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The objectives of this study were (a) to replicate or modify parent-child
relationships found in two previous studies and (b) to differentiate further
among patterns of parental authority, and to measure their effects upon
the behavior of preschool children. Data were based upon observational
procedures, and were analyzed for boys and girls separately. Subjects were
146 preschool children and their families. Among the results were the fol-
lowing:- Authoritative parental behavior was clearly associated with inde-
pendent, purposive behavior for girls but only associated with such bebavior
for boys when the parents were nonconforming. Authoritative parental con-
trol was clearly associated with all indexes of social responsibility in boys
compared to authoritarian and permissive parental control,"and with high
achievement in girls, but not with friendly, cooperative behavior. Contrary
to expectations, parental nonconformity was not associated with lack of
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social responsibility in either boys or girls.

The objectives of this study were (a) to
replicate or modify parent-child relationships
found in two previous studies and (b) to dif-
ferentiate further among patterns of parental
authority, and to measure their effects on the
behavior of preschool children.

In the present study, and in two previous
studies, data for children were obtained after
a period of 3 months of observation in the
nursery school setting and in a structured sit-
uation; and data about parental behavior
were obtained during two home visits of 3
hours each, followed by a structured inter-
view with the mother and the father.

1This study was supported by the National In-
stitute of Child Health and Human Development
under Research Grant HD02228 to Paul Mussen
and Diana Baumrind. David J. Kallen, Scientist
Administrator of the Growth and Development
Branch of that Institute, has offered valuable ad-
vice at crucial times in the development of the
research proposal. This study was made possible
by the cooperation of the staff and parents asso-
Clated with four nursery schools meeting at the
Harold E. Jones Child Study Center; three addi-
tional nursery schools associated with the Ber-
keley Unified School District: Thousand Oaks,
Willard, and Garfield; the Children’s Community

In one previous study, three groups of
normal children, differing in social and emo-
tional behavior, were identified in order that
the child-rearing behavior of their parents
could be contrasted. The findings of that
study (Baumrind, 1967) can be summa-
rized as follows:

1. Parents of the children who were the
most self-reliant, self-controlled, explorative,
and content were themselves controlling and
demanding; but they were also warm, ra-
tional, and receptive to the child’s communi-
cation. This unique combination of high
control and positive encouragement of the

Center, Jewish Community Center, Berkeley Hills,
Skytown, and the Unitarian Fellowship. The
author is indebted to Allen E. Black for his help
during all stages of this research, and especially in
the development and analysis of the Preschool
Behavior Q Sort and the final preparation of the
tables; to Gilda Galope and Julie Henderson for
their thoughtful typing and editing of this difficult
manuscript, and to Jin Yen for his help with data
analysis and table construction.

2 Requests for reprints should be sent to the
author, Psychology Department, Edward Chace
Tolman Hall, University of California, Berkeley,
California 94720.
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2 DIANA BAUMRIND

child’s autonomous and independent striv-
ings was called authoritative parental behav-
ior.

2. Parents of children who, relative to the
others, were discontent, withdrawn, and dis-
trustful, were themselves detached and con-
trolling, and somewhat less warm than other
parents. These were called authoritarian par-
ents.

3. Parents of the least self-reliant, explo-
rative, and self-controlled children were
themselves noncontrolling, nondemanding,
and relatively warm. These were called per-
missive parents.

The second previous study (Baumrind &
Black, 1967) of an additional 95 nursery
school children and their parents, using the
entire range and employing correlative tech-
niques, also supported the position that au-
thoritative control can achieve responsible
conformity with group standards without
loss of individual autonomy or self-asser-
tiveness.

The design of the present study differed
from the previous study based upon pattern
comparison in that

1. Parent-child relationships in the pres-
ent group-comparison study were examined
for boys and girls separately. Sex-related
differences in effects of socialization prac-
tices appeared among the findings of several
studies (Baumrind & Black, 1967; Bayley &
Schaefer, 1964; Bronfenbrenner, 1961;
Sears, Rau, & Alpert, 1965). These differ-
ences in results have not been explained very
satisfactorily because it is difficult to demon-
strate that the socialization practices desig-
nated by the same name are in reality
equivalent. Still, the possibility that such
differences exist require, wherever possible,
separate analyses for boys and girls.

2. In the present study, pattern member-
ship was defined by scores from measures of
parent behavior and attitudes rather than, as
in the previous study, by scores from mea-
sures of child behavior. Since scores for
child behavior clusters were treated as de-
pendent upon antecedent parent behavior,
the present method of defining pattern mem-
bership was more consistent with the study’s
objectives.

3. In the present study, pattern member-

ship was defined by cluster scores describing
father as well as mother behavior.

4. An additional measure, the Parent At
titude Inquiry, was devised in order that a
independent measure of parental value
could be obtained. The values of the parent,
and the extent to which the parent had va-
ues were taken into account in evaluating
the effectiveness of contrasting patterns of
child rearing.

Method

Subjects

Subjects were children enrolled in one of the 13
nursery schools intended for normal children, in
Berkeley or its environs. The nursery schools were
racially integrated and composed of private-coop-
erative, public school-cooperative, and university-
operated facilities. Parents who use these facilities
are seldom extremely neglectful, anticonforming,
or severely disturbed. Nonliterate parents were ex-
cluded by the requirement that parents complete
a lengthy paper-and-pencil inquiry. Additionally, a
few anticonforming families out of patience with
social scientists and their paper-and-pencil tests ex-
cluded themselves. Of the 246 families remaining
(i.e., those which consented to observation of their
children and completed the PAI) 150 were selected
on the basis of their willingness to participate fully
in the home visit phase of the study, and in accord
with the requirement that the child-subject be at
least 3 years 9 months at the time of observation.
and have a Stanford-Binet IQ of at least 95.

For purposes of this report, the 16 black chil-
dren and their families were excluded because the
parent-child relationships were, as expected, not
the same as for whites. (The data covering black
families is in preparation.) The final home-visited
sample consisted of 60 white girls and 74 white
boys, and their respective families.

When the final home-visited sample was com-
pared to the rest, it was found to contain (at the
.10 level of significance or greater) a somewhat
higher proportion of Jewish families, and some-
what fewer only children. When compared on the
Preschool Behavior Q Sort and the Parent Attitude
Inquiry (these measures are described in later sec-
tions), the children in the final sample were found
to be somewhat more cooperative and their fathers
to be even more democratically inclined. The chil-
dren of the final sample, compared to the rest,
were more intelligent (mean 1IQ of 125, as com-
pared to 118) and their parents more highly edu-
cated (mean education on the Hollingshead scale,
for fathers of 1.5 as compared to 1.8, and for
mothers of 2.1 as compared to 2.5). The final
sample had scores identical to the previously sam-
pled subjects for these measures.

Sample characteristics by pattern and for the
group as a whole are presented in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
SaMPLE CHARACTERISTICS BY PATTERN
Variable
Pattern
Age of child IQ Birth order | No. children | Mother’s | Father’s | Father’s
(in mo.) of child of child in family | education | education | occupation
Basic sample
N
G 58 55 58 58 58 58 56
B 69 69 69 69 68 69 69
M
G 49.9 127.5 2.0 2.5 2.0 1.4 1.6
B 51.2 124.9 2.3 2.7 2.2 1.5 1.6
SD
G 5.6 14.2 1.2 1.0 .8 .6 1.0
B 5.6 15.7 .0 1.0 7 7 .9
I. Authoritarian
N
G 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
B 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
M
G 49.0 115.5 2.0 2.5 2.5 1.5 2.0
B 50.8 | 120.0 2.1 2.5 3.0 1.1 1.6
SD |
G 9.9 17.7 .0 7 .7 .7 1.4
B 5.6 13.6 .6 .9 .8 .4 .9
II. Authoritative
N
G 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
B 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
M
G 51.6 135.9 1.9 2.4 1.7 1.1 1.1
B 54.3 127.8 2.6 3.2 2.1 1.7 1.3
SD
G 3.6 22.0 .7 .5 .8 .4 4
B 3.5 12.2 1.2 1.1 .8 .8 7
III. Authoritative-
Nonconforming
N
G 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
B 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
M
G 51.8 117.5 2.3 2.8 1.8 1.3 1.0
B 45.0 135.0 2.0 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5
SD
G 2.5 11.7 1.9 1.5 .5 .5 .0
B 9.9 7.1 1.4 .7 ) 7 7
IV. Noncon-
forming
G 7 6 7 7 7 7 7
B 7 8 7 7 7 7 7
M
G 49.7 130.8 1.4 2.3 1.9 1.4 1.4
B 49.1 131.4 2.6 2.7 1.9 1.1 1.4
SD
G 5.2 10.3 .5 .5 7 .5 .5
B 7.2 8.6 1.0 .8 .9 4 .8
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Table 1-—(Continued)
Variable
Pattern
Age of child 1Q Birth order | No. children | Mother’s | Father’s | Father's
(inmo.) | ofchild | of child in family | education | education | occupation
V. Noncon-
forming-
Permissive
N
G 7 6 7 7 7 7 7
B 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
M
G 47.3 128.0 2.3 2.7 1.9 1.3 2.0
B 51.5 127.5 2.0 2.5 1.8 1.5 1.8
SD
G 6.3 12.4 .3 1.0 1.2 .8 1.8
B 6.5 13.8 1.4 1.0 .5 .6 1.0
V1. Permissive
N
G 6 7 6 6 6 6 6
B 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
M
G 51.3 132.9 1.8 2.3 2.2 1.5 1.7
B 48.8 116.7 2.2 2.5 2.3 1.5 1.8
SD
G 4.4 16.4 .8 .5 .4 .5 .5
B 7.1 12.9 1.2 .8 .5 .8 .8
VIL. Rejecting-
Neglecting
N
G 6 5 6 6 6 6 6
B 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
M
G 48.8 121.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 1.8 1.8
B 53.8 127.0 1.8 2.0 2.2 1.6 2.0
SD
G 6.2 6.6 1.5 1.4 1.0 .8 1.0
B 5.4 17.1 .8 i .4 .9 1.0
VIII. Authorita-
rian-Rejecting-
Neglecting
N
G 7 6 7 7 7 7 7
B 8 7 8 8 8 8 8
M
G 49.9 126.0 2.3 2.9 2.3 1.6 1.7
B 50.1 111.1 1.8 2.4 2.1 2.1 2.0
SD .
G 7.4 15.7 1.8 1.6 .5 .8 .8
B 6.7 23.4 .5 i .8 1.1 1.5
Significant differences between groups
I vs. Others .01B
Ivs. I .05B .10B
Tvs. IV .10B .05B
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Table 1—{(Continued)
Variable
Pattern
Age of child 1Q Birth order | No. children| Mother’s | Father’s | Father’s
(in mo.) of child of child in family | education | education | occupation
i
Significant differences between groups
| | |

tvs. ¥V .05B i

Tvs. VI .10B

Tvs. VII .10B

Tvs. VIIT ! .05B .05B

“1I vs. Others .05B i .108B
Jvs. I .05B

Tvs. IV .10B !

fvs. VI .058B .10B ! .10G

Mvs. VI .05B L .10G

1 vs. VHI .10B .10B .10B .10B

Mvs. IV .10G [

vs. VI ! 05G

IVvs. VI .05B |
1V vs. VIII .058 .10B I .05B

VII vs. Others .10B I 106G
VI vs, Others | .05B I .01B
: i

! Note.—G = girls; B = boys. The education code (1 == graduate professional training, 7 = less than 7 years of school) and occupa-
*tion code (1 = major executives and major professionals, 7 = unskilled workers) are those used by Hollingshead and Redlich (1958),
. with graduate student coded as education = 2 and occupation == 3, Others refers to all children of that sex whose families were visited,

except those in the pattern under consideration. Since the statistics change for each pattern comparison, the N, mean, and standard
* deviation are not given for Others, Comparisons not statistically significant have been omitted.

Child Behavior

Over a period of 3 to 5 months one of a team
“of seven observers recorded all interpersonal and
- social behavior of the children as they engaged

in activities in the nursery school. In addition, each
child was observed and rated by the same observer
while taking the Stanford-Binet. A 72-item Q sort,
adapted from the 95-item Q sort used in the pre-
vious study, was devised. The changes from the
initial sort represented an attempt to eliminate un-
reliable items, improve the wording of items found
to be ambiguous, and to fill out areas of the model
concerned with independence and achievement.
Each item was defined by describing behavior that
would be characteristic of a child rated high and
behavior characteristic of a child rated low. Per-
tinent situations were pointed out to the observer
m which a child might demonstrate the behavior
described; and differentiations from other items
measuring similar kinds of behavior were made.
A manual (Baumrind, 1968b) was prepared to
assist the observer in his use of the Q-sort items.

The seven observers differed considerably in age,
philosophical persuasion, and professional train-
ing. All observers had previous experience in ob-
serving and rating children and at least some grad-

uate training in the behavioral sciences. Observers
were chosen for their heterodox views and life
experience in order to reduce the subjectivism in-
herent in observational methods. Staff members
met jointly for semiweekly sessions to construct,
criticize, and finally to arrive at univocal inter-
pretations of items and to prepare the manual.
Unlike the previous study where the final scores
were the composite of two observers’ ratings, only
one observer rated the child, in the interests of
economy. The entire protocol describing the child’s
behavior over the school semester and while tak-
ing the Stanford-Binet was reviewed by the ob-
server prior to making his ratings. When necessary,
the observer went back into the field to collect
further information relevant to a particular rating.
For purposes of training, about 25% of the sub-
jects was observed and Q sorted by a second
member of the observer team. The “checker” did
not have as much observational time with the child
as the “resident” observer, and therefore his ratings
were presumed to be less valid and were discarded.
However, his presence and observations kept the
resident observer alert to subjective bias. Correla-
tions across items between the ratings of the resi-
dent observer and his checker ranged from an
average of .48 for the least reliable observer to
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.69 for the most reliable observer. The uncorrected
reliabilities for the items across observers varied
from a low of .00 to a high of .70 with approxi-
mately 10% of reliabilities below .39 and another
10% above .65. The mean value was .47. As might
be expected, the items with low reliabilities (be-
low .60) did not show a sufficiently high pattern
of intercorrelation with other items to be important
contributors to the final cluster structures, while
items with high reliabilities (above .80) were
generally included as cluster definers. It should be
noted (Baumrind & Black, 1967, p. 294) that the
reliabilities of composited items based on two
observers’ ratings, when both were resident obser-
vers, were much higher, averaging .68 with 10%
below .60 and 10% above .80. The analyses re-
ported are based on cluster scores rather than
individual items. As is noted from Table 2 the
reliabilities of the clusters themselves are high.

The domain of behavior covered by the Pre-
school Behavior Q Sort consists primarily of inter-
personal behavior and achievement-oriented behav-
ior. Items were devised to measure facets of two
unrelated dimensions of competence-incompetence:
namely, social responsibility versus social irre-
sponsibility and independent versus suggestible be-
havior. (For a summary of Q-sort items see Table
2.) Current models with two orthogonal dimen-
sions include Schaefer’s (1961) reworking of the
longitudinal data from the Berkeley Growth Study,
Becker and Krug's (1964) reworking of Becker’s
data for 5-year-olds, and this investigator’s previ-
ous work (Baumrind & Black, 1967). Social re-
sponsibility and independence may be thought of
as interacting, coping functions which are brought
to bear whenever the child is called upon to inter-
act with others in a group, or to respond to an
extrinsic demand. The nursery school is an excel-
lent setting in which to record both aspects of
competence, since there the child must conform
to rules and regulations but also has many oppor-
tunities to explore, construct, and alter his environ-
ment.

Child Behavior Model

In a previous study (Baumrind & Black, 1967),
a two-dimensional, eight-cluster model of preschool
behavior was developed which exhibited some sex
differences at the most detailed level, but which
was closely similar at a more molar level. The
analysis of the revised Q sort was directed at
determining the dimensionality of the behavior
space covered by the items, its similarity to the
previous model, and the necessity for a sex-dif-
ferentiated model. As in the previous study, the
first two clusters from a BC TRY (Tryon & Bailey,
1966) cluster analysis were uncorrelated and ac-
counted for 89% of the mean of the squared
original correlations for both sexes and over 65%
of the initial estimate of communality. This more
than met the criteria for a two-dimensional model.

As in a previous study (Baumrind & Black,
1967), a principal-components solution was used
to provide the most stable two-factor solution.

Then all Q-sort items were plotted in this two.
factor space with their factor coefficients used 4
coordinates. The items were formed into cluster
on the basis of position on the circular plot, pat.
tern of intercorrelation of contiguous items, ang
similarity of pattern for both sexes. This process
revealed that there was very little difference in the
ordering of the variables and the patterning of
their intercorrelations between the sexes. The final
six clusters which emerged were almost identica}
to five of the seven initial empirical clusters for
both sexes, and required very little alteration of
their basic structure to bring the separate-gex
solutions into basic conformity. The defining items
for each of the six clusters obtained from this
ordering, and an additional overlapping cluster
with theoretical relevance, appear in Table 2. This
additional overlapping cluster, designated Indepen-
dent-Suggestible, did not appear in the original
empirical clusterings for either sex, but showed up
clearly in the ordering of the variables. The actual
ordering of the seven-cluster solution is illus-
trated in Figure 1.

The cluster scores are the unweighted composite
of standardized scores for the defining items. All
cluster scores are standardized with a mean of 50
and a standard deviation of 10. Most average s of
a defining item with other defining items in a
cluster are over .65, which accounts for the high
reliability of the clusters.

Sex Differences

As indicated, the six clusters which emerged
for boys and girls were sufficiently similar so that
the interrelations of the QO-sort items could be
ordered into a single solution for boys and girls.
The cos 6% (Tryon, 1964), values for the compar-
able clusters between boys and girls were all above
.86. The first two clusters for both sexes were
almost identical, although their order of extraction
(and by implication their importance as sources of
variance) was reversed. For boys, the first cluster
which emerged was composed of behaviors on a
responsible-irresponsible dimension. The second
cluster was composed of behaviors on an active-
passive dimension, and contained such items as
Spectator (participant), Disoriented (well oriented),
and Confident (lacks confidence). For girls, the
clusters were the same but the order was reversed.
These two factors match almost perfectly the two

8 Tryon’s statistic cos 6 (see Tryon, 1964) is an
index of similarity between clusters or dimensions
as a solution to the problem of matching factors
from different samples when the identical set of
variables is used. This problem and the attempts
at its solution are discussed by Harman (1967).
The limits of cos ¢ are = 1, and when the value
between two clusters approaches 1, the clusters
are equivalent in the sense that the pooled set of
item definers from the two clusters have very
nearly the identical patterns of factor coefficients
for both clusters. There is a more extensive discus-
sion of cos ¢ in Baumrind and Black (1967).
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TABLE 2
DESCRIPTION OF PRESCHOOL BEHAVIOR Q-SORT CLUSTERS: SEVEN-CLUSTER SOLUTION FOR BoYs AND GIRLS
No. Description Average r
Cluster I: Hostile-Friendly (reliability = .91, r2 = ,27)

55 Understands other children’s position in interaction -.83

7 Nurturant or sympathetic toward other children ~.80
54 Bullies other children .78
72 Thoughtless of other children’s productions .74
70 Insulting .70
63 Selfish .63
35 Helps other children carry out their plans —.61

Cluster 1I: Resistive-Cooperative (reliability = .96, r~* = .31)
32 Obedient -.91
69 Responsible about following standard operating procedure at school —.88
44 Actively facilitates nursery school routine —.86
33 Impetuous and impulsive .84
27 Tries to evade adult authority .82
52 Can be trusted —.81
68 Provocative with adults .82
Cluster III: Domineering-Tractable (reliability = .91, r~2 = ,39)

Ul Nonintrusive —.82
13 Timid with other children -.75
67 Hits only in self-defense or doesn’t hit at all —-.74
41 Concerned about adult disapproval -.70
36 Does not question adult authority —.69

2 Manipulates other children to enhance his own position or to get what he wants .67

Cluster IV: Dominant-Submissive (reliability = .90, r* = .24)
21 Peer leader .85
11 Suggestible —.84
47 Plans activities for other children )
64 Individualistic .70
48 Resists domination of other children .65
Cluster V: Purposive-Aimless (reliability = .95, r—* = .52)

10 Spectator —.86
14 Characteristically unoccupied -.83
49 An interesting, arresting child .82
59 Samples activities aimlessly, lacks goals —~.81
15 Vacillates and oscillates -.81
19 Disoriented in his environment -7
16 Confident .76
24 Dominates group activity .15
18 Self-starting and self-propelled 15
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Table 2—{Continued)

No. Description

Average r

Cluster VI: Achievement Oriented-Not Achievement Oriented (reliability = .93, r—2 = .27)

8 Does not persevere when he encounters frustration -.85
58 Stretches to meet the situation when much is demanded ! .82
20 Does not become pleasurably involved in tasks : — .82

6 Likes to learn new skill | .81
42 Sets himself goals which expand his abilities, e.g., learning to pump on swings, |

trying difficult puzzles ‘ .77
12 Gives his best to work and play ‘ 7
26 Easily frustrated or upset when an obstacle to task performance is encountered i -.7
i
Cluster VII: Independent-Suggestible (reliability = .86, r—* = ,20)
64 Individualistic s’ .85
11 | Suggestible | -8
66 | Stereotyped in his thinking N
36 Does not question adult authority —.64

Note.—Average r = the average correlation of the item with the other cluster definers; reliability = the reliability of the composiic
of the cluster definers (Spearman-Brown); r—2 = reproducibility of the mean of the squared correlations among iters.

orthogonal main factors axes (responsible and ac-
tive) which formed the central structure for the
model reported in Baumrind and Black (1967). In
that study the ordering of the first two clusters
for boys and girls was also reversed. The most
important source of covariation for boys in both
studies centers around socially responsible versus
irresponsible behavior, and for girls around active
versus passive, or, as it is called in this study,
independent versus suggestible behavior.

Even at this early age, as can be noted from Ta-
ble 3, boys compared to girls showed more hostility
with peers, more resistiveness to adult supervision,
and less achievement orientation. The focal sociali-
zation task with boys is reasonably clear, requiring
as it does the development of social responsibility.
For girls, the socialization task is more problema-
tic, since it involves the facilitation and reinforce-
ment of behaviors which run counter to a stereo-
typic feminine role. If it is true that girls are
relatively more homogeneous with regard to social
responsibility than independence and if the oppo-
site is true for boys, then we may expect to find
relatively fewer relationships between socialization
practices of parents and indexes of social respon-
sibility for girls, and relatively fewer relationships
between socialization practices and indexes of in-
dependence for boys.

Table 4 contains the relationships within boy
and girl Q-sort cluster solutions. The most striking
sex-related relationship is that between Resistive
and Achievement Oriented. For girls, these clusters
were unrelated (—.06), but for boys the relation-
ship was clearly negative (—.40). The girl who,
relative to other girls, is resistive with adults is

not necessarily nonachieving, while with boys such
resistiveness is likely to be coupled with non-
achievement. Similarly, but less striking, for girls
as compared to boys, Domineering was more
clearly related to Dominant and Purposive be-
havior, and less related to Hostile and Resistive
behavior. Thus, relative to other girls, the girl
who is domineering is likely to be dominant and
purposive, while, relative to other boys, the boy
who is domineering is unlikely to be achieving
and somewhat less likely to be purposive.

Parent Behavior

The methods of collecting data about family
interaction were nearly identical with those de-
scribed in the report of a previous study (Baum-
rind, 1967). Two home visits were made to each
family.

The psychologist who visited the home was
not one of the pair that rated the child’s
behavior. In order to achieve a standardized
situation, the home visit was structured iden-
tically for each family and occurred for all
families during a period commencing from
shortly before the dinner hour and lasting
until just after the child’s bedtime. This period
is commonly known to produce instances of
parent-child divergence and was selected for
observation in order to elicit a wide range of
critical interactions under maximum stress
[Baumrind & Black, 1967, p. 304].

In addition, each parent was interviewed separately,
and the interviews tape-recorded. The partial nar-
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Fi16. 1. Child behavior model, sexes combined, nursery school setting.
(Dashed lines inside circle represent principal axes from previous study.
Baumrind and Black, 1967).

rative records of the home visits were typed, and  Behavior Ratings scales were devised to assess

the tape-recorded interviews transcribed. the observed and reported behavior of the mother
. . and father separately, and 25 additional scales
Parent Behavior Ratings (PBR) were devised to measure the joint influence of the

parents. Each of the 75 items was constructed to

Fifteen hypothetical constructs covered the
measure a specific manifestation of one of the 15

domain of relevant parent behavior. Fifty Parent

TABLE 3
COMPARISONS FOR PRESCHOOL BEHAVIOR O-SORT CLUSTERS FOR GIRLS AND Boys

Girls (N = 113) | Boys (N = 125)

Cluster p

M SD M SD
I. Hostile-Friendly 47.2 8.3 52.6 10.8 .01
II. Resistive-Cooperative 47.0 8.4 52.7 10.6 .01
III. Domineering-Tractable 48.3 9.8 51.5 10.0 .05
IV. Dominant-Submissive 49.5 10.1 50.5 10.0 ns
V. Purposive-Aimless 49.1 10.1 50.8 9.9 ns
VI. Achievement Oriented-Not Achievement Oriented 51.2 9.5 49.0 10.4 .10
50.1 10.3 49.9 9.8 ns

VIL. Independent-Suggestible
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TABLE 4
RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN PRESCHOOL BEHAVIOR Q-SORT CLUSTER SOLUTIONS FOR GIRLS AND Bovys (r)

Cluster 1 ’ 1I 1 v \' l Vi Vi
1. Hostile-Friendly .74 .54 .10 —.13 —.26 17
11. Resistive-Cooperative 72 .62 .30 .03 - .06 41
1I1. Domineering-Tractable .62 .73 .64 .49 .24 .70
IV. Dominant-Submissive 12 .20 .53 71 .41 .84
V. Purposive-Aimless —.20 —-.09 .36 .59 .69 .65

VI. Achievement Oriented-Not
Achievement Oriented — .46 —.40 -.15 .34 .60 .54

VII. Independent-Suggestible .18 .31 .54 .80 .40 .40

Note.~Numbers above the diagonal are for girls; those below, for boys.

hypothetical constructs. Table 5 contains the brief
titles given the items, with each item grouped
under its appropriate hypothetical construct. The
construct was itself defined as an item so that the
observers could summarize their impressions of
the family by rating the family on the 15 child-
rearing dimensions.

