
CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION OF A
BEHAVIORALLY SPECIFIC ATTITUDE SCALE

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Schelble, James Martin, 1941-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 26/05/2023 09:14:21

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289557

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289557


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This material was produced from a microfilm copy of the original document. While 
the most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the original 
submitted. 

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or patterns which may appear on this reproduction. 

1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitatecTcutting thru an image and duplicating adjacent 
pages to insure you complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a large round black mark, it 
is an indication that the photographer suspected that the copy may have 
moved during exposure and thus cause a blurred image. You will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., was part of the material being 
photographed the photographer followed a definite method in 
"sectioning" the material. It is customary to begin photoing at the upper 
left hand corner of a large sheet and to continue photoing from left to 
right in equal sections with a small overlap. If necessary, sectioning is 
continued again — beginning below the first row and continuing on until 
complete. 

4. The majority of users indicate that the textual content is of greatest value, 
however, a somewhat higher quality reproduction could be made from 
"photographs" if essential to the understanding of the dissertation. Silver 
prints of "photographs" may be ordered at additional charge by writing 
the Order Department, giving the catalog number, title, author and 
specific pages you wish reproduced. 

5. PLEASE NOTE: Some pages may have indistinct print. Filmed as 
received. 

University Microfilms International 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 USA 

St. John's Road, Tyler's Green 
High Wycombe, Bucks, England HP10 8HR 



I 
77-18,596 

SCHELBLE, James Martin, 1941-
CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION OF A 
BEHAVIORALLY SPECIFIC ATTITUDE SCALE. 

The University of Arizona, Ph.D., 1977 
Education, tests and measurements 

Xerox University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 



CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION OF A BEHAVIORALLY 

SPECIFIC ATTITUDE SCALE 

by 

James Martin Schelble 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

REHABILITATION CENTER 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

19 7 7 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

GRADUATE COLLEGE 

I hereby recommend that this dissertation prepared under my 

direction by ____ J_a_m __ e_s __ ~_ia_r_t __ i=n~S_c~h_e~l~b~l~e~-------------------

entitled Construction and Validation of a Behaviorally 

Specific Attitude Scale 

be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the 

degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

, 

~Mt/?J?~~ 
Dissertation Director 

As members of the Final Examtnation Committee, we certify 

that we have read this dissertation and agree that it may be 

presented for final defense. 

11-~-7' 
11- 1-76 

,,_,_,(:, 
lt-1 - li 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent 
on the candidate's adequate performance and defense thereof at the 
final oral examination. 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and 
is deposited in the University Library to be made available to bor
rowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without 

special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source 

is made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or re
production of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College 
when in his judgment the proposed use of the material is in the 
interests of scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission 
must be obtained from the author. 

S I G N E D :  \ / ^ [  s  



This dissertation is dedicated: 

To my Creator who brought a special meaning to this task. 

To Billie who brought laughter, love, and lots of fun into my 

life during the many moments I was not working on my doctoral program 

or dissertation. 

To my sons Jamie and Kim whose love nurtured and kept keen my 

interest in parents and children and how they interact. 

To my friends and family who provided immeasurable emotional 

and material support. 

To my committee, Dr. Jim Organist, Dr. Peter Attarian, and 

Dr. Tom Fisher for their acceptance of my interests and support in 

pursuing them. 

To Dr. Paul Leung., chairperson of my doctoral program, for his 

many efforts on my behalf. 

To Dr. Sarah Dinham, chairperson of my dissertation committee, 

whose friendship, clarity, and guidance carried me smoothly through 

the various phases of my dissertation. 

And finally, to Jim Schelble for finishing his dissertation 

and allowing the beginning of a more mundane phase in his life. 

iii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vii 

ABSTRACT viii 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Parent Education Models 2 

Affective Change 2 
Behavioral Change 3 
Cognitive Change 3 

The Adlerian Parent Education Model 5 
The Theory of Individual Psychology 5 
Dreikurs' Five Goals of Child Behavior 5 
Self-Assessment in Adlerian Family Counseling . . 7 

Purpose of the Study 8 
A Primary Typology of Parenting Styles 8 

Social Psychology Research 8 
Adlerian Literature Clinical Findings 10 
Social Learning Research ...... 11 
Origins of Drug Abuse Research 15 

Summary . • 16 

II. MEASUREMENT OF PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION 18 

Outcomes of Parent-Child Interaction 18 

Behavioral Outcomes 19 
Cognitive Outcomes 19 
Verbalized Attitude Outcomes 20 

Multi-Dimensional Outcomes 20 
Traditional Assessment vs. Behavioral Assessment . . 20 

Significance of the Study 21 
Definition of Attitude 22 

Attitudes Predictive of Future Behavior 24 
Hypothetical Scale 26 
Scaling Techniques 2 7 

Paired Comparisons 27 
Equal-Appearing Intervals 29 
Summated Ratings 30 
Scalogram Analysis 31 

iv 



V 

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued 

Page 

Semantic Differential 32 
Summary 33 

Statement of the Problem 34 

III. PROCEDURES AND RESULTS 35 

A Semantic Differential Attitude Scale 35 
Construction of the Semantic Differential 36 

Introduction 36 
Selection of Concepts 36 
Construction of Item Statements 37 

Procedures for Combining Mead's Behavior 
Categories into Child-Parent-Child Interactions . . 37 

Sorting Child-Parent-Child Interactions 39 
Procedures and Results of First Sorting 39 
Procedures and Results of the Second Sorting . . 41 
Uses of the Child-Parent-Child Interactions ... 42 

Selection of Scaling Adjective Pairs 43 
Administration of the Semantic Differential 45 
Scoring 45 
Reliability 46 

Definition 46 
Determination of Reliability 47 
Item Analysis 47 

Validity ..... 50 
Definition and Introduction 50 
Face Validity 51 
Content Validity ...... 51 
Construct Validity ....... 52 
Concurrent Validity 52 

Sample 54 
Procedures 54 
Profile 54 

Observer Training 55 
Data Collection Procedures 56 
Results of Observations 58 
Discussion of Results 58 

Categorization of Child-Parent-Child 
Interactions 61 

Sample Discussion 62 
Structured Activities for Parent and Child ... 63 
Correlations Between Behavior and Attitude ... 64 

Summary 65 



vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued 

Page 

IV. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 66 

Summary 66 
Recommendations for Scale Usage 69 
Recommendations for Scale Development 69 

APPENDIX A. SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALES 71 

APPENDIX B. SCALE INSTRUCTIONS 83 

APPENDIX C. A SCHEDULE FOR CHILDREN'S GOAL ORIENTED 
INTERACTION ANALYSIS 85 

APPENDIX D. ACTIVITY INSTRUCTIONS 91 

REFERENCES 95 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Comparative Analysis of Parent Leadership Styles .... 12 

2. Frequency Distribution of 160 Child-Parent-Child 
Interactions Sorted 40 

3. Per Cent Agreement Between Judges for 160 Child-Parent-
Child Interactions Sorted 41 

4. Frequency Distribution of 36 Child-Parent-Child 
Scenarios Sorted 42 

5. Per Cent Agreement Between Judges for 36 Child-
Parent-Child Scenarios Sorted 43 

6. Bipolar Adjective Pairs Used with the Democratic, 
Autocratic, and Anarchic Scales .... 44 

7. Scale Inter-Item Correlation Coefficients 48 

8. Interobserver Reliabilities 57 

9. Cumulative Frequencies of Observed Child-Parent-

Child Behavior in the Laboratory 59 

10. Mean Frequencies of Child-Parent-Child Behavior 
Observed in the Laboratory 59 

11. Frequency of Ratings for Written Scales which were 
Behaviorally Categorizable 60 

12. Pearson P-M Correlations Between Observed Behavior/ 
Activity Period and Scales 60 

13. Pearson P-M Correlations Between Cumulative 
Behavior and Scales ..... 61 

vii 



ABSTRACT 

The Adlerian family counseling model, as a re-education 

approach to helping families in pain, has gained wide acceptance with 

family counselors and parents. And although this model has been 

influential and widely used in changing parent-child behavior, there 

has been almost no self-assessment evident in the practice of Adlerian 

family counseling. An exception was Mead's development of a behavior 

observation schedule grounded in Adlerian goal-directed theory. 

However, the need for further development of an instrument to measure 

parent-child interaction was not diminished. Therefore, the purpose of 

the present study was the development of an attitude scale for family 

counselors that would measure parent-child interaction and be based on 

the assumed Adlerian parent leadership styles. 

The study's plan was to construct and validate three attitude 

scales measuring a parent's democratic, autocratic, and anarchic style 

of parenting. The scales constructed were based on a primary typology 

of parenting styles discussed in the theoretical and research litera

ture. The scaling method chosen as most effective was the semantic 

differential. The resulting behaviorally specific semantic differential 

attitude scales were to measure the degree to which a parent verbalized 

(1) a democratic style of leadership, (2) an autocratic style of 

leadership, or (3) an anarchic style of leadership. 

The construction of the scales' stimulus objects, which were 

later paired with rating adjectives, was based on judges' discrimination 
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of child-parent-child behaviors, and whether those behaviors represented 

democratic, autocratic, or anarchic parenting styles. After the judges 

had two sorting trials, the final scales included eight child-parent-

child interactions representing each of the three constructs. The 

eight interactions for each scale were then paired with nine bipolar 

adjective pairs, seven of which were used for scoring, the remaining 

two adjective pairs acting as disguise items. Each scale had a total of 

fifty-six (7 x 8) scorable items. The combined response effort for the 

completed set of scales required the subject to rate two hundred and 

sixteen (72 x 3) items, one hundred and sixty-eight of which were 

scored. The alpha coefficients for the democratic, autocratic, and 

anarchic scales were .97, .95, and .92, respectively. 

The validation sample of forty-six subjects was a self-selected 

group of well-educated parents drawn from seven preschools in the Tucson 

area. 

The observer training of 10 sessions was terminated when all the 

observers reached the interobserver per cent agreement criterion of 

.85. During the actual validation observations two observers were 

present for 30 of the 46 observations. The interobserver reliabilities 

for these observations ranged from .70 to .80. The balance of the 

observations were carried out by one observer. 

Within the concurrent validation the subjects (one parent and 

his or her three to five year old child) were observed through a one

way mirror. The interaction was structured around five 5-minute 

activity periods in order to elicit a variety of behavior from the 

parent and child. The observers, using a 2.5 second interval beeper, 



X 

alternately observed the child and parent behavior. Mead's behavioral 

categories were used in the observation. The frequency of child-parent-

child interactions judged democratic, autocratic, and anarchic using 

Mead's categories, then determined the raw score frequency of actual 

observed behaviors representing each of the constructs. The cumulative 

frequencies of democratic, autocratic, and anarchic interactions were 

16,135, 106, and 1,198, respectively. These frequencies were then 

correlated with the subjects' cumulative raw scores for the written 

scales. The resulting Pearson product-moment correlations reported 

were not significant at the .05 level, with the exception of two very 

low correlations. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Within the last fifteen years the nuclear family has become the 

focal point of preventative mental health programs for children. 

Schools, child guidance clinics, and family therapy centers no longer 

deal with just the emotionally disturbed child. Family therapists view 

the child as part of a group (family) whose members are experiencing 

their individual emotional pain collectively through one person 

(Satir, 1964). The family, then, rather than the symptomatic behavior 

of one of its members, is the focus of change. The acceptance of this 

interpretation and approach to family crisis intervention has become 

commonplace as the social stigma of participation in parent education 

and/or family therapy decreases. 

Much of the social stigma of family therapy has been removed by 

the growth of parent education models which tend to dissociate their re

education/therapy centers from psychiatric settings. This approach, in 

general, conceptualizes the parent as leader of the family, capable and 

willing to grow if the given the opportunity, rather than sick and 

debilitated (Dreikurs and Soltz, 1964; Gordon, 1970; Patterson, 1971). 

From the outset, then, parent education (here to include the 

terms family counseling and/or family therapy) was established on the 

premise that if well-intentioned parents could be given the opportunity 

of unlearning erroneous child-rearing patterns modeled by their 

1 



parents, their children, in turn, might be exposed to more positive 

interpersonal relationships in the home. It was assumed these newly 

learned styles of parenting would demonstrate to the child a greater 

acceptance of his or her needs and constructive ways to meet those 

needs. 

This process of change for parents and children can be seen in 

as many forms as there are parent education models to choose from. And 

while there may exist definitive evidence that one theoretical model is 

more effective than another (Glass, 1976), this study was concerned 

initially with the variety of approaches to parent education, rather 

than their qualitative differences. The review of models which follows 

focuses specifically on how each model purports to approach changing 

parent-child behavior. Once the theoretical perspective is estab

lished the review narrows to one model for further consideration 

because of its breadth of influence and need for validation. 

Parent Education Models 

Different therapy models emphasize different vectors of change 

within the person. With respect to affective change, behavioral change, 

and cognitive change a number of models were reviewed for this study. 

Affective Change 

Gordon's (1970) "Parent Effectiveness Training" model focuses 

primarily on the affective domain. It emphasizes active listening on 

the part of the parent and acceptance of the child's feelings, thereby 

facilitating the necessary communication for interpersonal problem 

solving. Ginott's (1965, 1971) handbooks have placed considerable 
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emphasis on the affective level of communication. Satir's (1964, 1972) 

"Conjoint Family Therapy" model is interactional, group oriented, and 

affectively centered as well. 

Behavioral Change 

In contrast, Patterson's (1971), Patterson, Cobb, and Ray's 

(197 2), and Patterson and Gullion's (1972) social learning emphasizes 

overt behavior changes. Using systematic interactional observation 

techniques in the home, Patterson has developed a method to track 

parent-child interactions to determine how inappropriate behavior 

patterns are maintained. The parents are then taught how to change 

their behavior and the child's behavior through contingency management 

(Patterson et al., 1972). Becker (1971), whose work is similar to 

Patterson's, has developed a parent handbook which is operant 

conditioning-oriented and concerned with overt behavioral outcomes. 

Cognitive Change 

A leader among the proponents of models emphasizing cognitive 

change, James (1974), has written a handbook for parents based on 

transactional analysis theory. This model is primarily rational in its 

approach, while teaching the parent how to recognize the child's 

feelings and need for positive strokes. The central focus in therapy 

is on retraining the parent's ego states at a cognitive level in order 

to facilitate more effective parenting. 

The Adlerian Parent Education model emphasizes cognitive 

changes in the parent and child. In order to facilitate these changes, 

the parent is taught behavioral and verbal techniques for the 
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re-orientation of the child's goal-directed behavior. Emphasis is 

placed on parent leadership style as it sets the atmosphere in the 

home. The goal for both the parent and child is to increase the 

overall frequency of cooperative behavior between family members 

(Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs, 1963; Dinkmeyer and McKay, 1973; Dreikurs and 

Soltz, 1964). 

In addition to the theoretical models already mentioned, 

several parent handbooks have been written which are not clearly 

identified with a specific theoretical position. These books explore 

the variety of common problems children present. Solutions and 

rationales for dealing with these problems are not always grounded in 

a consistent theoretical position (Dodson, 1971; Salk, 1972; Spock, 

1969). In general, these books do not give the parent a means of 

interpreting or understanding their child's development from a positive 

as well as a negative perspective. 

In summary, a family in crisis potentially has a great variety 

of approaches to parent education to choose from, depending upon who 

refers the family for counseling, the availability of therapists and 

the skill of the therapist in using the most appropriate techniques. 

Whatever their experience, a family in the process of re-education, 

counseling, or therapy is establishing a foundation upon which each 

person within that family is more likely to grow (James, 1974). 

With this perspective, the paragraphs below explore one parent 

education model in greater detail. 
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The Adlerian Parent Education Model 

One of the most popular parent education models in current use 

is the Adlerian model. Through the work of family counselors using 

the model, several handbooks (Allred,1968; Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs, 

1963; Dreikurs and Soltz, 1964) have been written. The concurrent 

development of its family counseling model and its parent education 

study groups have further broadened the influence of this widely used 

parent education model (Dreikurs, 1959). Because of its influence in 

popular literature and widespread use among family counselors and 

parents, this model was chosen as the basis for this study. 

