 1972, among others). Parent's age 

has also been shown to affect adolescent's purchase influence (Foxman et 

al. 1987). 

For the purposes of analysis, these demographic variables were 

treated as covariates in hypotheses tests. The correlations among the 

demographic variables and the study variables are presented in Tables 33 

(results for parents) and 34 (results for teens). Where indicated, the 

demographic variables were built into the regression models (through 

analysis of covariance via the general linear model) to ascertain whether 

differences in influence related to family type and the socialization 

factors remained after demographic variables were controlled. 
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Older children who lived at home were not included in the count be- 
cause it was felt that these individuals would be relatively inde- 
pendent of parents. 

166



PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

Before hypotheses tests were conducted, a number of preliminary an- 

alyses were carried out. One set of analyses was related to assessing 

the presence of various potential biases. Bias, or systematic variation 

not related to measured variables, results in confounding and threatens 

the internal validity of the study. Three types of potential biases were 

addressed in this research: administrator effects (or demand bias), 

nonresponse bias, and systematic variance in responses to influence 

items. An analysis of the authority-role validity check for family type 

was also performed. Finally, sex differences in parental responses were 

examined. 

Assessment of Potential Biases 

Administrator Effects. Because students' surveys were administered 

by two different people, the researcher and a teacher (who were both fe- 

male), teens' responses could have been differentially affected by the 

person administering the questionnaire. Specifically, the fact that test 

instruments were administered by the researcher could have created demand 

bias in responses. Students may have attempted to respond to questions 

in a manner consistent with what they thought the hypotheses of the study 

were. The teacher, however, was blind to the hypotheses of the study. 

Therefore, to check for potential demand bias, teens’ responses were split 

into two groups according to whether the researcher or the teacher ad- 

ministered the test instrument. 
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Because we were interested in assessing demand bias, which could 

systematically affect results of hypotheses tests, we wished to have a 

more liberal test in evaluating this bias. Therefore, tests for admin- 

istrator effects were evaluated at a .15 significance level. 

Results of the analyses for all study variables (dependent and me- 

diating variables) indicated that the two groups significantly differed 

only in the case for encouraging verbalization (F(1,171) = 3.21, p = 

.0751). In this instance, the mean for the group in which the teacher 

administered the questionnaire was higher (mean = 4.52) than was the case 

for the group in which the researcher was the administrator (mean = 4.15). 

If subjects had attempted to respond to items for encouraging 

verbalization in a manner consistent with hypotheses, they would have 

reported increased verbalization. Thus, one would expect the mean in the 

researcher-administered group to be higher than the mean in the teacher- 

administered group. This, however, was not the case. Also, given that 

12 tests were performed for administrator effects, it may be that the 

significant result obtained was due to chance, rather than to any real 

difference between the two groups (i.e., teacher vs. researcher as ad- 

ministrator). In sum, these results suggest that administrator effects 

were not problematic in this study. 

Nonresponse Bias. As mentioned previously, given that this research 

focused on family relationships, nonresponse bias is a potentially prob- 

lematic issue. Specifically, it may be that certain types of parents are 

unlikely to respond to any type of research on the family. As an extreme 

example, neglectful parents may not be motivated to participate in any 

research project dealing with the family. Moreover, if the quality of 

parent-adolescent relationships is low, parents may also be unlikely to 
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participate in studies, such as this one, that specifically focus on such 

relationships. Indeed, one might expect that the more negative the 

parent-adolescent relationship is, the less likely the parent would be 

to participate in the research. 

If certain types of parents, or parents who have a particular type 

of relationship with adolescents, fail to participate in a study, sample 

estimates will be systematically affected. For example, if only those 

parents who are highly nurturant participate in the study, the sample mean 

for nurturance would be much higher than the population mean. In other 

words, self- selection could result in a restriction of the range of some 

variables, thereby making it more difficult to detect a relationship be- 

tween nurturance and influence, for example, if one does in fact exist. 

In this manner, nonresponse bias threatens conclusion validity. ** 

Although there is no means of directly assessing nonresponse bias, 

we used teens’ responses to indirectly assess the magnitude and direction 

of nonresponse bias for parents.“ Specifically, we compared responses 

from teens whose parents participated in the research with those of teens 
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Nonresponse bias also limits the generalizability of results. If only 
one end of the distribution of a variable is sampled, one cannot 
generalize results back to the population. In short, nonresponse bias 
adversely affects external validity. Also, nonresponse bias may 
interact with the study variables in different manners, affecting the 

internal validity of the study as well. 

&5 

Nonresponse bias was not problematic for teens. All but two students 
who were present on the day of data collection completed the survey. 
The two foreign students did not return completed surveys. 

169



whose parents did not participate. The fact that all teens present on 

the day of data collection participated in the research allowed us to make 

these comparisons. In short, we used the responses from teens whose 

parents did not participate as estimates for what the responses of non- 

participating parents would have been. 

One caveat to this analysis bears mentioning. In comparing the re- 

sponses of participating parents with their respective teenagers, a num- 

ber of differences were found. Teens reported that (1) their relationship 

with parents was less peerlike, (2) they had more household responsibil- 

ity, (3) there was less coalition formation between parents, and that (4) 

parents were less nurturant and restrictive than parents reported. Thus, 

there were systematic differences in parents' and teens' responses. 

The implication of this difference in the present analysis is that 

teens' responses do not provide "accurate" estimates of parents’ re- 

sponses since the two groups sytematically differ on perceptions of the 

study variables. To be able to use the responses of teens whose parents 

did not participate as estimates for what parents' responses would have 

been, we assumed that the magnitude and direction of differences in par- 

ents’ and teens’ responses would be the same for both responding and 

nonresponding parents. Thus, we assumed that the correspondence between 

parents’ and teens’ responses in the parent-nonresponding case was the 

same as that occurring in the parent-responding case. Although this as- 

sumption may not be accurate, it allowed us to assess nonresponse bias's 

effects on sample estimates empirically. The analyses to be presented, 

then, are qualified by the caveat that teens, as compared with parents, 

report increased household responsibility and decreased peerness, par- 

ental coalition formation, nurturance, and restrictiveness. 
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Similar to the above case for demand bias, alpha was set to .15 to 

have a "fair" test for nonresponse bias. In examining the results for 

the two groups (parents participated vs. parents did not participate), 

only two statistically significant differences emerged. 

Nonresponse Bias across Family Types. For spending time with teen, 

teens of participating parents reported that their parents spent more time 

with them (mean = 4.17) than teens of nonparticipating parents said their 

parents spent (mean = 3.68; t(170) = 2.57, p < .01). Thus, estimates for 

spending time with teen are likely to be positively biased in the parent 

analysis. In other words, if a significant, positive relationship is 

found between spending time and adolescents’ influence for parents, one 

would not be able to tell whether the finding was due to the treatment 

effect of spending time or to the positive bias in the estimate for 

spending time. 

There was also a statistically significant difference in responses 

of teens of participating and nonparticipating parents for global-level 

household responsibility (t(168) = 2.52, p< .01). Teens of participating 

parents reported greater household responsibility than did teens of non- 

participating parents. Thus, similar to the above case, sample estimates 

for household responsibility will be positively biased in the parent 

analysis. The bias increases the probability that a significant, positive 

relationship will be found between household responsibility and adoles- 

cents' influence in the parent sample. 

No other statistically significant differences were found between 

the two groups for any of the other socialization (or dependent) vari- 

ables. 
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Nonresponse Bias within Family Type. One possibility not addressed 

in the above analysis is the potential for self-selection (or nonresponse 

bias) to interact with family type.**® For example, it may be that less 

nurturant parents in reconstituted families are less likely to partic- 

ipate than less nurturant parents in other family types. If so, sample 

estimates and hypotheses tests between family type and nurturance would 

be systematically affected. The sample estimate for nurturance in re- 

constituted families would be positively biased. This bias would also 

make it more difficult to detect a difference in nurturance on the basis 

of family types: the positively biased estimate of nurturance in the re- 

constituted case would lead to this mean's being closer to the mean for 

intact families, according to our model. 

To allow for a possible interaction between self-selection and fam- 

ily type, teen responses were split by family type. Within each family 

type, we compared responses of teens of participating parents with re- 

sponses of teens of nonparticipating parents for each study variable. 

The significance level was again set to .15. Results are reported below 

by construct and only statistically significant differences are reviewed. 

Adolescents’ Influence _ in Family, Low-Risk Decisions. For the de- 

pendent measures, only adolescents’ influence in family-related, low- 

financial-risk decisions differed between the two groups of teens within 
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Indeed, an examination of parents' response rates by family type in- 

dicated that parents in reconstituted families were less likely to 
participate than parents in other types of families. The teen sample 
was 18.6 percent reconstituted whereas only 14.9 percent of the parent 
was reconstituted. 
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family types. For single-parent families, teens of participating parents 

reported less influence in these types of decisions (mean = 4.26) than 

did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 4.86; t(55) -2.06, p= 

.044). For reconstituted families, teens of participating parents also 

reported less influence in these decisions (mean = 3.44) than did teens 

of nonparticipating parents (mean = 4.35; t(29) = -1.63, p = .114). No 

statistically significant difference was found for the two groups of teens 

in intact families (t(69) = .67, n.s.). 

Thus, results of tests for differences in influence on the basis of 

family type would be affected for these types of decisions. If the extent 

of adolescents' influence is under-reported in single-parent and recon- 

stituted families, a failure to find a significant difference could be 

due to under-reporting. We would expect influence in these types of de- 

cisions to be highest in the single-parent case. But, if the estimate 

for influence in single-parent families is negatively biased, as indi- 

cated, detection of this effect would be more difficult. 

Peerness. For peerness, only results for single- parent families 

significantly differed between the two groups of teens (t(59) = 1.76, p 

= .084). Teens of participating parents reported greater peerness (mean 

4.21) than did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.62). Given 

that we hypothesized peerness to be highest for single-parent families, 

the positive bias in the peerness estimate makes it more likely that this 

hypothesis will be supported in the parent analysis. 

Household Responsibility. For global-level household responsibil- 

ity, teens responses significantly differed for both reconstituted and 

intact families. In reconstituted families, teens of participating par- 

ents reported greater household responsibility (mean = 4.44) than did 
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teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.41; t(30) = 1.92, p = .064). 

Similarly, in intact families, teens of participating parents indicated 

greater household responsibility (mean = 4.17) than did teens of nonpar- 

ticipating parents (mean = 3.55; t(73) = 2.14, p = .035). Given that we 

hypothesized household responsibility to be greater in these two family 

types, hypothesis tests for household responsibility in the parent sample 

will be positively biased. 

Parental Coalition Formation. Only responses for teens in intact 

families differed for parental coalition formation. Teens of partic~- 

ipating parents reported greater parental coalition formation (mean 

3.92) than did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.53; t(67) 

1.76, p = .082). Given that coalition formation was hypothesized to be 

greatest in intact families, these results indicate that tests of the 

coalition hypotheses in the parent sample will be positively biased. 

Restricting Teen's Behavior. For restricting teen's behavior, re- 

sponses for the two groups of teens differed only in the reconstituted 

case. Teens of participating parents reported increased restrictiveness 

(mean = 4.10) than did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.33; 

t(28) = 1.70, p= .10). The positive bias in the restrictiveness estimate 

for reconstituted families would make it more difficult to detect a dif- 

ference in restrictiveness between reconstituted and intact families and 

less difficult to detect a difference between this family type and 

single-parent families. The effect of the bias on the hypothesis test 

for restrictiveness in the parent sample is thus equivocal. 

Encouraging Verbalization. For encouraging verbalization, only the 

responses of teens in single-parent families significantly differed 

(t(59) = 2.83, p = .006). Teens of participating parents indicated a 
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greater degree of encouraging verbalization (mean = 4.59) than did teens 

of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.65). We hypothesized that encour- 

aging verbalization would be lowest for single-parent families. Thus, 

the positive bias for encouraging verbalization in single-parent families 

should make it more difficult to support this hypothesis in the parent 

analysis. 

Spending Time with Teen. Finally, for spending time with teen, re- 

sults differed between the two groups of teens in both single-parent and 

reconstituted families. For the single- parent case, teens of partic- 

ipating parents indicated parents spent more time with teens (mean = 4.08) 

than did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.34; t(60) = 2.05, p 

= .045). A similar pattern emerged for reconstituted families: teens 

of participating parents reported greater time spent with teen (mean 

4.27) than did teens of nonparticipating parents (mean = 3.29; t(30) 

2.13, p = .042). Given that we hypothesized that time spent with teen 

would be lower in these two types of families than in intact families, 

the positive bias in responses should make it more difficult to support 

the time hypothesis in the parent analysis. 

One interesting result of the analysis for nonresponse bias is its 

implication for social desirability bias. If increased peerness, house- 

hold responsibility, parental coalition formation, restrictiveness, and 

nurturance are viewed as more socially desirable responses, the results 

for nonresponse bias imply that social desirability is evinced through 

self-selection rather than through biasing responses per se. Perhaps this 

was what led to the social desirability items' being relatively insensi- 

tive in this study. 
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Response Bias in Dependent Measures. The response bias in dependent 

measures occurred through a differential distribution of "do not own" 

responses by family type. Recall that, for the purpose of hypothesis 

testing, "do not own" responses were excluded from the analysis. There- 

fore, hypothesis tests are based on responses from only those households 

that owned the products comprising each of the dependent measures. If 

the distribution of "do not own" responses varied by family type, this 

would indicate a systematic bias in the data. Moreover, such a finding 

would also have implications for the construct validity and 

generalizability of the dependent measures. 

The results of the analysis of "do not own" responses by family type 

are presented in Tables 35 (for parents) and 36 (for teens). In comparing 

the observed with the expected number of "do not own" responses across 

family types, some interesting results emerge. 

For example, for the products of car and microwave, which are items 

for family-related, high-risk decisions, results in the parent analysis 

indicate that single-parent families were more likely to not own these 

products than would be expected by chance.*’ In contrast, intact families 

were less likely to not own microwaves than would be expected by chance. 
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In examining the total number of "do not own" responses, it becomes 
apparent that the incidence of not owning is much higher, in general, 

for more expensive products than for less expensive products. For 
example, the total number of "do not own" responses for perfume was 
4 and 8 for parents and teens, respectively. However, for bike, the 

incidence of "do not own" responses was much higher (16 and 31 for 
parents and teens, respectively). This result likely reflects an 
income effect: fewer people may be able to afford a bike than per- 
fume. 
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Similar to the result for parents, in the teen analysis, single-parent 

families were more likely, and intact families were less likely, to not 

own cars than would be expected by chance. 

In examining the products comprising the teen-related, high-risk 

scale, similar results emerged for the product "bike," in the parent 

analysis, and the products "bike" and "electronic game" in the teen 

analysis. Single-parent families were more likely, and intact families 

were less likely, to not own the respective products than would be ex- 

pected by chance. 

The reason why single-parents should be more likely to not own these 

products is not clear. Perhaps it is due to single- parents’ having lower 

incomes than is the case in other families. Alternatively, this result 

could be due to some other (unknown) factor. 

Because hypotheses tests excluded cases from analysis if a "do not 

own" response was indicated for any one product, results are based on only 

those respondents who owned all products for a given measure. Thus, the 

generalizability of results is negatively affected by the "do not own" 

response bias. That is, there could be a confounding variable, such as 

income, that effectively eliminates certain groups (i.e., low-income 

households) from analysis or differentially eliminates respondents from 

"treatment" conditions (or family types). 

Validity Check for Family Type 

According to the theory of hierarchy, status roles should be least 

hierarchical in single-parent families and most hierarchical in intact 

families, with reconstituted families lying somewhere between these two 

extremes. As a check to see whether status roles varied in hierarchy 
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across family types in the expected manner, authority-role structure was 

regressed on effect-coded family types. 

Family types were effect-coded to permit analysis of covariance via 

the general linear model, as will be discussed. We used effect coding 

in assessing the validity check so that similar analyses would be used 

in hypotheses tests and analysis of the validity check. Finally, effect 

codes reflect deviations from the grand mean; in contrast, dummy codes 

would have reflected deviations from a comparison group mean. 

Because there were three family types, two effect codes for family 

type were constructed. Given the ordering of family types from single- 

parent to reconstituted to intact families, family types were coded as 

1, 0, and -1, respectively, for the first effect code (El). And family 

types were coded as 0, 1, and -1, respectively, for the second effect code 

(E2). 

Given that we conceptualized that family types would be ordered from 

single-parent to reconstituted to intact, as reflective of increasing 

hierarchy, we would expect this ordering of family types on the measure 

of authority-role structure. In evaluating regression results, we used 

an alpha level of .10 to evaluate tests. Results for the regression of 

authority-role structure on the effect codes for family type are presented 

in Table 37, for parents, and in Table 38, for teens. 

In the parent analysis, results indicated that the effect codes were 

significant predictors for authority-role structure (F(2,82) = 2.84, p= 

.064). However, the means for authority-role structure across family 

types were not as expected. The mean was 3.557 for single-parent fami- 

lies, 4.209 for reconstituted families, and 4.136 for intact families. 

We expected authority- role structure to be highest in intact families, 
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but the mean was highest for reconstituted families. Results of contrasts 

indicated that authority-role structure was significantly lower in 

single-parent families as compared with intact and reconstituted families 

(F(1,83) = -2.28, p = .025), but the difference in authority-role struc- 

ture between reconstituted and intact families was not statistically 

significant (F(1,83) = -.14, p = .89). 

Results of the analysis for teens also indicated that authority-~ role 

structure significantly differed on the basis of effect- coded family 

types (F(2,168) = 2.64, p = .074). However, once again, the means for 

authority-role structure across family types were not as expected, with 

means of 3.504, 4.073, and 3.544 for single-parent, reconstituted, and 

intact families, respectively. Results of contrasts indicated that 

authority-role structure was significantly greater in reconstituted fam- 

ilies than in single-parent and intact families (F(1,169) = 2.27, p = 

.025), but the difference in authority-role structure between single- 

parent and intact families was not statistically significant (F(1,169) = 

-.20, p = .85). 

In sum, then, results of the validity-check analysis for family type 

can be construed as indicating that the hypothesized ordering of family 

types according to hierarchy is incorrect (i.e., the theory of hierarchy 

is incorrect). Indeed, a similar ordering of means was found in both 

analyses. However, the result could also be construed as indicating that 

the measure of authority-role structure is a poor one. Given that only 

two items comprise the measure, this explanation is also quite plausible. 

At this point, it is too early in the empirical analysis stage to discard 

the theory of hierarchy (because hierarchy has not been empirically tested 
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before): this is particularly true given the doubtful construct validity 

of the authority-role structure measure. 

Sex of Parental Respondent Effects 

To determine if the sex of the parental respondent had an effect on 

any of the study variables, we performed a number of analyses of variance. 

If parental sex was found to have an effect, this factor would need to 

be accounted for (or built into) in the regression models. However, re- 

sults indicated that (step)fathers and (step)mothers did not signif- 

icantly differ in perceptions of any of the study variables. (The finding 

of no difference in perception between males and females could reflect 

the small number of males versus females included in the parent sample.) 

A check on teens' identification of the selected parent as the pri- 

mary consumer socialization agent was also included. We asked parents 

whether they thought they themselves or their spouses were most involved 

in teaching their teen about being a knowledgeable consumer. Only nine 

parents indicated that their spouse was more involved in their teen's 

consumer socialization than they were. Thus, there seemed to be some 

consistency among family members regarding the primary consumer 

socialization agent of the teen. 

RESULTS OF HYPOTHESES TESTS 

To test the hypotheses, we generally followed the procedure outlined 

by Baron and Kenny (1986) for testing for mediation of family type's ef- 

fect on adolescents’ perceived purchase influence. Specifically, we 

first regressed the socialization variables, which could be construed as 

mediators, on family type. We then regressed each of the dependent var- 
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iables on family type in separate analyses. According to Baron and Kenny, 

the final stage in a mediational analysis is to regress the dependent 

variable on both the predictor (family type) and the mediators (the 

socialization variables). 

However, results of the first two stages of analysis indicated that 

mediation generally was not present (family type was not a significant 

predictor in most cases). Therefore, we tested hypotheses 6-10, which 

were related to the effects of socialization variables on influence, by 

separately regressing each one of the dependent variables on each of the 

five mediators. 

Thus, the stages we followed in testing hypotheses were as follows. 

First, we regressed each one of the socialization variables on family 

type. In the second set of analyses, we regressed the dependent variables 

on family type. Third, we regressed the dependent variables on each of 

the socialization variables. Finally, on the basis of the previous ana- 

lyses, we constructed multiple regression models, when appropriate (e.g., 

if mediation had been previously indicated). 

Univariate, rather than multivariate, tests were used because (1) 

hypotheses were framed in a univariate manner (e. g., for each 

socialization factor separately), (2) multivariate tests are more con- 

servative than are univariate tests and, given the relatively small sample 

sizes in the study, univariate tests provided more powerful tests of ef- 

fects, and (3) given that many of the variables included in the model had 

not been previously studied, we wished to examine how each uniquely af- 

fected adolescents’ perceived purchase influence. 

Related to the use of the more powerful univariate tests, was the 

issue of sample size. After cases with "do not own" responses were de- 
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leted, the remaining sample sizes were low for both parents and teens. 

These relatively small sample sizes meant that the power to detect 

treatment effects was low. We attempted to offset low power by using 

univariate tests. To increase power, we also decided to set the signif- 

icance level for evaluating hypotheses to .10. 

One limitation of these remedies for low power is that the chance 

of making a Type I error increases. Indeed, given the number of tests 

performed in this study, it is likely that some results will be due to 

chance. Specifically, given that there were four dependent variables 

(including the two dependent variables in the post hoc analyses) and eight 

independent variables and that all tests were performed in two samples, 

six significant results may be due to chance alone (8 X 4 X 2 = 64; 64(.10) 

= 6.4 results that may be due to chance). However, because this research 

included investigation of many previously unstudied variables, we wanted 

to provide liberal tests to avoid prematurely "dumping" a variable that 

actually does affect influence. But, in so doing, we somewhat increased 

the risk of retaining variables that, in reality, have no effect on in- 

fluence. In short, we made a trade- off between Type I and Type II errors. 

As previously mentioned, a number of demographic variables that 

could serve as potential confounds or covariates in the study were meas- 

ured. These factors were built into regression models and analyzed as 

covariates, when such an approach was warranted, that is, when these 

variables were significantly correlated with the predictor and the de- 

pendent variable (i.e., a potential confound) or significantly correlated 

with the dependent variable alone (i.e., a covariate). Results for 

covariate analyses will be presented along with hypothesis-test results 

below. 
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For the purpose of hypothesis testing, family types were effect 

coded. Effect coding of family types permitted us to analyze covariates 

via the general linear model. For the first effect code (El), family 

types were assigned the following values: 1, for single-parent families, 

0, for reconstituted families, and - 1, for intact families. For the 

second effect code (E2), family types were assigned the values of: 0, for 

single-parent families, 1, for reconstituted families, and -1, for intact 

families. 

Before proceeding to the hypothesis tests, we would like to outline 

the treatment of missing values. With the exception of the "do not own” 

responses for influence (which were coded as missing), missing data oc- 

curred on a random basis. Therefore, we excluded cases with missing 

values on an analysis basis. For example, in the regression of influence 

in family, high-risk decisions on peerness, cases with missing values for 

either influence or peerness were excluded from the analysis. If cases 

with missing values on any one variable had been deleted across the board, 

the already low sample size would have been further decreased. Deleting 

cases with missing values on an analysis basis preserved more of the data. 

Thus, because the deletion-by- analysis approach was used, degrees of 

freedom for test statistics vary across analyses and reflect the incidence 

of missing data. 

Regression of Socialization Variables on Family Type 

To test Hypotheses 1-5, each of the socialization variables was 

separately regressed on the effect-coded family types, which served as 

the predictors. Separate analyses were performed for parents and teens. 

Results from each sample are reported by construct below. 
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Peerness. We hypothesized that peerness would be greatest in 

single-parent families, less in reconstituted families, and least in in- 

tact families. Results of the regression of peerness on effect-coded 

family types are presented in Table 39, for parents, and in Table 40, for 

teens. No statistically significant relationship between peerness and 

family type was found for parents (F(2,83) = .30, p > .10) or for teens 

(F(2,168) = .49, p > .10). Hypothesis 1, therefore, was not supported. 

Adolescents’ Household Responsibility. We expected adolescents' 

household responsibility to be greatest in single- parent families, less 

in reconstituted families, and least in intact families. Recall that 

there were two operations of household responsibility, a global-level 

measure and a behaviorally based measure. 

Results of the regression analysis for global household responsi- 

bility and family type are presented in Table 41, for parents, and in 

Table 42, for teens. No significant difference in household responsi- 

bility, as assessed by the global measure, was found on the basis of the 

effect codes for family type in either the parent sample (F(2,82) = .51, 

p > .10) or the teen sample (F(2,166) = .15, p > .10). Thus, when the 

global-level measure of household responsibility is used, Hypothesis 2 

is not supported. 

For the behavioral measure of household responsibility (in meal 

preparation), regression results are presented in Table 43, for parents, 

and in Table 44, for teens. For teens, no statistically significant 

difference in household responsibility (in meal preparation) on the basis 

of family type was found (F(2,159) = .43, p > .10). 

In contrast, for parents, regression results indicated that adoles- 

cents' household responsibility (in meal preparation) varied across fam- 
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ily types (F(2,83) = 3.12, p = .0492, R2 = .07). The means, however, 

were not in the expected direction. Specifically, the mean for household 

responsibility (in meal preparation) was highest in reconstituted fami- 

lies (mean = 2.66), lower in single-parent families (mean = 2.33), and 

lowest in intact families (mean = 2.05). We had expected household re- 

sponsibility to be greatest in single-parent families, not in reconsti- 

tuted families, as was indicated here. Results of contrasts indicated 

that parents in intact families perceived their teens as having less 

family responsibility than did parents in reconstituted and single-parent 

families (F(1,84) = -2.46, p = .016), but the difference between parents' 

perceptions in reconstitued and single-parent families was not statis- 

tically significant (F(1,84) = -1.26, p = .21). 

Thus, there was little support for Hypothesis 2 in the parents' 

analysis when the behavioral measure of household responsibility (in meal 

preparation) was employed. Parents in intact families reported the lowest 

level of adolescents’ household responsibility (in meal preparation) and 

this was less than what parents in single-parent families reported for 

their adolescents, as expected. However, parents in reconstituted fam- 

ilies reported the highest level of adolescent household responsibility 

(in meal preparation), counter to our hypothesis. 

Because parents’ perceptions of household responsibility (in meal 

preparation) were also likely to vary according to the sex of the ado- 

lescent, we performed a number of analyses to account for sex differences 

in household responsibility. To estimate regression models that included 

sex effects, adolescents' sex was effect coded (for the effect code for 

sex, E3, female was assigned the value of 1 and male, the value of -1). 
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The first regression model estimated was the "full" model, in which 

household responsibility in meal preparation was simultaneously regressed 

on the two effect codes for family type and the effect code for sex. This 

regression was significant (F(3, 82) = 4.91, p = .0035, R2 = .15), in- 

dicating that all three effect codes, taken together, were significantly 

predictive of adolescents’ household responsibility (in meal prepara- 

tion). 

Next, to test for whether regression slopes were similar for males 

and females in each family type, interaction terms (E1*E3 and E2*E3) were 

entered into the model. If regression slopes are similar between males 

and females in each family type, the change in the F-statistic should not 

be significant when the interaction terms are added. If the F-change is 

Significant with the addition of the interaction terms, this would indi- 

cate that separate regression models should be estimated for household 

responsibility for males and females (because an interaction between sex 

and family type is present). The change in the F- statistic with the 

addition of the interaction terms, however, was not significant (p = 

.1567), indicating that no interaction between adolescents’ sex and fam- 

ily type was present. 

The next stage in the analysis involved comparing the effects of sex 

and family type on adolescents' household responsibility. Specifically, 

after controlling for sex, would family type still be related to adoles- 

cents' household responsibility (in meal preparation)? 

To address this question, we estimated submodels of the full re- 

gression model. In other words, we sequentially entered sex and family 

type in the model and examined the change in the F- statistic. To dem- 

onstrate that family type was still predictive of varying levels of 

186



household responsibility even after adolescents’ sex was controlled, we 

began the analysis by entering sex in the model. When the effect code 

for adolescents' sex was entered, the F-statistic was 7.10 (p = .0092). 

Next, the two effect codes for family type were simultaneously en- 

tered into the equation. If the change in the F-statistic was significant 

with the addition of the effect codes for family type, we would conclude 

that, even after controlling for sex differences in household responsi- 

bility, family type was still found to affect adolescents’ household re- 

sponsibility. And, indeed, this was found to be the case ( 6F = 3.59, p 

= .0319). Thus, family type was predictive of household responsibility 

even after sex differences were controlled. 

Thus, these results indicate that both family type and the adoles- 

cents' sex are related to household responsibility. The regression 

equation is: 

HRESP = 2.24 - .O8E1 + .37E2 + .26E3 

where El and E2 are effects codes for family type and E3 is the effect 

code for sex. 

Parental Goalition Formation. It was expected that the degree of 

parental coalition formation would be greatest in intact families, lower 

in reconstituted families, and lowest in single-parent families.** Re- 

  

48 

As previously discussed, single parents who were widow(er)ed or had 
never been married and who did not live with another adult were ex- 
cluded from this analysis (because, analytically, no coalitions can 
exist in these circumstances). Therefore, in the single-parent 

"condition," coalitions between the single-parent and a live-in or 
between the single parent and the absent parent, if no live-in was 
present, were assessed. Thus, the coalition estimates for single 
parents reflect both coalitions between single parents and live-ins 
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sults of the regression analysis for parental coalition formation and 

family type are presented in Table 45, for parents, and in Table 46, for 

teens. 

Regression results indicated that there was a significant relation- 

ship between (effect-coded) family type and parental coalition formation 

for both parents (F(2,76) = 13.25, p < .001, R2 = .26) and teens (F(2,153) 

= 8.45, p < .001, R2 = .10). The effect of family type on parental co- 

alition formation was greater in the parents’ analysis than it was in the 

teens' analysis: family type explained more variance in parents' percep- 

tions of parental coalition formation than it did in teens’ perceptions. 

In examining the means for parental coalition formation across the 

three family types, results indicated that the means were in the predicted 

direction in both analyses. Single parents reported less parental co- 

alition formation (mean = 3.17) than did parents in reconstituted (mean 

= 4.15) and intact families (mean = 4.38; F(1,77) = -4.59, p < .01), but 

there was no statistically significant difference in coalition formation 

between reconstituted and intact families (F(1,77) = .74, p = .46). 

Similarly, teens of single parents reported lower levels of parental co- 

alition formation (mean = 3.04) than did teens in reconstituted (mean = 

3.33) or intact families (mean = 3.76; F(1,154) = -2.95, p < .01). Teens 

in reconstituted and intact families, however, did not significantly 

  

and coalitions between single parents and absent parents (i.e., no 
distinction was made between these two groups in the single-parent 
"condition"). 
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differ in perceptions of parental coalition formation (F(1,154) = 1.31, 

p = .19).*° 

One potential rival explanation to the significant relationship be- 

tween family type and parental coalition formation that was found for 

parents was income. Income was significantly correlated with both family 

type (r = .5272, p < .01, indicating that income increased from single- 

parent to reconstituted to intact families) and parental coalition for- 

mation (r = .2440, p < .01, indicating that coalition formation increased 

with increasing income). In addition, teen's age was also negatively 

correlated with parental coalition formation (r = -.2593, p < .01, indi- 

cating that coalition formation decreased with increasing teen's age), 

which suggested that teen's age, in addition to family type, was predic- 

tive of the extent of parental coalition formation. 

To account for the factor of teen's age, and to see if coalition 

formation differed on the basis of family type after income was con- 

trolled, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) via the general linear model 

(GLM) was undertaken. In performing ANCOVA via the GLM, a series of se- 

quential analyses are undertaken. 

First, the full model with all predictors in the equation is esti- 

mated. Next, to test for homogeneity of regression slopes (i.e., whether 

ANCOVA is appropriate or whether separate regression models should be 

  

49 

Recall that the analysis of nonresponse bias indicated that the sample 
estimate of coalition formation in intact families was likely to be 
positively biased. Therefore, it is highly likely that perceptions 
of coalition formation do not differ between these reconstituted and 
intact groups of parents. 
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estimated), interaction terms between the predictor and the covariates 

are constructed and these terms are added to the equation. If regression 

slopes are homogeneous (i.e., ANCOVA is appropriate), the change in the 

F-statistic should be nonsignificant with the addition of the interaction 

terms. Next, to indicate whether ANCOVA is worthwhile (i.e., whether the 

covariate explains additional variance in the dependent variable beyond 

what the predictor does), an analysis in which the predictor is entered 

into the equation first and then the covariate is entered is undertaken. 

The change in the F-statistic should be significant when the covariate 

is entered (i.e., with the predictor controlled). Finally, to demonstrate 

that the predictor has an effect after the covariate is controlled, the 

covariate is entered and then the predictor is entered. Again, the change 

in the F-estatistic should be significant when the predictor is added to 

the equation that already contains the covariate. 

Results of the regression analysis for the full model containing the 

covariates (income and teen's age) and the predictors (effect codes for 

family type, El and E2) indicated that parental coalition formation was 

Significantly affected by these factors (F(4,66) = 9.08, p < .001, R2 = 

.36). The regression equation was: 

PCOAL = 6.09 - .70E1 + .39E2 - .O1INCOME - .17TAGE, 

where El and E2 are effect codes for family type, INCOME is annual 

household income, and TAGE is teen's age.*° 

  

50 

The negative sign of INCOME in the regression equation (which is op- 
posite to what would be expected), coupled with the high correlation 
between income and family type, indicates that multicollinearity is 
a problem in this analysis. Ideally, if we had a large enough data 
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Homogeneity of regression slopes was also indicated in that the 

change in the F-statistic was not significant with the interaction terms 

added (p = .6889). Thus, this analysis indicated that ANCOVA was an ap- 

propriate analysis technique in this case. 

When El and E2 were entered, the F-statistic was 14.11 (p < .001). 

With the addition of income and teen's age to the equation, the change 

in F was significant (p = .049), indicating that adding income and teen's 

age to the equation was worthwhile (these to covariates accounted for 

additional variance in coalition formation beyond that explained by fam- 

ily type). 

Finally, in a separate analysis, when income and teen's age were 

entered, the F-statistic was 4.79 (p = .0112). With the addition of the 

effect codes for family type to the equation, the change in the F- 

statistic was significant (p < .001). This result indicated that, even 

after controlling for the effects of income and teen's age, family type 

was still a significant predictor of parental coalition formation. 

In sum, there was mixed support for Hypothesis 3. Overall, percep- 

tions of parental coalition formation significantly differed on the basis 

of family type, as expected. Moreover, this relationship remained even 

after the effects of income were accounted for. Also consistent with our 

hypothesis was the finding that coalition formation was least in single- 

parent families and greatest in intact families. However, contrary to 

our expectations, there was not a statistically significant difference 

  

set, it would have been desirable to split the data set and perform 
the analysis on each subsample to evaluate the effect of 
multicollinearity. However, the data set was too small to perform 
analyses for subsamples. Thus, the regression results are likely to 
be nonrobust in this analysis. 
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in perceptions of coalition formation between reconstituted and intact 

families. 

Restrictiveness. We hypothesized that the level of parental 

restrictiveness would be highest in intact families, less in reconsti- 

tuted families, and least in single-parent families. Results of the re- 

gression of restricting teen's behavior (the operationalization of 

restrictiveness used in this study) on the effect codes for family type 

are presented in Table 47, for parents, and in Table 48, for teens. 

No statistically significant relationship between restricting teen's 

behavior and family type was found for either parents (F(2,79) = .32, p 

> .10) or teens (F(2,167) = .94, p > .10). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was 

not supported. 

Nurturance. Nurturance was hypothesized to be highest in intact 

families, less in reconstituted families, and least in single-parent 

families. Two indicators of nurturance were used in this research: en- 

couraging verbalization and spending time with teen. 

Encouraging Verbalization. The regression results for encouraging 

verbalization and family type are presented in Tables 49 (parents' anal- 

ysis) and 50 (teens' analysis). Results indicated that perceptions of 

encouraging verbalization did not significantly differ across family 

types for either parents (F(2,82) = .24, p > .10) or teens(F(2,167) = 

1.22, p > .10). Therefore, the nurturance hypothesis, using the encour- 

aging verbalization indicator for nurturance, was not supported. 

Spending Time with Teen. The results of regressing spending time 

with teen on the family-type effect codes are presented in Table 51, for 

parents, and in Table 52, for teens. Parents in different family types 
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did not significantly differ in their perceptions of how much time they 

spent with their teenagers (F(2,82) = .38, p > .10). 