The rater’s task was to decide first which of
two contrasting alternatives characterized the per-
son or family being rated, and then to rate the
degree to which the family was characterized by
that alternative. For example, in Item 1 (Set
Regular Tasks):

1. Child has one or two tasks to perform
which he does regularly, by choice or com-
pulsion. (Parents believe that child should
help mother in some regular way, and one
or both parents insist that he do so.)

2. Child has no regular tasks to perform
although he may offer or be asked to help
upon occasion. (Parents do not believe in
chores for a child of 3 or 4, and he is dis-
couraged from helping.)

Where the parent could not, in the opinion of the
rater, be assessed reliably on an item, the score
on that item was coded as “missing.”

Item reliabilities. Thirty-one of the completed
case records were rated by a second rater (the
investigator). The correlations between the two
raters for the 125 items (50 Mother, 50 Father,
25 Joint) varied from a low of .49 to a high of
.96, with 7 of the item reliabilities below .60 and
14 above .89. The mean value was .76 for Mother
PBR items, .75 for Father PBR items, and .82 for
Joint PBR items.

Parent Behavior Clusters

First the empirical and then the decision-
making* features of the BC TRY cluster analysis

4 The BC TRY is a cluster-analytic rather than
a factor-analytic system. The practical differences
which are important here are that from a Tryon

were used to provide separate unordered cluster
solutions for ‘(@) 50 Mother items, () 50 Father
items, and (c) 25 Joint items.

In Table 6 are given (@) the defining items;
that is, those items which were composited to
obtain cluster scores for the final cluster, (b)
additional items which had a relatively high
average correlation with the definers, and (c¢) the
cluster reliabilities.

The first two clusters for the separate parent
solutions were relatively orthogonal, and accounted
for about 65% of the variance in each case. The
first cluster extracted was designated Firm Eo-
forcement and the second cluster, Encourages In-
dependence and Individuality. In this study, &
dimension of Acceptance-Rejection, as such, did
not emerge as an important source of variance,
although the cluster designated Encourages Inde-
pendence and Individuality was highly correlated
(negatively) with the cluster designated Rejecting.
The relative unimportance of Acceptance-Rejection
as a source of variance, by contrast with most
studies of parent behavior, reflects the unusual
homogeneity of the sample by contrast with most
such samples (e.g., Becker, 1964; Schaefer, 1965)
in the high degree of acceptance shown the
children. The homogeneity of the sample in this
regard was dictated by the objective of the study,
which is to relate various patterns of parental
authority to the behavior of the children, when

analysis each factor (cluster) is defined not by 2
factor coefficient on each item, but by a subset of
items which cluster together (intercorrelate), and
the resulting item composites (clusters) are al-
lowed to correlate with each other (oblique solu-
tion). The decision-making features of BC TRY
allow the analyst to alter an empirical solution it
a pumber of ways. For the analyses conducted in
the present study, small alterations to the empirical
solution were made in the direction of increasing
the similarity between boy-girl and mother-father
clusters while maintaining an equally high cluster
reliability and accounting for the same proportion
of variance.
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TABLE 5

PARENT BEHAVIOR RATINGS GROUPED BY HyPOTHETICAL CONSTRUCT

11

Hypothetical construct (defined as an item)

Rating items

I. Expect vs. Do Not Expect Participation in Household Chores

Parents require some participation in household tasks
and that child will help dress self and put his own toys
away. (In addition, such participation is an important
part of parents’ views on child rearing.)

Parents do not require that child perform any regular
tasks. (In addition, parents do offer him considerable
help in dressing and putting toys away.)

YR N

Set regular tasks

Discourage obstructive behavior
Demand child put toys away
Demand child dresses self
Demand child cleans own messes

I, Enrichment vs. Impoverishment of Child’s Environment

On principle, parents do not set standards, or
purposively stimulate the child, although they are
themselves stimulating and well-differentiated people.
Parents set high standards of intellectual and cultural
excellence, and provide an orderly, enriched cognitive
environment for the child.

(In addition, cognitive enrichment is a prepotent value
of parents, and stimuli presented to child are rich,
orderly, concordant and monitored, so that child is
not saturated or confused.)

Parents do not set high standards of intellectual and
cognitive excellence nor provide an orderly, enriched
external environment for child. (Also, parents’ capacity
to provide cognitive enrichment is limited by their own
backgrounds or depressed state so that child’s environ-
ment is unorganized, either empty or saturated.)

Invoke cognitive insight

Provide an intellectually
stimulating environment

Parents are differentiated and
stimulating

Set standards of excellence

Make demands upon child which
have educational value

II1. Directive vs. Nondirective

The child’s day-to-day activities are structured by
means of rules or regimen in many areas of his life
such as TV, bedtime, and food, but these rules are
flexibly enforced. (Such rules are restrictive and not
flexibly enforced.)

The child’s day-to-day activities vary widely and little
attempt is made to enforce a daily regimen. (Plus, the
child has very wide latitude in setting his own regimen,
and parents adjust their own expectations about
bedtime, menu, and TV viewing to the child’s interests
and moods.)

11
12,
13,
14,
15,

Many rules and regulations
Many restrictions on TV viewing
Many restrictions on eating
Regimen set for child

Fixed bedtime hour

1V. Discourage vs. Encourage Emotional Dependency on Parents

Parents neglect child.,

Parents discourage dependent clinging, (In addition,
parents train child to behave independently.)

Parents permit dependent clinging. (In addition,
parents are overprotective about potential physical and
psychological discomforts to child.)

16,
17.

Mother has independent life
Discourage emotional dependency

18. Encourage contact with other adults

19.
20.

Not overprotective
Encourage self-help
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Table 5—(Continued)
Hypothetical construct (defined as an item) Rating items
V. Discourage vs. Encourage Infantile Behavior

Parents discourage infantile incompetence and 21. Discourage babyish speech and
reinforce mature behavior. (In addition, child was dry mannerisms
during the day by 24 yr., and bottle and pacifier were 22, Initiate toilet training
given up before age 2.) 23, Demand mature table behavior
Parents do not discourage infantile incompetence or 24. Limit bottle and pacifier
correct babyish speech and mannerisms. (In addition, 25. Demand mannerly behavior
the child retained bottle or pacifier, or was not entirely during visits

dry after age 3.)

VI. Flexibility and Clarity vs. Inflexibility and Lack of Clarity of the Parent’s Views

The child is presented with a well-integrated child-
rearing philosophy by at least one parent and such
philosophical differences as the parents may have do
not affect the child. (Both parents can articulate well-
integrated child-rearing philosophies which do not
conflict with each other’s ideas and which they put
into practice.)

The child is not presented with an integrated,
internally consistent child-rearing philosophy.
(Neither parent can articulate a philosophy, or both
parents disagree rather fundamentally and do not act
in unison.)

26.
27.
28.
29,
30.

Can specify aims and methods
Clear ideals for child

Clear about parental role
Stable, firm views

Flexible views

VII. Firm vs. Lax Enforcement Policy

Parents on principle avoid issuing directives, opposing
the child’s will, or enforcing their own will.

Parents exert firm control; they enforce directives and
do not give in when child causes a commotion. (In
addition, parents attach considerable importance to
firm enforcement, clearly letting the child know that
one or both parents are in charge.)

Parental control is lax. (Parents cannot enforce their
directives, and child is openly disobedient or
disrespectful.)

31.
32.

33.
34.
3s.

Firm enforcement

Enforcement after initial
noncompliance

Cannot be coerced by child

Uses negative sanctions when defied
Requires child to pay attention

VIII. Obedience as a Salient Positive Value vs. Obedience as a Nonsalient or Negative Value

Parents criticize or prohibit actions of the child which
are contrary to their wishes, directives, or personal
code of behavior. (In addition, parents will persist to
the point of confrontation to show they are in charge,
or exercise as much power as is necessary in order to
obtain obedience.)

Parents withhold criticism or correction even when
child acts contrary to their wishes, (In addition,
parents highly value self-regulation and/or do not
regard obedience as an important criterion of a good
parent-child relationship).

36.
37.

38.

39,
40.

Promotes own code of behavior

Forces confrontation when child
disobeys

Willingly exercises power to obtain
obedience

Obedience as a salient construct

Disapproves of defiant stance
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Table 5-—(Continued)

13

Hypothetical construct (defined as an item)

Rating items

IX. Promotes Respect for Established Authority vs. Seeks to Develop a Cooperative
Working Relationship with Child

Parents wish child to respect established authority and
to defer to them in their role as parents. (In addition,
parents are willing to assume a stance of personal
infallibility as a way of dominating the child.)

Parents believe that child should think for himself
rather than defer to an established authority or to them-
selves, just because they are his parents. (In addition,
they feel that as he gets older, he should nor accom-
modate to institutional rules with which he disagrees.)

41.
42,

43,
44,

45.

Parent’s needs take precedence
Child must defer to parental
experti

pertise
Child must conform to establishment

Does not share decision-making
power with child

Assumes stance of personal
infallibility

X. Confidence vs. Lack of Confidence in Self as a Parent

Parents relate to the child in a self-assured, secure
manner. (In addition, the parents are active rather
than reactive, and opposition from the child provokes
a further show of force consciously directed at retain-
ing control over the parent-child relationship, or the
parents calmly and with equanimity avoid a con-
frontation without loss of self-control.)

Parents relate to the child in an unsure, insecure
fashion. (In addition, opposition from the child
provokes evasion or retreat or impotent anger which
does not achieve its aim.)

46.
47.

48,

49.
50.

Regards self as competent person

Retains self-control when child
challenges

Regards self as potent and
knowledgeable

Active agent

Secure during home visit

XI1. Encourages vs. Discourages Independence

Parents encourage self-assertion and independent
experimentation. (In addition, parents value critical
behavior, including that directed at their own policies.)
Parents discourage self-assertion, especially when
directed at their policies. (In addition, parents frighten
child about possible consequences and will not listen
to him.)

51
52.
33,
54.
5.

Encourages independent actions
Offers child alternatives

Listens to critical comments
Encourages oppositional behavior
Solicits child’s opinions

XII

Encourages vs. Discourages Verbal Exchange and Use of Reason

Parents engage child in verbal interactions of a mean-
ingful kind, generally giving him reasons for their
actions, and are receptive to intimate verbal inter-
change. (In addition, parents handle disobedience by
offering additional explanations and encourage back
and forth banter, so that child is free to express
himself, even to disagree with his parents.)

Parents do not give child reasons for their directives
or actions, and /or are not verbal with child, and /or
engage in meaningless verbose chatter. (In addition,
parents discourage intimate interchange and use
repressive rather than rational means to enforce
obedience.)

56.
51.
58.

59.
60.

Meaningful verbal interaction

Gives reasons with directives

Disobedience elicits further
explanations

Encourages verbal give and take

Encourages intimate verbal contact
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Table 5—(Continued)

Hypothetical construct (defined as an item) Rating items

XIII. Reluctant vs. Willing to Express Anger or Displeasure to Child

61. Shame about expressing anger

62, Gentle manner

63. Avoids open confrontation

64. Inhibits annoyance or impatience
when child disobeys

65. Inhibits annoyance or impatience
when child dawdles or is annoying

0. Parents seldom react internally with anger even when
child defies or dawdles.

1. Parents accept their own anger when they feel the
child deserves it, and permit open parent-child or
child-parent confrontation. (In addition, parents state
that such confrontation is of positive value to them
or child.)

2. Parents reject their anger and negative feelings, and
avoid open parent-child and child-parent confronta-
tion. (In addition, parents feel conflicted about
expressing anger openly, and attempt to remain sweet
and child centered even when child is annoying or
disobedient.)

XIV. Promotes Individuality vs. Social Acceptability

1. Parents value and express individuality in behavior and 66. Promotes individuality in child

appearance in themselves and in their children. 67. Expresses own individuality

(Parents encourage child to be individualistic and 68. Sees child-rearing practices as

expressive rather than achievement oriented and atypical

socially acceptable.) 69. Defines child’s individuality clearly
2. Parents are conforming in behavior and appearance, 70. Values expressive traits more than

and do not want child to be different or “stand out.” instrumental traits
(Parents clearly discourage individuality, themselves
conform to community norms in child rearing, and

have a rather stereotyped view of what a child is like.)

XV. Expresses Punitive vs. Nurturant Behavior

1. Parents are emotionally unresponsive and unsup- 71. Becomes inacessible when displeased
portive. (Child is treated coldly or harshly.) 72. Lacks empathic understanding
2. Parents are responsive and supportive. (Child is 73. Cool
treated with extreme warmth by parents who reveal 74. Unresponsive
profound empathic understanding and responsiveness 75. Disciplines harshly
to his individual ways and needs.)

Note.—The numbers by which the items are referred to in this table and throughout the article are consecutive within construct
and between construct as listed, and do not coincide with the order of the items in the rating booklet. Items 1-25 are *joint™ items;
that is, they were rated once for the family. Items 26-75 were rated separately for the mother and for the father, After rating the family
on Items 1-25, and the mother and father each on Items 26-75, the rater summarized his impressions by rating the family on the hypo-
thetical constructs-qua-items. When the subject being rated could be described by the portion of the item in parentheses, his score
received a double rating.

real rejection or neglect is not a factor. The inter-
correlations between the PBR clusters for Mother,
Father, and Joint ratings are presented in Table 7.

Since the author shares Schaefer’s (1965) inter-
est in Acceptance versus Rejection, Psychological
Autonomy versus Psychological Control, and Firm
Control versus Lax Control as organizing theoret-
ical constructs, the meaning of the empirical
clusters in the following discussion is related to

these organizing constructs, as well as to the 15
discrete hypothetical constructs which the 75 par-
ent behavior ratings operationally define. Each of
the 15 hypothetical constructs was also defined in
the form of an item (see Table 5) and the family
as a whole rated on that construct-qua-item. The
validity of the clusters as measures of the hypo-
thetical constructs can be inferred from their item
compositions and from their correlations with the
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TABLE 6
DesCRIPTION OF PARENT BEHAVIOR RATING (PBR) CLUSTERS

15

Item Average r
Mother PBR clusters

1. Firm Enforcement (reliability = .94, r—2 = .50)
33» Cannot be coerced by child .66
32 Enforcement after initial noncompliance .66
31*» Firm enforcement .65
37+ Forces confrontation when child disobeys .61
38« Willingly exercises power to obtain obedience .58
40 Disapproves of defiant stance .52
35 Requires child to pay attention .50
36 Promotes own code of behavior .46
42 Child must defer to parental expertise .44

2. Encourages Independence and Individuality (reliability = .94, r-t = ,50)
57+ Gives reasons with directives .58
52 Offers child alternatives .56
55  Solicits child’s opinions .53
69+ Defines child’s individuality clearly .53
60* Encourages intimate verbal contact .50
72 Lacks empathic understanding —.49
53s Listens to critical comments .49
59+ Encourages verbal give and take .49
56> Meaningful verbal interaction .49
66* Promotes individuality in child A7
44» Does not share decision-making power with child —.46
67 Expresses own individuality W41
54 Encourages oppositional behavior .38
43  Child must conform to establishment —-.38

3. Passive-Acceptant (reliability =.90, r—3 = .27)
64* Inhibits annoyance or impatience when child disobeys .61
65* Inhibits annoyance or impatience when child dawdles er is annoying .57
63+ Avoids open confrontation .54
62= Gentle manner .53
34 Uses negative sanctions when defied -.53
75* Disciplines harshly —.49
61 Shame about expressing anger .38

4. Rejecting (reliability = .88, 2 = .32)
712 Becomes inaccessible when displeased .58
75+ Disciplines harshly .55
74~ Unresponsive .53
45+  Assumes stance of personal infallibility .51
41 Parent’s needs take precedence .48
73 Cool .47

5. Self-Confident, Secure, Potent Parental Behavior (reliability = .92, r—% = .29)
28 Clear about parental role .58
30* Flexible views .54
48 Regards self as potent and knowledgeable .52
50 Secure during home visit .51
29s  Stable, firm views .50
46~ Regards self as competent parent .49
27» Clear ideals for child .49
260 Can specify aims and methods of discipline .48
47 Retains self-control when child challenges .47

Father PBR clusters

1. Firm Enforcement (reliability = .92, r—* = .33)

37 Forces confrontation when child disobeys .63
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TABLE 6—(Continued)

Item Average r
Father PBR clusters
33 Cannot be coerced by child .62
31s Firm enforcement .61
32> Enforcement after initial noncompliance .56
34 Uses negative sanctions when defied .52
38 Willingly exercises power to obtain obedience .49
36+ Promotes own code of behavior .48
35 Requires child to pay attention .44
42  Child must defer to parental expertise .42
29 Stable, firm views .33
2. Encourages Independence and Individuality (reliability = .92, r~2 = .38)
27 Clear ideals for child .58
600 Encourages intimate verbal contact .54
72* Lacks empathic understanding —.53
69 Defines child’s individuality clearly .52
28 Clear about parental role .52
56» Meaningful verbal interaction .50
46 Regards self as competent person .48
30= Flexible views .48
26> Can specify aims and methods of discipline .47
48* Regards self as potent and knowledgeable .46
50 Secure during home visit .42
3. Passive-Acceptant (reliability = .84, r~* = .29)
65 Inhibits annoyance or impatience when child dawdles or is annoying .47
64 Inhibits annoyance or impatience when child disobeys .47
400 Disapproves of defiant stance — .46
62» Gentle manner .44
71s  Becomes inaccessible when displeased —.41
63 Avoids open confrontation .38
4. Rejecting (reliability = .82, r—2 = ,29)
73» Cool .63
74=  Unresponsive .61
75+ Disciplines harshly .52
5. Promotes Nonconformity (reliability = .83, r—2 = .22)
43s  Child must conform to establishment - .53
66> Promotes individuality in child .51
67 Expresses own individuality .51
68+ See child-rearing practices as atypical .42
70» Values expressive traits more than instrumental traits .42
6. Authoritarianism (reliability = .93, r—? = .58)
53» Listens to critical comments -.59
55 Solicits child’s opinions -.57
45+ Assumes stance of personal infallibility .54
44* Does not share decision-making power with child .51
58+ Disobedience elicits further explanations —.49
52¢ Offers child alternatives —.48
71* Becomes inaccessible when displeased .47
39+ Obedience as a salient construct .46
54+ Encourages oppositional behavior —.43
59 Encourages verbal give and take - .43
41» Parent’s needs take precedence .43
51 Encourages independent actions —.40
57 Gives reasons with directives —.38
Joint PBR clusters
1. Expect Participation in Household Chores (reliability = .86, % = .48)
3» Demand child put toys away .67
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TABLE 6—(Continued)

Item Average r
Joint PBR clusters
552 Demand child cleans own messes .58
2»  Discourage obstructive behavior .56
1= Set regular tasks .53
20 Encourage self-help .42
4 Demand child dress self .39
2. Enrichment of child’s environment (reliability = .85, r-2 = ,24)
6* Invoke cognitive insight .62
7+ Intellectually stimulating environment .58
8s Parents are differentiated and stimulating .57
9s  Set standards of excellence .51
10 Demands made upon child have educational value .40
3. Directive (reliability = .78, r—* = .24)
14 Regimen set for child .52
15+ Fixed bedtime hour .47
11» Many rules and regulations .40
12* Many restrictions on TV .33
13 Many restrictions on eating .31
4. Discourage Emotional Dependency (reliability = .77, r—2 = .10)
17= Discourage emotional dependency .65
19 Not overprotective .60
5. Discourage Infantile Behavior (reliability = .63, r—2 = .23)
22= Parents initiate toilet training .40
21  Discourage baby speech and mannerisms .34
24* Limit bottle and pacifier .32
23+ Parents demand mature table behavior )
25 Demand mannerly behavior during visits .28

Note.-—Average r == the average correlation of the item with the other cluster definers; reliability = the reliability of the composite
of the cluster definers (Spearman-Brown); r* = reproducibility of the mean of the squared correlations among items.

s Indicates items defining the cluster.

constructs-qua-items which these items operation-
ally define. The correlations between the PBR
clusters and the constructs-qua-items appear in
Table 8.

PBR Cluster 1: Firm Enforcement. For each
solution the first empirical cluster extracted was
designated Firm Enforcement, and was defined
by items which had been constructed to measure
Hypothetical Constructs VII (Firm versus Lax
Enforcement Policy) and VIII (Obedience as a
Salient Positive Value versus Obedience as a
Nonsalient or Negative Value). The correlations
with the Constructs-qua-Items VII and VIII were
.82 and .62 for fathers, and .76 and .60 for
mothers (Table 7). The Mother and Father solu-
tions were closely comparable, as shown by cos 6
for girls of .89 and for boys of .91 (Table 6).
This cluster is analogous to Schaefer’s dimension,
Firm Control versus Lax Control.

PBR Cluster 2: Encourages Independence and
Individuality. The second empirical cluster ex-
tracted was designated Encourages Independence
and Individuality for both parents, although more
than half of the defining items differ for the

Mother and Father solutions. For the Mother
solution, all but two defining items had been
constructed to measure three closely related
hypothetical constructs, as follows: XI (Encour-
ages versus Discourages Independence), XII (En-
courages versus Discourages Verbal Exchange and
Use of Reason), and XTIV (Promotes Individuality
versus Social Acceptability). The correlations for
the Mother solution with the appropriate con-
structs-qua-items, that is, XI, XII, and XIV, were
.66, .73, and .56, respectively. For the Father
solution, items defining Hypothetical Construct
XII (Encourages versus Discourages Verbal Ex-
change and Use of Reason) were important, and
the correlation with Construct-qua-Item XII was
.52. But, in addition, the Flexibility and Clarity
versus Inflexibility and Lack of Clarity of the
Parent’s Views (Hypothetical Construct VI) and
Confidence versus Lack of Confidence in Self as
a Parent (Hypothetical Construct X) were prom-
inent components of Father Cluster 2 (correla-
tions with Items VI and X were .73 and .45).
The cos & of Father Cluster 2 with Mother
Cluster 2 for girls was .71, and for boys was .65.
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TABLE 7
RELATIONSHIPS OF PARENT BEHAVIOR RATINGS (PBR) CLUSTERS: MOTHER VERSUS FATHER VERSUS JOINT
Father PBR clusters
... | Child’s 2.
Cluster Statistic sex 1 Eéxcourgges 3. s s, 6
Firm Independence Passive- s Promotes .
enforcement and Acceptant Rejecting Nonconformity Authoritarianism
Individuality
Mother PBR r G .7 -.01 -.36 .29 -~.46 .40
1. Firm Enforcement B (.61) .32 —.15 —.08 -.12 —.01
cos 0 G (.89 —-.00 —.58 .34 —.48 .51
B (.91) .36 —.61 .09 —.15 .28
2. Encourages Independence and r G -.37 (.60) .16 —.50 .57 -.7
Individuality B —.07 (.39) .15 —.49 .53 -.50
cos ¢ G —.47 .7 49 —.61 A -~ .85
B —.10 (.65) .43 — .67 .47 -.72
3. Passive-Acceptant r G —.57 17 (.33) —.24 22 -.35
B —.25 -.1 (.16) —.14 .21 - .04
cos 6 G —-.63 .22 (.82) -.51 .33 —.49
B —-.59 .01 (.88) -.40 .20 -.51
4. Rejecting r G .34 - .28 -.23 (.54) -.21 47
B -.00 —.24 .06 (.38) —.40 .12
cos 6 G .42 -~ .58 -—.61 (.79 —.47 .69
B .23 —.58 —.58 (.84) -.32 .68
5. Self-Confident r G .16 .61 .04 -.27 .03 -.19
B .30 .52 —~.05 —.34 17 - .25
cos 6 G .21 .76 12 -.47 A2 -.36
B .41 .12 -.04 -.50 .14 -.32

ANINOAVE VNVIA



Table 7—{Continued)

Joint PBR clusters
Child’s
Cluster Statistic sex 1. 4, 5.
Expect 2. 3 Discourage Discourage
Parlicipation | Enrichment Directive Emotional Infantile
in Chores Dependency Behavior
Father PBR r G .66 —.16 .48 .36 .30
1. Firm Enforcement B .60 .06 .37 .30 .41
2. Encourages Independence and r G .05 .78 .22 .10 .02
Individuality B .36 .57 .17 —.03 .28
3. Passive-Acceptant r G —.49 .16 —.18 —.24 -.12
B -.29 .15 -.13 —.13 —.02
4. Rejecting r G .18 —.49 .19 .27 .01
B .06 —.44 .02 .13 —-.19
5. Promotes Nonconformity r G —.34 .48 —.26 —.06 —.30
B -.04 .39 -.33 -.01 -.09
6. Authoritarianism r G .30 —.59 .23 .02 .19
B .09 — .40 .10 .04 -.04
Mother PBR
1. Firm Enforcement r G .62 —.05 .56 .38 .25
B .64 .16 .46 .29 .36
2. Encourages Independence and r G —.10 .76 —.03 -.07 —-.19
Individuality B .05 .13 -,13 .06 .06
3. Passive-Acceptant r G —.44 .22 -.14 -.37 -.25
B -.33 .01 -~.38 —.11 -—.09
4, Rejecting r G .21 —-.37 1 .30 .23
B .08 -.39 .23 .05 .08
5. Self-Confident r G .22 .61 .36 17 —.0t
B .44 .53 .06 .37 .18

ALTIOHLNV TVINHIVd 40 SNIHLLVd INFHINO

Note.—G = parents of girls; B = parents of boys. Values for Mother versus Father clusters with the same names are in parentheses,

61



TABLE 8

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 15 PAReNT BEHAVIOR RATINGS (PBR) CONSTRUCTS-QUA-ITEMS AND MOTHER, FATHER, AND JoINT PBR CLUSTERS

PBR clusters
Mother Father Joint

Construct-| & g = = 9 g & : 5
qua-items | & § g - § g §_ FEEE & g g
: |giz) 8 28 lglz g AR R 357 | 33
S |ges| f | 2| £ | ¢ %@'5 IR IR A BRI
R S A A R EERE A
353 g & E 1383 & | E £ g | - g , 3 &
'uE. g821 & | 2 2 : |223| & 1B | % | 5B 2 A58 | AF

IR P - < i - o o < i v - ~§ o | “
| .48 - - 22 .07 W27 .52 17 -~.30 .04 —.27 .18 (.79) .01 .31 .21 .35
11 15 .52 04| —.24 .48 07 .61 14 |—-.33 221 —~.36 .20 (. 79) ] .05 .06
11 .43 -.05 | —-.19 .10 .22 .45 .14 —~.19 .10 -~.37 .19 .36 (.76) .06 21
v .19 09 ) —.12 .06 .36 .33 .22 —.21 .06 -~ .03 .02 .31 15 .01 (.52 .24
\' .35 —-,05 | —.13 .04 .19 .27 .05 —.05 .00 -,23 .13 .34 .00 .21 .26 (.66)
VI .28 .48 O —-.34 | (.72 19 (.73) 05 1~.40 A1 —.43 .29 .63 A7 .18 .12
A1 (.76) - 09 | —-.37 .07 .38 (82) 16 (—.37N) 1 - .29 .35 .64 12 .40 .39 .48
VI (.60) ~,41 | —.40 .33 .14 (.62) .02 -.37 .18 —.51 .47 .48 |~ 17 .43 .18 .27
IX .41 —.48 1 .27 .28 .01 .59 —.20 |(—.41) .33 —-.69 | (.57 35 | —-.34 .39 14 .23
X 51 25 ] 13 =225 (.72) .42 (.45 [ -.12 {-.22 —-.09 | ~.06 44 .36 27 .33 24
X1 - .15 (.66) 20 —.42 .23 —-,23 .43 27 1-.36 .53 j(~.63) -.08 .49 —-.11 .08 -.10
X1 - .06 (.73) .14 | —.39 .33 —.25 (.52) .30 |—.45 421~ .64 -.09 .66 .04 .06 -.15
X1 —.53 .09 (.62 —.19 1 —.20 -.47 —.24 (.33) |—-.04 .02 .03 —-.47 |-.11 —.10 .36 —-.22
X1v —-.21 (.56) 201 .37 A7 - .23 .22 A3 (.23 (.74)| — .41 —-.10 .47 —-.27 .10 —-.19
XV .02 —-.54 | —.28 (.63)| —.45 14 —.43 —.27 (.60) | —.36 .46 —-.00 | —-.52 —.04 .07 - .07

Note.—The values in parentheses designate correlations between PBR clusters and the constructs-qua-items corresponding to the hypothetical constructs which the defining items from the emplirical
PBR clusters are intended to define operationally. The names of the constructs-qua-items are as follows: I. Expect Participation in Household Chores, I1. Enrichment of Child’s Environment, I, Direc-
tive, IV, Discourage Emotional Dependency, V. Discourage Infantile Behavior, VI. Flexlbillty and Clarlty of Parent’s Views, VII. Firm Enforcement, VIII, Obedience as Salient Positive Value, IX, Pro-

motes Respect for Established Authority, X. Confidence in Self as Parent, XI. B XII. Encourages Verbal Exchange, XIII. Reluctant to Express Anger, XIV. Promotes Indi-

viduality, XV. Expresses Punitive Behavior.

