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ABSTRACT, ' .
This study investigated the interacticn of chila and

garent *genfder with child responsiveness in detefmining parents' later

selection of discipline. Participants were 40 parents and their ,

preschool children (ten pairs each of mother/daughter, mother/son, ..

father/daughter, and father/scn ccoktinations). After being s yarated
fiom his or her ch*ld, each parent was told that the child was
assembling a puzzle in an adjacent room and-that-the farent was to
monitor theé child's performance telemetrically. The child's Successes
and errors were indicated by a tone or buzz respectiveély and were
reglstered on digital counters. The parent was tonindicate on gonsole
puchbuttons the number of candles (0 to 9) to be added to the child's
suppliy for a success or tc be subtracted for an errcr so that the
child would best learn -how to do the puzzle. 1In reallty, the child
was playing-in an adjacent rocm, and the events that. the [arent
telieved were being produced by the child were experimentally

* manipulated. In baseline, the child appeared to make E0% successes .

independently cf the parent's teaching strategy. Successes then
betame contingent upon the parent's selection of high, and later -low,

intensities of punishment for errcrs. Finally, 100% errors were

Frogrammed regardless of Y rental punishment. Results indicated that
the parents' and. children gender and the children's apparent i
responsiveness to parental/discipline combined to determine the
parents* administrations¢of rewarding and’ punlshnng &¥nse quen 5 for
the children's behaviors. (Author/JuB)
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A quentlk Discipline

A s;ragt.'

Forty parents attempted t each their chitd a task by seIecting rcwarding

~and punishing conseq ices for their cthd s successes and errors. However. N

their "child's" bé/;vior was actually preprogrammed In Baseline, the child

appeared td make 50% successes. fndependently of the parent s teaching strategy.
1 s |
Sucns;xesjthen became contingent upon the parent 3 selection of high, and later

}ow, intensities of punishment for. errors, Finqlly, 100% errors were pro-

e

gnammed'regardless of parental punishment. The parents' and children's gendér ~
and the children's apparent respdnﬁﬁveness to parental discipifne combined to

determine the parents' administrations of rewarding and puniéhing consequences
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for their children's behaviors. - . Y
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Parental Discipline

. - The role of children in affecting their own socialization by their
céretakers has seldom been studied (Bell 1971). According to Gewirtz and Bovd
(l976), acco@nts of parent -child interactions should consider the reciprocal |

'ih(luences b tween both members of the dyad Within such a framework children

. are viewed ay sources of stimuli that may exert functional control over their
~ ., _caretaker's :ébavior toward them. For'example, a child's annoying behaviors
may produce situational-stréss whith acts to escalate maternal-ppnitiveness-
‘toward. the child‘(Passman & Mulhern 1977). '
Particularly impqrtant'in the'process of the childis socialitationpi; the
| pattern of rewards and'punishments osed by the cCaretakers. ' The gender. of both -
the child and the parent have been _among the most studied’variables'ﬁn this.,
context. Several studies have investigated sex differences in caretaker- child.
interactions using naturalistic observation however as Marqolin and Patferson
(l975) note, muih contradictory evidence has been qenerated ab?ut sex effects.
The conflicting reports of cross sex effects, same-sex effects, and their absence
may be the resylt of uncontrolled variables combining to influence the: signifi-'
| /* 'cance of the parent s and child S sex in a social exchange (Yarrow et al. l97l).
Thus, numerous salient but- heretofore uninvestigated characteristics of the \d
child may interact with the child's or parent's sex to determine how parents ‘ o
respond to theirjchildren. For'instance, bion {1974)* found a cross-sex'pqnish-
mentaeffeCt related to the child's attractiveness. Like attractiveness, a - )
bchilV's responsivenesS\tp an adUlt's‘behaviorE may also i:}luence;the dyadic_ N
interaction. Mulhern and Passman (in press) ekperimentallv manipulated boys'
soccessfol responding on a task to be contingent only upon their mother's"
', - selecting high intensities of punishment idefined as the subtraction of candiEs) .

