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ABSTRACT 

Three dimensions of parenting: (a) control, (b) nurturance, and 

(c) communication are examined as they relate to value consensus 

between college students and their parents. A sample of 222 college 

students completed a series of items that assessed their perceptions 

of their parents' childrearing practices. The students and their 

parents completed a series of items related to religious and social 

values. Value consensus was the operational definition for the 

construct of internalization of parental norms. Contrary to the 

predictions made from attribution theory, control was not found to be 

negatively related to value consensus. Social learning theory's 

prediction about a positive relationship between control and value 

consensus was not supported. However, as predicted based upon social 

learning, nurturance and communication did have positive relation

ships with value consensus . Father ~urturance was positively related 

to social value consensus in father-son dyads and to social value, 

religious individualism, and devotionalism consensus in father

daughter dyads. Father communication was positively related to 

creedal assent consensus in father-daughter dyads. Mother nurturance 

was positively related to social value and religious relativism 

consensus for mother-son dyads. Mother communication was positively 

associated with social value and devotionalism consensus for mother

son dyads. There was also partial support for the social learning 

theory prediction that high levels of control, nurturance, and 

communication in combination would be related to higher value con

sensus than when perceived parenting styles were characterized by any 

other combinations of these parenting behaviors. This hypothesis was 

supported tn relation to creedal assent and religious relativism for 

father-son dyads and in relation to religious individualism and devo

tionalism in mother-son dyads. 
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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Values are the undergirding of any society. Whether speaking of 

the general social and moral values of society as a whole, or of the 

specific value system of an individual within that society, the 

interactions between individuals, within families, and between nations 

are highly dependent upon the value systems that exist at each of 

these levels (Martin & Landry, 1983). Therefore it seems highly 

important to study the processes by which values are transmitted from 

one generation to the next. 

The family has long been considered the prime agency of sociali

zation in our society (Hyman, 1959), and most parents are concerned to 

some extent about passing on their values at some level to their 

children. However, recent research has produced a considerable amount 

of theoretical and empirical contradiction regarding the extent to 

which adolescent children adopt their parents' values (De Vaus, 1983; 

Hoge, Petrillo, & Smith, 1982; Jennings & Niemi, 1968, 1974; Lerner, 

1975; Lerner, Pendorf, & Emery, 1971; Weinstock & Lerner, 1972). 

Contradictions can also be found regarding the place of salient 

parental childrearing practices in influencing the degree to which 

children internalize their parents' values (Bandura, 1982; Baumrind, 

1983; Hoffman, 1983; Lepper, 1973, 1983; Lepper & Gilovich, 1982; 

Lepper, Sagotsky, Dafoe, & Greene, 1982; Lewis, 1981; Perry & Perry, 

1983). Some studies have indicated that childrearing practices are 

not related to value transmission (Hoge et al., 1982), whereas other 

studies have indicated that salient childrearing practices do have 

strong implications in regard to the internalization process 

(Baumrind, -1967; Lepper & Gilovich, 1982; Lepper et al., 1982; Lewis, 

1981) . 

Refinement of the research in the area of value transmission from 

parents to their children has shown that the issue of parental sali

iency in passing on values has been clouded by the changing nature of 

our culture and the specific nature of the values being examined 

(Acock & Bengtson, 1980, De Vaus, 1983; Jessop, 1982; Kirkpatrick & 
1 
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Jorgenson, 1983; Lerner, 1975; Martin & Landry, 1983; Thomas, 1974). 

It has been shown that there is a greater value consensus between 

adolescents and their parents for •core• values than for •peripheral• 

values (Kirkpatrick & Jorgenson, 1983). Studies of social values 

(Jennings & Niemi, 1968, 1974) have focused on those values that tend 

to vary along with adaptive demands of social and technological 

change. These •peripheral• values are practical expressions of more 

closely held personal or •core• values that tend to remain constant 

over generations. In the realm of the sacred, the degree of consensus 

in values is significantly higher than in other areas (De Vaus, 1983). 

The importance of religion is illustrated by the finding of Martin and 

Landry (1983) that disagreement on religion between an adult child and 

his/her elderly parents was negatively related to the psychological 

well-being of that adult child. While these results do not suggest 

which came .first, the religious disagreement or the ill effect on 

pyschological well-being, it does suggest that religious beliefs or 

values constitute an important part of an individuals value system, 

whether or not the individual is considered to be •religious• or not 

(De Vaus, 1983). 

Little if any research has addressed the impact of childrearing 

practices on the degree of value consensus between parents and their 

adolescent children. Baumrind (1983), Lepper (1983), and Lewis (1981) 

have looked at the effects .of control on the socialization of young 

children, but no study has looked at how parenting practices affect 

value consensus. Hoge et al. (1982) asked their respondents to answer 

four questions about their perceptions of parental control in their 

parents' childrearing practices. Finding no significant relationship 

between consensus on religious values and those four questions about 

parental control, the whole issue of parenting practices was dismissed 

as unimportant. It is suggested here that childrearing practices must 

be assessed by a multidimensional approach that is much broader than 

that of Hoge et al. (1982). Childrearing is a multidimensional con

cern of which control is only one facet (Baumrind, 1983). This study 



has attempted to clarify some of the previously mentioned 

contradictions by examining the saliency of certain parenting styles 

for transmission of values from parents to adolescent children. Two 

theoret i cal perspectives were contrasted along with their respective 

predictions about the relationship between parenting style and value 

internalization. Predictions deriving from social learning theory, 

as described by •reciprocal determinism• (Bandura, 1977, 1978, 1982), 

were compared with predictions suggested by the attribution perspec

tive of Lepper (1981, 1983) and Lewis (1981). 

3 

Attribution theory claims that when a child is induced to comply 

with social norms, he/she will seek to explain the behavior to 

himself/herself. If in seeking to gain the child's compliance, the 

parents make use of salient, external control in the process of 

disciplining the child, internalization .will be inhibited (Lepper, 

1981). The child will attribute his/her compliance with the parental 

demand or request to the external pressure of the parent rather than 

to something inside, i.e., internal attributes. Lewis (1981) implied 

that any use of force or power assertion by the parent is superfluous 

control and inhibits internalization. For Lewis (1981) any type of 

punishment or power assertion by the parent is too forceful and should 

be avoided. Lepper (1981, 1983) conceded that some type of control is 

essential to ensure that the child actually experiences the behavior 

that is to be internalized, but states if the control is •functionally 

superfluous,• i.e., greater than needed to gain compliance, it will 

inhibit internalization. 

Approaching the issue of internalization from a social learning 

perspective, Baumrind (1983) cited findings which indicate that the 

context of the disciplinary act is more important than its functional 

superfluity (Grusec, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Perry & Perry, 1983). Spe

cifically the social learning theory approach suggests that the 

parental warmth and nurturance in combination with psychological and 

physical control provides the context in which socialization takes 

place. Without the use of external control in gaining compliance, 
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internalization is impossible (Baumrind, 1983; Hoffman, 1983). If the 

child is never required to obey he/she will never learn what behaviors 

are appropriate and will have no basis from which to judge the cor

rectness or incorrectness of specific behaviors. How this relates to 

value internalization is discussed in Chapter II. 

Even attribution theorists agree that unless a child is actually 

required to engage in a desired form of behavior, he/she is unlikely 

to perceive himself/herself as internally motivated (Perry & Perry, 

1983). Lepper (1981) referred to this lack of required behavior as 

•insufficient• or permissive discipline. The issue that emerges from 

this discussion concerns how forceful a parent can be in obtaining 

compliance before internalization is hindered. 