Teens in different families, however, did differ in their percep- 

tions of how much time parents spent with them (F(2,168) = 3.52, p = 

.0317, R2 = .04). However, means were not in the expected order. Teens 

in intact families indicated that their parents spent the most time with 

them (mean = 4.19), as compared with single-parent (mean = 3.73) and re- 

constituted families (mean = 3.59; F(1,169) = 2.65, p < .01). However, 

counter to expectations, the lowest level of time spent with teen occurred 

for reconstituted rather than single-parent families (F(1,169) = -2.25, 

p = .026). 

Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported for parents for either subdi- 

mension of nurturance: it also was not supported for encouraging 

verbalization in the teen sample. Results for spending time in the teen 

sample provided mixed support for the hypothesis in that means were not 

ordered as expected. Thus, overall, support for Hypothesis 5 was weak. 

Regression of Dependent Measures on Family Type 

The dependent measures for adolescents’ influence were each sepa- 

rately regressed on the effect codes to determine whether influence varied 

across family types. These analyses were a first step in testing for 

mediation of the effects of family type on influence. Before testing for 

mediation of family types's effects, it must be shown that family type 

is a significant predictor of influence. Regression of the dependent 

measures on family type, thus, was undertaken to investigate this issue. 

Adolescents’ Influence in Family-Related, High-Financial- Risk De- 

cisions. The dependent variable of adolescents’ influence in family- 

related, high-risk decisions was regressed on the effect codes for family 
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type to determine whether family type was a significant predictor of in- 

fluence in these types of decisions. Results of this regression analysis 

for parents are presented in Table 53 and, for teens, in Table 54. 

Using the .10 significance level, results of the regression analysis 

in the parent sample indicated that parents’ perceptions of adolescents' 

influence in family-related, high-risk decisions varied across family 

types (F(2,69) = 2.96, p = .0583, R2 = .08). 

Means were also in the expected direction. Single-parents perceived 

that their adolescents had greater influence (mean = 1.00) in these types 

of decisions than parents in reconstituted families (mean = .64) and in- 

tact families (mean = .46) perceived their adolescents as having (F(1,70) 

= 2.05, p = .045). However, no statistically significant difference in 

influence was found between reconstituted and intact families (F(1,70) = 

-.60, p = .55). 

Although parents' perceptions of adolescents’ influence in family- 

related, high-risk decisions were found to vary on the basis of family 

type, two covariates were also indicated as being related to adolescents’ 

influence in these types of decisions. Parents’ education was signif- 

icantly and negatively correlated with adolescents’ influence in family, 

high-risk decisions (r = -.364, p < .01), indicating adolescents’ influ- 

ence in these types of decisions decreased with increasing parental edu- 

cation. Teen's age was also significantly correlated with influence in 

these types of decisions (r = .2754, p < .05), indicating influence in- 

creased with age. 

To determine if family type affected adolescents’ influence after 

these two factors were controlled, an ANCOVA via GLM was performed, fol- 

lowing the steps outlined earlier. The regression of influence on edu- 
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cation, age, and the two effect codes for family type was significant 

(F(4,67) = 4.36, p = .0034, R2 = .21), indicating that influence was 

affected by the set of predictors. The regression equation was: 

FAMHI = -.52 + .22E1 - .12E2 - .15EDUC + .12TAGE. 

The test for homogeneity of regression slopes indicated that ANCOVA 

was appropriate: the change in the F-statistic with the interaction terms 

added to the model was nonsignificant (p = .6278). In the sequential 

analysis that tested for whether the covariates reduced unexplained var- 

iance, results showed that the covariates did reduce error variance. With 

the effect codes already in the model, the change in the F-statistic was 

significant when education and age were added to the equation ( 6F = 5.39, 

p = .0068). The covariates, therefore, added to the prediction of in- 

fluence. 

Finally, to determine whether family type affected influence after 

education and age were controlled, we examined the change in the F- 

statistic when the effect codes were added to a model that already con- 

tained the covariates. With parental education and teen's age already 

in the model, the change in the F- statistic was nonsignificant when the 

effect codes for family type were added to the equation ( 6F = 1.37, p= 

.2621). Therefore, these results indicate that family type is not a 

significant predictor of adolescents’ influence in family, high-risk de- 

cisions after parents' education and teen's age are controlled. 

Similarly, teens' perceptions of their influence in these types of 

decisions did not differ on the bassi of family type (F(2,142) = .13, p 

> .10). 

The results in both samples, then, indicated that family type had 

no significant effect on influence (after education and age were con- 
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trolled, in the case of parents). Also note that this result meant that 

family type's effect could not be mediated in this instance since there 

was no relationship between family type and influence. 

Adolescents' Influence in Teen-Related, High-Financial-Risk Deci- 

sions. The dependent variable of adolescents’ influence in teen, high- 

risk decisions was regressed on the effect codes for family type to 

determine whether influence in these types of decisions varied on the 

basis of family type. Results of the regression analysis are presented 

in Table 55, for parents, and in Table 56, for teens. 

Results indicated that parents' perceptions of adolescents’ influ- 

ence in these types of decisions did not significantly differ on the basis 

of family type (F(2,52) = .42, p > .10). Teens’ perceptions of their 

influence in these types of decisions also did not differ across different 

types of families (F(2,114) = .11, p > .10). Therefore, because no re- 

lationship between family type and influence for these types of decisions 

existed, the effects of family type could not be mediated in this instance 

(essentially, there is nothing to mediate). 

Supplementary Analyses. Although our research hypotheses were con- 

fined to influence in high-financial-risk types of decisions, we also 

included measures of influence in both family- and teen-related low-risk 

types of decisions to see if the model would hold in these cases. It 

should be noted that tests involving influence in low-risk types of de- 

cisions are post hoc analyses (i.e., these relationships were not hy- 

pothesized). 

Adolescents’ Influence in Family-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Deci- 

sions. Results of the regression of adolescents' influence in family, 

low-risk decisions on the effect codes for family type are presented in 
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Table 57, for parents, and in Table 58, for teens. Family type had no 

statistically significant effect on adolescents’ perceptions of their own 

influence in these types of decisions (F(2,161) = 1.50, p > .10). 

However, parents’ perceptions of adolescents' influence in family, 

high-risk decisions did vary on the basis of family type (F(2,77) = 4.12, 

p = .02, R% = .10). Single parents perceived that their adolescents had 

greater influence in these types of decisions (mean = 4.34) than parents 

in reconstituted (mean = 3.25) and intact (mean = 3.58) families perceived 

their adolescents as having (F(1,78) = 2.93, p < .01); however, the dif- 

ference in influence perceptions between reconstituted and intact fami- 

lies was not statistically significant (F(1,78) = .85, p = .40). Note 

that the ordering of means in this instance is counter to the order ex- 

pected. According to our reasoning, one would expect parents in recon- 

stituted families to perceive greater adolescent influence than parents 

in intact families: the means, however, were opposite to this expectation. 

Adolescents’ Influence in Teen-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Deci- 

sions. Regression results for adolescents’ influence in teen, low-risk 

decisions are presented in Table 59, for parents, and in Table, 60, for 

teens. Neither parents' (F(2,80) = .34, p > .10) nor teens' (F(2,162) = 

1.20, p > .10) perceptions of adolescents' influence in these types of 

decisions varied on the basis of family type. 

Regression of Dependent Variables on Socialization Variables 

Because family type was not found to have an effect on adolescents’ 

influence, the mediational hypothesis for the effects of family type was 

not supported. The socialization variables could not be mediators because 

adolescents' influence was not found to vary on the basis of family type 

(i.e., there was no relationship to mediate). However, Hypotheses 6-10 
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could still be tested by regressing the dependent variables on the 

socialization factors. In other words, the socialization variables, al- 

though not mediators of a family-type effect, could still be predictive 

of influence variation in their own right. To test the hypotheses related 

to socialization effects, then, the two dependent measures were each 

separately regressed on each one of the five socialization factors. Re- 

sults for each dependent variable are presented separately. 

Adolescents' Influence in Family-Related, High-Financial-Risk Decisions 
  

Peerness. Results of regressing adolescents’ influence in family, 

high-risk decisions on peerness are presented in Table 61, for parents, 

and Table 62, for teens. We hypothesized that increasing peerness would 

positively affect adolescents’ influence in these types of decisions. 

Results indicated that there was no statistically significant effect of 

peerness on either parents’ (F(1,69) = 1.00, p > .10) or teens' (F(1,139) 

= .07, p > .10) perceptions of adolescents’ influence in family, high-risk 

decisions. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported for family, high-risk 

decisions in either sample.*} 

Adolescents' Household Responsibility. We hypothesized that in- 

creasing household responsibility would positively affect adolescents' 

influence in family, high-risk decisions. Results of the regression of 

  

51 

The scatterplot of peerness and influence in the parents’ analysis 
(see Table 61) indicated that the relationship between the two vari- 

ables might not be linear (indeed, many of the relationships in this 

sample appeared somewhat nonlinear). However, as mentioned previ- 
ously, we attempted to transform variables and also attempted to add 
polynomial terms to the model. Neither of these approaches, however, 
resulted in improved model fit. 
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adolescents’ influence in family, high-risk decisions on the global 

measure of adolescents' household responsibility are presented in Table 

63, for parents, and in Table 64, for teens. Results indicated that 

neither parents’ (F(1,67) = .46, p > .10) nor teens’ (F(1,140) = .002, p 

> .10) perceptions of adolescents’ influence in these types of decisions 

differed on the basis of household responsibility, as assessed by the 

global-level measure. 

Results for the behavioral measure of household responsibility (in 

meal preparation) were similar to those found with the global measure. 

Neither parents’ (F(1,68) = .83, p > .10; see Table 65) nor teens' 

(F(1,136) = 1.93, p > .10; see Table 66) perceptions of adolescents’ in- 

fluence in these types of decisions varied on the basis of household re- 

sponsibility (in meal preparation), as assessed by the behavioral 

measure. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported in either sample using 

either measure of household responsibility for influence in family, 

high-risk decisions. 

Parental Coalition Formation. We hypothesized that increasing par- 

ental coalition formation would negatively affect adolescents’ influence 

in family, high-risk decisions. Results of regressing influence in these 

types of decisions on parental coalition formation are presented in Table 

67, for parents, and in Table 68, for teens. Results for the teen sample 

indicated that adolescents' did not perceive their purchase influence in 

family, high-risk decisions to vary on the basis of parental coalition 

formation (F(1, 126) = .03, p > .10). 

However, parents' perceptions of adolescents’ influence did signif- 

icantly differ on the basis of parental coalition formation (F(1,63) = 

6.48, p = .0134, R2 = .09). Adolescents were perceived to have less 
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influence with increasing parental coalition formation. For example, for 

every one (standardized) unit increase in influence, parental coalition 

formation decreases by approximately one-third of a standard unit (i.e., 

beta of parental coalition formation is -.305345). 

Thus, for adolescents’ influence in family-related, high- 

financial-risk decisions, Hypothesis 8 was supported for parents but not 

for teens. 

Restrictiveness. It was hypothesized that increasing parental 

restrictiveness would negatively affect adolescents’ influence in family, 

high-risk decisions. Results of the regression analysis for this re- 

lationship are presented in Table 69, for parents, and in Table 70, for 

teens. Regression results indicated that neither parents’ (F(1,67) = 

2.11, p > .10) nor teens’ (F(1,138) = 1.20, p > .10) perceptions of ado- 

lescents' influence in family, high-risk decisions differed on the basis 

of restricting teen's behavior. Hypothesis 9, therefore, was not sup- 

ported in either sample for adolescents’ influence in these types of de- 

cisions. 

Nurturance. We hypothesized that increasing nurturance would posi- 

tively affect adolescents' influence in family-related, high-financial- 

risk types of decisions. Recall that two indicators for nurturance were 

included in the study: encouraging verbalization and spending time with 

teen. Results for each of these two subdimensions will be presented 

separately. 

Encouraging Verbalization. Results of regressing adolescents’ in- 

fluence in family, high-risk decisions on encouraging verbalization are 

presented in Table 71, for parents, and in Table 72, for teens. Teens’ 
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perceptions of their influence in these types of decisions did not vary 

on the basis of encouraging verbalization (F(1,142) = .65, p > .10). 

Parents’ perceptions of adolescents’ influence, however, were found 

to be affected by encouraging verbalization (F(1,68) = 3.20, p = .0781, 

R2 = .04). Counter to expectations, however, influence was found to 

decrease with parents' increasing tendency to encourage verbalization. 

For each one standard unit increase in influence, encouraging 

verbalization decreases approximately two-tenths of a standard deviation 

(i.e., beta of encouraging verbalization is -.211993). Thus, Hypothesis 

10 was not supported in the parents’ analysis either. In fact, results 

were counter to expectations in the parent sample. 

Spending Time with Teen. Results of the regression of influence in 

family, high-risk decisions on spending time with teen are presented in 

Table 73, for parents, and in Table 74, for teens. Results indicated that 

neither parents’ (F(1,66) = 1.85, p > .10) nor teens' (F(1,142) = .59, p 

> .10) perceptions of adolescents’ influence in these types of decisions 

varied on the basis of how much time parents spent with teens. Thus, 

Hypothesis 10 was not supported in either sample for either subdimension 

of nurturance. Moreover, results for encouraging verbalization in the 

parents’ analysis indicated that nurturance negatively affected influence 

in these types of decisions, a result that is opposite to the one hy- 

pothesized. 

Adolescents' Influence in Teen-Related, High-Financial-Risk Decisions 

Peerness. We hypothesized that increasing peerness would positively 

affect adolescents' influence in teen, high-risk decisions. Results of 

regressing adolescents’ influence in teen, high-risk decisions on ado- 

lescents' influence are presented in Table 75, for parents, and Table 76, 
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for teens. Results indicated that neither parents’ (F(1,52) = 2.31, p > 

.10) nor teens’ (F(1,109) perceptions of adolescents’ influence in these 

types of decisions significantly differed on the basis of peerness. Thus, 

Hypothesis 5 was not supported for adolescents’ influence in teen, high- 

risk decisions. 

Adolescents' Household Responsibility. It was hypothesized that 

increasing household responsibility would positively affect adolescents' 

influence in teen, high-risk decisions. Results for the two measures of 

household responsibility are presented separately. 

Results of the regression of influence in teen, high-risk decisions 

on the global measure of household responsibility are presented in Table 

77, for parents, and in Table 78, for teens. For the global-level measure 

of household responsibility, neither parents’ (F(1,51) = .14, p > .10) 

nor teens' (F(1,113) = 1.62, p > .10) perceptions of influence for these 

types of decisions differed on the basis of household responsibility, as 

assessed by the global measure. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported when 

the global assessment of household responsibility was used. 

Results of regressing influence in teen, high-risk products on the 

behavioral measure of household responsibility (in meal preparation) are 

presented in Tables 79 (for parents) and 80 (for teens). Results indi- 

cated that parents’ perceptions of adolescents’ influence in these types 

of decisions did not significantly differ on the basis of household re- 

sponsibility (in meal preparation), as measured at the behavioral level 

(F(1,52) = .19, p > .10). 

However, teens’ perceptions of their influence in these types of 

decisions did differ on the basis of household responsibility (in meal 

preparation) when the behavioral measure was used (F(1,108) = 3.55, p= 
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0622, R2 = 03). However, results indicated that increasing household 

responsibility negatively affected adolescents’ influence in teen, high- 

risk decisions. For example, as adolescents' influence increases by one 

standard deviate, household responsibility decreases by almost two-tenths 

of a standard unit (beta is -.178401). 

Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported in either sample using either 

measure of household responsibility. Moreover, results in the teen 

analysis for the behavioral measure of household responsibility were 

counter to what was expected: increasing household responsibility was 

found to negatively, rather than positively, affect influence in teen, 

high-risk decisions. 

Parental Coalition Formation. We hypothesized that increasing par- 

ental coalition would negatively affect adolescents’ influence in teen, 

high-risk decisions. Results of the regression of this influence measure 

on parental coalition formation are presented in Table 81, for parents, 

and in Table 82, for teens. Results indicated that adolescents’ percep- 

tions of their influence in these types of decisions did not significantly 

differ on the basis of parental coalition formation (F(1,104) = 2.45, p 

> .10). 

In contrast, parents’ perceptions of adolescents' influence in these 

types of decisions were significantly affected by parental coalition 

formation (F(1,48) = 4.49, p = .0394, R2 = .09). Consistent with our 

expectation, increasing parental coalition formation negatively affected 

adolescents’ influence in teen, high-risk decisions. For each one unit 

increase in influence, parental coalition formation increased by three- 

tenths of a standard deviation (beta for parental coalition formation is 
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-.292353). Thus, Hypothesis 8 was supported for parents but not for 

teens. 

Restrictiveness. We hypothesized that increasing restrictiveness 

would negatively affect adolescents’ influence in teen, high risk deci- 

sions. Results of the regression of influence in these types of decisions 

on restrictiveness are presented in Tables 83 (for parents) and 84 (for 

teens). Results indicated that neither parents’ (F(1,49) = 2.01, p > .10) 

nor teens’ (F(1,112) = 2.41, p > .10) perceptions of adolescents’ influ- 

ence in teen, high-risk decisions significantly differed on the basis of 

restricting teen's behavior. Hypothesis 9, therefore, was not supported 

in either sample. 

Nurturance. It was hypothesized that adolescents’ influence in 

teen, high-risk decisions would be positively affected by increasing 

parental nurturance. Results for the two subdimensions of nurturance will 

be presented separately. 

Encouraging Verbalization. Kesults of the regression of influence 

in teen, high-risk decisions on encouraging verbalization are presented 

in Table 85, for parents, and in Table 86, for teens. Results indicated 

that neither parents’ (F(1,51) = .38, p > .10) nor teens' (F(1,114) = .95, 

p > .10) perceptions of influence in these types of decisions differed 

on the basis of encouraging verbalization. Hypothesis 10, thus, was not 

supported in either sample when the subdimension of encouraging 

verbalization was considered. 

Spending Time with Teen. Results of regressing influence in teen, 

high-risk decisions on spending time with teen are presented in Tables 

87 (for parents) and 88 (for teens). Results showed that influence per- 

ceptions were not significantly affected by the amount of time that par- 
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ents spent with teens for either parents (F(1,50) = .31, p > .10) or teens 

(F(1,114) = .74, p > .10). Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was not supported 

in either sample for either subdimension of nurturance. 

Supplementary Analyses 

The measures for adolescents' influence in family, low-risk and 

teen, low-risk decisions were also each separately regressed on the five 

socialization variables. Because analyses related to these two dependent 

variables were post hoc in nature, only significant results will be re- 

ported below. 

Adolescents’ Influence in Family-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Deci- 

sions. No significant relationships were found between teens’ perception 

of influence in family, low-risk decisions and any of the socialization 

factors. For parents, significant relationships were found between ado- 

lescents' influence in family, low-risk decisions for both peerness and 

the global measure of household responsibility. 

Results of regressing adolescents! influence in family, low-risk 

decisions on peerness are presented in Table 89. Parents’ perceptions 

of adolescents' influence in these types of decisions were significantly 

affected by peerness (F(1,77) = 6.26, p = .0144, R2 = .08). Consistent 

with what our model would indicate, influence increased with increasing 

peerness: for a one unit change in influence, peerness increased by ap- 

proximately three-tenths of a standard deviation (beta of peerness is 

.274296). 

Results of the regression of adolescents’ influence in family, low- 

risk decisions on the global measure of household responsibility are 

presented in Table 90. Parents’ perceptions of adolescents' influence 

in these types of decisions varied on the basis of household responsi- 
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bility (F(1,75) = 3.40, p = .0693, R2 = .04). However, contrary to what 

our model would suggest, influence decreased with increasing household 

responsibility in this instance. 

Adolescents' Influence in Teen-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Deci- 

sions. Adolescents’ influence in teen, low-risk decisions significantly 

varied on the basis of (1) household responsibility (global measure) and 

restrictiveness in the teen sample and (2) household responsibility 

(global measure) and encouraging verbalization in the parent sample. 

Results of regressing adolescents' influence in teen, low-risk de- 

cisions on the global measure of household responsibility are presented 

in Table 91, for parents, and in Table 92, for teens. Results indicated 

that both parents’ (F(1,78) = 5.07, p = .0271, R2 = .06) and teens' 

(F(1,159) = 5.21, p = .0238, R2 = .03) perceptions of adolescents’ in- 

fluence in these types of decisions varied on the basis of household re- 

sponsibility, as assessed by the global measure. Results in both samples, 

however, indicated that influence decreased with increasing household 

responsibility. Such a finding is inconsistent with what our model would 

suggest. 

For teens, results of the regression of influence in teen, low- risk 

decisions on restricting teen's behavior are presented in Table 93. Re- 

sults showed that teens' perceptions of their influence in these types 

of decisions were related to how restrictive they perceived their parents 

as being (F(1,156) = 14.85, p = .0002, R2 = .09). Results were also 

consistent with what our model would suggest: adolescents’ influence in- 

creased with decreasing restrictiveness. 

Finally, results of the regression of influence in teen, low-risk 

decisions on encouraging verbalization are presented in Table 94. Par- 
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ents’ perceptions of adolescents' influence in these types of decisions 

varied on the basis of encouraging verbalization (F(1,78) = 3.23, p = 

.0761, R2 = .04). Consistent with what our model would suggest, parents 

perceived greater adolescent influence the more they perceived themselves 

as encouraging verbalization. 

MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODELS 

On the basis of the foregoing analyses, it was possible to construct 

multiple regression models for adolescents’ influence, with the exception 

of adolescents’ influence in teen-related, high-financial-risk decisions. 

(Multiple predictors were not indicated for this dependent variable in 

either sample.) These models will be presented by the particular dependent 

variable below. 

Adolescents' Influence in Family-Related, High-Financial-Risk Decisions 

For parents, the family type effect was not supported in this study 

because the effect of family type was nonsignificant after parents’ edu- 

cation and teen's age were controlled. However, results indicated that 

perceptions of adolescent influence varied on the basis of parental co- 

alition formation and encouraging verbalization. Therefore, a multiple 

regression model containing the two covariates and the two socialization 

variables was constructed. The regression of adolescents’ influence in 

family, high-risk decisions on these four factors was significant 

(F(4,58) = 4.50, p = .0031, R2 = .24). 

However, after controlling for the effects of education and teen's 

age, the socialization variables were not significantly predictive of 

adolescents’ influence in these types of decisions (significance of the 
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change in F when these two variables were added into the equation was 

.1718). Thus, the best fitting and most parsimonious model that could 

be constructed for adolescents’ influence in family, high-risk decisions 

contained the two demographic variables, parents’ education and teen's 

age (F(2,60) = 6.99, p = .0019, R2 = .19). The regression equation was 

FAMHI = -.75 - .16EDUC + .14TAGE, 

where EDUC is parent's education level and TAGE is teen's age. Appar- 

ently, the effects of the demographic variables are much stronger than 

any "treatment" effect. 

No multiple regression analysis was indicated in the teen analyses 

because no statistically significant effects were found. Indeed, teens' 

perceptions of their own influence in family, high-risk decisions were 

not found to vary on the basis of any of the variables included in the 

study. 

Adolescents! Influence in Family-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Decisions 

On the basis of the previous analyses, a number of factors were shown 

to affect parents’ perceptions of adolescents' influence in family, low- 

risk decisions. Specifically, in the parent analyses, influence in these 

types of decisions was found to vary on the basis of family type, 

peerness, and (the global measure of) household responsibility. In ad- 

dition, parent's education and teen's age were also significantly corre- 

lated with influence in family, low-risk decisions. 

Thus, a regression model that included the three predictors and the 

two covariates was estimated. Results indicated that the regression of 

influence in family, low-risk decisions on these five variables was sig- 

nificant (F(6,68) = 3.33, p = .0062, R2 = ,23). Moreover, when parent's 

education and teen's age were controlled, the effects of family type, 
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peerness, and household responsibility were still significant (the change 

in the F- statistic was significant when these models were added to the 

equation, p = .0084). The regression equation was 

FAMLO = .36 + .51E1 - .44E2 + .33PEER - .17HRESP - .O9EDUC + .18TAGE, 

where El and E2 are effect codes for family type, PEER is peerness, HRESP 

is (the global measure of) adolescents’ household responsibility, EDUC 

is parent's education level, and TAGE is teen's age. Thus, both the 

covariates and the three independent variables contribute to the expla- 

nation of adolescents’ influence in family, low-risk decisions. 

Multiple regression was not indicated for adolescents’ perceptions 

of their influence in family, low-risk decisions. 

Adolescents' Influence in Teen-Related, Low-Financial-Risk Decisions 

For parents, adolescents’ influence in teen, low-risk decisions was 

found to vary on the basis of encouraging verbalization and adolescents’ 

household responsibility. In addition, parent's age, the number of 

children under 18 years, and teen's age were also significantly correlated 

with influence in these types of decisions. Therefore, a regression model 

including these five variables was estimated for influence in teen, low- 

risk decisions. The overall regression was significant (F(5,69) = 5.02, 

p = .0006, R2 = .27). Moreover, the effects of encouraging verbalization 

and household responsibility remained after the three demographic fac- 

tors were controlled (p = .0213). The overall regression model was 

TEENLO = .26 + .20TAGE + .O2PAGE - .26NOCHILD + .28VERBAL - .22HRESP, 

where TAGE is teen's age, PAGE is parent's age, NOCHILD is the number of 

children under age 18 in the household, VERBAL is’ encouraging 

verbalization, and HRESP is (global-level) adolescents’ household re- 

sponsibility. 
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Multiple factors also affected teens' perceptions of their influence 

in teen-related, high-risk decisions. In addition to restrictiveness and 

household responsibility (global measure), the number of children under 

18 years and mother's occupation also affected influence in these types 

of decisions. The overall regression of influence on these four factors 

was significant (F(4,110) = 8.10, p < .001, R2 = .23). After controlling 

for the covariates, restrictiveness and household responsibility remained 

significant predictors of influence in teen, low-risk decision (change 

in F was significant at p = 0001 when these two socialization variables 

were added to the equation). The overall regression model for teens was 

TEENLO = 6.58 + .Q5MOOCCUP - .12NOCHILD - .20RESTRICT - O9HRESP, 

where MOOCCUP is mother's occupation, NOCHILD is the number of children 

under age 18 in the household, RESTRICT is restrictiveness, and HRESP is 

(global-level) household responsibility. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, results of the hypotheses tests indicated that there was 

little support for the model in either sample. Moreover, mediation of 

family type was not demonstrated in either sample for any dependent 

measure. Finally, the strongest relationships found among family type, 

the socialization factors, and influence occurred in the two post hoc 

analyses for influence in family and teen low-risk decisions. These 

findings will be more fully discussed in the next chapter. 

210



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter begins with a brief description of the study and a 

discussion of the major findings. The limitations of the research are 

then reviewed. We also discuss the implications of this research and 

outline some of the potential contributions that an understanding of 

family type could make in the domain of children's influence in purchase 

decisions. Finally, we offer some suggestions for future research. 

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

This study was undertaken to investigate how and why children's in- 

fluence in purchase decisions might vary under different types of fami- 

lies. With one exception (i.e., Darley and Lim 1986), previous research 

on children's influence focused exclusively on influence variations in 

intact families, even though other types of families were becoming in- 

creasingly prevalent in society. In short, past studies on children's 

influence seemed to ignore the diversity characterizing American families 

today. 

It was felt that this diversity in family types could have strong 

implications for children's influence in purchase decisions. Research 

in other disciplines had shown that family type affected numerous aspects 

of parent-teen relationships (see, e.g., Amato 1987; Hetherington 1988; 

Wallerstein and Blakeslee 1989, among others). We reasoned that it was 

also likely that family type would affect children's influence in purchase 

decisions, given that purchase decisions are made in a family context: 
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if family type affects parent-teen relationships, these differing re- 

lationships could, in turn, affect children's influence. This study, 

therefore, was undertaken to examine these ideas about how and why family 

type might affect children's purchase influence. 

Conceptual Model 

To understand and explain family type's effects on children's in- 

fluence in purchase decisions, we drew on Steven Nock's (1988) theory of 

hierarchy in the family. Nock proposes that children in different types 

of families are socialized into different status roles. At one end of 

the spectrum, parent-child status roles are characterized by high hier- 

archy, a role pattern in which children's status is inferior, or subor- 

dinate, to parents. At the other extreme, with low hierarchy, there is 

greater equality in status between parents and children. 

The level of hierarchy depends on the number adults present in the 

household and children's length of exposure to a particular status role 

model. In general, status roles are conceptualized to be more hierar- 

chical when two adults, as opposed to one adult, are present in the fam- 

ily. Moreover, the greater the amount of time that a child is exposed 

to the more hierarchical role pattern of authority occurring with two 

parents, the greater is the child's learning of the more hierarchical role 

pattern. 

On the basis of these considerations, we conceptualized family types 

as varying in hierarchy from single-parent to reconstituted to intact 

families, or from low to high hierarchy. Single-parent families should 

be least hierarchical because only one adult is present. Intact families 

should be most hierarchical because two adults are present and children 

have never been exposed to less hierarchical role models. Reconstituted 
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families lie between these two extremes: two adults are present but 

children are also likely to have had at least some exposure to less hi- 

erarchical role patterns prior to remarriage. Thus, we conceptualized 

family types as being ordered from single-parent to reconstituted to in- 

tact families to reflect low to high hierarchy. 

The structure of status roles in the family patterns various aspects 

of the parent-child relationship. Nock identified three areas of 

parent-child relations that are related to the structure of status roles: 

the nature of dependency relations between parents and children (or the 

extent to which parents rely on children to be their friends), the divi- 

sion of household tasks and responsibilities between parents and children 

(or the degree to which children have household responsibility), and the 

disciplinary practices of parents (or parental restrictiveness). The 

extent to which parents support each other's positions in relation to 

children (or parental coalition formation) is also indicative of author- 

ity in the family. 

A conceptual model of children's influence that incorporated these 

socialization influences was developed (see Fig. 2). Specifically, the 

model included the constructs of peerness (representing the nature of 

dependency relations between parents and children), adolescents’ house- 

hold responsibility (relating to the division of household tasks and re- 

sponsibilities between parents and children), parental restrictiveness 

(relating to parental disciplinary tendencies), and parental coalition 

formation that Nock suggested were related to status role socialization. 

We hypothesized that family type would affect each one of these 

socialization factors and that each of these factors, in turn, would af- 

fect children's influence in purchase decisions. Family type's effects 
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on children's influence, then, were expected to be mediated by peerness, 

adolescents' household responsibility, parental restrictiveness, and 

parental coalition formation. 

Finally, although it is not part of the theory of hierarchy, we also 

included the construct of parental nurturance in the model. Previous 

research on children's influence indicated that nurturance might affect 

the degree of children's purchase influence. Also, research on parenting 

practices in different family types suggested that nurturance might vary 

under different family types (see, e.g., Peek et al. 1988). Thus, for 

conceptual completeness, we also included the socialization factor of 

parental nurturance in our model of children's influence. 

In summary, according to our model of children's influence, which 

is partially based on the theory of hierarchy, we hypothesized that 

children in different types of families are socialized into different 

status roles. This status role socialization occurs through family type's 

patterning of parent-child relationships and interactions (i.e., family 

type's effects on peerness, adolescents’ household responsibility, par- 

ental restrictiveness, and parental coalition formation). Family type 

was also seen to affect parental nurturance. The resulting differences 

in parent- child relations, in turn, were hypothesized to affect the de- 

gree of children's influence in purchase decisions. 

Research Hypotheses 

We hypothesized that family type, as ordered to reflect low to high 

hierarchy, would affect the peerness of parent-adolescent relations, the 

degree of adolescents’ household responsibility, the extent of parental 

coalition formation, and how restrictive and nurturant parents were to- 

ward adolescents. These five socialization factors, in turn, were hy- 
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pothesized to affect adolescents’ influence in purchase decisions for 

family- and teen-related high-financial-risk products. 

Specifically, we hypothesized that peerness and household responsi- 

bility would be greatest in single-parent families, less in reconstituted 

families, and least in intact families. It was also hypothesized that 

parental coalition formation, parental restrictiveness, and parental 

nurturance would be greatest in intact families, less in reconstituted 

families, and least in single-parent families. 

For the effects of these five socialization factors on adolescents’ 

influence in family and teen-related, high- financial-risk decisions, we 

hypothesized that adolescents’ influence would be positively affected by 

greater peerness, household responsibility, and parental nurturance. It 

was also hypothesized that adolescents’ influence would be greater with 

decreasing parental coalition formation and parental restrictiveness. 

The effects of the socialization factors were also expected to be stronger 

in the case of the family-related as opposed to the teen-related high-risk 

decisions. 

Operationalizations of Constructs 

Because many of the constructs included in our model had not been 

previously studied (or because existing scales did not fit the context 

of the study), we developed measures for each of the constructs included 

in the model. With the exception of the dependent measures and the be- 

havioral measure of household responsibility (which could not be studied 

due to the small sample sizes in both pretests), operationalizations of 

(socialization) constructs were developed partially on the basis of pre- 

test results. 
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To develop the measures of the socialization constructs, two pre- 

tests were conducted: one for parents of adolescents and one for adoles- 

cents. The pretest for parents, in particular, provided some useful 

insights into construct operationalizations. From the parents’ pretest, 

items that had been shown to comprise reliable scales for the constructs 

were retained for further analysis in the study samples. In general, the 

scales developed in the parents’ pretest performed poorly in the adoles- 

cents' pretest; however, the poor performance of the measures in the ad- 

olescent pretest could have been due to the less-than-ideal conditions 

of data collection in this instance (e.g., the presence of the concession 

stand, the fact that "better" students were absent from study halls, and 

so on). The sample size in both pretests was also small, indicating that 

sampling error could be problematic in both cases. Therefore, the meas- 

ures developed for the socialization constructs were re-evaluated and 

refined in the context of the larger study samples. 

On the basis of the data collected for the study, the dependent 

measures and the behavioral measure of household responsibility were 

constructed and the socialization measures were refined. In general, the 

evidence for construct validity for the dependent measures was weaker than 

was the case for the socialization measures. The construct validity of 

the measures will be more fully discussed in the limitations section be- 

low. 

Data Collection 

This study used a survey method to investigate the relationships 

between family type, socialization factors, and adolescent's perceived 

purchase influence. Data were collected from a convenience sample of 
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adolescents who attended an urban-area high school and one of their par- 

ents. 

Students completed their surveys in class. Collecting data through 

the school system facilitated identification of households with adoles- 

cents. An urban-area school was selected to maximize variance in family 

types. All but two students present on the dates of data collection 

participated in the research. Surveys were administered by the researcher 

and a teacher, who were both female. 

The parent who was most involved in the consumer socialization of 

the adolescent served as the parental respondent. This parent was se- 

lected to sample because his/her perceptions were likely to be the most 

critical in understanding adolescents' influence in purchase decisions. 

Students identified the parent who was most involved in teaching them 

about being a knowledgeable consumer. Students then delivered the par- 

ental questionnaire to the indicated parent. Parents completed surveys 

at home and returned them to school via the adolescent. 

To enhance the likelihood of parents' participation in the study, a 

$4 contribution was made to the school for every fully completed set of 

parent-teen responses. Students were not informed about this contrib- 

ution. 

Sample Characteristics 

A convenience sample of adolescents in marketing education, typing, 

and English classes provided the data for the teen analyses. One hundred 

and seventy two students from the three family types of single-parent, 
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reconstituted, and intact families participated in the research. *? 

Single-parent (36 percent of sample) and reconstituted (18.6 percent of 

sample) families were over-represented in the sample, and intact families 

(45.4 percent of sample) were under- represented, as compared with the 

population (corresponding percentages for the population are 25 percent, 

13 percent, and 62 percent for the three family types, respectively, ac- 

cording to 1980 census information). The sample was 72 percent female 

with an average age of 16 years. 

For the convenience sample of parents, 87 parents participated in 

the study. As was the case in the adolescent sample, both single-parent 

(37.9 percent) and reconstituted (14.9 percent) families were over- 

represented, and intact families (47.2 percent) were under-represented, 

in the sample. The average age of parents was 43 years, and 82 percent 

were female. The sample also tended to be lower-middle-class: average 

household income was between $25,00 and $30,00 and the average education 

level was vocational/technical school. 

Data Analyses 

Data for parents and teens were analyzed separately. For the purpose 

of hypothesis testing, a series of regression analyses was used. First, 

to test Hypotheses 1-5 (i.e., the effects of family type on peerness, 

adolescents' household responsibility, parental coalition formation, and 

parental restrictiveness and nurturance), we regressed each of the five 
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Responses from students in "other" family types were deleted in the 
hypothesis tests because this research was confined to examining in- 
fluence across the three family types mentioned above. 
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socialization factors on family type. Then, because family type's effects 

were thought to be mediated by the socialization factors, we separately 

regressed each one of the two dependent variables (i.e., adolescents’ 

influence in family, high-financial-risk decisions and adolescents’ in- 

fluence in teen, high-financial-risk decisions) on family type. To dem- 

onstrate mediation, it must be shown that the independent variable (family 

type) has an effect on the dependent variable (adolescents' influence). 