"
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Father Cluster 2 was somewhat more comparable

1o Mother Cluster 5, entitled Self-Confident, Se-

cure, Potent Parental Behavior, as shown by cos 6

with Mother Cluster 5 of .76 for girls and .72 for

povs. Thus, Father Cluster 2, Encourages Inde-
- pendence and Individuality, was comparable to

Mother Cluster 2, plus Mother Cluster 5, Self-
. Confident, Secure, Potent Parental Behavior. The

difference in the apportionment of variance prob-
" ably reflects a real difference between mothers
- and fathers in the motivation for, and expression

of. autonomy granting and rewarding of inde-

pendence. It is as though mothers were seeking
. vicariously to express their own oppositional
tendencies and individuality in promoting inde-
- pendence and individuality in the child, while the
. fathers were rewarding activity in the child which
" they not only valued cognitively, but which they
were proud of demonstrating themselves. Thus,
items measuring the parent’s seif-esteem helped
-~ to define the cluster for fathers, but not for
mothers. This second cluster carried part of the
meaning of Schaefer’s Psychological Autonomy
versus Psychological Control.

PBR Cluster 3: Passive-Acceptant; PBR Cluster
4: Rejecting. These two clusters, Passive-Acceptant
and Rejecting, overlap with the factor Schaefer
designates as Acceptance versus Rejection. For both
parents, the majority of items defining the Passive-
Acceptant cluster were drawn from items devised
to measure Hypothetical Construct XIII, Reluctant
versus Willing to Express Anger or Displeasure
to Child. (Correlations of the cluster, Passive-
Acceptant, with Item XIII were .62 for mothers
and .33 for fathers.) These items were intended
to measure parental inhibition of aggression, and
to reflect passivity and hyperfemininity in the
parent. For the mother, the two additional defining
items for that cluster assessed the mother’s toler-
ance of defiance in the child. For the father, the
additional element was unwillingness to punish,
and thus this Father cluster correlated negatively
{—.37 and —.41) with Constructs-qua-Items VII
and IX, Firm Enforcement, and Promotes Respect
for Established Authority. Mother and Father
Clusters 3, designated Passive-Acceptant, were
highly comparable for both girls and boys (cos 8
of .82 and .88) despite the item differences in
composition of the clusters, Mother and Father
Clusters 4, designated Rejecting, clearly measured
for both mothers and fathers Hypothetical Con-
struct XV, Expresses Punitive versus Nurturant
Behavior (correlations with Item XV for mothers
and fathers, respectively, were .63 and .60). How-
ever, cos § measuring the comparability of Mother
versus Father solutions, was not high for girls
(.74), although it was high for boys (.84).

PBR Father Cluster 5: Promotes Nonconformity;
PBR Father Cluster 6: Authoritarianism. For the
father, two additional clusters, 5 and 6, emerged
which did not have their counterparts in separate
clusters for mothers. These two clusters mea-
sured for fathers additional facets of Schaefer’s
Psychological Autonomy versus Psychological Con-

trol. Cluster 5, designated Promotes Nonconform-
ity, was composed almost entirely of items de-
signed to measure Hypothetical Construct XIV,
Promotes Individuality versus Social Acceptability
{correlation with Item XIV is .74). The cluster
designated Authoritarianism was defined primarily
by items designed to measure Hypothetical Con-
struct XI, Encourages versus Discourages Inde-
pendence (correlation with Item XI was —.63)
and Hypothetical Construct IX, Promotes Respect
for Established Authority versus Seeks to Develop
a Cooperative Working Relationship with Child
(correlation with Item IX was .57). Many items
defining these Father clusters had high factor load-
ings on Mother Cluster 2. While, to judge by the
defining items, mothers with high scores on Cluster
2, Encourages Independence and Individuality, also
promoted nonconformity, the same was not neces-
sarily true for fathers. Thus, the correlations be-
tween the Father clusters, Encourages Indepen-
dence and Individuality (Cluster 2), and Promotes
Nonconformity (Cluster 5), were only .39 for
girls and .21 for boys (Table 20).

PBR Mother Cluster 5: Self-Confident, Secure,
Potent Parental Behavior. Items in this cluster
were drawn exclusively from items designed to
assess Hypothetical Construct VI, Flexibility and
Clarity versus Inflexibility and Lack of Clarity of
the Parent’s Views (correlation with Construct-
qua-Item VI was .72) and Hypothetical Construct
X, her Confidence versus Lack of Confidence in
Self as a Parent (correlation with Construct-qua-
Item X was .72). Nearly all of the definers for
this Mother cluster had high factor loadings on
Father Cluster 2.

Five joint PBR clusters. An additional cluster
analysis was performed on 25 items devised to
define five hypothetical constructs (I-V in Table
5) describing the joint conduct of both parents.
The items intended to define operationally the
five theoretical constructs emerged almost intact
in the empirical cluster analyses, except that Joint
Cluster 4, Discourage Emotional Dependency, was
defined by only two of the items and was there-
fore quite limited in its meaning. These five clus-
ters measured parent-child interaction constructs
with discrete conceptual meanings. Each of these
five clusters contributed some separate variance
of its own, although each correlated highly with
either Cluster 1 or Cluster 2 of the Mother and
Father clusters. Joint Cluster 1, Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores, as can be seen from
Table 6, correlated highly for both parents of
children of both sexes with Cluster 1, Firm En-
forcement (from .60 to .66), and less so (mega-
tively) with Cluster 3, Passive-Acceptant (from
—.29 to —.49). ts correlation with Construct-
qua-Item 1, Expect Participation in Household
Chores, was .79 (Table 7). Joint Cluster 2, En-
richment of Child’s Environment, correlated
highly for both parents of boys and girls with
Cluster 2, Encourages Independence and Individ-
uality (from .51 to .78), and negatively with
Cluster 4, Rejecting (from —.39 to —.49); with
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Father Cluster 5, Promotes Nonconformity (.39
and .48); and negatively with Father Cluster 6,
Authoritarianism (—.40 and —.59). Its correla-
tion with Item II, Enrichment versus Impoverish-
ment of Child’s Environment, was .79. Joint
Cluster 3, Directive, was most highly correlated
for both parents with Cluster 1, Firm Enforce-
ment (from .37 to .56), and negatively with Father
Cluster 5, Promotes Nonconformity (—.26 and
—.33). Its correlation with Item III, Directive,
was .76. Joint Cluster 4, Discourage Emotional
Dependency, and Joint Cluster 5, Discourage In-
fantile Behavior, were most highly correlated with
Cluster 1, Firm Enforcement, for both parents
(from .29 to .38 and from .25 to .41). Its correla-
tions with Constructs-qua-Items IV and V were .52
and .66, respectively. In summary, four out of five
Joint clusters measured different facets of author-
ity, as shown by their high correlations with Firm
Enforcement, while the remaining Joint cluster,
Enrichment of Child’s Environment, correlated
highly with all clusters measuring concern with
the child’s autonomy and independence.

Pattern Definitions

Subjects were assigned to groups on the basis
of their patterns of scores on the PBR clusters.
The bases for assignment are given below. Out of
a possible 73 families of white boys, 54 were
assigned to patterns. Out of a possible 60 families
of white girls, 48 were assigned to patterns.

Patterns were defined so that they would fit
the following definitions. These definitions differed
from each other as did the Authoritarian, Au-
thoritative, and Permissive patterns described in the
report of the previous study using the group-
comparison method (Baumrind, 1967), and con-
ceptualized in two previous papers (Baumrind,
1966, 1968a).

Authoritarian
The authoritarian parent® attempts:

to shape, control, and evaluate the behavior
and attitudes of the child in accordance with
a set standard of conduct, usually an absolute
standard, theologically motivated and formu-
lated by a higher authority. She values obe-
dience as a virtue and favors punitive, forceful
measures to curb self-will at points where the
child’s actions or beliefs conflict with what she
thinks is right conduct. She believes in in-
culcating such instrumental values as respect
for authority, respect for work and respect
for the preservation of order and traditional
structure. She does not encourage verbal give
and take, believing that the child should ac-

5In order to avoid confusion as to who is being
designated, the pronoun “she” is used when refer-
ring to the parent and the pronoun “he” is used
when referring to the child, unless results apply to
only one sex.

cept her word for what is right [Baumrind,
1968a, p. 261]

Two subpatterns corresponded to this description
and differed only in the degree of acceptance
shown the child.

Authoritarian (Not Rejecting)—Pattern I, Pat.
tern 1 contained families who were authoritarian
but not rejecting. In defining this pattern opera.
tionally, it was required that (a) both parents
have scores above the median in Firm Enforce
ment or one parent score in the top third of the
distribution, (») both parents have scores below
the median in Encourages Independence and In-
dividuality, or one parent score in the bottom
third of the distribution, or the father score in the
bottom third on Promotes Nonconformity and in
the top third on Authoritarianism, (¢) both parents
score below the median in Passive-Acceptant or
one parent score in the bottom third, and (d)
the father score in the bottom third on Promotes
Nonconformity or the top third on Authoritarian-
ism. Conceptually, one would have preferred that
parents in the Authoritarian group not differ from
parents in the Authoritative group on rejection
scores. However, only two families of girls other-
wise Authoritarian were not Rejecting. Eight fam.
ilies of boys were Authoritarian but not Rejecting.

Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglecting—Pattern
V1II. Pattern VIII, with eight boys and eight girls,
contained families that were authoritarian and
also rejecting (i.e., parents met the criteria for
inclusion in Pattern VII, Rejecting-Neglecting, as
well as Pattern I, Authoritarian). It should be
understood that the term “rejecting” is used rela-
tively, since the sample was drawn from normal
(concerned and caring) parents. With eight boys
each in Groups I and VIII, differences in boys’
behavior, where Authoritarian parents were rela-
tively Rejecting and where they were not Reject-
ing, can be evaluated. Because of the small N for
girls in Pattern I, such pattern comparison would
be meaningless.

Authoritative

The Authoritative parent, by contrast with the
Authoritarian parent, attempts:

to direct the child’s activities but in a rational,
issue-oriented manner. She encourages verbal
give and take, and shares with the child the
reasoning behind her policy. She values both
expressive and instrumental attributes, both
autonomous self-will and disciplined conform-
ity. Therefore, she exerts firm control at points
of parent-child divergence, but does not hem
the child in with restrictions. She recognizes
her own special rights as an adult, but also
the child’s individual interests and special
ways. The authoritative parent affirms the
child’s present qualities, but also sets stand-
ards for future conduct. She uses reason as
well as power to achieve her objectives. She
does not base her decisions on group con-
sensus or the individual child’s desires; but



CURRENT PATTERNS OF PARENTAL AUTHORITY 23

also, does not regard herself as infallible or
divinely inspired [Baumrind, 1968a, p. 261].

Two subpatterns correspond to this description
and differ only in degree of nonconformity.

Authoritative (Not Nonconforming)—Pattern
I, In defining Pattern I operationally, it was
required that (@) like the Authoritarian Patterns
1 and VIII, both parents have scores above the
median in Firm Enforcement, or one parent score
in the top third of the distribution (as in the
previous study, the scores on Firm Enforcement
of Authoritative parents were actually higher, al-
though not significantly so, than those of Authori-
tarian parents), (&) both parents score above the
median in Encourages Independence and Individ-
uality or one parent score in the top third of the
distribution, (c¢) like the Authoritarian parents,
both parents score below the median in Passive-
Acceptant or one parent score in the bottom third.
(Pattern II fathers, in fact, scored very high on
Firm Enforcement but not on Authoritarianism.
They were also not Nonconforming.) The pattern
membership consisted of 12 families of boys and
7 families of girls.

Authoritative-Nonconforming—Pattern III. A
small group of Authoritative families whose par-
ents just barely met the criterion of above the
median scores on Firm Enforcement, required
for Pattern II, also met the criteria for Pattern
IV, Nonconforming (Not Permissive and Not
Authoritative). Pattern III, then, contained the
four families of girls and two families of boys
who were Authoritative-Nonconforming. Because
of the small N, tests of significance using this
group are not very meaningful except when Pat-
tern III subjects are combined with other subjects.

Permissive

The Permissive parent attempts:

to behave in a nonpunitive, acceptant, and
affirmative manner toward the child’s impulses,
desires, and actions. She consults with him
about policy decisions and gives explanations
for family rules. She makes few demands
for household responsibility and orderly be-
havior. She presents herself to the child as a
resource for him to use as he wishes, not as
an active agent responsible for shaping or
altering his ongoing or future behavior. She
allows the child to regulate his own activities
as much as possible, avoids the exercise of
control, and does not encourage him to obey
externally-defined standards. She attempts to
use reason but not overt power to accomplish
her ends [Baumrind, 1968a, p. 256].

The next three patterns discussed reflect different
facets, and correspond to different degrees with the
prototypic permissive parent described above. As
in the previous study, the author had difficulty
finding a group of parents who corresponded to
the ideal permissive parent. The author sought but
did not find a group of parents who would score

low on Firm Enforcement, high on Encourages
Independence and Individuality, high on Passive-
Acceptant, and high on Promotes Nonconformity.
Instead, the data required that we define three
patterns corresponding to different facets of this
definition. Consider Pattern IV, Nonconforming
(Not Permissive and Not Authoritative). Five of
the seven Pattern IV fathers of girls did not have
standard scores below the mean in Passive-
Acceptant, and more than half of the mothers
of both boys and girls scored rather high in Firm
Enforcement and/or Expect Participation in
Household Chores. Pattern IV parents then were
democratic, but were not totally acceptant or
nondemanding.

The parents in Pattern VI, labeled Permissive
{Not Nonconforming), did indeed score very low
on Firm Enforcement, high on Passive-Acceptant
and low on Expect Participation in Household
Chores, and on Directive, but they did not score
high on Encourages Independence and Individual-
ity, and the fathers were generally Rejecting, often
even when they were also Passive-Acceptant.

The scores of individual parents as well as the
mean standard scores of parents of girls in Pattern
V, Nonconforming-Permissive, best met the defini-
tion for girls. However, there were only four
families of boys who fit this pattern and, surpris-
ingly enough, although all fathers scored high on
Promotes Nonconformity, three of the four fathers
of boys did not score above the median on En-
courages Independence and Individuality.

The empirical realities then required modifica-
tions in the operational definitions of patterns
corresponding most closely to the prototypic defini-
tion of the Permissive parents. For boys, Pattern
IV, and for girls, Pattern V, parents came closest
to meeting the prototype of the Permissive parent.
For both boys and girls, Pattern VI parents came
closest to duplicating the behavior of parents
designated as Permissive in the last study (Baum-
rind, 1967).

Nonconforming (Not Permissive and Not Au-
thoritative)}—Pattern 1V. In defining Pattern IV,
it was required that (a) at least one parent have
scores in the bottom half of the distribution for
Firm Enforcement, (b) at least one parent have
scores above the median for Encourages Inde-
pendence and Individuality, (¢) the father score
below the median on Rejecting, (d) both parents
score in the top third on Encourages Independence
and Individuality or the father score in the top
third of the distribution on Promotes Noncon-
formity, and (e) the father score below the median
on Authoritarianism. Pattern membership consisted
of eight families of boys and seven families of
girls.

Permissive (Not Nonconforming)—Pattern VI.
In defining Pattern VI, Permissive, it was required
that (@) both parents have scores below the
median on Firm Enforcement, (b) at least one
parent score in the top third of the distribution
on Passive-Acceptant, (¢) at least one parent have
scores below the median on Rejecting (in order
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to define permissiveness so that it was not synony-
mous with neglect), and (d) two out of three of
the following criteria be met—Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores, below median score;
Directive, below median score; Discourage In-
fantile Behavior, low third. Seven boys and seven
girls and their families composed this pattern.

Nonconforming-Permissive—Pattern V. Fami-
lies in Pattern V, Nonconforming-Permissive, met
the criteria for both Patterns IV and VI. Four
families of boys and seven families of girls made
up the pattern membership.

Rejecting-Neglecting

Rejecting-Neglecting (Not Authoritarian)—Pat-
tern VII. There were six families of girls and
five families of boys in this pattern. These parents
were Rejecting, relative to other parents sampled,
but they did not meet the criteria set for Pattern
I, Authoritarian. There were families in Pattern
VII who were noncontrolling and in that sense
“permissive,” but no family in the Permissive
group (by definition) met the criteria described
below for Pattern VII. The requirements for
membership in Pattern VII were that (a) both
parents have scores below the median for En-
courages Independence and Individuality, (b)
both parents have scores above the mean in Re-
jecting, and that (¢) one parent score in the top
third of the distribution on Rejecting, or that the
family on the Joint clusters score in the bottom
third on Enrichment of Child’s Environment,
and the top third on Discourage Emotional De-
pendency. Parents who were also highly con-
trolling and authoritarian were placed in Pattern
VIII, Rejecting-Neglecting-Authoritarian.

More than three-fourths of the 133 white
families could be assigned to one of the eight
patterns of parental authority on the basis of the
criteria just described. Most of the families not
assigned had cluster scores which resembled one
or another pattern in shape, but failed to meet
the criteria set with regard to magnitude of score.
A few families had unique configurations of scores
which deserve special study; for example, in one
family the father had an extremely high score
on Encourages Independence and Individuality,
but also had high scores on Rejecting and Author-
itarianism, while the mother met the criteria for
inclusion in Pattern VI, Permissive (Not Noncon-
forming).

In summary, patterns of parental authority were
defined to produce contrast groups of families
whose configuration and magnitude of scores on
the Parent Behavior Clusters were of interest
because they corresponded to more refined defini-
tions of three prototypes described in a previous
study. The operational definitions of patterns in-
cluded Mother, Father, and Joint cluster scores.
The Mother and Father cluster scores were used
interchangeably since the author lacked a suffi-
ciently large pool of subjects to take into account
the interaction of sex of parent and child.

The means, standard deviations, and pattern

differences in the five Mother, six Father and five
Joint clusters are presented in Table 9. In Tabje
10, the similar information for the 15 constructs.
qua-items is shown. In addition to the defining
criteria summarized earlier, the characteristics of
the pattern were further defined by these actug]
means and differences. These contrasting character-
istics of the eight groups of parents are referred
to in the Results section when discussing significan:
pattern differences in child behavior.

Parent Attitude Inquiry

An additional measure was developed, called
the Parent Attitude Inquiry (PAI). The purpose
of the PAI was to provide an independent measure
of parental attitudes and values concerning child
rearing. The method used to develop this measure
was analogous to the method used to develop
the Parent Behavior Ratings and the Preschool
Behavior O Sort. First, the construct domain was
mapped out. The hypothetical constructs parallel
those listed in Table 5 for the Parent Behavior
Ratings, with the exception of Construct II, En-
richment versus Impoverishment of Child’s En-
vironment, which was omitted because all parents
in the sample valued (even if they did not pro-
vide) an enriched environment. Items were then
developed to define each construct operationally,
A preliminary form of the inquiry was pretested.
in this case with several hundred parents who
criticized and helped to revise the items. Then
the constructs were redefined using items more
acceptable and empirically workable. After that,
the revised inquiry was administered to the larger
population, from which the home-visited sample
was selected (consisting of 95 fathers of boys, 83
fathers of girls, 125 mothers of boys and 112
mothers of girls). The items were then clustered
empirically using the BC TRY system. Finally,
the decision-making features of the BC TRY
cluster analysis system were used to provide final
clusters as similar as possible for mothers and
fathers and homogeneous conceptually as well
as structurally. Several empirical clusters con-
sisting of dyads were dropped.

The defining items and the cluster reliabilities
for the present PAI clusters are given in Table 11

The correlations between the PAI clusters are
presented in Table 12. Table 18 contains the PAI
versus PBR correlates.

PAI Cluster 1: Early Maturity Demands

The final set of defining items for both parents
was the same, and signified behaviors requiring a
child by the age of 3% years to help mother
with household chores. Cos ¢ matching factors
from mother and father solutions for boys and
girls were very high (.85 and .90, respectively).
indicating that the mother and father solutions
were closely comparable. This cluster correlated
significantly for both parents with Joint PBR
Cluster 1, Expect Participation in Household
Chores, and with Mother PBR Cluster 2, En-
courages Independence and Individuality (nega-
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TABLE 9-—~Continued)

PBR cluster
Mother Father Joint
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Significant differences between groups
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TABLE 9-—(Continued)

PBR cluster
Mother Father Joint
© k= = = bt g g ) 8
Pattern E ga ‘g. 5 E g N §. é‘ ? B g . _é
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Significant differences between groups
VIII vs. Others
G .01 .0t» 01s} .05 .10 .0l» 05| .05 .01 .01 .01
B .01» 05| .01 .05 .0fs .01 A0 .05 .01 .05

Note.—G = gicls, B = boys. Others refers to all children of that sex whose families were visited, except those in the pattern under consideration. Since the statistics change for each pattern com-
parison, the N, mean, and standard deviation are not given for Others.
« Indicates that Others Is higher.