Firm control is an essential element in the conceptualization of 

Baumrind (1983). Findings in her field studies suggest that firm 

control encased in an atmosphere of warmth and intellectual stimula

tion produced children who were well-adjusted, well-socialized, and 

more cognitively developed than children reared in an alternative 

atmosphere, i.e., control without warmth or warmth without control 

(Baumrind, 1967; Baumrind & Black, 1967). Social learning theory 

interprets these child outcomes as the child's response to what the 

environment provides. •Reciprocal determinism• (Bandura, 1977) 

considers the interaction of the child's personal internal makeup, 

behavior, and environment to be important in shaping behavior 

(Bandura, 1978). Learning occurs because of experiences that are 

allowed in the home by the parents. As parents provide incentives for 

specific behaviors, the child learns what is appropriate behavior and 

what is not. When success in a particular activity occurs, the activ

ity in and -of itself can be reinforcing (Bandura, 1982). 

There is a major problem in this area of research in that it is 

difficult to keep from equating compliance and internalization 

(Hoffman, 1983). The difference between these two concepts can be 

readily recognized. An individual can comply to external force or 

pressure to gain approval but have no real inclination to make the 



intentionality of that behavior a part of everyday living (Lepper, 

1983). 
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Whether or not an act is performed because of external pressure 

or because of internalization is not easily determined in a setting in 

which the individual is always around the socializing agents of child

hood. When the individual is away from those settings, behavior will 

more readily reflect the true nature of motivation for specific 

behaviors. The adolescent who has left home to attend college will 

find his/her values challenged by the new environment (Perry, 1968). 

Therefore, at this period in the lifespan the degree to which parental 

values have been internalized can be more easily determined. Also 

late adolescence has been suggested as the period of the lifespan in 

which values become clearly conceptualized (De Vaus, 1983); therefore, 

this study involved a sample of late adolescents and their parents. 

The specific concepts of reciprocal determinism and attribution theory 

and the respective predictions deriving from these perspectives are 

outlined in Chapter II of this report. · 

Parenting practices are somewhat difficult to measure. Questions 

can be raised as to the external validity of laboratory experiments 

that measured a child's willingness to comply with an experimenter's 

directions (see Chapter II for a review of such a study). The context 

of these settings is quite different from that of the home where there 

are affectional attachments that interact with parental demands and 

requests. Before conclusions can be drawn, the issue of internaliza

tion must be addressed in a number of settings via different types of 

methodologies (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Kerlinger, 1964). A child 

may react quite differently to the •functionally superfluous• control 

of a lab r~searcher as compared to the same technique administered by 

his/her parent. Inventories that measure adult children's memories of 

their parents' childrearing practices have been useful in identifying 

three main dimensions of a parent-child relationship: acceptance, 

psychological automony, and firm control (Perris, Jacobsson, 

Lindstrom, Von Knorring, & Perris, 1980). The issues of parental 



warmth and control--both physical and psychological--are recurring 

themes in the literature regarding_ the efficacy of parental sociali

zation practices. 

6 

This study addressed the issue of the saliency of parental 

childrearing practices for value consensus between adolescents and 

their parents. The question was: To what extent do children adopt 

their parents' values and why? Attribution theory predicted that high 

parental control would be associated with lower value consensus 

between parents and their adolescent children. Social learning theory 

predicted that control, nurturance, and the use of inductive reasoning 

would be positively associated with value consensus. As a corollary 

to this prediction, social learning theory also predicted that value 

consensus would be greatest when parenting behaviors were perceived to 

be high in control, nurturance, and communication. Specifically, when 

a parent was seen as having exercised firm control in an atmosphere of 

love and intellectual stimulation, greater value consensus was expect

ed to be found. These predictions did not set forth any causal 

explanations, but only associations between parenting behaviors and 

value consensus. The theoretical frameworks and the relevant empiri

cal findings suggesting these predictions are discussed in Chapter II. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter is divided into six sections: (a) childrearing 

practices, (b) internalization, (c) value transmission, (d) child

rearing practices and internalization, (e) conclusions, and (f) 

hypotheses. The specific applications of social learning theory and 

attribution theory are discussed in the sections on internalization 

and childrearing practices and internalization. The conclusions and 

hypotheses are derived from that discussion. 

Childrearinq Practices 

The practices of parents in raising their offspring have been 

examined in many settings to predict outcomes for children (Baumrind, 

1966, 1967, 1968, 1978b, 1978c, 1983; Baumrind & Black, 1967; Deman, 

1982; Dudley, 1978; Filsinger, 1981; Grusec, 1983; Heilbrun & Waters, 

1968; Hoff~an, 1983; Hoge et al . , 1982; Lepper, 1981, 1983; Lepper & 

Gilovich, 1982; Lepper et al., 1982; Lewis, 1981; Perry & Perry, 1983; 

Troll, Neugarten, & Kraines, 1969; Vener, Zaenglein, & Stewart, 1977; 

Zern, 1981). Contradictions fill the literature of the past fifty 

years. The main area of conflict centers on the issue of the use of 

control in childrearing. Baumrind (1967), Filsinger (1981), and Zern 

(1981) found that when parents used high levels of control, their 

children achieved high grades and had high cognitive development. 

Other researchers have found exactly the opposite: high levels of 

control inhibit achievement and cognitive development (Harvey, Hunt, & 
Schroder, 1961; Jordan, Radin, & Epstein, 1975; Lepper, 1981, 1983; 

Lepper & Gilovich, 1982; Lepper et al., 1982; Lewis, 1981; Maccoby, 

1961; Shaw & Dutton, 1962). 

A definition of •control• is a key issue in the research on the 

effects of parental childrearing practices (Baumrind, 1983). Control 

is often equated with restrictiveness (Kagan & Moss, 1962) and is 

usually looked upon as negative (Aronfreed, 1961; Hoffman, 1960). 

However, there is evidence to show that there is a difference between 

control and restrictiveness (Baumrind, 1967). In her study of child

rearing practices as antecedents to patterns of preschool behavior, 

7 
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Baumrind (1967) cited evidence that warmth and restrictiveness inter

act differently from warmth and control. Parents who are warm yet 

restrictive tend to have children who are submissive, well socialized, 

and dependent. Warm, controlling parents, by contrast, have children 

who are assertive and self-reliant (Baumrind, 1967). These contrast

ing effects are due to the fact that control and restrictiveness act 

upon separate sets of behavior . The control is set to steer the child 

into productive learning experiences, whereas restrictiveness prevents 

the child from experiencing anything except parental sanctions. 

Parental power assertions are also equated with control and are 

often looked upon as harsh and abusive (Martin, 1975). Again Baumrind 

(1966, 1967, 1983) demonstrated that power assertion in and of itself 

is not the issue. The atmosphere in which the power assertion is 

practiced makes a great difference. A ~ower assertion that consisted 

of intense physical punishment, verbal ·abuse, and parental loss of 

temper in an atmosphere of love withdrawal could have deleterious 

effects if it was part of a consistent pattern (Martin, 1975). Power 

assertion used with inductive reasoning and encased in a warm and 

responsive atmosphere can provide the child with a definite concept 

about rules and an assurance that love still exists even when punish

ment is meted out (Baumrind, 1983). Inductive reasoning has been 

defined by Rollins and Thomas (1979) as the use of reason to communi

cate expectations. This interaction between the cognitive, emotional 

and behavioral aspects of socialization helps to determine the 

outcomes both for the child and the parent (Bandura, 1977, 1982). 

Strong advocates of leniency with children helped set the tone 

for educators and parents in the 1950's and 1960's (Fromm, 1941; 

Maslow, 19S4; Neill, 1964; Spock, 1946). Their basic proposition was 

that adult authority is •inhibiting, neurotogenic, and indefensible 

ethically• (Baumrind, 1966, p. 888). However, most of these theorists 

have failed to distinguish between control and restrictiveness. 

Lepper (1983) and Lewis (1981) seemed to agree with the negative view 

of parental control (Baumrind, 1983). 