Because results of the regression of adolescents’ influence on fam- 

ily type, however, indicated that family type was not predictive of ado- 

lescents' influence, we then regressed each one of the two dependent 

variables separately on each one of the five socialization variables. 

In other words, although the five socialization factors were not shown 

to be mediating variables, they could still be predictors of adolescents’ 

influence in their own right. This series of regression analyses served 

as the tests of Hypotheses 6-10 (i.e., effects of peerness, adolescents' 

household responsibility, parental coalition formation, parental 

restrictiveness, and parental nurturance on children's influence). 

Although our hypotheses were confined to examining adolescents’ in- 

fluence in high-financial-risk decisions for the family and the teen, we 

also included measures of adolescents’ influence in low- financial-risk 

teen anc family decisions. . These analyses were post hoc in nature and 

were conducted to provide additional information about the model and ad- 

olescents' influence. 

In addition to the study variables, we also measured a number of 

potentially confounding variables, such as income, the number of hours 

parents worked, parents' age, education level, occupation, and sex, ado- 

lescent's age and sex, and the number of children under age 18 years in 
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the household. Where indicated, these demographic variables were in- 

cluded in the regression models outlined above. Specifically, we sta- 

tistically controlled for these variables and then examined whether the 

predicted effects were still obtained. 

Finally, multiple regression models that included both 

4 
demographic®* and independent variables** were constructed for each one 

5 where indicated. These models were con- of the dependent variables,’® 

structed to aid in understanding adolescents’ influence and to show the 

relative predictive power of the independent variables. 

Discussion of Results 

The results of hypotheses tests and suplementary analyses are pre- 

sented in Figure 3. These results are discussed in-depth below. 

Family Type's Effects on Socialization Factors. In general, results 

of the regression analyses in both samples indicated that family type had 
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Demographic variables included income, teen's age and sex, parents’ 
education and occupation, and the number of children in the household 

under age 18. 

54 

Independent variables included family type and, for Hypotheses 6-10, 
peerness, adolescents’ household responsibility, parental coalition 
formation, parental restrictiveness, and parental nurturance. 

Dependent variables included adolescents' influence in family- 
related, high-financial-risk decisions and adolescents’ influence in 

teen-related, high-financial-risk decisions and, in the supplementary 
analyses, adolescents' influence in family-related, low-financial- 
risk decisions and adolescents' influence in teen-related, low- 

financial-risk decisions. 
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little effect on the five socialization variables. Family type was found 

to have no statistically significant effect on peerness, adolescents’ 

household responsibility (as assessed by the global-level measure), par- 

ental restrictiveness, or the extent to which parents encouraged 

verbalization in either sample. In addition, no relationship between 

family type and adolescents’ household responsibility (in meal prepara- 

tion, or the behavioral measure of household responsibility) was found 

in the teen sample. Finally, in the parent analysis, family type had no 

significant effect on parents’ spending time with teenagers. 

In considering the statistically significant relationship between 

family type and adolescents' household responsibility (in the parent 

analysis) and between family type and parents' spending time with teen- 

agers (in the teen analysis), means were not in the expected direction. 

In both cases, the ordering of single-parent and reconstituted families 

was opposite to that hypothesized. For example, the highest level of 

adolescents’ household responsibility (in meal preparation) was reported 

for reconstituted families: however, we hypothesized that household re- 

sponsibility would be greatest in single-parent families. Similarly, we 

expected parents in single-parent families to spend the least amount of 

time with teenagers: results, however, indicated that the lowest level 

of parents’ spending time with teenagers was reported in reconstituted 

families. 

Support in both samples was found only for the hypothesis relating 

to family type's effect on parental coalition formation. In both cases, 

means were in the expected direction, with coalition formation's being 

highest in intact families and lowest in single-parent families. 
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On the basis of these analyses, there was little support provided 

for the model regarding family type's effects on the socialization vari- 

ables (i.e., Hypotheses 1-6). This result is surprising, given that many 

studies have shown that family type affects numerous aspects of parent- 

adolescent relationships (see, e.g., Hetherington 1988, Wallerstein and 

Blakeslee 1989, Weiss 1979a, among others). In short, our results are 

generally inconsistent with the body of literature relating family type 

to differences in family functioning. Although it could be that family 

type has no effect on the variables of concern in this study, as results 

indicate, this research was also characterized by a number of 

methodological limitations that may have affected the outcome of the hy- 

potheses tests. These limitations will be thoroughly discussed shortly. 

Although there were a number of methodological limitations associ- 

ated with this study, the relationship between family type and adoles- 

cents' household responsibility may be conceptually robust. The highest 

level of adolescents' household responsibility was found in reconstituted 

families rather than in single-parent families, a result that was counter 

to expectations. Perhaps parents and adolescents in single-parent fami- 

lies eat out more (or have separate meals more often) than is the case 

in reconstituted families. Alternatively, reconstituted families may be 

larger than single-parent families; hence, there may be more of a need 

for adolescents to share household responsibility in reconstituted fami- 

lies. 

Similarly, the result that parents in reconstituted families spent 

the least amount of time with teenagers may also be conceptually robust. 

Perhaps there is some form of competition between children and step- 

parents with regard to the original parent's time in reconstituted fami- 
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lies. Also, after remarriage, the original parent must divide time 

between children and a spouse, and, given that there are a finite number 

of hours in the day, less time is likely to be spent with children after 

remarriage as compared with the time prior to remarriage, ceteris paribus. 

Finally, given that not only must spouses adjust to the marriage but one 

partner must also adjust to becoming a step- parent, there may be more 

of a need for spouses to spend time with each other in remarried families 

than is the case in intact families. 

Family Type's Effects on Adolescents' Influence. Family type had 

no statistically significant effect on adolescents’ perceptions of their 

influence in family- or teen- related, high- or low-financial-risk deci- 

sions. Parents’ perceptions of adolescents’ influence in teen-related 

purchase decisions did not vary on the basis of family type. Parents' 

perceptions of adolescents’ influence in family-related purchase deci- 

sions, however, did vary under different types of families, with adoles- 

cents in single-parent families having the most influence and those in 

intact families having the least influence, as expected. 

But, for the high-risk decisions, family type's effects became non- 

significant after parent's educational level and teen's age were con- 

trolled. Specifically, adolescents' influence in these types of 

decisions decreased with increasing parental education and was greater 

the older the teen was (the highest level of parental education was re- 

ported in intact families, and the lowest, in single-parent families; 

children tended to be younger in single-parent families than in intact 

families). Better educated parents may be more likely to have greater 

knowledge of or be more involved with these family, high-risk decisions 

than less-educated parents; therefore, these types of parents may prefer 
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to make such decisions without the adolescents’ directly being involved. 

Better educated parents may also attempt to educate adolescents about 

making such decisions by having them observe parents making the decision 

rather than letting teens participate in the process before they have 

acquired adequate consumer skills. Similarly, parents may be more open 

to older children's participation than to younger children's, given that 

older children are likely to have greater knowledge about family, high- 

financial-risk products as compared with younger children. 

Summary. In sum, then, the only significant difference in adoles- 

cents' influence found on the basis of family type occurred for family- 

related, low-financial-risk decisions in the parent analysis. Parents 

in single-parent families perceived their adolescents as having the most 

influence, and parents in intact families perceived their adolescents as 

having the least amount of influence in these types of decisions. 

From these analyses, it can be concluded that family type had very 

little, if any, effect on adolescents’ influence. And because family type 

had no effect on influence, with the exception of the family, low-risk 

case in the parent analysis, the mediational hypothesis of family type's 

effects on influence was rejected. Essentially, there was no relationship 

between family type and influence for the socialization variables to me- 

diate. °° 
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Although analytically family type's effects could have been mediated 
in the family, low-risk case in the parent analysis, mediation was 

rejected in this instance as well. This was because family type did 
not have an effect on the socialization variables (i.e., peerness and 
the global measure of household responsibility) that were predictive 
of adolescents’ influence in family, low-risk decisions. To demon- 
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In the family, high-risk case, although mediation was rejected for 

the socialization variables, it may be that family type affects purchase 

influence in these types of decisions through other mediating variables 

besides those hypothesized. Indeed, our results suggest that, in this 

instance, family type's effects may be mediated by parents’ education 

level and the age of adolescents: in this study, family type's effects 

on influence became nonsignificant when parent's education and teen's age 

were added to the model, which suggests that these two variables are 

mediators of family type's effects on influence in family, high-risk de- 

cisions. Perhaps those with less education and older children are more 

likely to divorce. And parents who have less education may take more of 

a "hands on" approach to adolescent consumer socialization, letting ado- 

lescents learn about purchase decisions by having teens participate in 

decision-making. Also, parents who have divorced may require older 

children to be more independent, and, therefore, older teens may have 

greater influence in family, high-risk decisions as a means of fostering 

this independence. 

Effects of the Socialization Factors on Adolescents' Influence. For 

the two dependent measures of the study, adolescents’ influence in high- 

financial-risk decisions for both the family and the teen, no statis- 

tically significant differences were found on the basis of peerness, 

household responsibility (for the global measure), restrictiveness, or 

spending time with teen in either sample. No differences in parents' 

perceptions of adolescents’ influence in high-risk decisions occurred on 

  

strate mediation, the predictor (family type) must be shown to affect 
the "mediators" (socialization variables). 
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the basis of the behavioral measure of adolescents’ household responsi- 

bility (in meal preparation). For teens, the behavioral measure of 

household responsibility (in meal preparation) was negatively related to 

adolescents’ influence in teen, high-risk decisions, a finding that was 

counter to the one hypothesized. Perhaps parents who give teens little 

household responsibility are more indulgent and, therefore, would be more 

open to teen's influence in teen- related, high-risk decisions. Alter- 

natively, it may be that meal preparation is not viewed as an important 

responsibility; if so, the adolescent would gain little leverage in in- 

fluencing purchase decisions as a result of having responsibility for meal 

preparation. 

With regard to encouraging verbalization, no differences in either 

dependent variable occurred for encouraging verbalization in the teen 

analysis. In the parent analysis, encouraging verbalization was found 

to be negatively associated with adolescents' influence in family, high- 

risk decisions, a result that was counter to the one hypothesized: how- 

ever, after controlling for the effects of parents' education level and 

teen's age, encouraging verbalization was not found to be a significant 

predictor of adolescents’ influence. Perhaps better educated parents 

expect teens to be more proactive in learning consumer roles. These types 

of parents may expect teens to learn about consumer roles on their own 

or from watching the example set by parents. Therefore, better educated 

parents may be less likely to communicate directly with adolescents (i.e., 

to encourage verbalization more) about consumption, and they may also be 

less receptive to adolescents’ influence in family, high- risk decisions. 

However, as children age and learn more about family, high-risk products 

and consumer roles, parents may be more willing to let older teens prac- 
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tice what they have learned by allowing them to participate in family, 

high-risk types of decisions. 

The only hypothesis that was supported for adolescents’ influence 

in family- and teen-related, high-risk decisions was that related to 

parental coalition formation in the parent analysis. In both cases, ad- 

olescents' influence decreased with increasing parental coalition forma- 

tion, as expected. However, only parents' perceptions of influence varied 

on the basis of coalition formation: teens’ perceptions did not. 

In addition, for family, high-financial-risk decisions, the effects 

of parental coalition formation became nonsignificant after parent's ed- 

ucation and teen's age were controlled. Better educated parents may be 

more likely to form coalitions, especially for younger children who are 

likely to require more "parenting" than older children, and to form co- 

alitions for relatively important decisions, such as family-related, 

high-risk purchase decisions. 

Summary. In sum, the hypotheses relating to the effects of peerness, 

household responsibility, restrictiveness, and nurturance on adolescents' 

influence in high-financial-risk decisions were not supported in either 

sample. In general, the model performed poorly in both samples, with the 

exception of parental coalition formation in the parent analysis. Over- 

all, the socialization factors of peerness, restrictiveness, and spending 

time with teen appeared to have little effect on adolescents’ influence 

in family- and teen-related, high- financial-risk types of decisions. 

Adolescents’ household responsibility affected influence, but only 

teen's perceptions of their own influence in teen, high-risk decisions. 

Thus, household responsibility appears to have no effect on influence in 

family, high-risk decisions, perhaps because responsibility in meal 
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preparation is not viewed as being an important aspect of household re- 

sponsibility. Also, having responsibility in meal preparation is likely 

to have little effect on adolescents' knowledge of expensive products for 

the family, and, hence, little effect on influence in these types of 

purchase decisions (increasing knowledge may positively affect influ- 

ence). 

Similarly, encouraging verbalization affected parents' reports of 

adolescents’ influence, but only for family, high-risk types of deci- 

sions. However, increasing verbalization negatively affected influence 

in these types of decisions, a result that was counter to expectations. 

Supplementary Analyses. Although no hypotheses were offered for 

adolescents’ influence in low-financial-risk decisions, we included 

measures of influence in low-risk decisions for both the family and the 

teen to provide additional insight into the model. The socialization 

variables might have had an effect on influence in low-risk decisions even 

though they generally had little impact in the high-risk case. It should 

be noted that these analyses were all post hoc in nature. 

For adolescents’ influence in the low-risk decisions for the family 

and the teen, no statistically significant differences were found in ei- 

ther sample on the basis of household responsibility (in meal preparation, 

or the behavioral measure), parental coalition formation, and spending 

time with teen. Also, parents' and teens’ perceptions of adolescents' 

influence in family, low-risk decisions did not vary on the basis of 

restrictiveness or encouraging verbalization. In other words, for the 

family, low-risk case, teens' perceptions of their own influence did not 

vary for any of the five socialization variables. 
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Parents’ perceptions varied only on the basis of peerness (increas- 

ing peerness was associated with greater influence in family, low-risk 

decisions) and (the global measure of) household responsibility. How- 

ever, the finding related to household responsibility was counter to the 

one suggested by our model. The model would suggest that adolescents’ 

influence increases with greater household responsibility, but we found 

influence to decrease with increased household responsibility. Perhaps 

parents who give less household responsibility to adolescents are more 

indulgent and, therefore, are more open to adolescents’ influencing de- 

cisions for inexpensive family products. 

Finally, for the teen, low-risk instance, parents’ perceptions of 

influence were not related to peerness or restrictiveness, and adoles- 

cents' perceptions were not related to peerness or _ encouraging 

verbalization. Parents’ perceptions’ of adolescents' influence in teen, 

low-risk decisions did, however, vary on the basis of encouraging 

verbalization: the more parents' encouraged verbalization, the greater 

was children's influence in teen, low- risk decisions. When parents em- 

phasize verbalization and communicate more with teens, teens are likely 

to have more influence and to feel comfortable in asserting this influ- 

ence. 

Both parents' and teens' perceptions of influence in teen, low- risk 

decisions varied on the basis of global household responsibility, but the 

household-responsibility result again was counter to the one suggested 

by our model. Both parents and teens reported that adolescents had more 

influence in teen, low-risk decisions the less household responsibility 

that teens had. As previously discussed, parents who give less household 
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responsibility to teens may be more indulgent and, therefore, more re- 

ceptive to adolescents' influence in purchase decisions. 

Teens also perceived that they had more influence the less restric- 

tive their parents were, a finding that is consistent with our model. 

Because restrictive parents are likely to value conformity and obedience 

in children, they are unlikely to allow children to influence purchase 

decisions. Less restrictive parents, on the other hand, are not likely 

to limit children's influence, especially for relatively inexpensive 

products for the child's own use. 

Summary. Thus, in the family, low-risk case, household responsi- 

bility (in meal preparation), parental coalition formation, 

restrictiveness, and nurturance were found to have no effect on adoles- 

cents' influence in either sample. Indeed, the only result for adoles- 

cents' influence in family, low-risk decisions that can be considered as 

being consistent with our model was the one obtained for peerness in the 

parent sample, in which parents perceived greater adolescent influence 

with increasing peerness. 

For the teen, low-risk decisions, peerness, household responsibility 

(in meal preparation), parental coalition formation, and spending time 

with teen were not significantly related to perceptions of adolescents' 

influence in either sample. Although a relationship between influence 

and household responsibility was found in both samples, the direction of 

household responsibility's effect was counter to the one suggested by our 

model in both instances. The only results that were consistent with our 

model in the teen, low-risk case were the findings for encouraging 

verbalization in the parent sample and those regarding restrictiveness 

in the teen sample. 
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Summary of Effects of Socialization Factors. In general, results 

showed that the socialization variables included in this study were rel- 

atively poor predictors of adolescents' influence, particularly for the 

high-financial-risk decisions. The only model-consistent result found 

in the high-risk case was for parental coalition formation in the parent 

analysis. Results of the multiple regression analysis for family, high- 

risk decisions also indicated that, after parent's education and teen's 

age were controlled, parental coalition formation was not a significant 

predictor of parents' perceptions of adolescents’ influence in these 

types of decisions. It is, however, interesting that parental coalition 

formation was found to have no statistically significant effect in low- 

financial-risk types of decisions but did have an effect in the teen, 

high-risk instance. Perhaps parents do not care enough about inexpensive 

teen- and family-related purchase decisions to form coalitions. 

Our results also suggest that (1) adolescents' household responsi- 

bility is more predictive of influence in low-risk than in high-risk de- 

cisions and that (2) adolescents’ influence is negatively affected by 

increasing household responsibility. The only statistically significant 

relationship between influence in high-risk decisions and household re- 

sponsibility was found for teen's perceptions of influence in teen, 

high-risk decisions.’ In contrast, household responsibility was found 
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This was also the only statistically significant effect found for the 
behavioral measure of household responsibility in the high- risk set 
of analyses. Thus, in comparing this result with those relating to 
household responsibility and influence in low-risk types of deci- 
sions, in which the global measure of household responsibility was 
significantly related to influence, it could be concluded that the 
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to have an effect in low-risk decisions for the family (in the parent 

analysis) and for the teen (in both the parent and teen analyses). 

Moreover, in all cases, the sign of the relationship between household 

responsibility and influence was negative, providing relatively strong 

evidence that influence decreases with increasing household responsibil- 

ity. Why this should be the case, however, is not clear. Perhaps parents 

who give less household responsibility to adolescents are more indulgent 

than other parents and, therefore, more likely to accept adolescents’ 

influence in purchase decisions. This would be an interesting question 

to explore in the future. 

For peerness, restrictiveness, encouraging verbalization, and 

spending time with teen, it is difficult to draw any meaningful conclu- 

sions on the basis of these results. These variables only affected in- 

fluence in certain cases, but no pattern in the effects could be observed. 

Moreover, the effects of these variables were not demonstrated to be 

consistent across samples. Indeed, with the exception of household re- 

sponsibility (for which results were counter to those expected), 

socialization effects were inconsistent between the parent and teen sam- 

ples. The reason for the inconsistency between parents and teens is not 

  

reason household responsibility was more predictive of influence in 
the low-risk than in the high-risk case was because of the different 
operations used for household responsibility in the two instances 
(i.e., the behavioral measure of household responsibility for the 
high-risk case and the global measure for the low-risk case). Al- 
though this may indeed be the case, the signs of the effects of 
household responsibility were the same in both low- and high-risk 
decisions, irrespective of which household-responsibility measure was 

used. This result provides at least some evidence that household 
responsibility was more predictive in low- than in high-risk deci- 
sions and that household responsibility's greater effect in the low- 
risk case was not due solely to the global measure. 
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clear. Perhaps the difference is due to the lower reliability of the 

scales in the teen sample. Or perhaps parents and teens do differ in the 

factors they perceive as affecting adolescents’ influence.  Parents' 

perceptions of influence were related to parental coalition formation, 

encouraging verbalization, and peerness, in addition to household re- 

sponsibility. Teens’ perceptions of influence were related to 

restrictiveness, in addition to household responsibility. Perhaps par- 

ents are more likely to focus on positive aspects in parent-teen relations 

and teens are more likely to focus on negative ones. 

General Discussion and Summary 

In general, the model developed in this research performed poorly 

in both samples (although more so for teens). Family type was found to 

have little effect on the socialization variables (with the exception of 

parental coalition formation) or on the dependent variables (adolescents' 

influence in high-financial- risk decisions for the family and the teen). 

No variations in influence on the basis of family type were found in the 

teen analyses. For parents, family type only affected influence in 

family-related decisions, and, after demographic factors were controlled, 

only influence in low-financial-risk types of decisions. And because 

family type did not have an effect on influence, the mediational hypoth- 

esis was rejected in all but the family, low-risk case in the parent 

analysis. *® 

  

Mediation was not demonstrated in this case as well, because family 
type had no effect on the socialization factors that affected parents’ 
perceptions of adolescents’ influence in family, low-risk decisions 
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Socialization factors were also not found to be very predictive of 

adolescents’ influence. Only the result for household responsibility and 

influence in low-risk decisions demonstrated any degree of consistency 

between the two samples, and these analyses were post hoc in nature. 

In short, these results indicate that our model of adolescents’ in- 

fluence was not supported. The general failure of support for the model 

is further indicated by the fact that six results could have been due to 

chance alone rather than to any "true" treatement effects. On the basis 

of these findings, one could also conclude that the theory of hierarchy 

may be inadequate and may not significantly aid in the understanding of 

adolescents’ influence. However, as previously mentioned, this research 

was characterized by a number of methodological limitations and flaws. 

These limitations make it difficult to draw meaningful conclusions from 

the study, as will be discussed below. 

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

As is the case with all research, this study was subject to a number 

of limitations. In this section, we review the major limitations and 

shortcomings of the study and possible means for addressing these limi- 

tations in future research. 

Construct Validity Problems 

One of the problems associated with this study was related to con- 

struct validity. Particularly problematic were the measures developed 

  

(i.e., family type did not affect peerness or the global measure of 
household responsibility). 
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for adolescents’ influence. The reliability of the influence scales was 

low in at least one sample in all cases. For example, although the 

internal consistency of the measure for adolescents’ influence in family, 

high-financial-risk decisions was .74 in the parent sample, Cronbach's 

alpha was only .67 in the teen sample (and this influence measure per- 

formed better than the others from an internal consistency perspective). 

The fact that scales did not prove to be internally consistent across 

samples also casts doubt on the construct validity of the measures. A 

construct valid scale should demonstrate an adequate degree of internal 

consistency across relevant samples. Indeed, reliability is a necessary 

but not sufficient condition for construct validity: if a scale is not 

reliable, construct validity is moot. Thus, the low reliability of in- 

fluence measures in a given sample is indicative of a lack of construct 

validity. In short, the questionable construct validity of the dependent 

measures could have been responsible for the failure to support our model 

of adolescents’ influence. 

There were also construct validity problems for the two household- 

responsibility measures. The global-level measure of household respon- 

sibility was a two-item measure: therefore, the measure had low internal 

consistency. The behavioral measure of household responsibility had a 

face validity problem. The behavioral measure actually assessed adoles- 

cents' household responsibility in meal preparation. Thus, it could be 

that responsibility in meal preparation affects adolescents’ influence 

differently than adolescents' household responsibility in general would. 

In short, because the behavioral measure tapped only one dimension of 

household responsibility, it is only legitimate to make statements about 

how household responsibility in meal preparation affected adolescents’ 
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influence on the basis of our results for behavioral household responsi- 

bility. Because we did not measure household responsibility at the global 

level in a behavioral sense, we cannot draw conclusions about how house- 

hold responsibility, in general, affects adolescents influence when ac- 

tual behaviors are considered. 

Although one of the most consistent findings in this research was 

that adolescents’ influence decreased with increasing household respon- 

sibility, our confidence in this result is undermined by construct va- 

lidity concerns. Both measures had construct validity problems: 

therefore, we cannot determine whether the relationship found between 

household responsibility and influence actually exists or whether it is 

the result of low construct validity (of household responsibility and/or 

influence). 

Although the measures for peerness, restrictiveness, encouraging 

verbalization, and spending time with teen appeared to be relatively 

internally consistent, nomological validity was not demonstrated in this 

study. Confidence in construct validity is increased when measures behave 

as they are expected to behave. The general failure of the measures to 

perform as expected in this study, thus, casts doubt on the construct 

validity of these measures. In other words, our failure to find signif- 

icant results, in general, can be interpreted as a theoretical flaw or 

as a failure to adequately measure constructs (or as the result of some 

other method flaw). This question, however, cannot be answered in the 

context of a single study but rather through the pattern of findings 

across repeated studies. The fact that measures for these constructs were 

internally consistent, though, does provide at least some (limited) evi- 
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dence that the lack of significance was not the result of poor measures 

in these cases. 

Implications for Future Research. One implication for future re- 

search is to develop better measures than were used in this study, par- 

ticularly for the constructs of adolescents’ influence and household 

responsibility. Reliability of the influence measures was low in one or 

both samples in all cases. Since reliability is a necessary condition 

for construct validity, the influence measures were generally weak. In 

the future, careful attention should be directed at developing internally 

consistent measures for influence, for example, through more extensive 

pretesting than was used in this study. 

Similarly, both the behavioral and global-level measures for house- 

hold responsibility had limited construct validity. Thus, future re- 

search should be directed at developing better measures for household 

responsibility before we can have confidence in how this construct is 

related to adolescents’ influence. Specifically, there is a need to de- 

velop an internally consistent global-level measure of household respon- 

sibility. This study used only a two-item measure. In addition, this 

study indicated that household responsibility, in a behavioral sense, 

might be a multidimensional construct. This issue should be more fully 

explored so that construct valid measures can be constructed. If house- 

hold responsibility is in fact multidimensional, this could also provide 

a fruitful avenue for future research (i.e., how do various subdimensions 

affect adolescents’ influence?). 

Limited Generalizability 

A second group of limitations in this study were related to issues 

of external validity. Because products on which influence ratings were 
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based were not randomly selected, our results may not apply to influence 

in other types of product decisions. Also, it may not be warranted to 

generalize these results to other samples since we used convenience sam- 

ples to test the model. 

There were also a number of problems in the study that limited our 

ability to generalize results back to the study samples. Because nonre- 

sponse bias was problematic in the parent sample, it is not warranted to 

generalize our results back to the convenience sample of parents. Rather, 

our results apply only to those parents who responded. Similarly, our 

results were confined to analyzing influence variations for only those 

respondents who owned the given products. Thus, a different pattern of 

results may be found for nonrespondents and those who do not own the 

relevant products. 

Implications for Future Research. To have increased confidence in 

the generalizability of this study's results future research using dif- 

ferent (and larger) samples and different products (that all respondents 

are equally likely to own, i.e., for which there are not systematic dif- 

ferences across "conditions") is needed. In addition, nonresponse bias 

also limited the ability to generalize back to the study samples of this 

research. Possible means for decreasing the threat of nonresponse bias 

are discussed below. 

Nonresponse Bias 

As previously mentioned, our analyses indicated that nonresponse 

bias was problematic in the parent sample. In addition to adversely af- 

fecting the external validity of the study, self- selection systemat- 

ically biased sample means. This bias in the mean could have affected 

the outcome of hypothesis tests. Indeed, analyses indicated that nonre- 
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sponse bias decreased the likelihood that hypotheses related to encour- 

aging verbalization and spending time with teen would be supported, and 

increased the likelihood that hypotheses for peerness, household respon- 

sibility, and parental coalition formation would be supported in the 

parent analysis. In addition, an analysis of nonresponse bias also in- 

dicated that social desirability was likely evinced through self- 

selection. In other words, respondents were more likely to indicate 

socially desirable responses than was indicated for nonrespondents. In 

sum, nonresponse bias systematically affected the outcome of hypothesis 

tests in the parent analysis; therefore, it is difficult to draw conclu- 

sions about the model's performance in the parent sample. *? 

Implication for Future Research. To mitigate the potential for 

nonresponse bias, future studies may wish to consider adopting some form 

of personal incentive to increase the likelihood of parents' partic- 

ipation. If respondents have the chance to personally benefit by par- 

ticipating in research, they may be more likely to participate. In this 

study, we used a cash contribution to the school as an incentive, but, 

judging by the low response rate for parents, cash contributions to 

schools seem to be relatively poor motivators. Perhaps a lottery would 

be a more effective incentive. 

Low Power 

  

59 

However, it is also true that nonresponse bias could not have been 
the "cause" of the insignificant findings in the teen analysis. 
Measures, however, were generally more unreliable for teens than for 
parents. 
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Perhaps the most glaring limitation of this study was related to low 

power. Sample sizes were small for both parents and teens, particularly 

given that "do not own" responses were treated as missing data. Moreover, 

the small sample sizes overall meant that there were few respondents 

within each family type. With small sample sizes, it is more difficult 

to detect differences due to treatment effects. Moreover, given the 

relatively small magnitude of the effect sizes for most study variables 

(i.e., in most cases, an individual predictor explained less than 10 

percent of the variance in the dependent variable, as indicated by the 

R2 values in the regression analyses), the problem with small sample sizes 

was exacerbated. If effect sizes had been larger, smaller samples would 

not have quite so problematic as they were in this case. 

We attempted to address the issue of low power by setting a more 

liberal value for the significance level of hypotheses tests. However, 

even with the alpha level set to .10, power was still low overall. For 

example, the power to detect differences in influence in teen, high-risk 

decisions on the basis of family type was only .23 in the parents’ anal- 

ysis and .13 in the teens’ analysis. Given the low power of this re- 

search, it is not surprising that we generally failed to support the 

model. In fact, given the low power, it is surprising that as many sta- 

tistically significant effects as there were found. 

Implication for Future Research. With regard to low power, future 

studies that use larger sample sizes than the ones employed here should 

be undertaken. Because sample sizes in this research were small, this 

study did not provide a powerful test of the model. In other words, our 

ability to detect differences due to family type and socialization effects 

was limited because sample size was small. Future research should have 
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large enough sample sizes so that detection of treatment effects is pos- 

sible, if these effects do in fact exist.°®? 

Threats to Internal Validity 

Because there was no random assignment to family types, any differ- 

ences found on the basis of family type (of which there were few) are 

subject to rival explanations. In other words, family types may system- 

atically differ on a number of factors, and any one of these could be 

responsible for a seeming significant relationship between family type 

and some dependent variable, as opposed to family type's being the "cause" 

of the effect. We attempted to address this issue by measuring and sta- 

tistically controlling (where indicated) potentially confounding vari- 

ables. Measuring potential confounds allowed us to evaluate whether 

observed effects were due to the "treatment" or to some other variable. 

For example, income was a potential rival explanation for family 

type's effects on parental coalition formation. Income was significantly 

correlated with both family type (as ordered from single-parent to re- 

constituted to intact) and coalition formation. Specifically, income was 

positively correlated with family type, as ordered from single-parent to 

reconstituted to intact families. In addition, income was positively 

correlated with greater parental coalition formation. Thus, income was 

a rival explanation for family type's effects on parental coalition for- 

  

Of course, there is a limit to how large a sample should be used: 
with a large enough sample, it is possible to detect a statistically 
significant relationship that is nonetheless trivial. Thus, the 

practical importance of a result and considerations of power should 
be weighed against each other. 
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mation. It may have been the case that income, rather than family type, 

affected parental coalition formation (i.e., family relations may be more 

stressful with lower income and, therefore, parents in lower income fam- 

ilies may be less likely to work together and form coalitions). However, 

after income was controlled, family type remained a significant predictor 

of coalition formation, indicating that there was in fact a relationship 

between family type and coalition formation that was not due to income. 

Although we controlled for potential confounds when third variables 

were indicated as being problematic, rival explanations were not a major 

concern in this research. Because family type was found to have little 

effect on both the socialization and influence variables, confounding of 

"treatment" effects was not a serious limitation in this study. In other 

words, if there is no relationship between family type and variable Y, 

there is no effect for a third variable to confound. However, rival ex- 

planations for family type's effects could be a serious limitation in 

future research. Therefore, potential confounds should be measured and 

controlled. 

Sampling Only One Parent 

Another limitation of this research was that only one parent was 

sampled within families. Parents may differ in their approaches to 

childrearing, for example, and differences between parents may affect 

adolescents’ influence in purchase decisions. However, because only one 

parent was sampled, we could not evaluate any such effects on adolescents' 

influence in the context of this study. In short, by failing to include 

both parents, our results might have provided an incomplete picture of 

socialization effects on adolescents' influence. 
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We surveyed only one parent because of the difficulty in finding 

respondents to participate: we expected nonresponse to be problematic 

(which it was), and sampling two parents would have further exacerbated 

the problem. More important, we selected to survey the one parent who 

was most involved in the consumer socialization of the adolescent. We 

believed that this parent's perceptions were likely to be the most crit- 

ical in understanding adolescents' influence. However, this assumption 

was untested in the study. 

Indeed, one reason that the model performed poorly in our study may 

have been due to the fact that only one parent was sampled. We allowed 

adolescents to select the parent who was most involved in their consumer 

socialization. And although there was general agreement among parents 

and adolescents that the named parent was the primary consumer socializer 

of the adolescent, it is also likely that adolescents indicated the parent 

that they got along with the best. The implication of this for the 

present study is that, logically speaking, adolescents were likely to 

select the parent with whom they had more peerlike relations, or parents 

who were less restrictive and more nurturant than perhaps the other parent 

was. 

The failure to sample both parents becomes problematic if the parent 

not sampled has an important role in the socialization of the adolescent 

and/or family purchase decisions. This study, therefore, may have pro- 

vided an inaccurate picture of socialization effects on adolescents' in- 

fluence, but this cannot be adequately evaluated because only one parent 

was sampled. 

Implication for Future Research. Future research should also in- 

clude both parents, where applicable. Because this study only sampled 
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one parent, our understanding of socialization effects within the family 

is limited. Indeed, perhaps the reason that few effects were found in this 

study was that students all focused on the one parent they "liked" the 

best as being the primary consumer socializer. If both parents are sam- 

pled in future studies, this potential bias could be more fully evaluated. 

However, there is a trade-off in sampling more family members. Although 

understanding of influence may be enhanced by sampling both parents, re- 

sponse rates are likely to decrease further with the addition of another 

family member. Thus, sampling both parents is likely to increase the 

problem of nonresponse bias. But, previously discussed, offering per- 

sonal incentives may reduce the the threat of nonresponse bias. 

The Use of Surveys 

Finally, the use of surveys to study parent-teen perceptions of in- 

fluence and the socialization factors may have been responsible for the 

low consistency of results across the two samples. Surveys can tell us 

abourt perceptions, which may or may not correspond to actual behaviors. 

Moreover, as previously discussed, scales generally performed more poorly 

in the teen than in the parent sample. One reason for this may have been 

that the wording of the teen's survey was not in language easily under- 

stood by teen respondents. Indeed, parents were used as thestarting point 

in constructing the measures; thus, items could have been framed in 

adult-like language that had little meaning for teens. (This problem 

could be addressed by using teens as the starting point in developing 

measures). Alternatively, it may be that the poor performance of the 

measures in the teen sample reflected teens’ relative immaturity: teens 

may be more inconsistent in their views than parents due to their relative 

youth and immaturity. If this is the case, it may be that other methods, 
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such as observation, which do not rely on self-reports, may be more ap- 

propriate in studying children's influence. At the very least, alterna- 

tive methods would give an indication of the presence of this potential 

method bias of surveys. 

Finally, it may be that teens and parents differ in the meanings they 

assign to construct. For example, although "influence" was defined as 

active participation in purchase decisions, it may be that teens and 

parents thought differently about what constituted active participation. 

If this is the case, then depth interviews or focus groups could be used 

to shed light on these perceptual differences. 

Implications for Future Research. To address the issue of method 

bias, there is a need to use other methods of investiagtion, beyond sur- 

veys, to study children's influence. Other methods will have different 

biases associated with them; thus, if results are duplicated using another 

method, there is increased confidence in the results of any one study. 

Alternatively, if results differ when different methods are used, there 

is increased confidence that results may reflect method-related bias. 

The use of surveys may be especially problematic in studying chil- 

dren: even teens’ self-reports may lack reliability and, consequently, 

validity. Also, if perceptions actually do differ between parents and 

teens, these differences may be worthy of study in and of themselves. 

And other methods, such as depth interviews, seem better able to explore 

such issues. In sum, there is a need to study adolescents’ influence 

using multiple methods, beyond surveys. 

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE MODEL 

245



As previously mentioned, because of the limitations outlined above, 

this study was an inadequate test of the model. Indeed, the low predic- 

tive power of family type found in this study runs counter to research 

in other disciplines, which has found that family type affects numerous 

aspects of family life (see, e.g., Amato 1987, Dornbusch et al. 1985, 

Hetherington 1988, Peek et al. 1988, Wallerstein and Blakeslee 1989, among 

others) and adolescents’ adjustment (see, e.g., Demo and Acock 1988). 

It seems logical that family type would also have implications for ado- 

lescents' influence, even though our results would suggest otherwise. 

In short, the model developed in this study is intuitively appealing, and, 

because of the flaws in testing the model in this study, we believe that 

it is premature to reject the model at this point. The model should at 

least be given a "fair" chance at succeeding before it is discounted. 