ALNOHLAYV TVINHYVd 40 SNIALLVd LNHIINOD

€€



34

TABLE 10
PATTERN COMPARISONS FOR 15 PARENTAL BeEHAVIOR RATINGS (PBR) CONSTRUCTS-QUA-ITEMS FOR GIRLS AND BOYs
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PBR constructs-qua-items
=} 2 Z H o oy
S8 7 § | g BB} = § g
5 8 &
g = et G a > > 3
-S'U S g §. E ] % & 3 4 g B g g) - &
Pattern g% fg.; @ g’ﬁ g: §'> E g%’ §§ § g,'g g g% %
&2 g1 - 2|5 £a A& | 88z | dg| 2 8
g? 2 8 §8 &|%8 | E - | BE2E 8| 8 03’ PRARERR L
s|Es| & | & g | 25| £ |OF 6:5_8 €5 | g8 (08 (=8 |&% 2
& & EE . g 2 o o | o=t w3 | V5 %) .;'g AR 3
820 g | g9 | x% 58] 8 Eé SEERIERICERE-T R TR TR
Significant differences between groups
VY vs. VII
G .01 .05 .10 .05 .01 .01 01 .10 .10 .05
B .05 .05 .10 .05 .05
V vs. VI
G 01 05 0s .05 01 .01 o1 N1l .10 .05 01
B .10 10 05 05 10 .01 05 o1 (1] 05
VI vs. Others
G .05» .05 .05 .05 .0l 10 .05
B .05 .05 .Ots .01 .01 .01
VI vs. VII
G .05 .05 .10 .01 .05 .01 .05
B .10
VI vs. VI
G .05 .01 .01 .01 .01 .05 .01 .05 .10
B .05 .01 .05 .05 .10 .05
VII vs, Others
G .05 .10 .05 .05 .05 .01 .05 100 .05
B .05 .05 .10
VI vs. VIII
G .05 .10
B .10
VIII vs. Others
G .01 .05 .01 .01s .01s .01 .01
B .05 .01s .05 .01s .10+ .01

Note.—O «= girls; B = boys. Others refers to all children of that sex whose families were visited, except those in the pattern under consideration. Since the statistics change for each pattern com-
parison, the N, mean, and standard deviation are not given for Others. Comparisons not statistically significant have been omitted,
» Indicates that Others fs higher.
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TABLE 11
DESCRIPTION OF PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY (PAI) CLUSTERS

Ttem Average r
Mother PAI clusters
1. Early Maturity Demands (reliability = .85, r* = .12)
16* Three-year-old should help .48
58 Household duties by three .47
108> Should help mother by three .47
9» Chores by three and a half .40
103= Preschooler can be of real help .33
51= Can put own toys away by two and a half .32
43» Can take care of younger sib by four .30
96* Should care for own room by five .28
2. Values Conformity (reliability = .77, r2 = .27)
76> Should obey all school rules .44
107+ Should always obey teachers .43
20 Should conform to school rules .42
83» Should respect authority .31
99s Family rules firmly enforced .30
3. Angered Over Lack of Control (reliability = .80, r—2 = .05)
15 Often angry with chiid .53
36* Child makes me angry .53
88* Can get child to obey —.41
37= Easy to control preschool child —.35
4. Firm Enforcement (reliability = .84, r—2 = .20)
57 Seen as firm by others .53
101> Sees self as firm .52
77* Desires obedience more than most .49
30e Personal freedom overvalued today .43
11 Demands much of child .35
5. Promotes Nonconformity (reliability = .82, r—2 = .36)
69* Does not want child to be a conformist .32
10~ Wants child interesting and different .31
112 Wants child to stand out .31
49+ Preservation of traditional religious values good -.31
7» Should be polite to teacher -.30
72 Children must respect authority -.27
128 Child may talk back .26
104» Should learn to accommodate to group -.25
54» Important to fight for ideals .25
67* Children expected to conform too much .24
50* Conforming child less interesting .24
28% Wants child different from crowd .21
6. Discourages Infantile Behavior (reliability = .66, r—2 = .12)
80 Withdraws bottle by three and a half .42
558 Withdraw pacifier by three .40
87* Should stop sucking thumb by four .39
25 Toilet training by four .24
7. Authoritarianism (reliability = .84, r* = .43)
81s Should not talk back .39
29 Should honor parents .34
92» O.K. for child to question decisions -.30
105* Punitive about child hitting mother .29
98 O.K. for child to argue ~.29
21 Impudence should be punished .29
72» Children must respect authority .27
422 All parents deserve respect .26
50 Conforming child less interesting ~.25
91» Parents should take preschooler’s opinion seriously -~.25
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Table 11—(Continued)
Item Average r
84 Children need more guidance today .24
33= Should come immediately when called .23
31= Preservation of order and tradition good .23
8. Impatient (reliability = .69, r—2 = .03)
46* Impatient about dawdling .43
106* Impatient about bedtime delay .42
23» Impatient about procrastination .40
9. Consistent, Articulated Child-Rearing Philosophy (reliability = .68, r—2 = .05)
1* Clear child-rearing position .31
5+ Has thought about child-rearing policy .31
3s Strong convictions about child rearing .30
4* Child-rearing theories are helpful .28
110* Lives on schedule .19
Father PAI clusters
1. Early Maturity Demands (reliability = .85, r—2 = .10)
58+ Household duties by three .31
108* Should help mother by three .47
16* Three-year-old should help .46
9= Chores by three and a half .41
103* Preschooler can be of real help .35
43* Can take care of younger sib by four .30
51» Can put own toys away by two and a half .27
96+ Should care for own room by five .26
2. Values Conformity (reliability = .83, r—* = .38)
76* Should obey all school rules .50
107* Should always obey teachers .46
83+ Should respect authority .43
20= Should conform to school rules .40
29s Should honor parents .35
30 Personal freedom overvalued today .34
72 Children must respect authority .33
99+ Family rules firmly enforced .33
3. Angered Over Lack of Control (reliability = .78, r—2 = .07)
15* Often angry with child .42
36* Child makes me angry .40
88* Can get child to obey -.38
37+ Easy to control preschool child -.35
65 Can get child to bed —.32
4. Firm Enforcement (reliability = .78, r—% = .15)
57+ Seen as firm by others .52
101> Sees self as firm .51
77* Desires obedience more than most .41
11» Demands much of child .38
5. Promotes Nonconformity (reliability = .74, rt = .14)
28* Wants child different from crowd .46
54 Important to fight for ideals .43
112+ Wants child to stand out .35
69+ Does not want child to be a conformist .31
6. Discourages Infantile Behavior (reliability = .72, 2 = .09)
80 Withdraws bottle by three and a half .39
87+ Should stop sucking thumb by four .35
55+ Withdraw pacifier by three .29
25 Toilet training by four .27
71* Should dress self by five and a half .27
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Table 11—(Continued)

Item Average r
7. Authoritarianism (reliability = .76, r—% = .25)
98s O.K. for child to argue - .49
928 O.K. for child to question decisions — .45
81* Should not talk back .39
29 Should bonor parents .36
75 Will reason with child about bedtime —.30

Jefiners (Spear Brown); r3 = reproducibility of the mean

Note.—Reliability = the reliability of the composite of the ¢l

of the squared correlations among items; average r = the average correlation of the item with the other cluster definers.

s Indicates the items defining the cluster.

tive). For fathers, PAX Cluster 1, Barly Maturity
Demands, correlated significantly with Mother
PBR Cluster 4, Rejecting, and with Joint PBR
Cluster 2, Enrichment of Child’s Environment
(negative).

PAI Cluster 2: Values Conformity

For both parents, this cluster was defined by
items measuring obedience to school rules. Using
cos @ as an index, the mother and father solutions
were comparable for both boys (.79) and girls
(.86). For both parents, significant correlations of
PAI Cluster 2 occurred with Mother PBR Cluster
2, Encourages Independence and Individuality
(negative); with Father PBR Cluster 5, Promotes
Nonconformity (negative); and with Father PBR
Cluster 6, Authoritarianism. Significant PBR cor-
relates for mothers only were both Mother and
Father PBR Cluster 1, Firm Enforcement, and
Mother PBR Cluster 4, Rejecting. The significant
PBR correlates for fathers only were Joint PBR
Cluster 2, Enrichment of Child’s Environment
(negative), and Father PBR Cluster 4, Rejecting.

PAI Cluster 3: Angered Over Lack of
Control

This cluster had two components, frequent anger
with child and inability to get the child to obey.
The mother and father solutions were comparable
for girls (.80) but less so for boys (.75). The sig-
nificant PBR correlate for mothers was Mother
PBR Cluster 3, Passive-Acceptant (negative). For
fathers, significant PBR correlations were with
Joint PBR Cluster 1, Expect Participation in
Household Chores (negative), Father PBR Cluster
1, Firm Enforcement (negative), Father PBR
Cluster 4, Rejecting (negative), Father PBR Clus-
ter 6, Authoritarianism (negative), and with Father
PBR Cluster 3, Passive-Acceptant. This cluster was
associated (Table 19) with higher occupation and
education level for fathers of girls, and lower
educational level for mothers of both boys and
girls. For fathers, high scores on Angered Over
Lack of Contro]l seemed to be an indicator of
withdrawal from the role of authority accom-

panied by inner anger, a form of behavior which
also characterized the most educationally advan-
taged fathers (by comparison with Others) in the
previous study (Baumrind & Black, 1967).

PAI Cluster 4: Firm Enforcement

For both parents this cluster measured a posi-
tive value placed upon firmness in handling the
child and obedience from the child. The mother
and father solutions were very comparable for
both boys (.84) and girls (.81). For both parents,
significant correlations of this cluster occurred
with scores on Mother and Father PBR Cluster 1,
Firm Enforcement; Joint PBR Cluster 3, Directive:
Joint PBR Cluster 5, Discourage Infantile Behav-
ior; Father PBR Cluster 5, Promotes Noncon-
formity (negative), and Mother PBR Cluster 2,
Encourages Independence and Individuality (neg-
ative). For mothers only, additional significant
correlates were Joint PBR Cluster 1, Expect Par-
ticipation in Household Chores, and Mother PBR
Cluster 4, Rejecting. For fathers only, an addi-
tional significant correlate was Father PBR Cluster
6, Authoritarianism.

PAI Cluster 5: Promotes Nonconformity

The four items which defined this cluster for
fathers were a subset of the 11 items which de-
fined the cluster for mothers. The definers for the
fathers described a preference for a child who was
individualized and motivated by ideals. The addi-
tional items describing the cluster for mothers but
not for fathers placed an emphasis on noncon-
formity rather than on accommodation to the
group. As would be expected, the mother-father
solutions were not closely comparable for boys or
girls (.57 and .68). Significant correlations with
the PBR for both parents were with Father PBR
Cluster 5, Promotes Nonconformity; Mother PBR
Cluster 2, Encourages Independence and Individ-
uality; and Joint PBR Cluster 2, Enrichment of
Child’s Environment, For fathers, a significant
correlate was Father PBR Cluster 4, Rejecting
(negative); for mothers, Mother PBR Cluster 4,
Rejecting (negative). High scores on Promotes



TABLE 12
RELATIONSHIPS OF MOTHER PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY (PAI) CLUSTERS VERSUS FATHER PAL CLUSTERS

Mother PAI clusters
Father PAI clusters 2:3'6 Cl::l;i $ 1. ) 3. . 5. 6. 7 9.
Early Values *Angered ofver Firm En- | Promotes Dli:cfour;lges Authori- - 8. C(lzlo;lx?‘s‘wtent
Maturity |- . Lack o Noncon- antile L patient ild-rearing
Demands Conformity Control forcement formity Behavior tarianism Phifosophy
1, Early Maturity r G (.42) 17 .05 .24 -.39 .26 .18 - .08 -.15
Demands B (.51) .16 -~.14 .33 —~.15 .19 .14 .21 -~.01
cos ¢ G (.85) .13 —-.17 .14 .04 .20 .01 .04 .13
B (.90) .13 .03 21 ~.23 .24 .12 .10 11
2. Values Conformity { r G .22 (.40) 07 .20 -.33 — .06 .57 .08 .26
B .20 (.52) -~.21 .12 - .42 .18 .32 -.01 21
cos)| G 12 (.86) .03 .50 - .65 51 .65 14 21
B .15 (.79 -~.06 .45 -.51 .31 .60 -,01 17
3. Angered Over r G —.25 —.08 (.24) - .24 .16 -.16 - .25 .22 -.16
Lack of Control B .04 —-.19 (.42) - .04 01 .01 -,13 .25 -—.22
cos 6 G —.28 -~.03 (.80) - .08 .69 -.14 -.02 .23 -.25
B - .08 -.13 (.75) -.12 .01 A1 -,06 .32 —~.14
4. Firm Enforcement | r G 1 .46 .15 (.34) -.07 - .09 .46 -.03 .27
B A1 .23 —.00 .33 -,29 .12 .32 -.07 ~.08
cos 8| G .12 .46 —.06 (.81) -~.34 .28 44 .21 .13
B .25 .42 -~ .06 (.84) -.29 .28 47 .03 .25
5. Promotes r G —-.02 —.16 -.10 -.02 (.22) —-.05 -.31 —-.16 -.13
Nonconformity B —.28 -.18 -.16 —.09 (.55 —-.12 -.37 .06 -—.35
cos 0 G .08 —.48 .01 -.17 (.68) -~ .25 -.55 .15 -.08
B -1 -.29 —.08 .05 .57 —-.04 —-.51 -~.04 -~ .01
6. Discourages r G .18 .29 .08 .33 —-.41 (.48) .40 -.19 .23
Infantile Behavior B .16 .09 15 .32 -.16 (.34) .25 .33 13
cos 8| G .29 .42 -.17 .33 -.35 (.63) .39 ~-.04 .15
B .31 .24 .08 .24 -.20 (.78) .43 .02 02
7. Authoritarianism r G —-.17 .19 .34 .07 .03 -.12 (.20) -.12 -.02
B .16 .15 .12 .15 —-.32 .12 (.26) 05 .10
cos 6 G .04 .51 .05 .44 - .58 .29 (.66) .20 .07
B .06 .46 .15 .37 -.51 .36 .72) .26 -.01
|

Note.~G = parents of girls; B = parents of boys, Values for Mother versus Father clusters with the same names are in parentheses,
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Nonconformity characterized parents with higher
occupational and educational level.

PAI Cluster 6: Discourages Infantile
Behavior

This cluster measured early demands on the
child to stop sucking bottle, pacifier, and thumb.
The mother-father solutions were not closely com-
parable for boys (.78) or girls (.63). For both
parents, this PAI cluster correlated highly with
Joint PBR Cluster 5, Discourage Infantile Behav-
jor, and Father PBR Cluster 5, Promotes Non-
conformity (negative). In addition, it correlated
significantly for mothers with Mother PBR Clus-
ter 1, Firm Enforcement, and Joint PBR Cluster
1, Expect Participation in Household Chores.

PAI Cluster 7: Authoritarianism

This cluster was defined by quite different items
for father and mother, and yet these items had
sufficiently similar meaning and the factors had
sufficiently similar patterns of factor coefficients
that the cluster for each could be given the same
name. However, the mother-father solutions were
not closely comparable for boys or girls (.72 and
.66). For fathers, the cluster measured restrictions
placed upon verbal protest, and for mothers the
cluster measured nonequalitarian attitudes and
respect for parental authority. Significant PBR
correlates for both parents were Mother PBR
Cluster 2, Encourages Independence and Individ-
uality (negative); Joint PBR Cluster 2, Enrich-
ment of Child’s Environment (negative); Father
PBR Cluster 6, Authoritarianism, and Father PBR
Cluster 5, Promotes Nonconformity (negative).
For mothers only, additional correlates were Joint
PBR Cluster 3, Directive; Mother and Father PBR
Cluster 1, Firm Enforcement; Mother PBR Cluster
4, Rejecting; and Joint PBR Cluster 5, Discourage
Infantile Behavior. For fathers only, additional cor-
relates were Father PBR Cluster 3, Passive-Accept-
ant (negative); Father PBR Cluster 4, Rejecting;
and Father PBR Cluster 2, Encourages Indepen-
dence and Individuality (negative). This cluster
seemed to be a general measure of authoritarian
attitudes and thus, as would be expected from
other studies, correlated negatively with occupa-
tional and educational level of both mother and
father.

Mother PAI Cluster 8: Impatient

This was a cluster which appeared for mothers
but not for fathers. It was defined by three items
in which the mother admitted to becoming impa-
tient over procrastination, dawdling, or bedtime
delay. Significant PBR correlates were Father PBR
Cluster 3, Passive-Acceptant, and Father PBR
Cluster 6, Authoritarianisin (negative). Mothers
with high-socioeconomic status husbands (who
generally were rather passive and nonauthoritarian)
admitted to being more impatient with their daugh-
ters.

Mother PAl Cluster 9: Consistent,
Articulated Child-Rearing Philosophy

This was a cluster which appeared for mothers
but not for fathers. It was defined by items indi-
cating that the mother had strong convictions
about child rearing. The only significant PBR
correlate was Father PBR Cluster 5, Promotes
Nonconformity (negative). The pattern of inter-
correlations suggests that mothers with high scores
on this cluster have a directive, undifferentiated,
rather than flexible, ideology.

Results

Child Behavior Effects Associated with
Pattern Membership

Results are summarized for each of the
eight patterns separately. Most data dis-
cussed are presented in Tables 1, 9, 10, 13,
and 14. The sample characteristics by pat-
tern are shown in Table 1. In Table 9, the
significant pattern comparisons for the PBR
clusters are presented. Table 10 contains the
significant pattern comparisons for the 15
PBR constructs-qua-items. Table 13 con-
tains the significant pattern comparisons for
the PAI clusters. Table 14 contains the sig-
nificant pattern comparisons for the Child
Behavior Q-Sort clusters. In Tables 9, 10,
13, and 14 the term Others refers to all chil-
dren of that sex whose families were home
visited, except those in the pattern under
consideration. Tests of significance involving
Patterns IIT and V for boys, and Patterns I
and III for girls are based on very small Ns
(4 or 2). Significant differences between
these groups and others are discussed in the
text, but individual pattern comparisons are
considered only if very interesting. Pattern
comparisons are considered only once, under
the first pattern discussed; for example,
Pattern I-Pattern II comparisons are consi-
dered under Pattern I, but not under Pattern
II. The basic sample from which the groups
are drawn has a mean of 50 and a standard
deviation of 10 on all cluster scores appear-
ing in Tables 9, 13, and 14.

The reader’s attention is directed to differ-
ences at the .10 as well as the .05 and .01
levels of significance in recognition of the
fact that hypotheses based upon past results
and a conceptual framework predict the
direction of scores on the Q-sort clusters on
the basis of pattern membership. These pre-
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dictions, summarized in the Discussion sec-
tion, are based upon a rationale discussed in
detail in a previous paper (Baumrind, 1966)
and empirical results from two previous
studies (Baumrind, 1967; Baumrind &
Black, 1967). It is important to identify re-
sults which run counter to these predictions
so that the position which generates these
hypotheses can be reevaluated where neces-
sary. Predictions concerning pattern differ-
ences are summarized at the beginning of the
Discussion section.

Pattern I: Authoritarian (Not Rejecting)

Only two families of girls fell within the
definition of this pattern, while eight families
of boys did so. On the PBR cluster scores
(Table 9), when compared with Others,
both Pattern I parents scored higher on Firm
Enforcement; mothers scored lower on En-
courages Independence and Individuality;
fathers scored lower on Promotes Noncon-
formity and higher on Authoritarianism; and
on the Joint clusters the family scored lower
on Enrichment of Child’s Environment.
Mothers of these boys were less well edu-
cated (Table 1). Compared to Others, Pat-
tern I mothers and fathers, as shown by PAI
scores (Table 13), both highly Valued Con-
formity, had Authoritarian attitudes, and be-
lieved in Firm Enforcement. Mothers did not
believe in Promoting Nonconformity, and
did believe in Discouraging Infantile Behav~
ior. When compared with Others (Table
14), sons of Pattern I parents were some-~
what hostile and not Achievement Oriented,
but not to a significant degree. Apparently
these parents were not successful in produc-
ing the social conformity in their sons which
they so highly valued. The two girls were
also not Achievement Oriented and, in addi-
tion, were Suggestible. But, unlike the boys,
they were socially conforming,

Pattern I-Pattern Il differences for boys.
On the PBR (Table 9), Authoritative (Not
Nonconforming) parents (Pattern II), com-
pared with Pattern I parents, Encouraged
Independence and Individuality; mothers
were more Self-Confident; fathers Promoted
Nonconformity more; and on the Joint clus-
ters the family had a more Enriched Envi-
ronment, was more likely to Discourage
Emotional Dependency and to Expect more

Participation in Household Chores. Addi-
tionally, on the 15 constructs-qua-items
(Table 10), Pattern II parents were rated
higher on Firm Enforcement but lower on
Expresses Punitive Behavior. On the PAI
(Table 13), both Pattern II parents Valued
Conformity less, and the father especially
was less likely to score high on Authoritar-
ianism, Pattern I fathers were somewhat bet-
ter educated and Pattern I mothers less well
educated than Pattern II fathers and moth-
ers.

The differences in behavior shown by sons
of Pattern I and Pattern II parents were
striking (Table 14). Sons of Authoritative
(Not Nonconforming) parents (Pattern II)
were notably (well beyond the .01 level)
less Hostile and Resistive, and they were
also more Achievement Oriented.

Pattern I-Pattern 1V differences for boys.
On the PBR (Table 9) Pattern IV parents,
designated Nonconforming (Not Permissive
and Not Authoritative), scored, by compari-
son with Pattern I parents, much lower on
Firm Enforcement and somewhat higher on
Passive-Acceptant. Pattern IV mothers
scored higher on Encourages Independence
and Individuality and somewhat lower on
Rejecting. Pattern IV fathers scored higher
on Promotes Nonconformity and lower on
Authoritarianism. On the Joint clusters, Pat-
tern IV families scored higher on Enrich-
ment of Child’s Environment. On the PAI
(Table 13), Pattern IV mothers scored
higher on Promotes Nonconformity and
lower on Authoritarianism, and Pattern IV
fathers scored lower on Values Conformity
and lower on Firm Enforcement. Thus, the
differences between the two patterns in
child-rearing practices were confirmed by
their differences in values. Pattern IV moth-
ers were better educated than Pattern I
mothers. Boys whose parents were Noncon-
forming were more Achievement Oriented
and somewhat more Independent than boys
whose parents were Authoritarian.

Partern I-Pattern V1 differences for boys.
Pattern VI parents, designated Permissive
(Not Nonconforming), scored lower on the
PBR on Firm Enforcement, and somewhat
higher on Passive-Acceptant, than Pattern I
parents. Pattern VI fathers actually scored
somewhat lower on Encourages Independ-
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PATTERN COMPARISONS FOR PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY (PAI) CLUSTERS FOR GIRLS AND Boys
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PAI clusters

TABLE 13—(Continued)
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CURRENT PATTERNS OF PARENTAL AUTHORITY

VII. Rejecting-
Neglecting
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TABLE 14~(Continued)
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Q-sort clusters

Pattern
I. Hostile- | 11, Resistive- IIL. Domineering- | IV. Dominant- | V. Purposive- | V1. Achievement | VI Independent-
Friendly Cooperative Tractable Submissive Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
Oriented
VII. Rejecting-Neglecting
N
G 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
B 5 5 5 5 5 5 )
M g
G 51.6 52.1 53.1 49.4 50.2 51.5 48.5
B 51.1 53.9 50.2 46.4 47.6 53.3 50.2 E
SD >
G 15.8 15.4 5.9 12.1 10.5 11.1 6.7 o
B 8.1 11.8 11.2 12.4 6.9 9.6 13.4 >
VIII. Authoritarian-Rejecting-
Neglecting
N
G 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
B 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
M
G 48.6 48.6 48.6 48.5 50.4 50.2 46.5
B 50.6 48.2 49.0 47.5 52.1 48.2 45.3
SD
G 10.8 12.9 11.0 10.3 9.2 8.9 8.8
B 8.8 10.1 10.9 10.1 1.1 8.9 10.0
Significant differences between groups
I vs. Others
G .05 100 .10+
Ivs. IT
G .10 10 .01 .05
B .01 .01 .05
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Q-sort clusters

Pattern
I. Hostile- | Il. Resistive- 1iI. Domineering- | IV Dominant- V. Purposive- | VI. Achievement VIIL Independent-
Friendly Cooperative Tractable Submissive Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
Oriented
I s, III
G .10 01
Tvs. IV
B .05
Ivs. V
G .10
Tvs. VI
G .10 .01
Ivs. VII
G .01 .10
1vs. VIII
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II vs. Others
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I vs. 111 .10
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s 1V
G .01 .10 .10
B .01 .10
Ilvs. V
G .10 .10
B .05 .10
I vs. VI
B .01 .01 .10 .01
Ilvs, VI
B .01 .01
H vs, VIII
G .10 .10 .10
B .01 .10 .05
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TABLE 14—(Continued)

Q-sort clusters
Pattern
I. Hostile- | II. Resistive- 11I. Domineering- | IV. Dominant- | V. Purposive- | VI. Achievement | VII. Independent-
Friendly Cooperative Tractable Submissive Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
Oriented

111 vs. Others

G .05 .05 .05 .10

B .05
111 vs. IV
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B .05
Ivs. V
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G .05
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IV vs. Others

G 100 10
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IV vs. VI
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B 01 .01
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Q-sort clusters
Pattern
1. Hostile- | 11 Resistive- 111. Domineering- | IV, Dominant- { V. Purposive- { VI. Achievement | VII Independent-
Friendly Cooperative Tractable Submissive Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
Oriented
V1 vs, Others
B .05
VIvs. Vil
B .10

Note,—G = girls; B = boys. Others refers to all children of that sex whose families were visited, except those in the paitern under consideration, Since the statistics change for each pattern com-

parison, the N, mean, and standard deviatlon are not given for Others. Comparisons not statistically significant have been omitted.

» Indicates that Others is higher,
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ence and Individuality, which reflects their
relative noninvolvement in the child-rearing
process. On the Joint clusters, Pattern VI
families scored lower on Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores and Discourage
Infantile Behavior, and somewhat lower on
Directive. On the PAI, Pattern VI mothers
scored lower on Values Conformity and
somewhat lower om Discourages Infantile
Behavior. Pattern VI fathers, compared to
Pattern I fathers, did not believe in Firm
Enforcement, but admitted more to being
Angered Over Lack of Control (demonstrat-
ing the ambivalence about control which the
author has found to characterize “permis-
sive” fathers). There were no significant
differences in Child Behavior cluster scores
between sons of Authoritarian and sons of
Permissive parents, although the latter boys
had lower scores on Achievement Oriented
and Independent.

Pattern I-Pattern V11 differences for boys.
In scores on the PBR, Pattern VII parents,
designated Rejecting-Neglecting (Not Au-
thoritarian), had significantly lower scores
on Firm Enforcement than Pattern I parents.
Pattern VII fathers scored somewhat lower
on Encourages Independence and Individu-
ality than Pattern I fathers. On the con-
structs-qua-items, Pattern VII parents also
showed less Flexibility and Clarity of the
Parent’s Views. On the PAI, both Pattern
VII parents scored lower on Values Con-
formity and on Firm Enforcement. There
were no significant differences in Child
Behavior cluster scores between sons of Au-
thoritarian (Not Rejecting) and sons of Re-
jecting-Neglecting (Not Authoritarian) par-
ents, although the latter boys tended to be
less Dominant.

