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(ABSTRACT)

A paper-and-pencil instrument measuring parenting
behaviors in hypothetical éhildrearing situations was
developed, based on Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) fourfold
classification of parenting typologies. Maccoby and
Martin’s model was expanded and examined from a
circumplex perspective; the dimension of warmth/hostilty
was separated into categories reflecting various degrees
of warmth/hostility (over-protective, responsive,
hostile, and rejecting). Likewise, the dimension of
control was separated into categories reflecting various
degrees of control (restrictive, guiding, permissive,
and uninvolved).

The instrument developed, or the Parent Behaviors
Instrument (PBI), consisted of 20 childrearing vignettes
describing typical situations that parents of
preschoolers might face, followed by four alternative

actions that the parent might take in responding to the



vignette. The four alternative actions corresponded to
each of the four categories of the degrees of parental
warmth/hostility and the four categories of the degrees
of parental control discussed previously. The Parent
Behaviors Instrument was administered to 59 subjects,
who were predominantly white and middle class.
Reliability and factor analysis were assessed for the
instrument. Validity of the instrument was determined
by comparing the results obtained on the instrument to
the results obtained from administering Emmerich’s
(1969) version of the Parent Attitudes Research
Instrument (PARI) and to results obtained from in-home
observations of parent-child interactions. Results
indicated that the reliabilities of the warmth/hostility
and control scales of the PBI and were moderate;
reliabilities of the eight component subscales tended to
be low. Only items belonging to subscales with higher
reliabi}ities had consistent factor loadings. The PBI
subscale designed to measure uninvolved parental
behaviors was significantl& related to the PARI’s
authoritarian control scale score. The PBI subscales
measuring responsive and guiding parental behaviors were
significantly related to the authoritative style of

parenting, assessed through home observations.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Most of the parent-child interaction research
which has been conducted in the past three decades or
so has been predicated on the assumption that there is
a relationship between parental attitudes and
behaviors toward childrearing and the child’s
behavioral outcome, and on the recognition that this
relationship is an important one. Two of the major
areas which have been and continue to be studied are
the development of a systematic measure of parental
behaviors and the classification of these parental
behaviors into systematic categories. Various methods
have been utilized which have, to varying degrees,
measured parental attitudes, or what parents think and
feel toward childrearing. Researchers have presumed
that these parental attitudes logically predict
parental behaviors in childrearing, or what parents
actually do in every day childfearing situations.
Researchers have then taken the results obtained from
these measures and have examined them in relation to
the child’s behavioral outcomes, or the behaviors
exhibited by the child, which are affected by the
parental childrearing behaviors. However, various
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problems are associated with the existing methods of
assessment, including the tendency of parents to
respond in socially desirable ways (Becker & Krug,
1965), and the existence of a weak correlation between
parental attitudes toward childrearing and actual
parenting behaviors in childrearing situations
(Schwarz, Barton-Henry, & Pruzinsky, 1985).

The purpose of this study was to develop a paper-
and-pencil instrument based on Maccoby and Martin’s
(1883) fourfold classification of parenting typologies
which assesses parental behaviors in hypothetical
childrearing situations. The content of this
instrument, as well as the methodology used, was
designed to reduce many of the problems which have
eroded the validity and reliability of existing
parenting instruments. It was thought that the
development of such an instrument would, in turn,
advance our understanding of how family interaction
affects the behavior of individual family members, by
allowing us to systematically categorize parenting

behaviors in a more efficient and accurate manner.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Parenting Typologies
The relationship between stable differences in
behaviors exhibited by parents in childrearing and the
corresponding stable differences in the
behavioral outcomes of children has been extensively
studied within the past three decades. Various methods
of assessment have been used which yielded different yet
frequently related results. Through factor analysis of
several of these instruments, Schaefer (1959), Rohner
and Rohner (1981) and Rohner (1986) separated the
various parenting variables into two broad categories:
parental control (permissive/strictness) and parental
warmth (acceptance/rejection). Although these two
dimensions are still widely accepted in the literature,
additional research has been conducted which has
expanded our knowledge of parenting behaviors. Baumrind
(1967, 1971, 1977, 1979; Baumrind & Black, 1967) added
to the pool of knowledge by developing a classification
scheme based on the dimensions of parental demandingness
(or parental expectations for mature behavior) and
parental responsiveness {(or parental consideration of