Harvey et al. (1961) concluded that authoritarian childrearing 

practices characterized by high levels of control lead to a simple 

cognitive style. A child's conceptual growth is limited to a narrow 

scope of ideas and principles. Shaw and Dutton (1962) found that low 

control attempts lead to higher academic achievement. This agrees 

with the conclusion of Maccoby (1961) who stated that high control 

leads to low academic achievement. 

Subsequent studies have shed a different light on the issue. 

Filsinger (1981) found that a nonegalitarian and structured relation

snip between parent and child was related to a higher cognitive 

complexity. Zern (1981) found four factors that were related to 

higher cognitive complexity: stress on obedience, greater use of 

corporal punishment, rewarding proper behavior, and low permissive

ness. A combination of nurturance and control is suggested as a key 

factor by Heilbrun and Waters (1968) who found that high academic 

achievement was associated with both high levels of nurturance and 

high levels of control. Nurturance alone did .not predict academic 

achievement. A problem with their study was the lack of a clear 

definition of control. 

9 

Many of these studies used only a dichotomized concept of 

parenting practices: authoritarian and permissive (controlling and 

non-restrictive). The combinations that could come out of these two 

concepts with the numerous definitions of control and restrictiveness 

are multitudinous. Any study that does justice to the issue must look 

at the interaction effects of control and nurturance on several 

levels. Control and restrictivness must be defined explicitly. 

Baumrind (1966) in a discussion of the practices of mothers in 

rearing their school-age children defined three parenting styles that 

at least to some degree take into account the interaction of warmth 

and control as well as the interaction of warmth and restrictiveness. 

She defined three mother parenting styles as follows: 

The permissive ~arent attempts to behave in a nonpun
itive, acceptant, an aff1rmative manner toward the ch1ld's 
impulses, desires and actions. She consults with him about 



policy decisions and gives explanations for family rules •. 
. . She allows the cnild to regulate his own act1viti es as 
much as possible, avoids the exercise of control, and does 
not encourage him to obey externally defined standards. She 
attempts to use reason and manipulation, but not overt power 
to accomplish her ends. (p. 889) 

The authoritarian parent attempts to shape, control, 
and evaluate the behavior and attitudes of the child in 
accordance with a set standard of conduct . . . • She 
values obedience as a virtue and favors punitive, forceful 
measures to curb self-will at points where the cnild's 
activity and beliefs conflict with what she thinks is right 
conduct . . . . She does not encourage verbal give and 
take, believing that the child should accept her word for 
what is right. (p. 890) 

The authoritative parent attempts to direct the 
child's act1v1t1es 1n a rat1onal, issue-oriented manner. 
She encourages verbal give and take shares with the child 
the reasoning behind her policy, and solicits his objections 
when he refuses to conform • • . . she enforces her own 
perspectives as an adult, but recognizes the child's indi
vidual interests and special wars· The authoritative parent 
affirms the child's present qua ities, but also sets stan
dards for future conduct. Sne uses reason, power, and 
shaping by regime and reinforcement to ach1eve her objec
tives and does not base her decisions on group consensus or 
the individual child's desires. (p. 891 ) 

10 

In a study to examine the effects of the three formerly mentioned 

parenting styles upon preschool behavior, Baumrind (1967) found that 

children of authoritative parents were self-reliant, self-controlled, 

explorative, and content. Children of authoritarian parents tended to 

be discontent, withdrawn, and distrustful. Danesh (1978) and Dudley 

(1978) found the same type of adolescent in the authoritarian home. 

Children who exhibited little self-reliance and low self-control were 

likely to come from homes with permissive parents (Baumrind, 1967). 

Internalization 

The following section attempts to clarify terms and to define the 

constructs used in this study. The process of internalization is 

discussed from an attribution theory perspective and from a social 

learning t~eory perspective. The concepts of intrinsic interest, 

internal and external compliance, and self-efficacy are also dis

cussed. 

In almost every disciplinary action taken by parents toward their 

children, there is an implied standard or norm. It is important, how

ever, to point out that just because a disciplinary action has gained 

a child's compliance it does not mean that the child has adopted the 
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standard that underlies the desired behavior (Lepper, 1981, 1983). 

The only way to determine if the standard has been •internalized• is 

to see if the child maintains the given behavior (to refrain from or 

continue in an activity) independent of external surveillance (Perry & 
Perry, 1983). 

Attribution Theory 

Lepper (1983) discussed three processes of attitude change: (a) 

compliance, (b) identification~ and (c) internalization. Each can 

bring about attitude change and thereby influence behavior; however, 

t he specific situations in which attitude and behavior changes occur 

differ for each process. In the case of compliance, the individual 

merely voices a given value when it is convenient or advantageous. 

According to Lepper (1983) the stated value structure changes along 

with changes in the context either when seeking to gain reward or to 

avoid punishment. In the case of identification the agent of social 

influence is more important than the specific context of a situation. 

Attitude and concommitant behavior change occur as long as there is a 

salient relationship between the individual and the agent of social 

influence whom the individual wishes to emulate. When this relation

ship ceases to be salient, the value system and related behavior will 

again be subject to change. However, when attitudes or values have 

been internalized, related behavior will be consistent across a wide 

set of different circumstances. The saliency of the source of 

influence of those values is no longer a factor. The values and their 

concommitant behaviors will be exhibited regardless of the presence or 

absence of external surveillance (Lepper, 1983). 

It can be deduced from this discussion that the circumstances 

that produce compliance will not necessarily be optimal for producing 

internalization. Attribution theory posits that compliance and 

internalization may actually stand in opposition to one another 

(Lepper, 1983). If compliance is obtained by social controls which 

are functionally superfluous, i.e., greater than is necessary to gain 

compliance, internalization should not be expected to follow. In 
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for control to enhance internalization, it must follow the •minimal 

sufficiency principle• (Lepper, 1981). This simply states that in the 

process of attributing a motive to moral self-behavior, the individual 

will be less likely to attribute a particular action to internal 

sources if there is an awareness of external pressure to comply 

(Lepper, 1983). Social control techniques must be sufficiently subtle 

in order to gain compliance without appearing obvious. 

Internalization is usually the desired goal in the process of 

socialization. The implications of attribution theory's approach to 

jnternalization will be discussed in the section on childrearing 

practices and internalization in this chapter. 

Social Learning Theory 

•Reciprocal determinism• is the term Bandura (1978) used to 

describe his perspective on social learning theory. •In social 

learning theory . . . psychological functioning involves ·a continuous 

reciprocal interaction between behavioral, cognitive, and environ

mental influences• (Bandura, 1978, p. 344). People are not merely 

reactors to the environment. They are able to select and organize the 

stimuli that confront them. They are neither mindless robots at the 

mercy of the outside world nor free agents who can do whatever they 

please (Bandura, 1977). Cognitive and emotional responses intervene 

between most stimulus-response and response-stimulus contingencies. 

The capacity to use symbols enables the human to engage in reflective 

thought, to create, and to plan future courses of action. Via this 

capacity the human being has considerable control over the environ

ment. Even though the environment influences behavior, it is 

continuallJ being constructed by the individual. 

This model then postulates a triadic reciprocal interaction 

between a person's behavior, cognitions, and environment. Bandura 

(1978) explained: 

In the social learning view of interaction • • . behav
ior, internal personal factors, and environmental influences 
all operate as interlocking deverminants of each other 
. • . • We have already noted that behavior and environ
mental conditions funct1on as reciprocally interacting 



determinants. Internal personal factors • . . and behavior 
also operate as reciprocal determinants of each other. For 
example, people's efficacy and outcome expectations influ
ence how they behave, and the environmental effects created 
by their act1ons in vurn alter expectations. (p. 346) 
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Internal factors can function to influence behavior and to change the 

individual's perspective on the environment. The environment may be a 

help or a hindrance to behavior and can affect the cognitions that an 

individual has about that behavior. These three factors can be highly 

interdependent or they can be the single overriding factor in a given 

circumstance (Bandura, 1977). With this conceptualization, seeking to 

find a single environmental cause of a particular behavior is futile 

because in the sequence of interaction between the environment, 

behavior, and cognition, behavior can be a stimulus, a response, and 

an environmental reinforcer. It depends upon which place in the 

sequence you start your analysis (Bandura, 1978). 