In the domain of research on children's influence, the model devel- 

oped here, which is based, in part, on the theory of hierarchy, has the 

potential to offer a number of useful insights into the phenomenon of 

children's influence. For example, factors that may affect adolescents' 

influence but that have not been previously studied are included, such 

as family type, peerness, household responsibility, and parental coali- 

tion formation. Also, the model incorporates the concepts of parental 

restrictiveness and nurturance, which have been implicated as affecting 

children's influence in previous research (Carlson and Grossbart 1988). 

Moreover, in contrast to much of the past research on children's influ- 

ence, which has tended to be descriptive in nature, the model, as based 

on hierarchy, offers some explanation as to why the included constructs 

should affect influence. The understanding of children' influence is 

enhanced by theoretically based reasoning. 
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In addition to the potential theoretical contributions that the 

model could make to understanding children's influence, a number of 

practical implications could also be derived. If family type is shown 

to affect adolescents' influence in future research, then marketers could 

use family type as a profitable segmentation basis. Segmenting markets 

on the basis of demographic variables, such as family type, is also one 

of the least difficult segmentation strategies to implement. If children 

in single- parent families, for example, have greater influence than 

children in other types of families, perhaps promotional campaigns could 

be directed to these children. Also, if parent- adolescent relations are 

more peerlike in these types of families, an ad might depict this peerness 

to highlight the personal relevance of a given product and increase sales. 

Thus, the model could have practical as well as theoretical relevance. 

In sum, given the potential theoretical and practical contributions 

that the model could make to understanding children's influence, we be- 

lieve that it is a worthwhile idea to pursue in future research. This 

study failed to support the model; however, our results are qualified by 

various methodological limitations. Thus, one primary goal of future 

research should be to address the limitations existing in this study, as 

outlined above, and then evaluate how the model fares. 

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Because a number of methodological limitations were present in this 

study, our results are open to multiple interpretations. The model may 

not have been generally supported because family type and _ the 

socialization factors do not, in actuality, have an effect on adolescents’ 
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influence. However, the failure to support the model could also have been 

due to the limitations outlined above. Thus, there is a need for future 

research to evaluate and clarify whether the theory or the method used 

in the study was responsible for the lack of significant findings. If 

future research that addresses the methodological problems of this study 

is undertaken and the model remains unsupported, there would be increased 

confidence that the model may be an inadequate explanation of adolescents' 

influence. If, however, the model is supported after these problems are 

addressed, there would be some evidence that the reason for our lack of 

significant results was method-related. 

Despite the methodological limitations, this study did indicate some 

interesting questions to address in future research. One fruitful area 

of inquiry would be to further explore how family type is related to the 

socialization variables included in the study. In particular, there is 

a need to further examine how socialization in reconstituted families 

differs from socialization in the other two family types. 

In some instances, the order of means for single-parent and recon- 

stituted families was opposite to that expected (e.g., reconstituted 

families reported that adolescents had greater household responsibility 

and that parents spent less time with teens than was the case for 

single-parent families). Although these results appear to run counter 

to what the theory of hierarchy would suggest, the results do appear to 

be logical (that reconstituted families may have more of a need to dele- 

gate household responsibility than is the case in single-parent families, 

in which parents and children may function more independently, with each 

performing the tasks necessary for their own benefit independently). 
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Similarly, the validity check for authority-role structure tends to 

indicate that family relations may be more hierarchical in reconstituted 

as opposed to intact families. Perhaps because there is greater role 

ambiguity in reconstituted families, family members may fall back on a 

pattern of authoritarianism, in which role statuses and positions are 

known and rigid, as a means of dealing with ambiguity. In short, our 

results tend to suggest that reconstituted families do not fit the theory 

of hierarchy as well as single-parent and intact families do. There may 

be other factors, beyond the number of adults present, operating in the 

case of reconstituted families. Future research should explore what these 

factors might be. Role ambiguity may be one promising avenue. 

Indeed, given that these results generally provided little support 

for the theory of hierarchy, it may be that alternative conceptualizations 

are needed to understand family type's effects on children's influence. 

Perhaps conflict theory could be used as an alternative conceptual 

framework. It may be that the level of conflict in a family, rather than 

family type per se, is related to differences in children's influence. 

There is some evidence to suggest that the level of conflict in the fam- 

ily, rather than family type alone, is responsible for varying child 

outcomes, such as children's self-esteem (Demo and Acock 1988). Thus, 

children's influence may be affected more by the presence of conflict than 

by family type per se. 

In addition, implicit in the theory of hierarchy is the notion of 

length of exposure to status-role models. However, length of exposure 

was not directly assessed in this study. It may be that reconstituted 

families in which remarriage occurred gickly are highly similar to intact 

families whereas reconstituted families in which there was a substantial 
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delay between mariiages are highly similar to single-parent families. In 

short, perhaps there is a need to make finer distinctions within the three 

broad classes of intact reconstituted, andsingle-parent families. this 

issue should be explored in the future. 

Another avenue for future research would be to more thoroughly ex- 

plore the role of parent's education and teen's age in understanding 

children's influence, particularly influence in family, high- and low- 

financial-risk types of decisions. Indeed, in the case of family-related, 

high-financial-risk decisions, these two variables were found to be 

stronger predictors of influence than the study variables. Perhaps better 

educated parents rely more on modeling, and less on giving children "hands 

on" experience, in socializing children into consumer roles. Why older 

children appear to have more influence than younger children would also 

be an interesting question to explore in the future. Specifically, are 

differences in influence due to age- related maturation, differences in 

knowledge acquisition or experience, or to some other factor? 

The result that parent's education and teen's age appear to be re- 

lated to influence in family-related decisions but not to influence in 

teen-related decisions is also an interesting direction for future re- 

search. Perhaps better educated parents have stronger views about ap- 

propriate domains for adolescents' influence (e.g., that children should 

not be involved in family- related purchase decisions) and, therefore, 

seek to limit adolescents’ influence in these types of decisions (perhaps 

through forming coalitions with each other, at least in the high- 

financial-risk case). 

There was also some evidence in this study, however, that adoles- 

cents’ influence in family, high-financial-risk decisions may not be 
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substantively important. In this study, both parent and teen respondents 

reported that adolescents had little or no influence in these types of 

decisions. Whether this result reflected the particular products in- 

cluded or tends to hold across relatively expensive products for the 

family should be explored in future studies. If other studies demonstrate 

similar results, then researchers may wish to focus on understanding ad- 

olescents' influence in other types of purchase decisions. 

With regard to household responsibility, our results also seem to 

Suggest that there is a negative, rather than a positive, relationship 

between household responsibility and adolescents’ influence, especially 

for teen products. Why this would be the case, however, is unclear. 

Perhaps parents who give teens less household responsibility are more 

indulgent and, therefore, very receptive to children's influencing pur- 

chase decisions. There was also some indication in this study that, from 

a behavioral standpoint, household responsibility could be multidimen- 

sional in nature. Perhaps different dimensions of household responsi- 

bility have varied implications for children's influence, in general, and 

across certain product types. This idea should be more thoroughly de- 

veloped and explored in future research. 

This research also tends to suggest that, at least for parents, 

parental coalition formation, a concept that has not been previously 

studied, is a relatively important predictor of children's influence in 

purchase decisions for expensive products, but not for influence in de- 

cisions for inexpensive products. There seems to be some notion of im- 

portance or involvement underlying the formation of coalitions, with 

increasing involvement perhaps increasing the likelihood that coalitions 

will be formed. This idea should be further investigated in the future. 
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Finally, this research indicates that parents and teens, in most 

instances, differ in their perceptions of the factors affecting chil- 

dren's influence. Results suggest that parents may tend to concentrate 

on more positive aspects of parent-teen relationships and that teens may 

tend to concentrate on more negative aspects. If so, future studies may 

wish to take this factor into account when testing for differences among 

family members' perceptions of influence. 

SUMMARY 

In conclusion, this research sought to investigate the effects of 

family type and socialization factors on adolescents’ influence. The 

theory of hierarchy was used to explain family type and socialization 

effects on influence. 

Data from a convenience sample of parents and teens was used to test 

the model. In general, the model was not supported in either sample. 

However, because of the methodological limitations associated with this 

study, the reason for the failure to find significant effects is not 

clear. The lack of support could have been due to a theoretical defi- 

ciency or to a methodological flaw. Clearly, there is a need to conduct 

further research to evaluate which alternative is more probable. 

In short, this dissertation presented an intuitively appealing model 

of adolescents' influence. However, the actual testing of the model was 

subject to a number of methodological limitations. There were problems 

with construct validity (particularly for the dependent variables), low 

power, and nonresponse bias, among others. These issues must be addressed 

in future research before we can draw meaningful conclusions about the 
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model (and the theory of hierarchy which underlies it) and children's 

influence. 
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,
 

l
e
e
,
 

& 
H
a
l
l
 

(
1
9
9
1
)
 

M
e
h
r
o
t
r
a
 

& 
T
o
r
g
e
s
 

(
1
9
7
7
)
 

M
o
s
c
h
i
s
 

& 
M
i
t
c
h
e
l
l
 

(
1
9
8
6
)
 

N
e
l
s
o
n
 

(
1
9
7
8
)
 

R
o
b
e
r
t
s
 

et. 
al. 

(
1
9
8
1
)
 

S
z
y
b
i
l
l
o
 

& 
S
o
s
a
n
i
e
 

(
1
9
7
7
)
 

W
a
r
d
 

& 
W
a
c
k
m
a
n
 

(
1
9
7
2
)
 

s
a
m
e
 

as 
1
9
8
8
 

ref. 

v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

a
p
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
,
 

car, 
l
i
f
e
 

i
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e
,
 

f
u
r
n
i
t
u
r
e
,
 

s
a
v
i
n
g
s
,
 

g
r
o
c
e
r
i
e
s
 

family 
m
a
j
o
r
-
h
o
u
s
e
,
 

c
a
r
,
 

s
t
e
r
e
o
,
 

TV, 
v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

m
i
n
o
r
-
 
t
o
o
t
h
p
a
s
t
e
,
 

k
e
t
c
h
u
p
,
 

s
h
a
m
p
o
o
,
 

c
e
r
e
a
l
,
 

s
o
f
t
 

d
r
i
n
k
s
,
 

j
u
i
c
e
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

m
a
j
o
r
-
 

w
a
l
k
m
a
n
,
 

b
i
k
e
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

m
i
n
o
r
-
c
l
o
t
h
e
s
,
 

s
h
o
e
s
,
 

c
a
l
c
u
l
a
t
o
r
,
 

m
o
v
i
e
 

c
e
r
e
a
l
,
 

r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
 

& 
s
h
o
e
s
,
 

c
h
i
p
s
,
 

s
o
f
t
 

d
r
i
n
k
s
 

s
o
f
t
 

d
r
i
n
k
s
,
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
u
p
p
l
i
e
s
,
 

car 
r
e
p
a
i
r
,
 

a
p
p
l
i
a
n
c
e
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
-
 

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
,
 

r
e
c
o
r
d
s
,
 

g
r
o
o
m
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
/
p
e
t
 

f
o
o
d
s
 

gums 
c
l
o
t
h
i
n
g
/
c
e
r
e
a
l
/
 

cookies; 
snacks 

r
e
s
t
u
a
r
a
n
t
,
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

t
r
i
p
 

r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
 

f
o
o
d
s
,
 

less 
r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
 

f
o
o
d
s
,
 

chi 
l
d
-
d
u
r
a
b
l
e
s
,
 

t
o
i
l
e
t
r
i
e
s
 
,
o
t
h
e
r
 

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
,
 

general 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
’
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
p
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
 

of 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 

y
i
e
l
d
i
n
g
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
’
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

s
t
a
g
e
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

a
t
t
e
m
p
t
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
p
 

t
-
o
r
 i
e
n
t
e
d
 

c
h
i
l
d
’
s
 

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
-
i
n
c
o
m
e
,
 

b
i
r
t
h
 

s
t
a
t
u
s
,
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

g
r
a
d
e
s
,
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
’
 

l
o
v
e
 

and 
c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
 

in 
c
h
i
l
d
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
,
 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
,
 

d
e
m
o
g
r
a
p
h
i
c
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

power 
bases 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
,
 

AIO 
v
a
r
s
.
»
 

m
e
d
i
a
 

u
s
a
g
e
 

c
o
n
c
e
p
t
-
 

&% 
s
o
c
i
o
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

c
o
m
e
u
n
.
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

age, 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

m
o
n
e
y
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

sex, 

S
E
S
,
 

p
e
e
r
 
c
o
m
m
m
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

stage, 
income, 

family 
size, 

child's 
age 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
’
 

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

s
t
a
g
e
,
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
,
 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

r
e
s
t
r
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
 

on 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

TV 

V
i
e
w
i
n
g
,
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
’
 

time 
s
p
e
n
t
 

w
/
T
V
,
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
’
 

adv. 
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
,
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
'
 

ad 
r
e
c
a
l
l
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

age 
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e
w
e
 
m
e
m
e
 
e
e
 
e
e
e
 
e
e
e
 
e
e
e
 

A
t
k
i
n
 

(
1
9
7
8
)
 

B
e
l
c
h
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
5
)
 

B
e
r
e
y
 

& 
P
o
l
l
a
y
 

(
1
9
6
8
)
 

B
r
o
d
y
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
1
)
 

B
u
r
n
s
 

a
n
d
 

G
i
l
l
e
t
t
 

(
1
9
8
7
)
 

C
a
r
l
s
o
n
 

and 
G
r
o
s
s
b
a
r
t
 

(
1
9
8
8
)
 

C
a
r
l
s
o
n
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
9
0
)
 

D
a
r
l
e
y
 

& 
Lim 

(
1
9
8
6
)
 

F
o
x
m
a
n
 

& 
T
a
n
s
u
h
a
j
 

(
1
9
8
8
)
 

TABLE 
1 

(cont. 
) 

R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H
 

ON 
C
H
I
L
O
R
E
N
'
S
 

I
N
F
L
U
E
N
C
E
 

R
E
S
U
L
T
S
 

e
e
 
e
e
 
e
e
 
ae 

e
e
 

me 
ee 

are 
me ee 

ee 
ae 

eee 
e
m
 

ce 
ee 

re 
a 

ee 
ee e

e
 
e
e
 

te e
e
 
Oe 
e
c
 
e
e
e
 

ome 
Oe 

e
e
 

we 
e
e
 

es oe 
ce 
e
o
 

me 
e
e
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

r
e
f
u
s
e
 

y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

r
e
u
e
s
t
s
 

more 
than 

o
l
d
e
r
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

is 
g
r
e
a
t
e
s
t
 

for 
c
e
r
e
a
l
 

& 
v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
’
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

is 
l
o
w
e
s
t
 

in 
c
h
o
i
c
e
 

stage. 
C
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

l
o
w
e
s
t
 

for 
how 

m
u
c
h
 

& 
w
h
e
r
e
 

for 
car, 

how 
much 

for 
v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

what 
type 

of 
f
u
r
n
i
t
u
r
e
,
 

w
h
e
r
e
 

for 
c
e
r
e
a
l
.
 

For 
c
a
r
s
,
 

h
u
s
b
a
n
d
 

& 
c
h
i
l
d
 
d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
all 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
.
 

For 
v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 

h
u
s
b
a
n
d
 

& 
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
w
h
e
r
e
,
 

how 
much 

time 
& 

w
h
e
r
e
 

to 
stay 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
.
 

For 
c
e
r
e
a
l
,
 

h
u
s
b
a
n
d
 

& 
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
what 

size, 
where 

8 
when 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
.
 

For 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
t
i
o
n
,
 

h
u
s
b
a
n
d
 

% 
c
h
i
l
d
 
d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
TV 

& 
over 

f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
f
u
r
n
i
t
u
r
e
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

b
e
l
i
e
v
e
 

they 
have 

more 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
their 

f
a
t
h
e
r
s
 

think 
they 

dos 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

b
e
l
i
e
v
e
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
s
 

have 
m
o
r
e
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
f
a
t
h
e
r
s
 

think 
they 

t
h
e
a
s
e
l
v
e
s
 

have. 

The 
more 

c
h
i
l
d
-
c
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
 

the 
m
o
t
h
e
r
,
 

the 
less 

she's 
l
i
k
e
l
y
 

to 
p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

f
a
v
o
r
i
t
e
 

c
e
r
e
a
l
.
 

The 
h
i
g
h
e
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

b
r
a
n
d
 

r
e
c
a
l
l
,
 

the 
more 

l
i
k
e
l
y
 

she 
is 

to 
buy 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

f
a
v
o
r
i
t
e
 

c
e
r
e
a
l
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

e
x
p
o
s
e
d
 

to 
ads 

made 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

a
t
t
e
m
p
t
s
 

than 
those 

not 
e
x
p
o
s
e
d
 

to 
ads. 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
e
d
 

more 
a
d
v
e
r
t
i
s
e
d
 

b
r
a
n
d
s
 

u
n
d
e
r
 

c
o
v
i
e
w
i
n
g
 

c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
 

than 
c
h
i
l
d
 

v
i
e
w
i
n
g
 

a
l
o
n
e
 

or 
no 

ad 
c
o
n
d
i
 
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

S
o
c
i
o
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 
c
o
m
m
m
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
e
m
t
 

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

a
f
f
e
c
t
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
 

p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.
 

C
o
n
c
e
p
t
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 

c
o
m
m
u
n
.
 

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
e
m
n
t
 

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

a
f
f
e
c
t
s
 

p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
 

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.
 

No 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 

in 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
 

a
u
t
o
n
o
m
y
 

f
o
u
n
d
 

on 
the 

b
a
s
i
s
 

of 
p
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 

style. 
For 

“ 
c
o
n
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
 

c
o
m
e
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

was 
g
r
e
a
t
e
s
t
 

for 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
a
t
i
v
e
,
 

p
e
r
m
i
s
s
i
v
e
,
 

and 
r
i
g
i
d
-
 

c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
i
n
g
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
,
 

and 
less 

for 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
a
r
i
a
n
 

and 
n
e
g
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
,
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 

y
i
e
l
d
i
n
g
,
 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
 

i
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e
 

were 
h
i
g
h
e
r
 

w
i
t
h
 

p
l
u
r
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

and 
c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
a
l
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

then 
they 

were 
w
i
t
h
 

l
a
i
s
s
e
z
-
f
a
i
r
e
 

and 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
.
 

For 
m
o
v
i
e
s
,
 

e
x
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

LOC 
p
e
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
 

more 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
i
n
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

LOC. 
S
i
n
g
l
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
 

more 
c
h
i
l
d
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
w
h
e
r
e
 

than 
d
u
a
l
-
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.
 

O
l
d
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
c
e
 

for 
w
h
e
n
 

& 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 

info 
than 

y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

For 
o
u
t
i
n
g
,
 

o
l
d
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
.
 

O
l
d
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
how 

m
u
c
h
 

than 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
.
 

E
x
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

LOC 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
 

more 
c
h
i
l
d
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 

info 
than 

a
n
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

LOC. 
For 

s
p
o
r
t
s
,
 

o
l
d
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
w
h
e
n
,
 

what 
type, 

how 
much, 

info 
g
a
t
h
e
r
i
n
g
,
 

and 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 

info 
than 

y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

LOC 
s
i
n
g
l
e
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
 

less 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
all 

s
u
b
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

e
x
c
e
p
t
 

w
h
e
r
e
 

than 
i
n
t
e
r
n
a
l
 

d
u
a
l
s
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
c
h
i
l
d
 

than 
f
a
m
i
l
y
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
.
 

The 
more 

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

t
o
o
t
h
p
a
s
t
e
 

is 
to 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
,
 

the 
less 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have. 
The 

more 
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

is 
c
a
b
l
e
 

TV, 
the 

more 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
 

has. 
M
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

& 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

r
e
c
o
r
d
s
,
 

c
l
o
t
h
e
s
,
 

m
a
g
a
z
i
n
e
,
 

& 
bike, 

f
u
r
n
i
t
u
r
e
,
 

g
r
o
c
e
r
i
e
s
 

& 
f
a
m
i
l
y
 

t
o
o
t
h
p
a
s
t
e
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

r
a
t
e
d
 

their 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

as 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
 

to 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

than 
did 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
.
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F
o
x
m
a
n
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
9
a
)
 

F
o
x
m
a
n
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
9
%
b
 ) 

J
e
n
k
i
n
s
 

(
1
9
7
9
)
 

K
i
m
,
 

L
e
e
s
 

a
n
d
 

H
a
l
l
 

(
1
9
9
1
)
 

M
e
h
r
o
t
r
a
 

& 
T
o
r
g
e
s
 

(
1
9
7
7
)
 

M
o
s
c
h
i
s
 

& 
M
i
t
c
h
e
l
l
 

(
1
9
8
6
)
 

N
e
l
s
o
n
 

(
1
9
7
8
)
 

R
o
b
e
r
t
s
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
1
)
 

S
z
y
b
i
l
l
o
 

& 
S
o
s
a
n
i
e
 

(
1
9
7
7
)
 

W
a
r
d
 

& 
W
a
c
k
m
a
n
 

(
1
9
7
2
)
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

had 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
,
 

p
a
i
y
i
n
g
 
a
t
t
e
n
t
i
o
n
 

to 
new 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

and 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 

best 
buy. 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

do 
not 

get 
to 

s
u
g
g
e
s
t
 

p
r
i
c
e
 

range. 
Family 

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
d
 

over 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

dress 
c
l
o
t
h
e
s
 

& 
tooth-pastes; 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
 

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s
 

as 
h
a
v
i
n
g
 

more 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
do 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.
 

The 
older 

the 
father 

& 
the 

more 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

the 
less 

d
i
v
e
r
g
e
n
c
e
 

in 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

The 
larger 

the 
family 

& 
the 

more 
the 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

w
o
r
k
s
,
 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
u
a
l
 

d
i
v
e
r
g
e
n
c
e
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 

as 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

p
o
s
s
e
s
s
e
d
 

more 
income 

and 
made 

b
e
t
t
e
r
 

g
r
a
d
e
s
.
 

For 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

who 
made 

b
e
t
t
e
r
 

grades 
and 

in 
whom 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

had 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
those 

m
a
k
i
n
g
 

worse 
g
r
a
d
e
s
 

and 
in 

whom 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

had 
less 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
.
 

B
i
r
t
h
 

s
t
a
t
u
s
 

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
 

had 
no 

e
f
f
e
c
t
 

on 
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
 

or 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

for 
all 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

e
x
c
e
p
t
 

v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

is 
l
o
w
e
s
t
 

for 
how 

much, 
w
h
e
r
e
 

to 
stay 

and 
t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
 

mode. 

No 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 

in 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
’
s
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
s
 

of 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
'
 

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
s
 

of 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

were 
found 

on 
the 

basis 
of 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

power 
bases. 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

was 
g
r
e
a
t
e
s
t
 

for 
in 

m
i
n
o
r
-
c
h
i
l
d
 

items, 
f
o
l
l
o
w
e
d
 

by 
c
h
i
l
d
-
m
a
j
o
r
,
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
-
m
a
j
o
r
 > 

f
a
m
i
l
y
-
m
i
n
o
r
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
.
 

Y
i
e
l
d
i
n
g
 

v
a
r
i
e
s
 

by 
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
 

type. 

The 
more 

s
o
c
i
o
-
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
 

the 
f
a
m
i
l
y
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 

the 
less 

is 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
the 

s
t
a
g
e
s
 

of 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 

and 
c
h
o
i
c
e
.
 

The 
more 

c
h
i
l
d
 

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
 

with 
p
e
e
r
s
,
 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
all 

s
t
a
g
e
s
 

but 
c
h
o
i
c
e
.
 

The 
older 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
,
 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

the 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
all 

s
t
a
g
e
s
.
 

T
h
e
 

m
o
r
e
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

e
a
r
n
e
d
 

by 
c
h
i
l
d
,
 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

the 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
c
h
o
i
c
e
.
 

F
e
m
a
l
e
s
 

h
a
v
e
 

more 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

than 
m
a
l
e
s
 

a
c
r
o
s
s
 

all 
stages. 

The 
higher 

the 
SES, 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
t
i
o
n
.
 

Y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
less 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

than 
older. 

Older 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
less 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

than 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

only 
for 

c
h
o
i
c
e
 

and 
how 

much. 
The 

g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

the 
income, 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

in 
c
h
o
o
s
i
n
g
 

type 
and 

b
r
a
n
d
 

of 
r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
.
 

The 
larger 

the 
family,» 

the 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 

in 
p
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 

info, 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 

type 
and 

brand. 
C
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

is 
g
r
e
a
t
e
s
t
 

for 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

recog. 
& 

s
e
a
r
c
h
,
 

and 
d
e
c
l
i
n
e
s
 

by 
c
h
o
i
c
e
 

stage. 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

have 
less 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

the 
more 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
e
d
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

are 
about 

n
u
t
r
i
t
i
o
n
,
 

and 
f
a
m
i
l
y
 

f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l
 

m
a
t
t
e
r
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

h
a
d
 

l
e
s
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

the 
m
o
r
e
 

t
r
a
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

& 
c
o
n
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
v
e
 

w
e
r
e
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

had 
more 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

in 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
t
i
o
n
 

& 
search 

and 
less 

in 
c
h
o
i
c
e
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

had 
least 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

on 
how 

much 
to 

spend. 

P
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

y
i
e
l
d
 

more 
to 

o
l
d
e
r
 

than 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
s
.
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 

y
i
e
l
d
i
n
g
 

d
e
c
r
e
a
s
e
s
 

as 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
l
a
c
e
 

more 
r
e
s
t
r
i
c
t
i
o
n
s
 

on 
TV 

v
i
e
w
i
n
g
.
 

Y
i
e
l
d
i
n
g
 

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
s
 

as 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

have 
more 

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 

a
d
v
e
r
t
i
s
i
n
g
 

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 

a
n
d
 

as 
t
h
e
y
 

s
p
e
n
d
 

m
o
r
e
 

t
i
m
e
 
w
a
t
c
h
i
n
g
 

TV. 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

a
t
t
e
m
p
t
s
 

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
 

as 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

spend 
more 

time 
w
a
t
c
h
i
n
g
 

TV 
and 

as 
their 

b
r
a
n
d
 

r
e
c
a
l
l
 

i
n
c
r
a
a
s
e
s
.
 

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

is 
g
r
e
a
t
e
s
t
 

for 
r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
 

foods 
and 

d
u
r
a
b
l
e
s
 

for 
c
h
i
l
d
'
s
 

use. 
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A
t
k
i
n
 

£
1
9
7
8
)
 

B
e
l
c
h
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
5
)
 

B
e
r
e
y
 

& 
P
o
l
l
a
y
 

(
1
9
6
8
)
 

B
r
o
d
y
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
8
1
)
 

B
u
r
n
s
 

& 
G
i
l
l
e
t
t
 

(
1
9
8
7
)
 

C
a
r
l
s
o
n
 
,
G
r
o
s
e
s
b
a
r
t
 

(
1
9
8
8
)
 

C
a
r
l
s
o
n
 

et 
al. 

(
1
9
9
0
)
 

D
a
r
l
e
y
 

& 
Lim 

(
1
9
8
6
)
 

F
o
o
m
a
n
 

& 
T
a
n
s
u
h
a
j
 

(
1
9
8
8
 ) 

Foouman 
et 

al. 
(
1
9
8
9
a
)
 

Fooursan 
et 

al. 
(
1
9
8
9
b
 ) 

J
e
n
k
i
n
s
 

(
1
9
7
9
)
 

C
H
I
L
D
R
E
N
'
S
 

I
N
F
L
U
E
N
C
E
:
 

R
E
L
I
A
B
I
L
I
T
Y
,
 

516 
p
a
r
e
n
t
-
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
y
a
d
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

3
-
1
2
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

260 
h
u
s
b
a
n
d
,
 

w
i
f
e
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

t
r
i
a
d
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

over 
13 

yrs. 
l
i
v
i
n
g
 

at 
home 

48 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

& 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
s
 

non- 
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

8-11 
yrs. 

57 
m
o
t
h
e
r
-
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
y
a
d
s
s
 

non- 
r
a
n
d
o
m
s
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

3-5 
yrs. 

123 
f
i
f
t
h
,
 

sixth, 
s
e
v
e
n
t
h
 

& 
e
i
g
h
t
h
 

graders}; 
n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

u
p
p
e
r
-
m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
 

451 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

of 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
 

451 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

of 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
 

106 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

(66% 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
,
 

332% 
f
a
t
h
e
r
s
)
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

1-17 
yrs.3 

m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
 

193 
m
o
t
h
e
r
-
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
y
a
d
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

1
1
-
1
8
 

yrs. 
m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
e
 

161 
h
u
s
b
a
n
d
,
 

w
i
f
e
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

t
r
i
a
d
s
}
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

1
1
-
1
8
 
y
r
s
.
 

m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
 

161 
h
u
s
b
a
n
d
,
 

w
i
f
e
,
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

t
r
i
a
d
s
}
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

1
1
-
1
8
 

yrs.3 
m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
 

105 
m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

c
o
u
p
l
e
s
;
 

non- 
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

1-19 
yrs.5 

m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
;
 

r
e
c
r
u
i
t
e
d
 

by 
m
a
r
k
e
t
i
n
g
 

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 

firm 

T
A
B
L
E
 

2 

M
e
t
h
o
d
 

of 
D
a
t
a
 

C
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
,
 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

survey,» 
c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
,
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
,
 

o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
s
 

c
r
o
s
s
-
 

s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

exper i
m
e
n
t
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 > 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

>» 
c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 > 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
»
 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

>» 
c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

> 
c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 >» 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
»
 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 V
A
L
I
D
I
T
Y
 

A
N
D
 

S
A
M
P
L
E
 

C
H
A
R
A
C
T
E
R
I
S
T
I
C
S
 

R
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
+
 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

c
h
i
-
s
q
.
 

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 

on 
m
o
t
h
e
r
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

x 
i
n
t
e
r
-
 

v
e
w
e
r
}
 

mo 
diff. 

f
o
u
n
d
 

-83 
i
n
t
e
r
-
j
u
d
g
e
 

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

a
l
p
h
a
s
 

from 
.63 

to 
.74 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

a
l
p
h
a
s
 

from 
.56 

to 
.70 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

a
l
p
h
a
s
 

from 
.62 

to 
.84 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

V
a
l
i
d
i
t
y
 

low 

high 

m
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
 

very 
low 

high 

low 

very 
low 

low 

high 

very 
low 
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K
i
m
,
 

L
e
e
,
 

& 
H
a
l
l
 

143 
h
i
g
h
-
s
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
;
 

(1991) 
n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

avg. 
age 

15.9 
y
e
a
r
s
s
 

m
i
d
d
l
e
 

class 
M
e
h
r
o
t
r
a
 

& 
T
o
r
g
e
s
 

1,671 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

11977) 
M
a
r
k
e
t
 

Facts 
mail 

panel 

M
o
s
c
h
i
s
 

& 
M
i
t
c
h
e
l
l
 

161 
m
o
t
h
e
r
-
c
h
i
l
d
 

d
y
a
d
s
;
 

(1986) 
n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

in 
j
u
n
i
o
r
 

& 
s
e
n
i
o
r
 

high 
school 

N
e
l
s
o
n
 

(1978) 
84 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

(1 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
s
 

p
e
r
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
}
;
 

n
o
n
-
 

r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

u
p
p
e
r
-
 

to 
m
i
d
d
l
e
-
 

class 

R
o
b
e
r
t
s
 

et. 
al. 

1,150 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
 

(1981) 
N
e
e
d
h
a
m
,
 

H
a
r
p
e
r
 

& 
S
t
e
e
r
s
 

mail 
panel 

S
z
y
b
i
l
l
o
 

& 
S
o
s
a
n
i
e
 

190 
w
i
v
e
s
,
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

c
h
i
l
d
 

(1977) 
at 

least 
5 

yrs. 
olds 

u
p
p
e
r
-
 

to 
m
i
d
d
l
e
-
c
l
a
s
s
 

W
a
r
d
 

& 
W
a
c
k
m
a
n
 

109 
m
o
t
h
e
r
s
;
 

n
o
n
r
a
n
d
o
m
;
 

(
1
9
7
2
)
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

5
-
1
2
 

y
r
s
.
5
 

u
p
p
e
r
 

& 
m
i
d
d
l
e
 

c
l
a
s
s
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 > 

c
r
o
s
s
~
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 » 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

> 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 » 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 > 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 > 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
,
»
 

c
r
o
s
s
-
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

alphas 
from 

.59 
to 

.87 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

C
r
o
n
b
a
c
h
'
s
 

alpha 
r
a
n
g
e
d
 

f
r
o
m
 

.51 
to 

.76 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

alphas 
from 

.51 
to 

.78 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

not 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 

+NOTE 
: 

R
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 

for 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
 

s
c
a
l
e
s
,
 

when 
known, 

are 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 

in 
Table 

3 
under 

M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
.
 

NOTE 
: 

Very 
Low 

- 
lack 

of 
r
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
;
 

i
n
a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
 

or 
a
b
s
e
n
t
 

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
 

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
s
s
 

no 
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
s
 

Low 
- 

r
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

t
e
s
t
e
d
;
 

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
s
 

p
o
o
r
l
y
 

d
e
f
i
n
e
d
 

OR 
r
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

u
n
t
e
s
t
e
d
;
 

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
s
 

d
e
f
i
n
e
d
 

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
 

- 
r
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

t
e
s
t
e
d
;
 

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
s
 

a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
l
y
 

d
e
f
i
n
e
d
;
 

no 
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
s
,
 

c
o
v
a
r
i
a
t
e
s
,
 

or 
r
a
n
d
o
m
 

a
s
s
i
g
n
m
e
n
t
 

High 
- 

r
e
l
i
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

t
e
s
t
e
d
;
 

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
s
 

w
e
l
l
-
d
e
f
i
n
e
d
s
 

c
o
n
t
r
o
l
s
,
 

r
a
n
d
o
m
 

a
s
s
i
g
n
m
e
n
t
 

used 

very 
low 

m
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
 

very 
low 

low 

very 
low 

low 
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TABLE $3 
CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE: MEASURES AND SCALES 

Independent 
Veriledie(s) 

wer mec ero secon esezoen 

Measures & 
Sceles 

Pew r es Dewees ces crease m ase se ese esses ees eemeneseneuceren 

initiation, response 

Dependent 
Veriable(s) 

parent-child interection 

Source 

AtKin (1976) 

Belch et. al. 
(2965) 

Berey & Polisy 
(1968) 

Bredy et al. 
(1961) 

Burns & Gillett 
€1987) 

Carlson & Gressbert 
(1966) 

Cerison et el. 
(19¢e) 

Derley & Lia 
(1986) 

Foxman 6 Tensuhaj 
(1988) 

Foxumen et. al. 
(19898) 

Foxman et el. 
(19890) 

Jenkins (1979) 

Kis, Lee, & Weil 

(1991) 

Menrotre & Torges 
(1977) 

Moschis & Mitchell 
(1966) 

Nelson (1978) 

Roberts et. al. 
(1986)) 

Szybilio 8&8 Sosanie 
(1977) 

femily meader influence 

purchase of child's 
faverite cereal 

enildren’s influence 
attempts 

no. of sévertised items 
requested 

onild's purchase precess 
participation 

ohild’s censumpt. autonomy 

p-c commun. re consumption 

children's influence 
yielding 
consumption independence 

enilé’s influence 

featly weaber influence 

reletive child‘’s influence 
genera) chile's influence 

relative child's influence 
general child's influence 

enildren's influence 

child percest. ef perent 
perceptions of Influence 

parental yielding 

children’s influence in 
decision staget 

child's involvement 

ehild’s influence 

family meeber influence 

ohild's age (& sex) 5-5, 6-8, 9-12 yrs. 
ses 

product 
decision stage 
subdecisions 

onilld assertive 

mother ohild-centored 

mother's brané recall 

exposure te ads 

socio-eriented commun. 
concept-orient commun. 

parental atyles 

communi. erientstion 

family type 
child's ege fecter 
locus of centre) 
(perents) 

subdecision 

product 
product importance 

commun. environment 

parentel confidence 

product 
subdecisien (vecstion) 

power dases 

product 
AIO veriebles 
media usage 

fealily communication 

peer communication 
demographics 
money child earns 

decision stage 

ehild's ege 
family income 
family size 

mother's attitudes 

middle, working 

@ pt. Likert (lene influence; 6412 the influence); 
reted for each meander for each product in all stages 
and subdecisions 

ereblem recognition, search, choice 
where & when to purchase, how much te spend, style, neke 
and model decisions 

pentry oheck}; summed index (5 pts. fer chile's first 
oheice, 4 pts. for second, 3 pts. for third, 2 pts. 
for other, Ist. subtracted if eut-ef-stock) 

3S pt. Likert (lererely, Sseften) fer 4 components ef 
ecsertiveness (verbal, leadership, persists, initiates) 

3 pt. likert(lerarely, Seoften) for frequency of 
participation in ehild activities 

Summed index (5 pts. fer each of child's brends recelled) 

observed; oN1ld’s independent request for advertised ites 

S conditions (ohiid slene viewed, dyad viewed, control-no eds 

frequency of participation in need receg., store suggestion 
selection (S-st Likert, isnever,S5sall ef the tiae; summed; .7 

b-item, S-pt likert (Clenever,52811 of the time; summed; .65) 
B-item, S-pt Likert (summed; .74) 

yielding, child's payment, end consumption independence 
children's influence, ceshepping, extent @f commun.,concept eri 
multiple and verying indicators 

S-pt Likert (s.asree/s.disegreej;summed over preducts; .84) 
S-pt Likert (very eften/never}; summed ever products; .78) 
S-item scale (enild cheeses/parent chooses; .63) 
median splits en secie- (.56) vs. cencept-orient. (.71) 

5S pt. Likert (lenever influential; Sealmost siweys 
influential) fer 011 peducts and subdecisions 

Single- vs. dual perents 
high, lew 
Rotter’s Internal-Externel LOC Scale; 23 yes-ne itens 
(0-1) Internals, 12-23 externais) 

when & where te ge, hew auch te spand, what type, 
gathering infe., specific inte., initial suggestion 

S pt. Likert (leparents slione, 2*parents more then child, 
Ssequel sey -psrents & child, 6® child more than perents, 
Seonhild alone) fer e11 products 

@ pt. Likert (Clereally iaport.; 6*reelly unimpert.) 