The Theory of Individual Psychology 

The Adlerian Parent Education model was derived from Alfred 

Adler's theory of Individual Psychology. Individual Psychology 

stresses the uniqueness of the individual's perception of the world 

and in turn, the way he shapes the world, creating his own unique style 

of life. This self-consistency in a person's life is the unitary 

dynamic through which the person strives to belong, first to the 

family, then to the peer group, and eventually to society. Adler 

emphasized man's positive social orientation and assumed that harmony 

between the individual and society was essential, with conflict being 

a mistaken condition (Ansbacher and Ansbacher, 1956). 

Dreikurs" Five Goals of Child Behavior 

Dreikurs (1968) further extended Adlerian theory by positing 

five goals of child behavior. According to Dreikurs, the child's goal 

is to belong to the family. If the child cannot belong to the family 
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through (1) cooperation with others, he will attempt other behaviors 

to insure that he belongs. The child may attempt to belong by gaining 

people's (2) attention, or by asserting his (3) power over others or by 

getting (4) revenge if he has been hurt. If none of these behaviors 

work, he will (5) socially withdraw (Dreikurs and Soltz, 1964). These 

five goals of child behavior are the basis of Dreikurs' family 

counseling model. 

In the family counseling process, the parent being counseled 

is asked to identify the child's most troublesome behaviors. After the 

parent describes the child's problem behavior, he/she is then asked by 

the counselor to describe her response to that behavior, as well as 

his/her child's reciprocal response to his/her behavior. And finally, 

the counselor needs to know what the parent's most dominant feeling is 

during this sequence of child-parent-child behavior. Once the behavior 

patterns are uncovered, the child's behavior can be classified as one 

of the five goals of behavior. This information helps the family 

counselor re-orient the child's mistaken assumptions about belonging 

and give the parent support in changing his/her responses to the child's 

problem behavior. Thus over time a parent who is interested in changing 

can establish for the child the goal of cooperation in belonging to 

the family positively. 

This theory and methodology have been widely used by family 

counselors, with little verification of the validity of the theory 

and/or its efficacy in the changing of parent-child behavior. The next 

section will deal with these issues. 
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Self-Assessment in Adlerian Family Counseling 

The lack of self-assessment by practitioners in Adlerian 

family counseling seems to be related to the sparsity of psychometric 

instruments available based on Adlerian theory. An exception has been 

Mead's operationalization of Dreikurs' five goals of child behavior 

(Cantrell, 1971; Mead, 1967, 1968, 1971; Smith, 1969). Mead's "Goal 

Oriented Interactional Analysis" defines ten categories of child 

behavior and ten reciprocal categories of parent behavior, derived from 

Dreikurs' five goals of child behavior and the assumed parental 

response behaviors. Cantrell (1971) further developed Mead's work 

using the "Goal Oriented Interactional Analysis" to test the validity 

of Dreikurs' assumptions regarding the five goals of child behavior. 

Cantrell (1971), in general, found that a child's goal oriented 

behavior patterns maintained themselves even without constant response 

from the parent. He also found significant differences in the fre

quency of certain behavior patterns between children with different 

goal orientations. Dreikurs* assumptions were sustained. 

However, Mead's (1968) work and Cantrell's (1971) validation 

have not motivated Adlerian family counselors to use behavioral 

measures. Assuming time constraints and a lack of familiarization with 

behavioral observation and measurement, it is not surprising that family 

counselors are not interested. At this point it seems reasonable to 

suggest a developmental step beyond Mead's work. 
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Purpose of the Study 

Given that Dreikurs* five goals of child behavior have been 

validated, it would be important to determine what styles of parenting 

lead to what goal behaviors for the child. Dreikurs and Soltz (1964) 

claim to positively change the quality of child-parent-child interac

tion through the establishment of a democratic leadership parenting 

style. In addition, the Adlerian model posits autocratic and anarchic 

parenting styles as less desirable but existent. None of these 

assumptions have been experimentally verified in the Adlerian litera

ture. The purpose of this study was the development of a psychometric 

instrument that would measure child-parent-child interactions using 

Mead's behavioral categories but with the economy and usefulness of a 

written test that would be based 011 the constructs of Democracy, 

Autocracy and Anarchy. 

A Primary Typology of Parenting Styles 

Democracy as an ideal is the foundation upon which Adlerian 

parent education rests, while autocracy and anarchy are viewed as 

alternative parenting styles. The fact that these parent leadership 

constructs appear in other experimental studies suggests the importance 

of the typology as the core of the evaluation instrument. These three 

basic social climates have been observed, both experimentally and 

clinically, in four different areas of psychology. 

Social Psychology Research 

First, in the field of social psychology, Lippitt and White 

(1943) carried out an experimental study of democracy, autocracy and 



anarchy as social climates. Three experimental groups of children were 

alternately exposed to the three different forms of leadership. In 

comparing their findings on the three different types of group leader

ship climates, Lippitt and White in general found: 

1. Under anarchic (laissez-faire) leadership, as compared to 

autocratic and democratic, there was less work done and it was 

of poorer quality. 

2. Under autocratic leadership, the quantity of work was somewhat 

greater than that done under democratic leadership; however, 

the work motivation and originality was greater under democratic 

leadership, as compared to anarchic or autocratic leadership. 

3. Under autocratic leadership, there was an atmosphere within 

which a significant amount of hostility and aggression was 

created, including aggression against scapegoats. 

4. Under democratic leadership, greater independence, reaponsibility 

and individuality resulted, while under autocratic leadership, 

discontent, more dependence and less individuality were created. 

5. Under democratic leadership, the group demonstrated more 

group-mindedness and friendliness. 

6. Under autocratic leadership, the groups could only function when 

the leader was present, and in his absence they fought and 

quarreled. By comparison, the democratic groups functioned well 

without the presence of the leaders and got along well outside 

of the experimental group setting (Lippitt and White, 1943, 

1960). 
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These findings indicate that democracy positively affected the 

quality of interaction between the group and its leader, whereas 

autocracy and anarchy did not. 

Adlerian Literature Clinical Findings 

Secondly, in the area of Individual psychology and Adlerian 

family counseling a typology of parenting styles has been apparent 

clincially. Adler, in his theory of Individual psychology, clearly 

placed democratic values in central focus for the facilitation of 

psychotherapeutic change within the person. Nikelly (1963, p, 163) 

clarifies this issue in his article "Democratic Assumptions in Adler's 

Psychology": 

To be attached to past social and constitutional deter
minants is a vestige of the autocratic philosophy of 
living, in which one's predicament depended largely on 
social status and tends to lessen one's accountability for 
his behavior. This awareness of one's personal goals as 
motivating factors is all the more valuable in a democratic 
society, because this emphasizes an individual's responsi

bility for his actions. 

Here Nikelly reinforces the meaning of Adler's goal directed parent 

using democracy as a leadership style. 

Dreikurs in his clinical practice had observed parents inter

acting with their children in either an autocratic or anarchic manner, 

leading to a very discouraging experience for both the parent and 

child. Dreikurs, Grunwald, and Pepper (1971, p. 177) state, 

We are going-—internationally—through the process of 
changing from an autocratic past into a democratic 
present. Many of the events of our times, the confusion, 
misused freedom (anarchy) and lack of responsibility, 
validate the observations of Kurt Lewin (1948). Wherever 
children move from an autocratic into a democratic setting, 
they become free but do not know what to do with their 
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freedom (anarchy). Freedom carries responsibilities. This 
holds true for adults as well. 

Dreikurs further observes that parents in their movement from autocra

tic to democratic will find that they are neither. At one point, they 

may be inclined to anarchic—permissiveness, and when the freedom is 

abused find themselves falling back on autocratic methods of child-

rearing (Dreikurs et al., 1971). 

Thus, in parent counseling, Dreikurs* primary goal was the 

development of a democratic process between the parent and child. He 

found that this orientation encouraged responsible and socially 

cooperative children which led to greater harmony within the family. 

In teaching parents how to distinguish between the different types of 

leadership, Dreikurs compared them, explicitly and implicitly, in the 

manner shown in Table 1. 

Social Learning Research 

Thirdly, in the area of social learning, Patterson et al. 

(1972) maintain that different patterns of child-rearing are clearly 

evidenced in their research. Although these are not intended to be a 

typology, they do represent speculative descriptions which in this 

study's review have been referred to as "the democratic parenting 

style," "the autocratic parenting style," and "the anarchic parenting 

style.H 

In their analysis, the "effective" parent (analogous to 

democratic parenting) knows which of his or her child's behaviors are 

which act as a prelude to further coercive demanding behaviors. The 

parent can act in either of the following ways, once the disruptive 



12 

Table 1. Comparative Analysis of Parent Leadership Styles3 

The Autocratic 
Approach 

boss 

sharp voice 

command 

uses power 

uses external pressure 
to control 

demands cooperation 

tells others what they 
should do 

imposes his ideas on 
others 

overally directive and 
dominating 

uses criticism focusing 
on the negative aspects 
of a situation 

finds faults, focuses 
on the correction of 
errors 

punishes in order to 
control for desired 
ends 

parent decides and the 
child must obey 

The Democratic 
Approach 

leader 

friendly voice 

invitation 

influence 

uses stimulation, draw
ing upon interests, to 
control 

asks for and wins co
operation 

tells others what he 
will do 

sells others on his 
ideas 

uses active guidance 
and allows for differ
ences 

uses encouragement 
focusing on the posi
tive aspects of a 
situation 

acknowledges achieve
ment 

helps the child see the 
most productive means 
and ends 

parent suggests and 
helps the child to 
decide 

The Anarchic 
Approach 

passive leader 

friendly voice 

no guidance 

influences when asked 

does not try to 
control 

allows each person to 
do as he pleases 

does not tell others 
what he will do 

only offers ideas when 
asked 

passively advises 

does not try to influ
ence 

acknowledges indi
vidual efforts 

may help the child but 
only upon invitation 

not actively involved 

in influencing the 

child 
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Table 1.—Continued 

The Autocratic The Democratic The Anarchic 
Approach Approach Approach 

parent is solely parent and child share the child is responsi
responsible for the responsibility as a ble for his behavior 
child's behavior team but does not receive 

guidance from the 
parent 

3Because Dreikurs did not explicitly describe the anarchic 
approach comparatively as he did the democratic and autocratic 

approaches this study drew from his writings to create the analysis 

presented above (Dreikurs et al., 1971, pp. 177-178; Dreikurs and 
Soltz, 1964). 
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antecedent behavior occurs. She may redirect the child with cues for 

competing appropriate behaviors and then indicate, if that is not 

sufficient, what the consequences will be if the behavior continues. 

If the child continues, the punishing consequences are invoked. But 

most importantly the effective parent sets up situations, by altering 

antecedent stimuli, thereby insuring that the child will engage in 

appropriate behavior which is then attended to by the parent who 

positively reinforces the behavior with attention and recognition. 

The second and third mode of parenting, as described by 

Patterson and associates (.1972), are comparable to the anarchic mode 

of parenting as described by Dreikurs and Soltz (1964). The "diffusion 

parent" does not anticipate or track sequences of inappropriate behavior 

leading to high amplitude behavioral responses which cannot be ignored. 

Rather than redirecting or attending to appropriate prosocial responses, 

these parents only nag or yell, never really following inappropriate 

demanding behaviors with aversive consequences, and thereby continuously 

reinforcing the child's out-of-control behavior. As the parent 

progressively loses more control, the child is viewed as "always bad" 

and even when acting socially appropriate, the child receives little 

positive feedback or reinforcement. At this point, the parent no 

longer interacts positively with the child in any form. 

The third mode of parenting, referred to as "selective diffu

sion," identifies parents who are selectively permissive or over-

indulgent to one of their children who happens to be special as the 

result of illness, retardation, or out of guilt. This situation 

creates the same pampering child management approaches described 
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immediately above. Again, this approach to parenting is analogous to 

Dreikurs and Soltz's (1964) anarchic parenting style. 

In Patterson et al.'s (1972, p. 14) research, the fourth and 

final mode describes the effectiveness of the autocratic parent. 

The "Sadomasochistic Arabesque" requires the mutually 
supportive interactions of both parents. In this minuet, 
parents' individual reactions to the child are delicately 
balanced in such a way that neither parent is able to con
trol the child effectively. Interestingly enough, both 
parents track the behavior of both the child and the other 
parent. One parent elects to play the harsh punitive role. 
When this parent is present, the behavior of the child is, 
in fact, controlled. The permissive member of the dyad 
attempts to balance the severity of the first by being warm 
and noncontingent. As a result, when the despot is not 
present, the behavior of the child is out of control. 

While this type of parenting style is viewed dyadically, the 

punitive parent in the dyad is akin to the autocratic parent described 

by Dreikurs et al. (1971) and Adorno (1950, p. 384). 

The distinct differences in each of these clinical approaches to 

a typology of parent-child interactions lies in the specificity of their 

definitions. Individual Psychology theorists create rather general 

definitions of parenting styles couched in a specific philosophical 

position as a result of their clinical observations (Dreikurs et al., 

1971). Patterson and his associates (1972), on the other hand, offer 

operational descriptions of parenting styles as observed from their 

parent training experimental data. 

Origins of Drug Abuse Research 

The final area alluding to the existence of a primary typology 

of parent leadership styles, comes from the field of drug abuse 

research. Blum and associates (1973) in their research on family 
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characteristics related to drug use discovered a rather interesting 

constellation of parent leadership styles. 

Blum's sample was divided into three groups based on the extent 

of drug usage by children. Those families whose children represented 

the sample's upper third (with respect to drug usage volume) were 

identified as the high risk group. Families in the lower two-thirds 

of the sample were considered moderate or low risk families based on 

their children's consumption of drugs. Family characteristics associ

ated with these groups indicated low risk group parents to be rather 

traditional in their values and autocratic in leadership style, high 

risk group parents to be value-fluid and permissive (anarchic) in 

child-rearing habits, with the moderate risk group parents emphasizing 

freedom and responsibility in raising their children. The latter 

group's characteristics have typically been associated with a democratic 

leadership style (Blum et al., 1973), 

Thus, regardless of how it is stated, there seems to be some 

collectively sound evidence that democracy, autocracy, and anarchy, as 

constructs, may exhaust a primary typology of child rearing styles. 

Summary 

With the advent of mental health programming focusing on 

families in crisis, a wide variety of parent education/counseling 

models have developed from theories of human behavior. The preceding 

review has not focused on their qualitative differences but rather on 

their approaches to changing behavior and the degree of self-assessment 

of one of the models which has been very influential. This study was 



an attempt to further develop the Adlerian parent education model. 

While this model has been widely used, it has lacked a practical self-

assessment tool based on the parent leadership styles discussed in the 

Adlerian literature as well as three other areas of the research 

literature. This study did develop an instrument based on the 

constructs of democracy, autocracy, and anarchy. 



CHAPTER II 

MEASUREMENT OF PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION 

This chapter includes a review of psychometric instrumentation 

based on Adlerian theory. The review establishes a focus and rationale 

for the development of an instrument measuring attitude rather than 

behavior per se. There is also further discussion regarding the 

instrument and its ability to predict future parent behavior. 

The body of this chapter contains a clarification of this 

study's definition of attitude, requirements of the hypothetical scale, 

a review of scaling techniques available to measure attitude, and 

lastly, rationale for the selection of the semantic differential as the 

most appropriate scaling technique. The chapter concludes with a 

statement of the methodological problem defined in the preceding 

sections. 

Outcomes of Parent-Child Interaction 

There were four approaches considered with respect to the 

measurement of parent-child interaction as it is conceptualized in the 

Adlerian model. This investigation focused on: (1) behavior, (2) 

cognition, (3) verbalized attitudes, and/or (4) any combination of 

behavior, cognition, or verbalized attitudes. 

18 
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Behavioral Outcomes 

Mead (1967) developed an Adlerian oriented behavioral checklist 

for parents to report child behavior. In the subsequent development of 

his instrument Mead (1968) moved from his original checklist to a 

behavioral observation schedule, referred to as the "Goal Oriented 

Interactional Analysis." Cantrell (1971), Smith (1969), and Thornock 

(1972) demonstrated the effectiveness of Mead's instrument by measuring 

child-parent-child interaction with the instrument in combination with 

the Adlerian family counseling process. This instrument allows for 

the tracking of interacting child-parent-child behaviors, and the 

subsequent validation of Dreikurs and Soltz's (1964) assumptions, with 

regard to his five goals of child behavior (Cantrell, 1971). These same 

behavioral categories were used by Thornock (1972) in a single subject 

experiment designed to assess changes in assertive child behavior, 

during an Adlerian family counseling intervention. However effective 

Mead's methodology, Adlerian family counselors have not chosen to use 

this form of behavioral assessment. 