For example, a student in a matn class may be fearful of failure. 

Past experience has demonstrated to him/her that math is a difficult 

subject and that failure is an imminent possibility. The expectation 

of failure will cause the indiviudal either to put forth little effort 

to succeed in a lost cause or to work harder in order to be success

ful. Expectations interact with other internal and external factors 

to influence behavior. Now if the individual works harder and is able 

to pass the math course, perhaps even do well, expectations for 

success or failure in a subsequent math course will be altered. If 

the expectations are changed, behavior will also be changed. Two 

individuals who have identical abilities in math may differ in 

achievement simply because one received encouragement to work hard to 

succeed in math and the other did not. The factors of expectation of 

success based upon prior performance, internal need for success, and 

the environmental encouragement have all influenced the individual's 

behavior. However, it is possible that the inner need for success was 

the overriding factor in influencing the individual's behavior. 

In similar reciprocal fashion cognitively based motivation can 

involve the intervening influences of goal setting and self-regulated 
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reinforcement (Bandura, 1977). People evaluate their own behavior in 

terms of goals they have set for performance. When there is a per

ceived gap between what they do and what they are seeking to achieve, 

dissatisfaction is created that serves to motivate behavior change. 

When the behavior is not discrepant with the goals that have been set, 

the individual develops a sense of •self-efficacy• that is reinforcing 

i n and of itself (Bandura, 1982). 

Reciprocal determinism posits that the interaction between a 

person's self-perception of efficacy, the environment, and behavior 

affects the degree of self-direction that an individual exercises. The 

i ndividual who is successful in dealing with the environment receives 

reinforcement to continue in the activities that brought success. The 

individual who is unsuccessful also is reinforced to discontinue the 

activi ties that di d not bring success. If success becomes a consistent 

occurrence in a variety of endeavors, the individual develops a broad

based sense of self-efficacy, a sense that he/she is in control of the 

environment. When attempts to succeed in diff~rent areas are not met 

with reinforcement, the individual develops a sense of helplessness 

before the environment (Bandura, 1977). 

An interesting point to make at this juncture is that the two 

individuals described i n the previous paragraph may have met with 

exactly the same ratio of successes and failures in identical endeav

ors. The differences between the world views they developed may have 

been due to internal factors such as perseverance. The first individ

ual may simply have pursued success in a particular area with more 

diligence than the other. The person who is able to do so is able to 

ignore those elements i n the environment that are not reinforcing and 

focus upon -those that are. Bandura and Schunk (1981) referred to this 

ability to set spontaneous proximal goals that lead to the reaching of 

larger goals over time. 

The future direction of any society depends upon the type of 

decisions that are made regarding choices between the balance allowing 

personal autonomy and providing for the common good of the society as a 



whole. Societies differ in their relative emphasis on the needs of 

the individual as opposed to the needs of the society itself. Every 

society has prohibitions upon things which are directly injurious to 

others, e.g., murder, stealing, rape. It is in the area of personal 

rights that the debate occurs (Bandura, 1977). 
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Should a person be allowed to practice something that is self

injurious but harmless to others? Prohibitionists argue that any 

behavior that is self-injurious has an indirect effect upon someone 

else. For example, it may be argued that a person has the personal 

right to destroy his/her own body by the abuse of some type of drug or 

toxic substance because he/she is not injuring anyone else in the 

process. On the other hand, the incapacities created by such abuse 

are usually borne by the individual's family or by society as a whole. 

So which self-injurious behaviors should we allow? This is a question 

that is answered differentially across cultures. Western society has 

generally denied such things as marijuana use, sexual permissiveness, 

and pornography a legitimate place, whereas other societies have taken 

less prohibitive stances. 

Baumrind (1978a) discussed the following hypothetical situation: 

•A two-year-old is tortured to death intentionally by a 
person seeking sadistic satisfaction. Is there a culturer 
time, or situation in the universe which could (or should1 
accept this behavior in a moral sense?• • . • . If I can 
imag1ne a society in which such an action would not be 
judged immoral then it follows (from the perspective of a 
cultural relativist) that in such a society such an action 
should not be judged to be immoral. (p. 61) 

Someone arguing from a cultural universalist philosophy (i.e., 

the perspective that says that there is a universal moral order that 

should be followed in every society) would probably deny that such a 

situation could ever be justified morally. So which behaviors do we 

allow and which do we prohibit? The future direction of society 

depends upon how and where our children will draw the line. The 

values about individual freedom and responsibilities that they adopt 

will play a large part of determining that direction. Therefore, it 

is important to understand more clearly how values come to be adopted. 
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Reciprocal determinism can explain a pathway by which a child 

comes to adopt a particular set of values. The similarity of this 

value system to that of his/her parents is determined by the interac

tion of the parents ' childrearing practices (environnment), the 

child's own characteristics (personal factors), and the specific 

behaviors that the child exhibits. As will be argued in the section 

regarding childrearing practices and internalization, the interaction 

between the disciplinary actions of the parents, the atmosphere of 

warmth within the home, and the personal characteristics of the parent 

and the child will determine a number of outcomes in terms of behav

i oral compliance and internalization of the norms underlying that 

compliance (Baumrind, 1983; Peterson , Rollins, & Thomas, 1985). As 

stated earlier, these concepts should not be equated with another. 

The present study does not make any direct comparisons about compli

ance and internalization. Internalization is the focus. It is 

assumed that college students are in the process of internalizing 

their religi ous beliefs. It is further assumed that if they have a 

high level of consensus with their parents, they have internalized 

their parents values . If they do not have value consensus with their 

parents, it i s assumed that they have internalized a set of values 

that are different from their parents . 

The development of intrinsic interest in an activity is central 

to the not i on of internalization or as Bandura would term it, the 

development of self-efficacy. Attribution theory states that reward

ing people for engaging in an activity will decrease the intrinsic 

interest in that activity (Lepper, 1981; Lepper & Gilovich, 1982; 

Lepper et al . , 1982) . Bandura (1982) claimed that this i s true only 
-

i f i ncentives given for performing tasks are already of high interest. 

•Apparently a wide array of other factors--level of preexisting inter

est and ability, magnitude and salience of rewards, type of activity, 

degree of reward contingency, accompanying social messages--can radi

cally alter or override the effects of rewards given simply for 

undertaking a task • (Bandura, 1982, p. 133). Rewards given for task 
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mastery will promote more intrinsic interest than rewards given for 

performing a prelearned task. Interest grows along with the develop

ment of a sense of self-efficacy. As an individual's ability to 

perform a task increases, there is an automatic sense of self

reinforcement that fosters growth in intrinsic interest. 

Value Transmission 

To clarify some of the semantic difficulties in values research, 

this section discusses the so-called •Generation Gap,• and reviews the 

value transmission literature. Distinctions are made between peri

pheral and core values, and between actual and perceived values. 

One of the greatest problems in values research is semantic in 

nature. The terms value, attitude, belief, and opinion are sometimes 

used interchangeably in everyday conversation and often in research 

(Balswick, 1974). Lerner (1975) spoke of attitudinal differences 

between parents and their adolescent children. Hoge et al. (1982) 

measuring many of the same concepts used the term •values.• Attitude 

and orientation are used synonymously by Acock and Bengtson (1978 1 

1980). Value orientation is the term used by Kirkpatrick and 

Jorgenson (1983). Vener et al. (1977) used orientation and belief 

interchangeably. 