S pt. Cikert (same as in Foxman & Tensuhas) fer products 
S pt. Likert (isstrengly agree, Seatrongly Gisegres) thet 
enild nes influence for 7 activities (suggesting prices, 
stores, brands & products, ce-shopping, learning best buy, 
paying attention te new products) 

same ss 19898 reference 

G-item, S-pt Likert (very eften/never) for beta seelo 
(.60) ond concept-orientation (.62) 

4-item Likert (.64) 

100 pt. constent sum scale (169 pts. allocated between 
huband, wife, child for each product and subdéecision) 

info. collection, whether te take child, how leng to stay, 
when, how to get there, how much to spend, ledging, where 

feted over products w/in each dimension (S-pt Likert, not ta 
seriousiy/teken very seriously; child-maj .86 (2 iteas], 
child-min .77, fam-maj .67; fam-min .80) 

S-pt Likert: slenhas for rewerd, coercive, legitimate, expert 
referent bases were .67,.80,.64,.65, and .59, respectively 

Not Reported 

37 items (1 item arbitrerily selected from each of 37 scales 
what TV shows watched & magazines read 

S pt. Likert Cleparents, 22child, Ssbdoth) summed over srovuc 

§ pt. Likert (lenever, Szvery often); summed over 6 Items 
for both socio- (.53) and concept~oriented (.72) communicat 

S pt. Likert (Clanever, Savery often); & items summed (.76) 
child's ege & sex, SES 

4 ot. Likert (lsnot involved, é2very involved) for husdend, 
chilé@ for a1] products and decision stages 

problem recognition, search, choice, restaurant type & branc 
how much to spend 

age of youngest child (under § yrs., ower 6 yrs.) 

4 pt. Likert (leslmost ell the time, 4=never) for products 
6 pt. Likert (agree to disagree) for 18 ettitude sceles 

7 pt. Likert (Cishusband(H), 2ewife(W), SsH & Ww, 4zchila(C), 
52H & C, 688 EC, 7#H &€ WAC) for all products, stages 
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product 
decision stage 

aubdecisions 

Werd @ Meckaan ohild’s influence sttoapts 
for products 

(1972) parental yielding 
perent-ohils interaction 
mother’s mess 
communication behevier 

sroblem recognition, search, choice 
when, whet type, whet brand, Now much te spend 

@ pt. Likert Cleoften, 4enever)) freqensy of attonpts 

% ylelding 
parent-onild oenflict, restrictions en child's TV views. 
mother's time spent with TV, attitudes towards advertising enc 
e¢ recell 
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Source 

Atiein (1978) 

Beich et al. 
(1985) 

Berey & Pollay 
(1968) 

Brody et al. 
(1961) 

Burns & Gillett 
(1967) 

Carison & 

Grossbart 
(1966) 

Caerison et al. 
(3499) 

Dariey & Lim 
(1986) 

Foxman € 
Tansunhalj (1968) 

Foxman et al. 
(19838) 

Foxman et al. 
(1989b) 

Kim et el. 
(1991) 

Moschis & 
Mitchell (1966) 

Nelson (1978) 

Merrod of 
Ara@.ysis 

cresstabs 

means 

ANOVA (husoend- 
chil¢d disegree) 

Spearman 

correlation 

t-tests 

path enalysis 

ANCOVA 

or MANCOVA 

ANCOVA 

MANOVA (then 

univer iste 
tests) 

ANOVA 

ANOVA 
means 

means 

MANOVA 

stepwise regress. 

MANOVA, 
ANOVA 

eanonical 
corr. analysis 

pertial 
correlations 

frequencies 
Spearman 
correlation 

Taal’ 

CereCREN'S INF. LENTE: 

p-o interaction x sge 

problem recognition 
Tv 

epoliance 
seerch 

appliance 
fucniture 

ehoice 

applisnce 
vacation 
where 

how long 
where to stey 

cereal 
what size 
where 

when 

cnild-centered x purchese 

" xm child essertive 
brand recell x purchase 

influence attempt x cond. 

no. sibs - cancept orient 
socto-orient-surch. part. 
encpt-orient-purch. part. 

BD. style x consump. coma. 

x inélu. 
x yield 
x indep. 

orient. 
orient. 

orient. 

commun. 

commun, 

Commun. 

movie - LOC 

outing = family type 
- 890 

sports - LOC x age 
movie/when - family type 
outing/how much - age 

outing/specific info - LOC 
sports/how much - 898 

" ~ LOC x family 

sports/when - age 
“ ~ LOC x femily 

product u respondent 

respondent x product 

father's age 
no. of children 

mother's work Ars. 

concept-or jented 

comm. envir. x prod. inf. 
comm. envie. x gen. infl. 
6. income x prod. infl. 
C. gredes x prod. inf}. 
ce. grades x gen. infl. 
Parent opin. x gen. infl. 

power beses- “influence” 

problem recognition 
peer commun. 
age 
sex 

SES 
search 
peer commun. 
age 
sex 

alternative evelustion 
Socio- commun. 
peer commun. 
age 
sex 

choice 
soclo- commun, 
age 
child's money 
sex 

2
3
 

t
o
 prob. 

search 
choice 
restaur. 

brand 
" x how much 

family size x search 

"x restaur. type 
x brand 

income x choice 
” x brand 

recog. 

type 

ua 
w
M
 

M
O
M
 

Test 
Statistic 

emi sauere 

F(2,777) © 3.02 

§.61 

3.27 
6.66 

3.49 

7.62 
9.29 

= 6.37 

9.66 
7.88 
4.88 

the #8 -.27 

a .19 
a 169 

t not reported 

p.coeff = -.20 
a -.1§ 
e 419 

not reported 

a
o
n
u
n
u
p
n
e
p
u
n
n
e
a
n
e
a
s
 

~ ~
 

oe
 

A 
W
H
U
N
H
A
H
A
A
N
A
N
A
 

W
a
s
a
 

$84.12 

21.958 

beta © -.42 
es .18 

= .12 
a -.07 

= 39.56 

= 23.55 
2° $3.69 

* 3.71 
« 3.46 
® 15.63 

not reported 

+20 
+20 
-26 
13 

®. cerr. 

s 116 
= .15 
® .27 

s-.13 
2 .16 
« .31 
® .26 

a-.20 
s .26 

+6 

-28 
-22 
+34 
+25 
«26 
25 
20 
-23 
+26 
+26 
+22 

‘01 

05 

01 

01 

01 

02 

0s 

«10 
91 

65 
-10 
05 

02 

105 

-01 
05 
08 

oS 
-6$ 
68 
.68 
-05 
-02 
01 

- 006) 

01 
a 
-91 
oS 

.05 
-o5 
+01 

-05 

-003 
2001 

05 
00) 
01 
05 

«05 
-05 
-05 

-o5 
05 
05 
«05 
-05 
-95 
-05 

ete 

ete 

cannot be determined 
for df) (no info. 

sel 

-.2 
19 
49 

-.16 
-.13 
2) 

-33 
20 
«15 

R square ®# 

7 

-50 

cannot be determined 

ets 

eho 

99 
-07 
02 
-02 
9) 
03 
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Merrsd a6 “est Efsecre 
St.7t8 Ara.ySis Eetoct Sistic P-Velce size 

R@soerts @f. sh irstlace statisties 29% 
e.. LUN aralysis reported 

Szyodiiic & Frequencies 

Sesarie (1977° 

Ward & weceman correiations infl. attemots «x yleld. roof 635 NR ets = .35 
(1972) age x yielding es .20 0) = .20 

infl. attemots x conflict >» .18 95 » .18 
view. restr. « ylelding B- 1.26 0) a-.26 

time w/TV « infl. attempt s .16 65 s 18 
SG recall x infl. sttemet = .26 01 = .26 
time w/TV x yielding = .23 01 = .23 

ad ettitudes x ylelding = 116 05 = .16 
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Table 5 

INITIAL ITEMS FOR CONSTRUCTS 

Parental Nurturance 

(1=not at all, 6=a lot like me; framed for parent) 

have a very warm and loving relationship with my teenager. 

encourage my teenager to talk about his/her feelings. 
rarely joke with my teenager. 
make sure that my teenager knows that I appreciate what 

he/she tries to accomplish. 

do not encourage my teenager to question things. 

express my affection by hugging my teenager. 
find it interesting to be with my teenager for long 

periods of time. 

encourage my teenager to be curious. 
do not spend a lot of time with my teenager. 
do not know what my teenager's hopes are for the future. 
respect my teenger's opinion and encourage him/her to 

express it. 
rarely sit down with my teenager just to talk about life 

in general. 
find it difficult to talk to my teenager. 
trust my teenager to behave as he/she should, even when I 

am not with him/her. 

usually take into account my teenager's preference when 
making plans for the family. 

am always doing things with my teenager. 
rarely listen to what my teenager has to say. 

Parental Restrictiveness 

C1l=not 

I 

I 

*J 

at all, 6=a lot like me; framed for parent) 

teach my teenager that, in one way or another, he/she 
will be punished when he/she does something wrong. 

control my teenager by warning him/her about the bad 
things that can happen to him/her. 

do not care if my teenager says bad things about his/her 
teachers. 

believe that criticism makes my teenager improve. 
let my teenager know how disappointed I am when 

he/she does something wrong. 
want my teenager to make a good impression on others. 
do not try to keep my teenager away from other teenagers 

or families whose ideas and values are different from 
my own. 
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I do not allow my teenager to question my decisions. 
I expect my teenager to follow my rules. 
I do not allow my teenager to get angry with me. 

I scold my teenager when he/she does something I don't like. 

I make sure that my teenager gets his/her homework done. 
*I let my teenager set the rules for his/her own behavior. 
*I do not believe in punishing my teenager. 
*I do not mind it if my teenager questions my authority. 

*In general, I think my teenager should be free to do 
whatever he/she wants. 

If my teenager goes out with friends, I set a clear time for 
when he/she has to be back home. 

*I do not care what time my teenager goes to bed at night. 
I try to control who my teenager spends time with. 
I expect my teenager to let me know where he/she will be 

when he/she goes out with friends. 
*I] do not mind it if my teenager occassionally uses curse 

words. 

Peerness 

(l=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree; parent) 

I often confide in my teenager. 

*T never ask my teenager for advice. 

I consider my teenager and myself to be good friends. 
If I had a problem that affected me personally, I would talk 

about it with my teenager. 

*I do not rely on my teenager to help me make decisions 
concerning myself. 

My teenager understands me better than most people do. 
*I would never tell my teenager about the things that concern 

me personally. 
My teenager knows my secrets. 

Child's Household Responsibility 

(l=strongly disagree, S=strongly agree; parent) 

*My teenager does not have a lot of family responsibility. 

I expect my teenager to help manage the household. 
*My teenager does not play an important role in managing the 

family. 
My teenager has more family responsibility than most people 

his/her age. 
If circumstances were different, I would give my teenager 

less family responsibility. 
*] would like to give my teenager more family-related duties. 
*My teenager does not do a lot of household work. 

I sometimes worry that my teenager has to do too much for 
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our family. 

My teenager has not had much time just to be young and enjoy 

life. 

Parental Coalitions 

(1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree; parent) 

My (ex)spouse and I work together in directing the 
children's lives. 

I uphold the decisions my (ex)spouse makes regarding the 
children. 

*My (ex)spouse is not actively involved in decisions 

concerning the children. 
My (ex)spouse and I present a united front to the children. 

If there is some disagreement between parents and children, 
my (ex)spouse and I support each other. 

*My (ex)spouse and I frequently disagree over issues 
concerning the children. 

Authority-Role Structure 

(l=strongly disagree, S5=strongly agree; parent) 

In our family, there is a clear difference between parent(s) 

and children as to who has the most power. 
*In general, I consider my children and myself to be equals. 

In comparing myself with my teenager, I am the boss. 
*Parent(s) and children have equal status in our family. 
*Our family is democratic when we make decisions. 

I have a lot of power over my teenager. 
*My teenager has a lot of influence over me. 

*NOTE--Starred items are reverse scaled. 
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TABLE 6 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION 

I encourage my teenager to talk about his/her feelings. 
I make sure that my teenager Knows that I appreciate what he/she tries to accomplish. 
I do not Know what my teenager's hopes are for the future.* 

I respect my teenger's opinion and encourage him/her to express it. 
I find it difficult to talk to my teenager .* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 91 .72 81 
Number of factors 1 2 1 
Z variance explained 74.1 72.8 58.0 
Mean 5.23 4.51 4.89 

Standard deviation 697 1.023 930 
Minimum 3.60 2.80 2.80 

Maximum 6 6 6 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point Likert-type 
scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred items are reverse-scaled. 
Factors were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average values 
for all items. 
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TABLE 7 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

SPENDING TIME WITH TEENAGER 

I find it interesting to be with my teenager for long periods of time. 
I do not spend a lot of time with my teenager .* 
I rarely sit down with my teenager just to talk about 
I am always doing things with my teenager. 

life in general. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 89 -89 
Number of factors 1 1 
% variance explained 74.5 74.5 
Mean 4. 64 4.64 

Standard deviation 1.168 1.168 
Minimum 2.25 2.25 
Max imusn 6 6 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point Likert-type 
scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred items are reverse-scaled. 
No results are reported for teens because one of the scale items was 
inadvertently omitted on the teen's survey. Factors were rotated using 
varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 
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TABLE 8 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

RESTRICTING TEENAGER'S BEHAVIOR 

do not care if my teenager says bad things about his/her teachers. 
make sure that my teenager gets his/her homework done. 
do not care what time my teenager goes to bed at night.* 
do not mind it if my teenager occassionally uses curse words.* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha .83 30 .70 
Number of factors 1 2 1 
Z% variance explained 66.0 68.2 53.1 
Mean 4.93 3.56 4.25 

Standard deviation .894 964 1.151 
Minimum 3 1.75 1.75 

Maximum 6 5.75 6 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point Likert-type 
scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred items are reverse-scaled. 
Factors were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average values 
for all items. 
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TABLE 9 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

EMPHASIZING PARENTAL AUTHORITY IN COMMUNICATION 

I believe that criticism makes my teenager improve. 
I do not allow my teenager to get angry with me. 
I scold my teenager when he/she does something I don't like. 
I do not mind it if my teenager questions my authority. * 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 74 56 -61 
Number of factors 1 2 2 

Z variance explained 56.0 79.8 78.4 
Mean 3.31 3.80 3.56 

Standard deviation 931 1.141 1.060 
Minimun 1.25 1.75 1.25 
Maximum 5 6 6 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point Likert-type 
scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred items are reverse-scaled. 

Factors were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average values 
for all items. 
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TABLE 10 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

PEERNESS 

I often confide in my teenager. 
I never ask my teenager for advice.* 

I consider my teenager and myself to be good friends. 
If I had a problem that affected me personally,» I would talk about it with my teenager 
I do not rely on my teenager to help me make decisions concerning myself .* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 86 -80 82 
Number of factors 1 2 1 

Z variance explained 64.4 76.7 58.1 
Mean 3.38 3.23 3.31 

Standard deviation . 784 778 . 785 
Minimum 2.00 1.20 1.20 
Maximum 4.40 4.60 6 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point Likert 
scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 
varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 

279



TABLE il 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

ADOLESCENTS' HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY 

My teenager does not have a lot of family responsibility. 
I expect my teenager to help manage the household. 
I would like to give my teenager more family-related duties. 
My teenager does not do a lot of household work. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 72 -40 -60 

Number of factors 1 2 1 
% variance explained 54.5 74.9 47.1 
Mean 2.96 3.40 3.17 
Standard deviation .776 -714¢ .772 

Minimum 1.50 2.00 1.50 
Maximum 4.25 4.50 4.5 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed 

scales. Starred 
varimax rotation. 

3 deleted, alpha 

for parents and were rated on five-point Likert 
items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 

Means are average values for all items. With item 
for the combined responses is .66. 
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TABLE 12 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

PARENTAL COALITIONS 

My (ex)spouse and I work together in directing the children's lives. 
I uphold the decisions my (ex)spouse makes regarding the children. 
My (ex)spouse is not actively involved in decisions concerning the children. 
My (ex)spouse and I present a united front to the children. 
If there is some disagreement between parents and children, my (ex )spouse 

and I support each other. 
My (ex)spouse and I frequently disagree over issues concerning the children. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 93 - 56 85 

Number of factors 1 3 2 

“4 variance explained 75.9 72.2 66.9 
Mean 3.79 3.19 3.49 

Standard deviation 1.025 -609 .888 

Minimum 1.17 1.33 1.17 

Max imum 5 4.33 5 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point Likert 
scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 
varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 
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TABLE 13 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

AUTHORITY-ROLE STRUCTURE 

In general, I consider my teenager and myself to be equals.* 
In comparing myself with my teenager, I am the boss. 
Parent(s) and children have equal status in our family.* 

My teeanager has a lot of influence over me.* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha 72 -45 54 
Number of factors 1 1 2 

Z variance explained 55.0 55.3 73.6 
Mean 3.53 3.50 3.52 

Standard deviation -659 -673 -659 

Minimum 2 2 2 
Maximum 5 5 5 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point Likert 
scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 
varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. With item 
4 deleted, alpha for the combined responses is .72. 
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TABLE 14 

MEASURES AND SCALE PROPERTIES FROM PRETEST SAMPLES 

I sometimes feel resentful when I do not get my way.* 
My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out. 

SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 

On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I 
thought too little of my ability. 

There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. * 
There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in 

authority though I Knew they were right.* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS COMBINED 

Alpha -71 33 -59 

Number of factors 1 3 2 
% variance explained 45.5 81.3 61.7 
Mean 1.52 1.70 1.61 

Standard deviation 337 -221 -297 

Minimum 1 1 1 
Max imum 2 2 2 

  

NOTE .--Items were rated as true or false. Starred items are reverse-scaled. 
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Table 15 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

FAMILY PRODUCTS--HIGH FINANCIAL RISK {FAMHI ) 

family car, living-room furniture, microwave, television 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 72 145 
Alpha 74 .67 
Number of factors 1 1 
% variance explained 56.5 51.0 
Mean -68 1.14 
Standard deviation -861 - 944 

Minimum 0 0 
Maximum 3.5 3.75 

Kurtosis 2.164 -.293 
Skewness 1.620 -630 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) 003 .037 

  

NOTE .--Products were rated on seven-point Likert-type scales (0 = 
parent(s) decided alones 6 = teen decided alone). Factors 

were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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Table 16 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

TEEN PRODUCTS--HIGH FINANCIAL RISK (TEENHT ) 

electronic game, bike, stereo 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 55 117 
Alpha -68 71 

Number of factors 1 1 
% variance explained 61.2 63.6 
Mean 4.20 4.97 

Standard deviation 1.485 1.233 

Minimum 1 33 

Maximum 6 6 
Kurtosis -.701 1.976 
Skewness -.567 -1.415 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) -222 .000 

  

NOTE .--Products were rated on seven-point Likert-type scales (0 
parent(s) decided alone; 6 = teen decided alone). Factors 
were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normalitys significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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Table 17 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

FAMILY PRODUCTS--LOW FINANCIAL RISK (FAMLO) 

breakfast cereal, soft drinks, snack foods 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 80 164 

Alpha .70 64 
Number of factors 1 1 

4% variance explained 63.0 58.0 
Mean 3.83 4.33 

Standard deviation 1.376 1.292 
Minimum 0 0 
Maximurn 6 6 

Kurtosis -.369 444 
Skewness -.121 -.724 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) . 248 .018 

  

NOTE .--Products were rated on seven-point Likert-type scales (0 
parent(s) decided alones 6 = teen decided alone). Factors 
were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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Table 18 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

TEEN PRODUCTS--LOW FINANCIAL RISK (TEENLO) 

school supplies, deodorant, movie, perfume or cologne 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 83 165 
Alpha 67 -52 
Number of factors 1 1 

“4 variance explained 50.7 41.3 
Mean 4.77 5.48 

Standard deviation 1.086 745 
Minimum 2 1.75 

Max imum 6 6 
Kurtosis ~.326 3.968 

Skewness -.764 -1.847 
K-S goodness of fit (p=) 023 .000 

  

NOTE .--Products were rated on seven-point Likert-type scales (0 = 
parent(s) decided alone; 6 = teen decided alone). Factors 
were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ALL PRODUCT ITEMS--PARENTS 

TABLE 19 

  

  

  

PROOUCT FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 

BIKE -80807 
STEREO -80416 
GAME - 63499 34349 

PERFUME - 86700 
MOVIE » 72783 
DEODORANT -67327 
TELEVISION -40118 ~.43864 - 42636 37305 

FURNITURE -83101 
CAR 77676 
MICROWAVE -69733 - 37006 

CEREAL - 91232 
SNACKS -69378 
S. SUPPLIES 43371 - 35495 47467 
DRINKS . 38081 - 30316 -47284 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ALL PRODUCT ITEMS--TEENS 

TABLE 20 

  

  

  

PRODUCT FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 

STEREO 70722 
PERFUME -69077 
MOVIE - 60528 
GAME -59021 
BIKE »-53200 -46499 
DEODORANT -49992 + 46294 

MICROWAVE -80559 
TELEVISION - 79922 
FURNITURE «714943 33191 
CAR - 52042 

DRINKS - 79488 
CEREAL - 68335 . 30070 
SNACKS 37621 - 50229 -.35176 

S. SUPPLIES - 80352 
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Table 21 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

BEHAVIORAL MEASURE OF ADOLESCENTS' HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY (RESBEH) 

Frequency of performing tasks of (1) cooking dinner, (2) planning family's meals, 
and (3) making out the grocery list. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 86 162 

Alpha 75 72 
Number of factors 1 1 
Z variance explained 67.3 64.3 
Mean 2.24 2.22 

Standard deviation - 796 -813 

Minimum 1 1 
Maximum 4G 4 

Kur tosis -.563 -1.088 

Skewness ~251 .033 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) 2481 -005 

  

NOTE.--Items were rated on four-point Likert-type scales (1 = 
nevers 4 = very often). Factors were rotated using varimax 
rotation. Means are average values for all items. K-S 
represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for fit to normality; 
significant p-values indicate non-normality. 
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Table 22 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

PEERNESS (PEER) 

I often confide in my teenager. 
I consider my teenager and myself to be good friends. 
If I had a problem that affected me personally, I would talk about it with my teenager. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 86 171 

Alpha 75 73 
Number of factors 1 1 

Z variance explained 67.0 65.2 

Mean 3.65 3.44 

Standard deviation 794 -938 

Minimum 1.33 1 
Maximum 5 5 

Kurtosis 639 -.002 
Skewness -.795 -,.569 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) .027 .006 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point 
Likert scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Factors 
were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normalitys significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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Table 23 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

ADOLESCENTS' HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY (HRESP ) 

My teenager does not have a lot of family responsibility. 
My teenager does not do a lot of household work. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 85 173 

Item correlation -4649 . 3668 
Mean 3.05 3.26 

Standard deviation -972 1.341 
Minimum 1 1 

Maximum 5 5 
Kur tosis -.962 -.917 

Skewness -.086 -.003 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) .035 O11 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point 
Likert scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Item 
correlations are significant at .01 level. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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Table 24¢ 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

PARENTAL COALITIONS (PCOAL) 

My (ex )spouse and I work together in directing the children's lives. 
I uphold the decisions my (ex)spouse makes regarding the children. 
My (ex)spouse is not actively involved in decisions concerning 

the children.* 

My (ex)spouse and I present a united front to the children. 
If there is some disagreement between parents and children, 

my (ex)spouse and I support each other. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 79 156 

Alpha 84 74 
Number of factors 1 1 
% variance explained 60.6 49.5 
Mean 3.35 2.94 

Standard deviation 863 .812 
Minimum 1 1 

Maximum 5 5 

Kurtosis .137 -099 

Skewness 417 157 
K-S goodness of fit (p=) 238 .333 

  

NOTE .--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point 
Likert scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. 

were rotated using varimax rotation. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 

Factors 

293



Table 25 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

RESTRICTING TEENAGER'S BEHAVIOR CRESTRICT) 

I do not care if my teenager says bad things about his/her teachers. 
I do not care what time my teenager goes to bed at night. 
I do not mind it if my teenager occassionally uses curse words.* 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 82 170 
Alpha 73 64 
Number of factors 1 1 
% variance explained 65.4 57.8 
Mean &.78 3.90 

Standard deviation 1.133 1.341 
Minimum 1.67 1 

Maximum 6 6 
Kurtosis 2.247 -.738 

Skewness -1.403 -.355 
K-S goodness of fit (p=) 025 .021 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point 
Likert-type scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred 
items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 

varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 
K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for fit to normality; 
significant p-values indicate non-normality. 
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Table 26 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION (VERBAL ) 

I encourage my teenager to talk about his/her feelings. 
I make sure that my teenager Knows that I appreciate what 

he/she tries to accomplish. 
I respect my teenger's opinion and encourage him/her to express it. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 85 175 

Alpha 74 -69 
Number of factors 1 1 
Z variance explained 65.5 61.5 
Mean 4.89 4.26 

Standard deviation -925 1.206 

Minima 1 1 
Maximum 6 6 

Kurtosis 1.487 -.042 
Skewness -1.149 -.654 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) .007 .005 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point 
Likert-type scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred 
items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 
varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 
K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for fit to normalitys 

significant p-values indicate non-normality. 
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Table 27 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

SPENDING TIME WITH TEENAGER (TIME) 

I find it interesting to be with my teenager for long periods of time. 
I do not spend a lot of time with my teenager. 
I am always doing things with my teenager. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 83 176 

Alpha 71 .68 
Number of factors 1 1 
Z variance explained 63.5 61.4 
Mean 4.38 3.92 

Standard deviation 996 1.281 
Minimum 2 1 

Maximum 6 6 
Kurtosis ~.338 ~.516 

Skewness ~.376 -.237 
K-S goodness of fit (p=) 302 179 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on six-point 
Likert-type scales (not at all/a lot like me). Starred 
items are reverse-scaled. Factors were rotated using 

varimax rotation. Means are average values for all items. 
K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for fit to normality; 
Significant p-values indicate non-normality. 
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TABLE 31 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ALL CONSTRUCT ITEMS--TEENS 

  

  

  

ITEM FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 

TIME] -81971 
VERBAL3 - 74683 
VERBAL1 - 67546 
PEER1 - 66546 
TIME3 - 66060 -32214 
PEERS -65149 
PEER2 63344 
VERBAL2 -49677 

PCOALS5 - 76378 
PCOAL¢ + 74504 
PCOAL1 -67318 -48990 
PCOAL3 -66103 

HRESP1 -66966 
RESTRICTS - 64092 -.37409 
RESTRICT2 - 62087 
HRESP2 37375 -53127 

PCOAL2 - 69542 
TIME2 -40550 -69000 
RESTRICT1 -49609 -59510 

AUTHOR2 ~. 30649 - 77504 
AUTHOR1 ~.31997 - 66136 
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Table 32 

MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS AND SCALE PROPERTIES 

AUTHORITY-ROLE STRUCTURE (AUTHOR ) 

In general, I consider my teenager and myself to be equals. 
Parent(s) and children have equal status in our family. 

  

  

  

PARENTS TEENS 

n 85 171 

Item correlation 4975 -4508 
Mean 3.36 3.11 

Standard deviation 902 . 983 

Minimum 1.5 1 
Max imum 5 5 

Kurtosis -.826 -.616 
Skewness -.351 -121 

K-S goodness of fit (p=) .003 -005 

  

NOTE.--Items are framed for parents and were rated on five-point 
Likert scales. Starred items are reverse-scaled. Item 
correlations are significant at .01 level. Means are average 
values for all items. K-S represents Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test for fit to normality; significant p-values indicate 
non-normality. 
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TABLE 33 

CORRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES AND RESPONDENT BACKGROUND FACTORS-~PARENTS 

  

  

  

PAGE HRWORK OCcCUP EDUC INCOME NOCHILD TAGE 

FTYPE +1454 -.1943 0428 - 1607 - 5272 -0618 -.1341 
VERBAL - 1596 0012 2002 -.0970 1878 1011 -.2205% 
TIME -.1813 -.1673 -.0503 0175 - 1807 ~.1382 ~ . 3306 
PEER 0443 -.0602 -.1000 - 30813 0864 ~.0042 ~.0396 
RESTRICT -.1353 -.0631 0019 0732 - 0834 -2165 ~.0752 
AUTHOR -.0740 - 1430 1469 3391 2013 -0914¢ -0698 
HRESP -.2011 1721 -.0100 0785 - 1146 1126 -.1311 
RESBEH -.0723 -0913 -.0722 -.0322 -.1655 - 1507 -.0396 
PCOAL -.0169 -.1110 ~.0116 0973 - 2440 0842 ~. 2593" 
FAMHI -0670 - 1428 -.1183 -.36¢0"8 -.1598 -.1443 2 754% 
FAMLO - 1896 -.0231 ~.1536 -.2530% ~.1526 -.1790 - 2235% 
TEENHI - 2493 -.0592 -.1083 -.1516 1313 -.0187 - 2288 
TEENLO -3424%% -.0600 -.1683 -.2068 -.0658 -.31663 -2707% 

  

*% Significant at p < .05 (Two-tailed) 
#* Significant at p < .01 (Two-tailed) 
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TABLE 34 

CORRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES AND RESPONDENT BACKGROUND FACTORS--TEENS 

  

  

  

NOCHILD TAGE MOOCCUP FAOCCUP SMOOCCUP SFAOCCUP 

FTYPE 0612 -.0087 -.0435 -0706 -.0703 1629 
VERBAL -.1547% -.0451 -.0263 -0904 0331 -0923 
TIME -.1084 -.0080 -0014 0833 -.0925 0552 
PEER - .0834 - 0546 -0267 -.0416 -1102 - .0898 
RESTRICT -0300 -.0148 -.0734 -.0632 4763 -.2826 
AUTHOR - 2920s 0417 -.0859 -.0111 ~.2276 1754 
HRESP 1095 -.0566 -.0096 1171 -.1227 - 2023 
RESBEH -.0223 -.0069 - 181 9% 0284 -.3300 - 2522 
PCOAL 0899 -.0465 -0967 0764 63998 -.1650 
FAMHI -.1138 -.0128 - .0588 - .0649 - 1349 0782 
FAMLO -.1083 0872 ~.1239 0244 3342 ~-.0016 
TEENHT -.1123 - 1981" ~.0192 0667 - 7631% -.0677 
TEENLO ~.2210% - 1436 - 2010 0848 -.1717 ~.0356 

  

* Significant at p < .05 (Two-tailed) 
#* Significant at p < .01 (Two-tailed) 
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FREQUENCY OF "DO NOT OWN" RESPONSES BY 

TABLE 35 

FAMILY TYPE--PARENTS 

  

  

  

Product Single-parent Recons ti tuted Intact Total 

Family car 4 (1.89) 0 (.75) 1 (2.36) 5 
Electronic game 6 (6.44) 2 (2.53) 9 (8.02) 17 
Living-room furniture 0 0 2 2 
School supplies 0 0 0 0 
Breakfast cereal 1 (1.89) OQ (.75) 4 (2.36) 5 
Soft drinks 1 0 0 1 
Deodorant-teen o 0 1 1 

Microwave G (2.65) 1 (1.04) 2 (3.30) 7 
Bike-teen 11 (6.063 2 (2.38) 3 (7.55) 16 

Television 0 0 0 0 
Snack foods 0 0 0 0 
Stereo-teen 4 (3.4941) 1 (1.34) 4 (4.25) 9 

Movie-teen 0 0 0 0 
Per fume/cologne-teen 1 (1.52) Oo (.60) 3 (1.89) 4 

  

NOTE.--The parent sample was composed of 37.9 percent single-parent families, 14.9 percent 
reconstituted families, and 47.2 percent intact families. Expected values are in 
parentheses and were calculated by multiplying total "do not own" responses by 
percentages for family types. 
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FREQUENCY OF "DO NOT OWN" RESPONSES BY 

TABLE 36 

FAMILY TYPE--TEENS 

  

  

  

Product Single-parent Reconsti tuted Intact Total 

Family car 9 (6.12) 3 (3.16) 5 (7.72) 17 

Electronic game 15 (10.44) 2 (5.39) 12 (13.12) 29 
Living-room furniture 2 (2.52) 1 (1.30) 4 (3.18) 7 

School supplies 2 0 1 3 
Breakfast cereal 1 (1.80) Oo (.93) @ (2.27) 5 

Soft drinks 3 0 0 3 
Deodorant-teen 0 o 2 2 
Microwave “& (5.04) 3 (2.60) 7 (6.36) 14 

Bike-teen 14 (11.163 § (5.77) 12 (14.07) 31 

Television 1 (2.52) 2 (1.30) G4 (3.18) 7 

Snack foods 1 0 1 2 
Stereo-teen 3 (3.96) 1 (2.05) 7 (4.99) 11 

Movie-teen 0 0 0 1) 
Per fume/cologne-teen G& (2.88) Oo (1.49) 4 (3.63) 8 

  

NOTE .--The teen sample was composed of 36.0 percent single-parent families, 18.6 percent 
reconstituted families, and 45.4 percent intact families. Expected values are in 
parentheses and were calculated by multiplying total "do not own" responses by 
percentages for family types. 
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TABLE 37 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND AUTHORITY-ROLE STRUCTURE 

  

Multiple R - 25440 
R Square -06472 

Adjusted R Square .04191 
Standard Error 1.10418 

were ee enn ee neceocs Variables 

OVariable B 

E2 - 241527 
El -.410332 

(Constant ) 3.967636 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.56 
Recons ti tuted 4.21 
Intact 4.14 

PARENTS 

Analysis of Variance 
OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 2 6.91833 3.45917 
Residual 82 99.97505 1.21921 

F = 2.83722 Signif F = .0644 

in the Equation ------------------ 
Beta T Sig T 

156320 1.087 .2802 
-.331048 -2.302 .0239 

29.597 .0000 
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TABLE 38 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE ANO AUTHORITY~ROLE STRUCTURE 

TEENS 

Multiple R 17464 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 03050 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -01896 Regression 2 7.82007 3.91003 
Standard Error 1.21644 Residual 168 248 .59440 1.47973 

Fs 2.64240 Signif F = .0741 

alae a tatettatatatata! Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 . 366184 159368 - 224850 2.298 .0228 
El -. 203283 135113 -.147230 -1.505 .1343 
{Cons tant ) 3.706781 .099203 37.366 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.50 

Recons ti tuted 4.07 
Intact 3.84 
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Multiple R 
R Square 

Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

eseeeeen eevee eeroeee=] 

TABLE 39 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND PEERNESS 

. 08504 
00723 

~.01669 
1.00026 

Variables in the Equation 

  

OVariable B 

E2 -.026274 

El .103853 

(Constant) 4.313852 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.42 
Recons ti tuted 4.29 
Intact 4.24 

SE B 

+ 207493 
- 159658 
- 123200 

PARENTS 

Analysis of Variance 
OF Sun of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 2 60696 - 30247 
Residual 83 83 04331 1.00052 

Fz - 30231 Signif F = .7399 

Beta T Sig T 

~.018812 -.127 .8995 
-096639 -650 .5172 

35.015 .0000 
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TABLE 40 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND PEERNESS 

  

TEENS 

Multiple R .07619 Analysis of Variance 

R Square .00580 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square = -.00603 Regression 2 1.35661 -67831 
Standard Error 1.17604 Residual 168 232.35643 1.38307 

Fo 49043 Signif F = .6132 

Sarre nett ecscserere Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 -.013575 -157923 = - .008592 -.086 .9316 
El -.092414 ~131183 -.070415 -.704 .4821 

(Constant ) 4.031614 -096959 41.581 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.9 
Recons ti tuted 4.02 
Intact 4.14 
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TABLE 41 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND TEEN'S HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY 

  

PARENTS 

Multiple R . 11032 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -01217 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Adjusted R Square = -.01192 Regression 2 1.50822 75411 
Standard Error 1.22184 Residual 82 122.41641 1.49288 