Cognitive Outcomes 

Newlon (1972) constructed and validated educational achievement 

tests to measure knowledge of Adlerian theory. Her emphasis on 

cognitive change is consistent with the model. Her instruments would 

most appropriately be used to evaluate a participant in an Adlerian 

parent study group or an individual's level of achievement in a course 

on Adlerian family counseling. These tests were not intended to measure 

behavior change resulting from Adlerian family counseling. 
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Verbalized Attitude Outcomes 

Attitude, here, refers to a parent's response on a written scale 

which assesses his or her feelings toward a typical interaction between 

a parent and a child. With respect to this definition no attitude 

scales have been developed based on Adlerian theory and the measurement 

of parent-child interaction. 

Multi-Dimensional Outcomes 

The combined measure of behavior, cognition, and verbalized 

attitude does not exist because of the unidimensionality of psycho

metric instrumentation. 

In summary, then, those instruments that have been developed 

for Adlerian parent education are either inappropriate for measuring 

behavior change or too cumbersome for day-to-day use by Adlerian family 

counselors. The evidence available reaffirmed the need for the develop

ment of a written instrument, building on the work of Mead (1967, 1968, 

1971). This instrument, ideally, would focus on those parenting styles 

discussed in Chapter I's literature review. It would primarily assess 

a parent's verbalized attitudes and assume some relationship to their 

actual behavior. To a limited degree the instrument would be expected 

to measure attitudes predictive of future behavior. 

Traditional Assessment vs. Behavioral Assessment 

These criteria notwithstanding, traditional parent reports have 

demonstrated weak relationships to actual parent behavior in the home 

(Radke Yarrow, 1963; Sears, 1965). Because of their disenchantment 

with the validity of parent reports, many psychologists have abandoned 



this important source of information. Jones, Reid, and Patterson 

(1974) suggest that such an extreme position is unnecessary since a 

traditional instrument can be constructed to measure specific behaviors 

as well as underlying broader constructs. Supporting this position 

Douglas et al. (1968) suggested that parent reports significantly 

correlate to observed mother-child behavior if the reports used 

relatively discrete categories. Behavioral specificity in parent 

reports offer the parent assistance in eliciting relevant information 

about his/her child's behavior (Jones et al., 1974). Extrapolating 

from this information, it seemed there was a base upon which to assume 

that a behaviorally specific attitude scale could be constructed, one 

that would have a stronger relationship to observed parent-child 

behavior than traditional clinical assessment instruments have had in 

the past. 

Behavioral specificity was incorporated into this instrument's 

development by using Mead's (1968) behavioral categories as the basis 

for the attitude scale constructed. Because of its emphasis on 

behavioral specificity, the scale was expected to yield validity 

coefficients between .40 and .50 (Douglas et al., 1968). 

Significance of the Study 

The proposed attitude scale was expected to ensure some degree 

of validity as well as permit a family counselor to economically 

administer the scale and determine the underlying dynamic in the parent 

leadership style. Considering the foregoing assumptions, the construc

tion of an attitude scale, for the purpose of self-assessment, was 
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strongly supported as a significant contribution to the Adlerian family 

counseling model. 

Further development of this measure required that this study's 

definition of attitude be clarified prior to the selection of scaling 

techniques and construction of the instrument. 

Definition of Attitude 

Thurstone (1946) defined attitude as the degree of positive or 

negative affect (feeling) associated with some psychological object. 

From his simple, unidimensional definition, attitude has grown to a 

rather complex, multi-dimensional definition. Representative of this 

contemporary position, Sherif and Sherif (1967, p. 115) define attitude 

operationally as "the individual's set of categories for evaluating a 

stimulus domain, which he has established as he learns about that domain 

in interaction with other persons and which relate him to various sub

sets within the domain with varying degrees of positive or negative 

affect." Theoretically, Sherif and Sherif (1967, pp. 112-113) dif

ferentiate attitude from other concepts with the following criteria: 

1. Attitudes are not innate. 

2. Attitudes are not temporary states but more or less enduring 

once they are formed. 

3. Attitudes always imply a relationship between the person and 

objects. 

4. The relationship between person and object is not neutral but 

has motivational-affective properties. 



5. The subject-object relationship is accomplished through the 

formation of categories both differentiating between the 

objects and between the person's positive or negative relation 

to objects in the various categories. 

In summary, Sherif and Sherif (1967, p. 113) state, "Because 

the criteria for attitude include the person's relatedness to relevant 

objects on a conceptual level, the present approach is a cognitive 

approach. However, it is also a motivational-affective approach, for 

attitudes are not neutral affairs. Finally, it is a behavioral approach 

because the only possible data from which attitude can be inferred are 

behaviors, verbal or nonverbal. Attitudes are necessarily cognitive-

motivational-behavioral." While this theoretical position is very 

definitive in terms of a specific class of referents, as well as 

representative of many theorists (Shaw and Wright, 1967}, there are 

other theorists who define attitudes as generalized dispositions of the 

person (Eysenck, 1947; Rokeach, 1972). 

Shaw and Wright (1967), in reviewing the basic differences in 

the theoretical positions, point out three sources of variance. 

Variance in the definitions of attitude may be attributed to: 

1. The epistemological issue of specificity versus generality in 

the casuality of behavior. 

2. The tendency of expanding the construct to include any pre

disposition to respond to stimuli. 

3. The basic composition of an attitude as determined by a 

particular theoretical conception. 
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For the purpose of this scale's construction, the composition 

of attitude was in agreement with Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957), 

Shaw and Wright (1967), and Fishbein (1967a). This position was a 

rather pragmatic one, whereby beliefs and behavioral intentions were 

viewed as separate from the affective state. Including all of these 

dimensions under the heading of attitude would be confounding to the 

measurement of attitude (Fishbein, 1967a). Fishbein aptly points out 

the available instruments for the measurement of attitude are uni-

dimensional and therefore inadequate for the measurement of attitude 

as conceived by many multi-dimensional theorists (Sherif, Sherif, and 

Nebergall, 1965; Triandis, 1967). 

Osgood and his associates (1957, p. 190) define attitude as "a 

learned implicit process which is potentially bipolar, varies in its 

intensity, and mediates evaluative behavior." In line with this 

definition, Shaw and Wright (1967, p. 3) consider an attitude to be "an 

evaluative reaction based upon evaluative concepts which are closely 

related to other cognitions and to overt behavior." In summary, 

attitude as conceived for the development of these unidimensional 

scales was defined as as affective predisposition which is founded 

upon cognitions and antecedent to behavioral intentions and behavior. 

Attitudes Predictive of Future Behavior 

This view was extended to Fishbein's (1967b) definition that 

attempts to show that one's beliefs and behavioral intentions are 

partial determinants of attitudes, rather than component parts of 

attitude. In his opinion, even a thorough understanding of the 



determinants of attitude will not necessarily increase the very low 

correlations between attitude and future behavior (Fishbein, 1967b). In 

this regard, Nunnally (1967, p. 517) states that: "It has been noted on 

numerous occasions that verbalized attitudes usually do not correlate 

highly with behavior pertaining to the attitude. This does not neces

sarily mean, however, that verbalized attitudes are invalid. In some 

cases they may be highly valid measures of reported attitudes but not 

valid measures of attitudes measurable in other ways. Fishbein (1967b) 

points out that behavior toward a given object is a function of many 

variables, of which attitude is only one. According to this view, 

behavior toward an object may be determined almost exclusively by 

situational variables as well as any attitude variable (affect) 

associated with the stimulus object along. Consistent with Fishbein's 

theory and for the purpose of this study, behavioral intention and 

cognition were viewed as determining a person's attitude (affect) 

toward a given stimulus object but prediction of behavior was considered 

to be dependent on situational variables interacting with attitudes 

toward specific objects. Given that our ability to predict behavior 

from attitudinal measures is limited, it has been demonstrated that the 

more specific the stimulus object within a situational context, the 

greater the likelihood that we will come up with responses reflective 

of attitudes predictive of future behavior (Fishbein, 1967b; Sherif and 

Sherif, 1967; Shaw and Wright, 1967). 

Realizing that there were theoretical limitations to the use of 

the behavioral measures, that direct observation within the laboratory 

would be used for the purpose of validation and that no multidimensional 
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instrumentation was available for the combined measurement of singularly 

complex variables (behavior, cognition, and affection), a unidimen-

sional approach was pursued as the most appropriate measure of parent-

child interaction. There were several different types of unidimensional 

attitude scaling techniques available; their individual strengths and 

weaknesses are reviewed below. 

Hypothetical Scale 

In choosing a specific type of attitude scaling technique, it 

is important that a clear understanding of all facts related to the 

final choice be communicated so as to demonstrate the decision points 

involved and their ramifications for the instrument. The reality 

requirements for this instrument were as follows: 

1. It must be capable of scaling a person on three separate 

continua representing democracy, autocracy, and anarchy. 

2. It should be capable of producing interval data for the purpose 

of evaluating individual and group differences effectively. 

3. It must use specific stimulus situations representative of 

the basic concepts in order to effectively scale an individual 

parent. 

4. It should allow for the summation of ratings over each of the 

three scales for each subject. 

5. It must be capable of producing items with high internal 

consistency. 



6. Its items, for each of the three separate scales, should only 

measure the attribute in question so that unidimensionality 

can be assumed. 

7. Its items should assume linearity, within the individual scales. 

8. Its items should be monotonically related to the attribute, 

i.e., each item should tend to receive agreement or disagreement 

continuously through the full range of the attribute. 

9. It should allow for construction of three of the smallest 

possible item samples while retaining high reliability so as to 

encourage completion of the response task by judges and parents 

(Nunnally, 1967; Guilford, 1954). 

Scaling Techniques 

This section includes a review of the specific techniques 

available for the construction of an attitude scale. The advantages 

and disadvantages of each are outlined as they relate to the afore

mentioned requirements. 

Paired Comparisons 

"The law of comparative judgment assumes that for a given 

stimulus there is associated a most frequently aroused discriminal 

process on a psychological continuum" (Edwards, 1957, p. 21). This 

discriminal process will vary, depending upon the particular attribute 

that is being judged. Further, the universe of content of the 

attribute or attitude in question must be adequately represented by 

stimulus items for paired comparison of those items to be validly 

reflective of the attribute continuum (Edwards, 1957; Nunnally, 1967). 
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In constructing the scale, 50-100 judges assess all the item 

statements, as they are paired with one another. They judge (rather 

than demonstrate their attitude) the degree of favorableness of each 

item pair, picking the most and least favorable. Once the stimuli are 

scaled, a subject's subjective responses to the items indicates his 

position on the attitude continuum (Edwards, 1957; Torgerson, 1958). 

Advantages. The paired comparisons method assumes a monotonic 

relationship between scaled items and the attribute continuum as well 

as the approximate linearity of the sum of trace lines over all items. 

The method is forced choice and, therefore, controls for experimental 

difficulties related to response sets and socially desirable responses. 

Also, this method requires less work effort in the construction of 

items, but if done exhaustively, it can be beyond the tolerance of most 

subjects in choosing between the rather large number of items. And 

finally, this method has the advantage of assuming that stimulus item 

values meet the assumptions of interval data (Edwards, 1957; Guilford, 

1954; Kerlinger, 1964). 

Disadvantages. The method of paired comparisons is primarily 

used for scaling stimuli and not people. Its stimulus items are not 

independent of one another (Kerlinger, 1964). Its internal consistency 

reliability coefficiates have tended to be lower than other techniques 

available. And logistically, the time in answering the statements of 

the three different paired comparison scales would be rather cumbersome 

and inadvisable. 
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Equal-Appearing Intervals 

In the method of equal-appearing intervals, each statement 

concerning the psychological object of interest' is printed on a separate 

card and judges are then asked to sort the statements on the cards into 

a number of intervals. Each judge is asked to assess the degree of 

favorableness or unfavorableness of feeling expressed by each statement 

in terms of the eleven intervals represented by the cards (Edwards, 

1957). The first card represents a favorable response and the last 

card an unfavorable response, with the middle card representing 

neutrality. A typical value is then obtained for each item over a 

number of judges and this scaled value is represented on an eleven 

point psychological continuum. Once the stimuli are scaled, a subject's 

response to the items will indicate his general attitude (Edwards, 

1957; Guilford, 1954). 

Advantages. The method of equal-appearing intervals assumes 

that all items are approximately linear, that the assumptions of 

interval data will be met by the categorization of item statements, and 

that the summation of scoring responses is feasible. Furthermore, this 

method is economical when one is trying to obtain scale values for a 

large number of item statements (Edwards, 1957). And lastly, this 

method's item statements are monotonically related to the psychological 

attribute. 

Disadvantages. The equal-appearing interval method is primarily 

used for the scaling of stimuli and not people in the development of an 



instrument. Logistically, this method would be rather unwieldy in the 

development of three separate scales for measuring people. 

Summated Ratings 

In this method, a large number of statements of unknown 

(favorable/unfavorable) value on a psychological continuum are 

classified into two classes reflecting the dichotomy of the continuum, 

with the same number of statements in each (five to ten judges may be 

used in this dichotomization process) class. These statements are then 

presented to a group of subjects who respond to the statements in terms 

of a five-point (usually) rating scale reflecting agreement or disagree

ment. The summated ratings (for all items on the scale) thereby reflect 

a favorable or unfavorable predisposition to the underlying attitude 

being measured (Guilford, 1954; Nunnally, 1967; Torgerson, 1958). 

Advantages. The summated ratings method assumes a monotonic 

relationship between item statements and the underlying psychological 

attribute, as well as the approximate linearity of a particular set of 

items. This method is primarily used for the scaling of people rather 

than stimuli. Also, it assumes interval data, thereby allowing for the 

summation of item scores. And finally, the summated ratings method is 

easy to construct and yields reliability coefficients usually higher 

than the methods of paired comparisons and equal appearing intervals 

(Guilford, 1954; Nunnally, 1967). 

Disadvantages. The summated ratings method has two drawbacks. 

First, this method's final scales require a minimum of 15-20 item 
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statements per scale in order to yield reliability coefficients of .80 

on a test-retest, with the initial item pool being over one hundred item 

statements (Guilford, 1954; Nunnally, 1967). And secondly, the assump

tion of unidimensionality is difficult to make without the factor 

analysis of the item statements (Torgerson, 1958). 

Scalogram Analysis 

Scalogram analysis is a procedure for evaluating a set of 

statements to determine whether or not they meet the requirements of a 

particular kind of scale as set forth by Guttman (.1945) . "If a set of 

statements with a common content is to constitute a Guttman scale, then 

an individual with a higher rank (or score) than another individual on 

the same set of statements must also rank just as high or higher on 

every statement in the set as the other individual" (Edwards, 1957, 

p. 172). This assumes that each item discriminates perfectly at any 

particular point on the attribute continuum. This scale represents a 

deterministic model for the measurement of psychological attributes. 

Advantages. Scalogram analysis assumes that the scale is uni-

dimensional and that its item statements are monotonically related to 

the psychological attribute. 

Disadvantages. The scalogram analysis method is used for 

scaling stimuli and not people. Furthermore, it is concerned with the 

scalability of sets of items rather than individual items. Also, this 

method assumes rather unrealistically, that all items will correlate 

perfectly with the psychological attribute. Its measures are 
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intuitively based rather than linear. And finally, this method is 

limited statistically in that it generates only an ordinal measurement 

of human attributes (Edwards, 1957; Nunnally, 1967). 

Semantic Differential 

The semantic differential is a method for measuring the meaning 

of concepts as points within a three dimensional semantic space. The 

three dimensional semantic space represents three factors of meaning 

(evaluative, potency, and activity) and these factors, it has been 

determined through Osgood's (1952, 1962) and Osgood et al.'s (1957) 

research, nearly exhaust the descriptive space of all concepts 

evaluated (Kerlinger, 1964). 

