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' The purposes of this paper are to exasine sore
intensiyely than was atteapted ia the aythors! first paper (not
available through ERIC) a-subset of the parent-child studies -
published in Child Pevelopment and Jéurnal ¢f Marriage apd the Family
. for evidence ‘of gqualitative differences in the methodological -
approaches used in the two journals, and to drav sose implications
fros these results and those presented in the firsf paper for the
task of integrating the research of child and family investigators.

Two time periods were selected for examinationy 1959-196Z an
1974-1976. The first time period represents the “heyday® of
lcaiesearchers. The second time
period is representativ; of current research efforts by both v
professional groups, and '‘provides a sufficient time lapse froe the
earlier period to raffiect the emerging trends in thé two journals.
Bach journal bhad 17 articles randosly selected during eachb cf the
time periods. Bach article was subjected to seven analyses to
determine the kind of statistical analysis done and the methodology |,
used. Significant differences were found between tke ¢hild and fanily
Tregsearchers. (Luthor) .
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25353 1Hethodolngicql {pprdhches to the Study of Parent-Child Relationships O
g2y032 '
§oz3s ¢ By Child Devéiopment and Family, Researchers
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§98.‘:’5’%. { ne H, Brody Richard C, Endsley
Boo8iss o0 ) ' -
At d gt Rk ! . . .
§§;§§ - . uPivepsity of Georgla

1} to examine more inten~ -~
d in our first paper a subset of the parent-child studie.
publ shed .in Chjld Development (CD) and Journal of Marrjage and the Family (IMF)

1den§'g_’
e’ o journa

sented in the first
d fagd 1y inveseigatio
It could be argued, and
between child and famil
conceptual issues that t
tried to ayoid tg;s poss
that both groups of rese
until an analysis of the
by both groups of’ resear

aper for the task of integrating the

e two ‘groups of researchers address.
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qualita ive differences in the ethodoIogical approaches used in
to, draw.somé implications from these results and those

research of child

+ A bit of caution’is :also warranted: gt this point.
ightly:so, that any differences that are revealed
réseatighers could be the.result of different types of

While we have

ble confound by only examining a substantive- area

rchers share an interest in, the fact remains that
comparability of the congeptual questions addressed
ers is.undertaken, a plausible corifound may exist.

With regards to the intensive analysis, two time perlods were selected

for examination--the peried from 1959-1962, and the perilq

from 1974-1976,

As indicated»xg_nur first|paper, the 1959-62 time period, represents the “heyday“

of parent-child relatious lresearch by child researchers.
year period-“that developm
than they had in the precepding 28 vears.

It was during this 4-
talists published more parent-child ,relations researc
The second time period was selected

because it 1s representatiye of current résearch efforts by hoth professional
groups and provides a gsufficient time lapse from the earlier period to reflect

the emerging trends in the |two journals.

Procedures

*

Seventeen articles werq selected randomly from each journal during each of

the two aﬁﬂiementioned time periods.

The one restriction placed:on this randomi

zatlion process was that an efjual number of articles were.sampled from each of th&

years within each time span.

"Each article wag subjec
following three .questions:

d to three analyses in am attempt to answer the
1} do the investigators assume a single causal model
or a multiple-igteraction causal model in analyzing thelr data

2) are the .

regearchers drawing conclusiofs.from, their results without performing significanc
tests?; and 3) how much varlarce in the dependent pessures were the lnvestigator:

able to account for by the me

ures they conceived ag the 1ndépendent variables?

.

The first analysis consisged of tallying the number of studies ‘from each tin

periad snd between ,eath journa
two or more. 1ndependent variabl

that examined the joint imfluence {interaction) c
on a given dependent (criterion) measure.

Multiple regression analyses, contingency tables that'examined the influence of

—

“.multiple parameters on the distfibution of subjects, and'intenactigns from an’

Summary ‘of paper presen ed at' the meeting of ' the National Courtcil on

Family Relations, Octo er, 1977, \San Diego.
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alysis of variance #re all examples of analytic techniquea that were' tallied
reflecting thg yse of awmultiple-interaction caussl model by the investlgators
It was hoped that this analysis would serve as an adequate proxy for determining
the extent to which the two disciplinea hsve come to grips with the complexity
which the natural ecology imposes on family processes.