To eliminate these contradictions some have tried to distinguish 

these terms. Rokeach (1968) distinguished three levels of beliefs: 

primitive (central core), authority beliefs (intermediate level), and 

peripheral. Thomas (1974) used similar distinctions referring to 

value orientation instead of primitive belief, and attitude instead of 

peripheral belief. Attitude, an expression of feeling about an 

object; op~nion, a more rationalized judgment about an object; and 

value, a guide to action were distinguished by Martin and Landry 

(1983). The measures used by Hoge et al. (1982) were used in this 

study. Hoge et al. referred to the content of these measures of 

religious beliefs as •values.• The discussion herein follows this 

precedent. 
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Coleman (1961) following the thinking of G. Stanley Hall (1904) 

described adolescence as a time of rebellion and turmoil. During the 

teen years the youth of our society develop their own sub-culture 

which is quite divergent from that of the adult generation. There are 

ample anecdotal references to make this notion sound not only plausi

ble, but also probable. Coleman (1961) drawing from the Elmtown study 

of Hollingshead (1949) claimed that the secondary school becomes a 

society in itself with its own value structure and status symbols. 

These values and symbols may differ across community and school size 

and socioeconomic statuses, but in general they do not necessarily 

reflect the values of the community as a whole. Braungart (1980) 

referred to a long list of •youth• movements during the sixties and 

seventies such as the Jesus People, the Anti-Nuclear Power movement, 

and Ecology movement to indicate ways that dissatified youth express 

their disapproval of societal values; 

This •Great Gap• theory has been countered by others such as 

Emmerich (1978), Lerner (1975), Payne, Summers, and Stewart (1973) , 

and Vener et al. (1977) who argued for a •No Gap• theory, finding no 

evidence of significant generational differences. Acock and Bengtson 

(1980), Balswick (1974), De Vaus (1983), Johnson, Brekke, Strommen, & 
Underwager (1974), and Thomas (1974) argued for a •selective Gap• 

theory, stating that on certain issues parents and their children are 

bound to have low consensus because they are not living in the exact 

same world. Steinberg (1985) agreed that the context in which each 

generation experienced adolescence is different and that even though 

two generations may have experienced the same historical events, the 

older generation experiences them as adults and the younger generation 

experiences them as adolescents. Because of a different context the 

effects of the same event will be different on the two generations. 

Children are raised in a different cultural climate from their par

ents; therefore, differences in values and perspectives in some areas 

of life are inevitable (Elder, 1980; Steinberg, 1985 ) . The discussion 

of empirical evidence must take into account the differential effects 



of secular and historical trends on various birth cohorts to prevent 

misinterpretation (Baltes, Reese, & Nesselroade, 1977; Elder, 1980). 

To support the •selective Gap• theory, core values must be 

separated from peripheral values. Some of the conflict between the 

•No Gap" and "Great Gap• perspectives can be eliminated by such 

distinctions (Kirkpatrick & Jorgenson, 1983). Core values are those 

that are more basic and personal to one's philosophy of life such as 

belief in God, belief in the familyhood of all men and women, etc. 

Peripheral values are more closely tied to the changing social 

expectations of society and are, therefore, more vulnerable to the 

differential influences of varying life contexts. 
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Another consideration in evaluating these studies is the use of 

perceived versus actual differences in values. Attribution theory 

claims that the actual differences are not as important as the 

perceived differences (Vahraes, 1983). It is interesting to note that 

in the studies where both perceived and actual differences were 

assessed, the older generation tended to underestimate the actual 

differences while the younger generation tended to overestimate them 

(Acock & Bengtson, 1980; Lerner, 1975). Martin and Landry (1983) in a 

study of middle-aged adult children and their elderly parents found 

that both groups underestimated the actual differences between them. 

The similarity of values between generations is only part of the 

issue at hand. Perhaps a more important question is: What influences 

children to adopt or to reject their parents' value systems? Acock 

and Bengtson (1980) found that adolescent perceptions of parental 

values have greater impact upon adolescent values than the actual 

statement of parents about their values. In fact, adolescents tend to 

misperceiv~ their parents' opinions as greatly different from their 

own. The question arises as to whether or not child attributions of 

parental childrearing practices are more predictive than parents' 

perceptions of themselves. Attribution theory would predict the 

adolescent's perceptions are more salient to their actions than the 

parents' own reports of childrearing practices (Lepper, 1981; Lewis, 



1981). The differences between actual and perceived values can 

possibly explain contradictory findings in past research (Acock & 

Bengtson, 1980). 
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A major study that cast doubt upon the assumption of the family's 

primacy in the socialization process was conducted by Jennings & Niemi 

(1968). In their study dealing with the transmission of political 

values between college students and their parents, they concluded that 

subgroups such as peers and school teachers had greater influence upon 

the adoption of values than did the family. Salient factors that 

produced a higher degree of similarity in values were the degree of 

value consensus between the parents, the concreteness and longevity of 

the values under consideration, and the amount of importance of the 

issue to the family. These findings have been replicated in whole or 

in part by De Vaus (1983), Hoge et al (1982), Kirkpatrick and 

Jorgenson (1983), Lerner (1975), Martin & Landry (1983), and Troll et 

al. (1969). 

Personal family factors that impinge on the transmission of 

values are social class stability over time, less intrafamily con

flict, and greater family integration, i.e., being tightly-knit as a 

family unit (Troll et al., 1969). Hoge and Petrillo (1978) found that 

the closer the parents are to the ages of their children, the greater 

the similarity of values. Parental warmth is also associated with a 

higher degree of similarity in values (Danesh, 1978; Dudley, 1978; 

Hauser, 1981; Yahraes, 1983). 

There is disagreement about the differential effect of the sex of 

the parent upon the consensus of values with children. According to 

Acock and Bengtson (1978) mothers showed a consistently higher level 

of prediction of values in their children than did fathers. They did 

not find any evidence for a specific sex-linked contrast or a cross

sexed linkage. Father-daughter dyads were not significantly different 

from father-son dyads, but there were significant differences between 

father-daughter and mother-daughter dyads and between father-son and 

mother-son dyads. Similar results were recorded by Langman and Block 
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(Vahraes, 1983) . The two areas where fathers seemed to have a greater 

influence than mothers were religious behavior and tolerance for 

deviance (Acock & Bengtson, 1978). This suggests that a separate 

analysis for the effects of fathers and mothers is in order (See the 

section on childrearing practices and internalization in this chapter 

and the methods section to be found in Chapter III). 

A wide variety of values have been examined over the years to 

assess the state of relationships between parents and their children. 

Kirkpatrick and Jorgenson (1983) in a three-generational study looked 

at two bi-polar dimensions: individualism/collectivism and humanism/ 

materialism (Bengtson, 1975). Individualism/collectivism attempts to 

distinguish between self-interests and societal interests. Humanism/ 

materialism attempts to distinguish between humanitarian interests and 

interest in the accumulation of material goods for self. 

They found that there was significant transmission in the 

individualism/collectivism dimension in all three generations. 

Humanism/materialism showed no significant relationships. The former 

dimension can be conceptualized as containing core values and the 

latter as containing peripheral values. Individualism/collectivism as 

a dimension is a more personal perspective on life that tends to 

remain constant over time, but the dimension of humanism/materialism 

is more transient as it is more greatly affected by the individual's 

place in the life-cycle and the individual's socioeconomic status . 

Grandparents had greater influence than parents in the dimension of 

individualism/collectivism. Bengtson (1975) had similar findings, 

concluding that the young and the old tend to be more idealistic than 

the middle-aged who carry greater financial burdens in society. As a 

result parents tend to be more realistic and materialistic. 

