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% » DEMDGRAPHIC FACTORS INFLUENCINGe

9 The deQelopmental literature of the last fifty years abounds-with
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studies on the effects of parental child rearing practﬁceg on the child

’

(see, for example, Becker, 1964; GosItm; 1969; Maccoby, 1975). Fewer

studies, however, have investigated the determinants of these child
. iy A ;

rearing practices, the factors which influence the selection and use of

e BN s €
*« soclalization techniques
s (

by parents. This report presents findings on

demographic variables correlated Qitq parental discipline techniques, and

/sugges;s processes by which these variables might influence parental

.

behavior.

Followihg Hoffman (1970; Hoffman and ltzstein, 1967),

~§

three types

of parental digcipline practices ﬁay be iﬁférentiated. Power assertion

’ v

behavior, and includes physical pdnishment, withdrawal of.

threats of these.

. » ’ . -

The upderlying message in this type of discdpline is:
N 1] .

involves the use of physical or material sanctions to control the child's

"

privileges, and -

4

ciation, Chicago, August 1975.

Biomedical Fund for Undergraduate ‘Research.
write-up were completed while the author held
Graduate Fellowship.
Krebs, Eleanor Maccoby

Patti Zuséman is gratefully acknowledged

The aid of Martin Hoffmahy

- -

o \ "l"

</
o
4

* Paper presented at .tlre meeting of the American Psychological Asso-
The study in which these data were gathered
(Zussman, 1932) was supported by Grant No. 5 SO5 FR 07046 from the Harvard =
The present analysis and
QTFational Science Foundation

- Deborah Holmes, Dennis
» Francis McKenzie, Robert Newbury, Juliét Vogel, and




-~

"You'll do it because I say so." Love-withdrawal signifies the use of
& . 7

_the withdrawal of parental loye and affection, or the threat-:of it, as

punishment for transgression and as a means to control behavior. These

-
e

techniques include' acting upset or hurt (including angér, yelling, or

showing disapproval)p isolating or ignoring the child, and making him/he¥
. F) % A -

feel bad about his/her action. The ﬁndfrstood connotation in love-with-

drawal is the at least implicit suggestion by the parent that "if you're

L

bad, I won’t love you." Teaching techniques involve the parent s use of

reasoning, role-taking, or discussion without punishment, focusing the

P

L

child's attention on the negative consequences of his/her’ behavior for

other people. This type of discipline is similar to what Hoffman and

. a ~

Saltzstein (1967) have called/"induction regarding peers;' I have chosen

to call it teaching here to differentiate it from their concept of "in-,

.

- L LN
duction regarding parents," which seems t6 me to include a certain level

of love-withdrawal.

=~

Method ,.

: Subjects. The sample was comptised of 44 fiffh-graders, evenly divided

between males and females, from a suburban pyBlic school. The'median age-

wa@ 10‘years 7 manths. The sample was Cadcasian and middle~ to upper- .

e niddle- SES..

« . ;V’ . Y .
' ¢
» Procedure. were interviewed separately about
frocecute. o 7 :

-the discipline t¢ ’ the parents toward the child. The re- *
. / B '

gpondents were
or six'" to the
o > ) %

-

parents. .
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The questions askéd of the child an .mother were similar. Both inter-
viewé cohtaineq four hypothetiéal ;ransgr;ssion situations_(adapted from
the measures of Hoffman and Saltzstgin; }967), including carelessness,
selfishness, lying, and inconsideration. For each situation, the responaent
was asked the absolute and relative frequeﬂggg; of a list of possihle par-
ental actions in that situation; he/she was efxcouraged to generate other
actions which might be used by the.parents in the family. Child and mother
were also asked about parental behavioE toward transgreséion in geﬂeral;
the mother additionally respondéd to questions on‘parental attitudes téward

o

child rearing. Respbuses were coded as power assertiod{ love-withdrawl, .

’
.

or teathing; for each tgchnique, a Summafy score was obtained for each_

child’s report and each mother's report. o

4

Results and discussion

Mother-child agreement : . : Yo
LS
‘The correlations between xhild's and mother's reports for each "disci-
. . a ‘-
pline techhique are hown in Table 1. The agreement Between mother and
. ~ B * .
_—— R

[

- . - P E 1

. 1 Table 1 about here

Sva, s ey ! - ———

e " N ¥

cﬁild cp pareﬁtal power assertion and 1éve-withdrawal isksubstanlial

though far from perfeét. Power éssergion:aould seem the most concrets

of the three techniques and cénsequently“we would expect the highest

level of agreement on i§.~ The 10w‘agreement on teaching is harder to '

14 ° R
~ explain, and wéahay suggest two altermatives. First, since use of teaching

techniques is currently the ''recommended" discipline practice, the mothers

+

4
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might be shading their responses inFa socially desirable direction.