The, sacond analysis gsought co‘ﬁeterminé whether the Investigators were
drawing conclusions from .thelr data withgut having performed any or all of
the significant tests on the data to Ttonfirm the stabllity of the obtailned
differences, Consider the following h¥pothetical example: A researcher states
that mothers are more nurturant than fathers with their daughters, but does not
subject the data that serﬁhd as the basda for the Statement to a statistical test

e '

v a

] The third analysis involved computing the average amount of vdrlance
accounted for by the statistilcally signifjcant effects obtained from a given
analytic procedure ysed in each study. The mean amount of varlance accogurited

for by the significant effects resulting from a given statistical procedure

_provided thesbasic data unit for this analysis, The third analysis was intended

L

"

to reflect the distinction between statistically sigmificant findings which
indexing only the minor influence or assoclation of " one variable to the criterion
méasure from those which are revealing a powerful influence of one varlable on g

%+ criterion measure. Since one of the major goals of the sclentific enterprise is

\

to account for as much varlance ag possible,. it was deemed important to evaluate
how much variance the statistically significant findings in the two sets of studi-
actually accounted for over time.

s - \" N
Four additional analyses were performed on all of the artlicléa from within
the two time’ perlods., These analyses, simllar to the time series material
presented at the end of nhe first paper, were inltiated in the hope that they wou
allow us to paint a more precise plcture of the qualitative methodologlcal change
over time both within and between each journal, More specifically, the following
parameters were examined: 1) the percentaﬁe of parent-child relation studles at
each” time period that employed observational methvdology, 2) the pertentage of
parent-child relation studles at each time perlod that employed an experimental
apprpPach, 3) the percentage of parent-child relations studies at each time perilod
that they employed the interviewfqaeationnaire apprOach and 4) the percentage of
parent~child relations studles across ‘time that employed an additional researchy,
approach when questionnaires or interviews were used, Although the aforementionc
analysea obviously do not exhaust all of the poteitial analyses. which could have
been condugted, they do shed some 1light {would you belSeve a 1little glimmer) on
changes, in the qualjty, complezity, and nethodological. approaches to the study of
parent—-child relations by two different disciplines, - .

Resulta |, '

First both journals rarely examined the joint influence of two or more
parameters during the 1959-1962 time perlod. However, by I974-76, the jgint
impact of two or more parameteérs ofi @ criterion or dependent measure were lInves--
tigated in significantly more of the CD studies than the JMF studies, z = 2,12,
p < .05, .

. . o , .
Our second Intensive analysis tabulated the number of data analyses that

should have‘been executed but were not at each time perlod and acXoss both time*’

.perioda., No significant differences between the journals were detected in the

" number of Incomplete analysea in the 1959-19§2 analysis perlod. However, parent-

child relations articles, in JMF contalned more incémplete data analyses during

. * (Y]
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~ and only a p -value would be Presented or other impdrtant adjunct information

¥
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the 197& 76 time period ﬂil) = 6, 96 B2 .01 and™acrass -both time periods
X%(1) = 9.46, p < .01 than articles published in CD.

Third, statistically significant effeets An CD’aceounted for ‘more variance
than those found in JMF. The mean,amount of varlance accounted for per signifi-
cant effect-were 29.5% and 12. lz.respectively t(37) = 3.29,. p < .01, The data
for this analysis was collapsed across poth time periods iu order to provide a
sufficient number of studies for comparison since less than one-half of the
results which appeared iﬂ,UHF provided sufficient statistical information in
order to calculate the variance accounted for in the study., For example, on
several occasions el ther the typg of data analytic.technique was not reported

-

-

such as the number.of degrees of freedom would be omitted. In all, 60% of the

mpled JMF articles om Ltted information, while 26% of the CD artieles omitted
datﬂ analysis informat s .