Lerner (1975) used the Contemporary Topics Questionnaire (CTQ) to 

assess the similarity in attitudes of parents and their adolescent 

children on current issues of importance and/or controversy. Using a 

7 point Likert scale format, Lerner defined a significant attitudinal 

difference as 2 scale points. He compared group mean differences 
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between parents as a group and adolescents as a group. This study did 

not examine the differences between specific parents and their own 

children . Even though there were some significant differences in the 

attitudes of parents and of adolescents as groups (28 out of 36 

items), only 8 of those differences were in the opposite direction, 

that is, for example, parents agreeing and adolescents disagreeing. 

Twenty of the differences were only a matter of the intensity of 

feeling (e . g., parents strongly agreeing and adolescents mildly 

agreeing). 

Severity of judgments toward one's self was studied by Payne et 

al. (1973). They discovered that students tended to be less severe in 

judgments toward self than parents and grandparents were toward them

selves on items dealing with conventional morality and embarrassment. 

However, parents were the most severe on themselves on items about 

personal f~ilure. Students made more severe judgm~nts about their own 

social irresponsibility than their parents and grandparents made about 

themselves. These results might be explained by cohort effects relat

ing to the parents having been raised during the Great Depression, or 

by the changes in perspective that occur as one passes through the 

life-cycle. It is also possible that the style of communication in 

the family produces an interaction effect with the severity of judg

ments made toward one's self (Becker, 1977). 

Emmerich (1978) used a forced choice method to ascertain the 

relative influence of parents and peers. A set of ten hypothetical 

dilemmas were posed with two alternatives, suggested by either the 

parents or peers of the hypothetical subjects in the stories. Females 

were found to remain constant over time in the relative influences of 

parents and peers, while boys at a younger age were more influenced by 

parents than older boys. The results also showed that the relative 

influence of parents and peers is situational. The author suggested 

that future research should try to determine which situations will be 

more greatly influenced by peers and which will be more greatly influ

enced by parents. Sex differences in reliance upon parents and peers 
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and the fact that this reliance changes with age suggests some future 

research questions. 

The relative influence of parents and peers seems to be deter

mined in part by the adolescent's home atmosphere and by family 

communication patterns. Changes in value structure once the adoles

cent leaves home, especially in the realm of religion, are related to 

changes in associational involvements. Changes in associational 

involvements are related to the home atmosphere and family communica

tion styles. Becker (1977) found that college-aged children were more 

apt to change religious beliefs and behaviors in college if they 

changed their associational involvement first. Peers demonstrate the 

accepted norm and tend to control the content and type of discussions 

that are engaged in. If associational involvements in college differ 

from associational involvements in high school, a change in religious 

belief and behavior is predicted. It. would seem that from the social 

learning model, parental childrearing practices have a great amount of 

impact upon how a child responds to a peer group and, therefore, with 

which group he/she ultimately identifies. The child who has lived in 

an environment where the exchange of ideas was commonplace is less 

intimidated by differing viewpoints. This child is freer to bypass 

some groups in order to find those with a more similar set of values. 

Positive family relationships such as found in the authoritative 

household tend to produce adolescents who seek peer groups that 

reinforce and affirm parental values, rather than contradict them 

(Steinberg, 1985). (See the discussion about childrearing practices 

and internalization.) 

Family communication patterns are also a factor in changes that 

may occur tn religious orientation. The concrete emphasis on 

conformity of the authoritarian family may well predict a change in 

orientation once the child leaves home (Danesh, 1978; Dudley, 1978). 

A child from a concept-oriented home where ideas and issues are freely 

discussed has experience with facing questions about the worthiness of 

his/her own beliefs (Becker, 1977). A child from a socio-oriented 
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home where the social consequences of communication and behavior are 

emphasized is more vulnerable to the questioning of new ideas because 

his/her previously held values have never been questioned (Becker, 

1977). This latter family communication style resembles that found in 

the authoritarian family (Danesh, 1978; Dudley, 1978). It would be 

interesting to know if the converts studied by Ullman (1982) whose 

changed belief systems were found to be impermeable were from authori

tarian homes. 

Childrearing Practices and Internalization 

A very important factor in the relationship between childrearing, 

internalization, and value transmission is the place of parental 

control (Baumrind, 1983; Grusec, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Lepper, 1981, 

1983; Lewis, 1981; Perry & Perry, 1983). Attribution theorists claim 

that •salient external control is negatively associated with 

internalization of standards• (Lewis, 1981, p. 547). 

•when salient extrinsic incentives or constraints 
appear to provide a plausible and sufficient reason for 
engaging in an activ1ty, one is commensurately less likely 
to v1ew that activity as intrinsically interesting in its 
own right.• (Lepper et al., 1982, p. 52) 

Lepper (1981) referred to this use of extrinsic incentives as •func

tionally superfluous.• Lewis (1981) and Lepper (1981) differentially 

defined functionally superfluous control. For Lepper it is punitive 

and coercive, i.e., it is more than what is required to gain child 

compliance. Lewis equated any type of control effort with 

functionally superfluous control. 

Firm control is an essential element in the conceptualization of 

Baumrind (1983) who refuted both Lepper and Lewis. However, according 

to Baumrind firm control is not the only consideration. The atmo

sphere in which the firm control is exercised is the real issue. 

•Inductive reasoning accompanied by the exercise of explicit control 

induces internalization of the norm underlying compliance• (Baumrind, 

1983, p. 141; Baumrind & Black, 1967; Hoffman, 1983; Perry & Perry, 

1983), When exercised in a climate of nurturance and intellectual 

stimulation, firm control is the key to conveying to a child that 
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parental rules are independent of the immediate presence of the parent 

(Baumrind, 1983; Grusec, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Perry & Perry, 1983). 

Further investigation needs to assess if this same principle works for 

the passing on of specific values in the realm of religion and poli

tics or if the attribution theory approaches of Lepper and Lewis are 

more credible. 

Attribution Theory 

Lepper (1983) listed three classes of paradigms of justification 

that are related to the process of internalization: psychologically 

insufficient justification, objectively insufficient justification, 

and psychologically oversufficient justification. These paradigms, 

which are interrelated, explain the effects of external pressure upon 

the self-attributions an individual makes in order to justify his/her 

behavior, whether it is to engage in an activity or refrain. Psycho

logically insufficient justification would require subjects to provide 

further justification of their behavior if they had been induced to 

behave in a manner inconsistent with their stated attitudes. By 

contrast, those subjects who had substantial external incentives to 

behave in a manner contrary to their stated beliefs would need no such 

justification. The external inducements were sufficient explanation. 

Objectively insufficient justification occurs when offered 

inducements or threats do not produce compliance. In this situation 

the greater the external pressure in the face of noncompliance, the 

greater value attributed to the action of noncompliance. Lepper 

(1983) elaborated: 

To the extent • . . that the external constraints and 
incentives controlling one's actions are salient, unambigu
ous and sufficient to explain those actions the person 
wili 5e likely to attribute those responses to those compel
ling external pressures. If 1 by contrast, the external 
contingencies and pressures 1n a particular settini are seen 
as weai, unclear, or psychologically •insufficient to 
account for one's act1ons, the person will be likely to 
attribute those actions to personal attitudes, dispositions, 
or interests. (p. 300) 

In this type of setting high justification conditions that are met 

with noncompliance are more likely to be viewed by the person as 
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indicative of inner factors of preference and disposition. Compliance 

under low justification would prob~bly receive a similar justification. 

The third class involves psychologically oversufficient justifi

cation. Lepper (1983) again stated: 

If a child could be induced to view his or her engage
ment in an activity of initial intrinsic interest as an 
explicit means to some ulterior goal, the child's subsequent 
intrinsic interest in the activity .•• may be undermined 
by prior imposition of salient, but functionally superflu
ous, extrinsic constraints. (p. 301) 

The experiments with the hidden toy paradigm, to be discussed in this 

section, would indicate that oversufficient justification in situa

tions where the subject was being constrained to refrain from a 

particular activity would gain compliance but not internalization. 