According to Kerlinger (1964, pp. 566-567), 

An actual semantic differential consists of a number of scales, 
each of which is a bipolar adjective pair, chosen from a large 
number of such scales for a particular research purpose, 
together with the concepts to be rated with the scales, The 
scales or bipolar adjectives, are seven point (usually) rating 
scales, the underlying nature of which has been determined 
empirically. That is, each scale measures one, sometimes two, 
of the basic dimensions or factors that Osgood and his 
colleagues have found to be behind the scales: Evaluative, 

Potency, Activity. 

The semantic differential satisfied the initial assumptions of 

the hypothetical scale, while each of the other methods specifically 

lacked the flexibility to meet the needs of the proposed instrument. 

Advantages. The semantic differential method is primarily used 

for the measurement of meaning or the scaling of concepts but is easily 

adaptable to the measurement of attitudes through the use of the 

evaluative factor bipolar adjectives (Osgood et al,, 1957). This 



method assumes linearity, has monotonic trace lines and can assure a 

test-retest mean reliability coefficient of .91 when a minimum of six 

pairs of adjectives are rated on an eight step scale, matched with six 

concepts (Osgood et al., 1957; Nunnally, 1967). This minimum effort, 

with equivalent reliability scores, suggests less effort for each 

subject. Furthermore, this method assumes that the scaling is at the 

interval level of measurement and will allow for the use of specific 

stimulus situations as representative of the basic concepts. Osgood 

places no restrictions on the type of stimulus objects that are to be 

presented to the adjective pairs (Osgood et al., 1957). And, because 

of Osgood's research on the evaluative factor adjective pairs (which 

are representative of attitude per se) unidimensionality is assured. 

And finally, the semantic differential in its final form requires only 

eight item statements per scale or a total of eighteen statements. The 

preliminary draft would require no more than thirty-six statements, 

thereby decreasing work effort for the scale constructor. Also, con

siderably less effort is involved for the subject in rating, assuring 

lower mortality due to less response fatigue. 

Disadvantages. The semantic differential method does not 

ordinarily scale persons using third order representatives of the 

concepts (constructs). No precedent was found for the use of the 

semantic differential in this manner. 

Summary 

The summated ratings method has nearly as many advantages as 

does the semantic differential. However, the semantic differential was 



chosen for the scaling of parents on the three constructs of democracy, 

autocracy, and anarchy because it required less work effort, assured 

unidimensionality, and provided broad possibilities in the area of 

using the activity and potency factors for the prediction of behavior 

in future research. 

Statement of the Problem 

There is a practical need for an economical and useful measure 

of child-parent-child interaction, one that would assess family inter

action during the process of change. Realizing the need, it was the 

purpose of this study to construct and validate behaviorally specific 

semantic differential attitude scales that could be used for: (1) 

measuring the degree to which a parent's attitudes and behavior are 

democratic, autocratic, or anarchic; as well as (2) further testing the 

validity of the primary typology of parent leadership styles suggested 

in the research literature. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES AND RESULTS 

This chapter first explains the use of the semantic differential 

as an attitude scale. The procedures for the construction of a semantic 

d ifferential attitude scale to measure a parentts attitudes are 

described next, including determination of the scalets reliability and 

validity. The results of the scale~s construction , and the tests for 

reliability and validity follow the procedures in each of these sections 

within the chapter. 

A Semantic Differential Attitude Scale 

The use of the semantic differential as a scale model requires 

further clarification because the method purports to scale the meaning of 

concepts, rather than attitudes per se (Osgood et al~, 1957) . Osgood 

and his associates reason that in their research, they have detennined 

the evaluative factor to be theoretically equivalent to attitude per se, 

and that viewing this eyalua tive dimension in such a manner seems 

r easonable. Therefore~ in their determination of the meaning of 

concepts, they have found that attitude (~eaning judgments} was repre

sentative of a major dimension in the total semantic space being 

assessed. And as conceived "every concept must involve an attitudinal 

component as part of its total meaning" (Osgood et al., 1957, p. 191). 

The scales developed in the present study used the evaluative factor 

adjective pairs for scoring, thereby achieving a true attitude scale. 

35 
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Construction of the Semantic Differential 

Introduction 

The semantic differential is not a specific set of items, or 

way of scoring, but rather a generalized technique for the measurement 

of meaning. Osgood and his associates (1957, p. 76) state, "There are 

no standard concepts and no standard scales; rather, the concepts and 

scales used in a particular study depend upon the purposes of the 

research." The general guidelines that were used in the selection of 

concepts and scales, and, the choosing of a format for the administra

tion of the semantic differential in this study were taken from the 

research of Osgood et al. (1957) and Osgood (1962). 

Selection of Concepts 

The rationale for the selection of democracy, autocracy, 

anarchy as concepts (constructs) to be measured was reviewed in 

Chapter I. However, these three concepts per se were not the overt 

stimulus objects to be assessed by adjective pairs. The overt stimulus 

objects were child-parent-child interactions reflecting one of the 

three concepts on a covert level. These interactions are explained in 

the "Construction of Item Statements" section of this chapter. 

Edwards' (1957, pp. 13-14) criteria for statements used in attitude 

scale construction were followed in the design of the interaction 

descriptions. 
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Construction of Item Statements 

Overview. The final scale was developed as three separate 

scales, each unidimensionally representing the constructs of democracy, 

autocracy, and anarchy. For each separate scale eight paragraphs 

describing child-parent-child interaction were developed. These 

interactions clearly represented the underlying construct, according 

to the judges (see "Sorting" below). Once constructed, each of these 

eight interactions was assessed with nine bipolar adjective pairs, 

seven of which represented Osgood's (1962) evaluative factor. (The 

remaining two pairs, representing the potency and activity factors were 

used to disguise the attitude scales and not for the purpose of scoring.) 

The resulting scales in total contained 72 (8 interactions x 9 adjective 

pairs) items each, 56 (8 interactions x 7 adjective pairs) of which were 

used for scoring. The three subscales of democracy, autocracy, and 

anarchy cumulatively provided one hundred and sixty-eight (56 x 3) 

usable items for measuring a parent's child rearing style. 

Procedures for Combining Mead's Behavior Categories 

into Child-Parent-Child Interactions 

Mead (1968) defined ten categories of child behavior and ten 

categories of parent behavior consistent with Dreikurs' five goals of 

child behavior (Dreikurs and Soltz, 1964; Dreikurs, 1968). In his 

"Goal Oriented Interactional Analysis" behavior schedule, Mead (1968) 

divided the ten child behavior categories into the four main categories 

of CD cooperation, including cooperation and compliance; (2) attention 

seeking, including seeking permission, information, or help and seeking 
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reward, praise, or recognition; (3) self-assertion, including threat of 

attack, infringement of property, and/or territory and bodily attack; 

and (4} social passivity. The fifth subcategory was not goal-directed 

and included silence, confusion, or non-attention. In the development 

of a defined set of child-parent-child interactions the four main 

categories of child behavior were paired with the ten parent behavior 

categories defined by Mead (1968): (1) cooperation; (2) compliance; 

(.3) giving help, information, or permission; (4) giving assurance and 

affection; (5) giving praise, recognition, or reward; (6) attentive 

observation; (7) corporal punishment; (8) criticism; (9) non-cooperation; 

and CIO) non-attention. The resulting set of 40 (4 child x 10 parent) 

child-parent interactions were then paired with the four main categories 

of child behavior. The final set of child-parent-child interactions 

numbered one hundred sixty (4 x 10 x 4). These one hundred sixty 

combinations were then sorted by judges (see "Sorting" below) to 

determine whether the interactions illustrated democratic, autocratic, 

anarchic, or none of these patterns. 

These sorted child-parent-child interactions served two purposes 

in the study. The interactions were used first as a behavioral base in 

the construction of each of Che scale's child-parent-child interaction 

paragraphs, Secondly, they were used as construct categories to 

determine the frequency of democratic, autocratic, and anarchic child-

parent-child interactions that occurred during the validation observa

tions in the laboratory. These procedures are further explained in the 

next section of this chapter. 
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Sorting Child-Parent-Child Interactions 

Five judges were used, four of whom were doctoral students in 

the Department of Counseling and Guidance at The University of Arizona. 

Each judge had demonstrated experience and expertise in Adlerian theory 

and family counseling. The fifth judge was a department faculty member 

having a national reputation as an expert in Adlerian family counseling. 

Procedures and Results of First Sorting 

The judges were given one hundred and sixty interaction cards, 

definitions of democracy, autocracy, and anarchy, and definitions for 

Mead's (1968) child and parent behavior categories. The judges were 

asked to familiarize themselves with the definitions and to sort the 

one hundred sixty interactions into the categories: democratic, 

autocratic, anarchic, or none of these. The frequency distribution 

of that sorting is reported in Table 2. For the purpose of categorizing 

behavioral observations in the laboratory three-fifths (60%) agreement 

was the criterion for an interaction to be considered validly repre

sentative of a construct. And since the frequencies of the inter

actions representing each construct varied, it was noted that there 

was a higher probability of democratic behavior being observed, with 

autocratic behavior being the next most probable to occur. This bias 

was also reflected in the results of the behavior observed in the 

laboratory. 

The interjudge reliabilities for the first sorting represented 

the per cent of agreement between judges in categorizing each of the one 
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Table 2. Frequency Distribution 
Sorted. 

of 160 Child-Parent-Child Interactions 

Level of 
agreement 
between 

judges Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 
None 

of these 

100% 23 14 4 48 

80% 4 7 7 0 

60% 18 14 14 0 

Total 45 35 25 48 

hundred sixty interactions with the construct it clearly represented. 

Those results are contained in Table 3. 

The second purpose of the judges' sorting procedure was to 

develop item statements from the child-parent-child interactions sorted. 

Of those interactions that received 100% agreement between judges, 

twelve were selected at random for each construct. The anarchic 

category was an exception as three-fifths (60%) criterion was considered 

acceptable in order to assemble twelve interactions for the next 

sorting. The twelve interactions representing each construct were then 

written into scenarios representative of typical situations encountered 

between a parent and a three to five year old child. The scenarios 

were modeled after Mead's behavioral definitions for each child-parent-

child behavior in the interaction. 
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Table 3. Per Cent Agreement Between Judges for 160 Child-Parent-Child 
Interactions Sorted 

Judges 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 .481 .543 .506 .600 

2 — .400 .600 .462 

3 — — .625 .637 

4 

5 — — — 

.575 

Procedures and Results of the Second Sorting 

In the second sorting only the four doctoral students were 

used as judges. Each judge was presented twelve scenarios for each of 

the three constructs, totaling thirty-six judgments per person. In 

this instance the judges were asked to determine whether an interaction 

was democratic, autocratic, anarchic, or none of these. Opportunity 

was given for comments clarifying the reasoning behind their decisions. 

The frequency distribution of that sorting appears in Table 4. 

Written feedback from the judges was then used to rewrite all 

the scenarios so they would have a more natural flow for the parent 

using the rating scale. The final eight scenarios that were included 

in each of the scales were those considered most representative of the 

constructs. In both the democratic and autocratic categories there 

were nine scenarios that (100% of the judges agreed) clearly represented 
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Table 4. Frequency Distribution 
Sorted 

of 36 Child-Parent-Child Scenarios 

Level of 
agreement 
between 
judges Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

None 
of these 

100% 9 9 4 0 

75% 1 1 4 0 

50% 2 2 4 0 

Total 12 12 12 0 

a specific construct. The one additional scenario in each of these 

categories was set aside for later use depending upon the results of 

the item analysis procedure. In the anarchic category 75% agreement 

between judges was used as criterion, as the judges again had more 

difficulty with the definitive qualities of this type of interaction. 

The per cent agreements between judges sorting the thirty-six child-

parent'-child scenarios appears in Table 5. 

Uses of the Child-Parent-Child Interactions 

The eight rewritten scenarios for each scale were paired with 

nine bipolar adjective pairs from Osgood's (1962) research. The 

resulting scales for democracy, autocracy, and anarchy included 

seventy-two items each, fifty-six of which were used for scoring (see 

completed scales in Appendix A). 
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Table 5. Per Cent Agreement Between Judges for 36 Child-Parent-Child 
Scenarios Sorted 

Judges 

Judges 1 2 3 4 

1 — .75 .72 .72 

2 — — .72 .72 

3 — — — .94 

Selection of Scaling Adjective Pairs 

Osgood and his associates (1957) suggest that in the measurement 

of attitudes toward a concept, the evaluative, potency, and activity 

factors be represented among the adjective pairs. And although atti

tudes are reflected almost entirely within the evaluative factor, it 

was deemed advisable to use adjectives from the potency and activity 

factors for the purpose of disguising the intent of the study (Osgood 

et al., 1957). 

Nine scales were selected from Osgood's (1962) research, seven 

bipolar adjective pairs highly loaded on the evaluative factor, one 

adjective pair highly loaded on the potency factor, with as little 

correlation as possible to the evaluative scales as recommended by 

Osgood C1962), and one adjective pair highly loaded on the activity 

factor, having little correlation with the other two factors. The 

seven bipolar adjective pairs selected from the evaluative factor for 
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these scales were chosen for their face validity and level of evaluative 

factor loading. The factor loading represents the strength of the 

adjective pairs relationship to attitude per se. The closer the 

loadings are to 1.00, the more valuable the adjective pair for use in 

an attitude scale. Factor loadings for these adjectives appear in 

Table 6. These adjective pairs had the highest evaluative factor 

loadings available from Osgood's (1962) research. The adjective pairs 

sensitive-insensitive and severe-lenient, from the potency and activity 

factors respectively, were used as disguise items and not scored. 

Table 6. Bipolar Adjective Pairs Used with the Democratic, Autocratic, 
and Anarchic Scales 

Evaluative 

factor 

loadings Adjective pairs 

kind cruel 

good bad 

congenial quarrelsome 

successful unsuccessful 

positive negative 

respectful disrespectful 

wise foolish 

.52 

1.00 

.49 

.51 

.48 

,26 

.57 
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Administration of the Semantic Differential 

The instructions to the subjects for the administration of the 

measure are included in Appendix B. Two graphic forms are recommended 

by Osgood. In form I, the scenarios are rotated against the different 

adjective pairs, whereas in form II, a scenario would be presented to 

all nine adjective pairs consecutively. Osgood et al.'s (1957) research 

on the two forms indicated nothing qualitative was achieved by using one 

form rather than the other. However, they found that subjects took 

longer in answering form I and less work effort was involved in the 

mimeographing and scoring of form II. Form II was chosen for this 

study for those reasons. 

The amount of time involved in the administration of the scales 

was 30»-60 minutes, depending on a parent's reading and decision-making 

ability. The utilization of child-parent-child paragraphs as stimulus 

objects also slowed down the administration. In addition, the total 

number of responses required for each subject to complete the 3 scales 

was 216 (72 x 3), 168 (56 x 3) of which were used for scoring. Nonethe

less, it was demonstrated that the subjects were able to complete the 

scales without encountering the frustration that might result in 

mortality. 

Scoring 

In using the semantic differential as an instrument, this study 

viewed the basic score for each scenario matched with each adjective 

pair as the digit value obtained (1 through 7), corresponding to the 

rating of the individual item. Each scale contained fifty-six scorable 
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items with a scoring range from 1 to 7 for each item. Therefore a 

subject could potentially score between 56 (1 x 56) and 392 (7 x 56) 

points for each scale. The higher the person's score, the more likely 

the person's attitudes and behavior reflected the scale's underlying 

construct. Assuming the subject's total score on each of the three 

scales to be interdependent, a subject's change in scoring from high 

on one scale to low on the next, would indicate an attitude change. 

Significance of change was determined by Osgood's D score formula. 

Reliability 

Definition 

A measuring instrument can be defined as reliable to the extent 

that: (1) it is consistent, stable, and predictable in its results, and 

(2) there is little or no error of measurement present in the instrimient 

(Kerlinger, 1964; Nunnally, 1967; Osgood et al., 1957). Consistent with 

this definition, the sources of error variance which markedly affect 

accuracy of the instrument were of primary concern in the construction 

of the attitude scales. Because controlling for content sampling error 

and ensuring accuracy were deemed most vital for this study, the 

coefficient alpha method for determining reliability was used. How

ever, since coefficient alpha does not measure stability, the test-

retest method of determining reliability should be carried out on 

another occasion. 
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Determination of Reliability 

Cronbach's (1967) coefficient alpha was used for determining the 

internal consistency of these scales. This study used alpha to set the 

upper limit to the reliability coefficients for each of the scales. 