Now, let us consider the data that were drawn from our larger time=series
analysis. The results revealed that during the 1959-1962 time Phriod articles .
in CD used observational methodologies more often than articles in IMF (z = 4.25,
P < ., 01), Conversely, articles in JMF used the questionnaire/interview approach
nore often (z = 4,14, p < . 01). When the questionnairefintervigw approach was
the only data gathering technique emplvyed, articles in CD more often.employed
other da&a gathering approaches in conjunction with the interviews or question-
naires than did articles in JMF (z = 2.15, p < .05).
c ¥
Further, the pattern of results for the 19?& 1976 time period are similar

to the pattern of .results for the first time period, only more pronounced.
Specifically, articles in CD used the observational methodology {z = 9.14,
p < .001)5 and experimental approach more often; than articles in JHF (z = 9.28,
p < .001). oOnce again, artieles 1n JMF used only.a questionnaire or interview
more often than articles in CD (z = '9.,35, p < .001), while articles in co Were
more IiEE?y to accompany questionnaires or interviews with other data assessment
techniqued (z = 9.27, p < .001). .

).._“— ; .
Discussion -
Based upon the results-of bth the {ntensive and, time sérles analyses we

can begin to sketch a profile of some qualitative differences insthe way child
and family researchers confront the study of parent-child relatdons., The modal
approach by family investigators involves the administration of a questionnaire
to college age subjects. The investigations are consistently deseriptive rather
than experimental in nature, and the questionnaires are rirely accompanied by
a different type,of assessment strategy. The Influence of one independent .
varlable at a time rather _than the .combined iafluehce of two or more¢ independent .
variables on a dependent Or criterion measure are investigated. When we eXamine
the handling of the data once it is obtained, we discovered that'the data iz ‘
often not completelyjgnalyzed and those.effects that are revealed account fbr
only approximately 12% of the variance. R -
3 . % S
\in contrast._to family resedrch on parent«child re1ations research on :
parent-child relations by child developmentalists has qualitatively changed
over the years., Prior to the middle sixties questions regardihg parent-chiid
relations were primarily investigated with questionnaires, although even then
"gome investigators were employing observational techniqqu Horeover few

3
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Investigations were using the experimental approach or exanining the influence ,
of more than one independent variable on a dependent yatiable. This modal
research pattern underwent a dramatic change as researchers turned to observa-~
tional methodologies and to a less degree the experimgntal approach. The
influence of multiple independent variables 18 now the rule. Across time
comiplete gata analysis has been the rule ‘rather than the exception, and the
averﬂt amount of varilance accounted ‘for per significaut effect approached 307%.

If we take a moment to reflect bn what all of the dsta that you have been
bombarded with means, one could conclude that, yes, qualitative differences do
exist in the complexity,\methodology,'and to some extent the quality of parent- .
child felations research by child and family speclalists. However, these
differences have not always been as pronounced as they are today as the method-
ological approaches in the late fiftles end early sixtles were at’least somewhat
similar. Why have the two disciplines grown steadily apart? What events orf
philosophical differences are responsible for this drift and do they mitigate
agalnst the Iintegration of the two disciplines?

The fact of the matter s, 'developmental regearchers no longer belleve that
adequate Information about parent-child relations can be solely or priparily
obtained through interviews and Questionnaires. Several orthogonal but con-
verging pleces of information have led child researchers to this gonclusion. .

For example, there is little evidence that parents relate to theltr children as/ /
they report they do on questionnalres or. ipterviews.
suggests there 1s little convergence betbéen parental eports and agtua
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Further, social and Personality psychologists have also demonstrated that people

often behave In 2 manner that 1s discrepant from their own self-reports (M ?ZE

1968). r . . ) /, )

f IS . ]
Perhaps the straw that broke the camel’s back for the use’ of self-r port

measures by child devlieopmentalists was the inability of Yarrow, Campbell, and °

Burton (1968) to replicate the findihgs of the classic Sears, Maccoby, snd

Levian (1957) investigation. Despite the fact that these researchers

great lengths to gelect samples that were almgst identical td the Seatsd, etaai.

sample, and used nany of the same questionnaire and interview items, they codld

not replicate the results, The fallout from all of these sources o ﬁnquiry has

resuited In child researchers questioning the value of only obtairdihg information

about parent-child :elationships from questionﬁaires or interviews !