% | - :
for their sons' errors. These successes were found to reinforce increased -

’ ¥ ’ v. ’ . ,/
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3Parenfal Discipline
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. N 0 A\ .
intensities of maternal punitiveness, When the contingency was reversed so
“s, that their sons' successes followed only the'admipistration of mild punishers, .

the mother's punitive intensities decreased accordingly. In this study,% |
, . ‘ ’

however, only mothers with their sons were examined It is possiblekthat a
7 _
child s sex may affect the manner in which children modify adults' disciplinary d

' behaviors directed toward them Yarrow et al (l97l) for instance, found that

boys exerted more control ovgr women' s behaviors than did girls.

K

‘Children, then may, reinforce their caretaker s modes of interaction by ;0\_ !

engaging in behaviors which the caretaker perceives as desirable. In a disci-
'plinary situationf/the reduction of a child S aversive behaviors strengthens.
-
the punltive/factic that achjeved the reduction through negative- reinforcement :
»

| (Parke-g-Collmer l975* Pattersoni} Cobb 1971). At times hq&ever, the relation

be een the disciplining by the ‘parent and the resultant behavior of the child
may. be disrupted, and no changes in the child‘s behavior eventuate despite the
W - parent 3 continued administration of punishment In this.case, the parent is
gig/ : 'in}a situation akin to experimental extinction" Parental puniti eness may then "~
- | be expected to. accelerate as a result of eithér extinction induced aggression
(e. g-, Kelly & Hake 1970) or mérely the added situational stress (Passman o
\‘. _ Mulhern l977) Thus, the’ severity of parents efforts to control’ their child s
persisting aversive behaviors may directly depend upon the child 3 responsiveness
.J' to the punishments administered (Parke & Collmer 1975). ‘
' . Expertmental research has not addressed how the sex of a child and the sex
R of a parent interact with the responsiveness of the child to determine the N
N parent's later selection of discipline /If children's patterns of responding
were experimentally controlled this_potential interaction could be investiqated
while mothers and fathers: trie:\to teach their sons and, daughfS;s by adminis-

tering rewards for their children's successes and punishers for errors.. In

: . . .4 Y
. . i
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the present study, ch11dren"s SUCCesses were"manipu1atedwso that'the parent's u.

selection of first high and then Tow- 1ntensit1es of punishment produced the

~ successes, Or, these contingencies were absent, and the ch11d appeared to make

_ either 50% or no successes, regardless of the parent s 'choice of punishers.

Subjects’were recruited from a uniuersity day care ddrectory;j'Forty.

‘ :parents accompanied by one of their Chi1drne parttcpated: logmothers'(ﬁ age

= 30.5 years), and their daughters (M age = 57.1 months), IG'mothers'(ﬂ_agef. . ; )

= 35.0 years) and ‘their sdhs (M age ='54.8 months), 10'fathers (M age = 30 7 o

years), and theit daughters (M age = 53.7 months), and }0 fathers‘(M\age = {‘

b Ve

30 7 years) and their sons (M age = 5§7.4 months). Al parenxs and ch1]dren‘

were from intact. two- parent families of middle- socio-economic Tevel.

~Each parent sat in tront of a rectangular congole labeled "Parental Al
Judgment" which was situated on top of a tahle and contaiped 10 push buttons:
in a lateral arrangement'(Mulhern & Passman, in press; Passman'& Mulhern.1977); .
The buttons were consecutively numberedj(from left-to right) zero to nine. Two )
digital cothers labeled "Successes" and "Errors" were located 10 cm above the ‘
consol®. A tone generator and buzzer were ~Slso present. ,7 .

"With severa] exceptions, the experimental design and procedure were similar

to those yged by Mulhern and Passman (1n press) After being separated from’the

. child, each’parent sat in front of the Parental ﬂudgment console. The parent

was told that the child was a:senbling a puzzle in an_adjacent room and that the » ‘
parent was Yo mqpitor the child's pertormance te1emetr1ca;?} Eachrsuccess o '
ﬂwas marked hy a tone and the addition of a point to the success counter, whereas
each of the child s errors resul ted 1n a bugz and the addition ‘of a point to the -
error counter. The ‘parent was to choose the pumber pf candfes {0 to 9 M&Ms) .« -

to be added to the childls supply for a success or to'be subtracted for an Oy

.‘ N \—n

6 . Ny -

error so that the chﬁﬂd}would best learn the puzzle.
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In reality. the child was playing in an adJacent room. and the events that