Pattern I-Pattern VIII differences for
boys. On the PBR, by comparison with Pat-
tern I parents, Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neg-
lecting (Pattern VIII) parents were by de-
finition more Rejecting, They also had lower
scores on Encourages Independence and In-
dividuality, and higher scores on Discourage
Emotional Dependency. On the constructs-
qua-items, Pattern VIII parents’ views show
less Flexibility and Clarity. A unique feature
of Pattern I parents, especially striking by
comparison with Pattern VIII parents, was
the discrepancy in the parents’ educational

level. The Pattern I fathers were among the
most highly educated men in the sample, and
significantly more so than Pattern VIII fath-
ers, while their wives were the least well ed-
ucated and significantly less well educated
than Pattern VIII mothers. This discrepancy
in education between parents may reflect the
traditionalist background of the Pattern I
parents with regard to adult sex role dif-
ferentiation. On the PAI, fathers in Pattern
I Valued Conformity more highly than fa-
thers in Pattern VIII. There were consistent
differences between the two Authoritarian
patterns, in that Pattern I fathers were moti-
vated more by principle and less by rejection
of their sons, and the converse was true of
Pattern VIII fathers. While nonsignificant,
the differences in behavior of their sons were
consistent, with sons of Pattern I parents
showing more independence and aggression
(i.e., higher scores on Independent, Hostile,
Resistive, Domineering, and Dominant child
behavior clusters) than sons of Pattern VIII
parents,

Pattern 11: Authoritative (Not
Nonconforming)

Seven families of girls and 12 families
of boys met the criteria which define this
pattern operationally. On the PBR cluster
scores, when compared with Others, mothers
and fathers of both boys and girls scored
higher on Firm Enforcement. Mothers of
both boys and girls were more Self-Con-
fident. Compared to Others on the Joint rat-
ings, families of both boys and girls Ex-
pected Participation in Household Chores,
and were Directive. Families of boys in par-
ticular provided more Enrichment of Child’s
Environment, and unlike families of girls
also Discouraged Emotional Dependency,
and Discouraged Infantile Behavior, Fathers
of boys only were significantly more likely to
Encourage Independence and Individuality,
and not to be Passive-Acceptant. Pattern II
parents could specify aims and methods of
discipline, promoted their own code of be-
havior, could not be coerced by the child,
and set standards of excellence for the child.
These very striking behavioral differences
between Pattern II parents and Others, fur-
ther supported by almost all the PBR con-
structs-qua-items, were not reflected in pat-
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tern differences on the PAI cluster scores.
Pattern II parents’ attitudes concerning child
rearing tended to be modal throughout and
well balanced between promotion of social
conformity and promotion of the child’s in-
dividuality. On the PAI, fathers of girls
placed more emphasis on Early Maturity
Demands, and fathers of boys more empha-
sis on Firm Enforcement. In general, the de-
mands by Pattern II fathers on their sons for
achievement and social responsibility were
very high, higher than the demands of Pat-
tern II parents on their daughters (Table
13). For boys only, there was some indica-
tion (.10 level of significance) that Pattern
II child-rearing practices characterized par-
ents of somewhat older preschoolers in
larger families. For boys especially, there
were striking contrasts in child behavior
scores measuring facets of social responsibil-
ity between Pattern II families and Others.
Boys from Pattern II families were more
Friendly, Cooperative, and Achievement
Oriented, and less Domineering. Girls from
Pattern II families were more Achievement
Oriented, and somewhat more Dominant
(.10). The only relevant Child Behavior
Cluster where significant correlations with a
sample characteristic appeared was with Re-
sistive. Age and number of children corre-
lated in opposite directions with Resistive
cluster scores (Table 19). In general, older
boys were more Resistive. But boys from
Authoritative homes, who on the average
were older, were less Resistive. However,
boys from larger families were also less Re-
sistive. Since sons of Authoritative parents
come from larger families, family size cannot
be ruled out as a causal factor for the low
resistiveness of these boys. It appeared that
Pattern II parents effectively encouraged all
aspects of social responsibility in their sons,
and achievement orientation and independ-
ence in their daughters.

The breakdown of the pattern differences
involving children of Pattern II parents was
quite interesting. Pattern I-Pattern II differ-
ences have already been discussed. Resuits
involving Pattern II versus other patterns
with five or more families are summarized in
the following paragraphs.

Pattern 11-Pattern IV differences. On the
PBR, Pattern IV parents, designated Non-

conforming (Not Permissive and Not Au-
thoritative), by comparison with Pattern II
parents on the PBR, were more likely with
both girls and boys to Promote Noncon-
formity (fathers) and not to score high on
Firm Enforcement (mothers and fathers).
With boys only, both Pattern IV parents
were more Passive-Acceptant, and fathers
were less Authoritarian. On the Joint clus-
ters, the Pattern IV families did not Expect
Participation in Household Chores, were not
Directive, and did not Discourage Emotional
Dependency in boys. On the PAIL Pattern
IV fathers of boys did not believe in Firm
Enforcement, while Pattern II fathers of
boys believed strongly in Firm Enforcement.
(Pattern II boys were somewhat older than
Pattern IV boys.) Pattern II-Pattern IV
child behavior scores differed for boys and
girls. Boys whose parents were Nonconform-
ing were more Hostile and somewhat more
Independent than those whose parents were
Authoritative. Girls with Pattern IV parents,
on the other hand, were somewhat less Inde-
pendent and Purposive and very much less
Dominant than girls with Pattern II parents.
Authoritative parents were very successful,
compared to Nonconforming parents, in
promoting social responsibility in both boys
and girls (a goal to which Nonconforming
parents probably do not assign high prior-
ity). But, compared to Nonconforming par-
ents, Authoritative parents of boys (who
were even more demanding of maturity and
obedience than Authoritative parents of
girls), did seem to discourage independence
in their sons to some extent. It is noted in
the discussion of Pattern III that Authorita-
tive-Nonconforming parents, unlike Authori~
tative (Not Nonconforming) parents, have
extraordinarily Independent children.
Pattern II-Pattern V differences for girls.
On the PBR, Pattern V parents, designated
Nonconforming-Permissive, scored lower on
Firm Enforcement and were more Passive-
Acceptant than Pattern II parents. Fathers
were nonrejecting and likely to Promote
Nonconformity. Jointly, the Pattern V fam-
ily, by comparison with the Pattern II fam-
ily, did not Expect Participation in House-
hold Chores, were not Directive, did not
Discourage Emotional Dependency, and to a
lesser degree did not Discourage Infantile
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Behavior. Pattern V fathers indicated on the
PALI that they did not Discourage Infantile
Behavior. The two patterns did not differ
significantly on any of the sample character-
istics. Girls whose parents were Authorita-
tive were somewhat more Dominant and
Purposive than girls whose parents were
Nonconforming-Permissive. As noted in the
Pattern II-Pattern IV comparisons discussed
above, parental Nonconformity, unless ac-
companied by firm control and demands for
mature behavior, did not lead to individual-
ity and independence in girls.

Pattern I1-Pattern VI differences. On the
PBR, Pattern VI parents, designated Permis-
sive (Not Nonconforming), were both more
Passive-Acceptant with both boys and girls,
and lacking in Firm Enforcement, as com-
pared to Pattern II parents, Pattern VI
mothers of both boys and girls, and fathers
of boys only, scored comparatively lower on
Encourages Independence and Individuality.
Pattern VI mothers of both boys and girls
were less Self-Confident. On the Joint rat-
ings, Pattern VI families of both boys and
girls did not Expect Participation in House-
hold Chores, provided a less Enriched
Environment, were not Directive, did not
Discourage Emotional Dependency; and ad-
ditionally, with boys, were not at all inclined
to Discourage Infantile Behavior. Pattern VI,
compared to Pattern II, parents then were
more indulgent with boys than with girls,
but not more encouraging of independence.
On the PAI, Pattern VI fathers of boys ad-
mitted to being Angered Over Lack of Con-
trol and to placing relatively low value on
Firm Enforcement. Sons of Pattern VI par-
ents were somewhat younger and less intelli-
gent (.10 Ievel of significance). For girls,
there were no significant differences in scores
on the Child Behavior clusters between the
two patterns, although the direction of the
differences was the same as in the Pattern
II-Pattern V differences discussed above,
namely, girls of Authoritative parents scored
higher on the Dominant and Purposive clus-
ters than girls of Permissive parents. For
boys, very sharp behavioral differences ap-
peared, with sons of Permissive parents
more Hostile, Resistive, and Domineering,
and less Achievement Oriented than sons of
Authoritative-Not Nonconforming parents.

These pattern differences for boys cannot be
due to the differences in age which did exist,
since scores on those variables which corre-
lated significantly with age (Resistive, Domi-
neering), increased with age (correlation for
boys with Resistive was .24 and with Domi-
neering was .29, Table 19) and the sons of
Pattern VI parents were somewhat younger
rather than older than the sons of Pattern II
parents. The score differences on Achieve-
ment Oriented (and indeed, the differential
child-rearing practices) may, however, be
functions of the higher IQ of the sons of Au-
thoritative parents or, if an environmental
rather than a genetic explanation is ac-
cepted, both IQ and achievement orientation
may be joint functions of the contrasting
child-training practices. These contrasts in
child-rearing practices between Pattern I
and Pattern VI parents were, as was true of
the contrasts in child behavior, much more
striking for boys than for girls.

Pattern 11-Pattern V1I differences. On the
PBR, Pattern VII parents, designated Re-
jecting-Neglecting (Not Authoritarian), by
comparison with Pattern II parents were
both rated lower for both boys and girls on
Firm Enforcement and on Encourages Inde-
pendence and Individuality, and higher on
Rejecting. In addition, mothers were rated
lower on Self-Confident, and fathers of boys
higher on Passive-Acceptant (Authoritative
fathers were rated very low), while fathers
of girls scored somewhat higher on Authori-
tarianism. On the Joint clusters, Pattern VII
families of both boys and girls were rated
lower on Enrichment of Child’s Environ-
ment, and families of boys lower on Dis-
courage Emotional Dependency, on Expect
Participation in Household Chores, and
slightly lower on Discourage Infantile Be-
havior (Authoritative families were rated
very high). On the PAI, Pattern VII moth-
ers of girls scored higher on Authoritar-
ianism, fathers of girls scored higher on
Early Maturity Demands, and fathers of
boys scored lower on Firm Enforcement and
Promotes Nonconformity, Pattern VII fa-
thers of girls were slightly less well educated,
and family size of boys was smaller. For
girls, the pattern differences were not signi-
ficant although Pattern II girls were more
socially responsible (Friendly, Cooperative),
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Achievement Oriented, and Independent.
oys with Rejecting-Neglecting parents were
ignificantly less Friendly and less Coopera-
tive than boys with Authoritative (Not Non-
conforming) parents,

Pattern II-Pattern VIII differences. On
the PBR, Pattern VIII parents, designated
Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglecting, were
both rated lower with both boys and girls on
Encourages Independence and Individuality,
and higher on Rejecting than Pattern II par-
ents. Pattern VIII mothers of both boys and
girls were less Self-Confident, and mothers
of girls were slightly less Passive-Acceptant.
Authoritarian fathers of boys, while rated
higher than average on Firm Enforcement,
were still rated significantly lower than Au-
thoritative fathers. Authoritarian, compared
to Authoritative, fathers of girls scored
higher on Authoritarianism and somewhat
lower on Promotes Nonconformity. On the
PAI, both Authoritarian parents of girls val-
ued Early Maturity Demands more than Au-
thoritative parents, mothers of girls admitted
more to being Angered Over Lack of Con-
trol, and fathers of boys believed more in
Authoritarianism and did not Promote Non-
conformity. There were no significant differ-
ences in sample characteristics between the
two patterns for girls, but at the .10 level,
boys of Pattern VIII parents were somewhat
younger and less intelligent, and born into
smaller families earlier in the birth order.
The differential impact of the two patterns of
parental authority seemed considerable.
Both boys and girls whose parents were Au-
thoritarian-Rejecting were less Achievement
Oriented than children whose parents were
Authoritative. In addition, girls of Pattern
VIII parents were less Dominant and Inde-~
pendent, and boys were less Friendly and
Cooperative.

Pattern II1: Authoritative-Nonconforming

Two families of boys and four families of
girls met the criteria for both Patterns IT and
IV and were therefore placed in Pattern II1.
While tests of significance are not very mean-
ingful with Ns so small, both the families
and the children were sufficiently distinctive
(in terms of the large number of significant
differences in parent and child behavior
comparisons) to merit discussion. On the

PBR, the six sets of parents were character-
ized by extremely high scores on Encourages
Independence and Individuality; all six fa-
thers by low scores on Authoritarianism; and
on the Joint clusters, the six families were
characterized by great Enrichment of Child’s
Environment. Fathers, but not mothers, of
the two boys were Passive-Acceptant, and
were rated low on Firm Enforcement. Par-
ents of the four girls, however, were not Pas-
sive-Acceptant and scored just above the
median for Firm Enforcement. There were
no outstanding sample characteristics for
these parents. On the PAI, all fathers had
very high scores both on Promotes Noncon-
formity and on Discourages Infantile Behav-
ior, indicating that the fathers expected their
children to show both a great deal of matu-
rity and individuality, There was considera-
ble uniformity in score and configuration in
the Q-sort cluster scores among all six boys
and girls. These children had the highest
mean standard score on Independence (59)
with relatively small variance (5 for girls and
6 for boys), with every child scoring above
the mean. They were Dominant and Purpos-
ive, compared to other children, but also
very Hostile to peers. Half of the children
were extremely Resistive with adults. The
two boys were highly Achievement Oriented,
surprisingly so, since in the general popula-
tion of boys, Achievement Orientation is
negatively correlated to a significant degree
with Hostile and Resistive behavior (—.46
and —.40 in the present sample, Table 4). It
seemed as though Authoritative-Noncon-
forming parents, especially fathers, Discour-
aged Emotional Dependency, made Early
Maturity Demands, and provided a highly
Enriched Environment so that the child,
through his own competence and achieve-
ment, would be enabled to become inde-
pendent of the establishment and his peers.
As a result, and probably with the blessings
of their parents, both boys and girls, even at
this early age, behaved in an autonomous
and aggressive manner outside the home.
However, within the home, and in all six
cases, these children were still expected by
at least one parent to conform to parental
expectations and to follow parental direc-
tives. This pattern of child rearing, balancing
as it does extreme practices and attitudes to-
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ward authority, is relatively rare, even in the
hip population studied.

Pattern 1V: Nonconforming (Not Permissive
and Not Authoritative)

Seven families of girls and eight families
of boys met the criteria designated by the
operational definition of this pattern. On the
PBR, when compared with Others, mothers
of both boys and girls and fathers of girls
scored high on Encourages Independence
and Individuality; mothers and fathers of
boys scored low on Rejecting; and fathers
of boys scored high on Passive-Acceptant.
Fathers of boys scored slightly lower on
Firm Enforcement. Fathers of both girls and
boys scored high on Promotes Nonconform-
ity and low on Authoritarianism. On the
Joint ratings, families of both boys and girls
scored very high on Enrichment of the
Child’s Environment. On individual items,
both parents expressed their own individual-
ity, solicited the child’s opinion often, in-
voked cognitive insight, and set standards of
excellence for the child. On the PAI cluster
scores, mothers of boys scored high on
Promotes Nonconformity, and mothers of
girls scored low on Values Conformity. This
pattern, compared to Others, had no signi-
ficant sample characteristics. Boys of Non-
conforming parents were significantly more
Achievement Oriented and Independent
than other boys. Girls of Nonconforming
parents were somewhat more Cooperative
and Submissive than other girls, attributes
which, on the basis of PBR and PAI scores,
would not be particularly desirable from the
viewpoint of their parents, especially their
mothers. These Nonconforming parents
seemed, then, to produce achievement-ori-
ented and independent sons, and socially re-
sponsible but not independent daughters. A
possible reason for this discrepancy is pre-
sented in the Discussion section.

Results involving Pattern IV-Pattern I,
and Pattern IV-Pattern II differences have
already been discussed. Because of the small
N of Pattern III boys and girls, and of Pat-
tern V boys, not much should be made of
the comparisons in child behavior scores as-
sociated with membership in these patterns.
However, they were of sufficient theoretical
interest to deserve brief mention. For girls,

the striking features associated with Authori-
tative-Nonconforming (Pattern III) up-
bringing were entirely absent when parents
were Nonconforming, but not Authoritative
(Pattern IV). Pattern IV girls, unlike Pat-
tern III girls, are not Independent or Resis-
tive. Instead, their scores were almost indis-
tinguishable from Pattern V girls, whose
parents were Nonconforming-Permissive,
The Hostility which the two Pattern III boys
showed was absent in Pattern IV boys. The
Independence and Achievement Orientation
which characterized boys whose parents
were Nonconforming (Pattern IV) and Au-
thoritative-Nonconforming (Pattern III) did
not characterize boys whose parents were
Nonconforming-Permissive (Pattern V).

Pattern IV-Pattern V differences for girls.
On the PBR, Pattern V fathers, designated
Nonconforming-Permissive, were more Pas-
sive-Acceptant and scored lower on Firm
Enforcement than Pattern IV fathers. Pat-
tern V mothers scored somewhat higher on
Passive-Acceptant and somewhat lower on
Rejecting. On the Joint clusters, Pattern V
families scored lower on Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores, Discourage Emo-
tional Dependency, and Enrichment of
Child’s Environment. On the PAI, Pattern V
mothers claimed to be more Impatient and
fathers to be less likely to Discourage Infan-
tile Behavior. There were no child behavior
differences between the two patterns. Daugh-
ters of Nonconforming-Permissive, and Non-
conforming (Not Permissive and Not Au-
thoritative), parents both scored somewhat
below the average on all Q-sort cluster
scores, indicating that they were neither
markedly irresponsible nor markedly inde-
pendent.

Pattern 1V-Pattern V1 differences. On the
PBR, Pattern VI parents, designated Permis-
sive (Not Nonconforming), scored lower for
both girls and boys on Encourages Inde-
pendence and Individuality than Pattern IV
parents. Pattern VI mothers scored lower on
Firm Enforcement and Self-Confident. Pat-
tern VI mothers of girls were more Passive-
Acceptant. Pattern VI fathers of boys did
not score as low as Pattern IV fathers on
Rejecting and Authoritarianism, although
their scores were not much above the me-
dian on either cluster; they scored somewhat
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jower on Firm Enforcement. On the Joint
clusters, Pattern VI families of both boys
and girls scored lower on Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores, and on Enrich-
ment of Child’s Environment; families of
girls scored lower on Discourage Emotional
Dependency, and families of boys scored
lower on Discourage Infantile Behavior. On
the PAI, Pattern VI fathers of girls scored
lower on Promotes Nonconformity. Pattern
VI boys’ IQ scores were not as high as those
of Pattern IV boys. Daughters of Permissive
parents were somewhat more Resistive than
daughters of Nonconforming parents. Sons
of Permissive parents were very much less
Achievement Oriented and Independent
than sons of Nonconforming parents. The
former boys scored very low and the latter
boys very high on these clusters. Since
Child’s IQ was positively correlated with
both Independence and Achievement Orien-
tation, it is not clear whether these behav-
ioral differences should be ascribed to IQ or
to the contrasting patterns of child rearing
affecting both IQ and child behavior. In sup-
port of socialization practices as the major
causal factor, it should be noted that the ex-
tremely high emphasis on enrichment of the
home environment, and on encouraging au-
tonomy and individuality shown by the Non-
conforming families, would provide an ideal
climate for development of cognitive func-
tioning as well as independence and achieve-
ment in a boy, especially by contrast with
the climate provided by the nonstimulating,
overprotective Permissive parents.

Pattern IV-Pattern VII differences. On
the PBR, Pattern VII parents, designated
Rejecting-Neglecting (Not Authoritarian),
by comparison with Pattern IV parents,
scored very much lower for both boys and
girls on Encourages Independence and Indi-
viduality and higher on Rejecting. Mothers
of both boys and girls were less Self-Con-
fident. Pattern VII fathers of both boys and
girls scored lower on Promotes Nonconform-
ity and Passive-Acceptant and higher on Au-
thoritarianism. On the Joint clusters, Pattern
VII families provided much less Enrichment
of Child’s Environment and were slightly
more Directive. On the PAI, Pattern VII
mothers of girls scored higher on Discour-
ages Infantile Behavior, and Authoritar-

ianism. There were no significant differences
in sample characteristics between the two
patterns. Despite the differences in child-
rearing practices, child behavior differences
were few (although there was one similarity
in that the child was left to his own devices
in both kinds of homes: in Pattern IV
homes, by design, and in Pattern VII homes,
by relative neglect). Girls with Pattern IV
parents were somewhat more Tractable.

Pattern 1V-Pattern V1II differences. On
the PBR, Pattern VIII parents, designated
Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglecting, by com-
parison with Pattern IV parents, scored
lower for both boys and girls on Encourages
Independence and Individuality, lower on
Passive-Acceptant, and higher on Rejecting.
Both Pattern VIII parents of girls, and fa-
thers of boys, scored higher on Firm Enforce-
ment. Pattern VIII fathers of both boys and
girls scored lower on Promotes Nonconform-
ity and higher on Authoritarianism. On the
Joint ratings, Pattern VIII families scored
lower on Enrichment of Child’s Environ-
ment, and families of boys scored higher on
Discourage Emotional Dependency. On the
PAI, Pattern VIII mothers of girls scored
higher on Values Conformity and Pattern
VIII mothers of boys scored lower on Pro-
motes Nonconformity. Pattern VIII fathers of
boys were somewhat less well educated and
their sons were, on the average, considerably
less intelligent. Sons of Nonconforming par-
ents scored higher on Independence and
Achievement Orientation. (Note the discus-
sion under Pattern IV versus Pattern VI
differences on possible causal relations be-
tween child behavior, IQ, and child-rearing
practices.)

Pattern V: Nonconforming-Permissive

Four families of boys and seven families
of girls met the criteria by which both Pat-
tern IV Nonconforming and Pattern VI Per-
missive were operationally defined. These
families were designated Pattern V. Both
parents of boys and girls, when compared
with Others on the PBR, were characterized
by low scores on Firm Enforcement. Both
parents of girls and fathers of boys bhad low
scores on Rejecting; both parents of girls
and mothers of boys scored high on Pas-
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sive-Acceptant, Mothers were characterized
by high scores on Encourages Independence
and Individuality. Fathers scored low on
Authoritarianism, and fathers of boys only
high on Promotes Nonconformity. Jointly,
the families scored low on Directive, the
families of girls low on Expect Participation
in Household Chores, and the families of
boys high on Enrichment of Child’s Environ-
ment. Neither parent would force a confron-
tation when the child disobeyed, while both
parents listened to critical comments, gave
further explanations when the child diso-
beyed, encouraged intimate verbal contact,
did not discipline harshly, did not punish,
and were not concerned about obedience.
On the PAI, when compared with Others,
mothers scored somewhat low on Firm En-
forcement. Fathers scored low on Discour-
ages Infantile Behavior. Fathers of girls
scored low on Early Maturity Demands and
Authoritarianism, and high on Angered
Over Lack of Control. Mothers of boys
scored low on Values Conformity. There
were no significant sample characteristics for
this pattern. On the Q sort, there were no
significant differences for either boys or girls.
Daughters of Nonconforming-Permissive
parents had a pattern of scores on the Q sort
very similar to, but even more modal than,
those of daughters of Nonconforming par-
ents, In both cases, the girls lacked Inde-
peadence and were not Irresponsible (Hos-
tile or Resistive) or Dominant. At least at
this age, Permissive parents who are antiau-
thoritarian do not, on the average, produce
nonconforming or independent daughters.

There were no interesting significant pat-
tern comparisons on the Child Behavior
clusters which include Pattern V for either
boys or girls. (Those for boys are not sum-
marized here because of the small N, as well
as lack of interest.)

Pattern V-Pattern VI differences for girls.
On the PBR, Pattern VI parents, designated
Permissive, scored lower on Encourages
Independence and Individuality than Non-
conforming-Permissive parents. Pattern VI
mothers were less Self-Confident. Pattern VI
fathers scored slightly higher on Rejecting
and Authoritarianism. On the Joint clusters,
the family scored lower on Enrichment of
Child’s Environment. These differences in

child-rearing practices did not result in mes-
surable differences in child behavior.

Pattern V-Pattern VII differences for
girls. On the PBR, Paftern VII parents,
designated Rejecting-Neglecting (Not Au-
thoritarian), scored higher than Pattern V
parents on Firm Enforcement, lower on Fn-
courages Independence and Individuality,
lower on Passive-Acceptant, and higher on
Rejecting. Pattern VII fathers scored lower
on Promotes Nonconformity and higher on
Authoritarianism. Pattern VII mothers were
slightly less Self-Confident. Jointly, Pattern
VII parents scored higher on Expect Par-
ticipation in Household Chores, lower on
Enrichment of Child’s Environment, and
somewhat higher on Discourage Infantile
Behavior. As was true with daughters of Pat-
tern IV parents, daughters of Pattern V par-
ents were somewhat more Tractable than
daughters of Pattern VII parents.

Pattern V-Pattern VIII differences for
girls. On the PBR, Pattern VIII parents,
designated Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglect-
ing, differed from Pattern V parents almost
in precisely the same way as Pattern VII
parents discussed above. Scores on the PAI
further supported the obvious differences in
attitudes concerning Firm Enforcement, Val-
ues Conformity, and Authoritarianism. The
two patterns are similar, in that parents
tended to leave their children to their own
devices for long periods of time, in one case
out of principled nonintervention, and in the
other case out of negligence. There were no
significant pattern differences between
daughters of Nonconforming-Permissive and
Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglecting parents.
In both cases, as with daughters of Pattern
IV parents, these girls were rather nondes-
cript, with modal scores on clusters measur-
ing social responsibility and independence.

Pattern VI1: Permissive (Not
Nonconforming)

Seven families of girls and seven families
of boys met the criteria which operationally
defined this pattern. On the PBR cluster
scores, by comparison with Others, both
parents of boys and girls scored low on Firm
Enforcement and high on Passive-Acceptant.
Mothers of both boys and girls scored low
on Self-Confident. Fathers of boys scored
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low on Encourages Independence and Indi-
viduality. On the Joint clusters, compared to
Others, Pattern VI families of both boys and
girls scored low on Expect Participation in
Household Chores, Directive, and Enrich-
ment of Child’s Environment, while families
of boys scored very low on Discourage In-
fantile Behavior. On individual items, both
parents refused to exert force or influence,
were unclear about their parental role, could
be coerced by the child, avoided open con-
frontation, did not require the child to pay
attention, did not disapprove of a defiant
stance, and tried to remain sweet and patient
when the child disobeyed. These Pattern VI
parents were indulgent and undemanding
(with boys more than with girls), but appar-
ently did not actively promote independence
or self-determination. On the PAI, by com-
parison with Others, fathers of girls scored
low on Promotes Nonconformity, and fath-
ers of boys scored high on Angered Over
Lack of Control. There were no significant
sample characteristics for this pattern. When
compared to Others, sons of Permissive par-
ents were somewhat more Resistive, and less
Achievement Oriented. There were no signi-
ficant differences for daughters of Permissive
parents; however, the direction of the mean
standard scores indicated that they, like sons
of Permissive parents, were Resistive, but
unlike sons, were Achievement Oriented
rather than the opposite. The Pattern VI
families seemed to have few clear positive
goals or values, but did try to refrain from
interfering with their children’s natural de-
velopment.

Pattern IV-Pattern VII differences. On
the PBR, by comparison with Pattern VI
parents, Rejecting-Neglecting (Not Authori-
tarian) parents of girls (Pattern VII) scored
higher on Firm Enforcement. Pattern VII
mothers of girls also scored lower on Encour-
ages Independence and Individuality, and on
Passive-Acceptant, and higher on Rejecting,
Pattern VII fathers of girls scored somewhat
higher on Authoritarianism and lower on
Passive-Acceptant. On the Joint ratings, Pat-
tern VII families of boys and girls scored
higher on Expect Participation in Household
Chores, while only families of boys were
more Directive. On the PAI, Pattern VII fa-
thers of boys believed more in making Early

Maturity Demands. There were no significant
sample characteristic differences for these
two patterns. When compared to sons of Per-
missive parents, sons of Rejecting-Neglecting
(Not Authoritarian) parents were somewhat
more Achievement Oriented.

