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ABSTRACT

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE REGARDING THE
SHORT- AND LONG-TERM CONSEQUENCES OF
CORPORAL PUNISHMENT ON CHILDREN
by - |

Karen O. Cheng -

Controversies continue regarding the effects of cqrporal punishment on children.
Research has demonstrated an association between levels of corporal punishment and
n;:gative oﬁtcome .blehavio/rs such as aggression and other fnent_alhealth probiems. |

- However, most of these studies have been cross-sectional and correlational in design,
thereby precludiﬁg causal inferences. A more comprehensive understanding of the |
effects of corporal punishment requires taking into account the context of discipline and
parent-child relationships, the influence of child and parent char'acteristics,"as Weil as the
cultural context in which corporal punishment takes place. This paper will éddress these
issues, as well as examine the current status of reseaich, methodology and issues of

causality, and implications for parent education and future research.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE REGARDING THE
SHORT- AND LONG-TERM CONSEQUENCES OF - -

CORPORAL PUNISHMENT ON CHILDREN

Introductioh

A'national survey conducted in 1985 showed that bvgr 90% of American parents
use corporal punishment on toddlers or young children, and over 50% continue to use it
during their chﬂdrén’s early teen years (Graziano & Narhaste, 1990; Straus, 1.994). A
1995 Gallup Poil found that 74% of children'younger than 5 years dld- were hit or slapped |
by tﬁeir parents. In a survey of 679 cbllegé freshmen, approximately 93% réportéd being |

| spanked as children; 57% reportea that objects were used; and. 91% reported that their
parents were angry when the spankings océurred (Graziano & Namaste, 1990).

Corporal punishment is a common and prevalent disciﬁlinary practice used by |
many Americans. However, controversies abbﬁnd rega.rding.the benefits or adverse
¢ffects of corporal punishment on children. Concerns have also been raised regarding risk
for physical abuse, especially when anger escalates during pﬁysical puniéhment
(Graziano & Namaste, 1990). Some studies havé-demonstrated the effectiveness of
spanking in delaying or decreasing misbehavior in toddlers, whereas otﬁer studies have
indicated its association with child aggression, antisocial b'ehavior, depression, and other

~ mental health problems in childhood through adulthood.



This paper gives an ovewiew of important methodological issues related to the
research on corporal punishment, followed by a presentation and discussion of ﬁndiﬁgs
from empirical studies to shed light on the effects of physical punishment in both the
short- and long—term This review will also examine important variables that interact

4w1th and mitigate the effects of, corporal pumshment Finally, conclusmns and
implications for further research will be presented. It is hoped that information in this
review will benefit and guide parents and professionals working witﬁ families in

decisions and recommendations concerning discipline.

Methodologlcal Considerations

The inconsistencies in research findlngs can be explalned in part by the var1ab111ty N
in the definition of corporal punishment, the age of children in the samples, and the
methodology and statistical procedures. The definition of corporal punishment has not
been clearly and consistently operationalized across studies. Speci‘ficl aspects of corporal ‘
pﬁnishment such as intensity, chronicity, frequency, and combination with other
disciplinary techniques, have .rnl(')stly been overlooked by rgsearchers. This oversight has
ifnbeded a clear understanding df corporal punishment. The age range of the samples
recruited for the studies has varied from toddlers to latency age, adolescents, and adults,
and has made comparisons between studies more difficult. |

Many studies have indicated associations between spanking and behavior
probléms. The studies have been, for very good reasons, cross-sectional and correlational |

in design. Controlled experimentation is not feasible in the sfudy of real parent-child



inte_ractions. However, the i:orrelational design also limits causal interpretation and

| deeper understanding of the complex developmental issues. A few recent studies have
atternptcd to meastue‘an‘d control child baseline behavior (e. g.., aggressive behavior at
time 1), to minimize confounding of child outcome béhaVior (e.g., aggressive behavior at
time 2),l'and to delineate ‘more- clearly the effects of corporal punishment. Studies have
varied in the types of child and parent _variables controlled for in statistical analyses, once
again making it a challenge to compare results. A majority of ‘thel studies have included
_predominantly C_aucasia’n samples, which poses problems in generalizing results to other
iaciai and ethnic groups. Since culiure plays a large role in chilci rearing practices, this is
a substantial limitation. However, there have been somé recent studies that incorporated
minority groups to ei'(arniné_ diﬁerences in the effects of corporal puniéhment cross-
culturzilly.. |

" Correlates of Corporal Punishment

It is useful to be aiware of parent and child characteristics that norrelate with -
corporal punishment, since it will be important to control these variables in 'anal'yses to
ensure that the effects are accounted for by corporal punishment and not the other
variables. Knowledge of parent and child variables that correlate with corporal
punishment also help'identify those more likely to use or receive corporal punishment,
and help inform interventions for those at risk foi excessive or inappropriate use of
corporal punishment. Parent éharacteristics--which include the mother’s age, parent’s
employment status, marital status, race, religion, socioeconomic status (SES) and

educational level--aré signiﬁcant variables in predicting the use of physical punishment.
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For example, parénts with lower SES, Prdtestants, and those living in rural communities
are associated with greater use of physical punishment (Gile_s-Sims; Straus, & Sugarman,
- 1995; Gunnqe & Mariner, 19_97;. Smlth& Brot;ké-Gunn, 1997). Mothers who are younger
or teén-age; unemployed, single parents, Black or African-American, and those who
never graduated from high school are more likely to spank or hit ';heir children (Giles-
Sixﬁs et al., 1995; Gunnoe & Mariner, 1997; Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997).
Chjl.d characteristics, such as age, sex, and tempefamen;, afso ﬁredict the use of
| physiqal punishmént. Corporal punishment-is most prevalently used on toddlers and
~ young children, anci its use tapers off in adolescence. Boys are spanked more than girls;
children who are more aggressive receive more physical punishment than less aggressive
-children; and 3-year-old girls who were rated as pénicularly difficult by their mothers at -
12 months old are .2 to 3:times to be hit more likely than less difficult girls (Gunnoe &
Mariner, 1997; Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997).

Non-Abusive Versus Abusive Physical Punishment

It is well documented in research that physical abuse causes a variety of
emotional and behavior problems in children, such as child aggression, antisocial
béhévior, depression, and anxiety. Hence, it is important to distinguish between abusive
and non-abusive physicalv punishment to delineate the true effects of non-abusive corporal
punishmept on children. Physical discipline and physical child abuse are part of a
continuum of beha\;iors that need to be differentiated to shed light on the escalation in

- discipline interactions, and to inform intervention and prevention of abuse.

i0
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Whipple and Richey (1997) analyzed data from five studies of physical discipline

and physical child abuse to distinguish frequencies of spanking between abusive and non-
abusive fémiliés.lThese studies involved children ranging from age 1 to 15 years.
Physically abusive parents and caretakers were identified in the studies based on agency _
' recdrds documenting chronic and injurious hitting, slapping, and kicking of children,
reports of .Child Protective Services (CPS) involvement, spanking by battere_(i wémen
who came from violent families, and parents.who belonged to é p.a.rerit‘l édﬁcation
program. The no.n-abl_lsive samples were majnly nonclinical participants and/or those that
did not meet‘cri_teri.a for injurious physical punishment_.

Data fro;p the non-abusive families were used to develop a pontinuum that -
reflects a “normal” frequency range, without being speéiﬁc about age of child. Cross-
study comparisons were difficult given the widé variation in aée of child, how physical

“punishment and abuse were measured, and the time frame within which physical |
punishment frequencies wére reported. R

The average amount of spanking by non-abusive parents is 2.5 timeé within a 24-
hour time frame for all agé groups combined. Spanking within 2 standard déviations of
this mean (0 to 5.73) is considered to be within the normal range. Hence, according to
fhis measure, familics who spank 6 or more times per day may be more at risk of
committing physical abuse. Clearly, the intensity and severity of spanking, the
disciplinary context, age of child, and other parenting variables also need to be
considered in detefmining the abusiveness of a spanking episode. This study served to

identify merely one of the indicators of child physical abuse.

11



Trickett and Kuczynski (1986) studied 40 families to distinguish parenting
practices between abusive and nonabusive families. Abusive families, \r/hich comprised
- half of the sample, were recruited from protectrve service agencies in a metropolrtan area. |

These famrlles had a history of reported incidents lastrng several months or years. Half of |
the sample was a control group matched on the chrld’s race, gender and age, as well as
family SES and single- or two-parent status.

The study found that abusive parents used pnmtrve drserphnary practices such as
isolatron, verbal punrshment, and physical pumshment more frequently than did non-
abusive parents, who used reasoning techniques and simple commands more frequently.
Abusive parents also used punishment, such as isolation? verbal punishment, physical

‘ punrshnrent and tangible punrshnrent (e. g.,'withdrawal of nﬁvilegesj5. as the predornina_nt_ '
disciplinary metnod regardless of the type ef child misbehavior. In addition, 40% of the
abusive parents versus 0% of the control parents reported using severe forms of physical
punishment, such as striking with an object, striking the face, or pulling the hair.
Moreover, compared to control parents, abusive parents were twice as likely to feel angry
or irritated after the discipline compared to control parents.

Despite attempts made to distrnguish between abusive and non-abusive physical
punishment, onponents of corporal punishment believe that physical punishment in itself
is detrimental and a significant risk factor in the development of psychological problems
(Greven, 1991; Straus, 1994; Straus & Kantor, 1994). Straus and Kantor (1994) argued
that the “social and psychological dynamics underlying this association (physical

punishment and psychological problems) are presumed to resemble those of other forms

12



of violent victimization in children zind adults” (p. 544). Many child abuse specialists |
who witness the negative and lasting aftermath of child maltieatmerit understandably
view all instances of parents hitting children as'ph_ysical assault and a potential risk for
child abusé. However, the social and culturail reality for many Americans is that pliysit:al ‘_
punishment used_in_mods_ration and in the context 6_f _cqmbetent parenting is ielatively
common and permissible: In general, Amerii:an sqcie‘ty has perceivsd physical aggression -
~ and even violsnce as culturally acceptable sxpressibns of strong emotions in various .
situations, including .parental'control. Use of physical punishment in discipline and |
exercising.patental control also has philosophical and sometimes spiritual bases, which
are deelily rooted in the parent’s identity and are difticult to alter. From a pragmatic -
‘standpoint, establishing clear standards of comparison between what constitutes abusive
and nonablisive pliysical punishment could help meet the needs of families fuiictioning in
the “gray atea” and geneiate interventions to prevent parents from‘crossing the line into

abuse.

| Corporal Punishment for Toddlers and Young Children
This section examines the effectiveness of corporal punishment in reciucing
incidents of fighting and disobedience, and increasing compliance to parental instructions
and time-out situations in toddlers and young children. The negative consequences of
corporal punishment for children in this age group are also investigated, particularly in

the area of cognitive functioning and aggressive behavior.