the parent belieVed were being produoed by the child were experimental]y manip-
‘ | ulated (Further reference to the “chiid" will actuaily be experimentally

programmed events. ) The child's performance consistJh _Of successes (tones) and_

error‘r(buzzes) programmed on a single 10—min VT 15-sec tape 1oop Although
' the\parents be]ieved that they»were teaching their children, actually the chi]d S
imehavior was’ being used to condition the disciplinary behaviors of yhe parents.
Baseline. Each panent responded to the same sequence of the chiid 3 making
10~successes and 10 errors spresented in a randomized fashion within a 5-min
period . From each parent‘s responses to the 10 errors a mean was’ computed and
rounded to the nearest integer (= .5 was rounded upward) The Base]ine integer
value for each parent s punitiveness comprised ‘the first criterion for Differen-.
tial Reinforcement of High Positiveness (DRHP) Training and the last criterion for
Differential Reinforcement of Low Positiveness (DRLP) Training

™ DRHP Training, Beginning-in this condition, only errors_vere programmed

to occur. If however, the parent. fulfi]led'the criterion for punitive intensity
in effect two consecutive successee-oeffrred contingentiy before the next

L error, (Parent 5, rewarding far these successes was. recorded but nonfunctional )

Punitive responses not fulfiiiing the particular criterion in effect resulted

14

" in the prescheduled error. C S e

The initial criterion was the Baseline integer (x) This criterion re-

mained in effect until the parent made three consecutive responses at or above
the criter{_n intensity or had responded to 10 errors ﬂhichever occurred first,
If three consecutive responses at or above the criterion were made, thefcriterion
- was incremgnted by ‘one (x + 1), If the parent had responded to. 10 errors and

at least one response had met or exceeded the criteriod, the criterion was”

also incremented by one (x + L) This increment in the: initiai Baseline .'L;
criterion was progtammed to. occur at four different times (x + 1 x + 2, o .
S, | ’ ‘
..\: ' ) . ’ . '7" . ' . “
- ) ." A -~

.
LI . e v, .
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X + 3; X + 4f during this condition, depend1ng‘npon the parentjs'patternlof'

| \. . responding. When 'k + 4 was met, DRHP Maintenance was begun. If, however,

in the process of asceno1ng the cr1ter1on levels the parent failed to meet'the 2
.cr1ter1on on any of the 10 trials at a part1cu1ar level, the cr1ter1on reverted
to the prev1ous level, and DRHP Maintenance was begun. The same,rules for
transition held for each triterion change, -An jdeali;ed case of a parent's

response pattern is pnesented in Figure 1. 9p1y those responses.meet1ng or .

.
N /‘
.

_ 4 :
Insert Figure 1 about here

Y4

-

exceeding the cr1ter1on 1ncens1ty during DRHR‘Tra1n1ng and DRHP Maintenance
result in consequent successes by the-ch11d. Dur1no DRLP Training and Main-
tenance,vonly those responses:equal to;or'less than the cr1terion intensity
are foflowed by the child's successes._

,1" ‘

DRHP Maintenance. DRHP Maintenance was begun at the final criterion levél

mqs}ﬂeved dur1ng DRHP Tra1ning Each parent responded to 10 errors made by the
ch?ld with this criterion for successes 1n effect Each response at or above
the cr1ter10n y1e1ded two consecutive successes before the next error. -The

parent's responses to the child's successes were without consequence.

‘ (DRLP Training. This cond1tion,success1ve1¥ redgced the pun1c1ve criteria
for successes from the DRHP Maintenance “level toward the parent's initial
' Bafel1ne-level;os1ng the sqme:number of sceps‘;s had been Jsed r DRHP Training.
At each criterion, the parent had to respond at or below the cn1ter1on to.rece1ve
.two successes from the chiTd.. The“noles for transition fnom one criterion to
the next were the same as 1n the DRHP Tﬁa1n1n§ condftion, .Responding to suc-

3 cesses did not alter the child's behavioral pattern.

 -DRLP Maintenance. .Foliow1ng the parent's lastwresponse to the lowest DRLP ..
B ) | i

L 8
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e
Training criterion achfeved, the sobject_responded to 10 erroﬁs made with this
final criterion in effect. Each response Lf or below the criterion yielded
two consecutive successes before the next error.