Pattern VI-Pattern VIII differences. On
the PBR, by comparison with Pattern VI
parents, Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglecting
parents (Pattern VIII) scored higher on
Firm Enforcement and lower on Passive-Ac-
ceptant. Pattern VIII mothers also scored
lower on Encourages Independence and In-
dividuality, and on Passive-Acceptant, and
higher on Rejecting. Pattern VIII fathers of
boys were slightly more Rejecting, while
fathers of girls scored low on Promotes Non-
conformity, and very high on Authoritar-
ianism. On the Joint clusters, Pattern VIII
families scored higher on Expect Participa-
tion in Household Chores, and somewhat
higher on Discourage Emotional Depend-
ency. Families of boys scored slightly higher
on Directive and Discourage Infantile Be-
havior. On the PAI, Pattern VIII mothers of
girls believed more in making Early Matu-
rity Demands, and fathers of boys in Firm
Enforcement. There were no significant sam-
ple characteristic differences for these two
patterns. The scores of the boys or girls
whose parents were Permissive, compared to
those whose parents were Authoritarian, did
not differ on the Child Behavior clusters.

Pattern V1I: Rejecting-Neglecting (Not
Authoritarian)

Six families of girls and five families of
boys met the criteria which operationally
define this pattern. On the PBR cluster
scores, when compared with Others, both
parents of boys and girls scored lower on
Encourages Independence and Individuality,
the mothers to a more significant degree. For
girls, Pattern VII mothers were more Reject-
ing, and on the Joint clusters the family
scored lower on Enrichment of Child’s Envi-
ronment. There were seven additional differ-
ences (three for girls, four for boys) be-
tween Pattern VII parents and Others that
were somewhat significant; for example,
mothers of both boys and girls were less
Self-Confident and fathers of girls scored
somewhat higher on Rejecting; fathers of
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TABLE 15
PARENT BEHAVIOR RATINGS (PBR) CLUSTER DIFFERENCES: GIRLS VERSUS Boys

Differences in Mother clusters

Mothers of girls Mothers of boys
Mother clusters ,
N M SD N M SD
1. Firm Enforcement 69 48.5 10.3 80 51.3 9.6 .10
2. Encourages Independence and
Individuality 69 49.7 11.5 80 50.2 8.6 ns
3. Passive-Acceptant 69 50.1 10.1 80 49.9 10.0 ns
4. Rejecting 69 50.8 10.2 80 49.3 9.9 ns
5. Self-Confident, Secure, Potent
Parental Behavior 69 49.7 10.2 80 50.2 10.0 ns
Differences in Father clusters
Fathers of girls Fathers of boys
Father clusters P
N M SD N M SD
1. Firm Enforcement 66 47.8 9.9 78 51.9 9.8 .05
2. Encourages Independence and
Individuality 66 50.6 11.1 78 49.5 9.1 ns
3. Passive-Acceptant 65 50.5 10.4 78 49.6 9.8 ns
4, Rejecting 65 48.3 9.6 78 51.4 10.2 .10
5. Promotes Nonconformity 66 50.0 10.5 78 50.0 9.7 ns
6. Authoritarianism 66 50.7 11.3 78 49.4 8.9 ns
Differences in Joint clusters
Parents of girls Parents of boys
Joint clusters p
N M SD N M SD
1. Expect Participation in Household
Chores 69 48.8 9.0 80 51.1 10.8 ns
2. Enrichment of Child’s Environment 69 50.3 11.7 80 49.7 8.4 ns
3. Directive 69 50.4 12.2 80 49.7 7.8 ns
4, Discourage Emotional Dependency 69 49.1 9.5 80 50.8 10.5 ns
5. Discourage Infantile Behavior 69 51.0 9.1 80 49.1 10.7 ns

boys scored somewhat lower on Firm En- true of Pattern VIII parents, discussed later,
forcement. Most parents who were Reject- Pattern VII parents were rejecting and/or
ing-Neglecting were also Authoritarian, and neglecting only by comparison with the
thus were placed in Pattern VIII. As was highly nurturant, involved Others. Significant
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attitudinal differences between Pattern VII
parents and Others appeared on the PAI for
mothers of girls, who scored higher on Au-
thoritarianism and lower on Promotes Non-
conformity. There were no important sample
statistics which characterized this pattern.
The scores of neither boys nor girls differed
significantly from Others of the same sex on
any of the Child Behavior clusters.

Pattern VII-Pattern VIII differences. On
the PBR, Authoritarian-Rejecting-Neglect-
ing parents (Pattern VIII) differed from Re-
jecting-Neglecting parents who were not Au-~
thoritarian (Pattern VII), in that Pattern
VIII mothers of girls and both Pattern VIII
parents of boys scored higher on Firm En-

forcement. On the Joint clusters, Pattern
VIII families of boys scored higher on Dis-
courage Emotional Dependency. The two
patterns showed no differences in sample
characteristics, nor did the groups of chil-
dren differ significantly on Child Behavior
cluster scores.

Pattern VIII: Authoritarian-Rejecting-
Neglecting

Eight families of girls and eight families of
boys met the criteria which operationally
defined both Pattern I and Pattern VII
These families were designated Pattern VIIL.
On the PBR cluster scores, when compared
with Others, both parents scored low on En-

TABLE 16
PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY (PAI) CLUSTER DIFFERENCES: GIRLS VERSUS BOYs

Differences in Mother clusters

Mothers of girls Mothers of boys
Mother clusters ?
N M SD N M SD

1. Early Maturity Demands 106 49.8 9.8 119 50.2 10.3 ns
2. Values Conformity 104 49.2 9.6 119 50.7 10.3 ns
3. Angered over Lack of Control 105 49.8 10.3 119 50.1 9.8 ns
4. Firm Enforcement 105 50.1 10.2 116 49.9 9.9 ns
5. Promotes Nonconformity 105 50.2 10.1 119 49.8 10.0 ns
6. Discourages Infantile Behavior 102 50.6 9.5 117 49.5 10.5 ns
7. Authoritarianism 106 49.6 9.8 119 50.3 10.3 ns
8. Impatient 106 49.2 10.6 119 50.7 9.5 ns
9. Consistent, Articulated Child-Rearing

Philosophy 106 50.2 9.8 119 49.9 10.2 ns

Differences in Father clusters
Fathers of girls Fathers of boys
Father clusters p
N M SD N M SD

1. Early Maturity Demands 81 49.9 10.0 93 50.1 10.1 ns
2. Values Conformity 81 48.6 10.2 92 51.2 9.7 .10
3. Angered over Lack of Control 81 49.2 9.8 93 50.7 10.2 ns
4. Firm Enforcement 79 48.8 10.4 92 51.0 9.6 ns
5. Promotes Nonconformity 79 50.5 10.0 90 49.5 10.1 ns
6. Discourages Infantile Behavior 81 50.2 10.2 93 49.8 9.9 ns
7. Authoritarianism 81 48.5 9.4 93 51.3 10.4 .10

Note.—Cluster scores used in these tables are standardized across girls and boys combined.



TABLE 17

RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN AND BETWLEN MOTHER PARENT BeHAVIOR RATINGS (PBR), FATHER PBR, AND JoinT PBR CLUSTERS

A. Mother PBR clusters

Within sex (r)

Between sex (cos 6)

Mothers of girls (upper triangle) Mothers of boys PBR clusters
Mothers of boys (lower triangle) Mothers of girls PBR clusters T 1 1 ‘
1 ‘ 2 3 4 5 L2 , 3 1 a s
S SR S
1. Firm Enforcement -.31 —.62 .31 .25 1. Firm Enforcement .99 -—.19 —~ .65 .23 .39
2. Encourages Independence and 2. Encourages Independence and
Indnjldua\ity .01 42 —.61 .50 Individuality —-.11 (.91) .30 —.60 .48
3. PaSSlV?-Acceptant — .60 .22 —~.64 .20 3. Passive-Acceptant — .62 .36 (.88) —.55 .03
4, Rejecting A4 — .64 — .54 —.37 4. Rejecting 250 —.71 - .63 .82y —.483
5, Self-Confident .45 52 —.06 —.40 5. Self-Confident .39 .56 .00 —.42 (.82)
B. Father PBR clusters
Within sex () Between sex (cos 6)
[ Fathers of girls (upper triangle) Fathers of boys PBR clusters
Father of boys [ Fathers of girls
(lower triangle) E”’ | Ty ; i | PBR clusters - T T [ | ’
L2 s ‘l 5 ? 6 ] Lo s a s 6
e ;__w_m. | | | o b i i | ] }
1. Firm Enforcement .56 | 1. Firm Enforcement 1 (.91) .09 —.63 .25 —.36 .52
2. Encourages Indepen- 2. Encourages Indepen- !
dence and Individuality —.63 dence and Individuality .09 (.90) 23 —.62 .23 .56
3. Pa§SlV§-Acceptant --.50 { 3. Passive-Acceptant | —.60 .24 (.84) —.50. 31 —.6l
4. Rejecting 162 | 4. Rejecting | 34 —66 —.55 (.99) —.38 .66
5. Promotes Noncon- 5. Promotes Noncon- |
formity 2 9 formity —T .32 34 —.41 0 (L97) —.61
6 Authoritarianism I 4 70 37T 6. Anthortarianism .18 —~ .57  —.62 .62 - 51 (.81)
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TABLE 17— (Continued)

C. Joint PBR clusters

Within sex (r)

Between sex (cos 6)

Joint of boys (lower triangle)

Joint of girls (upper triangle)

BN -

. Expect Participation in Chores
. Enrichment

. Directive

. Discourage Emotional

Dependency

. Discourage Infantile Behavior

Joint PBR clusters of girls

Joint PBR clusters of boys

1 ' 2 J 3 4 , 5 1 2 ’ 3 ’ 4 ' 5
.03 .37 .31 .24 | 1. Expect Participation in Chores .87 A7 .61 .44 .49
.21 .18 .06 .02 | 2. Enrichment .14 (.92) 14 .16 .22
.42 .10 .03 .12 | 3. Directive .41 14 .79 .04 .24
4. Discourage Emotional
.32 10 .01 .06 Dependency .42 .14 .07 (.98) .02
.41 .21 .21 14 5. Discourage Infantile Behavior .43 A1 .32 .19 (.75)

Note.—Purentheses indicate clusters with identical designations.
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courages Independence and Individuality,
and high on Rejecting. Both parents of girls,
compared to Others, scored high on Firm
Enforcement and low on Passive-Acceptant.
Mothers of boys, compared to Others,
scored low on Passive-Acceptant and on
Self-Confident. Pattern VIII fathers of both
boys and girls scored high on Authoritar-
ianism and low on Promotes Nonconformity.
On the Joint clusters, Pattern VIII families
of both boys and girls scored low on Enrich-
ment of Child’s Environment, and families
of boys scored high on Discourage Emo-
tional Dependency. On individual items, nei-
ther parent encouraged self-reliance or
meaningful verbal interaction, or gave rea-
sons with directives, while both parents used
punishment frequently, could not define the
child’s individuality clearly, did not encour-
age intimate verbal contact, and did not in-
voke cognitive insight. On the PAI, Pattern
VIII fathers of boys, compared to Others,
believed more in Firm Enforcement and Au-
thoritarianism. The 1IQ of boys with Pattern
VIII parents was significantly lower than
Others. Both boys and girls had compara-
tively low scores on Independence, but the
mean difference from Others was not signi-
ficant. Pattern differences were discussed in
earlier sections. (Those significant were with
Pattern 1I for both boys and girls, and with
Pattern IV for boys.) These parents were
concerned with promoting conformity. From
their point of view, the policy of Pattern
VIII parents was rather effective.

Parental Attitudes as Predictors of
Parental Behavior

The PAI was originally developed in the
hope that it could be used as an initial
screening device for selecting subjects, and
that the definitions of patterns could be
based first upon a profile of scores on the
PAI clusters and then upon a profile of
scores on the PBR clusters. It was thought
that the final group of families composing a
pattern would be a subset of those first se-
lected on the basis of PAI scores. This plan
was abandoned when it became clear that
willingness to take the inquiry seriously and
in good faith, while itself a function of the
variables which were being measured, con-
tributed in unpredictable ways to unreliabil-

ity in a given family’s protocol. In genera
conforming parents accepted the inquiry,
while nonconforming parents objected to the
inquiry even when parents like themselves
had helped to formulate the questions. Many
individualistic but not nonconforming par.
ents felt that a self-report measure could not
reflect their position accurately. The relative
nonacceptability of the method, by compar-
son with personal interviews, is sufficient
cause to question its validity and usefulness,
Relatively uneducated subjects find it tedious
to respond in written form. Many highly ed-
ucated subjects are irritated by the lack of fi
of the questions to their unique philosophical
outlook, In the author’s experience, the in-
quiry was most acceptable to moderately
well-educated, conforming parents without
high intellectual ambitions, and if the sample
were limited to such parents the inquiry
would be more useful.

That is not to say that the inquiry did not
measure attitudes. While the way the respon-
dent construed her relationship to the inves-
tigator and her general attitude about taking
self-report tests did interact with the parent
variables to be measured, nonetheless certain
general attitudes toward authority were mez
sured by the inquiry. Moreover, these atti
tudes about the child-rearing process related
significantly and rationally to parental be-
havior. It should be noted that the PAI clus-
ter reliabilities are not high, which ma
attenuate the PAI X PBR correlations.
(There were also significant relationships be-
tween scores on the PAT and scores on the
Preschool Behavior Q Sort, but these are not
discussed here.)

Most tests of parent attitudes (Loevinger
& Sweet, 1960; Schaefer & Bell, 1958), even
when they yield several scales, are really
measuring most reliably a single global fac-
tor, namely authoritarian versus nonauthori-
tarian attitudes. This global factor is readily
measured by any one of these tests, but by
now is of little theoretical interest. The PAI
also measured authoritarian versus nonat-
thoritarian attitudes very well, in that these
attitudes predicted parental behavior. Thus.
as can be seen from Table 18, the PAI clus-
ter designated Authoritarianism for both
mothers and fathers correlated to a very sig
nificant degree with the appropriate PBR



TABLE 18
CoRRELATIONS BETWEEN PAI AND PBR CLuUsTERS: GIRLS AND Boys COMBINED

Mother PAI clusters
PBR clusters 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9,
Early Values Angered Firm En- | Promotes | Discourages | Authori- | Impatient | Consistent
Maturity | Conformity | over Lack | forcement | Noncon- Infantile tarianism Child-Rearing
Demands of Control formity Behavior Philosophy
Mother
1. Firm Enforcement .07 .19+ .01 J28%* - 18 .19* J22¢ 12 .04
2. Encourages Independence and
Individuality —.19* — . 37> -.07 — 254 44** —.13 — Q2% -.07 - .05
3. Passive-Acceptant —.15 —.17 —.20* —.14 .08 ~.11 —.06 —.14 .06
4. Rejecting .16 .28%* .08 L23* — . 26** .13 .23 12 .05
5. Self-Confident, Secure, Potent
Parental Behavior —.11 —.14 -~ .10 —.02 .10 .09 —~.13 .06 .14
Father
1. Firm Enforcement .08 .23 .03 L24** —-.14 A7 L28** —.06 .04
2. Encourages Independence and
Individuality —.15 —-.02 ~.06 .05 07 .13 —.02 .13 .03
3. Passive-Acceptant - .05 —.08 —.15 A1 .16 .01 —.09 .26%* .07
4. Rejecting .06 .07 .09 -.03 —-.17 —-.07 .14 —-.01 .10
5. Promotes Nonconformity —-.11 — 37*> —.06 —.22* L45%* —.23* — . 46** .06 —.19*
6. Authoritarianism At L28%* .02 .15 — 25%% .01 32 —.20* .03
Joint
1. Expect Participation in
Household Chores .20* .10 —.06 L22% —.05 .20* .15 —.04 .01
2. Enrichment of Child’s Environment —-.13 —.17 —.15 —.07 L30** -.04 — . 26%* .03 .04
3. Directive —.14 .13 .01 L22* —-.13 .04 260 —.02 .13
4. Discourage Emotional Dependency .08 .02 .03 .00 .02 .16 -.05 .12 -.02
5. Discourage Infantile Behavior 13 .13 —.07 L3816 43 L2503 .12
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TABLE 18—(Continued)

Father PAI clusters

PBR clusters 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Early Values Angered | Firm En- | Promotes | Discourages Authori-
Maturity | Conformity | over Lack | {orcement | Noncon- Infantile tarianism
Demands of Control formity Behavior
Mother
1. Firm Enforcement 15 13 —.03 L3202 .09 .16 .16
2. Encourages Independence and Individuality —~ ,30%* —3T** .16 -, 23* .24* —~.18 — . 30%*
3. Passive-Acceptant —.08 —.04 .02 -~ .16 —-.12 -.10 —-.12
4. Rejecting J25%* .09 -1 A7 —-.10 .14 .18
5. Self-Confident, Secure, Potent Parental Behavior -.13 .01 .03 -.03 .07 -.01 —-.12
Father
1. Firm Enforcement 12 13 —.19* LA4%* .06 .14 17
2. Encourages Independence and Individuality —.16 —.08 .05 —~.02 .13 .00 —.24**
3. Passive-Acceptant .00 -.15 .19* -.19 .10 .01 —.32%»
4. Rejecting 17 .21* -, 22% .03 —.25% .08 L35%
5. Promotes Nonconformity - 06 —.39%¢ .14 —.30%* .34+ —.20* —.26**
6. Authoritarianism .13 .30** —.22* .31 -.13 .08 ) La
Joint
1. Expect Participation in Household Chores L20%* .02 —.19* .17 .08 .09 .10
2. Enrichment of Child’s Environment —.19* —.23* .06 -.11 L27** -.01 —.26%*
3. Directive —.05 .09 —.05 L2TR* .03 .14 .13
4. Discourage Emotional Dependency .03 .02 —.07 .4 .00 .02 .05
5. Discourage Infantile Behavior .16 .04 — .10 .24+ .14 .22% —-.01

Note.—These correlations are based on Ns which average 120.
¢ p <08
*e p < 0L

9L
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clusters. It correlated most highly with the
clusters Rejecting and Encourages Independ-
ence and Individuality (negative) and the
Father clusters, Authoritarianism and Pro-
motes Nonconformity (negative). Moreover,
Mother PBR Cluster 2, Encourages Inde-
pendence and Individuality (negative), and
the Father PBR clusters, Promotes Noncon-
formity (negative) and Authoritarianism,
which corresponded to Mother Cluster 2,
were well predicted by scores on the appro-
priate PAI clusters, namely by scores on Au-
thoritarianism, Values Conformity, Promotes
Nonconformity (negative), and, to a lesser
extent, Firm Enforcement. It is also of inter-
est that Authoritarian attitudes, as measured
by the PAI, predicted very well the PBR
cluster, Enrichment of Child’s Environment.
Authoritarian attitudes were, of course, asso-
ciated with nonenrichment.

Each of the PAI clusters was significantly
related to PBR clusters with similar names
and item compositions. Thus the PAI clus-
ter, Early Maturity Demands, correlated sig-
nificantly with the PBR cluster, Expect Par-
ticipation in Household Chores; and the PAI
cluster, Firm Enforcement, correlated highly
with the PBR Firm Enforcement clusters,
with Directive, and with Promotes Noncon-
formity (negative).

Moreover, most of the PAI clusters corre-
lated similarly with the PBR clusters as the
similarly designated PBR clusters do with
other PBR clusters. Thus the PAI cluster
Firm Enforcement had similar PBR cor-
relates as did the PBR cluster Firm Enforce-
ment. In both cases, high scores on Firm
Enforcement correlated with PBR clusters
connoting a conforming, rigid way of relating
to the child.

In conclusion, it would appear that while
parental attitudes were predictably related to
observed parental behavior, the shared vari-
ance was small, Certainly a self-report in-
strument, while appropriate as a measure of
attitudes, was not an appropriate measure of
parental practices. Moreover, the respon-
dent’s approach to taking the test, and there-
fore the nature of his response biases, was
probably related to his actual attitudes. A
self-report instrument, such as the PAI, is
probably a more valid measure of the atti-
tudes of moderately well-educated, conform-

ing, middle-class parents than of antiestab-
lishment, or very well-educated, or unedu-
cated parents.

Correlation of Sample Characteristics and
Child’s 1Q with Parent and Child Variables

The intercorrelations among the sample
characteristics and child’s 1Q, and their cor-
relations with the PBR clusters, the PAI
clusters, and the child behavior clusters ap-
pear in Table 19.

Although the range of scores in the sam-
ple, by comparison with the general popula-
tion, was restricted for child’s IQ, and par-
ticularly for mother’s and father’s education,
and father’s occupation, these variables were
correlated most highly with the child and
parent measures.

The findings to be reported here, while
tangential to the original objectives of the
study, are of sufficient interest in themselves
to warrant further analyses, and these are
contemplated for the future.

Unlike the previous study (Baumrind &
Black, 1967), and Bayley and Schaefer’s
study (1964), the child’s IQ in this study
was associated with the same attributes in
boys and girls. Moreover, unlike the Bayley
and Schaefer study, girls’ IQs were by no
means independent of the parental and child
variables studied.

For both boys and girls, IQ was strongly
associated with Achievement-Oriented and
Independent behavior. In addition, the more
intelligent boys were less Hostile, and the
more intelligent girls were more Dominant
and Purposive, Mothers of the more intelli-
gent girls were significantly more likely to
Encourage Independence and Individuality,
and to be Passive-Acceptant and not Reject-
ing. Fathers of the more intelligent girls were
significantly less Authoritarian. For girls es-
pecially, better educated mothers and fathers
were significantly less Rejecting, less Au-
thoritarian, and more Nonconforming,.

Because of the very high relationships be-
tween child’s IQ and such child behavior
variables as Independence and Achievement
Orientation, it is important to ask whether
the pattern differences in child behavior dis-
cussed earlier could be predicted by knowl-
edge of differences in IQ scores alone. Fre-
quently, knowledge of differences in IQ
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TABLE 19

DIANA BAUMRIND

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS AND Q-SORT, PARENT BEHAVIOR RATINGS,
AND PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY CLUSTERS

Sample characteristics
Variable
Child’s | Child’s | Child’s No. Mother’s | Father's Father’s
age IQ  |birth order| children | education | education | occupation
Sample characteristics
Child’s IQ
G .07
B -.01
Child’s birth order
G .4 .10
B —.01 .04
No. children
G .15 —-.03 .86%*
B .05 .00 87>
Mother’s education
G —.18 -.20 —.06 —.08
B -.21 —-.16 —.26* -.22
Father’s education
G .28% .25 .13 .16 .62¢*
B - .06 .09 .08 .08 .18
Father’s occupation
G .18 .26 .08 .14 .58%* .86%*
B —.04 .09 .06 .10 37%* 1%
Q-sort clusters
1. Hostile-Friendly
G —.19 —.01 —.10 —-.06 -~.16 —.06 .03
B —-.03 —.27* —.10 —-.15 —.12 .04 —.04
11. Resistive-Cooperative
G -.14 .12 .00 .03 —.11 -.12 .01
B 24 — .19 —.28* -.27* .07 .00 -.02
I1I. Domineering-
Tractable
G .05 .25 —-.11 -.19 —-.18 —-.13 —.08
B .29% —.12 -.20 —-.12 .03 .09 .14
1V. Dominant-
Submissive
G .05 .31* —.16 -.30* .07 -.15 -.13
B .20 .20 —.08 —.04 .10 .16 A1
V. Purposive-Aimless
G .23 .33+ -.07 -.17 .00 -.07 —-.13
B .16 .19 —.07 .10 .15 .09 .21
V1. Achievement
Oriented-Not
Achievement
Oriented
G 21 4T .07 .02 .07 —.04 -.06
B —.01 L61** .04 .10 .15 .07 .15
VIl Independent-
Suggestible
G .08 .43% 15 -.24 —.02 -.03 ~.02
B .23 J36%  — 14 —-.13 .15 .22 .14
Mother PBR clusters
1. Firm Enforcement
G .07 —-.18 .01 .07 —.05 -.09 -.01
B .09 —.15 -.03 .04 -.03 —-.12 .07
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TABLE 19—(Continued)
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Sample characteristics
Variable
Child’s | Child’s | Child’s No. Mother’s | Father’s Father’s
age IQ |birth order| children | education | education | occupation
2, Encourages
Independence and
Individuality
G —.09 J27* —.12 -.15 J35%+ .28* .18
B —.06 .22 .07 .09 .12 .15 .18
3. Passive-Acceptant
G .01 .36%¢ .19 A1 .18 .18 14
B -.07 —.01 .08 —.04 .00 .07 —.05
4. Rejecting
G .06 —.27* .07 .07 -.25 —.16 —.10
B -.01 - .02 -.20 -.20 .02 —.20 —.09
5. Self-Confident,
Secure, Potent
Parental Behavior
G —.03 A2 .19 .17 .29% .20 .14
B .10 —.05 .19 .23% .18 .10 1
Father PBR clusters
1. Firm Enforcement
G .06 -.20 .19 21 - 37%*%  — 29% —-.20
B .10 -.21 -.05 L1 —.14 —.07 .04
2. Encourages
Independence and
Individuality
G .01 .21 —.01 -.07 LA6** .48%* L53%*
B 11 .07 .11 .16 .13 .18 .26*
3. Passive-Acceptant
G .12 .10 —-.01 .04 .23 J37** .23
B -.15 14 .01 -.09 .25+ .10 .12
4. Rejecting
G -.01 —.14 .07 .07 —.40**  — 50%* —~.36%*
B -.14 —-.07 —.15 -.11 —.12 -~ .25% —.30**
5. Promotes Noncon-~
formity
G —~.12 .13 —.14 —~.16 .34%* .33* .32+
B .03 —.01 .09 .04 .14 .04 .14
6. Authoritarianism
G .05 —.36%* .21 .25 —.41%* — (45%* —.41%*
B .08 -.18 .01 .03 —-.17 .03 —.09
Joint PBR clusters
1. Expect Participation
in Household Chores
G .06 —.15 .05 .01 —-.23 — 33> —.13
B .14 —.05 -.05 .02 .04 —-.20 -.07
2. Enrichment of
Child’s Environment
G -~.03 35 .03 ~.04 .38%* L40%* .40**
B -.02 .25% .16 .18 .23+ .22 ) i
3. Directive
G 1 .06 .16 17 .29% .25 .28
B .13 .18 —.18 -.08 .00 —.01 .06
4. Discourage
Emotional
Dependency
G — .07 .08 .03 ~.05 -.20 -.13 —.13
B L30*  — 17 .04 .07 1 —.27* -.15
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TABLE 19—(Continued)