the child’s needs and wants). Martin (1981) examined
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the element of maternal involvement; Pulkkinen (1982)
examined whether parents were child-centered or parent-
centered in their interactions. 1In their review of the
literature, Maccoby and Martin (1983) combined the
results of these studies and developed a fourfold
classification of parenting typologies, which remains
the most comprehensive classification in the literature.
In the classification system, Maccoby and Martin
identified four parenting types: authoritarian,
authoritative, indulgent-permissive, and indifferent-
uninvolved. These four parenting types emerge from the
intersection of two main axes, each reflecting the major
factors which have emerged in thé literature
(warmth/hostility and control), but which Maccoby and
Martin have expanded to include those other dimensions
which have emerged in the literature previously
discussed. The horizontal axis consists of the
warmth/hostility dimension, which also includes such
parental characteristics as acceptance-rejection, degree
of parental demandingness and responsiveness, and
parent- versus child-centeredness. The control
dimension falls along the vertical axis and is composed
of such characteristics as parental level of involvement

with the child, degree of autonomy/independence given



the child, and the use of power assertive versus
inductive discipline techniques. Thus, Maccoby and
Martin’s fourfold model is a more comprehensive model
than those previously found in the parenting literature.
The relationship between these variables can be
viewed as a curvilinear rather than a linear one by
changing Maccoby and Martin’s fourfold classification
into a circumplex model (see Figure 1). Rather than
noting the presence or absence of a particular parental
trait, as do Maccoby and Martin, one can examine the
model in terms of the differing degrees of a particular
characteristic exhibited by a parent at any given point
in time. Thus, the warmth/hostility dimension can be
viewed as a polar concept (a parent who is warm is not
hostile) or as a gradual concept (a parent may display
varying degrees of warmth and/or hostility, on a
continuum from over-protective, or high warmth
behaviors, to rejecting, or low warmth/high hostility
behaviors), as in the circumplex model. Similarly, the
control dimension can be viewed as a polar concept (a
parent displays either high or low levels of control),
or as a graduated one (a parent can display varying
degrees of control, on a continuum from restrictive, or

high control behaviors, to uninvolved, or low control
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behaviors). Obviously, the intersection of the two axes
in the circumplex model produces a large number of
parenting typologies, rather than the four absoluﬁe
parenting types delineated by Maccoby and Martin.
Viewing these dimensions in a circumplex relationship
could be a more accurate and realistic view of different
parenting types. Therefore, the model to be used in the
proposed study will be based on Maccoby and Martin’s
fourfold typology, but will look at this model from a
circumplex perspective. A brief discussion of the
parental characteristics associated with each of these
types will follow.

Authoritarian-autocratic parents were found to:
strictly l1limit their children’s expression of needs;
strongly value their own authority and the ideals of
work, tradition, and preservation of order; attempt to
control, shape, or judge children’s behavior and
attitudes according to an absolute set of standards;
administer severe punishment (often physical) when their
children deviated from parental standards; discourage
their children’s autonomy and independence; display high
levels of demandingness for mature child behavior but
low levels of responsiveness to the child’s needs; and

display parent-centeredness when interacting with their



children. According to the circumplex model, these
parents would be more likely to display hostile and
controlling behaviors. Children of authoritarian
parents were found to be unhappy, socially withdrawn,
lack spontaneity, have an external moral orientation and
locus of control, and low self-esteemn.

Maccoby and Martin labeled the second type of
parenting indulgent-permissive. These parents accept
their children’s impulses, allowing children to regulate
their own behavior, and impose few rules, using little
punishment and avoiding the assertion of their own
authority. Viewed from a circumplex perspective, these
parents would display extremely high levels of warmth
(to the point of over-protectiveness) and extremely low
levels of control (permissive or uninvolved behaviors).
This pattern can be interrupted, however, by occasional
use of punitive discipline when the child’s behavior
becomes intolerable for the normally indulgent parent.
The children of indulgent-permissive parents were found
to lack impulse control, self-reliance, social
responsibility, and independence, and were low in
cognitive and social agency.