13



Effectiveness of Corporal Punishment

Larzelere, Schneider, Larson, and Pike (1996) found tnat i:orporal punishment
combined with reasoning was effective in delaying recurrencés in toddler'iﬁghting and
disobedience. The sample consisted of 40 mothers of children ages 25 to 38 months 21 .
boys, 19 girls) who were predominantly Caucasian, middle-class, and‘from 'intacf
xnarriages. Using a structured discipline diary, mothers recorded over a 4-week period
four poséible disciplinary responses to' occurrencés of toddler disobedience and fighting,
inchiding the frequency of these responses and the time delay until the next recurrence of
misbehavior. The mothers were fair»ly' consiétént and reliabie in their recording acroés
tixne l(test-ie'test reliabilities between .52 to .82). | |

The four types of discipline responses were punishment (corporal or non- -

corporal), reasoning, reasoning-punishment combination, and other (without either

.punishm_ent or reasoning). Corporal punishment included slapping the toddler’s hand and

spanking, while non-corporal punishment consisted of time out and withdrawal of

 privileges. Reasoning included a description of consequences, explanation, and

information seeking. Any response under the Other corporal punishment category, which
was considered the most abusive technique, was excluded from the study. AConceming the
iiependentlvariables, ﬁghting referred to physical altercations with. siblings or other
children, and disobedience pertained to noni:ompliance with parents’ verbal commands.
Results showed that tlie use of punishment combined with reasoning was
significantly more effective in delaying fighting and disobedience than the use of

reasoning or punishment alone. The punishment-reasoning combination was associated

14
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with a mean delay of 20 hours before fighting recurrences, which is more than twice the

average delay following either punishment or reasoning alone or other techniques (F [3,

B 763] = 7.00, p <.001). The punishment-reasoning combination was also associated w1th

the longest mean delay for recurrence of disobedience (F [3, 2923] = 7.13, p <.001).

In differentiating the effects Qf corporal versus non'coi'p_oral‘ punishment with 6f |
without reasoning, the authors found that the longest mean delay until ﬁghting recurrence
involved a combination of corporal punishment, nnnéorporal punishment, and reasoning
(M = 27.10 hours). This indicates that the time between misbehavior recurrences was
longer after a combined use of mild pnnishment and reasoning compared to use of eithgr

punishment or reasoning alone. Noncorporal punishment with reasoning was associated A

- with the second longest mean aelay (2173 hours), @'[7, 759]= 353, p < 001) Cnﬁ)‘oAraln- _

punishment with reasoning was slightly, bnt not significantly, less effective (15.58 hours)
thnn non-corporaﬂ punishr_nént with feasoning. In regard to toddler disobedience, the non-
'corporal punishment-reasoning combination and the corporal-non-corporal punishment-
reasoning combination were found td be most effective in delaying recurrences of
nisobedicnce. | |

One of the primary strengths of the study involved the usé of “contingency or
recurrence delay” analyses instead of cross-sectional, correlational analyses. Contingency
analyses are likely_to produce stronger evidence for the causal effect of discipline
responses on subsequent misbehavior recurrences. Cross-sectional correlational methods
allow for the confounding of child misbehavior f;equency with parental discipline

responses. The possibility for this confounding influence was demonstrated in the

15



10
'Larzelere et al. (1996) study when they found a positive correlation between frequency of

punishment and frequency of mlsbehav1or (r=.67),but an even higher correlation
between frequency of non-pumshment cr reasoning and frequency of mlsbehav1or =
.92). It is possible (even likely) that the more the child misbehaves, the more frequent the
disciplinary responseé .frc_m fhe parente (corpcral or non-corporal).

. A weakness. in the use of contingency anélysis in the Larzelere et al. (1996) st_udy
was that the evidence for causality is reduced when between-subject differences, rether
than widﬁn—subject differences, accounted for the delay in misbehavior recurrences. The
average delay for misbehavior recurrences was shorter fcr mothers who reported a high
frequency of misbehavior incidences than for mothers wholreported a low frequency of

“toddler misbehavior. Larzelere (1996) concluded with the following:
The mean dlﬂ’erences in recurrence delays could have been due to mothers of

- frequent fighters being less likely to use the Pumshment-Reasomng comblnatlon

after a given fighting incident than were the mothers of infrequent fighters, which
would reflect between-subject differences. Stronger ceusal evidence would be
shown bywitlﬁn-subject differences? such thatl use of the punishment-re'asoning
combination led to significantly longer delays than were typical for thet parent.
(p. 45) |

Therefore, in contingency analysis, the evidence for causality increases to the extent that

results reflect within-s'ubject; rather than between-subject differences. Despite this

weaknesé, very few studies in this area lhave used as effective a procedure for

disentangling the aggression-punishment-aggression cycle in parent-child interactions.

16
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Spanking was found to be effective for oppositional children in increasing their

~ compliance to parental instructions and reducing resistance or escape during time-out '

situations (Roberts & Powers, 1990). Clinic-referred, preschool 'chijldren (N = 36; 27

boys, 9 girls) ages 2 to 6 years and their mothers participated in the study. The sample

_ waé composed of families from different SES and of i_mspeciﬁed race and ethnicity. Most

mothers perceived their children as oppositioﬂal as measured by the Eyberg Child

4 Behavior Inventory (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) and also reported other child conduct

problems such as tantrums and aggression in the home setting.

A clinic analog study of four enforcement procedures for chair time-outs was

‘performed, followed by a 4-Week assessment of time-out resistance and enforcement in

the home setting. Children who displayed compliance ratios of 60% or less on the .

* Compliance Test (Roberts & Powers, 1988) during the first clinic session were randomly

assigned to one of four expérimen{al conditions: Spank, Pfold, Barrier, or Child Release.
Depending on their experimental group, all mothers and children were trained and
informed beforehand on their time-out noncombliancé enforcement procedures and
contingencies. |

The Spanking condition involved spanking the child twice on the buttocks with an
open hand and redirecting him or her to the time-out chair. The Hold condition required
the mother to replace the child on the chair aﬁd hold the child in place frorﬁ Behind the
chair for 10 seconds. The Barrier-condition involved the mother placing the child in a
small, empty, lighted room and obstructing the doorway with a 4-feet-high plywood sheet

(“barrier”), while standing against to barrier and providing visual assurance of her

17
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‘presence; after 60 seconds, the child was redirected to the time-out chair. Children in the

Child Release group were told upon time-out that they could leave the chair when they

w1shed to obey Every enforcement 1nc1dent was 1mt1ated by the mother’s verbal

remmder of the time-out enforcement contlngency and ended by a verbal instruction to. -

remain in the time-out.chair.
The effects of these time-out enforcement procedures were compared on child

compliance and time-out resistance behaviors. Results indicated that all procedures were

effective for some children: Mean compliance ratios (collapsed across groups)

signiﬁcantly increased from baseline (M = 19.3%) tc standard treatment (M = 64%) for

all four treatment groups. A 4 X 2 ANOVA (Gtoups by assessment) yielded a significant

Assessment effect (F [1, 32] = 60.68, p.<. .001) but no evidence of Group (F [3, 32] =

0.80) or Interactlon effects (F [3, 32] = 1.26). From a nomethetic perspectlve however,

the Spank and Barrier methods appeared to be the treatments of ch01ce The Barrier

procedure was associated with increased likelihood of criterion performance relat1ve to
the Hold procedure (p <.025). In addition, fewer subj ects w1th excessive time-outs were
in the Barrier and Spank cond1t10ns than in the Child Release cond1t10n (p < 015) There
were no significant differences between Spank and Barrier conditions.

An adjustment treatment phase was administered fot any child who displayed
excessive resistance to time out or excessive time-outs. The adjusted procedure for
children in the Hold, Barrier, or Child Release conditions was the Spank technique, while
the Barrier tactic served as the adjusted procedure for children in the Spank condition.

Using tests of simple effects and subsequent_Newman Keuls comparisons, the study

18



13
found that the subjects who required adjustments improved sighiﬁcémﬂy from baseline to
the first treatment phase (q [2, 68] =3.02, p <.05) and from the first to the second
treatment phase .(_q [2, 68] = 10.27, p <.01). Children -whol were résistant to spanking
accepted tﬁe- barrier' proqedﬁre _apd vicé versa.

Interestingiy, the study fouﬁd that chilldre'n’s prior knoWledge of cha_inged '
contingencies failed to be associated with criterion p'erf_ormano;e. “Stubborn young
cﬁildren seem to insist hpon a behévibral experiénée. Modeling, \}erbal. information, and -
Averbal féhearéai seem insufﬁciegf” (Roberts & .Powe:rs,. 1A9'9l0, p- -268). The autHors
recémménaed that parents who had a history of labus,ing their children need to be taught
~and encéuraged to use the barrier téch_niqlie in place of spanking. The authors 'raised
'some interesting efhical issueé relaﬁed to the study, such as the need to obtain full,
informed parental consent, ca;reful pérent training and continuous monitoring of time-out -
enforéément to reduce misuse and increase effectiveneés 4(see p. 270 for a detailed
| explanation).

Negative Consequences of Corporal Punishment

Smith énd Bréoks-Gunn (1997) examined the effects of persistent harsh discipline
dn children’s cognitive functioning at 36 months old. Data were obtained from a sample
of 715 children who were part of a multisite, randomized clinical trial of low birth weight
infants studied during their first 3 yéars-of life. The sample consisted of 58% Black and
42% White children, approximately equal proportions of boys and girls, from urban and

suburban areas. Families whére the mother was head of the household made up 40%;

13
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42% were from low SES families; and 66% had mothers who finished all or part of high |

school.