Foz .50514 Signif F = .6053 

wrens esr ctecese-- Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable 6B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 -051147 - 245857 -030744 -208 .8357 
El - 116568 197232 - 087344 -591 .5561 
{Constant ) 3.590757 - 148342 24.206 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.71 
Recons ti tuted 3.64 
Intact 3.42 

310



TABLE 42 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND TEENS' HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY 

Multiple R 04276 
R Square .00183 
Adjusted R Square -.01020 
Standard Error 1.33806 

we ween eee e ren nnn cee Variables 

VARIABLE B 

E2 -.062836 

El -,019953 
(Constant ) 3.797211 

FAMILY TYPE ME AN 
  

Single-parent 3.78 
Recons ti tuted 3.73 

Intact 3.88 

TEENS 

Analysis of Variance 

DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Regression 2 54441 27220 
Residual 166 297. 20892 1.79042 

Fs . 15203 Signif F = .8591 

in the Equation ---99r------------ 
SE B BETA T sic T 

- 175294 -.035690 -.358 .7205 
147322 -~.010106 -.101 .9193 
. 109899 34.552 .0000 
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TABLE 43 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND BEHAVIORAL MEASURE OF TEEN'S 
HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY --PARENTS 

  

Multiple R . 26459 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 07001 oF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square 04760 Regression 2 3.77154 1.88577 
Standard Error 77693 Residual 83 50.10055 -60362 

F 2 3.12410 Signif F = .0492 

meee e ern n neem ecene Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 - 310083 . 161238 277743 1.923 0579 

El -.017227 -124874 = =. 019923 -.138 .8906 
(Constant } 2.346946 .095808 24.496 0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 2.33 
Reconsti tuted 2.66 

Intact 2.05 
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TABLE 44 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND BEHAVIORAL MEASURE OF TEEN'S 

HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY: TEENS 

  

Multiple R 07364 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 00542 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -.00709 Regression 2 .57704 28852 
Standard Error -81584 Residual 159 105 .82968 - 66560 

Fo 43348 Signif F = .6490 

weer resem c ecco cne Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 . 102408 .110362 -095009 -928 .3549 
El ~- .049863 -094091 ~.054260 -.530 .5969 

(Constant) 2.245922 -068462 32.805 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 2.19 
Recons ti tuted 2.35 
Intact 2.19 
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TABLE 45 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION 
PARENTS 

Multiple R 50841 Analysis of Variance 

R Square - 25848 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square - 23896 Regression 2 23.45521 11.72760 

Standard Error - 94094 Residual 76 67. 28846 88537 

Fo= 13.24593 Signif F = .0000 

wore c rec en es eteces= Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable 8B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 - 253205 - 191082 - 175858 1.325 .1891 
El -.727564 - 158623 -.608716 -4.587 .0000 
(Constant) 3.900641 -117517 33.192 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.17 
Recons ti tuted 4.15 
Intact 4.38



TABLE 46 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

-31539 
09947 
08770 
- 96935 

  

OVariable 8 SE B 

E2 -.045836 - 130083 

El -.337105 -112951 

(Constant ) 3.372529 -081880 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 3.04 
Recons ti tuted 3.33 

Intact 3.76 

Variables in the Equation 

TEENS 

Analysis of Variance 
DOF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 2 15.88012 7.94006 
Residual 153 143. 76532 - 93964 

Fe 8.45008 Signif F = .0003 

Beta T Sig T 

-.034557 -.382 7251 
-.292702 -2.985 .0033 

41.189 .0000 
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TABLE 47 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND RESTRICTING TEEN'S BEHAVIOR 

  

PARENTS 

Multiple R .08953 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -00802 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square = -.01710 Regression 2 .83378 -41689 
Standard Error 1.14283 Residual 79 103.17841 1.30606 

F = -31920 Signif F = .7277 

eter recone cesenere Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 . 068645 » 296837 .042802 278 .7817 

El -.138856 -188667 +-.113276 -.736 .4639 
(Constant) 4.786315 -145751 32.839 0000 

FAMILY TYPE ME AN 

Single-parent 4.65 
Reconsti tuted 4.86 
Intact 4.86 
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TABLE 48 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND RESTRICTING TEEN'S BEHAVIOR 
TEENS 

Multiple R 10556 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -01114 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -.00070 Regression 2 3.38543 1.69272 
Standard Error 1.34130 Residual 167 300 .44529 1.79907 

Fz - 94088 Signif F = .3923 

error erent ese arose Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 -.233077 180215 -.129012 -1.293  .1977 
El .070417 149733 -046912 -470 .6388 
(Constant) 3.840180 »110733 34.680 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE ME AN 

Single-parent 3.91 
Recons ti tuted 3.61 
Intact 4.00 
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TABLE 49 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION 

Multiple R 

R Square 

Adjusted R Squa 
Standard Error 

OVar iable 

E2 

El 
(Constant) 

FAMILY TYPE 
  

Single-parent 
Reconsti tuted 
Intact 

PARENTS 

07591 Analysis of Variance 

.00576 OF 
re -.01849 Regression 2 

. 93346 Residual 82 

Fe 23764 
--- Variables in the Equation -------------- 

B SE B Beta T Si 

- 120040 - 187707 .094379 640 

~ 034929 -149483 == .034484 -.234 
4.924628 -113137 43.528 

MEAN 

4.89 
5.05 
4.84 

Sum of 

Signif F = 

Squares 
-41913 

71.44993 

- 7890 

Mean Square 
. 20706 

87134 
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TABLE 50 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION 

  

Multiple R -12033 
R Square 01448 
Adjusted R Square .00268 
Standard Error 1.20523 

emt e nee eee nnn ene Variables 
VARIABLE 8 

E2 -.167362 

El -.029725 
(Constant ) 4.188195 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.17 
Recons ti tuted 4.02 

Intact 4.38 

in the Equation 
SE 6 

- 157850 

- 133128 
-098922 

TEENS 

Analysis of Variance 
DF Sun of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 2 3.56401 1.78201 
Residual 167 242 .57978 1.95257 

Fs 1.22679 Signif F = .2959 

BETA T SsIGgT 

-.105110 -1.060 2906 
-.022135 -.223  .8236 

42.338 0000 
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TABLE 51 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN 

  

PARENTS 

Multiple R 09738 Analysis of 
R Square .00948 

Adjusted R Square -.01528 Regression 
Standard Error 1.00369 Residual 

Fos 

coer enn esscessecne= Variables in the Equation --- 
OVariable B SE B Beta 

E2 . 113853 . 208918 .082012 

El 022749 - 163145 -020984 
(Constant) 4.420755 . 124757 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.94 
Recons ti tuted 4.54 
Intact 4.28 

Variance 
OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

2 .77161 - 38580 
80 80.59118 1.00739 

. 38297 Signif F = .6831 

T Sig T 

-545 .5873 

-139 .8895 
35.435 .0000 
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TABLE 52 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN 
TEENS 

Multiple R - 20062 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -04025 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square 02882 Regression 2 11.49131 5.74565 
Standard Error 1.27716 Residual 168 274.02916 1.63113 

Fos 3.52251 Signif F = .0317 

Sete renee rr ennnnne= Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
VARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

E2 -.249398 -167127 -.145483 “1.992 .1375 

El -.106589 - 140392 -.074017 -.759 .4488 
(Constant) 3.843148 - 104597 36.742 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

  

Single-parent 3.73 
Recons ti tuted 3.59 

Intact 4.19 

321



TABLE 53 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 

  

PARENTS 

Multiple R . 28120 Analysis of Variance 
R Square .07907 DF 
Adjusted R Square 05238 Regression 2 
Standard Error .83830 Residual 69 

Fz 2.96225 

wow esereseccecera= Variables in the Equation -------------- 
OVariable B SE B Beta T $i 

E2 ~.059347 -177107 -.051258 -.335 

El - 297703 - 145902 312118 2.040 
(Constant ) -699635 -108295 6.460 

FAMILY TYPE ME AN 

Single-parent .99 
Recons tituted 64 
Intact 46 

Sum of Squares 

4.16341 
48 .48937 

0583 

Mean Square 

2.08171 
- 70274 
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TABLE 54 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

  

TEENS 

Multiple R .04289 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 00184 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Adjusted R Square = -.01222 Regression 2 - 23589 11795 
Standard Error 94939 Residual 142 127. 99083 . 90134 

F = -13085 Signif F = .8775 

ec eerecceeccenccce Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable 8 SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 ~.068374 - 135468 - .054364 -.505 .6145 

El -044036 - 115334 -041125 -382 .7032 
(Constant ) 1.128352 -083771 13.469 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 1.17 
Recons ti tuted 1.06 
Intact 1.15 

323



TABLE 55 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE ANO TEEN, HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 

  

PARENTS 

Multiple R 12674 Analysis of Variance 
R Square .01606 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -.02178 Regression 2 1.91173 . 95587 

Standard Error 1.50071 Residual 52 117.11049 2.25212 

F = 424943 Signif F = .6564 

laa aaa ata tattatatas Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 066849 - 366646 -033805 -182 = .8560 
El -169367 . 309188 - 101563 -548 .5862 
(Constant) 4.256967 - 2249302 18.979 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.493 
Recons ti tuted 4.32 
Intact 4.02 
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TABLE 56 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

Multiple R .04293 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -00184 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -.01567 Regression 2 32513 . 16257 
Standard Error 1.24293 Residual 119 176.11551 1.54487 

F= .10523 Signif F = .9002 

mec meee ccc cee seeren Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 - .026997 - 188277 -.017282 -.143 .8862 

€1 .073760 172059 -051670 -429 .6690 
(Cons tant ) 4.974347 -120871 41.154 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 5.05 
Recons ti tuted 4.95 
Intact 4.93 
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TABLE 57 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND FAMILY, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

Multiple R -31077 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 09658 DOF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -07311 Regression 2 14.44320 7.22160 

Standard Error 1.32465 Residual 77 135.11097 1.75469 

F= 4.11560 Signif F = .0200 

wre c ener ecrereecce- Variables in the Equation --<--------------- 
OVariable 8 SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 ~ .476496 276498 -. 248880 -1.723 .0888 
El -618581 .216271 -413066 2.860 .0054 
{Constant ) 3.724879 . 165873 22.456 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.34 
Recons ti tuted 3.25 
Intact 3.58



TABLE 58 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND FAMILY, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 

  

TEENS 

Multiple R .13521 Analysis of Variance 
R Square .01828 OF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -00609 Regression 2 4.97036 2.48518 
Standard Error 1.28757 Residual 161 266.91243 1.65784 

Fs 1.49905 Signif F = .2264 

wr ec ene cereceneecee Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 -.195508 171719 -.113879 “1.139 .2566 
El 253367 » 146460 173032 1.730 .0856 
(Constant ) 4.301180 - 106606 40.347 .0000 

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.56 
Recons ti tuted 4.11 
Intact 4.25 
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TABLE 59 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

Multiple R .09169 Analysis of Variance 
R Square 00841 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 
Adjusted R Square -.01638 Regression 2 81380 - 40690 
Standard Error 1.09533 Residual 80 95.97988 1.19975 

F = 33915 Signif F = .7134 

wore reserarerernes Variables in the Equation ------------------ 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 ~.127520 - 220573 -.085054 -.578 .5648 

El -143513 -174629 -120905 -822 .4136 
(Constant ) 4.736832 - 133252 35.548 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE MEAN 

Single-parent 4.88 
Recons tituted 4.61 
Intact 4.72 
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TABLE 60 

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY TYPE AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

Multiple R -12061 Analysis of Variance 
R Square -01455 DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Adjusted R Square .00238 Regression 2 1.32445 -66223 
Standard Error «74422 Residual 162 89.72631 - 55387 

Fs 1.19564 Signif F 2 .3052 

eon ro senso esocscnn Variables in the Equation -----e-rcnrrnn---- 
OVariable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

E2 -082031 -098100 -083709 -836 .4043 

El 041629 085085 048978 -489 .6253 
(Constant) §.503713 -061265 89.834 .0000 

  

FAMILY TYPE ME AN 

Single-parent 5.55 
Recons ti tuted 5.59 
Intact 5.38 
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TABLE 61 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PEERNESS ANO FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R .11939 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE 01425 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00003 REGRESSION 1 . 74578 . 74578 
STANDARD ERROR 86459 RESIDUAL 69 51.57817 . 747581 

Fs 99768 SIGNIF F = .3214 
meen n ence enero ence VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ~----------------- 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sIméT 

PEER 107467 -107592 .119386 -999 .3214 
(CONSTANT ) - 205582 - 478624 -430 .6689 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PEER DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT ++4+----- to---- tomene t- , beeen ten nee +4 

3 ¢ + SYMBOLS: 
| : | 
| . l MAX N 

2+ + 

| . : !. 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1+ . so ee + i 8.0 
| e | 

| : : : | 
0+ . 3 + 

| rn re | 
I. x | 

-l] + + 

| I 
| I 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
| ( 

-3 ¢ + 

OUT ttre r-- teow tower tronre— tower trnerrne ++ 

-3 ~2 ~1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .1194, P > .05 
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TABLE 62 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PEERNESS AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R -02177 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -00047 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -,.00672 REGRESSION 1 -05991 -05991 

STANDARD ERROR 95331 RESIDUAL 139 126.32395 - 90881 

Fs -06593 SIGNIF F = .7977 

ener creer corer sece= VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARI ABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

PEER .018018 -070175 -021773 257 = .7977 

(CONSTANT ) 1.074143 - 295505 3.635 .0004¢ 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PEER DOWN - FAMHI 

OUT +4+4----- toence Gmwecn tooeee- Fo--e- Gonoee +¢ 

3 I + SYMBOLS: 

' I 
{ | MAX N 

2¢ e * + 

| I . 1.0 
| . . | 3 2.0 

1+ *@ Mee ow, + xs 7.0 
| . # | 
| * ° s | 

0 + a a ee + 

| 2 | 
| ee, I 

-] ¢ * “63 + 

| # : a a ee : { 
l | 

-2 ¢ + 

| { 
| | 

-3 + + 

OUT #¢4----<- Gowen toceee teens toerece eerne ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 3 OuT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -0218, P > .05 
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TABLE 63 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK 
PRODUCTS--PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R 08241 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE 00679 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00803 REGRESSION 1 - 35436 - 35436 
STANDARD ERROR 87946 RESIDUAL 67 51.82136 - 77345 

F = -45815 SIGNIF F = .5008 
wer er tort errr csose= VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION -------------~---- 
OVARIABLE 5 SE B BETA T SIG T 

HRESP -.059636 - 088106 - 082412 -.677 .5008 
( CONSTANT ) - 901455 - 332085 2.715 .0084¢ 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - FAMHI 

OUT +4¢----- feee , ceeen Gecece Geeeee Gonnee ++ 

34 + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| : | MAX N 

2+ + 

I . | 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1+ . . . + * 8.0 

| . . | 
| . | 

Oo + : + 

| . | 
| * : * | 

-l1 + + 

| | 
| | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
| | 

-3 + + 

QUT #4~----- teorre treme trocen tomo te---- ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = - .0824, P > .05 
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TABLE 64 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK 
PRODUCTS--TEENS 

MULTIPLE R 00410 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE .00002 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -,00713 REGRESSION 1 00212 00212 
STANDARD ERROR - 95090 RESIOUAL 140 126 .58943 90421 

F = -00235 SIGNIF F = .9614 
alae VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

HRESP -.002932 -060515 -.004095 ~.048 .9614 
(CONSTANT ) 1.166393 - 249670 4.672 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS ~- HRESP DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT +¢4----- ¢ooeee- toe Frenne $oeenn toeenrn ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| oo. | MAX N 

2¢ . oo. + 

| e e | e 1.0 

| I : 2.0 
1+ fo: @ & 2. ft . + * 5.9 

{ 3 eo. { 
| . : 2 8 : | 

0 + & © 6 H HR + 

| : ‘ . : oe * e | 

I : | 
-l + : of . ¢ © €, + 

| e % © HR x I 

| | 
-2 ¢ + 

| | 
| I 

-3 Sd + 

QUT +4----- $o---- tone $e enn $----- toecee ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0041, P > .05 
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TABLE 65 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: BEHAVIORAL HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY, 
HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R -10995 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .01209 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE - 00244 REGRESSION 1 62847 - 62847 

STANDARD ERROR - 86906 RESIDUAL 68 51.35813 75527 

F = -83212 SIGNIF F = .3649 

meee ecm neem en eccore VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARI ABLE B SE B BETA T sic T 

RESBEH -.124¢803 - 136815 -.109951 -.912 3649 

{CONSTANT ) - 969807 317180 3.058 0032 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESBEH DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT 4+4----- $e. te eeee $eeree $ore-- $no--- ++ 

3 i | SYMBOLS: 

| : | MAX N 
2¢ + 

| | . 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1+ . + * 8.0 

I ok | 
l . . I 

Oo ¢ . . . + 

| te . 1 
| : % oH . | 

-l1 ¢ + 

| | 
| I 

-2 ¢ + 

| l 
1 | 

-3 + + 

OUT +¢4-<--- toeree trecce tocore Geoceen eon wwn ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = ~.1100, P > .05 

334



TABLE 66 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: BEHAVIORAL HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY, 
HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 

TEENS 

MULTIPLE R -11827 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .01399 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -00674 REGRESSION 1 1.77645 1.77645 

STANDARD ERROR - 95957 RESIDUAL 136 125.22581 - 92078 

F = 1.92930 SIGNIF F = .1671 
mete nee t rt ecw erro VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARIABLE 6 SE B BETA T SIG T 

RESBEH 139973 -100773 - 118269 1.389 .1671 
(CONSTANT ) -823371 - 291806 3.405 .0009 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESBEH DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT +¢4¢-+---- eoorce teo--- toe--- teonne goecen ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 
! | 
| | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| | . 2.0 

| | : 4.0 
1 + + * 8.0 

| | 
| | 

0+ . . re . + 

| * | 
I fo, . : | 

-1 + . ° + 

( + % 23k ( 
| | 

-2 ¢ + 

I I 
i I 

-3 + + 

OUT 4#4----- ¢----- ocoee toweee teee-- tooere ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .1183, P > .05 
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TABLE 67 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION AND FAMILY,» HIGH-RISK 

MULTIPLE R - 30534 
R SQUARE -09324 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 07884 
STANDARD ERROR 80956 

won ee ene n---- == +8 VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION 
OVARIABLE B SE B 

PCOAL -.233958 -091923 
(CONSTANT ) 1.600317 - 380816 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

REGRESSION 1 4.24544 4.24544 
RESIOQUAL 63 41.28917 65538 

F = 6.47779 SIGNIF F = .0134 

BETA T SIG T 

~. 305345 -2.545 .0134 
4.202 .0001 

ACROSS - PCOAL DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT tt----- 4 , tr beeree teoeee tonere $o-cec +¢ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

{ : | 
I I MAX N 

2¢ . ‘ + 

| ! . 1.0 
| . \ : 2.0 

1 + * + * 4.0 

| e | 

| . | 
0 + t.2 + 

1 .# 1 

| . oo | 
-1 + + 

| | 
| | 

-2 + + 

| j 
| | 

-3 4+ + 
OUT 44----- bom cne teern- t----- tronne toonce +4 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.3053, P < .05



TABLE 68 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK 
PROOUCTS 

TEENS 

MULTIPLE R 01483 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE .00022 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -,00771 REGRESSION 1 .02610 -02610 

STANDARD ERROR . 97037 RESIDUAL 126 118 .64382 - 94162 

F= .02772 SIGNIF F = .8680 

wren ree n nner ennsen- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------~------------ 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

PCOAL -.014963 -089880 -.014830 ~.166 .8680 

( CONSTANT } 1.227276 - 320984 3.823 .0002 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PCOAL DOWN - FAMHT 

OUT 4+4----- tenonm-- tnrene tenne- tween tooeere ++ 

3 + + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
{ . l MAX N 

2+ te + 

| + ewe ! . 1.0 
| . | : 2.0 

1 ¢ : * + + * 6.0 

| . | 
| . : | 

0 + ’ * : + 

l x .. oe | 
| : . . | 

-1 + . Mt kw oe + 

| He I 
| | 

-2 + + 

| ( 
| | 

-3 + + 

OUT +44----- eernee e-o--- tron - teenrn- teewee ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0148, P > .05



TABLE 69 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: RESTRICTING BEHAVIOR AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 17463 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .03050 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE .01603 REGRESSION 1 1.57924 1.57924 

STANDARD ERROR - 86564 RESIDUAL 67 50.20518 . 74933 

F = 2.10753 SIGNIF F = .1512 

emer mere tte steenere VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARIABLE B SE 8B BETA T SIG T 

RESTRICT ~.126351 .087035 -.174632 -1.452 .1512 

(CONSTANT ) 1.302303 -425837 3.058 .0032 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESTRICT DOWN - FAMHY 

OUT +4#----- tenner $2", borne tonee- toneen ++ 

3 + SYMBOLS: 

. . | 
| MAX N 

2¢ + 

I | . 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1 + + * 8.0 

| . . { 
| « | 

0 + ee + 

ws | 
* :% | 

-1 + 

| | 
| | 

-2 + + 

| | 
{ | 

-3 + + 

OUT +4+4#----- tonne to---- Howree toon toeen- ++ 

-3 ~2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1746, P > .0S 
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TABLE 70 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: RESTRICTING BEHAVIOR AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R .09276 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .00860 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -00142 REGRESSION 1 1.05454 1.05454 

STANDARD ERROR - 93832 RESIDUAL 138 121.50081 88044 

F = 1.19775 SIGNIF F = .2757 
weno ee ------------ VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

RESTRICT - 068807 .062871 -092761 1.09% .2757 

(CONSTANT } -862159 - 259126 3.327 .0011 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESTRICT DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT +t#----- too--- $e---- $----- $aeo-- $ono-- ++ 

3 j + SYMBOLS: 

. . | 

| : | MAX N 

2+ . + 
| . | . 1.0 

| : - tt oe we | : 2.0 
1+ 3 + * 4.0 

| oe ett : | 
I a { 

0+ . 3% eM. MU + 

! . = | 
| eee : . | 

-1 + . . oo « & MH YY + 

| . eM Ft, | 
| | 

-2 + + 

| | 
j { 

-3 + + 

OUT 44----- tooo tennn- tuene- $ennee- ++ 

3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .0928, P > .05 

339



TABLE 71 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK 

PRODUCTS--PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R 21199 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE 04494 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -03090 REGRESSION 1 2.34352 2.34352 
STANDARD ERROR - 85580 RESIDUAL 68 49.80291 - 73240 

F = 3.19981 SIGNIF F = .0781 
mmc m meter es em amcceen VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION --------nne- en --- 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sie T 

VERBAL ~.213834 -119541 = =.211993 -1.789 .0781 
(CONSTANT ) 1.750828 600222 2.917 .0048 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - VERBAL OOWN - FAMHI 
OUT t¢-2<-- , --- teecee tonoce $enene Feonece ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| 1 MAX N 

2+ + 

| | . 2.0 

| : | : 4.0 
1 + % 8.0 

. | 

. I 
QO + . + 

| . | 
| . % 8% | 

-l1 + + 

| | 
| | 

-2 + + 

| | 
| I 

-3 ¢ + 
OUT +#4----- teenne $eoeee $on--- $---ee $-e--- ++ 

-3 -2 -1] 0 i 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.2120, P < .10 
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TABLE 72 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK 
PROOUCTS~--TEENS 

MULTIPLE R 06742 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE 00455 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00246 REGRESSION 1 - 58287 - 58287 
STANDARD ERROR - 94806 RESIDUAL 142 127.63198 89882 

Fez - 64848 SIGNIF F = .4220 
wrt rt rest ete scen= VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

VERBAL 053648 066620 067424 -805 .4220 
(CONSTANT ) - 910882 296032 3.077 .0025 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - VERBAL DOWN - FAMHY 
OUT +##----- teoone teone- t----- t----- te---e ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 
| . | 
| : | MAX N 

2¢ . : + 

I { : 1.0 
| ar) . | : 2.0 

1+ tet + # 7.0 
| i | 
| | 

0 + * Ht OH + 

| = | 
l . . te | 

-1 + . + 

fs: a e , | 
I | 

-2 ¢ + 

I ! 
| | 

-3 ¢ + 

QUT ttenrcee tooreee teoree towwce teonrcee Poonen o¢ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .0674, P > .05 
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TABLE 73 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 26500 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .02723 DOF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -01249 REGRESSION 1 1.37172 1.37172 

STANDARD ERROR -86173 RESTOUAL 66 49.01063 - 74259 

F = 1.84722 SIGNIF F = .1787 

wee m eet e resem eecee-- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ----------2------- 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sIG T 

TIME ~.144466 - 106293 -.165004 -1.359 .1787 

(CONSTANT ) 1.319486 -484513 2.723 .0083 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - TIME DOWN - FAMHI 

OUT 44+<<-<- re oe were tecen= torre tenon ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| . | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| . . I. 1.0 
| | : 2.0 

1+ . + * 6.0 
| : I 
| : : : | 

Oo + * , + 

| i Lj | 
| ee ee { 

-1 + + 

| | 
| | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
\ | 

-3 ¢ + 

OUT +4----- to----- teneee t----- to-oree tooeee ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1650, P > .05 
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TABLE 74 

REGRESSION RESULTS ANDO SCATTERPLOT: SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN AND FAMILY, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE 8 -06457 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE -00617 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00284 REGRESSION 1 53462 - 53462 
STANDARD ERROR - 94824 RESIDUAL 142 127.68022 -89916 

F = - 59458 SIGNIF F = .4419 

weet teense enenenece VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION enero ne erect ene --= 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

TIME -048787 »063270 -064573 771 = 64419 

( CONSTANT ) - 946382 - 264010 3.585 .0005 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - TIME DOWN - FAMHI 
OUT 44-<---- tomer Poereere tereorne toeore tur oce ++ 

3 + + SYMBOLS: 

| l 
| so . | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| : . . I. 1.0 
| 1. . | : 2.0 

1+ . . : ®, . + 5.0 
| . : * | 

| * . | 
6+ t,o Hse) Oe + 

| Mor: . | 
| 7 | 

-1 + ete Se toe ‘ + 
| eet, * . I 
| | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
{ { 

-3 + + 

OUT +44+---- e-e--= teers ¢eoeer-e termnwe tooo ++ 

-3 ~2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .0646, P > .05 
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TABLE 75 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PEERNESS AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 206462 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .04261 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -02420 REGRESSION 1 5.06972 5.06972 

STANDARD ERROR 1.48007 RESIDUAL 52 113 .91176 2.19061 

Fs 2.31430 SIGNIF F = .1342 

were restr eter ccens VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ---37---2ccerrer--- 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sIé T 

PEER -303201 - 199306 - 206420 1.521 .1342 

(CONSTANT } 2.929606 -861395 3.401 .0013 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PEER DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +4¢4----- Frenne $----- $----- tonene $----- ++ 

3 ' + SYMBOLS: 

[ 
| | MAX N 

2 + + 

| | . 1.0 

| = | : 2.0 
1 ¢ . + % 4.0 

| i | 
| | 

0¢ . # + 

| | 
| I 

-l1 + + 

| | 
| | 

-2 + . . + 

| | 
| | 

-3 + + 

OUT +4+4#----- $----- to-e-- $----- t----- t----- ++ 

-3 -2 “1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .2064, P > .05 

344



TABLE 76 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PEERNESS AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R . 05854 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE .00343 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00572 REGRESSION 1 58837 - 58837 
STANDARD ERROR 1.25298 RESIDUAL 109 171.12535 1.56996 

F= 37477 SIGNIF F = .5417 

erm wm enone cecoee VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ---cennnnoreecen-- 
OVARIABLE B SE 8 BETA T SIG T 

PEER -.06217% - 101561 -.058536 -.612 .5417 
(CONSTANT } §.222291 -419565 12.447 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PEER DOWN - TEENHI 
OUT +#+4#----- $oeee- teen-- to---- to-onee to---- ++ 

3 1 ' SYMBOLS: 

| | MAX N 
2¢ ¢ 

| | 2.0 
1 | 4.0 

1 ¢ q * 11.0 
| : 6 HH * | 

| : | 
Oo + ‘ . . + 

| . . | 
! . | 

-] + + 

| . | 
| . | 

-2 ¢ + 

| I 
| | 

-3% + + 

OUT +44- -teeeee tewene $-- 2 1 een tonne $+ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0585, P > .05 

345



TABLE 77 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY ANDO TEEN, HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R .05158 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -00266 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.01689 REGRESSION 1 - 30203 .30203 

STANDARD ERROR 1.48986 RESIOUAL 51 113.20322 2.21967 

Fz -13607 SIGNIF F = .7137 

enn ne cnn n nn nonnne- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

HRESP -.064731 - 175482 -.051584 -.369 .7137 

(CONSTANT ) 4.456789 -657209 6.781 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - TEENHT 

QUT +4----- Foorne ¢onoere Fonenre teonree toeree ++ 

3 } 1 SYMBOLS: 

| | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| | . 1.0 
| * oe ( : 2.0 

1+ . # + * 4.0 

{ rs er | 
| . 1 

0 + * : 3 : + 

{ I 
I * : l 

-] ¢ . + 

| a e | 

I I 
-2 ¢ ¢ 

| : . | 
| | 

-3 + + 

OUT 44----- $oo-ee 4----- e----- Foren tooo +¢ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0516, P > .05 

346



TABLE 78 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R -11906 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .01418 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -00545 REGRESSION 1 2.45629 2.45629 

STANDARD ERROR 1.22949 RESIDUAL 113 170.61520 1.51164 

Fe 1.62492 SIGNIF F = .2050 

wrt ec e meson wecenece VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sIc T 

HRESP ~.120266 -099346 -.119063 -1.275 .2050 

(CONSTANT } 5.434997 .377281 14.406 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +4¢4-----+ teoeen eenne toonn- $oneee trence +4 

3¢ ¢ SYMBOLS: 

l I 
l I MAX N 

2¢ ¢ 

| !. 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1 ¢ + # 11.0 
| « 8 # * 6% 8 = , | 

| . | 

0 + . 6 : . + 

| . | 
| . { 

-1 + . + 
l . | 
| a | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
| | 

-3 +¢ + 

OUT +¢4¢----- tren e to-- $----- tore 5 wees a+ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1191, P > .O5 

347



TABLE 79 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: BEHAVIORAL HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK 
PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R -06025 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .00363 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.01553 REGRESSION 2 -42970 42970 

STANDARD ERROR 1.50602 RESIDUAL 52 117. 94067 2.26809 

Fs - 18945 SIGNIF F = .6652 
seer es ersten serence VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION -------------re---- 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA YT sic T 

RESSEH .122555 - 281565 -060250 435 .6652 

(CONSTANT } 3.920407 641914 6.107 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS ~ RESBEH DOWN - TEENHI 
OUT ++4+-~---- $one-- t----- t----- tennwne Poccen ++ 

3 + + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| I MAX N 

2¢ + 

| | . 1.0 
| . I : 2.0 

1+ : . 3 + * 3.0 
| * . I 
| . | 

0+ * * + 

{ I 
| oo. : . | 

-1 + . . + 

| | 

| | 
-2 ¢ + 

| | 
| | 

-3 + + 
OUT +#4----- $ooeen t-eree eoece- teornen- teooen ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .0603, P > .05 

348



TABLE 80 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: BEHAVIORAL HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK 
PROOUCTS 

TEENS 

MULTIPLE R -17840 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .03183 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -02286 REGRESSION 1 5.44979 5.44979 

STANDARD ERROR 1.23896 RESIDUAL 108 165. 78254 1.53502 

Fez 3.55030 SIGNIF F = .0622 

we ecco enenescorcce VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------enn cen enn--- 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sImerT 

RESBEH -.287749 - 152715 -.178401 -1.884 .0622 

(CONSTANT } §.617568 - 363566 15.451 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESBEH DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT ++4+----- tore e- $----- ten---- toonn- teonn-- ++ 

3¢ j SYMBOLS: 

| 
| I MAX N 

2¢ + 

| | . 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1+ + st 11.0 

| e 8h 8 HH HS | 

| . | 
0 + + 

| . oo . | 
| a | 

-1 + . + 

| | 
| . | 

-2 + + 

| . I 
I I 

-3 + + 

OUT +¢4-~--- tonne terere = 5g ween 5 onde 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1784, P < .10 

349



TABLE 81 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK 
PRODUCTS--PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R + 29235 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE -08547 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 06642 REGRESSION 1 7.75407 7.75407 
STANDARD ERROR 1.31473 RESIDUAL 48 82. 96816 1.72850 

F= 4.48600 SIGNIF F = .03% 

wow rr eter se ecrses VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ~----~---+-----~--- 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

PCOAL -.397985 -187904 =~ .292353 “2.118 .0394 
(CONSTANT ) 5.813332 - 768802 7.562 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PCOAL DOWN - TEENHT 
OUT +4----- teecen ton-ee arene tencee troene ++ 

3 | | SYMBOLS: 

| | MAX N 
2 ¢ + 

| | . 1.0 
| * . . lo: 2.0 

1+ . + * 4.0 

| fe be ' | 
| . | 

0 + 7 + 

| a | 
| | 

~-l + * . + 

| : | 
| J 

-2 + + 

| | 
{ | 

-3 + + 

OUT +4¢4-<---- tonrone teeene Pree ne tooen- torree ++ 

-3 -2 “1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = ~.2924, P < .05 

350



TABLE 82 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PARENTAL COALITION FORMATION AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK 
PRODUCTS --TEENS 

MULTIPLE R -15173 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .02302 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE .01363 REGRESSION 1 3.77962 3.77962 

STANDARD ERROR 1.24188 RESIDUAL 104 160.39648 1.54227 

F = 2.45068 SIGNIF F = .1205 

meen teers e tern wece VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION --------ceeowerer= 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

PCOAL 189264 .120899 »181729 1.565 .1205 

(CONSTANT ) 4.291279 -437537 9.808 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PCOAL DOWN - TEENHT 
OUT t4+----- t-r--- torece troee- t-eo-- te----- ++ 

3 + + SYMBOLS: 
| i 
| | MAX N 

2+ + 

| [. 1.0 
{ | : 2.0 

1+ Hs Re OR HO , + * 7.0 

| rH : | 
I : \ 

0+ . $ + 

| Howe: | 
| *, . { 

-l + + 

| . \ 
| | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
I | 

-3 + ‘ + 

OUT +44----- trcene t-~--- +- Hbeeeee teornre ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .1517, P > .05 

351



TABLE 83 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: RESTRICTING BEHAVIOR AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R 19868 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -03947 SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE .01987 REGRESSION 4.50924 4.50924 

STANDARD ERROR 1.49646 RESIDUAL 109. 73041 2.23940 

F = 2.01360 SIGNIF F = .1622 
wer merece eterrecce VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION -~<---------------- 

OVART ABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

RESTRICT -.258750 182345 -.198675 “1.419 .1622 

(CONSTANT } §.462541 - 912282 §.988 0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESTRICT DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +#4+----- tooree teo---- taoneoe teer-- towene ++ 

3 ¢ | SYMBOLS: 

| 
| t MAX N 

2¢ + 

| . 1.0 
: . | : 2.0 

1 . . + * 4.0 

| * * l 
| : : | 

0 + : eu % + 

! | 
| . | 

-l1 ¢ + 

| . l 
| : | 

-2 ¢ + 

| | 
I { 

-3 + + 

OUT +#+4+----- renee teonrnmn-e teo-n-e too--e tonne ++ 

~3 -2 -1 oO 1 2 3 out 

PEARSON CORRELATION = ~.1987, P > .05 

352



TABLE 84 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: RESTRICTING BEHAVIOR AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R . 14524 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -02109 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -01235 REGRESSION 1 3.68847 3.68847 

STANDARD ERROR 1.23626 RESIDUAL 112 171.17313 1.52833 

F= 2.41340 SIGNIF F = .1231 

weer orn eecesoeescs= VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ~oscnemenesenne ene 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA YT siI¢é T 

RESTRICT -.132228 -085116 -.145237 “1.554 .1231 

(CONSTANT ) 5.468210 - 351142 15.573 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESTRICT OOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +4+4----- eenn- to-renn teanne teoe-- tooecee +4 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| | . 1.0 

| I : 2.0 
1 ¢ M33 Ms HE EH HS: + * 5.0 

| ot *, | 
| e e e e | 

0 + te + 

i . wees HE : | 
| * | 

-l1 ¢ . . + 

| { 
| . . | 

-2 + + 

| | 
| | 

-3 + + 

QUT #4--- , ----- Feoone  , wote , a benwnne ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1452, P > .05 

353



TABLE 85 

REGRESSION RESULTS ANO SCATTERPLOT: ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R -08610 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -00741 DOF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE ~.01205 REGRESSION i - 84683 - 84683 

STANDARD ERROR 1.49113 RESIDUAL 51 113 .39636 2.22346 

Fe . 38086 SIGNIF F = .5399 

were r mere cwcecoeren VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION -~---------------- 

OVARTI ABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

VERBAL - 139048 - 225312 -086096 -617 .5399 

(CONSTANT } 3.548328 1.097658 3.233 .0022 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - VERBAL DOWN - TEENHI 
OUT +#----- ----- to---- ¢----- to---- teonnn ++ 

3 ¢ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| | MAX N 

2¢ + 

l |. 1.0 
| : | : 2.0 

1+ : . + 

I : 3 | 
| ! 