Where reliability was low, it was interpreted that the items had very 

little in common, in which case extra items from the pool of originally 

approved items were to be used in any future development of the scales 

(Nunnally, 1967). 

Each of three scales were viewed separately in determining their 

reliability. There were fifty-six items in each scale which insured 

adequate reliability, in terms of the number of items sampled from each 

of the construct domains (Osgood et al., 1957). In determining item 

sample reliability, a derivation of coefficient alphas was used for 

estimating the reliability of a "k" item test when the variances among 

the items is employed (Nunnally, 1967, p. 196). 

- k n E ai2» 
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Alpha coefficients were obtained separately for; CI) each of 

the items for the purpose of item analysis; and (2) each of the scales 

representing democracy, autocracy, and anarchy. These item alpha 

coefficients and scale alpha coefficients appear in Table 7. 

Item Analysis 

"Item analysis is a general term which encompasses a variety of 

methods for summarizing and analyzing the responses of students to test 

items" (Sabers and Whitney, 1970, p. 1). As applied to the semantic 
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Table 7. Scale Inter-Item Correlation Coefficients 

Items Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

1 .97 .95 .91 
2 .97 .95 .91 
3 .97 .95 .91 

4 .97 .94 .91 
5 .97 .95 .91 
6 .97 .95 .92 
7 ,97 .95 .91 
8 .97 .94 .91 
9 .97 .94 .91 
10 .97 .94 .91 
11 .97 .94 .91 
12 .97 .94 .91 
13 .97 .94 .91 
14 .97 .94 .91 
15 .97 .95 .92 
16 .97 .94 .91 
17 .97 .94 .91 
18 .97 .94 .91 
19 .97 .94 .91 
20 .97 .94 .91 
21 .97 .94 .91 
22 . 97 .94 .91 
23 .97 J .94 .91 
24 .97 .94 .92 
25 .97 .94 .91 
26 .97 .94 .91 
27 .97 .94 .92 
28 .97 .94 .91 
29 .97 .94 .92 
30 .97 .94 .91 
31 .97 .94 .92 

32 .97 .94 .92 
33 .97 .94 .92 
34 .97 .94 .92 
35 .97 .94 .92 
36 .97 .94 .92 
37 .97 .94 .92 
38 .97 .94 .91 

39 .97 .94 .91 

40 .97 .94 .91 

41 .97 .94 .92 

42 .97 .94 .91 
43 .97 .95 .92 
44 .97 .95 .92 
45 .97 .94 .92 
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47 
48 
49 
50 
51 

52 
53 
54 
55 

56 

49 

Table 7.—Continued 

Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.97 

.94 

.95 

.94 

.94 

.95 

.94 

.94 

.94 

.94 

.94 

.94 

.95 

.92 

.92 

.91 

.91 

.92 

.92 

.92 

.91 

.91 

.91 

.92 

.92 
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differential attitude scales under construction, item analysis was used 

to assess the reliability of each item within each scale. 

The item analysis procedure was as follows: each inter-item 

correlation for each of the scales items was reviewed; where the 

correlations fell below .85 the item was to be discarded to reduce 

measurement error and ensure for validity. No items were deleted, 

since the lowest interitem correlations were .91. The alpha coeffi

cients for the democratic, autocratic, and anarchic scales were .97, 

.95, and .92, respectively. These high coefficients demonstrate that 

the constructs are measured consistently and accurately (Cronbach, 

1967; Nunnally, 1967). 

Validity 

Definition and Introduction 

A measuring instrument is said to be valid when it measures 

what it is supposed to measure (Osgood et al,, 1957; Nunnally, 1967). 

This is the most common and simplistic definition of validity, but it 

must be understood that there is no one definition for validity; it is 

whatever the researcher's purposes dictate (Nunnally, 1967). In 

defining the parameters of validity, Nunnally (1967, p. 76) outlines 

the three major purposes of psychological measures: "(1) the establish

ment of a functional relationship with a particular variable (concurrent 

or predictive validity); (2) the representation of a specified universe 

of content (content validity); (3) the measurement of psychological 

traits (.construct validity) ." The construction of these scales was 



reviewed against four types of validity: face, content, construct, and 

concurrent. 

Face Validity 

Face validity was achieved in the development of item statements 

which, through expert opinion, were determined to be reflective of 

democracy, autocracy, and anarchy. Essentially, this reflected that 

subjects taking the test would view the items as predicted by the 

experts if they identified with the child-parent-child scenarios being 

judged. 

Content Validity 

In the review of literature (Chapter I) democracy, autocracy, 

and anarchy were found to be representative concepts of a primary 

typology of parenting styles (Blum et al., 1973; Dreikurs and Soltz, 

1964; Dreikurs, 1968; Lippitt, 1940; Lippitt and White, 1943; Patterson 

et al., 1972). A domain of content representative of these parenting 

constructs was sought. The following rules were used to structure the 

content development of each child-parent-child interaction across the 

three scales. First, the interaction had to be typical of a parent and 

a 3-5 year old child. Secondly, twelve situational themes were chosen 

to structure how each of the interactions across each of the scales 

were to be written. As an example this meant writing exemplary parent-

child interactions at bedtime or at the supermarket, etc., across each 

scale. There was no guarantee that these procedures insured adequate 

sampling of content domain. Each scale was limited to eight interac

tions and while the rules insured some degree of thematic consistency 
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adequate content sampling. 

Construct Validity 
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The literature review supported the existence of a primary 

typology of parenting styles, including the constructs of democracy, 

autocracy, and anarchy. The instrument's ability to measure these 

constructs was questioned due to the difficulty in operationally 

defining ' the concepts in question and their third order representatives 

in the form of child-parent-child interactions. However, the judges' 

role in examining those observable behaviors that in combination would 

represent a construct was an additional means used to insure for 

construct validity (Nunnally, 1967). 

The final set of democratic and autocratic interactions 

received 100% agreement between judges determining the underlying 

construct.. The anarchic interactions met the 75 % level of agreement. 

Concurrent Validity 

An instrument i s concurrently valid to the extent that it 

measures the actual behavior representative of the constructs in 

question. With these scales the primary interest was to assess a 

parent's verbalized attitudes through the use of a paper and pencil 

test. In constructing these scales an effort was made to increase 

the traditionally low correlations between attitude scales and 

resultant observable behavior, by operationalizi.ng t he constructs of 

democracy, autocracy, and anarchy , More specifically, the vartables 

communicated within each of the child-parent-child interactions were: 
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(1) an operationalized definition of the child's behavior acting as a 

stimulus for, (2) a parent's operationally defined response to the 

child's behavior which acted as a further stimulus to, (3) the child's 

reciprocal operationally defined response to the parent, and finally 

(4) the environmental context within which this interaction took place. 

The theory for these concurrent behavioral measures was grounded in 

Adlerian psychology and Dreikurs and Soltz's (1964) goal-oriented 

child behavior assumptions. 

The actual concurrent validation which was the last phase of 

this study consisted of having a parent and his or her 3 to 5 year old 

child carry out a series of five 5-minute activities in a controlled 

laboratory setting. During this twenty-five minute period one or two 

observers, using Mead's (1968) behavior schedule (Appendix C), collected 

behavioral data on the child and parent alternately. Using the judges' 

categories, the raw data of child-parent-child interactions observed was 

transformed into frequency counts of democratic, autocratic, and 

anarchic behavior. These cumulative frequencies from the laboratory 

observation were then correlated with the parent's written responses on 

the democratic, autocratic, and anarchic scales. The resulting 

Pearson product-moment correlations defined the strength of the 

relationship between a parent's verbalized attitudes measured by the 

semantic differential scale and his/her observed behavior. 
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Procedures 

In an effort to find a representative sample of parenting 

styles, seven diverse preschools in the city of Tucson were identified 

for participation in this study. Three of these preschools had a large 

number of working mothers on welfare. Another one of the schools had 

children whose parents were associated with The University of Arizona, 

either as faculty or students. Two schools served predominately middle 

and upper middle class families, with the remaining preschool being 

middle class children. These observations were casual depending on 

school location, conversations with preschool directors, and the 

parent's occupation. 

The parent sampling process started with an introductory phone 

call to the preschool director, followed by a personal visit. If the 

director was interested in the study, an introductory letter was sent 

to the parents, with a followup meeting at the preschool to answer any 

questions interested parents might have regarding the study. If a 

parent was interested in participating he or she was then asked to sign 

a consent form which, assured confidentiality with participation in the 

study. 

Profile 

Approximately eighty-five parents were signed, fifty-two of whom 

participated in the laboratory observation and written test, with 

forty-six parent-child dyads providing usable data. Of the forty-six 

parents only five were fathers. Age range of the group was from 22 



years to 38 years with a mean of 29 years. The average level of educa

tion was 15.4 years of school. The parents were self-selected with no 

quotas placed on the number of subjects from particular preschools. 

Each subject received five dollars upon completion of the written 

scales and behavioral observation. 

In general, the typical subject was bright, enthusiastic about 

learning more about three to five year old preschoolers and very 

interested in participating with or without the promise of money. In 

the areas of motivation and level of education the group was very 

homogeneous. 

Observer Training 

Observers were drawn from a master's degree level educational 

research class at The University of Arizona. Training was carried out 

over eight to ten sessions with each session lasting approximately two 

hours. The sessions began with a self-correcting posttest on the 

material covered in the previous training session. First, familiariza

tion with the behavioral categories was developed using videotape 

sequences of a model parent and child going through the activities. 

By the sixth session live models were used and in the 8th, 9th, and 10th 

sessions training took place in the same observation rooms that were 

used in the study. 

Between the 8th and 10th sessions all the observers reached 

the interobserver agreement criterion of .85. 



Data Collection Procedures 

The behavioral observations were carried out in the child 

development laboratory of the Department of Psychology, at The 

University of Arizona. The observation procedures used were identical 

to those used by Cantrell (1971) with the "Goal Oriented Interactional 

Analysis" behavioral categories. The observer(s), using a beeper with 

a 2.5 second interval, would alternately observe the child and parent 

continuously for five consecutive five minute activity periods. The 

structured activities used in this study were used by Cantrell (1971) 

and designed to elicit a variety of parent-child behaviors (see 

Appendix D). The parents and child carried out the activities in an 

observation room separated by a one-way mirror from the observerCs). 

Thirty of the forty-six actual data collection observations were 

carried out by two observers; the remaining observations had only one 

observer. When there were two observers interobserver agreements (see 

Table 8) ranged from .583 to .867 with the majority of coefficients 

between .70 and .80. The reliabilities fluctuated very predictably 

depending on the complexity of the parent-child interaction being 

observed. Where there were high rate changes in categories the 

accuracy of the observations decreased markedly. 

Once an observation was completed the observer entertained the 

child while the parent filled out the written scales. The whole 

process took from one and a half to two hours for completion. 
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Table 8. Interobserver Reliabilities 

Activities 
iracory 
•vations 1 2 3 4 5 Mean 

1 .96 .72 .79 .86 .93 .85 

2 .54 .62 .54 .90 .52 .63 
3 .73 .64 .71 .93 .65 .73 

4 .47 .83 .72 .85 .98 .77 
5 .78 .61 .60 .85 .76 .72 
6 1.00 .80 .62 .93 .97 .86 

7 .61 .74 .70 .72 .65 .68 
8 .90 .91 .49 .93 . 66 .78 
9 .80 .70 .71 .90 .61 .74 
10 .95 .76 .83 .84 .94 .86 

11 .48 .81 .66 .75 .90 .72 
12 .76 .90 .72 .90 .57 .77 
13 .75 .69 . 71 .88 .83 .77 
14 .71 .52 .80 .89 .96 .78 
15 .85 .64 .63 .90 .71 .74 
16 .76 .77 .73 .70 .91 .77 
17 .52 .65 .72 .78 .85 .70 
18 .94 .58 .76 .98 .80 .81 
19 .88 .80 .81 .81 .71 .80 
20 .73 .74 .88 .85 .44 .72 
21 .71 .73 .83 .78 .64 .74 
22 .70 .60 .72 .82 .83 .73 
23 .40 .70 .50 .69 .50 .58 
24 .82 .79 .57 .99 .74 .78 
25 .42 .71 .75 .89 .53 .66 
26 1.00 .59 .72 .95 .68 .79 
27 . 83 .79 .55 .78 .53 .69 
28 .75 .61 .52 .77 .78 .68 
29 .95 .70 .82 .77 .99 .84 
30 .68 .45 .55 .70 .83 .64 
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Results of Observations 

The cumulative and mean frequencies of democratic, autocratic , 

and anarchic behavioral interactions for the forty-six subjects are 

reported in Tables 9 and 10. These cumulative frequencies of behavioral 

interaction w r correl ted with the raw s ores the parent achieved on 

each of the written scales reported in Tabl 11. On the written scales 

the hi her th parent scored on the scale (ranging from 56 to 392 

points), the greater the degree of agreem nt with the construct under

lying the scale. The Pearson product-mom nt correlations between the 

behavioral observations activity period and the written scales are 

reported in Table 12. These correlations reflect the relationship 

b t ween the servations within each o the activity periods to the 

subje ts ' responses on the written scales . Table 13 reports the 

correlations between the cumulative behavioral observations for all 

subjects across 11 activities and the cumulative raw score ratings on 

the democratic, autocratic, and anarchic scales . 

Discussion of R sults 

Despi e this study ' s ef orts to maximize variance, variance was 

demonstrably d flated resulting in very indefinite findings with respect 

to th concurrent validation of these seal s. This lack of variance 

between subj cts, within subjects, and between behavior categories has 

d, re ed th correlations between the observed parent behavior and the 

parents' verbalized attitudes resulting in a validation study which has 

prod c .d no con lusive results. 
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Table 9. Cumulative Frequencies of Observed Child-Parent-Child Behavior 
in the Laboratory 

Observations/ 
Activity Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

1 771.00 5. 50 211.00 

2 2072.00 21.00 35.50 

3 2089.00 10.00 38.00 

4 2329.00 4.00 30.50 

5 807.50 13.00 284.50 

Total 8068.50 53.50 599.50 

Table 10. Mean Frequencies of Child-Parent-Child Behavior Observed in 
the Laboratory 

Observations/ 
Activity Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

1 16.7717 .1196 4.5869 

2 45.0326 .4443 .7717 

3 45.4022 .2174 .8152 

4 50.6196 .0865 .6630 

5 • 17.5563 .2826 6.1848 
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Table 11. Frequency of Ratings for Written Scales which were 
Behaviorally Categorizable 

Frequency of ratings 

Written scales Cumulative Mean 

Democratic 15,809.00 343.67 

Autocratic 6,271.00 136.33 

Anarchic 7,428.00 161.48 

Table 12. Pearson P-M Correlations Between 
Period and Scales — N = 46. 

Observed Behavior/Activity 

Activity 
Periods 

Behavioral Observations 
Activity 
Periods Written Scales Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

1 Democratic -.065 
Autocratic -.045 
Anarchic -.031 

-.027 
-.032 
-.079 

-.244 
.166 
.235 

2 Democratic -.019 
Autocratic -.039 
Anarchic +.112 

-.065 

.046 

.070 

.149 
-.262 
-.217 

3 Democratic -.076 
Autocratic -.019 
Anarchic +.195 

+ .108 
-.079 
-.247 

+ .057 
-.100 
+ .200 

4 Democratic +.007 
Autocratic .020 
Anarchic .043 

-.055 
.108 
-.049 

-.108 
.067 
.079 

5 Democratic -.283 
Autocratic .257 
Anarchic +.204 

.019 

.030 
-.030 

.229 

.382* 
-.353* 

•Significant at .05 level. 
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Table 13. Pearson P-M Correlations Between Cumulative Behavior and 
Scales — N = 46. 