Harsh discipliné was measuréd using the HOME Invehtory which consisted of
both maternal self-reports énd diréct observation of physical punishmeht When children
were 12 and 36 Ihonths old. Occufrenqes of harsh discipline were measured based on the
observers’ report that the mother hit, slapped, scolded, or denigrated the child during the -
hoiné visit. .It was also ineaéured by the mother’s self-répbrted use of physical |
punishment more than once in the past week. The Stanford-Binet Intelligehc_e Scale was
‘used to measure the child’s cognitive functioning at age 3. The effects of persistent harsh
disc.ipline on children’s c‘dgnitive ﬁinctioning were examined using the multivariate
| analysié of variance. Child and parent variables such as birth weight, sex, maternal
educational level, and ﬁatemd ‘age were controlled.

Results showed that harsh, persistent discipline was associated with lower
~ cognitive functioning in girls at age 3 years. Girls who experienced high léyels of
discipline at 12 and 36 months of age (n = 81) had 1Q scores épprdximately, 8 points
lower (almost half of a standard deviation) than the IQ scores of the girls (n= 142) who
experienced low levels of discipline at 12 and 36 months (p <.01). No sigﬁiﬁcant
differences were fourid for boys.

Maternal warmth was examined as a possible mitigating factor for the effects of
harsh discipline. Mother-child. interaction at 36 months was measured using the warmth
subscale of the HOME Inventory. During the home visit, the observer recorded the

mother’s responsiveness to the child’s questions and requests, spontaneous praise for the -

<0
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child, physical display of affection (e.g., kisses, cuddles) and encouiagement. Girls who
received high levels of discipline in the context of low maternal warmth (n = 57) had IQ
' scores that wére oﬁ éverage 12 points lowe,r'(close to one standard deviation) than those‘ .
of girls (n = 160) who experienced high warmth aﬁd low levels of disciﬁlinc_: (p <.05).No.
significant differences were found for boys. | ' |
| A strength in this study is the use of direct obgewation in combination with

maternal self;féports in data gathering, although thé preValence rate of physical discipline
fdund in observation reports was only 10% of what mothers actually repoi'ted in the
. sﬁrvey (8% vs. 74%, respectively). This:stud); shows evidence that girls wh6 receive
harsh physical punishment ténd to havé lower cognitive functioning than'th-ose: Who did
'not, and girlé who experience harsh physical punishment with low fnaterhai warmth tend
to have lower IQs than girls whose mothers ére' wﬁrm and refrain from haréh corporal
buﬁishment. |

It is still possible with the methodology used in this study that girls who had
lower cognitive functioning received harshér punishment because they were lower
functioning. They may also have had mothers who were lower functioning and therefore
had less resource to deal appropriately with their low functioning children. This study did
control for mothers’ edﬁcational level to minimize this latter effect. It does not appear
that corporal punishment in itself is associated with lower cognitive functioning, although
‘more research is needed to confirm this.

Stréssberg, Dodge, Pettit, and Bates (1994) observed that kinciergartén children

who were spanked exhibited over twice as much aggressive behavior toward peers than
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did non-spanked children. The sample of 273 predominantly Caucasian children and their
parents were recruited during kindergarten pre-registration. The children were equally
. di_stributéd between boys and girls, and about half were from families of mid-SES. The
parents were interviewed and asked to record thei_r parenﬁng behavior during the past 12
months using a modified vg:r_sion of the; Conflict Tactics Scale (Stfa_us, 1.979, 1987). The
Conflict Tactics Scale has been found to be a reliable measure of paréntal physical B
‘punishment practices. Based on their reéponses, the parénts were classified as Nonuse (n
of mothers = 16; n of fathers = 19), Spankers (n of mothers = 172; n of fathers =122) and
“Violent @' of mothers = 65; n of fathers = 14).

Spanking referred to the use of an open hand or object én thé child’s buttocks in a
controlled manner; Violence involved the impulsive or spontaneous use of a fist or object
to strike the child more strongly than one would while spanking. Frequencies of these
behaviors Withi-nlthe last 12 months were .ineéémed. Approximately 6 months after the
collection of parehtal punishment measures, direct observations were lﬁade of the

children’s aggressive behaviors toward peers on the playgrouhd and in the classroom.

The study distinguished between types of aggression, namely, reactive, bullying, and

instrumental _aggressionl Reactive aggression was defined as “an angry retéliatory
réaction to an iﬁtentidnal or accidental act By a peer”; bullyihg was defined as “an
unprovoked attack on a peer”; and instrumental aggression was defined as “aggréssion
oriented toward obtaining or retaining a toy or another object” (Strassberg et al., 1994, p.

450). Each child was observed for twelve 5-minute periods on at least 6 different days
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over several we.eks to measure the.ﬁequency of different types of aggressive behavior.
Blind, interobserver agreement was high at 96%.
Controlling for SES (marital status was not found to correlate with any child

aggression scores), the researchers found that in general, Spanked children engaged in

aggresswe behav1or tW1ce as frequently (M = 4.62) as d1d Non- Spanked children (M =

2.24) (E[1,250] = 3. 96 p< < 05) Spanked children were found to engage in more

reactive aggression (average frequency not reported in the article) than did Non-spanked

children (F [1, 250] = 4.24, p < .04). Children who were in the Violence group were

found to aggress more frequently M= 8.54) than Spanked childfen (F[1,250]=5.71,p

- <.02). They also engaged in reactive aggression ( F [1, 250] =4.84, p < .03) énd bullying

(E .[1 250] =4.75, p <.03) more frequently than Spanked children. When average child

total aggress1on scores were cross-tabulated by matemal and paternal punishment types
the least aggressive children were found to have parents who were both non-spankers
However, the sample size was very small (n = 5), and these may have been children of
unusuaily mild temperament. Higher levels of subsequent child aggression were
associated with either parents using spanking. The most aggressive children were found
to come from homes where both parents utilize hitting or violence, though this group was
also small (n = 7).

In this study, the presence of parenta] spanking and its intensity (violence) were
found to significantly correlate with four types of child aggression. However, parental
spanking frequency was not found to be significantly correlated with any of the four child

aggression scores (r = -.01 - .08). Although spanking frequeney was not shown to be

23



18

positively correlated with rates of child aggression in this study, other studies suggest that
spanking frequency is related to child antisocial and aggressive behaviors (Straus &
Mouradian, 1998; Straus, Sugarman, & Giles-Sims, 1997) and canbe a marker of
phys1cal abuse (Whlpple & Rlchey, 1997). | |
Strassberg et al. (1994) confirmed that v1olent phys1ca1 pumshment presents an
additional risk beyond spanking for the perpetration of person-d1rected aggression, angry
) 'retaliation, and unprovoked'Coercive domination of peers” (p. 457). The inclusion of a
~ control (non-spanklng) group was 1mportant to help d1st1ngu1sh differences between
spanked and non-spanked children; however, the sample size of the control group in th1s |
study was qu1te small (n = 16 to 19 compared to N = 273) and diminished the conﬁdence , |
placed in interpreting group differences. Another limitation of this study is that 1t was
unclear how spanking was done (e.g., intensity, use.of reas'onin.g, parental demeanor), and
whether these variables, rather than spanking per se, mlght have accounted for the ch11d
aggression. Important child variables, such as baseline aggression and temperament that
might confound child outcome behaviors were also not controlled for in the study.
Brenner and Fox (1998) found that verbal punishment and-corporal punishment
were more highly predictive of behavior problems in 'young children than were such
demographic variables as marital status, SES, parent’s age and education, and the level of
”parental nurturing and expectations (developmental tasks that the parent believed the
child should be capable of doing). Iheir sample included 1,056 mothers of children 1 to 5

years of age recruited from day-care centers who were representative of a large
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Midwestern urban population. Middle- and upper-incomé families were somewhat

-' ovérrepresented.

" The mothers completed the Parent Behavior Checklist (Fox, | 1992), which
measures pal;ents’ developmental expectations, use of vefbal and corporal punishment,
and nurturing behaviors that promote a child’s psychological growfh. The rating scale has
been found to show good internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Th¢ mothers used
an adapted version of the Behavior Screening Quéstionnaire'(Ric-hman & Graham', 1971)

. torate the children’s._behavior problems. The Behavior Screening Q_uestionnaire
‘measured on a 4-point scale thé ﬁeque;ncy of problem behaviérs such as disdbedience,
aggression; mntrumé, overactivity, clinging fo adults; aqd sleepi-rlg,.eating,_ and toileting
problems.

A significant bivariate correlation was found between punishment (verbal and -

’ corporal) aﬁd problem behavior ratings '(;. = .44, p <.01). Parenfal nurturing was
inversely correlated with child behavior problems (r = -.13, p <.01), although the
magnitude of the correlation was very small. Sequential multiple regressioﬂ_ that
controlled key demographic variables (i.e., marital status, SES, parent’s age, and
education) indicated that parental discipline accounted for more than _13%- of the unique
Qariance and almost 20% of the total variancé in predicting behavior problems in a very
youn'g, non-clinical child sample. No other siﬁgle_: predictor accounted for more than 2%
of the variance. However, it was unclear from the study what constituted verbal and
corboral punishment and whether these had differential effects on child outcome

behavior. Furthermore, it may not be verbal and corporal punishment per se that better
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explain the variance in predicting behavior problems, but the severify and negative
parental characteristics associated with the punishment, as well as child variables such as

baseline aggression.

Corporal Punishment for Latency-Age .C_hildren/Preadole_scent.s

This sec:tion examines corporaI plini_shmenf for latency-age _childreh and its

A relationship to anﬁsqcial behaviqr using cross-sectional and'lon'gitudinal data. Straus and
- Mouradian (1998) foc_used on-an irhpdrtant dimensién of corporal punishment--pajrenfal_
impulsiv.eness--and' its association with antisocial behavior and impulsiveness in children.
| An attempt was made by Straus_ in another study (Straus et al., 1997) to establish a causal
relationship between corporal punishmeflt and aritiso_cial beﬁavior by controlling for o
baseiine child antisocial behavior. BOth studies will be discussed i-n this section.