0 + 3 3 + 

| | 
| : . to. I 

-l1 + + 

| . | 
| | 

-2 + 

| 
| 

-3 ¢ + 

QUT +#¢4#----- toreere $oeere teoree tesene tooore ++ 

-3 -2 -l1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .0861, P < .05 

354



TABLE 86 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R .09085 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE -00825 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00065 REGRESSION 1 1.499746 1.44746 

STANDARD ERROR 1.23516 RESIDUAL 114 173. 92036 1.52562 

F = «94877 SIGNIF F = .3321 

Perr twee reece eesees VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION --<----<e----ec--~ 

OVARIABLE 8 SE B BETA T sig Tf 

VERBAL -.095909 0984965 -.09085] -.974 .3321 

(CONSTANT ) 5.364354 »-430904 12.449 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS ~ VERBAL DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +4----- teonn--- toorr- terre toor-- tooeee ++ 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
I | MAX N 

2+¢ + 

l | . 1.0 
| | : 2.0 

1 +¢ 8 or 2 ee 2 + * 6.0 

| . 23 : . * | 

I | 
0+ . oe 2 + 

I... 1 | 
| me I 

-1 ¢ . & + 

| . | 
1 . l 

-2 + . + 

I I 
I | 

-3 + + 
OUT ¢ . ---t----- $s---~ ee, eee etennne 4+ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0909, P > .05 

355



TABLE 87 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PRODUCTS 

PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R .07847 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE .00616 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.01372 REGRESSION 1 . 71070 - 71070 

STANDARD ERROR 1.51458 RESIDUAL 50 114.69742 2.29395 

F = . 30982 SIGNIF F = .5803 

mmm trem err eserce VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ---w--3n nner e---- 

OVARI ABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

TIME -.119686 -215027 -.078474 -.557 .5803 

(CONSTANT } 4.751985 - 948440 §.010 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - TIME DOWN - TEENHI 

OUT +4----- ¢eeeee teoon- toree- tronee tooeee ++ 

3 + + SYMBOLS: 
| | 
| | MAX N 

2¢ + 

| I. 1.0 
! I : 2.0 

1l¢ . : + 4.0 
| a | 
| ° | 

Oo+¢ : + 

| | 
I td I 

“1 + . + 
| . | 
| | 

-2 + + 

| | 
! | 

-3 + + 

OUT +#¢+#+----- Fooenn toonne teonene Se toeene ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0785, P > .05 

356



TABLE 88 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: SPENDING TIME WITH TEEN AND TEEN, HIGH-RISK PROOUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R . 08036 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE . 00646 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -.00226 REGRESSION 1 1.13248 1.13248 
STANDARD ERROR 1.23628 RESIDUAL 114 174. 23534 1.52838 

fF = - 74096 SIGNIF F = .3912 

wo were renee eons eeoe VARIASLES IN THE EQUATION --crseereos------- 
OVARI ABLE B SE B BETA T sIéT 

TIME -.076803 -089223 -.080360 -.861 .3912 
(CONSTANT ) 5.258375 365392 14.391 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - TIME DOWN - TEENHI 
QUT ++#----- toseen teoreee teenre- toorene tooonn ++ 

3 ¢ + SYMBOLS: 

I | 
| | MAX N 

2+ + 

! | 1.0 
l \ 2.0 

1 + 2 a ee ee + 6.0 

| ae l 
| e e | 

0+ . . 3 + 

| : . eee E8 | 
{ . : I 

-1 + . + 
| . I 
| : | 

-2 + + 

| | 
| J 

3 + + 

OUT +¢--~-- teen 2 eee tee 6 teeer- teoe-- ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.0804, P > .05 

357



TABLE 89 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: PEERNESS AND FAMILY, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 27430 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE .07524% OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE .06323 REGRESSION 1 10.77763 10.77763 
STANDARD ERROR 1.31163 RESIDUAL 77 132.46851 1.72037 

Fo 6.26471 SIGNIF F = .0144 

woe o cere ec ew enese- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ---ncencenenen---- 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

PEER -378228 -151113 - 274296 2.503 .0144 
(CONSTANT ) 2.225763 - 669691 3.324 .0014¢ 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - PEER DOWN - FAMLO 
OUT 44----- teonee Fenece $ownee $n-nen- $on--- +4 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| | MAX N 

2¢ + 
| . a * | . 1.0 
| . | : 2.0 

1 + . 3 + * &.0 

| . so \ 
| at : | 

0+ . *, # : + 

| . : | 
| ee HH, | 

-1 + . . + 

| : | 
|. . | 

-2 + . + 

| | 

| | 
-3 ¢. + 

OUT ++----- tooo tommne toecnn tonnne t----- ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 our 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .2743, P < .05 

358



TABLE 90 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND FAMILY, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R . 20816 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE -04333 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE 03057 REGRESSION 1 6.24367 6.24367 
STANDARD ERROR 1.35574 RESIDUAL 75 137.85157 1.83802 

F = 3.39695 SIGNIF F = .0693 

wren nn ------------ VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 
OVARTABLE 8 SE B BETA T sIG T 

HRESP -.231043 »125357 -,208159 -1.843 .0693 

{ CONSTANT ) 4.638804 -475729 9.751 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - FAMLO 

OUT +4----- geenne teoone- $uecee towene $acene +4 

3 | i SYMBOLS: 

| | MAX N 
2¢ + 

! a | : 1.0 
| | : 2.0 

1+ . + si 6.0 

{ at | 
| | 

0 + * os, + 

I . I 
| % *% 8 & | 

-1 + : + 

I : I 
I I 

-2 4 + 

[ { 
| | 

-3 ¢ + 

QuTr ttoewnwnw- tenor torre ¢-cece tree eee r- ++ 

-3 -2 1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.2082, P < .05 

359



TABLE 91 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 24709 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE -06105 DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -04902 REGRESSION 1 5.62598 5.62598 

STANDARD ERROR 1.05322 RESIDUAL 78 86 .52324 1.10927 

Fs §.07178 SIGNIF F = .0271 

Pores sree ster necce VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ----<9------e----= 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sig T 

HRESP -.216108 -095960 ~.2497089 -2.252 .0271 
(CONSTANT } 5.540071 - 360861 15.352 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - TEENLO 
OUT 44----- tenon tenene tonne tooce- Foon ++ 

34 + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
I | MAX N 

2+ + 

| I 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1+ . » 8 2. 6 . + * 8.0 

{ * | 
| * * * | 

0 + . . + 

| . oe ee 8 3 I 
| . . | 

-] + $ + 

| . { 
| . . | 

-2 +4 . + 

| | 
| . J 

-3 ¢ + 
OUT t¢t4---~- to----- tro--- tooo toon t--~-- + 

-3 -2 -1 0 i 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.2741, P < .05 

360



TABLE 92 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: HOUSEHOLD RESPONSIBILITY AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R .17808 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE .03171 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE -02562 REGRESSION 1 2.83144 2.83194 

STANDARD ERROR 73737 RESIDUAL 159 86 .44961 -§4371 

Fe §.20765 SIGNIF F = .0238 
wee e stew weeeessccen VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION -----3--e-erreo--- 
OVARI ABLE B SE B BETA T SIG T 

HRESP -,100258 -043934 -.178084 ~2.282 .0238 
(CONSTANT ) 5.873514 179469 32.727 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - HRESP DOWN - TEENLO 
OUT +4+----- t---e- to---- 4----- teeren tewnen ++ 

3 1 1 SYMBOLS: 

{ I MAX N 
2¢ + 

| | 3.0 
| | : 6.0 

l¢ + at 15.0 
| ee a | 

| . * . | 
0 +¢ . $ oo. 8 . ? 

I . od | 
| e { 

-l] ¢ o 

| * * e e e e | 

| oo . | 
-2 + + 

1 I 
| | 

-3 + . + 

OUT +#+----- t----- + wo eee nen +-- teenn- ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OuT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.1781, P < .05 

361



TABLE 93 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: RESTRICTING BEHAVIOR AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
TEENS 

MULTIPLE R - 29483 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

R SQUARE - 08692 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 

ADJUSTED R SQUARE -08107 REGRESSION 1 7.74184 7.74184 

STANDARD ERROR 72201 RESIQUAL 156 81.32303 -52130 

Fe 14.85099 SIGNIF F = .0002 

woe ewe nee cere erren VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ------------------ 

OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sig T 

RESTRICT -.170748 .044308 -.294828 -3.854 .0002 

(CONSTANT ) 6.124280 - 182753 33.511 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - RESTRICT DOWN - TEENLO 
QUT +#4-~---- teoo-- to---- teer-- tener t----- ++ 

3 ¢ + SYMBOLS: 

I { 
| | MAX N 

2+ + 

| | : 2.0 
| | : 4.0 

1 + + 8.0 
| 2 re a RE Ss I 
| . t.. tot | 

Q + e e ee ef ee s e . e > 

| . ce ee be | 
{ : I 

-l + . + 
| + oe ee | 
| see | 

-2 ¢ : + 

I t 
| | 

-3 ¢ . + 
OUT 44+<---- teorme term. oe toowee Greece +4 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = -.2948, P < .05 
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TABLE 94 

REGRESSION RESULTS AND SCATTERPLOT: ENCOURAGING VERBALIZATION AND TEEN, LOW-RISK PRODUCTS 
PARENTS 

MULTIPLE R - 19944 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
R SQUARE -03978 OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE .02746 REGRESSION 1 3.81590 3.81590 
STANDARD ERROR 1.08675 RESIDUAL 78 92.12081 1.18104 

Fe 3.23098 SIGNIF F = .0761 
ween an eee eee creernn- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION --------2%e"3-"----- 
OVARIABLE B SE B BETA T sIcgT 

VERBAL 232825 -129828 199437 1.797 .0761 
(CONSTANT ) 3.607973 -645151 §.592 .0000 

STANDARDIZED SCATTERPLOT 

ACROSS - VERBAL DOWN - TEENLO 
OUT 44----- $eecee 4----- $ocen $oneue +4 

3+ + SYMBOLS: 

| | 
| | MAX N 

2+ + 
| { . 1.0 
I | : 2.0 

1 + . . ee * + * §.0 

| . ot | 
| * ue 5 eH I 

0 + . + 

| x 8 | 
| 2 | 

-l +, . + 

. . | 

. : . | 
-2 . + 

| . | 
| 1 

-3 + + 

OUT +4----- geoenne ¢--een torne- trecee toore- ++ 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 OUT 

PEARSON CORRELATION = .1994, P < .10 
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Appendix 1 
SUPERINTENDENTS’ COVER LETTER 

Dear : 

I am a doctoral candidate in marketing at Virginia Tech. The reason I am writing to you is that 
my dissertation topic 1s on teenagers’ and parents’ perceptions of family member purchase behavior 
and parent-teenager relationships. Given this research focus, I would like to explore the possibility 
of collecting data through the marketing education and business classes at [school name]. 

For my research purposes, J would need to collect data from both students and one of their 
parents. I would like to have an achieved sample size of 250 parent-teenager dyads. To outline my 
initial thinking on the process (although I am flexible), I would like to administer a survey to students 
in class. The survey would take about 20-25 minutes of class time. I would then ask students to take 
a survey home to one of their parents for the parent to complete. The questions asked of students 
and parents would be similar, only reworded to fit the respondent’s perspective. I would ask the 
parent to return the survey to school via the student within one week and send a reminder home to 
that effect midweek. All responses would be kept confidential and anonymous. In return for par- 
ticipation in this research, I would make a $4 contribution to the marketing or business student or- 
ganization of the school for every fully completed set of parent-student responses. 

I have enclosed copies of both the students’ and the parents’ questionnaires for you to inspect. 
The enclosed copies demonstrate the types of questions I would be asking. to be specific, section | 
assesses the dependent variable of teenagers’ purchase influence. Sections II and III measure the in- 
dependent variables of parental warmth, restrictiveness, and peerness of parent-teenager relationships, 
and the level of the teenager’s household responsibility. Sections IV through VI assess the extent to 
which parents (or other adults present in the household) support each other’s views in relation to the 
teenager. Section VII is a behaviorally based measure of the teenager’s household responsibility, and 
section VIII measures potential statistical controls, or background characteristics of respondents. 

Because of the nature of this research, I would not make the raw data available to the school. 

However, I would be willing to forward copies of any publications arising from this research. My 
reason for not providing access to the raw data is to maintain respondent confidentiality. 

What benefits would you receive from this arrangement, should you decide to accept? Apart 
from contributing to a scholarly endeavor and aiding me in completing my dissertation, this project 
might prove useful as an instructional tool in marketing education and business classes, to acquaint 
students with the types of issues marketing researchers address (and raise funds for student marketing 
groups, such as FBLA, DECA, or similar groups). 

If my proposal is acceptable to you, I would like to begin collecting data in early-mid May. 
As I mentioned, I am flexible with respect to the process outlined above and I am willing to work 
with you to secure your approval. 

I will contact you in a week, after you have had time to look over the enclosed materials, to 
discuss my request and to answer any questions that you may have. If you should need to talk to 
me in the meantime, I can be reached at (703) 382-3642 (H) or (703) 231-6949 (QO). I hope that you 
may be in a position to help me collect the data for my dissertation. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. 
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TV 
s
u
b
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 

Soft 
d
r
i
n
k
s
 

W
a
l
k
m
a
n
 

for 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

S
h
o
e
s
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

M
o
v
i
e
 

for 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

to 
s
e
e
 

Per 
fume 

or 
c
o
l
o
g
n
e
 

for 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

T
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

m
a
d
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

a
l
o
n
e
 

7. 
€ 

) 

6. 
) 

9
 

t 
)D 

10. 
( 

) 

ll. 
¢ 

12. 
¢ 

) 

13. 
¢ 

3 

14. 
{ 

) 

15. 
¢ 

16. 
€ 

OD 

17. 
¢ 

) 

18. 

19. 
¢ 

) 

2
0
.
4
 

) 

21. 
( 

) 

22. 
t 

) 

2
3
.
4
 

9 

24. 
( 

) 

25. 
( 

) 

26. 
{ 

) 

27. 
( 

) 

28. 
¢ 

) 

29. 
( 

) 

T
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

had 
m
o
r
e
 

say 
than 

p
a
r
e
n
t
i
s
)
 

) 

T
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

had 
slightly 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
t
h
a
n
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

) 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
 ) 

and 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

par 
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 

equally 

P
a
r
e
n
t
i
s
)
 

had 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
than 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

had 
m
o
r
e
 

say 
than 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

m
a
d
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

a
l
o
n
e
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II. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

the 
e
x
t
e
n
t
 

to 
which 

each 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 

d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
 

you 
and 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
s
 

in 
your 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 

with 
your 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

for 
each 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
.
 

It 
is 

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

to 
answer 

all 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
;
 

some 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
 

may 
seem 

alike 
but 

are 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 

to 
show 

slight 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 

of 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
.
 

N
o
t
 

S
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 

S
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 

like 
me 

N
o
t
 

n
o
t
 

like 
Like 

A 
lot 

at 
all 

like 
me 

like 
me 

me 
me 

like 
me 

1. 
I 

e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

to 
talk 

about 
1. 

( 
) 

( 
4) 

( 
) 

{t 
) 

« 
) 

( 
3) 

h
i
s
/
h
e
r
 

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s
.
 

2. 
I 

do 
not 

allow 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

to 
get 

a
n
g
r
y
 

2. 
( 

) 
( 

J) 
( 

) 
{ 

J) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
with 

me. 
3. 

I 
make 

sure 
that 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

knows 
that 

I 
3. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
e
 

what 
h
e
/
s
h
e
 

tries 
to 

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
.
 

4. 
I 

find 
it 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
g
 

to 
be 

with 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

4. 
( 

) 
( 

3 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

3 
for 

long 
p
e
r
i
o
d
s
 

of 
time. 

5. 
I 

b
e
l
i
e
v
e
 

that 
c
r
i
t
i
c
i
s
m
 

makes 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

5. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
improve. 

6. 
I 

rarely 
sit 

down 
with 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

just 
to 

6. 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

>) 
( 

) 
talk 

about 
life 

in 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
.
 

7. 
I 

scold 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

when 
h
e
/
s
h
e
 

does 
7. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

t
o
)
 

( 
3) 

( 
) 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

I 
do 

not 
like. 

8. 
I 

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
'
s
 

o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

and 
8. 

( 
2 

( 
3} 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e
 

h
i
m
/
h
e
r
 

to 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 

it. 
9. 

I 
do 

not 
spend 

a 
lot 

of 
time 

with 
my 

9. 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 . 

10. 
I 

do 
not 

care 
if 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

says 
bad 

10. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
things 

about 
h
i
s
/
h
e
r
 

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.
 

11. 
I 

do 
not 

care 
what 

time 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

goes 
ll. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
3) 

goes 
to 

bed 
at 

night. 
12. 

I 
am 

a
l
w
a
y
s
 

doing 
things 

with 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
.
 

12. 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
« 

3) 
( 

) 
13. 

I 
do 

not 
know 

what 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
'
s
 

hopes 
13. 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

{( 
3} 

are 
for 

the 
future. 

14. 
I 

do 
not 

m
i
n
d
 

it 
if 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

14. 
( 

} 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

} 
( 

) 
my 

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
.
 

15. 
I 

find 
it 

d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 

to 
talk 

to 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
.
 

15. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

+) 
16. 

I 
do 

not 
mind 

it 
if 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
l
y
 

16. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
u
s
e
s
 

c
u
r
s
e
 

w
o
r
d
s
.
 

17. 
I 

m
a
k
e
 

s
u
r
e
 

t
h
a
t
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

g
e
t
s
 

h
i
s
/
h
e
r
 

17. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
(
2
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

h
o
m
e
w
o
r
k
 

d
o
n
e
.
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III. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

a
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
each 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

agree 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

Agree 
agree 

1. 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
(
r
e
n
)
 

have 
equal 

s
t
a
t
u
s
 

in 
our 

1. 
(
O
D
 

« 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

family. 

2. 
I 

o
f
t
e
n
 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
 

in 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
.
 

2
.
)
 

« 
) 

{( 
) 

« 
) 

( 
) 

3. 
My 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

d
o
e
s
 

n
o
t
 

h
a
v
e
 

a 
lot 

of 
f
a
m
i
l
y
 

3. 
) 

a
 

| 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
.
 

4. 
I 

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

and 
m
y
s
e
l
f
 

to 
be 

good 
4
.
)
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

f
r
i
e
n
d
s
.
 

5. 
If 

I 
had 

a 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

that 
a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
 

me 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
l
y
,
 

5. 
) 

t 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

I 
w
o
u
l
d
 

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
 

it 
with 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
.
 

6. 
I 

e
x
p
e
c
t
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

to 
help 

m
a
n
a
g
e
 

the 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
.
 

6. 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

7. 
In 

g
e
n
e
r
a
l
,
 

I 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

and 
m
y
s
e
l
f
 

to 
7
.
)
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

be 
e
q
u
a
l
s
.
 

8. 
My 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

h
a
s
 

a 
lot 

of 
i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

o
v
e
r
 

me. 
8. 

( 
J 

( 
) 

( 
3 

( 
) 

( 
) 

9. 
I 

w
o
u
l
d
 

like 
to 

give 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

more 
9. 

) 
( 

) 
( 

0 
( 

3) 
( 

3 
f
a
m
i
l
y
-
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 

d
u
t
i
e
s
.
 

10. 
I 

never 
ask 

my 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

for 
a
d
v
i
c
e
.
 

10. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
{ 

) 
11. 

I 
do 

not 
rely 

on 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

to 
help 

me 
make 

lhe 
€ 

( 
3 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

m
y
s
e
l
f
.
 

12. 
My 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

does 
not 

do 
a 

lot 
of 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

work. 
1
z
.
¢
 

~~) 
(3) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

13. 
In 

c
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 

m
y
s
e
l
f
 

with 
my 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
,
 

I 
am 

13. 
€ 

3 
( 

3) 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
the 

b
o
s
s
.
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IF 
YOU 

ARE 
C
U
R
R
E
N
T
L
Y
 

M
A
R
R
I
E
D
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
 

S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

IV 
OF 

THE 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
 

AND 
T
H
E
N
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VII. 
IF 

YOU 
ARE 

O
I
V
O
R
C
E
D
 

OR 
S
E
P
A
R
A
T
E
D
 

AND 
YOU 

DO 
NOT 

LIVE 
W
I
T
H
 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
 

P
R
E
S
E
N
T
 

IN 
YOUR 

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

V 
OF 

T
H
I
S
 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

IF 
YOU 

ARE 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

BUT 
L
I
V
I
N
G
 

W
I
T
H
 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
 

P
R
E
S
E
N
T
 

IN 
Y
O
U
R
 

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VI 
OF 

THE 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

F
I
N
A
L
L
Y
»
 

IF 
YOU 

ARE 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

(AND 
HAVE 

N
E
V
E
R
 

B
E
E
N
 

M
A
R
R
I
E
D
)
 

OR 
W
I
D
O
W
E
D
 

AND 
YOU 

ARE 
NOT 

C
U
R
R
E
N
T
L
Y
 

L
I
V
I
N
G
 

W
I
T
H
 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VII 
OF 

THIS 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

IV. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
you 

are 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

e
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
e
a
c
h
 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

A
f
t
e
r
 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

s
k
i
p
 

to 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

VII 
of 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
.
 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

A
g
r
e
e
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
My 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

w
o
r
k
 

t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

1
D
 

«
>
 

«
>
 

(3) 
« 

) 
the 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

l
i
v
e
s
.
 

2. 
My 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

is 
not 

a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

2
.
¢
 

3) 
to) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

3. 
1f 

t
h
e
r
e
 

is 
some 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

3. 
t
o
)
 

ae) 
‘ooo 

( 
3 

¢ 
) 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

my 
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

e
a
c
h
 

o
t
h
e
r
.
 

4. 
I 

u
p
h
o
l
d
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

my 
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

m
a
k
e
s
 

6. 
7) 

( 
)D 

t 
3 

( 
dD 

( 
3 

r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

5. 
My 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

f
r
o
n
t
 

to 
the 

5 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

6. 
My 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

o
v
e
r
 

i
s
s
u
a
s
 

6. 
) 

a 
(9%) 

( 
3 

a 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

V. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
you 

are 
d
i
v
o
r
c
e
d
 

or 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d
 

and 
you 

do 
not 

live 
w
i
t
h
 

a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
y
o
u
r
 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

a
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
e
a
c
h
 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

A
f
t
e
r
 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

skip 
to 

s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

VII 
of 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
.
 

N
e
i
 
ther 

a
g
r
e
e
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

A
g
r
e
e
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
My 

e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

w
o
r
k
 

t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

1
.
0
0
 

( 
) 

t
o
)
 

( 
dD 

( 
) 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
’
s
 

l
i
v
e
s
.
 

2. 
My 

e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

is 
not 

a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

z2.¢ 
0) 

( 
) 

a
 

) 
( 

3) 
« 

) 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

3. 
If 

t
h
e
r
e
 

is 
some 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

3. 
(3) 

( 
) 

( 
3) 

( 
) 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

my 
e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

e
a
c
h
 

o
t
h
e
r
.
 

4. 
I 

u
p
h
o
l
d
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

my 
e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

m
a
k
e
s
 

4. 
) 

| 
( 

) 
( 

> 
(
3
 

r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

5. 
My 

e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

f
r
o
n
t
 

to 
the 

5. 
) 

«
0
 

( 
> 

t
o
)
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

6. 
My 

e
x
-
s
p
o
u
s
e
 

and 
I 

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

over 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 

6. 
( 

) 
(>) 

« 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
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VI. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
you 

are 
s
i
n
g
l
e
 

and 
l
i
v
i
n
g
 

with 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
your 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
agree, 

agree, 
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
each 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

After 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
 

to 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

VII 
of 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
.
 

N
e
i
 
ther 

agree 
S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

Agree 
agree 

1. 
The 

o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
I 

1 
(
O
D
 

t 
3 

( 
) 

( 
3) 

{ 
) 

work 
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
'
s
 

lives. 
2. 

The 
o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

is 
not 

2
.
¢
 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

3. 
If 

there 
is 

some 
d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

3
.
)
 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

the 
o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
I 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

each 
other. 

4. 
I 

u
p
h
o
l
d
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

the 
o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

4
.
(
 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
in 

my 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

makes 
r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

5. 
The 

o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
I 

5
.
)
 

t 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
3) 

( 
3 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

front 
to 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

6. 
The 

o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
I 

a
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

over 
issues 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

the 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
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VII. 
All 

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
.
 

B
e
l
o
w
 

are 
a 

n
u
m
b
e
r
 

of 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

t
a
s
k
s
 

and 
c
h
o
r
e
s
 

that 
your 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

may 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

e
a
c
h
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 

as 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

how 
o
f
t
e
n
 

your 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

e
n
g
a
g
e
s
 

in 
the 

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 

for 
the 

f
a
m
i
l
y
:
 

V
e
r
y
 

N
e
v
e
r
 

R
a
r
e
l
y
 

S
o
m
e
 

t 
imes 

O
f
t
e
n
 

1. 
C
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

b
e
f
o
r
e
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
?
 

1. 
¢( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

») 
(
3
 

2. 
C
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

a
f
t
e
r
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
?
 

2. 
) 

( 
) 

( 
») 

{ 
) 

3. 
D
o
i
n
g
 

the 
l
a
u
n
d
r
y
?
 

3. 
f 

) 
« 

) 
a
)
 

t 
) 

4. 
S
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
 

for 
g
r
o
c
e
r
i
e
s
?
 

4. 
t 

3 
a 

( 
) 

t
)
 

5. 
Cooking 

dinner? 
5
.
)
 

a
)
 

(
>
 

9) 
6. 

C
l
e
a
n
i
n
g
 

up 
a
f
t
e
r
 

d
i
n
n
e
r
?
 

6. 
¢ 

) 
( 

3 
« 

) 

7. 
C
l
e
a
n
i
n
g
 

the 
h
o
u
s
e
?
 

7. 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
«
o
o
 

8. 
M
o
w
i
n
g
/
c
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
the 

l
a
w
n
?
 

8
.
1
 

3) 
(dD 

( 
) 

9. 
R
u
n
n
i
n
g
 

e
r
r
a
n
d
s
 

for 
the 

f
a
m
i
l
y
?
 

9. 
¢ 

3D 
( 

3 
{ 

) 
to) 

10. 
Home 

r
e
p
a
i
r
s
/
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
?
 

lo. 
¢ 

3D 
« 

) 
( 

) 
«
3
 

11. 
Car 

r
e
p
a
i
r
s
/
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
?
 

11. 
(
=
D
 

( 
) 

( 
3 

a
 

| 

12. 
Planning 

the 
family's 

meals? 
12. 

¢ 
2) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

13. 
M
a
k
i
n
g
 

out 
the 

g
r
o
c
e
r
y
 

l
i
s
t
?
 

13. 
¢ 

OD 
( 

> 
( 

) 
(>) 

14. 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 

that 
n
e
e
d
 

to 
be 

f
i
x
e
d
 

14. 
¢ 

) 
( 

> 
{( 

3 
t
o
 

in 
the 

h
o
u
s
e
?
 

15. 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 

that 
n
e
e
d
 

to 
be 

f
i
x
e
d
 

15. 
¢( 

2D 
( 

43 
( 

0 
«
o
D
 

on 
t
h
e
 

c
a
r
?
 

16. 
D
e
l
e
g
a
t
i
n
g
 

t
a
s
k
s
 

to 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
?
 

16. 
¢ 

) 
( 

3 
( 

3 
(3) 

VIII. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
 

to 
t
h
e
s
e
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

by 
c
i
r
c
l
i
n
g
 

w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 

the 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 

d
a
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
 

you 
(
T
r
u
e
)
 

or 
d
o
e
s
 

not 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 

you 
(
F
a
l
s
e
)
.
 

I 
s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s
 

feel 
r
e
s
e
n
t
f
u
l
 

w
h
e
n
 

I 
do 

not 
get 

my 
way. 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

ty 
t
a
b
l
e
 

m
a
n
n
e
r
s
 

at 
h
o
m
e
 

are 
as 

g
o
o
d
 

as 
w
h
e
n
 

I 
eat 

out 
in 

a 
T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
.
 

On 
a 

few 
o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
s
,
 

I 
h
a
v
e
 

g
i
v
e
n
 

up 
d
o
i
n
g
 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

I 
T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

too 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 

of 
my 

a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.
 

T
h
e
r
e
 

h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 
o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
s
 

w
h
e
n
 

I 
have 

t
a
k
e
n
 

a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
 

of 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
.
 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

T
h
e
r
e
 

h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

t
i
m
e
s
 

w
h
a
n
 

I 
felt 

like 
r
e
b
e
l
l
i
n
g
 

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 

p
e
o
p
l
e
 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

in 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 

t
h
o
u
g
h
 

I 
k
n
e
w
 

they 
w
e
r
e
 

r
i
g
h
t
.
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IX. 
This 

section 
is 

meant 
to 

give 
us 

some 
idea 

of 
you 

and 
your 

family's 
background. 

All 
information 

will 
remain 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 

and 
a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
.
 

 
 

 
 

1. 
W
h
a
t
 

is 
your 

sex? 
M
a
l
e
 

F
e
m
a
l
e
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
i
r
c
l
e
 

one) 

2. 
W
h
a
t
 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

age 
in 

y
e
a
r
s
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

3. 
What 

is 
your 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 

How 
m
a
n
y
 

h
o
u
r
s
 

per 
w
e
e
k
 

do 
you 

w
o
r
k
,
 

on 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
?
 

h
o
u
r
s
/
w
e
e
k
 

 
 

4. 
If 

you 
are 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
,
 

w
h
a
t
 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

s
p
o
u
s
e
'
s
 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

How 
m
a
n
y
 

h
o
u
r
s
 

per 
w
e
e
k
 

does 
your 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

w
o
r
k
,
 

on 
s
v
e
r
a
g
e
?
 

h
o
u
r
s
/
w
e
e
k
 

 
 

5. 
If 

you 
are 

not 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 

married 
but 

live 
with 

another 
adult 

present 
in 

your 
household, 

what 
is 

this 
p
e
r
s
o
n
'
s
 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

How 
m
a
n
y
 

h
o
u
r
s
 

per 
w
e
e
k
 

does 
this 

p
e
r
s
o
n
 

w
o
r
k
,
 

on 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
?
 

h
o
u
r
s
/
w
e
e
k
 

 
 

6. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

list 
the 

age 
and 

sex 
of 

all 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
your 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
.
 

Age 
 
 

HILI 

7. 
Are 

t
h
e
r
e
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

who 
live 

in 
your 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

b
e
s
i
d
e
s
 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

and 
your 

s
p
o
u
s
e
,
 

if 
m
a
r
r
i
e
d
?
 

(For 
this 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 

all 
o
l
d
e
r
 

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 

who 
h
a
v
e
 

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
d
 

from 
h
i
g
h
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
,
 

but 

who 
s
t
i
l
l
 

live 
at 

h
o
m
e
.
)
 

yes 
no 

 
 

If 
"
y
e
s
,
"
 

how 
m
a
n
y
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
,
 

b
e
s
i
d
e
s
 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

(and 
y
o
u
r
 

s
p
o
u
s
e
,
 

if 
m
a
r
r
i
e
d
)
,
 

are 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 

your 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
?
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

 
 

What 
are 

t
h
e
s
e
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
’
 

ages 
end 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
 

to 
you? 

Age 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
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8. 
What 

is 
your 

c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 

m
a
r
i
t
a
l
 

s
t
a
t
u
s
?
 

_
_
s
—
i
s
r
w
r
r
r
i
e
d
 

d
i
v
o
r
c
e
d
 

s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d
 

 
 

9. 
If 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
,
 

how 
long 

h
a
v
e
 

you 
b
e
e
n
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
?
 

w
i
d
o
w
e
d
/
w
i
d
o
w
e
r
e
d
 

s
i
n
g
l
e
,
 

n
e
v
e
r
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

10. 
If 

you 
are 

c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
,
 

is 
this 

a 
f
i
r
s
t
 

m
a
r
r
i
a
g
e
:
 

f
o
r
 

y
o
u
?
 

for 
your 

s
p
o
u
s
e
?
 

yes 
yes 

 
 

 
 

n
o
 

n
o
 

 
 

ll. 
If 

you 
h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

list 
the 

y
e
a
r
s
 

of 
all 

m
a
r
r
i
a
g
e
s
,
 

b
e
g
i
n
n
i
n
g
 

w
i
t
h
 

the 
most 

r
e
c
e
n
t
 

m
a
r
r
i
a
g
e
 

tif 
r
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
)
.
 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

from 
19 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

from 
19 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

from 
19 

m
a
r
r
i
e
d
 

f
r
o
m
 

19  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

to 
to 
to 
to 

 
 

 
 

 
 

12. 
If 

s
i
n
g
l
e
,
 

how 
long 

h
a
v
e
 

you 
b
e
e
n
 

s
i
n
g
l
e
?
 

13. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

level. 

e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
o
m
e
 

h
i
g
h
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
d
 

h
i
g
h
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
/
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

 
 

14. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

total 
a
n
n
u
a
l
 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

i
n
c
o
m
e
.
 

u
n
d
e
r
 

$
5
,
0
0
0
 

$
5
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
9
,
9
9
9
 

$
1
0
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
1
4
,
9
9
9
 

$
1
5
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
1
9
,
9
9
9
 

$
2
0
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
2
4
,
9
9
9
 

 
 

15. 
Do 

you 
g
i
v
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

an 
a
l
l
o
w
a
n
c
e
?
 
 
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

some 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
d
 

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
 

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 

some 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 

w
o
r
k
 

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 

d
e
g
r
e
e
 

$
2
5
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
2
9
,
9
9
9
 

$
3
0
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
3
9
,
9
9
9
 

$
4
0
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
4
9
,
9
9
9
 

$
5
0
,
0
0
0
 

to 
$
7
4
,
9
9
9
 

e
v
e
r
 

$
7
5
,
0
0
 

yes 
 
 

If 
“
y
e
s
,
”
 

why 
do 

you 
give 

an 
a
l
l
o
w
a
n
c
e
?
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
 

all 
that 

apply) 

as 
p
a
y
m
a
n
t
 

in 
r
e
t
u
r
n
 

for 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
i
n
g
 

c
h
o
r
e
s
 

Nl 

o
t
h
e
r
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

s
p
e
c
i
 

 
 

to 
t
e
a
c
h
 

your 
t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

the 
v
a
l
u
e
 

of 
m
o
n
e
y
 

to 
g
i
v
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

e
x
t
r
a
 

s
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

to 
g
i
v
e
 

y
o
u
r
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

for 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 

items 
fy: 
 
 

16. 
Who 

is 
m
o
s
t
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 

y
o
u
r
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

b
e
i
n
g
 

a 
K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
 

(
s
u
c
h
 

as 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

and 

b
r
a
n
d
s
 

w
i
t
h
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
,
 

g
o
i
n
g
 

s
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
 

w
i
t
h
 

t
e
e
n
a
g
e
r
,
 

and 
so 

on)? 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

or 
y
o
u
r
 

s
p
o
u
s
e
 

YOUR 
R
E
S
P
O
N
S
E
S
 

TO 
ALL 

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
S
 

WILL 
R
E
M
A
I
N
 

S
T
R
I
C
T
L
Y
 

C
O
N
F
I
D
E
N
T
I
A
L
 

AND 
A
N
O
N
Y
M
O
U
S
.
 

T
H
A
N
K
 

YOU 
FOR 

T
A
K
I
N
G
 

THE 
TIME 

TO 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
 

TO 
THIS 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

WE 
A
P
P
R
E
C
I
A
T
E
 

YOU 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
T
I
O
N
.
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A
p
p
e
n
d
i
x
 

3 
F
A
M
I
L
Y
 

C
O
N
S
U
M
E
R
 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
-
-
T
E
E
N
S
 

In 
this 

s
u
r
v
e
y
,
 

we 
are 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 

in 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 

what 
you 

think 
about 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

members‘ 
roles 

in 
p
u
r
c
h
a
s
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

and 
also 

how 
you 

view 
your 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
 

with 
your 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

and 
other 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.
 

B
e
f
o
r
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
i
n
g
 

this 
s
u
r
v
e
y
,
 

we 
w
o
u
l
d
 

like 
to 

r
e
m
i
n
d
 

you 
not 

to 
talk 

about 
your 

a
n
s
w
e
r
s
 

with 
your 

c
l
a
s
s
m
a
t
e
s
.
 