Written Scales Democratic Autocratic Anarchic 

Democratic -.1722 .0246 .0577 

Autocratic .0800 -.0586 -.2815 

Anarchic .1990 -.0920 -.2198 

Categorization of Child-Parent-Child 
Interactions 

In the operationalization of the constructs democracy, autocracy, 

and anarchy there was a distinct difference in the judges' ability to 

discriminate democratic and autocratic parent-child interactions and 

anarchic interactions. In sorting the one hundred and sixty child-

parent-child interactions the judges recognized more democratic interac

tions (45) than autocratic (35) and more autocratic interactions than 

anarchic C25), Not only did the judges see more democratic and 

autocratic behavior in the interactions, but they fully agreed (100%) 

on the final choice of items for these two scales, while the anarchic 

interactions chosen met only a 75% level of agreement between each of 

the judges. These judgments may reflect the lack of clarity in the 

anarchic construct and/or the judges' inability to recognize the 

construct as it was written. 

The outcome of these differences was a serious bias in the 

probability of the type of behavior observed in the laboratory setting. 
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This occurred because the judge's determination of what interactions 

were to be considered, democratic, autocratic, and anarchic, defined the 

categorization of observed behavior in the laboratory. The bias no 

doubt had some effect on the disproportionate frequency of democratic 

behavior. Comparatively the cumulative frequencies for democratic, 

autocratic, and anarchic interactions observed in the laboratory were 

16135, 106, and 1198, respectively. In addition to the judges' bias, 

the sample and concurrent validation procedures probably accounted for 

some of this variance as well. 

Sample Discussion 

The sample was very homogeneous in terms of level of education 

(15.4 years), socioeconomic status, age, and sex. Only a few of the 

subjects were on welfare, with most of the subjects being white, middle 

to upper middle class, non-working, college educated women. Their 

ratings on the written scales were uniformly democratic and (high. Their 

cumulative ratings on the democratic, autocratic, and anarchic scales 

were 15809, 6271, and 7428, respectively. These data indicate they were 

predominately democratic with a tendency toward anarchic leadership 

rather than autocratic. One might surmise that this type of parent was 

well read in parent handbooks, acting on his/her best behavior, and 

seemingly more egalitarian in his/her attitudes toward children. Their 

high ratings on the democratic scale would support this assumption. 

In viewing the democratic bias in the laboratory behavior 

categories cumulatively, with this homogeneous democratic sample, it is 

not surprising that the frequency of the democratic interactions is so 



disproportionately high. Also, another factor that may have accounted 

for some of this variance is the homogeneity of laboratory behavior 

elicited. 

Structured Activities for Parent and Child 

Due to time constraints, manpower, and financial limitations, 

the concurrent validation observations were carried out during a 

structured twenty-five minute activity period with the parent and child 

in a laboratory setting. In order to elicit a variety of behaviors 

over a short period of time, five activities were used (see Appendix D). 

These activities were used by Cantrell (1971) in his research using 

Mead's (1968) behavior schedule. While Cantrell's research supported 

the use of activities, this study found that the activities produced 

very little variability. Oftentimes the parent and child would get 

stuck in a set pattern of interaction and the activity changes did not 

seem to alter how the parent and child were behaving. This is 

especially true for activities 2, 3, and 4. The cumulative frequencies 

of democratic interaction during those periods were 2072, 2089, and 

232 9, respectively. In activities 1 and 5 the parents were asked to 

carry out an activity independent of the child's activity. The 

cumulative frequencies of democratic interactions for activities 1 and 

5 were 771,0 and 807.5, respectively, Again these data support the 

contention that activity changes do not ensure variability. The 

activities, while they did not elicit variability in parent-child 

behavior, may have done the exact opposite by overstructuring the 

observations and limiting the variability. These data indicate the 



parents were very cooperative tactivities 2, 3, 4) when asked to play 

with their children and very good at ignoring (activities 1, 5) when 

asked to carry out some independent activity. These data further 

suggest the adaptiveness of the parent in an artificial setting under 

ideal conditions. The results indicate that the laboratory observations 

were very limited as a representative sample of behavior and lacking in 

validity as the parents probably responded to their perception of the 

experiment's expectations. These problems might have been eliminated 

by using techniques such as baseline observations in the home over a 

two week period. 

Correlations Between Behavior and Attitude 

Given the points that were made in the preceding discussion of 

results, the correlations between the observed behavior and (verbalized) 

attitude scales appear directionless. However, there are two signifi

cant correlations (at .05 level) worth reviewing. One was a negative 

correlation (-.38) between the parent's ratings on the written 

autocratic scale and their cumulative frequency of anarchic behavior 

during the fifth activity period. This was the activity period where 

the parents were asked to ignore their child while they filled out a 

questionnaire. The child's attention-getting behavior often increased 

without the parent responding to it. This did result in the observers 

scoring the interaction as predominately anarchic, thereby inflating 

the frequency of anarchy during that period. The probable reason for 

this correlation being significant and negative is that the observed 

anarchic parent behavior was not out of character with the verbalized 
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attitudes on the written autocratic scale. This assumption was further 

supported with a negative correlation (-.35) between the anarchic 

attitude scale and the observed frequency of anarchic behavior during 

the fifth activity. It seems that the frequency was so dispropor

tionately high and out of character, that it actually had a negative 

relationship with the same construct on the written scale. A plausible 

explanation for the parents' behavior would be their over-adapting to 

the activity guidelines to the point of suppressing any spontaneous 

behavior, behavior that would demonstrate some consistency in direction 

between the observed anarchic behavior and (verbalized) anarchic 

attitude scales. The consistency in direction was not apparent, 

thereby supporting the earlier assumption that the activity may have 

had a very negative effect in eliciting inner-directed changes in 

parent-child behavior during the observation. 

Summary 

The major inadequacy in the development of these scales was the 

lack, of variance elicited through the concurrent validation procedures. 

Biases in the categorizing of child-parent-child interactions, the 

representativeness of the sample, and the homogeneity of behavior 

elicited during observations contributed to the statistical results. 

The study has, however, resulted in the construction of a highly 

reliable set of attitude scales for the constructs of democracy, 

autocracy, and anarchy. Suggestions for the future of these and 

similar scales are discussed in Chapter IV, 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

A growing understanding of family dynamics has fostered the 

proliferation of parent education and family therapy models. The 

Adlerian family counseling model, as a re-education approach to helping 

families in pain, has gained wide acceptance with family counselors and 

parents. And although this model has been influential and widely used 

in changing parent-child behavior, there has been almost no self-

assessment evident in the practice of Adlerian family counseling. An 

exception was Mead's (1968) development of a behavior observation 

schedule grounded in Adlerian goal-directed theory (Dreikurs and Soltz, 

1964). However, the need for further development of an instrument to 

measure parent-child interaction has not diminished. Therefore, the 

purpose of the present study was the development of an attitude scale 

for family counselors that would measure parent-child interaction and 

be based on the assumed Adlerian parent leadership styles. 

The study's plan was to construct and validate three attitude 

scales measuring a parent's democratic, autocratic, and anarchic style 

of parenting. The scales constructed were based on a primary typology 

of parenting styles discussed in the theoretical and research literature 

(Blum et al., 1973; Dreikurs and Soltz, 1964; Lippitt, 1940; Lippitt 

and White, 1943; Patterson et al., 1972), The scaling method chosen as 
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most effective was the semantic differential. The resulting 

behaviorally specific semantic differential attitude scales were to 

measure the degree to which a parent verbalized (1) a democratic style 

of leadership, (2) an autocratic style of leadership, or (3) an 

anarchic style of leadership. 

The construction of the scales' stimulus objects, which were 

later paired with rating adjectives, was based on judges' discrimination 

of child-parent-child behaviors, and whether those behaviors represented 

democratic, autocratic, or anarchic parenting styles. After the judges 

had two sorting trials, the final scales included eight child-parent-

child interactions representing each of the three constructs. The 

eight interactions for each scale were then paired with nine bipolar 

adjective pairs, seven of which were used for scoring, the remaining 

two adjective pairs acting as disguise items. Each scale had a total of 

fifty-six (7 x 8) scorable items. The combined response effort for the 

completed set of scales required the subject to rate two hundred and 

sixteen (72 x 3) items, one hundred and sixty-eight of which were 

scored. The alpha coefficients for the democratic, autocratic, and 

anarchic scales were ,97, .95, and .92, respectively. 

The validation sample of forty-six subjects was a self-selected 

group of well-educated parents drawn from seven preschools in the Tucson 

area. 

The observer training of 10 sessions was terminated when all the 

observers reached the interobserver per cent agreement criterion of .85. 

During the actual validation observations two observers were present for 

30 of the 46 observations. The interobserver reliabilities for these 
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observations ranged from .70 to .80. The balance of the observations 

were carried out by one observer. 

Concurrent validation took place at the University of Arizona 

Department of Psychology child development laboratory. The subjects, 

one parent and his or her three to five year old child, were observed 

through a one-way mirror. The interaction was structured around five 

5-minute activity periods in order to elicit a variety of behavior from 

the parent and child. The observers, using a 2.5 second interval 

beeper, alternately observed the child and parent behavior. Mead's 

behavioral categories were used in the observation. The frequency of 

child-parent-child interactions judged democratic, autocratic, and 

anarchic using Mead's categories, then determined the raw score 

frequency of actual observed behaviors representing each of the 

constructs. The cumulative frequencies of democratic, autocratic, and 

anarchic interactions were 16,136, 106, and 1,198, respectively. These 

frequencies were then correlated with the subjects' cumulative raw 

scores for the written scales. The resulting Pearson product-moment 

correlations were reported in Table 13. 

The major inadequacy in the development of these scales was lack 

of variance. Biases in the categorization of child-parent-child inter

actions, the representativeness of the sample, and the homogeneity of 

behavior elicited during the observations, contributed to an unusable 

set of scales if validation was required. The study has, however, 

resulted in the construction of a highly reliable set of attitude scales 

measuring the constructs of democracy, autocracy, and anarchy. 
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Suggestions for the future of these and similar scales are discussed in 

the next sections. 

Recommendations for Scale Usage 

The results of the study suggest that the following guidelines 

should be considered in using these scales as a form of self-assessment. 

1. These scales could be used, by a family counselor, as a 

reliable measure of a parent's attitude toward democratic, 

autocratic, and anarchic child rearing behavior. 

2. These scales should not be used to predict a parent's behavior 

toward a child, until future validation studies support that 

use. 

3. These scales may be used as an indicator of where to intervene 

in changing a parent's child rearing attitude. 

4. These scales could be used experimentally, as a reliable pre-

and posttest measure of a parent's attitudes in family 

counseling. 

5. These scales could be used to measure a parent study group's 

level of knowledge about appropriate parenting styles. 

6. These scales should only be used with parents who have three 

to five year old children. 

Recommendations for Scale Development 

Suggestions and ideas for the further development of these 

scales have been drawn from the results of this scale's construction and 

validation. 



Further scale validation should not be undertaken unless home 

observations are possible over at least a two week baseline 

period. 

The reliability of the scales should be further tested using 

the test-retest method to insure for the stability of the scales 

over time. 

An alternate form of the scales could be developed with older 

children included in the stimulus object scenarios, thereby 

making the scales more generalizable. 

Factor analysis of the scale responses over a much larger 

cross-section of parent types could further validate the 

existence of a primary typology of parent leadership styles. 

The utilization of the semantic differential technique in this 

manner with the evaluative, potency, and activity factors holds 

the promise of the multidimensional prediction of behavior 

(Osgood et al., 1957), 

Pursuing larger and socioeconomically differentiated samples 

of parents may make it possible to further define the cultural 

origins of these parenting styles. 



APPENDIX A 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALES 

1. Dad has just arrived 
home from work and is read
ing the newspaper. His son 
runs over, pushes the 
newspaper out of the way 
and says, "Hey, Dad, can 
I have a penny to spend 
at the store? Billie's 
mom said I could go with 
them." The father re
plies, "Well, son, I 
think you can spend one 
of those pennies in your 
piggybank. Let's take 
a look and see how your 
savings are doing." 
After they find the 
child's penny, the boy 
says, "Thanks Dad, see 
you later." 

2. Mom is in the kitchen 
cooking dinner, when her 
son arrives asking, "Mom, 
what do we have to eat? 
I'm hungry and I want to 
eat right now." In 
reply, Mom says, "Joey 
we're having pot roast 
tonight. You sound as 
hungry as I am. But I 
am afraid we'll both have 
to wait a few more 
minutes until dinner is 
ready." Joey says, "O.K. 
I'll watch Sesame Street, 
Call me when I can eat," 

Democratic Scale 

kind : : : : : : cruel 

bad : : : : : : good 

congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 

successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 

negative : : : : : : positive 

respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 

sensitive : : : : insensitive 

severe : : : : : : lenient 

wise : : : : : : foolish 

bad : : : : : : good 

kind : : : : : : cruel 

congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 

successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 

negative : : : : : : positive 

respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 

sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 

severe : : : : : : lenient 

wise : : : : : : foolish 
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8. The child does not want bad : : : : : : good 
to wear a jacket to school 
and his mother is insist- kind : : : : : : cruel 
ing that he wear one. In 
an effort to show his congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
mother that it won't fit 
he fumbles around hoping successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
she will give in, and 
passively whines as he negative : : : : : : positive 
tries to put it on. 
Noticing the problem the respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 

mother says, "Bobby, that 

jacket seems as though it 

is rather difficult for 
you to put on, especially 
when you really don't feel 
like wearing it. Here, 
let me give you a hand. 
I know it will keep you 
warm." The child puts on 
his coat with those words, 
stops grumbling and grabs 
his lunchbox as he runs 
off to the car yelling, 
"Let's go Mom." 

13. Two children are 
fighting. One child goes 
to her mother crying, 
"Mommy, Peter keeps 
taking my toys away and 
knocking down the block 
forts that I built. disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 

Make him stop it." 
Mother says, "You chil- negative : : : : positive 
dren sure are having a 
hard time getting along good : : : : : : bad 
today. I think Peter can 
go home how and come back cruel : : : : : : kind 
tomorrow, and we'11 see 
if you can be better successful :::::: unsuccessful 

friends then." The child 
silently goes back to congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 

her toys after her 
friend leaves. She con
tinues to play by her
self until dinner. 

: insensitive sensitive : • • •— 

lenient severe : • • •— 

: foolish wise : 

: insensitive sensitive : .• •—•—" 

: lenient severe : • •—•—• 

: foolish wise : 



14. The mother is pre
p aring breakfast and her 
s o n is having a rather 
d i ff i cult time get.t ing 
dresse . Feeling very 
frustrated, the son 
says , "I'm not going to 
dres s mys lf; you have 
to help me. " Mother 
replies, "Tommy , an in
side out shirt is diffi 
cult to put on , but I 

m afraid I won't be able 
to help you as I am 
p r eparing th se eggs ." 
The child con t inues 
dressing and says, " 0. K. , 
but can I h ave a bowl of 
Cheerios for breakfast, 
too? n 

20. The father and child 
are at the supermarket. 
The child is whining and 
holding on to the front of 
the shopping car t, making 
it difficult t o push. Dad 
says, "Jimmy, I h ad a 
long day and I am really 
t ired. It sure would be 
nice to have a helper. 
Will you push back here, 
plea se? I ' ll hold on to 
the front of th e cart." 
The child says nothing, 
goes to the rear of t he 
cart and starts to push . 
Th e whining and tn
coopera t i ve behavior 
have stopped . 
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bad __ :_:_:_:_:_:_ good 

kind . . . . . . . " . .. . . cruel ------ -
congenial _:_:_: __ :_:_:_ quarrelsome 

successful : : : : : : unsuccessful -------
negative _: __ :_:_:_:_._:_positive 

respect ful _: __ : __ : __ : __ : __ : __ disrespectful 

sensitive : : : : : : insensitive -------
sever e : : : : : : lenient ------- -

wise : : : : : foolish -------

bad . . . . . . . . . . . . g ood -------
kind . . . . . . . . . . . . cruel ---------

congenial . . . . . . . . . . . . quarrelsome -------
successful : : : : ; : unsuccessful -------

positive • • • llj • • . . . . . .. negative ---------
respectful . . . . . . . " . . . . disrespectful 

--~----

sensitive . . . . . .. .. . . . . . insensitive --------
sev ere . . . . . . . . . . . . lenient --------

wise .. . . . ... . . . . . . . foolish -------
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19. Dad arrives at school insensitive : : : : : : sensitive 
to pick up his daughter 
and she greets him. "Hey lenient : : : : : : severe 
Dad, look what I did in 
group today. It's a foolish : : : : : : wise 
bunnie hat and I can wear 
it home." Dad replies, disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 
"Gee Jill, you are Peter 
Rabbit himself in that positive : : : : : : negative 
hat. Did you paint it 
yourself?" The child bad : : : : : : good 
says, "Ya, and we 
learned how to hop cruel : : : : : : kind 
like bunnies, too. 
Watch, I'll show you on unsuccessful : : : : : : successful 
the way to the car, as 
soon as I get my lunch- congenial : : : : quarrelsome 
box." 