Straus and Mouradian (1998) discovered ;1 significant positive correlation
between impulsive corporal punishment and child antisocial behavior,. and between
impulsive corporal punishment and child impulsiveness. The study included 933 mothers
of children age 2-14 (M = 8.6 years) who were recruited by raﬂdom digit dialing from
pfosperous agricultural regions in Minnesota. The majority of the children were
Caucasians from two-parent families, and about equally divided between boys and girls.
One-third of them had parents with college degrees.

Corporal punishment was defined as how often in the past six months the mothers
spanked, slapped, or hit the target child for misbehavior or disz'edience. Impulsive

corporal punishment was conceptually defined as physical pﬁrﬁshment that is “carried out
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w1th little or no forethought and control” (p. 354). It was measured by asking the mothers

how often they spanked and “lost it” because they were so angry. Child antisocial

behavior referred to incidents of cruelty, hitﬁng, lying, stealing, disobedience,

~ rebelliousness, and destroying things, that were acted out towards family members, peers,

and teachers in the last six months. Child impulsiveness was defined by how frequently
in the last six months the child had temperlt.antrm_ns, hot temper, gmd unpredictable,
explosive, or impulsive actions. Analysis of variancé was used to examine the o
relationship bety;'éen the independent vé.riables (i.e.; frequency and impulsiVity of

corporal punishment, maternal nurturance, non-corporal punishment discipIine, child’s

~ age and sex, and family SES) and dependent variables (antisocial behavior and child -

impulsiveness). The ANOVAs Were computed using the regression approach option in
SPSS, where the test of each independent variable controls for the other six indeperiderit |
variables.

Results indicated that the more corporal punishment the child experienced, the

~ more antisocial and impuléive behavior the child manifested. Paired comparison tests

showed significantly greater éntisocial behavior scores (p < .05) and impulsiveness (p <
.0001) among children of mothers in all corporal punishment frequency groups (i.e., not

in the last six months to 6 or more times in the last six months) than amdng children of

mothers who had never used corporal punishment. These relationships held even after
controlling for family SES, child’s sex and age, maternal nurturance, and the level of
non-corporal interventions by the mother. Impulsive corporal punishment was

significantly related and showed a virtually linear relationship to antisocial behavior
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(p < .05) and child impulsiveness for all corporal punishment frequency groups. '

The relationshjp of corporal punishment to antisocial behavior and child

impulsiveness was greatest and most consistent for children whose mothers were

impulsi\}e half or more of the times they used corporal punishment. However, even
among mothers who reported only rare impulsive corporal'punishment, the degree of -

their children’s antisocial behavior and impulsiveness was significantly greater than the

~ children who never experienced corporal punishment. '

Results also indicated that the more corporal punishment a parent used, the

greater the likelihood that it was done impulsively. The percentage of mothers who used

corpnral punishment impulsively increased dramatically from 36% of mothers who used -

| corporal punis_hment only once in the last six months, to 49% who used corporal

punishment twice, 55% who used corporal punishment three to five times, and 69% who
used corporal punishment six or more times. The ANOVA also found n significant |
interaction of impulsive corporal punishment and maternal nurturance on child antisocial
behavior. This indicates that impulsive corporal punishment was less predictive, albeit
not inversely, of child antisocial behavior when mothers were more nurturing. Regardless
nf the mother’s level of nurturance, the more impulsive corporal punishment she
reported? the greater‘ her child’s antisocial behavior. |

- This study highlights an important dimension of corporal punishment--
impulsiveneéS--that is more likely to occur in parents who épank in angér 6r frequently
use corporal punishment. Parents who spank impulsively are more likely to have children

who are more aggressive and impulsive, than parents who do not spank or spank non-
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impulsively. The findings in the study were, of course, based on a cross-sectional design,

which makes it difficult to make causal inferences. It can be hypothesized that children

- who are more aggressive and impulsive drive parents to spank more and “lose it.”

The researchers attempted to control for the effect of prior (Baseline) child

misbehavior on later (outcome) child misbehavior, through the inclusion of a non-

-corporal punishment scale to serve as a proxy for the level of prior c_:hi_id misbehavior. . =

The scale measured the frequency of nbn-corporal punishment interventions such as use

- of reasoning, time-out, or withdrawé.l of privileges. The use of this scale as a proxy for

baseline child misbehavior is based on the assumption that parents would not engage in
these disciplinary interventions if there was no perceived child misbehavior. Thus, the
frequency of these non-corporal punishment interventions could reflect the extent of child .

misbehavior, and the non-corporal punishment scale could be used to control for chjld

baseline misbehavior.

The study found that all frequency levels of non-corporal punishment

intervention, corporal punishment, and especially impulsive corporal punishment, were

" associated with more child antisocial behavior and impulsiveness. This finding may be

interpreted to show that regardless of the frequency of prior child misbeha-vior- (non-
éorporal punishment intervenﬁons serving as proxy), use of éorporal puhishment and
im;;ulsi\}e corporal punishment are sti11 associated with child antisocial behavior and
impulsiveness. An alternativé interpretation to the same ﬁnding would be that the more
the child engages in antisocial and impulsive behavior, the less likely parents use

reasoning or time-out, and the more likely parents respond by using physical punishment
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and losing their temper. This latter interpretation seems less likely, since the study found
that the more non-corporal punishment discipline, the higher the child antisocial behavior

as well, which finding adds some support to including the non-corporal» punishment scale

asa prdxy to control for the level of prior child misbehavior. The positive association of

corporal punishment and impulsive corporal punishment to child antisocial behavior and
impulsiveness, regardless 'of the frequency of non-corporal punishment intervention, also
snggests that when corporal pllnishment is use“d in addition to other disciplinary methocls '
(non-corporal pumshment) it pred1cts 1ncreased Chlld m1sbehav1or

In a different study by Straus and his colleagues (1997) an attempt was made to

' establish a causal relationship between corporal punishment and antisocial behaviorin -

children by measuring baseline antisocial behavior 2 years prior to measuring the effects

of corporal punishment. They analyzed data from interviews with a national sample of
807 mothers who were part of a national survey in 1979. Tllese women were reassessed
in 1986-1988 (time 1) when their children were 6 to 9 years old, and again in 1988-1990
(time 2). .

Corporal punishment was measured using one question in the Home Observation
for Measurement of the Environment Scale (Caldwell & Bradley, 1984) that 'asl(ed how
many times mothers spanked their children in the past week. The authors defined
spanking to refer to most forms of corporal punishment that were socially acceptable,
such as hitting the child’s buttocks or slapping the child’s hand. Antisocial behavior was
assessed using the Antisocial Behavior score of the Behavior Problems Index (Baker,

Keck, Mott, & Quinlan, 1993), which incorporated items frotn well-established child
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behavior scales, such as the Achenbach and Edelbrock (1983) scale and Peterson and Zill

(1986) scale. Mothers reported the extent of their children’s antisocial behaviors,

including cheating or lying, bﬁllying, lack of remorse, destroying things, and disobeying

- school authorities. -

This study controlled a number of child and parent‘variables that may be‘ rgléted
to antisocial behavior at fime 2, including maternal cognitive stimulation and emotional
warmth (i.e'.v, verbal and physical affection), SES (income, occupational, and cdﬁcétional
.'status), sek and ethnic group of thc; child, and. aﬁtisocial behavior at time 1. Since
antisocial or aggressive behavior tends to be a relatively stable trait, the most aggressive

or antisocial children at time 1 would still be the most aggressive children at time 2. In

“order to elucidate the effects of corporal punishment on antisocial behavior at time 2, the-

study controlled for child baseline antisocial behavior to minimize its confounding effect |

on antisocial behavior at time 2. The study measured the child’s antisocial behavior (e.g.,

bullying, lack of remorse, destroying things) at the stgrt of the study when children were
6 to 9 years old (time 1). This variable, along with some impdrtant parent and child
variables that might predict antisocial behavidr, were controlled for when the relatioﬁship
of corporal punishment on antisocial behavior were measured two years léter (time 2).
Controlling fér thes¢ Qariables, especially antisocial Behavior at time 1, allowed
for testing the hypothesis that the extent of corporal punishment at time 1 is related to
antisocial behavior at time 2.. The authors pointed out thaf since corporal punishment
might have caused child antisocial behavior at time 1, their test of the effect of corporal

punishment on time 2 child antisocial behavior was deemed conservative. Other aspects
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of corporal punishment such as consistency, use of reasoning, parents’ demeanor during

spankmg, and important child variables such as temperament and intelligence, need to be -

' taken into account in future research due to their potent1al influence on the effect of

corporal punishment.

Three statistical procedures i’rere employed'in'.sequence:vzero-order correlations
relating spanking with the antisocial behavior score, multiple regression, and ANOVA. It
was hypothesized that with the level of antisocial hehavior -at time 1 controlled, the more
corporal punishment shown at time 1, the more antisocial behavior would be shown at
time 2. |

Zero order correlations revealed that the more frequent the mother spanked her

) ch11d in the week pnor to the study, the higher the child’s antisocial behav1or scores that

year and 2 years later. Test of AN OVA.showed that spanking at time 1 was s1gmﬁcantly
related to antisocial behavior 2 years later, even after controlling for antisocial behavior
during the year that spanking occurred (F [3, 996] = 4.4, p <.01). The strongest predictor
of antisocial behavior at time 2 was antisocial behavior 2 years earlier (F [ 2, 996] = 86.1,
p <.002). Two-way interaction analyses indicated that corporal punish_rnent had |
signiﬁcant interaction effects with child gender and ethnicity. The tendency for spanking
to be related to an increase in antisocial behavior 2 years later is stronger and more linear
for boys than for. girls, and also for European American children than minority children. |
However, both girls and minorities experienced an increase in antisocial behavior in
proportion to the amount of corporal pumshment they rece1ved 2 years earlier. The study

also found that the relationships between corporal pumshment and antisocial behavior
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were robust across age groups (3-5, 6-9,'>' 10 years) and years (1986-1988, 1988-1990), .

and across types of analysis (multiple regression and ANOVA).
In one of the few longitudinal studies available, corporal punishment was found.
not to be predietive of later-life violence (McCord & Ensminger, 1997). The sample

consisted of 456 boys and 497 girls who were part of a sample initially studied when they

‘were in first grade in 1966, and lived in an impoVerished, ghetto area in the south part of