Sample characteristics
Variable
Child’s | Child’s | Child’s No. Mother’s | Father’s Father's
age 1Q birth order| children | education | education | occupation
5. Discourage Infantile
Behavior
-.01 —.03 —-.11 -~.10 —.24 —-.20 -.15
B -.01 —.09 -.1 -~.10 -.10 -.07 .13
Mother PAI clusters
1. Early Maturity
Demands
G ~.29* -.20 —-.12 .01 —.34* —.23 ~.23
B .00 —.01 —.03 -.02 —~.15 —.16 ~-.23
2. Values Conformity
G .15 —.05 —.04 .05 —.14 .04 .14
B ~.05 .13 -.12 —.10 -.20 —~.05 —.4
3. Angered over Lack
of Control
G .08 —-.09 —.38%+ - 27 -.09 .03 .01
B 04 —.04 —.32%* .14 —-.24 -.07 ~.08
4. Firm Enforcement
G .13 —.01 -.07 .02 .16 11 .22
B .21 -.23 —-.18 -.14 —.07 -~.15 —.08
S. Promotes Noncon-
formity
G —-.12 .18 —.09 —.18 .14 .01 ~.05
B -~.09 .29* .07 .04 .16 .09 .10
6. Discourages Infantile
Behavior
G —.08 —.05 -.08 -.04 —.08 12 17
B -.07 .06 - .05 -.13 —.07 —.06 ~.18
7. Authoritarianism
G .02 —.15 .08 .07 —.14 .01 12
B -.02 -.17 -.10 —.10 —.22 -.17 -.19
8. Impatient
G .29* .14 .18 .23 .08 .20 .15
B .05 .05 .08 .14 .16 -~.13 —.04
9. Consistent Child-
Rearing Philosophy
G -.09 —.11 .13 .23 .08 .15 A2
B —.15 11 -.05 ~.10 .13 .08 -.01
Father PAI clusters
1. Early Maturity
Demands
G —~.09 —.32# .01 .16 -—.30* -.15 .05
B —~.15 .09 .02 —.06 —.15 - 27* -.15
2. Values Conformity
G -.05 -.22 —.04 —.01 —.11 —.02 A7
B —~.02 —.03 .03 —.01 -.10 .06 -~.09
3. Angered over Lack
of Control
G -~.09 .19 —.09 —.09 .29¢ .36% .10
B .04 —.13 —.19 —.19 .15 —.06 .01
4, Firm Enforcement
G 22 .02 .14 .19 .10 .25 17
B —.11 —.24 .14 .03 -.07 -.12 -.05
5. Promotes Noncon-
formity
G .07 .06 .02 .06 .16 .12 .19
B —.08 .16 .13 .19 .13 .26 41>
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TABLE 19—(Continued)

Sample characteristics
Variable
Child’s | Child’s Child’s No. Mother’s | Father’s Father’s
age 1Q birth order| children | education | education { occupation
6. Discourages Infantile
Behavior

G .05 —.31* -.12 —.01 —.16 .06 .27

B —.19 ~.06 -.03 .04 -.13 .26% .03
7. Authoritarianism

G .01 —-.21 -.17 —.19 .02 —.18 .07

B .18 —.34** .02 -.03 —.08 —.26* —.40%*

Note.—G = girls; B = boys. The signs of correlauom for moﬂlcr s education, father’s education, and father’s occupation have

been reversed so that a positive correlation
*p < .05
**p < .0L

ap

would, in fact, have predicted the direction
of pattern differences. However, in many
instances the results were contrary to what
IQ alone would predict. For example, (a)
daughters of Nonconforming parents with an
average IQ of 131 (above the mean of the
sample) had scores below the mean on Inde-
pendence and Achievement Oriented, while
daughters of Authoritative-Nonconforming
parents with a much lower average I1Q of 118
(10 points below the mean of the sample)
had the highest scores relative to all children
on Independence; (b) the mean 1IQs of sons
of Authoritative parents and sons of Non-
conforming-Permissive parents are the same,
128. However, sons of Authoritative parents
scored much higher on Achievement Ori-
ented and Independence. Moreover, unless
the assumption is made that IQ is deter-
mined totally by genetic factors, the hy-
pothesis must be entertained that IQ is, to
some extent, dependent upon socialization
practices in interaction with genetic factors.
For that reason, despite the importance of
1Q in limiting the expressions of Independ-
ence and Achievement Orientation, it seems
that IQ should be controlled only within
broad limits in a study of the effects of so-
cialization practices on child behavior.
Clearly, IQ is an important factor in the
constellation of traits contributing to compe-~
tent and effective functioning. Even where
the occupational and educational range of
parents and the IQ range of children were

with more education and higher job classification.

restricted to upper levels, as in this sample,
cognitive achievement and interpersonal in-
dependence were clearly related in important
ways to the child’s 1Q and to an enriched en-
vironment. Children with high IQs and a
more enriched environment had a competi-
tive edge, both interpersonally and academi-
cally. Since IQ differences do, in fact, predict
differences in achievement orientation and
independence, it seems of the utmost impor-
tance to identify characteristics of the envi-
ronment which contribute to high IQ and,
wherever possible, to construct environments
with these characteristics for preschool and
school age children.

Discussion

Summary of Combined-Pattern Differences

A summary of combined pattern differ-
ences appears in Tables 20, 21, and 22. In
these tables, patterns were combined, as
follows: Pattern I, Authoritarian (Not Re-
jecting), and Pattern VIII, Authoritarian-
Rejecting-Neglecting, to form Combined
Pattern A, Authoritarian; Pattern II, Author-
itative (Not Nonconforming), and Pattern
111, Authoritative-Nonconforming, to form
Combined Pattern B, Authoritative; Pattern
V, Nonconforming-Permissive, and Pattern
V1, Permissive (Not Nonconforming), to
form Combined Pattern C, Permissive; Pat-
tern IV, Nonconforming (Not Permissive and
Not Authoritative), and Pattern V, Noncon-



TABLE 20
SUMMARY OF SOME COMBINED-PATTERN DIFFERENCES ON PBR CONSTRUCTS-QUA-ITEMS FOR GIRLS AND Boys
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TABLE 21
SUMMARY OF SoME CoMBINED PATTERN DIFFERENCES ON THE PARENT ATTITUDE INQUIRY (PAI) CLUSTERS FOR GIRLS AND Boys

"PAI clusters®

Pattern 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
Early Values Angered Firm Promotes | Discourages | Authori- | Impatient | Consistent
Maturity | Conformity | Over Lack | Enforce- | Noncon- Infantile | tarianism Child-Rearing
Demands of Control ment formity Behavior Philosophy
A. (I + VII) Authoritarian
N
G 10 10 10 9 10 10 10 10 10
B 16 16 16 16 15 16 16 16 16
M
G 55.9 54.9 52.7 55.2 49.4 50.8 54.3 48.6 50.3
B 52.0 55.8 48.3 58.2 43.7 51.7 57.5 48.1 50.0
Sb
G 9.5 7.4 11.3 6.4 8.7 9.6 10.4 11.7 13.2
B 12.7 7.9 7.1 6.8 9.6 10.0 10.2 10.6 11.2
B. (IT 4 1II) Authoritative
N
G 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 9 11
B 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
M
G 44.3 49.5 50.5 49.0 52.5 50.4 48.0 51.6 48.3
B 51.3 48.1 47.4 54.2 54.0 52.5 47.6 52.4 51.9
SD
G 5.8 11.9 9.7 9.3 7.2 9.7 7.1 5.9 8.7
B 7.9 11.8 8.1 8.3 9.9 7.9 10.6 8.2 10.8
C. (V + VI) Permissive
N
G 13 13 13 13 12 13 13 13 13
B 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
M
G 45.4 48,7 53.7 45.6 49.7 44.0 45.7 53.1 49.4
B 46.6 45.6 50.8 45.0 50.4 45.4 47.5 48.3 48.1
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TABLE 21—(Continued)

PAI clusterss
Pattern 1. 2. 3, 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.
Early Values Angered Firm Promotes | Discourages | Authori- | Impatient | Consistent
Maturity | Conformity | Over Lack | Enforce- | Noncon- Infantile | tarianism Child-Rearing
Demands of Control ment formity Behavior Philosophy
SD
G 5.9 11.4 8.1 12.7 7.2 12.3 9.1 9.4 10.7
B 7.3 11.4 12.6 10.0 11.6 10.7 10.3 11.7 11.3
D. (IV + V) Nonconforming
N
G 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
B 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1
M
G 49.1 45.3 52.4 44.1 53.8 45.5 43.7 53.5 49.2
B 45.9 46.7 46.9 45.4 54.9 47.4 45.5 46.8 51.0
SD
G 10.3 8.7 11.6 11.8 6.4 10.1 7.3 4.9 10.2
B 5.9 11.8 12.8 11.3 7.9 10.7 8.2 12.1 10.8
v
N
G 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
B 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
M
G 53.4 45.1 48.2 44.9 54.9 51.4 45.0 50.5 46.7
B 47.7 51.4 49.4 48.5 56.2 51.6 48.2 50.6 52.2
SD
G 12.8 7.7 12.4 13.1 5.1 5.1 5.9 5.6 12.4
B 4.6 8.5 13.8 10.9 4.9 9.2 7.7 9.2 11.5
Significant pattern differences
Av. B
G .01
B .05 .01 .05
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TABLE 21-—(Continued)

PAI clusters®
Pattern 1. 2, 3, 4. 5. 6. 1. 8. 9,
Early Values Angered Firm Promotes | Discourages | Authori- | Impatient | Consistent
Maturity | Conformity | Over Lack | Enforce- | Noncon- Infantile | tarianism Child-Rearing
Demands of Control ment formity Behavior Philosophy
Avs. C
G 01 .0t .05
B .05 .01 .05
Avs D
G .01 .05 .01
B .05 .01 .01 .01
Bvs. C
B .05 .10
Bvs. D
B .10 .05
IV vs. C
G .10

Note.—G = girls; B = boys. Comparisions not statistically significant have been omitted.

» Clusters 1 through 7 are standardized after combining the corresponding Mother and Father clusters. Clusters 8 and 9 are for mothers onfy.
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TABLE 22
SumMARY OF Some COMBINED PATTERN DIFFERENCES ON PRESCHOOL BEHAVIOR Q-SOrT CLUSTERS FOR GIRLS AND BOys

Q-sort clusters

Pattern
I. Hostile- 1I. Resistive-
Friendly Cooperative
A. (I 4+ VIID) Authoritarian
N
G 10 10
B 16 16
M
G 46.8 47.6
B 52.7 51.0
SD
G 10.5 11.8
B 9.1 11.4
B. (II 4 III) Authoritative
N
G 11 1
B 14 14
M
G 50.2 52.4
B 43.1 43.7
RY))
G 11.2 10.9
B 10.5 6.1
C. (V 4 VI) Permissive
N
G 14 14
B 1 11
M
G 48.3 50.2
B 52.4 52.1

I11. Domineering-

1V. Dominant-

V. Purposive-

V1. Achievement

Vil. Independent-

Tractable Submissive Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
o o N Oriented o
10 10 10 10 10
16 16 16 16 16
46.0 48.6 49.1 47.6 44.7
50.7 49.9 50.8 47.8 47.9
11.2 9.2 9.2 9.9 8.7
10.8 9,2 12.0 8.8 8.6
11 11 11 11 11
14 14 14 14 14
54.8 56.6 55.0 54.3 56.7
46.0 51.9 54.2 56.1 50.3
10.9 6.1 6.2 1.7 7.2
9.7 1.4 7.2 4.5 11.0
14 14 14 14 14
11 11 11 11 11
41,17 47.8 48.1 52.5 49.9
51.3 48.0 47 .1 44.3 45.6
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Pattern

TABLE 22—(Continued)

Q-sort clusters
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HI1. Domineering-
Tractable

_— N
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14
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45.6
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—
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1V. Dominant-
Submissive

V. Purposive- | VI. Achievement | VII. Independent-
Aimless Oriented-Not Suggestible
Achievement
Oriented

11.7 10.0 12,1
11.2 10.2 11.4
14 14 14
12 12 12
45.4 49.5 45.9
49.6 54.3 54.3
10.6 11.5 10.8
10.9 9.7 10.9

7 7 7

8 8 8
45.9 49.8 45.4
51.1 57.3 51.2
10.2 11.7 10.0

8.9 7.0 6.5
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TABLE 22-—Continued)

Q-sort clusters

Pattern V1. Achievement
I. Hostile- | II. Resistive- I11. Domineering- | 1V. Dominant- | V. Purposive- Oriented-Not | VIIL Independent-
Friendly Cooperative Tractable Submissive Aimless Achievement Suggestible
Oriented
Significant pattern differences

Avs. B

G .10 .05 .10 .10 01

B .05 .05 .01
Avs. D

B .10 .10
Bvs. C

G .10 .05 .10

B .05 .05 .10 .01
Bvs D

G .05 .05 .01 .05 .01

B .10
IV vs. C

G .10

B .01 .05

Note.—G = girls; B = boys. Comparisons not statistically significant have been omitted,
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forming-Permissive, to form Combined Pat-
m D, Nonconforming. In addition, Pattern
IV scores are examined separately since
there is an overlap in the definitions of Com-
pined Patterns C and D, and it is of interest
to contrast the effects of Permissive and
Nonconforming upbringing, To accomplish
this, Combined Pattern C and Pattern IV
sre compared. In Table 20, combined pat-
ern differences in parental practices are
summarized by means of the 15 PBR con-
sructs-qua-items. In Table 21, combined
pattern differences in parents’ attitudes are
swmmarized using Mother and Father PAI
cluster scores. In Table 22 is summarized the
impact upon boys and girls of these contrast-
mg patterns of parental authority using
scores on the O-sort clusters.

Most, if not all, current empirically based
models of child behavior are two dimen-
sional. The names given the two dimensions
wary with the investigators, depending upon
his view of social-psychological functioning.
However, at the item level it appears that,
imost universally, one dimension can be
found which describes Responsible versus Ir-
responsible behavior, that is the conforming,
accommodating, socialized component of
competent behavior and its opposite; and a
second dimension orthogonal to it can be
found which describes Independent versus
Suggestible behavior, that is, the independ-
ent, creative, assertive, individualistic com-
ponent of competent behavior and its oppos-
ite. What, then, do the data summarized in
Tables 20, 21, and 22 suggest about the
effects of contrasting patterns of parental au-
thority—Authoritarian, Authoritative, Per-
missive and Nonconforming—upon the
development of competence via Social Re-
sponsibility and competence via Indepen-
dence in the young child?

Social Responsibility refers to the behav-
wors covered by Preschool Behavior Q-Sort
Clusters 1, II, and VI, and is used when the
generalization applies to at least two of the
three clusters; Independence refers to the be-
haviors covered by Q-Sort Clusters III, TV,
V, and VT1I, and is used when the generaliza-
tion applies to at least three of the four clus-
ters, The reader will note from Figure 1 that
Social Responsibility (Clusters I, 11, VI) re-
fers to stable-responsible rather than to con-

forming behavior, and that Independence
(Clusters ITI, IV, V) refers to nonconform-
ing-active rather than to irresponsible behav-
ior.

Certain hypotheses consistent with pre-
vious work and supported by a conceptual
framework (Baumrind, 1966, 1967) were
formulated concerning the relationships be-
tween pattern membership and child behav-
ior. A summary of the relevant results fol-
lows each hypothesis. The hypotheses and
the findings are interdependent rather than
independent.

Hypothesis 1

The children of Authoritarian parents, rel-
ative to other children, are lacking in Inde-
pendence, but not in Social Responsibility.
On indexes of Social Responsibility, these
children have modal scores.

Daughters of Authoritarian parents were
significantly less Independent than daughters
of Authoritative parents. Sons of Authoritar-
ian parents were somewhat less Independent
(.10) than sons of Nonconforming parents.
Sons of Authoritarian parents, relative to
sons of Authoritative parents, were less So-
cially Responsible, but that was due to the
very high scores on the indexes of Social Re-
sponsibility of sons of Authoritative parents
rather than to low scores on the part of sons
of Authoritarian parents. Daughters of Au-
thoritarian parents were somewhat Iess
Achievement Oriented than daughters of
Authoritative parents.

Hypothesis 2

The children of Authoritative parents, rel-
ative to children of all other parents but
Authoritarian parents, are Socially Responsi-
ble, and relative to children of all other par-
ents but Nonconforming parents, are Inde-
pendent.

Sons of Authoritative parents were signi-
ficantly more Socially Responsible than sons
of Authoritarian or Permissive parents, and
somewhat more Friendly than sons of
Nonconforming parents. Daughters of Au-
thoritative parents were somewhat more
Achievement Oriented than daughters of
Authoritarian parents. While children of
Authoritative (Not Nonconforming) parents
were Socially Responsible, children of
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Authoritative-Nonconforming parents were
Hostile to peers and Resistive to adult au-
thority. The dimension of conformity-non-
conformity was crucial in predicting Hostility
and Resistiveness of children of Authorita-
tive parents.

Hypothesis 3

The children of Permissive parents, rela-
tive to the children of Authoritarian and Au-
thoritative but not to the children of Non-
conforming parents, are lacking in Social
Responsibility. These children do not have
(as advocates of permissiveness would pre-
dict) high scores on indexes of Independence.

Sons of Permissive parents were lacking in
Social Responsibility relative to sons of Au-
thoritative but not relative to sons of Au-
thoritarian parents, and were much less
Achievement Oriented than sons of Pattern
IV (Nonconforming) parents. Daughters of
Permissive parents were not lacking in Social
Responsibility. Daughters of Permissive par-
ents were less Independent (especially with
regard to Dominance) than daughters of
Authoritative parents, but were not less In-
dependent than daughters of Authoritarian
or Pattern 1V parents. Sons of Permissive
parents were somewhat less Purposive than
sons of Authoritative parents, and signi-
ficantly less Independent than sons of Pat-
tern IV parents.

Hypothesis 4

The children of Nonconforming parents,
relative to the children of Authoritarian and
Authoritative parents, but not to the children
of Permissive parents, are lacking in Social
Responsibility, and relative to the children
of Authoritarian and Permissive, but not to
the children of Authoritative parents, are
more Independent.

Children of Nonconforming parents were
not lacking in Social Responsibility relative
to any other group. Daughters of Authorita-
tive and of Permissive parents were both
more Resistive than daughters of Pattern IV
parents, who were just Nonconforming. Sons
of Pattern IV parents were considerably
more Achievement Oriented than sons of
Permissive parents. Daughters of Noncon-
forming parents were less Independent than
daughters of Authoritative parents. Sons of

Pattern IV parents were significantly mop,
Independent than sons of Permissive par.
ents.

It is clear from the above summary thy
the various hypotheses are supported di.
ferentially for boys and girls. Does thi
mean that there are sex differences in social;.
zation effects?

Sex Differences In Child and Parent
Behavior And In Socialization Effects

Girl versus Boy Differences

As indicated earlier, the usual sex differ-
ences at this age between boys and girls were
revealed, with boys showing more hostility
to peers and resistance to adult supervison
and less achievement orientation. It is of in-
terest that resistiveness to adult authority
and achievement orientation were highly
negatively correlated for boys and not at al
related for girls, and that domineering be-
havior on the part of girls was more highly
related to constructive activity than it was for
boys. It looks as though girls, in order to be
achievement oriented and purposive, should
relative to other girls, be nontractable. Inde
pendence is more difficult to achieve for girls
than for boys, and probably requires, even a
this young age, a certain amount of rejection
of peer and adult influence, and training in
true independence of normative standards.

Sex Differences in Socialization Practices

Not much is known about the differentid
ways in which boys and girls are socialized,
except that they are all-pervasive and begit
at birth. Assimilation by the rater of sex-ap
propriate behavior and notice taken of sexr
inappropriate behavior occur so automat
cally that, once the rater knows the sex o
the child, it must be assumed that all rating
of the child are affected by that knowledg:
Therefore, it is likely that the true differ
ences are far more pervasive than the dat
reveal.

Table 15 contains the significant meat
differences for the cluster scores on the PBR
for parental treatment of boys versus girls
Table 16 contains similar information on tht
PAI. Very few significant differences apped
in either table. Most notably, both motlr
ers and fathers of boys, in compari.’
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with girls, were more likely to enforce a
directive when the child initially disobeyed
(cluster Firm Enforcement). Fathers only
were slightly more rejecting with boys (clus-
rer Rejecting). On the PAI clusters, fathers
of boys, compared to girls, were somewhat
more Authoritarian and more likely to Value
Conformity.

Problems in Determining Sex-Related
Differences in Socialization Effects

The relationships within and between the
PBR clusters for girls and boys are present
in Table 17. As can be noted from this table,
al five Mother-cluster solutions and six
Father-cluster solutions were highly compa-
rable across sex of child. However, even
where cos s were very high, important differ-
ences in within-cluster correlations appeared
(e.g., Rejecting with a cos 8 of .99 for fathers
of boys versus fathers of girls, correlated
with Firm Enforcement in the Father-of-Girls
solution, .41, and in the Father-of-Boys
solution, .10). These contrasting correlates
bring into question the psychological equiva-
lence of the entities (e.g., Firm Enforce-
ment) given the same designation.

The mean standard scores on a PBR clus-
ter for parents of boys and parents of girls
within a given pattern sometimes differed.
This signifies that even patterns with the
same name (and exactly the same opera-
tional definitions) were not necessarily
equivalent. Thus, one cannot speak with as-
surance of sex-related effects of pattern
membership.

Sex Differences in Socialization Effects

Independence in girls, but not in boys,
was clearly associated with Authoritative up-
bringing (whether conforming or noncon-
forming ) more than with Permissive, Au-
thoritarian, or Nonconforming upbringing.
For boys, Authoritative-Nonconforming, and
Nonconforming (Not Permissive) rather
than Authoritative (Not Nonconforming)
upbringing, were associated with high scores
on indexes of Independence. Authoritative
(Not Nonconforming) parents of boys were
even firmer, more punishing, and more de-
manding than Authoritative (Not Noncon-
forming) parents of girls, although Pattern
IT parents of both boys and girls relative to

other parents were very demanding. These
differences in child-rearing practices may
well have accounted for the greater Inde-
pendence of daughters, compared to sons, of
Authoritative (Not Nonconforming) par-
ents. The alternate hypothesis is that Au-
thoritative (Not Nonconforming) parents
produce independence in girls but not in
boys.

Friendly, cooperative behavior in both
girls and boys was clearly associated with
Authoritative (Not Nonconforming) or, to a
somewhat lesser extent, Nonconforming up-
bringing, rather than with Permissive or Au-
thoritarian upbringing.

Achievement-oriented behavior was
clearly inhibited by Permissive upbringing
for boys, but the same could not be said for
girls. Since Permissive parents of girls were
somewhat more nondirective and lax in their
enforcement policies, relative to boys, the
hypothesis of a sex-related difference in the
effect of Permissive upbringing on achieve-
ment orientation for boys versus girls should
be considered. Permissive upbringing for
girls but not for boys may have a beneficial
effect on the development of achievement
orientation in the preschool years. When re-
sults for Pattern 1T, Authoritative (Not Non-
conforming), and Pattern VI, Permissive
(Not Nonconforming), alone were com-
pared, it became especially apparent that
above-average scores on Achievement Ori-
ented and Independence (Q-Sort Clusters V1
and VII) in girls were associated with two
contrasting patterns of parental practices.
One pattern was characterized by high stim-
ulation and demands (Authoritative-Not
Nonconforming) and the second pattern
(Permissive-Not Nonconforming) was char-
acterized by absence of pressure toward ei-
ther conformity or anticonformity. In the
case of Authoritative (Not Nonconforming)
parents, daughters were positively trained to
be achievement oriented, independent, and
socially responsible. In the case of Permis-
sive (Not Nonconforming) parents, daugh-
ters were merely not trained to be the oppos-
ite of achievement oriented and independent;
that is, they were not trained to be passive,
nonachieving, or dependent. In both cases,
dependence upon social norms, in order to
conform to these norms (as in the case of
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Authoritarian parents), or in order to react
against these norms (as in the case of the
Nonconforming parents), was avoided. Such
dependence upon social norms, in contrast
to an independent attitude toward these
norms, seems to inhibit the development of
instrumental competence in girls. For boys,
independence can be achieved without vio-
lating social norms. If achieved, however,
only by conformity to these norms, such in-
dependence may be fragile and easily threat-
ened.

For a further discussion of the develop-
ment of instrumental competence in girls,
see Baumrind (1970).

Socialization Practices Associated with Social
Responsibility in Young Children

These comments apply particularly to
boys, since socialization practices seem to
have a clearer impact upon the development
of Social Responsibility in boys.

Since neglectful and extremely punitive
practices are known to characterize the par-
ents of extremely aggressive and delinquent
boys, many experts in the field assumed that
firm control and high maturity demands
would have the same effect on the develop-
ment of chronic rebellion in children. This
assumption has not been supported by the
majority of relevant studies. In general, close
supervision, high demands for obedience and
personal neatness, and sharing of household
responsibilities do not provoke chronic re-
belliousness in children even at adolescence.
On the contrary, such disciplinary practices
are generally associated with responsible be-
havior. For example, Bandura and Walters
(1959), Glueck and Glueck (1950), and
McCord, McCord, and Howard (1961)
found that higher demands were made by
parents of the least hostile or delinquent
children; Finney (1961) found that, while
parental rigidity was associated with covert
hostility in children, firm control was asso-
ciated with development of conscience. The
condition most conducive to antisocial ag-
gression because it most effectively rewards
such behavior is probably one in which the
parent is punitive and arbitrary in his de-
mands, but then inconsistent in responding
to the child’s disobedience.