22. The father and son cruel : : : : : : kind 
are having dinner to
gether and the child bad : : : : : : good 
says, "Dad, there are 
some older boys up the congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
block who chased David 
and me home and tried to successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
get our toy guns. We 
just barely got away." negative : : : : : : positive 
The father says, "Really, 
Donnie! that sounds as respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
though it was pretty 
scary. I am glad you sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 
are all right. It sure 
is sad that big kids severe : : : : : ; lenient 
sometimes find it funny 
to scare smaller chil- wise : : : : : : foolish 
dren." The child re
plies, "We didn't do 
anything to them either; 
why did they do that to 
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Autocratic Scale 

3. Mother is involved in 
some late afternoon baking 
when her son says, "Hey, 
Mom, can I help mix the 
cake batter?" Feeling 
rushed, the mother re
plies, "Jimmie, I don't 
need your help today; 
you are just too slow. 
Come back at dinnertime, 
honey." Looking at the 
floor, the child makes 
no comment and goes off 
to his room where he 
watches T.V. alone for 
the rest of the after

noon. 

6. The child, while 
getting dressed for 
school, is whining, "I 
can't zipper this dumb 
coat." The mother says, 
"Oh, I am sick of hearing 
why you can't dress your
self. I guess I'll have 
to show you again. Maybe 
some day you will be able 
to do it yourself." The 
child sits passively as 
the mother zippers his 
jacket for him. 

baa 9°od 

. • : : : •• cruel 

. . . . . .  q u a r r e l s o m e  congenial : •—•—' 

. . . . . .  u n s u c c e s s f u l  successful : '• .•—*—" 

positive negative : : •—•—* 

disrespectful respectful '• : •—•—"—*—-

. insensitive sensitive : '• •—•.—*—' — 

lenient severe •• : • •—* 

foolish wise "• •—•—'—* — 

kind • • : : : ' cruel 

bad — q00i 

. : quarrelsome congenial : '•—•—•—*—' — 

: unsuccessful successful : •—.•—•—' 

: positive negative : • •—•—• • 

. disrespectful respectful : •—•—'—" — 

insensitive sensitive : •• 1—•—* 

lenient severe : '• 

w i s e  : : : : : :  f o o l i s h  
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11. The mother arrives at bad : : : : : : good 
school and is greeted by 
her daughter. "Hey, Mom'. kind : : : : : : cruel 
let me show you the pic
tures I made today." The congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
mother pulls the child by 
the arm saying, "Marion, successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
1 am in a hurry now and 
you had better come negative : : : : : : positive 
along right this minute. 
We'll see those pictures respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
some other day." As 
they get into the car sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 

the child says, "Mom, 
why don't you ever look severe : : : : : : lenient 
at any of my work?" 

w i s e  : : : : : :  f o o l i s h  

12. The father and son congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
are arriving home from 
school. As they get out successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
of the car the son says, 
"Hey Dad, today is the cruel : : : : : : kind 
carnival. I can hear 
the bands in the park. good : : : : : : bad 
Will you take me, 
please?" The father, negative : : : : : : positive 
embarrassed and angry, 
replies, "Johnny, disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 
yesterday I told you, 
we did not have enough wise : : : : foolish 

money to go." Then the 
father takes the child severe : : : : : : lenient 
by the upper arm and 
pulls him into the sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 
house saying, "I don't 
want to hear another 
word about that carni
val; go to your bedroom." 

The child goes to his 
room crying and stays 
there playing alone for 
the rest of the day. 
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15. It is bedtime and the 
child is very slow in 
preparing for a bath. 
While undressing, the 
child says, "Mommy, I 
want to take a bubble 
bath tonight." The 
mother, tired after 
having a long day 
with the kids, is 
angered at the child's 
lack of promptness. 
She turns to the 
child, spanks him and 
says, "Stop talking 
and asking for special 
favors; get.in that 
bathtub right this 
minute." The child 
climbs into the bath
tub crying and says, 
"Mommy, I forgot my 
boats and I don't have 
anything to play with." 

sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 

severe : : : : : : lenient 

wise : : : : : : foolish 

disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 

negative : : : : : : positive 

good : : : : : : bad 

cruel : : : : : : kind 

successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 

c o n g e n i a l  : : : : : :  q u a r r e l s o m e  

21. It is about time 
to leave for school 
when the child ap
proaches the father 
saying, "Daddy, I 
can't get my shoes 
tied." The father re
plies, "Oh Jenny! you 
should be able to do 
this by yourself at 
your age. Your friend 
Bobbie can do it." 
Once her shoes are on, 
Jenny moves to the 
kitchen table and sits 
quietly as her father 
continues to talk 
about how glad he will 
be when the kids grow 
up. 

s e n s i t i v e  : : : : : :  i n s e n s i t i v e  

severe : : : : : : lenient 

wise : : : : : : foolish 

disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 

negative : : : : : : positive 

g o o d  : : : : : :  b a d  

cruel : : : : : : kind 

u n s u c c e s s f u l  : : : : : :  s u c c e s s f u l  

quarrelsome :::::: congenial 
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23. Two children are play- bad : : : : ; : good 
ing in the sandbox; one 

crushes the other's sand kind : : : : ; : cruel 
castle saying, "I don't 

like your castle, Johnny. congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
So there! Mom sees what 

her son has done and successful :::::: unsuccessful 
yells, "Jimmy, if you 

don't know how to play negative : : : : : : positive 
any better than that, go 

to your room until I respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
tell you to come out." 

As the child is taken sensitive : : : : insensitive 
to his bedroom by his 

mother, he says, "I can severe : ; : : : : lenient 
break his castle; it's 

my sandbox." wise : : : : : : foolish 

24. The family is congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
hiking and one child 

does not want anyone successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
to be in front of him. 

"I'm not going to hike cruel : : : : : : kind 
unless I can go first." 

Feeling annoyed the good : : : : : : bad 
father says, "Joey, if 

you didn't act like a negative : : : : : : positive 
spoiled brat and would 

walk like a little disrespectful : : ; ; : : respectful 
man, we'd let you go 

first. Now, you are wise : : : : : ; foolish 
going on this hike 

whether you are first severe : : : : : : lenient 
or last." The hike 

begins and the child sensitive : : : .* : .* insensitive 
stumbles along behind 
the group, whining as 
he constantly trips 
over small stones. 
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2. Mom and daughter 
have just begun 
shopping for food 

when the daughter 
says, "Mom, show me 
how many oranges I 
should put in the 
basket." The mother 
says nothing to direct 
the child. Once they 
have enough oranges, 
she starts to pull the 
cart away. The child, 
in the midst of help
ing becomes upset, 

tries to stop the cart 
and says, "I can put 
just as many oranges 
in the cart as you, 
Mommy." 

Anarchic Scale 

congenial ; — —"—'—'—: : quarrelsome 

successful : —"—'—'—:— : unsuccessful 

cruel : ; . . . . kind 

good J "—• • • bad 

negative —'——'—: •" •* positive 

disrespectful 
—'—'—"—:—: : respectful 

wise —•"—'——.* •' : foolish 

severe — " — ' — * — :  l e n i e n t  

sensitive : —'—"—'—;—:—•* insensitive 

4. While two friends 
play together they 
constantly argue over 

the toys. The little 

girl goes to her father 

and pulls his book away 
so she can get his 
attention. She says, 

"Daddy, Billy won't 

let me play with my 
airplane." The father, 
looking annoyed, pulls 
his book back and says, 

"Honey, don't bother me 

now; this is my time to 
read." The child con
tinues to pull on her 
father's arm, as he 
tries to read, and 
says, "Daddy, I'll be 
your best friend if 
you get my airplane 
for me." 

sensitive : : : ; : . insensitive 

severe : : ; : . . lenient 

w^se : : •* '• : : foolish 

disrespectful respectful 

negative : : ; ; ; . positive 

good : ; : ; . . bad 

cruel kind 

successful : : : . . . unsuccessful 

congenial : ; : : . . quarrelsome 



80 

7. Mom has just arrived kind : : : : : : cruel 
at her child's school. 
The child yells, "Hey bad : : : : : : good 
Mom, watch me climb the 
jungle gym." The mother congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
ignores the child's 
suggestion and after say- successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
ing goodbye to the 
teacher says, "Let's negative : : : : : : positive 

go honey, I'm in a rush. 
I'll meet you in the respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 

car." Five minutes 
later as the child sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 
jumps down and runs to 
his angry mother, severe :::::: lenient 

waiting in the car, he 
yells, "Mom did you wise : : : : : : foolish 

see me land on my 
feet?" 

9. It is a Sunday sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 
outing and the family 
has just stopped play- severe : : : : : : lenient 
ing catch. The child 
is disappointed because wise : : : : : : foolish 
he wanted to continue 
playing. The child disrespectful : : : : : : respectful 
follows the father to 
the picnic blanket, negative : : : : : : positive 
kicks dust at him, 
and says, "Dad! .' good :::::: bad 
don't stop playing." 
The father, after cruel : : : : : : kind 
having given in to 
other pleas, is con- successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
fused and doesn't say 

anything. The child congenial : : : : ; : quarrelsome 

then picks up some 

dust and starts throw

ing it in the air near 

the picnic blanket, 

while saying "Dad!! 

you'd better play." 
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10. The child is getting cruel : : : : : : kind 
dressed before breakfast 
and yells from the bed- bad : : : : : : good 

room, "Mom, I'm going to 
get dressed all by my- congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 

self so we can play to
gether before school." successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 

The mother hears the 

child and without com- negative : : : : : : positive 
menting, continues to 
drink coffee and read the respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
newspaper. Ten minutes 

later a disappointed sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 

child arrives in the 
kitchen whining as he severe : : : : : : lenient 

tugs on his shirt say
ing, "Mom, I can never wise : : : : : : foolish 
do it all by myself; you 
always end up doing it 
for me. Will you button 

my shirt?" 

16. The family is having cruel : : : s : : kind 
dinner together. The 
child says, "Dad, if I bad : : : : : : good 
eat everything on my 
plate can I have ice congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
cream for dessert?" The 

father doesn't pay atten- successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 

tion to the child, but 
does mumble something the negative : : : positive 

child cannot understand. 
Shortly after the child respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
clears his plate he goes 
to his Dad and while sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 

pulling his arm says, 
"Dad you told me I had to severe : : : : : : lenient 

eat everything on my 
plate before I could have wise : : : : t : foolish 
my ice cream. I want it 
now." 



82 

17. It is bedtime and the bad : : : : : : good 
child is sitting on her bed 
sucking her thumb. The kind : : : : : : cruel 
mother has already asked 
the child a number of congenial : : : : : : quarrelsome 
times to get undressed 
and jump into the bath- successful : : : ; : : unsuccessful 
tub. Looking disgusted, 
as she walks into the bed- negative : : : : : : positive 
room, the mother says, 
"Now please, Julie, let respectful : : : : : : disrespectful 
me get you undressed and 
then you can jump in the sensitive : : : : : : insensitive 
bathtub." Once the 
child is undressed, she lenient : : : : : : severe 
says, "No, Mommy, I 
don't want to take a foolish : : : : : : wise 
bath and you can't make 

me. " 

18. The child has been good : : : : : : bad 
told by his mother to 
get dressed for school. kind : : : : : : cruel 
His attempts at getting 
ready are accompanied by congenial :::::: quarrelsome 
whining and increasing 
passivity as he sits on successful : : : : : : unsuccessful 
his bed. The mother 
walks by the bedroom as positive : : : : : : negative 
she is cleaning the 
house, looks in briefly respectful : : : s : : disrespectful 
and says, "Oh no, honey, 
not again! Please try insensitive : : : : s s sensitive 
and be ready when I'm 
done cleaning the severe : : : : : : lenient 
kitchen." She then goes 
back to her cleaning. wise : : : : : : foolish 
Meanwhile, the child 
withdraws in his room, 
continuing to passively 
whine, as he fails at 
every attempt to dress 
himself. 



APPENDIX B 

SCALE INSTRUCTIONS 

The purpose of this study is to measure how parents and children 
interact by having a parent judge the following parent-child interac
tions against a series of adjective pairs. In taking this test, please 
make your judgments on the basis of what these parent-child interactions 
mean to you as though you were the parent within the interaction you are 
reading. On each page of this booklet you will find three paragraphs 
of parent-child interaction to be judged and alongside them a series of 
nine adjective pairs. You are to rate each paragraph on each of the 
adjective pair scales. 

Here is how you are to use these scales: 
If you feel that the interaction on the left hand side of the page is 
very closely related to one end of the scale, you should place your 
check mark as follows: 

kind X : : : : : : cruel 

or 

kind : : : : : :X__ cruel 

If you feel that the interaction is quite closely related to one or the 
other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should place your check
mark as follows: 

severe :X : : : : : lenient 

or 

severe : : : : :2L-: lenient 

If the interaction seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to 
the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should check as 

follows: 

good : :X_: : : : bad 

or 

good : : : :X : : bad 
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The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of 
the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the interaction 
you are judging. 

If you consider the interaction to be neutral on the scale, both sides 
of the scale equally associated with the interaction, or if the scale 
is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the interaction, then you should 
place your check-mark in the middle space: 

negative : : ;X_: "• : positive 

IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on 
the boundaries 

This Not This 
:X : : X 

(2) Be sure you check every scale for every interaction—do 
not omit any, 

(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale. 

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same interaction 
before on the test. This will not be the case, so do not look back and 
forth through the interactions. Do not try to remember how you checked 
similar items earlier in the test. Make each item a separate and inde
pendent judgment. Work at a fairly high speed through the test. Do 
not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first impressions 
that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless. 



APPENDIX C 

A SCHEDULE FOR CHILDREN'S GOAL ORIENTED 
INTERACTION ANALYSIS 

The following schedule is designed for observation of chil

dren's interpersonal interaction in four areas of social behavior: (I) 

Cooperation, (II) Attention-Seeking, (III) Self-Assertion, and (IV) 

Social Passivity. 

Category I, cooperation, is an important possibility of numerous 

social responses on the part of the child or the other person or persons 

with whom the child is interacting. Cooperative behavior, for the 

purpose of this study, is any behavior, verbal or non-verbal, which pro

motes the common good. The cooperative act does not limit the behavior 

of others. 

In addition, cooperation does not imply that the child 

initiating the cooperative will attempt to enforce compliance by 

coercion or force. 

Categories II, attention-seeking; III, self-assertion; and IV, 

social passivity have an entirely different flavor. These three 

categories are characterized by their coercive or "demand" nature. 

That is, they tend to force the person interacting with the child into 

a narrow rather well-defined set of responses. For example, if the 

child or First Person (FP) hits the Second Person (SP), SP's response is 

likely to be highly rewarding to FP and given similar circumstances the 

probability of FP's repeating the sequence of behaviors is increased. 
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Attention-seeking, assertive behavior, and social passivity have in 

common the effect of narrowing the number of responses given by SP, In 

addition, the behavior also tends to be coercive, threatening further 

negative behavior if not immediately responded to or if not responded to 

in the desired direction. 

It is the purpose of this paper to establish a schedule capable 

of measuring the initiation of cooperative behavior and three areas 

where the FP's behavior has a coercive or demand quality upon those 

with whom FP is interacting. 