The level of inducement, whether it is reward or punishment, is too 

great, and the child attributes compliance to that inducement. 

Two studies that lend support to this conceptualization examined 

the effects of superfluous social constraints on a young child's 

social inferences (Lepper et al., 1982) and the effects of mild versus 

severe threat on willingness to engage in a forbidden activity and 

subsequent valuing of that activity (Lepper, Zanna, & Abelson, 1970). 

The first study had three segments. The first examined the means-end 

relationship of two similar activities, namely the consumption of two 

types of hypothetical foods. The children (mean age = 4.5 years) were 

told a story of a mother who told her child that he/she could have the 

second type food only if the first type were consumed first (means-end 

condition) or that he/she could eat both with no external contingency 

(control condition). The children were then asked which of the two 

foods they thought the hypothetical children would prefer and why. 

The results indicated that the children were able to recognize 

the •hidden agenda that often underlies the use of such constraints 

and responded accordingly• (Lepper et al., 1982, p. 55). The children 

in the experimental condition chose the food offered as a reward for 

eating the first type as the most desirable, and the reasons they gave 
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indicated that they believed the initial offering was less attractive. 

The same was not true for the control condition. 

The second experiment was similar in that the children (mean age 

= 4.5 years) were asked to make inferences about choices made by hypo

thetical children, only this time the activities were both apparently 

attractive and were actual instead of imaginary. Again the children 

in the experimental group cited the second activity as the most 

attractive although they did not make as many direct inferences as to 

why. The third experiment used the actual activity of the children 

themselves rather than hypothetical children and garnered similar 

results. Lepper suggested •that the effects observed in overjustifi

cation research are the result of the imposition of superfluous 

extrinsic constraints on children's actions, not a specific function 

of the use of tangible rewards per se• (Lepper et al., 1982, p. 62). 

The second study made use of the • forbidden toy• par~digm in 

which a child was asked to rate the relative attractiveness of six 

toys. Suddenly •remembering• that he needed to do something else, the 

experimenter left the room, but not before forbidding the child to 

play with the second choice toy. This was done by offering a mild 

threat (I will be a little bit annoyed) or severe threat (I will be 

very upset and very angry). Both threat situations were divided into 

three conditions. The experimenter, before leaving, in one condition 

gave a consensual justification for not playing with the toy, stating 

that none of the other children had played with the toy (before 

condition). In another condition this justification was given after 

the experimenter had returned (after condition). In a third condition 

no justification was given (control condition). After five minutes 

the experimenter returned and asked if the child had played with the 

toy. The children were then asked to rerank their preference for the 

toys by a second experimenter. 

An analysis of variance showed no significant difference between 

the mild-after group and the mild-control group on subsequent 

derogation of the forbidden toy. Both groups lowered their subsequent 
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valuing of the forbidden toy. These two groups did differ signifi

cantly from all the other groups which did not differ significantly 

from one another. Consensual justification given after the temptation 

period had no effect upon the derogation of the forbidden toy. 

Children who were in the mild-before group did not derogate the toy 

indicating that the knowledge of the other children's' compli ance 

negated the dissonance effect, i.e., compliance was attributed to the 

fact that everyone else complied . 

Lepper (1981, 1983) concluded that the children strove to make an 

inner justification as to why they did not play with the forbidden 

toy. Children in the before conditions as well as the severe threat 

conditions attributed their compliance to external sources, either 

severe threat or consensus. Children in the mild-after condition and 

mild-control conditions could not find ~ny external sources for their 

compliance and had to conclude that their obedience must have been due 

to something inside them (I must be a good person). Lepper (1981) 

cited other researchers who used the forbidden toy paradigm to 

indicate that the mild threat condition had a long-term effect upon 

subsequent temptation periods. 

The essential element of Lepper's conceptualization is the 

non-efficacy of •salient, superfluous social control• in the internal

ization process (Lepper, 1981). If the amount of control or force 

used to gain compliance is greater than what is necessary to obtain 

compliance, internalization will be hindered (Perry & Perry, 1983). 

The amount of pressure applied in order to gain compliance must be 

•minimally sufficient• so that the child's attention is focused upon 

the act itself and what it means, rather than the pressure that caused 

him/her to -comply (Lepper, 1981, 1983). Lepper claimed that the child 

is seeking to •justify• his/her behavior and will, therefore, 

attribute that behavior to some force either external or internal. 

Internalization is thought to be stronger when the causal attribution 

is internal (Perry & Perry, 1983). When the reason for complying is a 

fear of getting caught or the hope of gaining a reward, the attribu

tion made is external, and therefore, internalization is less likely. 
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Thus, in the forbidden toy experiments the children who were given the 

severe threat were less likely to see themselves as having complied 

because of internal factors. 

There are obvious implications for parents who wish to see that 

their values are passed on to their children and internalized. Attri

bution theory posits that the type of control used by parents must be 

applied in such a way that the child's perception of external control 

is minimized (Perry & Perry, 1983). Heavy-handed control techniques 

that are harsh and arbitrary are unable to draw attention away from 

external contingencies and, therefore, preclude the generation of 

internal attributions. 

A weakness in this conceptualization is seen in the relative 

absence of consideration of what Hoffman (1983) referred to as the 

child's egoistic desires that conflict with the moral demands of a 

given situation. Attribution theory claims that the use of salient 

external control will inhibit internalization. Therefore, the child 

must be subtly induced to comply with external· standards without mak

ing him/her aware of external pressure. Social learning theory asks 

the question: Why should a child ignore his/her own desires to behave 

in a manner contrary to his/her will when he/she is not cognizant of 

any external pressure to do so? (Hoffman, 1983). The emotional aspect 

of the internalization process is virtually ignored as an important 

factor. A very basic egoistic need is seen in the parent-child 

relationship, namely the need for affection and nurturance. The 

attribution perspective sees little if any interaction between the 

salience of a disciplinary act and the overall emotional climate in 

which it is administered. The experimental setting probably does not 

resemble the atmosphere of affect found in the average home. One 

experimental session does not replicate or take into account the 

emotional climate of a home built upon thousands of interrelated 

interactions over time. The experimenter is similar to the parent 

only in that the child looks upon him/her as an authority figure. So 

while attribution may contribute to our understanding of one aspect of 
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internalization, it does not by any means offer a satisfactory explan

ation of the entire phenomenon. As is explained in the section 

discussing social learning theory, the entire context of the disci

plinary act must be considered (Baumrind, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Perry & 
Perry, 1983; Steinberg, 1985). 

Social Learning Theory 

In Baumrind's field studies when firm control was exercised in an 

atmosphere of warmth and intellectual stimulation, the children in 

those homes were more well-adjusted, well-socialized, and more cogni

tively developed than in homes where firm control was not combined 

with love and reasoning or when firm control was not present at all 

(Baumrind, 1967, 1983; Baumrind & Black, 1967). Social learning 

theory would interpret this as the child's response to what the envi

ronment provides. •Reciprocal determinism• (Bandura, 1977) considers 

the interaction of the child's personal internal makeup, behavior, and 

environment to be important in shaping behavior (Bandura, 1978). 

Learning occurs because of experiences that are allowed in the home by 

parents. As parents provide incentives for specific behaviors, the 

child learns what is appropriate behavior and what is not. When 

success in a particular activity occurs, the activity in itself can be 

reinforcing (Bandura, 1982). In this manner the child helps to create 

his/her own environment. 

Baumrind's model appears to be useful in seeing if parental con

trol does in fact impact upon value transmission. Previous research 

on value transmission has shown that nurturance is positively related 

to value transmission (Bengtson, 1975; Hoge et al, 1982; Kandel & 
Lesser, 19t2; Troll et al., 1969; Yahraes, 1983). With nurturance 

combined additively to control, the level of value transmission should 

be higher than with control alone or nurturance alone. 