We 
are 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
e
d
 

in 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 

what 
you 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

think 
about 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

All 
of 

your 
a
n
s
w
e
r
s
 

to 
the 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

in 
this 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

will 
r
e
m
a
i
n
 

a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
 

and 
c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
.
 

To 
b
e
g
i
n
 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
,
 

we 
w
o
u
l
d
 

like 
for 

you 
to 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

the 
f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
 

K
e
e
p
i
n
g
 

in 
mind 

ONLY 
THE 

P
A
R
E
N
T
(
S
)
 

IN 
THE 

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D
 

IN 
WHICH 

YOU 
C
U
R
R
E
N
T
L
Y
 

LIVE 
(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

check 
only 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
)
:
 

From 
w
h
i
c
h
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

do 
you 

learn 
the 

most 
about 

being 
a 

K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
(
s
u
c
h
 

as 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 

about 
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

and 
b
r
a
n
d
s
,
 

going 
s
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
 

with, 
and 

so 
on)? 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

father 
s
t
e
p
m
o
t
h
e
r
 

s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
 

other 
(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

s
p
e
c
i
f
y
 

who 
this 

p
e
r
s
o
n
 

is: 
) 

For 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
 

II 
and 

III 
of 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 

only, 
when 

a 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 

r
e
f
e
r
s
 

to 
"
p
a
r
e
n
t
"
 

(that 
is, 

it 
r
e
f
e
r
s
 

to 
only 

one 
p
a
r
e
n
t
)
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 

k
e
e
p
i
n
g
 

the 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

that 
you 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

above 
in 

mind. 
In 

other 
words, 

in 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
 

II 
and 

III, 
we 

want 
you 

to 
focus 

on 
this 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

when 
a
n
s
w
e
r
i
n
g
 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

Also, 
we 

ask 
that 

you 
d
e
l
i
v
e
r
 

the 
p
a
r
e
n
t
'
s
 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

to 
this 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

for 
h
e
r
/
h
i
m
 

to 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 

(this 
will 

be 
more 

fully 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
 

after 
you 

have 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
d
 

your 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
). 
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F
A
M
I
L
Y
 

C
O
N
S
U
M
E
R
 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
 

The 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 

of 
this 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

are 
to 

g
a
i
n
 

some 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 

of 
how 

you 
and 

y
o
u
r
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

act 
as 

c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
s
 

and 
to 

l
e
a
r
n
 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

y
o
u
r
 
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 

t
o
w
a
r
d
 

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
.
 

W
h
e
n
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

r
e
f
e
r
 

to 
y
o
u
r
 
"
p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
,
"
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

t
h
e
s
e
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

w
i
t
h
 

the 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

in 
the 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

in 
w
h
i
c
h
 

you 
live 

in 
m
i
n
d
.
 

All 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 

c
o
n
t
a
i
n
e
d
 

in 
this 

s
u
r
v
e
y
 

w
i
l
l
 

r
e
m
a
i
n
 

a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
 

and 
c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
.
 

1. 
L
i
s
t
e
d
 

b
e
l
o
w
 

are 
a 

n
u
m
b
e
r
 

of 
p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
.
 

For 
e
a
c
h
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
,
 

we 
w
o
u
l
d
 

like 
to 

k
n
o
w
 

how 
a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

your 
p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

w
e
r
e
 

in 
the 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
 

to 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
 

an 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
 

for 
e
a
c
h
 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
.
 

In 
the 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

b
e
l
o
w
,
 

“
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
"
 

r
e
f
e
r
 

to 
the 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

in 
the 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

in 
w
h
i
c
h
 

you 
live 

that 
you 

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 

on 
the 

f
i
r
s
t
 

p
a
g
e
 

of 
this 

s
u
r
v
e
y
.
 

For 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
 

if 
you 

live 
w
i
t
h
 

y
o
u
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
,
 

you 
w
o
u
l
d
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

b
e
l
o
w
 

u
s
i
n
g
 

y
o
u
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
 

as 
“
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.
”
 

If 
you 

live 
w
i
t
h
 

your 
m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
f
a
t
h
e
r
,
 

you 
w
o
u
l
d
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

w
i
t
h
 

y
o
u
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 

in 
mind. 

If 
you 

live 
w
i
t
h
 

only 
y
o
u
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
,
 

then 
“
p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
"
 

in 
the 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

b
e
l
o
w
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

r
e
f
e
r
 

to 
o
n
l
y
 

y
o
u
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
.
 

S
o
m
e
 

e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 

f
o
l
l
o
w
.
 

I 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
 

) 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

I 
I 

had 
slightly 

a
n
d
 

had 
slightly 

Parent(s) 
Parentis) 

m
a
d
e
 

had 
m
o
r
e
 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
I 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
h
a
d
 

more 
m
a
d
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

say 
then 

t
h
a
n
 

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 

than 
say 

than 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

Do 
not 

a
l
o
n
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
i
s
)
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

e
q
u
a
l
l
y
 

I 
did 

I 
did 

a
l
o
n
e
 

o
w
 

Car 
i
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e
-
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
 f 

t 
3) 

a 
B
a
c
k
p
a
c
k
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

( 
) 

(
>
 

F
a
m
i
l
y
 

v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

a 
« 

) 
W
e
l
c
o
m
e
 

mat 
( 

3) 
( 

) 

www ww 

~-_ > - 

( ( ( ( 

we a 

sw ww ww 

ae mm 

www w 

nar Tm 

wwe ww 

y 

( 
( 

) 

( 
( 

) 

( 
( 

) 

for 
the 

car 
i
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e
,
 

the 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

a
b
o
v
e
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

that 
y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

m
a
d
e
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

car 
i
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e
 

for 
you 

w
i
t
h
 

v
e
r
y
 

l
i
t
t
l
e
 

input 
from 

you. 
For 

the 
b
a
c
k
p
a
c
k
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
,
 

the 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

that 
you 

m
a
d
e
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

w
i
t
h
 

v
e
r
y
 

l
i
t
t
l
e
 

input 
from 

your 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.
 

The 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

for 
the 

v
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

that 
you 

and 
y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

par- 
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 

e
q
u
a
l
l
y
 

in 
the 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
.
 

F
i
n
a
l
l
y
,
 

the 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
e
d
 

for 
the 

w
e
l
c
o
m
e
 

mat 
w
o
u
l
d
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

that 
y
o
u
r
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

does 
not 

own 
a 

w
e
l
c
o
m
e
 

mat. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

use 
t
h
e
s
e
 

e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 

as 
g
u
i
d
e
s
 

in 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

y
o
u
r
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 

for 
the 

p
r
o
d
u
c
t
s
 

b
e
l
o
w
.
 

I 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

I 
I 

had 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 

a
n
d
 

had 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

m
a
d
e
 

had 
m
o
r
e
 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
I 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
had 

m
o
r
e
 

m
a
d
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

say 
than 

than 
p
a
r
 
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 

than 
say 

than 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

Do 
not 

a
l
o
n
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

e
q
u
a
l
l
y
 

I 
did 

I 
did 

a
l
o
n
e
 

own 

1. 
F
a
m
i
l
y
 

car 
1. 

€ 
)D 

a 
a 

t
o
)
 

t 
) 

{ 
) 

«
>
 

{ 
) 

2. 
S
h
a
m
p
o
o
 

f
o
r
 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

2. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
t 

) 
( 

) 
( 

») 
( 

) 
( 

) 

3. 
F
a
m
i
l
y
 

t
o
o
t
h
p
a
s
t
e
 

3. 
¢ 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

) 

4. 
C
l
o
t
h
e
s
 

f
o
r
 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

4. 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

5. 
K
a
t
c
h
e
n
 

c
u
r
t
a
i
n
s
 

5. 
t 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
t 

) 
( 

) 

6. 
Wall 

c
l
o
c
k
 

6. 
f 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
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10. 

ll. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

215. 

lo. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

I 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

I 
I 

had 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 

a
n
d
 

had 
s
l
i
g
h
t
l
y
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
t
s
)
 

P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

m
a
d
e
 

had 
m
o
r
e
 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
I 

m
o
r
e
 

say 
had 

m
o
r
e
 

m
a
d
e
 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

say 
than 

than 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 

than 
say 

than 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
 

a
l
o
n
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

e
q
u
a
l
l
y
 

I 
did 

I 
did 

a
l
o
n
e
 

E
l
e
c
t
r
o
n
i
c
 

g
a
m
e
 

7. 
« 

dD 
( 

) 
¢ 

« 
) 

{ 
») 

« 
) 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

L
i
v
i
n
g
-
r
o
o
m
 

f
u
r
n
i
t
u
r
e
 

8. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

> 
(3) 

(3) 

S
c
h
o
o
l
 

s
u
p
p
l
i
e
s
 

9. 
€ 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
« 

) 
for 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

Breakfast 
cereal 

lo. 
¢ 

3 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

 ) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 

B
e
d
s
p
r
e
a
d
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

ll. 
( 

) 
{ 

3 
« 

) 
« 

) 
( 

»? 
¢ 

) 
( 

3) 

Pots 
and 

pans 
12. 

(= 
)D 

( 
) 

( 
) 

« 
) 

( 
) 

(
>
 

« 
3 

S
o
f
t
 

d
r
i
n
k
s
 

13. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

D
e
o
d
o
r
a
n
t
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

14. 
( 

3} 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

> 
( 

) 
q
)
 

« 
9) 

M
i
c
r
o
w
a
v
e
 

o
v
e
n
 

15. 
€ 

32 
( 

) 
f
o
3
 

«
o
o
 

t
o
 

t
o
}
 

( 
) 

B
i
k
e
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

16. 
¢ 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

)? 
( 

) 
« 

) 

S
h
o
e
s
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

17. 
¢ 

) 
( 

) 
t 

) 
an ) 

( 
> 

t 
3 

i
 

| 

F
a
m
i
l
y
 

t
e
l
e
v
i
s
i
o
n
 

18. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

>) 
(>) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

C
a
l
c
u
l
a
t
o
r
 

for 
19. 

€ 
) 

( 
) 

«
3
 

( 
) 

( 
») 

(
)
 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
 f 

C
l
o
t
h
e
s
 

f
o
r
 

y
o
u
r
 

20. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

S
n
a
c
k
 

f
o
o
d
s
 

21. 
¢ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

Lawn 
m
o
w
e
r
 

22. 
¢ 

3 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
(
3
 

( 
3) 

« 
) 

( 
) 

S
t
e
r
e
o
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

23. 
¢ 

) 
( 

>) 
a 

| 
(
0
 

( 
3 

a 

C
a
b
l
e
 

TV 
s
u
b
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 

24. 
( 

) 
ae 

) 
(
3
 

( 
») 

( 
) 

(
o
>
 

( 
) 

. 
S
o
f
t
 

d
r
i
n
k
s
 

25. 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

W
a
l
k
m
a
n
 

for 
y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

26. 
¢ 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
t 

) 
( 

3 
( 

3 

S
h
o
e
s
 

for 
y
o
u
r
 

27. 
¢ 

3? 
( 

) 
( 

2 
( 

>? 
a 

a 
(32 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
 ) 

M
o
v
i
e
 

for 
you 

to 
see 

28. 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
ae 

| 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
a 

P
e
r
f
u
m
e
 

or 
c
o
l
o
g
n
e
 

29. 
¢ 

3) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

)



II. 
For 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

when 
a
n
s
w
e
r
i
n
g
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

keep 
in 

mind 
the 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

who 
is 

most 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 

you 
about 

b
e
i
n
g
 

a 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
 

(the 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

that 
you 

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 

on 
the 

first 
page 

of 
this 

survey). 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

the 
extent 

to 
w
h
i
c
h
 

each 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 

d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
 

your 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

in 
his 

or 
her 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 

with 
you 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

for 
each 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
.
 

It 
is 

i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 

to 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 

all 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
;
 

some 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
 

may 
seem 

a
l
i
k
e
 

but 
are 

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 

to 
show 

slight 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 

of 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
.
 

Not 
at 

N
o
t
 

S
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 

S
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 

Like 
A 

lot 
all 

like 
like 

my 
not 

like 
like 

my 
my 

like 
my 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

1. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e
s
 

me 
to 

talk 
about 

1. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
( 

) 
my 

f
e
e
l
i
n
g
s
.
 

2. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

a
l
l
o
w
 

me 
to 

e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 

it 
2. 

( 
) 

( 
> 

( 
3 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

when 
I 

get 
angry 

with 
h
i
m
/
h
e
r
.
 

3. 
My 

parent 
makes 

sure 
that 

I 
know 

that 
h
e
/
s
h
e
 

3. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
e
s
 

what 
I 

try 
to 

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
.
 

4. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

finds 
it 

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
i
n
g
 

to 
be 

with 
me 

4. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
{( 

) 
for 

long 
p
e
r
i
o
d
s
 

of 
time. 

5. 
My 

parent 
b
e
l
i
e
v
e
s
 

that 
c
r
i
t
i
c
i
s
m
 

makes 
5. 

( 
) 

( 
3 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

me 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
.
 

6. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

r
a
r
e
l
y
 

sits 
down 

with 
me 

just 
to 

6. 
( 

3 
( 

3 
( 

3 
( 

3 
( 

3) 
( 

3 
t
a
l
k
 

a
b
o
u
t
 

l
i
f
e
 

in 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
.
 

7. 
My 

parent 
scolds 

me 
when 

I 
do 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

7. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
(
3
 

t
h
a
t
 
h
e
/
s
h
e
 

d
o
e
s
 

n
o
t
 

l
i
k
e
.
 

8. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
s
 

my 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

and 
e
n
c
o
u
r
a
g
e
s
 

8. 
( 

J) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

3} 
me 

to 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
 

it. 
9. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

s
p
e
n
d
 

a 
lot 

of 
time 

9. 
( 

3) 
( 

2 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
w
i
t
h
 

me. 

10. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

care 
if 

I 
say 

bad 
10. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

things 
about 

my 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.
 

11. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

care 
what 

time 
I 

go 
11. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

(
.
)
 

{ 
9) 

« 
) 

(
3
 

to 
bed 

at 
night. 

12. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

is 
a
l
w
a
y
s
 

d
o
i
n
g
 

things 
with 

me. 
12. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
3) 

( 
3) 

13. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

Know 
what 

my 
h
o
p
e
s
 

13. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
are 

for 
the 

future. 

14. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

mind 
it 

if 
I 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 

14. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
h
i
s
/
h
e
r
 

a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
.
 

15. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

finds 
it 

d
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 

to 
talk 

to 
me. 

15. 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
16. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

mind 
it 

if 
I 

o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
l
y
 

16. 
( 

3) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
u
s
e
 

c
u
r
s
e
 

w
o
r
d
s
.
 

17. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

makes 
sure 

that 
I 

get 
my 

17. 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
h
o
m
e
w
o
r
k
 

done. 
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III. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

w
h
e
n
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

refer 
to 

“
p
a
r
e
n
t
,
”
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

keep 
in 

mind 
the 

parent 
that 

you 
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d
 

on 
the 

first 
page 

as 
the 

one 
who 

t
e
a
c
h
e
s
 

you 
the 

most 
about 

being 
a 

K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
a
b
l
e
 

c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

indicate 
your 

o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
disagree,» 

a
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
each 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

agree 
S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

Agree 
a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
P
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
(
r
e
n
)
 

have 
equal 

status 
in 

our 
l
t
)
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

family. 
2. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

o
f
t
e
n
 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
s
 

in 
me. 

2
.
¢
 

=) 
(3) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

3. 
I 

do 
not 

have 
a 

lot 
of 

f
a
m
i
l
y
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
.
 

3. 
ft 

) 
( 

) 
( 

J 
( 

) 
«
J
 

4. 
I 

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

and 
m
y
s
e
l
f
 

to 
be 

good 
Cn 

ee | 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
f
r
i
e
n
d
s
.
 

5. 
If 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

had 
a 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 

that 
a
f
f
e
c
t
e
d
 

h
i
m
/
h
e
r
 

a 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
l
y
,
 

h
e
/
s
h
e
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
 

it 
with 

me. 
6. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

e
x
p
e
c
t
s
 

me 
to 

help 
m
a
n
a
g
e
 

the 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
.
 

6. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
« 

) 
7. 

In 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
,
 

I 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

and 
m
y
s
e
l
f
 

to 
7 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
») 

( 
) 

be 
e
q
u
a
l
s
.
 

8. 
I 

have 
a 

lot 
of 

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
 

over 
my 

p
a
r
e
n
t
.
 

8. 
t 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
9. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

w
o
u
l
d
 

like 
to 

give 
me 

more 
9 

t 
) 

( 
3 

{ 
) 

( 
) 

( 
3) 

f
a
m
i
l
y
-
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 

d
u
t
i
e
s
.
 

10. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

n
e
v
e
r
 

asks 
me 

for 
a
d
v
i
c
e
.
 

lo. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
11. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

does 
not 

rely 
on 

me 
to 

help 
h
i
m
/
h
e
r
 

1
.
 

¢ 
) 

( 
) 

{ 
) 

( 
3 

( 
) 

make 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

h
i
m
/
h
e
r
s
e
l
f
.
 

12. 
I 

do 
not 

do 
a 

lot 
of 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

w
o
r
k
.
 

12. 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
13. 

In 
c
o
m
p
a
r
i
n
g
 

m
y
s
e
l
f
 

with 
my 

p
a
r
e
n
t
,
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

13. 
€ 

) 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

») 
( 

3) 
is 

the 
b
o
s
s
.
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IF 
THE 

P
A
R
E
N
T
S
 

IN 
THE 

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D
 

IN 
W
H
I
C
H
 

YOU 
LIVE 

ARE 
M
A
R
R
I
E
D
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

C
O
M
P
L
E
T
E
 

S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

IV 
OF 

THE 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
 

AND 
T
H
E
N
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VII. 
IF 

YOU 
LIVE 

W
I
T
H
 

A 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

P
A
R
E
N
T
 

AND 
YOUR 

P
A
R
E
N
T
S
 

ARE 
D
I
V
O
R
C
E
D
 

OR 
S
E
P
A
R
A
T
E
D
 

AND 
T
H
I
S
 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

P
A
R
E
N
T
 

DOES 
NOT 

LIVE 
WITH 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

V 
OF 

THIS 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

IF 
Y
O
U
R
 

P
A
R
E
N
T
 

IS 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

BUT 
L
I
V
I
N
G
 

W
I
T
H
 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
 

P
R
E
S
E
N
T
 

IN 
Y
O
U
R
 

H
O
U
S
E
H
O
L
D
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

S
K
I
P
 

TO 
S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VI 
OF 

THE 
S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

F
I
N
A
L
L
Y
,
 

IF 
YOUR 

P
A
R
E
N
T
 

IS 
S
I
N
G
L
E
 

(AND 
HAS 

N
E
V
E
R
 

BEEN 
M
A
R
R
I
E
D
)
 

OR 
IS 

W
I
D
O
W
E
D
 

AND 
DOES 

NOT 
C
U
R
R
E
N
T
L
Y
 

LIVE 
W
I
T
H
 

A
N
O
T
H
E
R
 

A
D
U
L
T
,
 

P
L
E
A
S
E
 

SKIP 
TO 

S
E
C
T
I
O
N
 

VII 
OF 

T
H
I
S
 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

IV. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
the 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

in 
the 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

in 
w
h
i
c
h
 

you 
live 

are 
m
a
r
r
i
e
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

y
o
u
r
 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
c
a
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

a
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
each 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

A
f
t
e
r
 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
section, 

please 
skip 

to 
section 

VII 
of 

the 
survey. 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

A
g
r
e
e
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

w
o
r
k
 

t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

1. 
¢ 

OD 
( 

3 
( 

) 
(
>
 

( 
) 

my 
life. 

2. 
One 

of 
my 

parents 
is 

not 
actively 

involved 
in 

2.¢ 
) 

( 
2 

( 
) 

(9% 
{ 

3 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 
3. 

If 
t
h
e
r
e
 

is 
s
o
m
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

3. 
t 

OD 
t 

3 
t
o
)
 

( 
3) 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

e
a
c
h
 

o
t
h
e
r
.
 

4. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

u
p
h
o
l
d
s
 

the 
d
a
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

the 
o
t
h
e
r
 

one 
4. 

0 
( 

3 
( 

) 
« 

3) 
« 

) 
m
a
k
e
s
 

r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

me. 
5. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

f
r
o
n
t
 

to 
me. 

5
.
4
 

) 
a
 

| 
( 

)
 

« 
3) 

(
>
 

6. 
My 

parents 
f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

disagree 
over 

issues 
6. 

( 
) 

( 
) 

>) 
(
3
 

( 
3 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 

V. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

are 
d
i
v
o
r
c
e
d
 

or 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d
 

and 
the 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

w
i
t
h
 

w
h
o
m
 

you 
live 

does 
not 

live 
w
i
t
h
 

a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
y
o
u
r
 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

the 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

b
e
l
o
w
 

w
i
t
h
 

y
o
u
r
 

s
i
n
g
l
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

and 
your 

a
b
s
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

in 
m
i
n
d
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

a
g
r
e
e
,
 

s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
e
a
c
h
 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

A
f
t
e
r
 

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

s
k
i
p
 

to 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

VII 
of 

the 
s
u
r
v
e
y
.
 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

n
o
r
 

S
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

A
g
r
e
e
 

a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

w
o
r
k
 

t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

my 
life. 

1. 
¢ 

) 
( 

3 
¢ 

0 
« 

2 
| 

2. 
My 

a
b
s
e
n
t
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

is 
not 

a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
2
.
¢
 

) 
« 

) 
« 

) 
a
 

| 
a 

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 
3. 

If 
t
h
e
r
e
 

is 
s
o
m
e
 
d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

3B. 
C
D
 

( 
) 

« 
0 

«3D 
(
3
 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

my 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

e
a
c
h
 

o
t
h
e
r
.
 

4. 
My 

single 
parent 

upholds 
the 

decisions 
my 

absent 
4. 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

m
a
k
e
s
 

r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

me. 
5. 

My 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

f
r
o
n
t
 

to 
me. 

5. 
¢ 

) 
( 

) 
«
3
 

( 
) 

( 
) 

©. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

over 
i
s
s
u
e
s
 

6. 
) 

( 
3) 

( 
) 

( 
3) 

( 
) 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 
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VI. 
In 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

if 
your 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

is 
s
i
n
g
l
e
 

and 
living 

with 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 
a
d
u
l
t
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
your 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

your 
o
p
i
n
i
o
n
 

by 
c
h
e
c
k
i
n
g
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 

(
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

n
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

nor 
a
g
r
e
e
,
 

agree, 
s
t
r
o
n
g
l
y
 

a
g
r
e
e
)
 

for 
each 

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
.
 

After 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g
 

this 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
 

to 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
 

VII 
of 

the 
survey. 

N
e
i
t
h
e
r
 

agree 
Strongly 

nor 
Strongly 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

D
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

Agree 
a
g
r
e
e
 

1. 
The 

other 
adult 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
my 

1 
¢) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

work 
t
o
g
e
t
h
e
r
 

in 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 

my 
life. 

2. 
The 

other 
adult 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

is 
not 

2
.
¢
 

) 
( 

2) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 

in 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 
3. 

If 
there 

is 
some 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

3. 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
{ 

3 

and 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
,
 

the 
o
t
h
e
r
 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
my 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
 

each 
other. 

4. 
My 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

u
p
h
o
l
d
s
 

the 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
 

the 
other 

adult 
4. 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

makes 
r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g
 

me. 
5. 

The 
other 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
my 

5. 
( 

) 
{ 

) 
( 

J 
( 

3) 
( 

) 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

a 
u
n
i
t
e
d
 

front 
to 

me. 
6. 

The 
other 

adult 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
my 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

and 
my 

6. 
¢( 

3) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 
p
a
r
e
n
t
 

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y
 

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
 

o
v
e
r
 

i
s
s
u
e
s
 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

me. 
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VII. 
All 

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
 

please 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 

this 
section. 

Below 
are 

a 
number 

of 
questions 

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
 

various 
h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

tasks 
and 

chores 
that 

you 
may 

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

a
n
s
w
e
r
 

e
a
c
h
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 

as 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.
 

P
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
 

how 
o
f
t
e
n
 

you 
e
n
g
a
g
e
 

in 
the 

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
 

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 

for 
the 

f
a
m
i
l
y
:
 

V
e
r
y
 

N
e
v
e
r
 

R
a
r
e
l
y
 

S
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s
 

O
f
t
e
n
 

1. 
C
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

b
e
f
o
r
e
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
?
 

1. 
( 

} 
( 

3 
( 

3) 
(3) 

2. 
C
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

a
f
t
e
r
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
?
 

2. 
¢ 

dD 
ae ) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

3. 
D
o
i
n
g
 

the 
l
a
u
n
d
r
y
?
 

3. 
€ 

DD 
( 

) 
( 

3 
to) 

4. 
S
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
 

for 
g
r
o
c
e
r
i
e
s
?
 

4. 
( 

3} 
t 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

5. 
C
o
o
k
i
n
g
 

d
i
n
n
e
r
?
 

§. 
t 

)D 
( 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

6. 
C
l
e
a
n
i
n
g
 

up 
a
f
t
e
r
 

d
i
n
n
e
r
?
 

6. 
( 

) 
« 

) 
€ 

) 
a 

| 

7. 
C
l
e
a
n
i
n
g
 

the 
h
o
u
s
e
?
 

7. 
€ 

) 
( 

) 
(
0
 

( 
> 

8. 
M
o
w
i
n
g
/
c
a
r
i
n
g
 

for 
the 

l
a
w
n
?
 

8. 
( 

) 
( 

3 
ct 

)
 

(3) 

9. 
R
u
n
n
i
n
g
 

e
r
r
a
n
d
s
 

for 
the 

f
a
m
i
l
y
?
 

9
 

t 
) 

a
 

( 
) 

«
2
 

10. 
H
o
m
e
 
r
e
p
a
i
r
e
/
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
?
 

10. 
( 

)D 
( 

) 
( 

’ 
« 

)d 

11. 
Car 

r
e
p
a
i
r
s
/
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
?
 

ll. 
¢ 

OD 
(>) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

12. 
P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 

the 
f
a
m
i
l
y
'
s
 

m
e
a
l
s
?
 

12. 
¢( 

) 
( 

3 
( 

) 
« 

) 

13. 
M
a
k
i
n
g
 

out 
the 

g
r
o
c
e
r
y
 

l
i
s
t
?
 

13. 
( 

) 
t
o
)
 

(
2
 

t
o
)
 

14. 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 

that 
n
e
e
d
 

to 
be 

f
i
x
e
d
 

14. 
¢ 

( 
) 

a 
a
 

in 
the 

h
o
u
s
e
?
 

15. 
I
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g
 

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 

that 
n
e
e
d
 

to 
be 

f
i
x
e
d
 

15. 
€ 

3 
{ 

) 
( 

) 
( 

) 

on 
the 

c
a
r
?
 

16. 
D
e
l
e
g
a
t
i
n
g
 

t
a
s
k
s
 

to 
y
o
u
n
g
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

or 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
?
 

1
.
 

€ 
) 

( 
) 

( 
) 

VIII. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
 

to 
t
h
e
s
e
 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 

by 
c
i
r
c
l
i
n
g
 

w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 

the 
s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
 

d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
s
 

you 
(
T
r
u
e
)
 

or 
d
o
e
s
 

not 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 

you 
(
F
a
l
s
e
)
.
 

I 
s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s
 

feel 
r
e
s
e
n
t
f
u
l
 

w
h
e
n
 

I 
do 

not 
get 

my 
way. 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

My 
t
a
b
l
e
 

m
a
n
n
e
r
s
 

at 
h
o
m
e
 

are 
as 

g
o
o
d
 

as 
sehen 

I 
eat 

out 
in 

a 
True 

F
a
l
s
e
 

r
e
s
t
a
u
r
a
n
t
.
 

On 
a 

few 
o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
s
,
 

I 
h
a
v
e
 

g
i
v
e
n
 

up 
d
o
i
n
g
 

s
o
m
e
t
h
i
n
g
 

b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 

I 
T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

t
h
o
u
g
h
t
 

too 
l
i
t
t
l
e
 

of 
my 

a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.
 

T
h
e
r
e
 

h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

o
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
s
 

w
h
e
n
 

I 
h
a
v
e
 

t
a
k
e
n
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
 

of 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
.
 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

T
h
e
r
e
 

h
a
v
e
 

b
e
e
n
 

t
i
m
e
s
 

w
h
e
n
 

I 
felt 

like 
r
e
b
e
l
l
i
n
g
 

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 

p
e
o
p
l
e
 

T
r
u
e
 

F
a
l
s
e
 

in 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 

t
h
o
u
g
h
 

I 
k
n
e
w
 

they 
w
e
r
e
 

r
i
g
h
t
.
 

384



IX. 
This 

section 
is 

meant 
to 

give 
us 

some 
idea 

of 
you 

and 
your 

family's 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d
.
 

All 
information 

will 
remain 

c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
t
i
a
l
 

and 
a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
.
 

1. 
What 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

s
e
x
?
 

M
a
l
e
 

F
o
m
a
l
e
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
i
r
c
l
e
 

one) 

2. 
What 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

age 
in 

y
e
a
r
s
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

 
 

3. 
What 

is 
you 

m
o
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

4. 
What 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

5. 
What 

is 
y
o
u
r
 
s
t
e
p
m
o
t
h
e
r
 

'
s
 
o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

6. 
What 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
'
s
 

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
?
 
 
 

7. 
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

list 
the 

age 
and 

sex 
of 

all 
b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

and 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
y
o
u
r
 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
.
 

Is 
this 

person 
a 

stepbrother 
Age 

S
e
x
 

or 
s
t
e
p
s
i
s
t
e
r
?
 

(yes 
or 

no) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

8. 
Are 

t
h
e
r
e
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

who 
live 

in 
your 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
,
 

b
e
s
i
d
e
s
 

y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
’
 

(For 
this 

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
,
 

p
l
e
a
s
e
 

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 

o
l
d
e
r
 

b
r
o
t
h
e
r
s
 

and 
s
i
s
t
e
r
s
 

who 
h
a
v
e
 

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
d
 

from 
h
i
g
h
 

s
c
h
o
o
l
 

but 
who 

s
t
i
l
l
 

live 
at 

h
o
m
e
.
)
 

yes 
no 

 
 

 
 

If 
“
y
e
s
,
”
 

how 
m
a
n
y
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
,
 

b
e
s
i
d
e
s
 

y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

are 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 

in 
y
o
u
r
 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
?
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
 

What 
are 

t
h
e
s
e
 

a
d
u
l
t
s
’
 

ages 
and 

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
 

to 
y
o
u
?
 

Age 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

9. 
W
i
t
h
 

w
h
i
c
h
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
(
s
)
 

do 
you 

c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 

l
i
v
e
?
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
 

o
n
l
y
 

one 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
)
 

p
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
f
a
t
h
e
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
m
o
t
h
e
r
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

o
n
l
y
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
 

o
n
l
y
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
 
fy 

) 
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10. 
D
u
r
i
n
g
 

y
o
u
r
 

l
i
f
e
,
 

how 
m
a
n
y
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

h
a
v
e
 

you 
l
i
v
e
d
 

in 
e
a
c
h
 

type 
of 

h
o
u
s
e
h
o
l
d
 

l
i
s
t
e
d
 

b
e
l
o
w
?
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

W
i
t
h
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
f
a
t
h
e
r
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

W
i
t
h
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
f
a
t
h
e
r
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

W
i
t
h
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
 

and 
s
t
e
p
m
o
t
h
e
r
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

W
a
t
h
 

m
o
t
h
e
r
 

o
n
l
y
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

 
 

W
a
t
h
 

f
a
t
h
e
r
 

o
n
l
y
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

W
i
t
h
 

o
n
e
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
 

a
n
d
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r
 

a
d
u
l
t
 

w
h
o
 

w
a
s
 

n
o
t
 

y
o
u
r
 

s
t
e
p
p
a
r
e
n
t
?
 

 
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

 
 

 
 

W
i
t
h
 

a 
l
e
g
a
l
 

g
u
a
r
d
i
a
n
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

than 
one 

of 
y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
?
 

y
e
a
r
s
 

1l. 
Do 

you 
have 

a 
job? 

yes 
no 

If 
“
y
e
s
,
”
 

w
h
a
t
 

is 
y
o
u
r
 

job? 

How 
m
a
n
y
 

h
o
u
r
s
 

per 
w
e
e
k
 

do 
you 

w
o
r
k
,
 

on 
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
?
 

h
o
u
r
s
/
w
e
e
k
 

 
 

A
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y
 

how 
m
u
c
h
 

do 
you 

e
a
r
n
 

e
v
e
r
y
 

two 
w
e
e
k
s
?
 

$ 

What 
t
y
p
e
s
 

of 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 

do 
you 

s
p
e
n
d
 

your 
m
o
n
e
y
 

on? 
{
P
l
e
a
s
e
 

g
i
v
e
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
o
f
 

t
h
i
n
g
s
 

you 
m
i
g
h
t
 

buy 
for 

y
o
u
r
s
e
l
f
 

and 
y
o
u
r
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
,
 

if 
you 

s
p
e
n
d
 

any 
of 

this 
m
o
n
e
y
 

on 
y
o
u
r
 

f
a
m
i
l
y
.
 
) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

12. 
Do 

you 
get 

an 
a
l
l
o
w
a
n
c
e
?
 

= 
yes 

no 

If 
“
y
e
s
,
”
 

how 
m
u
c
h
 

do 
you 

get 
per 

m
o
n
t
h
?
 

$ 
/
m
o
n
t
h
 

What 
t
y
p
e
s
 

of 
t
h
i
n
g
s
 

do 
you 

s
p
e
n
d
 

y
o
u
r
 

a
l
l
o
w
a
n
c
e
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

on? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Why 
do 

y
o
u
r
 

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
 

g
i
v
e
 

you 
an 

a
l
l
o
w
a
n
c
e
?
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

c
h
e
c
k
 

all 
that 

a
p
p
l
y
 

b
e
l
o
w
)
 

p
a
y
m
e
n
t
 

in 
r
e
t
u
r
n
 

for 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
i
n
g
 

c
h
o
r
e
s
 

to 
t
e
a
c
h
 

me 
the 

v
a
l
u
e
 

of 
m
o
n
e
y
 

to 
g
i
v
e
 

me 
e
x
t
r
a
 

s
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 

m
o
n
e
y
 

to 
g
i
v
e
 

me 
m
o
n
e
y
 

for 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 

i
t
o
m
s
 

o
t
h
e
r
 

(
p
l
e
a
s
e
 

s
p
e
c
i
f
y
:
 

) 

YOUR 
R
E
S
P
O
N
S
E
S
 

TO 
ALL 

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
S
 

W
I
L
L
 

R
E
M
A
I
N
 

S
T
R
I
C
T
L
Y
 

C
O
N
F
I
D
E
N
T
I
A
L
 

AND 
A
N
O
N
Y
M
O
U
S
.
 

T
H
A
N
K
 

YOU 
FOR 

T
A
K
I
N
G
 

THE 
TIME 

TO 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
 

TO 

T
H
I
S
 

S
U
R
V
E
Y
.
 

WE 
A
P
P
R
E
C
I
A
T
E
 

YOU 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
T
I
O
N
.
 

386



Appendix 4 
PARENTS’ COVER LETTER 

May 3, 1992 

Dear Parent: 

I am a doctoral candidate in marketing at Virginia Tech. My dissertation research is on family 
member roles in purchase decisions and perceptions of parent-teenager relationships. I am interested 
in learning what both parents and teenagers think about these issues. 

Earlier today, your teenager completed a survey on these issues in class. Enclosed is a parental 
survey on these topics that I would like for you to complete, if you are willing to participate in the 
project. The questionnaire takes about 20 minutes. Once you have completed your survey, I ask that 
you place it in the enclosed envelope and seal it. Because the questions asked of you and your 
teenager are similar, I ask that you not discuss this research with your teenager until after you have 
placed your completed questionnaire in the sealed envelope. If you do not wish to participate in this 
project, I would like for you to return the blank survey in the enclosed envelope, unsealed. 

I ask that you return the questionnaire to your teenager’s class by giving your envelope to your 
teenager to deliver. I will return to the school tomorrow to collect parents’ surveys. 

I] want to assure you that all responses to this survey will remain anonymous and confidential. 
Your responses will be combined with those from other parents (and your teenager’s will be com- 
bined with those from other teenagers) so that individuals cannot be identified. The only purpose 
of the number in the right-hand comer of your survey is to indicate that you and your teenager be- 
long to the same family: but there 1s no way to identify what family is represented by which number. 
Finally, the school will not have access to any responses that you provide. 

I know that you, as parents, are busy people, but I hope that you will be able to participate in 
this research. I am looking forward to learning what both you and your teenagers think about the 
issues contained in the questionnaire. In addition, if you do participate in this project, ] will make 
a $4 contribution to the schoo! to be used in whatever student benefitting projects that the school 
sees fit. If you should have any questions about this research, you may contact me at 703-231-6949. 
Or, if you wish, you may talk to my dissertation chairperson, Dr. Joe Sirgy, at 703-231-5110. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tammy Mangleburg 
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