Another parenting type identified by Maccoby and

Martin was authoritative-reciprocal. These parents were



found to: expect mature behavior of their children and
set clear limits for such behavior; firmly and
consistently enforce rules and standards for behavior,
using commands and sanctions if necessary; encourage
children’s independence and individuality; encourage
open communication between themselves and children; and
recognize their own rights as well as the rights of
their children. These parents would fall into the
middle range (balanced) of the circumplex model,
displaying moderate levels of warmth (responsive
behaviors) and control (promoting autonomy within
limits, or guiding behaviors). Children of
authoritative parents were found to be competent,
independent, socially responsible, self-confident, to
have high self-esteem, and to be able to control
aggression.

The final parenting typology identified by Maccoby
and Martin was that of the indifferent-uninvolved
parent. These parents were characterized by the desire
to keep the child at a distance, and to interact with
children only to avoid inconvenience; thus, those
parenting behaviors which contribute to the child’s
optimal development are those that indifferent-

uninvolved parents engage in the least. These parents
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were found to display low levels of both demandingness
and responsiveness, were rejecting, and parent-centered.
Again, according to the circumplex model, these parents
would display extremely high levels of hostility
(rejecting behaviors) and low levels of control
{uninvolved behaviors). The children of these parents
were found to have low self-esteem, to have cognitive
deficiencies, and to be more likely to be involved in
delinquent activities at an older age than were children
of the other parenting groups. The major distinction
between the low level of involvement of parents in the
indifferent-uninvolved typology and in the indulgent-
permissive typology was the reasoning behind the low
level of parental authority; the indifferent parent did
not interact with the child because she/he was not

interested, whereas the indulgent parent displayed

little authority because she/he saw the child’s

misbehavior as "natural” and not to be stifled.
Assessment Methods
Many differing methods have been used to study
parent-child interaction. These methods include

questionnaires, the most popular method in the

literature, Q-sorts, interviews, and direct

observations. A review of the literature was conducted,
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and a list of the methods and specific instruments was
compiled. A brief discussion of the most frequently
used methods and instruments and the strengths and
weaknesses of each will follow.

Questionnaires

The questionnaire remains the most popular tool for
assessing parent-child interaction. The questionnaire
is still perceived to be the quickest and most efficient
method of assessment, as evidenced by the large number
of paper-and-pencil instruments currently in existence.
However, the literature reveals that (a) the scales in
use measure parental attitudes toward childrearing,
which can be very different from actual parental
behaviors in childrearing situations (Zunich, 1971}, and
(b) questionnaires are subject to problems in
reliability and validity due to the presence of response
sets, or the tendency to respond to test
items in terms of factors other than item content, and
social desirability factors (Schludermann &
Schludermann, 1971; 1974).

The most widely known and used instrument in
assessing parental attitudes is the Parent Attitude
Research Instrument (PARI) (Schaefer & Bell, 1958). The

original PARI was developed based on the premise that
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parental attitudes toward children and childrearing had
a direct effect on children’s personality development.
Schaefer and Bell’s version of the PARI consisted of 24
subscales of five attitudinal statements each, which
cluster around five independent factors: Suppression and
Interpersonal Distance, Hostile Rejection of the
Homemaking Role, Excessive Demand for Striving, Over-
Possessiveness, and Hostile-Punitive Control (Schaefer &
Bell, 1957). Schaefer and Bell reported low to moderate
reliabilities in their initial study dué to the
homogeneity of the sample, and they recognized the
tendency of subjects to respond in an acquiescent
response set (agreeing with all statements).

Numerous studies have been conducted regarding the
reliability, validity, and applicability of the PARI.
Becker and Krug (1965) conducted a comprehensive review
of the PARI and concluded that subjects’ responses to
the PARI are very sensitive to acquiescence response
sets (agreeing with all statements), extremity response
sets (consistently agreeing or disagreeing with all
statements), social desirability factors, and
differences in educational level of the respondents
(scores only reflecting the subject’s ability to read,

interpret, and answer the questionnaire items). They










































































































































































































































































































































































































