Findings from several studies also suggest

that parental demands provoke rebellioys-
ness only when the parent both restrict
autonomy of action and does not use rationg|
methods of control. In one study of 21]
third graders’ attitudes (Hoffman, Rosen, §
Lippit, 1960), the children who described
their parents as both coercive, and permis.
sive of high autonomy of action in prescribed
areas, compared with the remainder of the
sample, were higher in academic success, use
of directives, social power, group leadership,
and friendliness. That is, they were both
more assertive and more responsible than
children who described their parents as ei-
ther very coercive or very permissive. Pikas
(1961), in his survey of 656 Swedish ado-
lescents, showed that significant differences
occurred in their acceptance of parental au-
thority, depending upon the reason for the
directive. Authority based on rational con-
cern for the child’s welfare was accepted well
by the child, but arbitrary, domineering, or
exploitive authority was rejected. Pikas’ re-
sults are supported by Middleton and Snell
(1963), who found that parental discipline
regarded by the child as either very strict or
very permissive was associated with rebellion
against the parent’s political viewpoints.
Elder (1963), working with adolescents’ re-
ports concerning their parents, found that
conformity to parental rules typified adoles-
cents who saw their parents as having ult-
mate control but who gave the child leeway
in making decisions (Democratic), and who
also provided explanations for rules (Par-
ental Power Legitimization).

In the present study, Social Responsibility
was most strongly associated with Authorita-
tive (Not Nonconforming) parental control.
The sons of such parents were more Socially
Responsible than the sons of Permissive or
Authoritarian parents, both in the sense that
they were more friendly and cooperative and
in the sense that they were more construc-
tively achievement oriented. Emphasis on
Nonconformity by the parents did not of it-
self lead to unfriendly, resistive behavior.
The six children of Authoritative-Noncon-
forming parents, however, were aggressive
and resistive. Authoritative-Nonconforming
parents modeled and reinforced aggressive
behavior, and approved of nonconforming
behavior outside the home. They enjoyed
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displays of temper and often provoked their
children into such displays. Their children,
inferestingly enough, despite the high nega-
ive correlation between Resistive and
Achievement-Oriented behavior in the over-
all sample studied, and in most other studies
of achievement effects in nursery school
(e.g., Crandall, Orleans, Preston, & Rabson,
1958) were both highly Achievement Ori-
ented and Resistive.

Several generalizations and propositions
can be drawn from the previously reported
results, and from the literature concerning
the relations of certain parental practices
and the development of Social Responsibility
in young children. The following proposi-
tions assume that it is more meaningful to
talk about the effects of patterns of parental
authority than about the effects of single par-
ental variables. Without certain other condi-
tions being present (these conditions are
mentioned), the strength or direction of an
expected parent-child relationship might well
be altered.

Proposition 1

The modelling of socially responsible be-
havior facilitates the development of Social
Responsibility in young children, and more
so if the model is seen as having control over
resources the child desires and strong in-
volvement with the child.

The parent who subordinates her impulses
enough to conform with social regulations
and is herself charitable and generous will
have her example followed by the child.
To the extent that such a model has high
social status (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963)

.—and a strong involvement with the child
{Bandura & Walters, 1959)—the model will
be most effective in inducing socially respon-
sible behavior. Contrary to the original hy-
pothesis, the fact that a parent sees herself as
nonconforming or even antinomian (i.e.,
Combined Pattern D or Pattern IV) does
not necessarily mean that her child will lack
Social Responsibility. This may be because
these parents were, as people, rather gentle
and passive, especially by contrast with
Authoritative-Nonconforming parents, and
modeled these qualities. The Authoritative-
Nonconforming parent, in Berkeley as else-
where, is probably more genuinely individ-

ualistic and in a more anomalous position
and, as such, more likely to model as well as
to reinforce socially resistive and self-asser-
tive behavior than the more passive Permis-~
sive-Nonconforming parent.

Proposition 2

Firm enforcement policies in which be-
havior desired by the parent is positively
reinforced and behavior regarded as deviant
by the parent is negatively reinforced, facili-
tate the development in the child of socially
responsible behavior, provided, of course,
that the parent desires the child to behave in
a socially responsible manner and is there-
fore rewarding such behavior.

The use of reinforcement techniques
serves to establish the potency of the rein-
forcing agent and, in the mind of the young
child, to legitimate her authority. The use of
negative sanctions properly applied can be a
clear statement to the child that the rules are
there to be followed and that to disobey is to
break a known rule. Punishment provides
the child with necessary information. As
Spence (1966) found, the authority’s non-
reaction is interpreted by subjects, as it
probably is by children, as signifying a cor-
rect response. Siegel and Kohn (1959)
found that nonreaction by an adult present
when a child was behaving aggressively re-
sulted in greater incidence of such acts in the
future. That is, when a child misbehaves and
an adult is present and does not express dis-
approval, her nonreaction is interpreted by
the child as approval and the future inci-
dence of such behavior is increased. By vir-
tue of her role as an authority, a parent who
is present cannot help but affect the future
behavior of a misbebaving child. Disap-
proval should reduce the incidence of such
behavior, while approval or nonreaction to
such deviant behavior should increase its in-
cidence. Proper use of differential punish-
ment and reward can aid the child to dis-
criminate between superficially similar acts
and to conform to natural and social law
(the most fundamental of which is alterna-
tively referred to as Karma, law of reciproc-
ity, “As you sow so shall you reap,” or the
Golden Rule).

Permissive parents did not use negative
sanctions consistently and tried not to inter-
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vene. Their children, as would be expected
from the above hypothesis, were more Resis-
tive, and less Achievement Oriented than
children of Authoritative parents who were
consistently firm in their enforcement poli-
cies.

Proposition 3

Nonrejecting parents are more potent
models and reinforcing agents than rejecting
parents, and thus nonrejection should be as-
sociated with socially responsible behavior in
children, provided that the parents value and
reinforce such behavior.

Authoritarian parents compared to Au-
thoritative parents Express more Punitive
Behavior (Construct-qua-Item XV) and, as
would be expected from the above hypothe-
sis, their sons in particular are less Socially
Responsible.

It should be noted that a distinction is
made between the effects of nonrejection and
the effects of passive-acceptance in this hy-
pothesis. It is expected that nonrejecting
rather than acceptant parental behavior will
be associated with socially responsible behav-
ior in children. As Bronfenbrenner (1961)
pointed out about adolescents, “it is the
presence of rejection rather than the lack of
a high degree of warmth which is inimical to
the development of responsibility in both
sexes [p. 2541.”

Proposition 4

Parents who are just and fair, and who
use reason to legitimate their directives are
more potent models and reinforcing agents
than parents who do not encourage inde-
pendence or verbal exchange.

Consider the interacting effects of negative
reinforcement and the use of reasoning on
the behavior of children. It appears that the
use of verbal rationale accompanying pu-
nishment nullifies the special effectiveness of
immediate punishment, and also of relatively
intense punishment (Parke, 1969). Thus a
parent, by symbolically reinstating the de-
viant act, explaining the reason for punish-
ment, and telling the child exactly what be-
havior is preferable to the deviant behavior,
need not resort to intense or instantaneous
punishment. Immediate, intense punishment

may have undesirable side effects, in that the
child is conditioned through fear to avoig
deviant behavior, and is not helped to cop.
trol himself consciously and willingly. Sucp
conditioning fails to provide the child wity
information about cause and effect relations,
which he can transfer to other situations,
Also instantaneous, intense punishment pro-
duces a high anxiety level which interferes
with performance, and, in addition, increases
the likelihood that the child will avoid the
noxious agent, thus reducing the agent’s fu.
ture effectiveness as a model or reinforcing
agent.

This is not to say that use of reason alone
without negative sanctions will result in so-
cially responsible behavior. Negative sanc-
tions give operational meaning to the conse-
quences signified by the reason and to the
rule itself.

Authoritarian parents did not Encourage
Verbal Exchange (Construct-qua-Item
XII). Thus, according to this hypothesis,
their frequent use of negative reinforcement,
because it was not accompanied by use of
reason to give legitimacy to their directives.
should have been ineffectual in the produc-
tion of socially responsible behavior relative
to parents who used both reason and power.
Indeed, their children were not as Socially
Responsible as those of Authoritative par-
ents who did encourage independence and
verbal exchange.

Socialization Practices Associated with
Independence in Young Children

These comments apply particularly to
girls, since socialization practices seem to
have more of an impact upon the develop-
ment of Independence in girls than in boys.

Just as it was once assumed that firm con-
trol and high maturity demands led to rebel-
lious and irresponsible behavior in children,
so was it once assumed that similar parental
behavior led to passivity and dependence in
young children. The preponderance of evi-
dence is contrary to this assumption. It ap-
pears that children are not that easily cowed
by parental pressure. Hoffman, Rosen, and
Lippitt’s (1960) results indicate that paren-
tal assertiveness, and submissiveness in the
child, are negatively correlated. Sears’
(1961) findings for early socialization and
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later aggression suggest that high punish-
ment for aggression, like Hoffman’s “reactive
umqualified power assertion,” does not lead
1o submissive behavior, provided that certain
other conditions also characterize the par-
ent-child relationship.

There are individual differences in vigor and re-
activity which may alter young children’s reactions
10 parental power. A gentle, sensitive child might
well react to high-power directives with passive,
dependent responses, whereas an aggressive, vigor-
ous child might react self-assertively or opposi-
tionally, modeling himself after the aggressive
parent. The same parent variables which increase
the probability that the child will use the parent
as a model should increase the likelihood that
firm control will result in assertive behavior. Thus,
the controlling parent who is warm, understand-
ing, and autonomy-granting should generate less
passivity (as well as less rebelliousness) than the
controlling parent who is cold and restrictive be-
cause of the kinds of behavior she will reinforce
and the traits she presents as a model [Baumrind,
1966, p. 8991.

Several propositions are offered concern-
ing the relations between certain parental
practices and the development of Independ-
ence in young children.

Proposition 1

Early environmental stimulation and com-

plexity facilitate the development of Inde-
" pendence.

The early development of cognitive skills
and linguistic ability, and stimulation of an
interest in school achievement characterized
those Head Start programs which were most
successful (Hunt, 1968). Fowler (1962)

“pointed out, prior to the popularity of cogni-
“tively oriented programs for the disadvan-
_taged, that early childhood stimulation

- should enhance the competence of the young
-child, poor or affluent, and thus his self-
esteem. Such stimulation should not impair
his personality development as, with very
little evidence, some experts feared.

In this study, as the proposition suggests,
the presence of Enriched Environment
(Construct-qua-Item II) and pressure to
achieve characterized the families of the
most independent children, that is the chil-
dren of the Authoritative and Nonconform-
Ing parents, relative to the Permissive or Au-
thoritarian parents.

Proposition 2

Passive-acceptant and overprotective pa-
rental practices inhibit the development of
Independence in children.

The passive-acceptant and overprotective
parent rewards dependent behavior and pro-
tects the child from stress. The demanding
and not overprotective parent permits the
child to extricate himself from stressful situ-
ations and places a high value on tolerance
of frustration and courage. Rosen and
D’Andrade (1959) found that high achieve-
ment motivation was facilitated by maternal
behavior high both in warmth when the child
pleased the parent, and in hostility and re-
jection when the child displeased the parent.
Hoffman et al. (1960) found that mothers
of boys motivated to achieve were more
coercive than mothers of boys who per-
formed poorly. Crandall, Dewey, Katkovsky,
and Preston (1964) found that mothers of
achieving girls were less nurturant. Kagan
and Moss (1962) found that achieving adult
women had mothers who, in early child-
hood, were unaffectionate, not protective,
and “pushy.” In a prior study (Baumrind &
Black, 1967), paternal punitiveness was as-
sociated positively with indexes of inde-
pendence in girls. In the present study also,
there were indications for girls that a certain
degree of parental nonacceptance or rejec-
tion was associated positively with Inde-
pendence, in that the most Independent girls
did have parents who were either not Pas-
sive-Acceptant or were somewhat Rejecting.
Authoritative parents were (by definition)
not Passive-Acceptant (PBR Cluster 3)
while fathers in Permissive homes were Pas-
sive-Acceptant, but had scores above the
median on Rejecting (PBR Cluster 4).
(Since the PBR clusters, Passive-Acceptant
and Rejecting, for fathers of girls correlated
~.51 in the general sample, these data for
Permissive parents are all the more provoca-
tive.) Rejection in a context of restrictive-
ness, such as was shown by Authoritarian
parents, seems to have the opposite effect on
girls, and to immobilize and inhibit self-ex-
pression.

Proposition 3

Parental values which stress individuality
and self-expression facilitate the develop-
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ment of Independence in the child, provided
that these qualities in the parent are not ac-
companied by unwillingness to make de-
mands upon the child.

The expression of individuality and inde-
pendence by the parents is an important fac-
tor in promoting self-assertiveness in the
child. Thus, Norman (1966) found that the
same-sex parents of gifted achieving children
had significantly lower conformity scores
and higher independence scores than did the
same-sex parents of gifted children who were
not achieving.

For boys, Independence was cleatly a
function of Nonconforming but not Permis-
sive parental attitudes and behavior. For
girls, however, Nonconforming attitudes
and behaviors were associated with Inde-
pendence in the child only when parents
were also Authoritative, Authoritative par-
ents of girls and Nonconforming (not Per-
missive) parents of both boys and girls,
compared to other parents studied, tended to
encourage their children to ask for, even to
demand, what they wanted (provided that
these demands were not at variance with
parental policy) and then to acquiesce to
these demands. By contrast, Authoritarian
parents, as shown by their high scores
on Obedience as a Positive Salient Value
(Construct-qua-Item VIII) and Promotes
Respect for Established Authority (Con-
struct-qua-Item IX), and by low scores on
Promotes Individuality (Construct-qua-Item
XIV), did not value willfullness on the part
of the child. Their children were not Inde-
pendent. Permissive parents were clearly
ambivalent about rewarding willfullness.
They did not differentiate between mature or
praiseworthy, and regressive or deviant de-
mands placed upon them by the child, by
consistently acceding to mature or praise-
worthy demands and rejecting regressive or
deviant demands. Permissive parents instead
would accede to the child’s demands until
their patience was exhausted and then pun-
ish the child, sometimes very harshly. Thus,
Permissive fathers, of boys in particular, by
comparison with Authoritative-Nonconform-
ing fathers, Expressed Punitive Behavior
(PBR Cluster 4), admitted to being An-
gered Over Lack of Control (on PAI Clus-
ter 3), and did not consistently reward

specific expressions of individuality apg
self-assertiveness. Their sons were even leg
Independent than sons of Authoritative par.
ents, and very much less Independent thay
sons of Nonconforming parents.

Proposition 4

Firm control can be associated in the
child with Independence, provided that the
control is not restrictive of the child’s oppor-
tunities to experiment and to make decisions
within the limits defined.

It is important to distinguish between the
effects on the child of restrictive control and
of firm control. By restrictive control is
meant extensive proscriptions and prescrip-
tions which cover many areas of the child'’s
life and need systems and limit his autonomy
to try out his skills in these areas. By firm
control is meant firm enforcement of rules,
effective resistance to the child’s coercive de-
mands, and willingness to guide the child by
regime and structured interventions. It does
not imply many rules or intrusive directive-
ness of the child’s activities.

Becker (1964) summarized the interact-
ing effects on child behavior of restrictiveness
versus permissiveness with warmth versus
hostility. He reported that warm-restrictive
parents tended to have passive, well-so-
cialized children. Baumrind (1967) found
that warm-controlling, by contrast with
Becker’s warm-restrictive, parents were not
paired with passive children, but rather with
responsible, assertive, self-reliant children.
Parents of these responsible, assertive, self-
reliant children enforced directives and re-
sisted the child’s demands but they were not
restrictive. Apparently early control, unlike
restrictiveness, does not lead to “fearful, de-
pendent, and submissive behaviors, a dulling
of intellectual striving and inhibited hostil-
ity,” as Becker (1964, p. 197) described
children of restrictive parents. Becker re-
ported that children of warm-nonrestrictive
parents were socially outgoing, successfully
aggressive, independent, and friendly. In my
previous study, children of warm-noncon-
trolling parents were immature and avoidant,
rather than self-assertive and self-reliant.

When granting autonomy is an indication of de-
tachment rather than warmth, its opposite, restric-
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tiveness is not associated in the child with hostility
or passivity. A careful examination of the findings
of Schaefer and Bayley (1963) makes the point
rather well. The conceptual definition of Schaefer
and Bayley’s variable “autonomy” (low) is quite
smilar to that of Kagan and Moss’s variable
srestrictiveness” (high), but maternal “autonomy”
does not covary positively, except for girls at ages
9-14, with maternal warmth (measured by the
variable “positive evaluation”). At ages 9-14, for
girls, when “autonomy” and “positive evaluation”
covary positively (.40), the variable “autonomy”
is associated in adolescent girls with popularity,
contentment, and low hostility. At 0-3 years, when
“autonomy” and “positive evaluation” are some-
what negatively related (—.28), there are no sig-
pificant associations between the maternal variable
“autonomy” and any of the child behavior ratings.
For boys also, “autonomy” is correlated negatively
(—.07 to —.33) with “positive evaluation.” It is
interesting, therefore, to note that “autonomy”
measured at 0-3 years is associated with timid,
inhibited, courteous, and tactful behavior in ado-
lescent boys, and at 9-14 with unfriendly, uncoop-
erative, uninterested behavior, rather than with self-
reliance, buoyancy, and self-assertiveness. Maternal
“autonomy,” as measured by Schaefer and Bayley,
scems to reflect detached uninvolvement, except
for mothers of girls 9~14, when it is correlated
positively with most measures of maternal warmth.
The effect on the child covaries with these mater-
nal correlates [Baumrind, 1966, pp. 899-900).

In this study, control exerted by Authori-
tative parents of boys (and, of course, Au-
_thoritarian parents) was somewhat restric-
_tive, by comparison with control exerted by
Authoritative parents of girls, and was not
associated with above-average levels of Inde-
. pendence, as was Authoritative control with
girls. However, firm control is not linearly
related to dependence. Thus, Authoritative
parents of girls exerted very much firmer
control than did Permissive parents of girls,
and their children, as predicted by this hy-
pothesis, were more rather than less Inde-
pendent. (To the extent that the effects of
firm control are sex related, boys seem to be
less rather than more adversely affected by
similar degrees of firmness.)

Proposition 5

Substantial reliance upon reinforcement
lechniques unaccompanied by appeals to
reason should lead to dependent, overly
compliant, or passively resistive behavior.

To the extent that the parent uses verbal
cues judiciously, he increases his child’s abil-
ity to discriminate, differentiate, and general-

ize. According to Luria (1960) and Vygot-
sky (1962), the child’s ability to “order” his
own behavior is based upon verbal instruc-
tion from the adult which, when heeded and
obeyed, permits eventual cognitive control
by the child of his own behavior. Thus,
when the adult legitimizes power, labels ac-
tions clearly as praiseworthy or changewor-
thy, explains his rules, and encourages vigor-
ous verbal give and take, obedience is not
likely to be achieved at the cost of passive-
dependence upon authority.

It is self-defeating to attempt, by extrinsic
reinforcement, to shape behavior which by
its nature is autogenic. The healthy infant,
by inclination, is explorative and curious,
and alternately seeks stress and quiescence.
According to many investigators (e.g., Mc-
Clelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953),
infantile feclings of pleasure originally expe-
rienced after mild changes in sensory stimu-
lation become associated with early efforts at
independent mastery of challenging or novel
events. The child anticipates pleasure upon
achievement of a level of skill somewhat
above his present performance level. Al-
though the process of independent mastery
can be accelerated if the parent broadens the
child’s range of experiences and makes cer-
tain demands upon the child which are
within his ability to meet, she must take care
not to substitute extrinsic reward and social
approval for the intrinsic pleasure associated
with mastery of the environment and the ex-
ercise of the will.

It was apparent from the content of the
interviews as well as from the pattern of
scores on the PBR clusters, and constructs-
qua-items, that Authoritative-Nonconform-
ing parents were particularly unwilling to
“condition” the behavior of their children
without appeals to reason. Perhaps the un-
willingness of Authoritative parents, espe-
cially Authoritative-Nonconforming parents,
to place reliance upon reinforcement tech-
niques contributed substantially to the ab-
sence in their children of passive, dependent,
submissive behavior.

Proposition 6

Self-assertiveness and self-confidence in
the parent, expressed in part by the moder-
ate use of power-oriented techniques of dis-
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cipline, are associated with Independence in
the young child.

The self-assertive, self-confident parent
provides a model of similar behavior for the
child. Also the parent who uses power-ori-
ented rather than love-oriented techniques
of discipline achieves compliance through
means other than guilt. Power-oriented tech-
niques can achieve behavioral conformity
without the child internalizing parental
standards before he can judge these stand-
ards. It may be that the child is, in fact,
more free to formulate his own standards of
conduct if techniques of discipline are used
which stimulate resistiveness or anger rather
than fear or guilt. This may be especially im-
portant for girls. The belief in one’s own
power and the assumption of responsibility
for one’s own intellectual successes and fail-
ures are important predictors of independent
effort and intellectual achievement (Cran-
dall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965). This
sense of self-responsibility in children seems
to be associated in parents with power-ori-
ented techniques of discipline and critical at-
titudes toward the child rather than with lax
discipline and few demands.

Both the Authoritative and the Noncon-
forming parents in this study were character-
ized by Confidence in Self as a Parent (Con-
struct-qua-Item X), Flexibility and Clarity
of the Parent’s Views (Construct-qua-Item
VI), and no Reluctance to Express Anger
(Construct-qua-Item XIII). Together with a
policy of relatively firm enforcement and
nonrejection, these indexes add up to a pat-
tern of parental authority which relies upon
use of power and reason rather than upon
love and guilt or fear to achieve compliance.

Summary

As a summary generalization, it can be
said that Authoritative parents are most
likely to facilitate the development of com-
petence via responsible behavior and com-
petence via independent behavior in young
children. While true as an overall generaliza-
tion, the following specifications should be
added:

1. Authoritative parental behavior, com-
parqd to all other patterns of parental au-
thority, while clearly associated with Inde-
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pendent, Purposive, Dominant behavior i
girls, was only clearly associated with the
same behavior in boys when the parents
were also Nonconforming.

2. Authoritative parental control, com-
pared to Authoritarian and Permissive pa.
rental control, while clearly associated with
all indexes of Social Responsibility in boys,
was clearly associated in girls only with high
Achievement, and not with Friendly and Co-
operative behavior. In fact, when parents
were Nonconforming as well as Authorita-
tive, girls were Hostile and Resistive.

It was also demonstrated (contrary to hy-
potheses) that parental Nonconformity is
not associated with lack of Social Respon-
sibility in either boys or girls. More spe-
cifically:

1. For girls, unless the parents were also
Authoritative, Nonconformity in parents was
associated with Cooperative rather than with
Resistive behavior.

2. For boys, Nonconformity in parents
was associated with high Achievement, and
with Independence relative to either Au-
thoritarian or Permissive, but not to Author-
itative parent behavior.

Additionally, the data suggest the follow-
ing new hypotheses:

1. Authoritarian upbringing (in the atten-
uated form observed among upper-middle-
class, white Berkeley families) is not as-
sociated with either markedly high or low
levels of competence in boys or girls. Boys
and girls are affected somewhat differently
by Authoritarian practices, with indepen-
dence in girls, and social responsibility in
boys, most adversely affected by such prac-
tices.

2. Preschool girls, while less resistive and
hostile, are as achievement oriented and in-
dependent as preschool boys. These aspects
of instrumental competence in girls are prob-
ably socialized out by parental or extrafam-
ilial influences. If girls were stimulated and
encouraged to remain achievement oriented
and independent, or perhaps merely not
punished for being so, they should continue
to be achievement oriented and independent
relative to boys in later life.
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3. Very few parents actually fulfill the
criteria set for a positive definition of per-
missiveness—that is, a definition which ex-
cludes neglect as a reason for lax control
and substitutes instead principled opposition
1o the use of coercion. Where the reasons for
minimizing control were based upon princi-
ple, and the parents were both nonrejecting,
parents in this study tended in practice to
make moderate demands upon the child and
to exert moderate control. The effects of lax
control and few demands seem to be some-
what different for preschool boys and girls.
For boys, such behavior is inversely related
to competence. But for girls such behavior
combined with some degree of paternal

- rejection actually seems to stimulate and
permit expressions of resistiveness to adults
and indirectly to facilitate the expression of
autonomous strivings of a constructive as

_well as a socially disruptive nature. Pressures

+ ¢ither to conform or to anticonform seem to
interfere with the development in girls of the
ability to act assertively and autonomously
without dependence upon social norms.

(4) A new kind of parent was observed

- and referred to as Harmonious (Baumrind,
- 1971). These parents were nonconforming,
" provided a very enriched environment, and
encouraged independence. While some of
these parents met the criteria for Pattern IV
~ (Nonconforming), and were included there-

" in, others met the criteria for none of the

. cight identified patterns. Harmonious fami-

“lies had one identifying characteristic in

“common. The observers assigned to study

* these eight families would not rate the family

on the items measuring Firm Enforcement.

- In each case, the observer felt that any rating

‘on these items would be misleading since

~ the family was characterized by having con-
trol (i.e., the child seemed to intuit what
the parent wanted and to do it) but by not

- exercising control (i.e., the parent almost

never directed or commanded the child).
While Permissive parents avoided exercis-
ing control but were angry about not having
control, and Authoritarian and Authoritative
parents exercised control willingly, Harmoni-
ous parents seemed neither to exercise con-
trol, nor to avoid the exercise of control. In-

, stead, they focused upon achieving a quality

of harmony in the home, and upon develop-
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ing principles for resolving differences and
for right living. Often they lost interest in ac-
tually resolving a difference once agreement
upon principles of resolution had been
reached. These parents brought the child up
to their level in an interaction but did not re-
verse roles by acting childishly, as did some
Permissive and Nonconforming parents.
Harmonious parents were equalitarian in
that they recognized differences based upon
knowledge and personality, and tried to cre-
ate an environment in which all family mem-
bers could operate from the same vantage
point, one in which the recognized differ-
ences in power did not put the child at a dis-
advantage. They lived parallel to the main-
stream rather than in opposition to it. In
their hierarchy of values honesty, harmony,
justice, and rationality in human relations
took precedence over power, achievement,
control, and order, although they also saw
the practical importance of the latter values.
Many of these families were preparing them-
selves for communal living, and indeed the
qualities developed by Harmonious families
seem ideally suited for some type of ex-
tended family organization. It would be of
interest to identify more families who meet
the criteria for Harmonious, and for Author-
itative-Nonconforming pattern membership,
and to study the effects upon children of
what may be newly developing forms of
family organization based upon humanistic
or antinomian values.
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