4

this caee the child 8 -report might;be more valid than that of the mother,

Robbins (1963) and Uenar and Coulter (1962) have found evidence of parental

l

misreporting of factual child rearingcdata in the direction of practices
. ~
A seccnd exolanation is éﬁat the questions

tecommended by "experts."
{
' ’ : (‘
measuring teaching techniques were too, abstract for the children to pro-

While the, questions were worded to be as concrete

~vide aceurate answﬁrs.
as possible, a child may be less likely to remember a discussion than a

spanking. . -In this case the mother's report might be the mbre valid of the

two. Both reports will therfggre be used in this analysis.

Relative use of each discipline technique
<

n Table 2 By

»

- o
The intercorrelations among power assertion, love—withdrawala and

teaching for child's and g%$her 8 reports are presented i

\'/ .
’ T

—

.
.
v

accourits, use of power assertion and love-withdrawal

both interviewees'
and both of these were substan-

wer® substantially positively correlated
This pattern suggests

/

tially negativeiy correlated with use of teaching.
the similarity between power assertion and love—withdrawal in that they are
]

’

7

Both punishment-oriented te¢hniques, in which the child receives avergive
- ¢ ; . .
stimulation from the parents; they may be used in conjunction with bne

another. By'contrasb; teacning is a non;punishment technique and thus 1s con-

& ;
Jceptually incompatible with power assertion and love-withdrawal The ex— _

teht of this unidinansionality was aseessed by performing principle com-

4 A single faetor,son which

i . ‘ -
R ' —4- . -

Bonent factor analyées on the discipline scores. _
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all three techniques loaded highly, accounted for 7%.8% (child’s report)

and 70.5Z (mother's repoftl\gf the total variénce in child rearing practices.’

The effect of the child's sex S

v

v : . . A
.One demographic factor which may influence parental behavior 18 sex

of child. Boys recéived more lovefwithdifwal than girls by both child's

£l
-

ﬁ><-%15 and mothier's (p €.05) reports. Boys also receifed more power
assertion than did girls (cﬁil&'g report, p = *.06; mother's report, b = ,06; {
report's combined with.equal weightinéqé;:(.O&). Paren;s vere more likély

t to use teaching techniques with girls (child's report, p = .13; mother's
report, p = .04; combined reports, E" 03). The resui\} for power asse;—
tion and teaching replicatg findings already in the literature; the finding
that byyg receive more love-vwithdrawal has not previously been reported
(Macroby énd Jacklin,-1974)f

/ .

Two explanations‘for this pattern of findings,‘that parents use more

punishment-oriented discipline with boys -and more reason-oriented, non-
& .

" punishment techniques with girls, may be suggested. It is possible that

'pérents believe, from sex-stereotypes prevalent in our culture, that -

[
a .

punishment-oriented techniqles are more appropriate for, or more effective

with, boys than girls. "However, it 1s unclear whether our gex-role stereo-

tjpes would hold that ssse of love-withdrawal is more‘suited to boys. Al-
ternatively, parents may be responding with more punitive discipline to an

initgally hi%Per level of;disobedience or resistance to control among boys

4
.

(Migton, Kagan,.and Levine, 1971). ' | J ;

-

'Measures of socio-economic status

An index of parental education w;g computed, averaging the educational

. : \
. ] :
level achieved by both parents. As an indicator of SES, the range of this’

i

-..49. ) ’ G N
N *
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index was Somewhat restricted, since few parents in this sample were at
. s

4

N\ B .
e -the- lower-end-of J;heef:alel : 51‘;,111,, this variable was’ s.sigtiif;i&.@_t. pre=
. dictor of the child's repdwt of parental power agsertion, which decreased

‘a

with increasing parental education (r.= -.30, pf .05). This was especiall_y

true for boys as reported both by child.(rfx -.50, p€.02) and by mother
. . . ©

(r = -.60, p €.005); the correlations did not,differ.significantly from ~
< . . ’ ‘ . : hY

, zero for girls. Parental discipline yas similarly predicted by, an index

v R}

. of parental occupational, status (comvjted following Hollingshead 1957),

which correlated highly with parent education (r = 81 p<. 001).