Extinction. Each parent.heard the child make 10 consecutive errors pro~
grammed on the same VT 30-sec schedule as dur1ng Base11ne The paren%'s
responses to these errors were ineffective in altering th1s sequence

-~

Dep_ndent Variab]es. The intensity of each punisher chosen by the parent

r the child s errors and the intensity of each reward given for the child's
successes were recorded.
Results

"Intensity of Punishment . .

The mean number of candies subtracted by parents following the1r children's
“errors was subjected to a 2 (Sex of parent) x 2 (Sex of ch11d) x 4 (Treatment
"condition: Baseline, DRHP Maintenance, DRLP Maintenance, and*Extinction) analy-

sis of variance. A-significhnt'three-way interaction was obtained, F(3,108)
= 3.09, p < .05, as well as a main effect for tbe Lreatment condition, F(3,108)

= 35{21. g'<f.001. As 1liustrated in Figure 2, planned'comparison t-tests
\~ ’ ’

Py

Insert Figure 2 about here

| . | ‘
(p < .025) revealed significant increases in punitiveness from Baseline to

DRHP Maintenance by mothers_toward‘tneir sons, mothers toward tne:r danghtgrs,‘
and fathers toward tnetr daughters. the increase exhibited by fethers toward
thetr sons was marginally significant (p‘<t.06)., Eech of "these four groups.'
next signiffcant?y decreased the1r-ponitﬁveness,trom DRHP Maintenence to DRLP ,
Maintenance: Mothers toward their sons, mothers toward tneir daughters, |

fathers toward the@r;soﬁ§; and fathers toward their daughters, In no case-was

9

S



Parental Discipline

the intensity of punishment during'DRLP'Maintenance re]iably‘different from

* - that during Baseline Finally, significaht increases in punitiv;ness from
f *
DRLP Maintenance to Extinction were evidenced by mo.hers toward their sons mothers

toward their daughters, and fathers toward their sons. The 1ncrease for fathers
toward their daughters was marginally significant, (p <. ) -
’ To examine differences due to the sex of the-parquégg ‘child, two- tailed

comparisons Q1<f 05) were calculated between each ofj%he four parent-child

groups at each treatment condition No reliab]e differences were found during .
Baseline. However following conditioning of high punitiveness, a significant
Cross-sex effect emerged during DRHP Maintenance. "As-seen in Figure 2, mothers
punished theﬁr sons more intensely than their daughters, whereas fathers pun-
ished their daughters more severely than their sons. Mothers punished their‘h
sons even more than fathers did their sons, or daughters Also, mothers pun-
ished their daughters more than_fathers punished their sons. After the condi-
iélkﬁ tioning of low punitiveness f DRLP Maintenance, mothers continued to punishm' .
sons more intensely'than daughters or/fhan\fathers punished sons. ‘No other

di fferences were found during DRLP Maintenance. - . |

During Extinction, sons were punished more-by their‘mothers than byptheir

fathers, and marginaily more than daughters were punished by their fathers. '
(E_<f 08). Because of the theoretical importance of punishment intensities
* evoked during Extinction. a closer examination of the narents' response njttern
lin Extinction was made using a 2 {Sex of parent) x 2 (Sex of chilu) x.5 (Blocks .
of two consecutive'trdals) analysis of variance. Blocks was 8 repated measures'
" factor inv\lving five means of two irials each from the 10 responses made during

Extinction The sex of the parent by trial blocks interaction was significant\\
__“ 144) = 3 53, p <.01, but reliable effects involving the sex of the child ‘

!




“Parental Discipline
. | 8
were not found Two-tailed,comparisons (p <.08) between mothers and fathers

. at each block of trials revealed no diff%rences in punitive intensities until

the fourth block (trials 7 and 8) when mothers began punishing their children_

more severely than fathers. As illustrateEjin Figure 3, the mothers severity

[ N 3 B
N ) - f
Insert Figure 3 about here ' ' .

of punitiveness relative to that of fathers is even more pronounceg‘i’/the fifth
~block' Moreover, mothers tended to increase their punitivenessxas a function of

the number of consecutive errors they believed their -children had made, whereas
fathers tended to decrease their punitiveness Thus,*mothers’ punitive-inten-

sities were greater in the third, fourth and fifth blocks than in the first

.and greater in the fifth'block than in the second On the other hand; fathers
exhibited the opposite pattern Paternal punishment in the fifth block was “
significantly'lower than that in the second and third blocks.