The crux of this philosophical difference is’ that child dev opmentalis:s

now believe that developmental progfesses should be approximated s closely as .
possible Yhen they are empirically investigated. The source of /this belief can
be traced to an implicit assumption bhat subjects have tv be p cholqgically
committed to the variable under investigation. In other words/ the research
subject, whether it be an adult or child, must get involved 8f that the form .
of thelr behavior bears some resemblance to thelr behavior a¥ it might occur *
on a day~to-day basis. - In fact, some psychologists have su gested that a ’
continuum of # research subject's commitment can be constrytted (Aronson &
Carlsmith, 1968). At one extreme of the continuum wduld bg paper=apd~pencil
measures where subjects report om what they have doge or ould do¢' in a given
situation. The amount of commitment on this type of meaguyxe is undoubtedly
influenced by the situation 1n’ which the questionnaire s administered. If the
administration takes place in a Iarge auditorium ¥ith geveral hundred studgn s,
as 4s the case in many of the JMF articles, the amous! of comnitment on th

(o |
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» ' subiec part 1s probably less than a self-report measure that is indi~
» s ly administered. For this reason, intexiiews probably psychologicaIly

/,//1hxolve a‘respondent more-than a questionnaire due %o the interviewer's
presence. The well-trgined intervigwer can succeed in inducing phe subject
to pay heed, and therefore stgnds a better chance of at least getting a serious

>)}’ . response. y

The thiyﬁ step on this continuum 1s what are termed behavioroid measures.
{ . These are meigures of a subjects' commitment to perform a plece of behavior,.
without actually performing it. The use of behavioroid techniques are found
most often in secial- psychoiogical experiments where the subject ibtentiOn is
. " the researchgrs focus; however, its .applicability is not innfdiately obvious for
! psrent—child relatiqn regearch. Again, the crucial difference between a
questionnaire and a behavioroid measufe is the degree of commitment. Most
> subjects who volunteer for an activity have an intention of following through
It is guch easier and, therefore, much less meaningful to check a questionraire
%o Iindicate that‘Vou would volanteer 1f the, occasion arose.

Finally, the measurement'of actual behsvior would be eﬁpected'to elicit ~ .
the largest degree of psychological commitment or-involvement by the subject in
the measurement process in natural or artificial settimgs. By actually assessing
interaction patterns the researcher Is appréximating the atural envifonment in
which adults’and children provide each other with comtinugl feedback. The
abgence of this feedback component in self-report,indices_ probably is partiall
responsible for the lack of correspondence bétwe ﬁ self-reports of child-rearing
behavior and. adtual child»rearing,behgvior. The " benefits of measuring actyal
interactions bas pald off in that‘at least to the degree that the investigations
of parent-child relatioms which have used thisg approach are{generally replfbated.

. This has allowed researchers to engage in systematic research prigrams rathey than
in “one shot" studies where the results from one study are not followed up in z
series of subsequenf studies’ (e.g., Rheingold & Echerman, 1970).

El

Due to their pr ference for the obsé}vational technique, investigations

e of parent-child relationships by c¢hild specislists are increasingly becoming
what we term "expensive.”. By expensive we wean that the amount of effort in
tetms of the investigator’s hours, ‘'subjects' hours, and_monebary expense is
great. To undertake an in vivo investigation requires that parents and
children usually must donate at least %= hour of their time. Observatiomal
systems must be developed and severazl observers have to be trained to make .
reliablg observations. Prom our experiences, perhaps 200 person hours by

, the investigstors are required just to develop a system, make it reliable, and "’r
colleet the data from 50 mother-child dyads. Recrultment of subjects, as well
ag data -reduction and analysis are not included in .this estimate. However, an
increasing number of child researchers now believe that the.resules that one
obtains from sucl investigations justify the costs.