_Chjcago; They were subsequently intervieWed at age 32 to discover now six risk factors
measured .et age 6 (i.e., aggressiveness, tn_telligence, school attendance, sp'anking
frequency, recial discriminetion, and age at leaving home), predicted morbidity in
criminal vi.Ql_enc'e,' depression, and alcoholism 26 years later. Although not. speeiﬁ'ed in
the article, it seerned that pa.rticipants wete predominantty, if not entirely, Black, since |
80% of the men and 58% of the women reported exposure to discrimination due to being
Black. |

Chi square analyses showed that each of the risk factors measured in 1966
predicted violence or depression or alcoholism measured between 1992 to 1994. Frequent -
spanking, which referred to a child who received spanking a cnuple of times to almost:
every day of the week, was found to be related to alcoholism in men 26 years later (xz(li
=9.25, p <.04). Alcoholics were identified through the Cornpos.ite International

Diagnostic Interview schedulé, using the DSM-III- R criteria for life-time prevalence,

and through the CAGE test, developed by Ewing and Rouse in 1970. The CAGE test was

found to have few false positives in a previous validation study (Mayfield, Mcleod, &

Hall, 1974). Spanking did not show a relationship to criminal violence or depression for
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neither men nor women. The study, however, found significant com'orbidity between

alcoholism and violence. Among the 53 violeiit women identified in the study, 25% were

- also alcoholics; among the 187 violent men, 40% were also alcoholics. In the entire
sample, 20% were identified as alcoholics (29% of the men and 12% of the women)

‘according to at least one of the criteria. ‘

The studies cited in the last two sections raise some issues and questions that need

to be addressed in the examination of the effect of corporal punishmént on child

. aggression. One irhpqrtant issue is that p'hysic.al punishment ele)lainsAonly a portion of the
_variance in child aggressiori outcomes. Cori_troversy remains as to how much of the
| varianpé_ is é.ccounted for i)y corpbrai punishment and how much of the corpbral
" punishment variance is accounted for by child aggiessivéness. Tt is possible there are

.o'ther variables coi'relating with child aggression which would better account for the

effects that have been so far attributed to corporal punishment. As Larzelere (1986) put it,
“Is the use of physical pimishment the major antecedent of family violence or is it one of
a set of symptoms of a parenting pattern that encourages family violence? Is there |
evidence that the effects of physical buﬁishmg:nt depend upon other aspects of
parenting?” (p. 29). Recent studies liave sought to answer these questions, which will be
examined later in this paper.

Another issue is that mosi studies examining the spanking-aggressiori relationship
have focused primarily on one aspect of spanking, namely,- its f‘reﬁuency. Other modes oi‘ :
spanking administration such as intensity, consistency, parent demeanor and attitude,

types of misbehavior punished, and use of reasoning along with spanking, all need to be -
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addressed in research before a solid conclusion about the effectilvenes_s of spanking could
be made. It is possibl¢ that, appropriately used, spanking might be effective in reducing
behavioral problems (Larzélére et al., 1996; Roberts & Powefs, 199.0).

_ Larzelére (1986) posed an intéresting possibility thaf “spanking can be
inappropriately used as a short-term solution to problems, but this dpes not peceésarily
_méan that spmﬁng is always detrimentgl when used moderately by parents who -ére |
competent in other aspects of parenting (e.g., nurturance, understanciing, and praise)”

(p. 29').‘ 'Lafzelere commented that, if spanking is used_effgctively and appropriately, there
should be less need to use it subsequently. On the other hand, if spanking is used
ineffectively, it njay lead to an exacerbation of child misbehavior and.caus_e parents to
use it even more intensely or frequently. This léttér'pattem alone could account for the
associations commonly found between spanking and child aggression in cross-sectional, -

“correlational studies.

Corporal Punishmént in Adolescence
Adolescents who experience corporal punishment may be at higher risk of
depressive symptoms, suicidal ideation, and other mental health anci social problems later
in life, compared to adolescénts who do not receive corporal punishment (Straus &
Kantor, 1994; Turner & Finkelhor, 1996). Adolescents who are physically punished one
or more timeé per month are found to be three times more likely to be depressed than
those who were punished fewer times or thosé not physically punished at all. However,

teens who have supportive parents tend to be at lower risk for depression than those who
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do not have supportive parents (Turner & Finkelhor, 1996).

Straus and Kantor (1994) argued that though adult psychological problems may
" not be caused solely by corporal pumshment in adolescence corporal pumshment needs
to be considered as a significant risk factor. They studied 2, 149 fam1l1es who were part of _
a natlonal survey for a family v1olence study The husband or the w1fe and one child
under 18 randomly selected as the target ch1ld, were interviewed. The ages of the children
were not specified in the study._ | |
Each parent was asked to recall the frequency of corporal punishment they
received in adolescence and to co'm.plete a questionnaire about their use of corporal
punishrnent on the target child in the last year. The parents were also asked about the’
l'presence and' level ot‘ their depression, suicidal ideation, wife assault, and alcohol use in
the last 12 months. The Conflict Tactics Scales (Straus, 1979, 1990), an instrument with
strong construct validity and moderate reliahilit'y and concurrent Validity, was used to
measure how conflicts were handled in the household. It was also used to assess child *
physical abuse and wife assault. in the past year. Depressive symptoms were measured
using four items on the Psychiatric Epidemiological Research Instrument (PERI) that
assessed frequency of feelings of sadness, uvorthlessness, and hopelessness in the past
year (alpha coefficient of reliability of .82). Sui.cidal ideation was assessed by a question
regarding thoughts of taking one’s life in the past year. The Drinking Index indicated the
frequency and quantity of drinking in the past year and identified respondents who were

binge drinkers.
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Logistic regression was used to analyze data with the following variables
controlled to minimize confounding with corporal punishment and the incidence of
violence and mental health problems: family SES, gender, age,- marital violence in the
respondent’s family of origin, wife assault, and drinking. Logistic regression or “logit” is.
a special form of multiple regression, whichpermits the use of dichotomous dependent
variables (Aldrich & Nelson, 1984; Portney & Watkins, 1993). Some of the dependent
variables in the study were dichotornous (e. g, whether there was a high or chronic
drinking problem, or whether achild abuse incident occu'rredl during the preceding 12
months). The equation that is derived is similar to a multiple regression equation with
| coefficients for each predictor variable. The t-test was used to détermine the signiﬁcance
of each regression coefficient. | |

Resultsindicated that corporal punishment in adolescence was associated with a
'signiﬁcantly increased probabilitv of depressive symptoms (t = 4.42, p <.001, N=3513) -
and increased suicidal ideation (t=2.98, p < .002, N = 523) in adulthood, as shown by
significant t values. Adolescent corporal punishment was also-associated w1th increased
probability of alcohol abuse in adults (t = 1.90, p < .028, N = 513), particularly in men, as
well as with increased probability of wife assault (t = 6.14, p <.001, Ij = 5-29).-The
presence of marital violence in the respondent’s family of origin was highly associated
with wife beating in adult life. Even when there was no marital violence, however, a
history of corporal punishment still significantly predicted the husbands’ assaultive

behavior toward their wives.
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Parentsin the study who received more frequent corporal punishment in '

‘adolescence were found to more likely go beyond normative corporal punishment to |

' phys1cally abuse their own Chlld compared to parents who received less frequent |

corporal punishment. The frequency of corporal punishment during one’s adolescence

- was the etiological variable most highly related to the probability of phys1cally abus1ng

one s own child, compared to other variables such as SES age, gender or parents’ mantal
violence (t=5.62, p <.001, N =419). The presence of family violence such as
adolescent corporal punishment (t = 5.62, p <.001), parent’s marital violence (t = 2.48,
p <.007), or wife assault _(tl= 5.37, p <.001) was lthe most important etiological risk factor
for child abuse,
The study showed that corporal punjshment in adolescence places the child at risk
for serious problems later in life. One of the strengths of the study was controlling for
negative family characteristics such as marital violence, drinking, and wife assault, '
characteristics likely to be strongl& associated with later-life aggressive behavior and
other mental health problems. A limitation in this study is the retrospective nature of the

data (recall data) which is prone to influences of memory.

Corporal Punishment across Generations
This section examines the process by which corporal punishment is transmitted
from one generation to the next. This has important implications since parents who had
experienced harsh, inappropriate, and ineffective corporal punishment might repeat the

same experience with their children and pass on these negative practices.
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Graziano and Namaste (1990) found that 93.2% of 679 college freshmen surveyed

were spanked as children, and 82.7% of the entire sample were very accepting of the use
of spanking and fully intended to use it with their future children. Those who were not
spanked as children were signiﬁcantly less accepting of the practice than those nvho_ were
spanked. Muller, Hunter, and Stollack (1995) found .greater evidence supporting the
“social learning model” tlian the “temperament model” in the intergenerational -
transmission of corporal pumshment in his sample of 1 563 parents of 983 college
- students. The college students included 295 men and 688 women from Michigan State
University_. The social learning model posits the-following: |
An individual"s tendency to manifest aggressive behavior across the li_fes;ian-is a
consequence of the obéervational learning.that takes place when receiving‘ -

- corporal punishment from the parents. Thue, for people who are currently parents,l
greater levels of corporal punishment given by their own parents influenced
greater manifestation of their own aggressive behaviors. Similarly, children who
received corporal punishment from their parents are niore likely to manifest
eubsequent aggressive behaviors. (Muller et all, 1995, p. 1324) |

The temperament model, on the other hand, asserts that “aggressive behavior is an
individual difference characteristic that is based in temperament... [it] is a factor that -
leads to the response of corporal punishment on the part of one’s parents” (p. 1324). This
study examined the extent to which the two models demonstrated consistency with the

data.
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The sample in this study waé predomipantly Caucasian and clqse to half were
Roman Catholics. The college students and their p&ents completed their own set of
quest_ionnaires, including the Conflict Tactics Scﬂe, Aggressive Behayibr Scale, ahdl thé
Dc_amograph_ic Questionnaire. An adapted version of the Conflict Tactics Scales (Sfraus? :
1989) was used to ﬁe%me thevres'ponde'nt’s childhood experience with phyéically
punitive parenting. All participa.nts.(s.tﬁdénts and their parents) indipafed their own
parents’ strategies for handling conflict over the course of their childhood. These tactics
could range from use of calm discussion to use of a knife or gun. The Conflict Tactiés
Scales has a reliability coefficient of r = .77 and adequate construct validity.
’fhe A-ggres-si;/e B.e.havior Scale was devéloped for the study to'measu;é lifetime
‘aggressive behavior or aggressive behavior before and after age 11. The scale measured
thé frequency of different aggressive behaviors, such as being arrested for -n(l)n-trafﬁc
offenses, saying humiliating things to others, and destroying property. Aggressive
behavior before age 11 was assessed by a subscale with most of the items derived from
the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). Aggressive behavior after
age 11 was measured by items mostly dérived from the Antisocial Behavior Checklist
(Zucker, Noll, & Fitzgerald, 1986). The Antisocial Behavior Checklist has a reliability
coefficient of r = .80 - .85 for undefgraduate students. Confirmatory factor analyses were
used prior to path analyses in order to remove measurement error prior to executing the
path analysis. The correlations derived from these analyses were used to estimate the path

coefficients using the procedure of ordinary least squares. The study attempted to assess
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the extent to which the two models (temperament vs. social learniné) demonstrated |
consistency with the data.