Intensity of Reward' | |

To examine how rewarding covarjed.with changes. in punishments:,the mean °
number of candies given for successes was subjected to a? (Sex'of parent) x 2
(Sex of child) x 3 (Treatment condition) analysis of variance Treatment condition
\ was a repeated measures factor referring to the’bxperimental manipulation of the
parent s punitive intensities during Baseline, DRHP Maintenance, and DRLP
Maintenance. Since no, successes (and therefore no rewarding)‘OCCurred during
E;tinction, this condition could not be examined. Both the sex of-the barent,
F(l »36) = 11.72; p <.005, and the treatment F(2, 72) = 19,33, P K 00l
. reliably influenced reward jntensities, but the sex of the child exerted no
significant effects Two tailed comparisons (p < 05) between fathers and
. mothers at each treatment’condit,no.revealed that mothers’ rewarded their child-

)

ren's successes more than fathers regardless of treatment’ condition " In
(€] 7 , -

ERIC K 11 -
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‘Parenta) Discipline
9
-.addition, relative 'o Baseline, fathers and mothers together rewarded successes .

Y /

_.more dur1ng DRHP 1ntenance and DRLP Mai tenance. However reward1ng during

DRHP and DRLP Maintenance was not re11ab1y different

~ Summary of Results

Hhen all children were appearing to perform with 50% successes .and errors

~} (Basel1ne), no sex differences in parents’ pun1t1ve 1ntensit1tes were in ev1dence.
However, mothers rewarded their children s- successes more 1ntense1y than the
_fathers.h Overall, panents rewarded the1r"ch1]dren s-successes more intensely
thanlthey punished their errors. In- DRHP Maintenance, each.group 5% parents }

I"became more pun1t1ve than pﬁevfoUsly when high pun1t1veness resulted in children's

“successes -‘Moreover, parents were more pun1t1ve toward ch11dren of the oppos1te

-

._gender w1th mothers adm1n1ster1ng more intense pun1shments than fathers, Al-

| though- the adm1nistration of rewards .for their child's successes was‘not d1rect1y :
man1pu1ated by the’ exper1menta1 procedures fathers . and to a greater, extent mothers
rewarded the1r chiidren more 1ntense1y dur1ng DRHP Maintenance than during Base- 5
11ne |

Once eh1\dren s succe;?es were made cont1ngent upon the parents‘ lowering

the 1ntens1ty of their pun1t1veness (DRLP Maintenance), each of the four qroups
of parents returned\to the levels of punishment they used dur1ng‘Base11net,
Notw1thstand1ng the decreases.1n 1ntens1ty, mothers'cont1nued to punish their
sons more than the1r daughters and more than fathers pun1shed their sons

" ,Reward1ng‘for successes on the other hand, was as intense as it had been during

~ DRHP Maintenance Mothers rewarded more 1ntense1y than fathers, although no
more.qu1ck1y. In Ext1nct'on when 1t appeared that the ch11dren were performing

only unsuccessfully, all four parental groups inereased the1r pun1t1veness

during Ext1nct1on, Moreover, by the eighth consecutive error,.mothers began to |

. .
- A} .. , ) : -
' . " . . .
. '; . . 'y P * . .
, \ N R d R .
/ o, : . )
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‘been earlier in: Extinction -'. R .
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become more punitive. whereas fathers hecame less pun’kive. than they had :

™~

. Discussion
e —_— y

The results strongly indicate that children Anfluence the{igrentai “

'discipiine directed towards them. When tbe children's success S were arbitrarily

&

contingent upon particular discipiinarxgstrategies by: their parents the\parent s .
4.( s

fbehaviors changed accordingiy Therefore these suctesses functioned as re- .

inforcers for.inducing either high or low parentai punitiveness These results ;_u

-

demonstrate the functiOnal controi that chiidren S behaviors have over those of

e 1ng£ﬂi
- their parents (cf .Be11 1971;. Gewiri{r& Boyd 1976) The.. findlngs aiso expand