As,many of you are well awaré, child researchers do not have a reputation
- for engaging in such expensive .reBearch pursuits. The old sterectype of a child
psychological experiment whether 1t concerned pareant~child relatioms or more '
often some, other’ aspelt of daveippment, was to egcort the child to a laboratory
and provide him or her with an experimenmtal task that consumed no more than ten
to fifteen minutes in the presence of a strange experimenter Unfortunately,
. these results seldom provided th discipline with the breadth of information
that 15 necessiry‘to un&erstsnd‘jevblopmen&sl processes at least in their socisal
context. . In a similar view, we hust question Whether family specialists are
. ' galuing the’ information they need in their attempt todunderstand parent-child

- . iy
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relations by relying only on information obtained from cucsrjonnairea or inter—
JSWiews, T as, ch'ild researcliers aie attempling to shake .their narrow approaches 3
1 favor of multiple metbod approaches to many developmenta) issees, there ig no
reason why family researchers could not follow suit.. . L ¢

*
\ ot

’ The pressures on child researchers to engage in more expensive research are k

- certainly increasing. IR the area of parent-child relations ‘research we are '
witnessing an increased emphasis on making repeated measurements of the parent-
thild subjects across time., I am’ confident that_in the near future one shot
assessments @f parent-child relations will be summarily rejected hy the editorial,
board of CD. A person whose,research has exemplified this tvend and whd is also
the current editor of €D, E. Mavis Hetherington, has stated in recent editorial =
that the journal Fill give priority to articles that contain multiple zather than
single investigations (1977). It is obvious that pressurbs from within'the

discipline are résponsible for the growing expense and qua]i;y of parent-child
. relations research .

oy, L]
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| Our objective in this dzsCussion has not been to, portray interview or:
questionnaire research as an exercise in futility. On the contrary, our purpose
‘has beer to point out the limitations Bf \these approaches in the study of parent-
. - . ¢hild relatioms partxcularly when they ard, the sole source of informagion., There
are many research endeavors where ouestionnairee or*interviews are not only )
informative, bat they are the preferred 8ata gathering strategy. This is especia.
true for investigations iq whichk observations.are not appropriate, - For ezample,
several of our colleagues have a large project in which they are attempting to
isclate several factors which are related to adolescent pregnancy.. We would hate
to think of the ethics involved in studying some aspects of this problem with
the observational approach. In general we believe 1t was appropriate to’
begin our studies of pgrént-ehlld relations research in the 50's with self-“report .
measures. * However, we are past « bpgiﬂﬂiﬂg; and we heed to advance our knowledge
”)ﬁ_ in :he area-through the observation ofiactual parent-child interactions
What does all of this mean for those of us who work in interdisciplinary
settinge? One implication 1s that the c¢hild and family digeiplines will only
integrate iY researchers from within both disciplines adopt multi-methed research
approaches, Not only would the quality of research questions are derived.

Secorid, a necessary prerequisite for the integfation of the two digciplineg
would be 3 reformulation of the way in which graduate students are trained. -
Students tou]d have to have'a firm foundation and especially experience in both
survey and obsgrvational me:hodologies Frankly, if integration does not
occuxat; the level of graduate’training if"probably will not occurfat all. @ Chil
and famifly vesearchers who are, sshall 1 say, "on the job" will mot in wast cases¢“‘
have either the time or inclination to learn thﬂ\:?bject matter necessary :o mgkt
interdigciplinary research a reality. d .

' ) . B . .
' Whet are the congequences of not integrating the two disciplines, especially
on parept-child relations research? Hothing, except that the fwo disciplines .

would ¢hntinue to drift further and further apart. The gréduate students of
these progtams would perpetiate the disciplines as they are now evolvinhg unuil
univergities begin to ask why these "in:erdxsciplinary" programs exigt.

AP _.:_..rl. .
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