Resﬁlt’s indicated that the temperament model was not consistént with the data for
either' fathers or mothers; the chi square gopdness-of-ﬁt indicated a significant difference
between the model and the data, xz (2) = 14'.39, p< .OOi (for fathers) and ¥*(2) =9.53,

p < .009 (for mothers). In contrast, the social learning model was consistent with the data;
there was no significant difference between the model and the data for fathers o [2]=

| 3.83,p<.147) (;r mothers (xz [2] = ;30, .g <.860). These results suggested that
tempérament did not adequately explain the process by which corporal punishment.is L
péssed on intergenératiopally. |

The temperament model presumed that the' parent’s lifetime aggressive behavior
led to these parents receiving corporal punishment from their own parents. And it was
also these parents’ lifetime aggressive bchavidr that presumably led to their use of
corporal punishment on their own children, and not because they haél imitated their
parents’ ‘use of corporal punishment. The social learning modél assumed that parents
received cbrporal punjshment from their own parents, .whi.ch contributed to fheir lifetirrie '
aggressive behavior, led to their use of corporal punishment on their own éhildren, and in
turn induced their chi.ldren’s lifetime aggressive behavior.

The social learning mociel waé found to be more consistent with the data showing
that when parents utilize physically punitive disciplinary techniques, their children were

more likely to learn and utilize the same pattern of discipline with their own children.
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The findings were somewhat stronger for mothers than for fathers, but both were in the

' same direction. The study does not disprove the temperament theory per se, since there -

have been studies showing significant temperamental differences in infants at birth. The
study suggests that the ,soéial learning model could better explain the process by which - .
corporal punishmeht is passed on intergenerationally.

Longitudinal data could allow for the examination of the dynamic interaction

' - between temperament and parent’s use of cor.poraltpunishment, such that aggressive child

behavior at time 1 might predict parent’s use of corporal punishment at time 2, which

| might predict aggressive child behavior at time 3. Longitudinal studies'.could also allow -
- fora greater ability to make causal inferences from the data. The strengths of this study |

“include the large sample size, use of multiple soﬁr_ces of data, use of path analysis .for .'

cross-generational data, and the inclusion of both fathers and mothers in the sample.
Simons, Whitbeck, Conger, and Wu Chyi-In (1991) found similar evidence fbr the
intergenerational transmission of harsh parenting through direct modeling (r = .43 to .51).

A sample of 451 White, two-parent families from the midwest that included a 7t grader

| and at least 1 other sibling within 4 -years of the 7" grader participated in the stu‘dy.A Each

of the four family members completed questionnaires on issues of parenting,

psychological adjustment, self-concept, health, social support and economic status.
First-genération harsh parenting was measured by having the parents complete a

four-item Harsh Discipline Scale adapted from the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, Gelles,

& Steinmetz, 1980), based on their experience in 7" grade of the frequency of parental

" spanking, yelling, hitting with objects, and being told to leavé the house. Coefficient
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alphas between the parents report of their own and their parents’ parenting were above
.70 for thlS scale. Second generation harsh parenting was measured by the parents’ self-
report of their parenting pract1ces and the 70 graders ratings cf their parents parenting,
.. both using the same items in the Harsh Discipline Scale. COeﬁicient o’s were .70 - .74.
The 7™ graders were asked an additional item rating the. frequency of their parents’ use of
h‘arsli physical discipline during the previous month.

Beliefs about physical discipline were assessed by a 3-item Comrmitment to
Physical Discipline scale developed for the project, in which parents rated the degree to
which they endorse the use of physical force (e.g.~ hitting, spanking) to control and correct

~their chrldren Coefﬁcient o’s were .60 - .63. The parents’ hostile interpersonal style was

l. measured using the Hostility subscale of the SCL 90-R (Derogatis, 1983), wh1ch assessed
whether parents had expenenced annoyance, temper outbursts, shouting or arguments w1th
| people, or the urge to harm or throw things at someone. This subscale was found in
previous research to have adequate internal consistency and construct validity. The
coefficient alphas for all the instruments used ranged from .54 to .78 in the study.
Analyses were done using structural equation modeling procedures (LISREL VI) wherein
paths not signiﬁcant at the .05 level were deleted from the structural equationsl one ata
time. | | |

Results showed that mothers who practiced harsh parenting such as yelling,
spanking, slapping, or hitting w1th an object, tended to haile mothers who did the same.
Path coefficients showed that grandmothers’ harsh parenting strongly predicted harsh

parenting by mothers (r = .43.to .51, p <.05). Mothers who believed in and endorsed
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physical punishment (r = .58 - .61, p <.05) and those who had a hostile personality (r =

.61 -.70, p <.05), also exercised harsh discipline toward their children. The chi-square
| and goodness-of—ﬁt index (GIF) suggested that the models for mothers’ harsh parenting»ﬁt
the data well. Over half of the variance in mothers’ harsh parenting (52% for daughter,
~ 56% for sons) could be accounted for by the grandmothers’ severe discipline, the mothers’
own belief in physical discipline, and the mothers’ hostile personali_ty. These same
: variables Were associated, although less strongly, to fathers’ harsh parenting of their lsons
(= 22to 45, p <.05). |
- The path analyses showed that the grandparents harsh parent1ng practices did not
pred1ct the mothers belief and endorsement of phys1cal d1s01pl1ne for their sons and
“daughters. ‘The grandparents harsh pract1ces were also not predlctlve of the fathers belief
in physical d1s01pl1ne of sons. Only the grandfathers harsh parenting predlcted the fathers’
- belief in physical discipline of their daughters, with the relatlonshlp being quite minimal
(r=.15, p <.05): There was. more evidence for a direct modeling effect (r = 4310 .51) for
the transmission of corporal punishment than an indirect transmission via the
grandparents’ influence on the parents’ parenting beliefs (r =.15) or on the parents’ hostile
personality = 17- .22). This finding suggests that while parents exposed to harsh
discipline may develop parenting beliefs that favor severe physical discipline of their
children, their experience may “result in the person [or parent] learning a set of aggressive
disciplinary behaviors that are used in a reflexive, rather unthinking way” (Simons et al.,

1991, p. 167).
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In summary, results of the path analyses showed that harsh discipline by

“grandmothers is associated with mothers’ harsh parenting of sons and daughters and with
fathers’ harsh parenting of sons. There was evidence that grandparents are more likely to
transmit harsh parenting to the next generation directly through modeling, rather than
indirectly influencing their chi.ldren’s parenting beliefs or personality. In the fevt'cases
where harsh'l discipline by grandparents was related tc the personality Aor parenting beliefs

 of their adult children, the coefﬁcients were small and the findings were inconsistent.

Mitigating F actors on the Effects of Corporal Punishment
| In reference to a question posed by Larzelere (1986, p. 29) earlier in this paper
“Is there evidence that the effects of physical punishment depend upon other aspects of
parenting?” the following section examines possible mitigating factors such as the ‘
| disciplinary context, parent variables, child characteristics, and cultural issues. Many of
the studies in this section cover a wide age range from toddlers to preadolescents and
adolescents. Hence, this section is organized by topic rather than by age group.

Context of Disciplinary Practice

Larzelere (1986) examined the relationship between spanking freqirency' and
children’s physical aggression toward siblings and the parent, as well as the extent to
which the frequency of parental'discussion during conflict mitigates child aggression.
The study used 1,139 parent interviews from a national data set that was originally

collected for a study of family violence (Straus et al., 1980). The interviewed parents
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were all from intact marriages and were equally divided between fathers and mothers.
The parents had at least one child aged 3 through 17 in the home.

The Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979) was primarily used for the interview.

‘Spanking referred to the frequency of physical punishment used by the interviewed

| parent on the target child during the preVidus year. This variable was categorized as

minimal, moderate, or frequent spanking, however, the delineation _Of each category was

" unclear. Parental discussion referred to the frequency of calm discussion used by the ' ’

parent td resolve a conflict with the child in the preQious year. The two dependent
variables Were Aggreésion Toward Sibling and Aggression Toward Parent, which were
measured by the sum of the child’s reperted physical violem tactics toward the siblings -
and parents. Violent acts ranged from thfowing things and ‘shloving, to beating or using a
knife or gun aimed at the sibling or parent. Analyses were done separately for youhg
children (aged 3 to 6), preadolescents (7 to 12), and teenagers (13 to 17), with each group
divided according to spanking frequency levels.

The results indicated a straight positive linear relationship between spanking
ﬁequency and frequency of aggression for each age group. There was no evidence of a
threshold of spanking frequeney before it began to influence child aggression. Results
also showed that regardless of the frequency of parental discussion during discipline,
children who were spanked more frequently were also more aggressive. In younger - -
children, this was the case for physical aggression toward both the siblings and the
parent. For preadoleecents and teenagers, howevef, the assoeiation of spanking with

aggression toward parents depended upon how frequently parents used discussion to deal
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with parent-child conflict (F [4, 229] = 3.01, p <.05 for preadolescents; F [4, 341] = 3.54,

p <.01 for teenagers). For these two age groups, the combination of frequent spanking

and minimal discussion was associated with frequent aggression toward the parent. The

Mean Aggression Toward Parent score in this combination was approximately three

times higher than all other combinations of spanking frequency and _diséussion frequency.