. ‘bﬂrﬂ

_upon the reinforcement effects found in eariier studigs using nonparente’

(Yarrqw et al. 1971) and mother—son dyads (Muihern & Passman in press) to ex-

Phas

tend to all gender combinations of parents and | their chiidren Of coursey

‘ parent-child interactions cannot be accunateiv described solely in terms of

the participants’ sex. The sex of the parent and the child were found to

interact with the chiid S behaviorai pattern in determining parental punitive-
N .
ness. Thus, the chiid s responsiveness to parental discipiinary behaviors must .

also be specified before any conciusions about the infiuences of sex differences’

4 ' o
When the children's successes reinforced thetr parents for punishing more
<

intensely (DRHP), a cross-sex effect'occurred --Sons exerted stronger rein-

forcement control over their mothers' punishing than did daughters whereds '

daughters reinforced fathers more than did sons "This finding extends the

'contention that boys controi women's behaviors more than do\qiris {Yarrow

et al, 1971) prever when the “contingency was versed so that the chiidren s

f succegses fo]loued oniy_decreases in punitive levels (DRLP). gender'did not-

. : 7
. L)

[2




" Parental Discipline
. .
infiuencé the child's ability to reinforce parents and the resuitant;punitive

,intensities.

M

In two conditions, parents' - disciplinary behaviors exerted.no effects on

" their child's experimenta]]y prodzzed behavidral pattern. thus, during Baseline
vand Extinction, reinforcement of parental behaviors cou:d not occur. However,
the ‘child' s behaviors appeared markedly different in these conditions and re-
sylted in ﬁifferent parenta] punitive tactics When the chfﬁd S performance

| appeared to be 50%'correct (Baseline)’, no effects due to the parents or child's
‘sex were evidenced However, when the child made 100% errors (Extinction),

"\the parents‘ sex significant]y affected how severely the chi]d was punished.

'aInitiaiiy. both mothers and fathers increased their punitiveness as might be
expected from an extinction induted aggression hypothesis (Ke]]y & Hake. 1970)
Mothers then continued to acce]erate, whereas fathers beganrto punish les
severely. Thus, the absenceof a contingency between the parents'’ behaj\ors and
those of the child first esca]ated punitiveness, but eventually it‘differen-
tiated mothers from fathers once the child's behaviors appeared unexpectedly -
unresponsive to parental discipline. From the parents' standpoint, this situa-
\tion uas stressful enough to'evoke,stronger attempts to‘suppress the child's

’ “‘behaviors—icf Parke & Collmer 1975' Passman & Mu]he 1977). The present -
findings further suggest that mothers may be more susceptible to punishing
severe]y under this type of stress than are fathers.

The effects of the patent s and child s sex on parental discip]ineaare thus

dependent upon the interreiationships among the parent's and the chi]d s various
behaviors. Iri the present study, gender became important when the chi]d was.

_'reinforcing high but not Tow parentai puniti»eness This finding is not un-

-expected since reinfortement for low punitiveness was a means for reachieving a

-

.
. ..
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baseline during which sex differences had been originally absent. Hhen the

Ppresence or absence of sex effects is anmined as a function of parengol pUnié

tive levels, an interest\pg fact emerges. Nhether or not the child s behaviors ~

lwere contingent upon the parent's, sex effects«ao;eared only when the parents

were induced to abandon their usual levels to punish more ihtense]y. "This ‘/;/

finding may help cla ity the absence of sex di?fe?ehces in parenta]ﬁpunitiyeness. |
~ reported by -some researchers who have-used more'naturelistic; observational *

methods (e.g.., Margolin & Patterson 1975). ‘ -

In preVioushstudiesQ?Mulhern h Passmanl.in pressﬁ Passman & Mulhern 1977), .
parents were given no occasion to reward their children's sucoesses§ therefore,
rewarding;is not a necessary componeaﬁ for the child's behavioral pattern to
alteréparental punitiveness. In the'bresent design, the ooportunjty to rewerd:
successes was avai]ab]e,'but.reWarding'never“changed the child's apparent ’ . .
behaviors. Reward tntensities varied with the sex of the parent and the partic-
u]ar punitive tattic being reinforced by the child's behaviors. ,Regard]ess of

the child's sex, mothers rewarded more highly than fathers. Hhen the child's

successes were contingent only upon- high parental punitiveness RHP) both

mothers and fathers increased reward as well as punishment ipfensities. How-

~d

ever, when the contingency was reversed (DRLP), parents-ontinued to reward¥
highly whi]e decreasing punitiveness. At this point, these reiationships ere
difficult to exp]aini It was 'as if reward intensities, which had increased
concommitantly with punitive intensities during DRHP, were adventitiously
reinforced and maintained by the child's subsequent responsiveness to the lowered
punishment during DRLP