These findings are consistent with previously reported relationships
(seedBronfenbrenner, 1958; Hess, 1970) but the mediating processes remain

unclear. Perhaps lower-SES adultg are more likely to_perceive social re-

lationships in terms of power and authority, and thus use more_power-oriented

techniques with their children. Popsibly a lower-SES, parent derives child

rearing normsg from a background in which use of power assertive techniques

A

\\uith boys was orescribed., Or perhaps less educated parents are less able
v

defend their demands on the child with rigsoning and. thus are more likely

o

. to-tail back on punitive practices to support ‘their deiands. The, potential

importance of the parent's job/in these effects is suggested- by a significant

‘ !

‘negative relationship, among/boys,Tberueen parental occupation @4nd power
P K B
assertion (child's report), even with parent education partialled out
(r = -.48, p €.05). - : - ' -

Family size B | ) . .

&2
Previous evidence suggests that parents in larger families exercise

more authority and control than do parents with fewer chilkren (Bossard

sad Boll, 1956; Elder and Bowerman, 1963; Clausen, 1966; White, 1972).

-6~
) , ‘ ////’
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However, these studies have not agways controlled for .SES,. which covaries

,Hw_cnnii_-mweﬂff@h-@amily s%eeT-ehewp;eeeﬁt-da&awsuggest_xhatonhe relationship may Be'’

p€.07) and more parental teaching (r = .38, p ‘.08). JRurther, when - the

indices of SES were controlled,, the partial cor;elations remained signifi-
< > '
cant beyond the .05 level for boys and the .10 leyel for girls, suggesting

that SES is not confounded in this relationship. The maternal report of.

-

»

)
child rearing practices produced results in the same direction but not
i - \

typed discipline with increasing family size. Perhaps with & greater number

8¢

" of children, parents have less -time .to tailor their discipline techniquds :

to each individual child, and thus are more likely to allow sex roles to
%

\ —

~

! 3
. ) Conclusions

influence these practices. '

- The data presented here showothat sex of cnildz meastres of SES (parent
. ,e&ucation and occupation), and’family siZe are significant predictors of
. ., . ‘ N -
"parental discipline practices. While these relat®onships sugg;;zglikely

1

variables on which to study the antecedents of child ‘rearing pfactices,
they do not identify the processes b& which these factors influence the:

. ' ' i - e ' ]
s parents. For each of the three variables, hypotheses nave been proposed
L\\ . ’ - n N i v
. * regarding these mechanisms, but the processes remain untested on the within-

. group level. For example, if greater parental use of punishment-oriented - *

techniques with boys is a response to boys' greater disobedience and re-

-

-7- )

I A !
more complex. ‘With increasing family size, boyg reported greater parental 4
se of power assertion (r = .60, p€.005) and less use of teaching' (r = -.50,

P <. 02); while girls tended to report less parental power assertion (r = -.40,

approaching sign{ficaﬂce. Thus, parents appear to be using.more sex;stereo‘

Ly

«
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A

sistance, then we pdéht to’find that, withdn each,sex group, the moxe,

. e ) 4
disobedient and resistant children will receive more power assertion and

.
.

lovelwithdfawal, and less teaching, than chi}ldren who are mee'compliant,
On the other hand, if tbis sex difference is due to parental sexstyping,’ -
then pérents&ho&aconcegtions of ;ex roles are less stefeotyped would bg

expectea‘to treat their children in a more sex-blind fa@gion. Farther

research must be addressed to other factors which iqfluence:parental

- !

child rearing practices, and iuv tlie processes which mediate these influences.

)
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.“Dempgmaphic,fdcto%s influencing ,

S

e S -parental diseiplime techniques
.- . - John Unger Zusgman . g ' ' '

- .

. : ' - - - . . e
o : . ? Table 1 v '}
) ) . < ‘ . AR .-
- Correlations between child's and mother's reports = - j’
| - . : . o s Téchnigue Pearson r:
' Power assertion féé***
~ Love—=ithdrawal . . . 52%%k%
- E Teaching .26% g
. P . o 0 7
* ]
+ , Ry a
. ’ Table 2
Intercorrelations among discipline techniques
Pearson T . ’ \
A% . \
Techniques Child's report HMother's report :
- Power' assertion - ' \ )
24 Love-withdrawal L60%%% .39%%
3 ’ . y
o Power assertion - /
Teaching : —.63%%% -.60%%%
. Love-withdrawal - - y
Teaching . - 45%% -, GTkE®

-

A
0 v

r.e—\-jf::?ﬂ . * . N
(For both tables, N = 44. All significance tests
e are two-tailed. + p<.10; ** p& .01; *** p< .001)
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