In contrast, the association of spanking with aggression toward the parent was eliminated,

_ albeit not inverted, for those parents who responded frequently to parent-child conflict

with calm discus'sion.lHngve‘rl, frequent parental diséﬁssion did ndt mitigate aggréssidn '
of preadolescelnts and teens toward siblingé (p’s > .20). |

This study demonstrates that to some extent the parenting context, spéci'ﬁéally the
frequenéy of calm,discussioﬁ.d-liring parent-child conflict, reduces some negative e‘_ffects'
of spanking on child behavior. A combination of cqrporal punishmént, non-corporall
punishment, and ;easoning was alsb found to effectively reduce fighting and
disobedience in toddlers (Larzelere et al., 1996). Other aspects of spanking and parenting
(i.e., spanking intensity, nurturance, and clear limit-setting) would be Mpor@nt to
examine for their potential mitigating effects oh chi_l_d dggression.

Parent Characteristics

A survey of 1_57 college students at a Midwestern uniVersity indicated that
parents’ attitude during spanking incidents affected the students’ self-esteem and

perceivéd fairness of parental discipline (Larzelere, Klein, Schumm, & Alibrando, 1989).

" Most of the students in the sample were women (86%), Caucasian (93%), sophomores

(50%), and never married (91%). The ages ranged from 18 to 35 years. The independent
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variables were spanking frequency, presence of positive parent communication and child-

oriented versus parent-oriented attitudes and motivations during spanking. Students were

"asked how frequently they were spanked before age 13 and after 12 years of age. Positive

communication referred to parents’ use of praise, affection, reasoning, and absence of
verbal put-downs. Child-oﬂented attitudes and motivations were assessed by asking -
respondents whether the spankings,were perceiVed as oriented in love versus hos.tility',
and motlvated by release of parental frustration versus tralmng in prosocral behaviors. -
The dependent vanables were self-esteem and perceived falrness of parental
dlsclpllne Self-esteem was measured usmg the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale |

(Rosenberg, 1965). The artlcle did not 1nd1cate rellablllty and- va11d1ty data for this scale

although another study reported a Cronbach’s of .89 in a sample of adolescents h

(Simons, Johnson, & Conger, 1994). Perceived fairness of parental discipline was
measured by a 5.-pointscale interview question that asked how fairly the parents treated
them during discipline. Pearson correlations were used to measure the association
between the dependent and independent variables. Multiple regression was used to test
for two-way lnteraction effects between spanking frequency and parenting characteristics.
Results showed that higher amounts of perceived fairness of parental discipline
were associated with higher levels of positive parental communication (r = ;48, p <.001),
child-oriented attitude (r =35, p < .001), and child-oriented motiuation (r=.27,p<.01).
Fairness was negatively correlated with frequency of spanking after 12 years of age
(r=-.23, p<.01), with parent-onented attitude (r=-.41,p < 001) and with parent-

oriented motivation (r = -.49, p < .001). When the attitude vanables were controlled all
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correlations between spanking frequency'. and the dependent variables were not
significant. This implies that perceived fairness of parental spanking depends on
children’s percébtiéns-of their parents’ attitude and rﬁotivation during spanking. When
spanl;ings are perceived as oriented in love and m_ptivated by prosoci’al_l_traini.ng, they are
more likely to be perceived as fair.

_ Thére weré no sigrliﬁcant inteféctidn effects between spankmg frequency and
parenting characteristics in this stndy. It appears that M spanking was administered was

more important that whether or how often. One of the limitations of this study is the use

of retrospective self-reports about childhood discipline. Retrospective self-reports may be
influenced by inaccurate perceptions and memory, and social desirability response sets.
However, the results provide an interesting avenue for future research.

Simons et al. (1994) examined the extent to which corporal pﬁnishfnent versus

quality of parental involvement better predicts adolescent aggressiveness, delinquent

’4 behavior, and psychological well being. The study involved 332 Midwestern families -

who were interviewed and observed when the target child was in 7% 8% and 9 grade.
All of the families were Caucasian, lived on farms or ih small toWns; and had annual .
mean incomes around $30,000. The parents’ mean education was 13.5 years. Corporal

punishment was measured by a 4-item scale adapted from the Conflict Tactics Scale

(Straus et al., 1980) that has good construct validity and reliability. Both parents and

adolesbents reported the frequency of parents’ spanking, slapping, pushing, grabbing, and
hitting them with objects. High scores on the corporal punishment measure meant that the

parents persistently used physical forms of discipline with their adolescents over a 3-year
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period. Coefficient alpha was above .70, and correlations between pdrent-adoleseent
reports were about 40.
. The quality of paiental involvement was assessed by pdrent and adolescent
: reports, as 4vvvell as obseri/er_ r_atinés of videotaped'fa.mily. _iriteractions. Interdbéewer
| reliability were within acceptable levels,vaﬁd the correlations between parent-child
reports were above 80 The quality of parental irivolVement indicated the level of
parental warmth/acceptance, monitoring, consisteney of discipline, and use of inductiye V
' reasoning in discipline. High scores indieated continuous high Quality parental |
involvement over a 3_-yeai period. |

The dependent variables df adolescent aggressiveness, delinqueney, andl

-psychological well being were eoilected efter thi§ 3-year period. Thus, measures of
parental discipline and involvement during the first 3 yeare \of the study were used to
predict 4" year measures of adolescent behavior to achieve a somewhat more
longitudinal approach.

Two self-report instruments, the Aggressive Orientation Scale and SCL-90-R
(coefficient alphas of .85 and.87, respectively), measured adolescent aggr_eSsiveness,
iricluding physical and verbal 4aggression, and hostile feelings and behaviors. The SCL-
90-R has established relidbility and validity. Adolescent delinquency was measured by
asking the teens to rate the frequency of 32 delinquent activities that apply to them,

~ varying from minor to more serious offenses (e.g., drinking or skipping school, to
stealing). The Rosenberg’s Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), Pearlin’s Mastery Scale

(Pearlin, Lieberman, Menaghan, & Mullen, 1981), and the SCL-90-R/Depression
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Subscale (Derogatis, 1983) were used to measure the adolescent’s psychological well

being: perception of self-worth, mastery, and depressed affect. Cronbach’s alpha for these

instruments was found to be in the high 70’s to low 90’s in this study. The unique effects

of corporal punishment and quality of parental involvement on the three adolescent

‘outcomes were examined using structural equation modeling (SEM).

After controlling for parents’ education, results showed that the qualit.}"of parental
mvolvement was cons1stently related to all adolescent outcomes. The better the quallty of
parental involvement, the lesser adolescent aggressiveness, hostility, and depressed
affect; and the greater self-esteem and perceived mastery. Standardrzed structural

coefficients indicated that mothers quallty of parental 1nvolvement is 1nversely related to

- adolescent aggressrveness (-.37 for boys and -.50 for girls) and delinquency (-.25. for

boys, -.39 for girls), and positively related to adolescent psychological well being (.37 for

boys, .50 for girls) all significant at the p < .05 level. The quality of fathers’ involvement

also showed a significant negative relationship with adolescent aggression for both boys
(-.25) and girls (-.28), delinquency in boys (-.20), and a positi\re association with the
psychological well being of both boys (.25) and girls (.28) (p <.05). Mothers’ corporal
punishment was significantly negatively associated with delinquency in adolescent girls
(;.21, p <.05). This suggests a tendency for physical discipline to discourage delinquency |
in girls. Interestingly, corporal nunishment by fathers and mothers had no _signlﬁcant
effect on any of the other adolescent outcomes.

‘Corporal punishment and the quality of parental involvement were found to be

significantly negatively correlated with each other (average of r = -.29, p <.05). Once the
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effect of parental involvement was removed, corporal punishment was not signiﬁcantly
associated with the adolescent outcomes. This suggests that it is not corporal punishment

per se, but the lack of parental involvement, consistency, and supervision often

accompanying harsh corporal punishr'nent that increases the child’s risk for problem

behaviors in adolescence. Similar fmdihgs assbciating inconsistent discipline and lack of
parental involvement with conduct problems _in.adoléscen-cc were observed by Frick,
Christian, and Wootton ( 1999).

Interaction effects of corporal punishment and parental involvément on adolescent

© outcomes were tested using regression analysis, but no significant effects were found. In-

contrast, Tumef and Finkelhor (1996) found that parental support and involvefnent were

less influential among adolescents experiencing high amounts of corporal punishment on

levels of psychological distress. This suggests that even though corporal punishment per -
se may not predict adolescent maladjustment, the more extreme and abusive forms of
physical discipline might show a negative effect on adolescent psychological well-being.

Child Characteristics, Percepti_on. and Cultural Context

Frick et al. (1999) studied the possible variation in the association b'et'wee-n
pérenting practices and conduct pr(;blems across various ages. The sample included 179
clinic-referred yoﬁng children (aged 6-8, n = 87), laténcy-aged children (aged 9-12,n =
60), and adole-s'cént.s (aged-13-17, n = 32), who were predominantly male, Caucasian, and
from lower SES backgrounds. Parenting practices were measured by the Alabama
Parenting Questionnaire (Frick, 1991) to assess frequency of parental involvement,

positive parenting, poor supervision, inconsistent discipline, and corporal punishment.
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The specific deﬁnition of corporal punishment was not mentioned in the article. The
Corporal Punishment scale (3 items) of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire showed
poor intemal con81stency In general, the internal con51stency of the Alabama Parenting
Questionnaire scales were highest in the adolescent group (r = .43 to .95). Oppositional
Defiant Dlsorder and Conduct Disorder were assessed through the DSM-III R-based
NIMH Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children which comblnes parent Chlld and
teacher inforr'nants. Interrater correlations among the three inforrnants were signiﬁcant
(! = 38 to .42). A series of multiple regression analyses was conducted _separately for

each parenting construct (i.e., involvement and corporal punishment) and conduct

problem.