"~ The results support the notion that mothers may be more respongive to
variations in their children's behaviors than are fhthers. That is, children a

may exert more controu*over mothers than fathers' behaviors toward them.
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Mothers tended to/y%ward their child's desirabie behaviors more intenseiy than
did fathers. . In ad tion. mothers reacted more punitiveiy than fathers when

their child appeared unresponsive to their disctpline. The apparent]y greater f

sensitivity of ‘mgthers than fathers to the dhildren's behaviors may well be

related to their*prior experiences 1in interacting~with their cht]dren Since
the majorﬁty of mothers in Nestern cultures have the~responsibility for chi1d .
care mothers behaviors havg more opportunities ‘to become controiied by their

N
‘children. Thus, mothers should be more ‘easily affected by changes in their -

child's: ehaviors than are fathers. | ' U

0

utious implications concerning the child's role in the deve]opment of
aberr t chi]d rearing techniques may be drawn from the results. It has bden
/arg d that the sex of the thild and the sex of the parent (Gelles 1973), las

'as thatacteristics of the child such as unattractiveness, Yrritability, o

i]d‘s abuse. Perhaps the most compel]ing réason to advancé an analogy

tween this study and the etiology of child abuse is that most abusive incidents
occur during the caretaker 3 discipiining of the child (Gil 1970). Parke and
Co]lmer (1975) have discussed how punishment might escalate to abusive levels
.over a‘te;iesegk unsuccessfu] discip]inary*attempts Thus, according to Passman‘
; and MuThern (1977), the prophylaxis of child abuse shou1d be facilitated by a’

f
i

mor thorough understanding of parental discip]inary tactics Admitted]y, the )
punishment alternatiyés available to parents in this study were -far removed from

; those usually thought to characterize chi]d abuse HOWEVEF,‘éﬁﬁﬂS not the type

I of event as much as its severity that determines whether, the event is abusive

" or not (cf. Parke & Collmer 1975). Agents that control a caretaker s decision

}U/use increazi)giy aversive punishments may be similar in both abusive and
‘.nonabusive discipiinary situations. Two factors seem especially reievant toward

S | , :
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genera]izing the present findings to chiid abuse, . First, chiidren'are often o

A

dnresponsive to parents attempts to correct their misbehaviors Both mothers,

f -

. : o |
and, to a lesser extent, fathers tended to increase punitiveness in thi's situa- : ‘ |

tion. ‘Second, any desirable changes in a child's behavior that fol]ow intense
discip]ine may reinforce the parent for~punishing seve;eiy A parent’ who has
; been reinforoed for increasing punitiveness in situations where initiai punitive i
intensities were ineffectiVe is eventually likely to adopt a new, more severe. |
. set of punishment a]ternatives (cf Parke & Co]]mer 1975; Patterson & Cobb 1971) _4};2
Hith repetitions of ‘this process the parents' ordinary punitive s?fategies A' |

may begin to border on-abusive levels. If the child later appears unresponsive

to these punishment 1eve1s, the parent may again escaiate punitiveness until - n

ahuse occurs, - _ ' \X- X . '
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. o o " Figure Captions . - ' b .
_ | ‘Fiéqre 1. Beinfortemeht criteria. (dashed 1ine) ah; punishment intensities °
selected by.aﬁ idealized éubject to 1llustrate DRHP and DRLP Training. | '

Figure 2. Mean punitive'intensities selected By)parents for their child&ep :

SN /g;ring Baseline, DRHP Maintenance, DRLP'Mainteﬁance, and_Extinctian. . o v
. _' Figure 3. Mean punitive intensities selected by paren%é for blocks of - -
¢ . \ . hE W . ."-"‘ .

two errors during Extinction. - S ot o : L
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