I. Cooperation. Cooperation may be both instigation and response. 
The FP who initiates cooperation says or does things which will 
facilitate the interactions of SP or the entire group. Cooperative 
acts reduce friction, include others in, gives evidence of 
acceptance of others' feelings and needs. Cooperation as a 

response to acts of FP or SP has no coercion aspects, involves 
deliberate participation, with enthusiasm and willingness. It 
may or may not be destructive or unreasonable (Dreikurs, 1968). 

1. Cooperation. FP responds to SP's comments, suggestions, or 
requests with apparent interest and willingness. FP shares an 
idea or feeling, accepts SP's feelings or acts without 
dominating or directing SP's attention to himself as a focus. 
Examples (Ex?) O.K., I'll play darts with you./ Sure, I'll 

put the toys away./ Let's all play house./ That's nice, John./ 
That's a very good idea./ What can I do to help? (in a 
positive tone)/ Your turn! 

2. Compliance. Responds to commands, suggestions, or requests 
with apparent reluctance or indifference. Ex: Oh, all right 
I'll do it but I don't want to./ All right, but I'd rather 
have the gun. 

II. Attention Seeking. The categories which are included under 

attention-seeking, self-assertion, and social passivity involve 
an attempt to elicit a particular kind of response or behavior. 
These behaviors are characterized by urgency, apparently designed 
for active notice from the SP. If SP does not respond the FP 
might possibly repeat his response several times until noticed. 
The interaction might go as follows: "FP makes his demand or asks 
his question then pausing to direct his entire attention on the 
SP, while awaiting a response. After the SP has responded, the 
FP relaxes, either to continue his previous activity or to 
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initiate another series of behaviors." Dreikurs (1968) would 

agree with this sequence. 

3. Seeking Help, Information, and Permission. FP asks for 
information either personal or concerning the ongoing 
activity. FP asks for help in completing a task or requests 
SP to complete the task for him. FP seeks consent from SP 
for a proposed activity. Ex: (Information) Teacher, are you 
mad at Mary?/ Do you like this puppet more than that one?/ 
Mom, what is this thing?/ (Help) Help me carry these 
chairs./ Will you pound this for me? I can't do it right./ 
(Permission) Is it O.K. if I leave for a minute?/ Could I 
play with these dolls? 

4. Seeking Reward, Praise, or Recognition. FP seeks praise, 
special privileges, benefits, or attention to his activities, 
productions, or statements or to himself for what he is 
doing. Ex: Don't you think this is a nice picture?/ How do 
you like the way I fixed your hair?/ I've been a good boy 
all day. Will you give me some candy?/ If you let me go 
downtown, I'll bring you back an ice cream cone./ See what 
I've made?/ Look what I'm doing. 

5. Seeking Reassurance or Affection. FP seeks comfort, 
encouragement, expressions of love, and tenderness. Ex: 
Are you sure you're not mad at me?/ Am I doing this right?/ 
Come kiss me./ Hold me in your lap. (crying) 

III. Self Assertion. The self-assertive behaviors categorized below 
are a part of a larger pattern of assertive behaviors available 
to children. The focus here is upon assertive behavior which 
forces SP's in the child's social environment to respond in some 
manner. 

6. Noncooperation. Refusal to accept commands, suggestions, or 
requests. Refusal may be accompanied by an explanation, an 
alternative, or may be a simple refusal. Ex: I won't leave 

yet. I haven't finished building the house./ I won't play 
in the sand with you, because I don't want to get my clothes 
dirty./ I won't play in the water with you, but I'll hand you 
the boats./ I don't want to put the gun on that table, but 
I'll put it on the ledge./ No!/ I'm sorry, but I won't do 
that./ No! I certainly will not./ No! No! No.'/ Won't. 

7. Threat of Attack, Infringement of Property, or Invasion of 
Territory. FP threatens to attack SP either verbally or by 

gesture, or threatens an attack on any property. Ex: "I'm 
going to hit you."/ FP approaches SP, holding a toy hammer 
in striking position./ I'm going to shoot you with this rifle 
(Aims air rifle at SP and moves toward SP), An ongoing 
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activity is interfered with by FP by his taking a toy or 
another object away from another or his usurping the space 
being used by SP. Ex: FP takes SP's doll; FP sits down in 
SP's sand castle; FP takes SP's pencil away. 

8. Bodily Attack. FP strikes SP with or without an object. Ex: 
FP kicks SP./ FP pushes SP./ FP spits on bites, punches, 
jumps on, grabs, or chokes SP./ FP hits SP with a book, 

block, doll, etc. 

IV. Social Passivity. While categories I, II, and III are marked by 
instigation of or reaction to social interaction, item IV, Social 
Passivity, is marked for its enforced lack of social interaction. 
While the categories above, and especially II and III, demand that 
others in the social environment respond, the socially passive 
child demands that the others in his environment not interact. 

9. Social Passivity. The FP's behavior leads others to avoid 
him, to not ask for his participation. FP avoids being 
singled out by playing alone on the fringe of others' 
activity. Avoids doing things with others and resists 
efforts of others to enlist him in learning or taking part. 
Ex: FP hangs head and shakes it "no" when called upon by 
teacher./ FP plays alone with inanimate objects away from 
others./ When bumped by another FP moves away without 
apparent notice of SP. 

V. Silence, Confusion, and Non-attention. Short periods of silence 
or confusion during which FP's behavior cannot be determined or 
classified in the above categories. No interaction characteris
tics are observable. No eye contact is attempted. 

10. Silence, Confusion, and Non-Attention. As above. Ex: FP 
disappears into a group of children all of whom are talking 
loudly./ FP sits silently, not in response to request of 
SP./ FP leaves room for a personal reason. 

Response Categories for Second Person (SP) 

1. Cooperation. SP responds to FP's comments, suggestions, or 
requests with apparent interest and willingness. SP shares an idea 
or feeling, accepts FP's feelings or acts without dominating or 
directing FP's attention to himself as a focus. Ex: O.K., I'll 
play darts with you./ Sure, I'll put the toys away./ Let's all 
play house./ That's nice, John./ That's a very good idea./ What 
can I do to help? (in a positive tone). 



89 

2. Compliance. SP responds to PP's commands, suggestions, or requests 
with apparent reluctance or indifference. Ex: Oh, all right, I'll 
do it but I don't want to./ All right, but I'd rather have the gun. 

3. Giving Help, Information, and Permission. SP offers physical aid 
(help); knowledge, guidance or instruction, whether verbally or by 
means of demonstration (information); or consents to FP1s proposed 
activity with or without conditions (permission). Ex: (FP is trying 
to hook the cars of the train together but is having no success. 
SP holds cars while FP hooks them together.)/ CSP holds finger 
while FP ties a knot.)/ FP: Why won't this open? SP: You have to 
press the keys hard to make it open./ (FP is apparently trying to 
make wheels with tinker toys and is having difficulty.) SP: Let me 
show you how to work this. (SP proceeds to demonstrate how to make 
a wheel.)/ SP: Let me show you how to work this puzzle. (SP 
demonstrates.)/ FP is having difficulty working puppets. (SP takes 
support, shows FP how to work it.) SP: You put your thumb in here 
and work it like this./ (FP asks SP how the rifle works.) SP: Here's 
how you shoot it. You keep pumping it until the ball flies out. 
CSP demonstrates.)/ Yes, you may paint if you put an apron on./ 
Yes, you may go if you come back in a few minutes./ Yes, you may 
have another sheet of paper./ Yes, you may leave now. 

4. Giving Reward, Praise, and Recognition. SP conveys interest and 
concern for FP's statements or activity. SP may extend special 
privileges or benefits to FP as a response to FP's behavior. This 
response is usually elicited by FP. SP expresses approval of FP 
and/or FP's productions. SP responds to FP's stimulation in a way 
that indicates definite awareness of FP's statement or activity. 
Ex: Mm Hm./ Yes, I see./ (SP listens and generally attends to FP 
as FP tells about an experience.) For helping me with this picture, 
I'm going to give it to you./ For being so good today, you may stay 
ten minutes longer./ That's a fine picture you've made./ You sure 
can write well./ Here's a piece of candy for being so good. 

5. Giving Reassurance and Affection. This category differs from 3. 
Giving Help, Information and Permission in not involving informa
tion, assistance, or permission relevant to solving a problem. It 
is a method of offering assistance through emotional support. SP 
gives comfort, encouragement or overt expressions of love and 
tenderness to FP. Ex: Don't feel too bad. Most children find it 
difficult to work that puzzle the first time./ It doesn't matter 
that you spilled some paint on the floor. It can be easily 
washed./ (FP drops a piece of doll furniture, which breaks.) SP: 
Don't worry, I've got some other furniture to play with. (SP rubs 
or pats FP's head.)/ SP: I love you very much./ I like you./ (SP 

hugs FP and says, "Mm, I like you very much."/ SP kisses FP and 
says, "I love you." "Keep trying." "You can do it." 
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6. Noncooperation. Refusal to accept commands, suggestion, or 
requests for SP's own behavior. Refusal may be accompanied by an 
explanation, an alternative, or maybe a simple refusal. Ex: 1 
won't leave yet. I haven't finished building the house./ I won't 
play in the sand with you, because I don't want to get my clothes 
dirty./ I won't play in the water with you, but I'll hand you the 
boats./ I don't want to put the gun on that table, but I'll put it 
on the ledge. No!/ I'm sorry, but I won't do that/ No I I cer

tainly will not./ No! No! No!/ Won't! 

7. Criticism, Discipline, and Rejection. As used in this schedule, 
criticism always involves some kind of negative evaluation; there
fore, constructive criticism is not included in this category. 
When constructive occurs it may involve Giving Help, Information, 
and Permission, and should be scored in that category. In this 
category include negative evaluation of FP, or FP's productions, 
shame, ridicule, disparaging remarks, nagging, and threats. 
Disciplines by use other than corporal punishment such as isola
tion, deprivation of physical objects, privileges, love, or 
affection. Rejection may indicate nonacceptance of FP either 
verbally or by gesture also includes changes of subject, interrup
tions, denial of the validity of the other's statements or actions 
and rejection of the other as a person. Ex: Don't be so stupid./ 
I've told you a hundred times to mind./ If you don't get in here 
this minute I'll tell your father./ Since you won't behave you'll 
have to sit in the corner for five minutes./ I'll take that ball 
since you can't keep from throwing it in the house./ No homework, 
no T.V./ When you do things like that I really don't like you. 

8. Corporal Punishment. Physical pain is used to indicate the un
desirable nature of the FP's act. SP strikes, hits or slaps FP 
with hand or object. Ex: FP hits his brother SP switches FP with 
hand./ Parent hits child's hand. 

9. Attentive Observation. SP noticeably directs his attention to FP 
and/or FP's activity by silently watching. Ex: SP watches FP as 
FP plays in the sand./ SP watches FP as FP paints a picture. 

10. Silence, Confusion, and Non-Attention. Short periods of silence or 
confusion during which FP's behavior cannot be determined or 
classified in the above categories or when SP directs his attention 
to something other than FP. No interactive characteristics are 
observable. Non-attention may be accompanied by humming, singing, 
or talking, but this behavior is not apparently directed toward 
FP. Ex: SP reads a book./ SP leaves room for a personal reason./ 
SP plays quietly with back to FP or stares out the window. 



APPENDIX D 

ACTIVITY INSTRUCTIONS 

During the next 25 minutes there are a number of activities we 
would like you to carry out with and/or without your child's participa
tion. Please read the instructions slowly and carefully before 
beginning Activity #1. 

Activity #1: 

During the first five minutes please read the story of the 
Velveteen Rabbit to yourself. When the observer gives you the signal 
that five minutes is up, please stop immediately and proceed to read 
the instructions for Activity #2. Do not begin Activity #2 until the 
observer gives you the signal. 

Activity #2: 

When the observer gives you the signal, please begin the second 
five minute segment by moving to the box of blocks next to the table. 
Using as many blocks as you wish instruct your child on how to build an 
"L" shaped block design. Stop Activity #2 as soon as the observer 
signals that time is up, then proceed to read instructions for Activity 

#3 immediately. 

Activity #3: 

When you are given the signal, please have your child pick up 

the building blocks and return them to their box next to the table. 

Once the blocks have been picked up please give your child a choice of 
playing with either the peg-a-board or the puzzle. This activity 
should be continued until the observer signals you to stop. Now read 
instructions for Activity #4. 

Activity #4: 

On the table there are two children's books. Please have your 
child choose one of the two story books for reading. Once chosen, have 
your child sit down and listen while you read the story. When the 
observer gives you the signal, stop reading the story and go on to 
reading the instructions for the last activity. 

91 



92 

Activity #5: 

Attached to this page is a short questionnaire. Please answer 

the questionnaire for the last five minutes. This is not the final 

questionnaire, it is only an activity for the parent. During this 

period do not pay any attention to your child. When the observer 

gives you the signal you have completed Part I of your participation in 

the study. Thank you (and your child) very much for your help and 

cooperation. 

An Exercise in Listening for Feelings 

Directions: Children communicate to parents much more than words or 

ideas. Behind the words often lie feelings. Following are some 

typical "messages" children send. Read each separately, trying to 

listen carefully for feelings. Then in the right-hand column, write 

the feeling or feelings you heard. Discard the "content" and write 

in only the feeling—usually one or several words. Some of the state

ments may contain several different feelings—write in all the main 

feelings you hear, numbering each different feeling. When you have 

finished, compare your list with those answers listed on the following 

page. 

Child Says Child is Feeling 

Ex. I don't know what is wrong. I can' t (a) stumped 

figure it out. Maybe I should just (b) discouraged 
quit trying. (c) tempted to give up 

1. Oh boy, only ten more days until school's 
out. 

2. Look, Daddy, I made an airplane with my 
new tools! 

3. Will you hold my hand when we go into 
the nursery school? 

4. Gee, I am not having any fun. I can't 
think of anything to do. 

5. I'll never be good like Jim. I practice 
and practice and he's still better than 
me. 

6. My new teacher gives us too much homework. 
I can never get it all done. What'11 I do? 

7. All the other kids went to the beach. 1 
don't have anyone to play with. 

8. Jim's parents let him ride his bike to 
school, but I am a better rider than Jim. 

9. I shouldn't have been so mean to little 
Jimmy. I guess I was bad. 
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10. I want to wear my hair long—it's my hair, 
isn't it? 

11. Do you think I am doing this report right? 
Will it be good enough? 

12. Why did the old bag make me stay after 
school, anyway? I wasn't the only one 
who was talking. I'd like to punch her 
in the nose. 

13. I can do it myself. You don't need to 
help me. I am old enough to do it myself. 

14. Arithmetic is too hard. I am too dumb to 
understand it. 

15. Go away; leave me alone. I don't want to 
talk to you or anybody else. You don't 
care what happens to me anyway. 

16. For awhile I was doing good, but now I am 
worse than before. I try hard, but it 
doesn't seem to help. What's the use? 

17. I would sure like to go, but I just can't 
call her up. What if she would laugh at me 
for asking her? 

IB. I never want to play with Pam anymore. 
She's a dope and a creep. 

19. I am sure glad that I happened to be born 
the baby of you and Daddy rather than 
some other parents. 

20. I think I khow what to do, but maybe it's 
not right. What do you think I should 
do, Dad, work or go to college? 



Answers 

1. Ca) Glad 11. (a) Feels some 

03) Relieved doubt 

2. (a) Proud (b) Not sure 

(b) Pleased 12. (a) Angry, hateful 

3. (a) Afraid, (b) Feels it 

tearful was unfair 

4. (a) Bored 13. (a) Feels 

(b) Stumped competent 

5. (a) Feels (b) Doesn't want 

inadequate help 

(J3) Discouraged 14. (a) Frustrated 

6. (a) Feels job is (b) Feels 

too hard inadequate 

(b) Feels 15. (a) Feels hurt 

defeated (b) Feels angry 

7. Ca) Left (c) Feels unloved 

behind 16. (a) Discouraged 

(b) Lonely (b) Wanting to 

8. (a) Feels parents give up 

are being 17. (a) Wants to go 

unfair (b) Afraid 

tb) Feels 18. (a) Angry 

competent 19. (a) Grateful, 

9. (a) Feels glad 

guilty (b) Appreciates 

(b) Regrets his parents 

action 20. (a) Uncertain 

10. (a) Resents unsure 

interference 
from parents 
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