~ Results showed that corporal punishment was highly associated with conduct
problems in the latency age group (R = .44, p <.01), but not associated with conduct

problems in the adolescent group (R*=.17, not significant) or conduct problems in

| young children (R? = .02). Interestingly, inconsistent discipline and lack of parental

involvement were most strongly associated with conduct problems in adolescents R?=
.29 to .38). Th'e analyses were repeated using a hierarchical regression procedure to
determine the amount of variance each parenting construct contributed .abo\_'e the
variance accounted for by the demographic variables. Results were almost identical to
those from the multiple regression procedure.

The sample in the study was mostly'boys living in rural to semi-rural areas, and
future research needs to confirm the generalizability of findings in girls or children living

in urban and suburban areas. Also, the adolescent sample had a large concentration of
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participants in early adolescent years (ages 13-15), and findings ﬁiay not generalize to
older adolescents.

| - The findings in this study aré cohsistent with those in the next studyvto be |
discussed that sh'owed evidencé for increased aggression wuh frequent Spanking only for N
8 to 11 year-old children (Gunnde & Mariner, 1997). It is possible .thaf wﬁen child;én
reach age 8, changes occur in their perception of spaﬁking and its appropriateness in

accordance to their age and increasing autonomy in the home. Hence, parents may find it

‘beneficial to find alternative disciplinary methods for children with conduct problems,

vespec':iélly as they reach age 7 or 8, and to increase or maintain discipline consistency and - -

parental involvement.

Opponents of corporal punishment often cite the social learning model to argue

“that children who are spanked learn that physical aggression is an acceptable response to

conflict, and subsequently increase their own aggressive behavior to control others. _ |
Gunnoe and Mariner (1997) challenged the unqualified application of a social leaming.
model to the issué of spanking. Instead, they suggested a developmental-contextual
modél in which the effects of sp;nking depend on the meaning childreﬁ vgivé to spanking.
They hypothesized that to the degree that children view spanking as a legitimate
expression of parental authority within the context of cultural and 'age norms, versus as an
act of interpersonal_aégression, parental spanking will not lead to child aggression.
Gunnoe and Marjner (1997) studied 1,112 children_, aged 4 to 11 years, in the
National Survey of Families And Households, and collected data during two time periods

in six years. The sample was representative of families in the United States, with some
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overrepresentation by minqrities and single-parent families to obtain sufficient numbers
fo; this study. At time'1, frequency of spanking and 11 control vériables were measu_red,
including family strucﬁlr‘e (ﬁngle or two-parent fa'nﬁlies), child’s sex, age, and baseline :
aggression, parental race (Black or White), age, _and parenting variables. Spanking
frequency was‘ measured By asking the interviewed pafenis how many times they spanked
the target child in tﬁe past week. However, spMng was not spe_ciﬁcally defined and
might héve beeﬁ interpreted differently by participants. Child baseline aggression -w'as
measured by asking parents whether the child “bullies or is cruel or mean to chefs.” .
Parentiﬁg variables were measured through é- Sélf-repé)rt questionnaire assessing the -
.fréquen;:‘y of praise, yélling, and the use of rules.

ﬂe outcome variables were frequency of ﬁghts at school, measured by children’s
self-reports of fights within the last 12 months, and child antisocial behavior, assessed by
parents’ report on thé antisocial subscale of the Behavior Problems Index. The Behavior
Problem Index nﬁeasured aggression, lying, disobedience, difficulty getting along with
teachers, lack of remorse, and hanging out with troublemakeré. The Cronbach « for this
scale in the study was .68, comparable to the a obtainéd in the developmept of the scale.
The study hypothesiz_ed that the meaning of spanking moderates child aggression, and
that the meaning is a function of family hierarchy and cultural norms. The child’s race,
age, sex, and family structure served as proxies for determining family hjerarcﬁy and
cultural norms.

Sfructural eqﬁation modeling yielded main effects of children’s age and race (p <

.05), such that spanking predicted fewer fights for children aged 4 to 7 years and for
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children who are Black, and more fights for children aged 8 to 11 years and for children

who are White. Regréssion analyses within subgroups yielded evidence of increased |
aggression for only one subgroup: 8- to 1 1-yeér—old White boys in single 'mOther families
(p <.05, F test). Spa:ﬂcing may be perceived as an act of aggession by. the children in
tﬁis subgroup. There was no evidence that spéﬁking fostered aggression in'child.revn l. |
younger than 6 yéars. On the contrary, results sugges:ted that spanki_né r'na}-l déter
subseéuent fighting in children aged 4 to 7 years aﬁd in Black children. Path coefﬁcients
from spanking to child antisocial behavior did not differ significantly acfoss groups.

| 1n_telfpreting results based on a déVelopmental-contextual model, children who

reach age 7 may start to change their per_Cepfion about authority and 'experiencé

'increasing aﬁtonomy and status in the family. Older children may not perceive their.

parents’ continued usé of spanking as fair or justified (Larzelere et al.; 1989). Family

~ status and childreh’s perception of the meaning and appropriateness of spanking are also

a function of the child’s gender and raée. In Black families, spanking may be éséociated
with positive, caring parenting, and personal autonomy may be granted in later ages
compared to White families. When children perceive parental sﬁanking as non-normative
within their culture, developmental stage, or family hierarchy, spankingl can be perceived
as an act of interpersonal aggression and is likely to lead to subsequent aggressive
behavior in the children.

Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, and Pettit (1996) also found evidence for cultural
differences in the relationship between physical discipline and child aggression. The

study followed and obtained data from 466 European American and 100 African’
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American children from kindergarten through 3™ grade (ages 5 to 8). Mothers’ use of

physical discipline was.measured using an open-ended, semistructured interview, |
hypothetiéal vignettes, and a quéstidnnaire acl‘iabted.from the Conflict Tactics Scale—
Aggression subscale. These instruments were found to héve a high factor loading (.52 to
.84) on thé bhysical diséiﬁline construct. Interfater reliability was gqod (g.= .80) betWeen '
the standard iﬁterviewers and two research éésistants who intérvi_ewed 56 randomly
selected families from the sample. Physical discipline ranged from spa:ﬂdng, to hitting
with of without fhe use of objects, to throwing o‘bjec_ts at thc;l ch11d |

| The depéndent variable was childreﬁ’.s externalizing behﬁvior probléms, mgasured
using three sources of information (teacher, peers, and mother). The Extemalizing
Behavior Problems scale of the Achenbach Te_';lcher ‘Repbrt Form (Achenbach, 1991), a

highly reliable measure (1-week test-retest r = .90), was used to measure teacher ratings

| of child externalizing behavior 6 months after the in-home interview, and annually

thereafter. Within the same time framé, classmates completed peer s‘ociome‘tric ratings to
identify children who were most aggressive and who did not get along with the teacher.
The mothers completed the parent version of the CBCL Externalizing Behavior ProBlems
scale dﬁring the home visit aﬁd annually thereafter. These measures Were fouﬁd to have a
;'ery high factor loadiﬁg on the externalizing behavior constrﬁct (.89 - .91).

A hierarchical linear regression was used.to predict externalizing behavior
problems, with SES and maternal marital status controlled. Bivariate Pearson correlations
were used to investigate the two-way interactions of race and physicél punishment on

externalizing behavior. Higher levels of physical punishment were associated with higher

7



52

levels of child externalizing and agéression-for European American children t=.31,p<

.001,n - 372) based on teacher and peer ratings. However, this correlation was negative

and nonsignificant for African American childreh (t=-.07, n=88) based on teacher and

, peer‘rating's. There was no relationship found between teacher and peer-rated |
ef(temalizing prbbléms and the harshness Vof parental dfécipline for African Américan'
children.

One explanation is that the me'a'ni'ng of physical discipline may be different for
Va_rious.ethnjc groups, as shiown in the previous study (Gunnoe & Mariner, 1997). -
Mothers’ ratings of child externalizing behaVior, however, showed no significant race by'
disciplihé interaction; there were no group d_ifferénces' in'gxtémalizing beﬁavidr problems

- between African-American and Eurqpeah Ameriéah Sainples who experienced phys__i_c%ai
discipline based on the mothers’ self-report data (Afn’can American r= .24, p<.05,n=
83; European Americanr = 40, p <.001,n=392). |

| More research is needed to validate these findings. Other cultural groups (e.g.,
Hispanic, Asian) also need to be included to further investigate the effects of cultural
context for pérental discipliné. Other parenting factors (e. g.., warmth and negativity) that
could significantly influence .child behavior outcome also néed ‘to be included in future-
research. The increasing sophistication of analyses (e.g., measuring recurrence delay, use
of llongitudinalldesigns, inclusion of path analysis) has begun to provide a more accurate
view of the comlple)l(ity of pérent-child interaction. Further use of such methods is ﬁeeded

_to clarify understanding of the effect of corporal punishment in particular families for

particular children of particular ages.
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Conclusion
Though associations between corporal punishment and negative outcome
behaviors such as aggression and antisocial behavior have been demonstratéd in many -
studies, recent research has shown that thesé asso'ciations- are dependent on thé parent;
child .context.in which _discipliﬁe oceurs. As Baumrind (1973) stated, the eVidencc.“does
not indicate that vnegativ'e reinforcement or corpofé.i pﬁnishmént per se were' harmful or
ineffective procedures, but rather that thg totaﬁ ﬁattem of parental control determined the .
effects oh fhe child of fhesé procedures” (p. 36). . |

The risk for negative and harmful consequences increases when corporal

 punishment is used in the context of 4 harsh, abusive, or dysfunctional parenting .

approach, and also when it continues to be the practice in older children and adolescents.

Corporal punishment can foster or exacerbate negative behavior in children in several

circumstances: when administered impulsively, when used as the predominant

disciplinary technique, and when the parent-child relationship is characterized by a lack
of parental warmth, involvement, and positive communicatioh. In these situations,
children -are more likely to interpret spanking as an act of interpersonal aggressién, or as
motivated by hostile or unfair parental attitudes. - -

Recent studies have begun to examine more closely the influence of culture on

children’s perception and interpretation of spanking and its subsequent effect on child

- behavior. Research on corporal punishment has paid relatively little ét_tention to the

effects of physical punishment on the wide variety of other desirable and undesirable

child outcomes. It will be interesting in future research to examine the influence of

99



corporal punishment on such outcomes as children’s prosocial behavior, academic
achjevément, intérnalizing behavior, and many others. This will contribute to an even

more comprehensive understanding of corporal punishment and its effects.
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