Baumrind (1966) concluded that the permissive and authoritarian 

parenting style do not adequately equip the child with a full set of 

choices in the real world. She wrote: 

The authoritarian and t~e pe~issiye parent ~ay ~oth create, 
in different ways, a cl1mate 1n wh1ch the ch1ld 1s not 



desensitized to the anxiety associated with nonconformity. 
Both models minimize dissent, the former by suppressiont and 
t~e latter by d~ve~s1on and 1nd~lgence •• _ •. Spiritea 
g1ve and take w1th1n the home i 1f accompan1ed by respect and 
warmth, may teach the child how to express aggression in 
self-serving and prosocial causes and to accept the parti
ally unpleasant consequences of such actions. 

The body of find1ngs on effects of disciplinary 
practices as reviewed and interpreted here give provisional 
support to the position that authoritative control can 
ach1eve respons1ble conformity with group standards without 
loss of ind1vidual autonomy and self-assertiveness. (pp. 
904-905) 
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Based upon these findings, it is suggested that the child who is 

never allowed to disagree with his/her parents will in time rebel and 

reject their values in order to express that dissension. The child 

who is allowed great autonomy in the permissive home has never experi

enced conflict and will not be prepared to handle the differing 

opinions of peers. The inclination may be to adopt the views of those 

in the environment, changing viewpoints every time the environment 

changes (Elkind, 1984). A child reared in an authoritative atmosphere 

will be accustomed to the expression of dissent and will be less 

threatened by it. As a result the latter child will tend to adopt and 

keep the parents' value system. 

Elkind (1984) supported this idea in discussing the integrated 

self and the patchwork self. An adolescent with an integrated self 

has •a set of attitudes, values, and habits that enable the young 

person to serve self and society, and a strong sense of self-esteem• 

(Elkind, 1984, p. 168). In contrast, •a teenager with a patchwork 

self has acquired a set of attitudes, values, and habits that are more 

or less unconnected with one another. Often these values, attitudes 

and habits are in conflict• (Elkind, 1984, p. 168). The child with a 

patchwork self tends to be conforming to the pressures of the situa

tion with little ability to say, •No!• However, even when this child 

says, •No,• his/her self-esteem tends to suffer (Elkind, 1984). 

An important thing to remember at this point is the place of 

verbal give and take between parent and child. Because the child has 

the ability to use language to •create• his/her environment (Bandura, 

1977), induction that involves the child's own answers and questions 
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(Baumrind, 1967) will greatly enhance the effect of any disciplinary 

technique. Because the child is involved in the development of the 

reasoning behind a request, punishment, or demand, the technique is 

more likely to have a lasting impact on the child. The importance of 

this increases with the age of the child. An adolescent who has grown 

up knowing that discipline has been reasonable and fair will be better 

equipped to enter a world in which differing values will bombard 

him/her. This child will have a fair understanding of what he/she 

believes and why, and therefore will be less vulnerable, although not 

impervious, to outside influences. 

The atmosphere described by Baumrind as essentially authoritative 

appears similar to the individuated family atmosphere described by 

Cooper, Grotevant, and Condon (1982). This type family displays three 

specific kinds of behavior in family interaction. Self-assertion is a 

behavior associated with a clear awareness of one's own v~ewpoint and 

a willingness to make that viewpoint known. The second, validation, 

has a balancing effect upon self-assertion. The individuated family 

member respects the beliefs, feelings and ideas of other family 

members and acknowledges that fact. The third trait is permeability, 

an openness to the ideas of others without the need necessarily to 

give in to them. The only missing element is a discussion of the 

place of parental authority and the use of control. 

Of course, Baumrind's research has been primarily with pre-school 

and school-aged children. A question arises as to the effect of 

parental practice--be it authoritative, authoritarian, permissive, or 

harmonious--as children become adolescents. Young children may be 

intrinsically motivated to please their parents, but adolescents are 

not (Baumrfnd, 1983). Superfluous control with adolescents could gen

erate defiance and abhorrence of parental wishes. An increased use of 

reasoning at this stage of development and a decreased use of control 

seems imperative because of the adolescent's increased cognitive 

abilities. It also seems apparent that this change in balance is 

effective only if the child has a clear understanding of what is 

proper by his/her parents and what is not (Perry & Perry, 1983). 
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Elkind (1984) offered suggestions for parents in helping their 

teenagers cope with stress. These principles may also be applicable 

for the development of internalization as well. They are: (a) saying 

no, and meaning it, (b) persistence with the adolescent in face of 

opposition, (c) dealing with issues as they arise, (d) letting them 

face, at least to some degree, the natural and logical consequences of 

their actions, and (e) demonstrating acceptance and patience as the 

adolescent rehearses his/her ideas verbally. In other words, a parent 

must exercise control in an atmosphere that accepts the child, that 

allows the child a chance to express developing ideas, and that allows 

the parent to be a friend as well as an authority figure. 

Internalization is the issue at hand. Although it is not yet 

clear as to how authoritative parenting as Baumrind characterizes it 

affects the adolescent, it is assumed that the authoritative parent 

decreases the use of external controls ·as the child grows older 

because he/she is sensitive to the needs and developmental stage of 

his/her child. This would increase the likelihood that parental 

standards would not only be adhered to but also be internalized. It 

has already been shown that the authoritarian parent does not provide 

an atmosphere that would be conducive to the internalization of 

parental norms (Danesh, 1978; Dudley, 1978). 

Yahraes (1983), in reviewing five studies by Langman and Block, 

cited some significant relationships that have implications for par

ents. Parental warmth and self-assurance are associated with greater 

value consensus with adolescent children. The use of reasoning and 

responsiveness are also related to higher consensus. The predictions 

that are made about major factors related to internalization from a 

social learning perspective seem to coincide with these findings. An 

additive effect might exist between these factors and the use of 

moderate strictness or control (Baumrind, 1983). The differential 

between the use of firm control and physical punishment in childhood 

and the use of strictness without physical punishment in adolescence 

may be a salient factor in predicting value consensus (Baumrind, 1983, 
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Vahraes, 1983). The parent who does not allow greater freedom and 

autonomy as the child grows to adulthood may possibly alienate his/he~ 

child and push the child toward rebellion or withdrawal (Arnstein, 

1980; Danesh, 1978; Dudley, 1978; Hauser, 1981; Levine, 1984). For 

some of these children who have a difficult time separating from the 

family, the only path to escape may be some type of rebellion or radi

cal departure (Hauser, 1981; Levine, 1984). 

Conclusions 

A recent review of Baumrind's work has sought to reinterpret 

parental •firm control• as willingness of the child to comply (Lewis, 

1981). Lewis contended that the behavior of well-socialized children 

is due to factors that accompany firm control and not the firm control 

itself. In a rejoinder to Lewis' reinterpretation, Baumrind (1983) 

concurred that it is not the firm control per se, but the combination 

of other parental practices of the authoritative parent with firm 

control that produces well-socialized children. Lewis (1981) argued 

that firm control is a misnomer and that the growing body of evidence 

from attribution theory research discounts the effective place of firm 

control in the socialization process. Salient external controls are 

negatively related with the internalization of standards (Lepper, 

1981). Lewis (1981) is equating salient external controls with firm 

control. 

Attribution theory makes a distinction between compliance 

(conforming to another's expectations) and internalization 

(incorporating values as a guide to behavior, Lepper, 1981, 1983; 

Lewis, 1981). Lepper (1981) referred to •functionally superfluous 

social controls• that go beyond what is necessary to obtain 

compliance. •Attribution theory suggests that the least salient 

external control that is sufficient to elicit compliance with a norm 

promotes the greatest internalization of the norm• (Lewis, 1981, p. 

547). A parent wanting to exhibit this type of parental behavior in 

order to foster internalization, must do two things: (a) be sensitive 

to the child's attentional state in recognizing the legitimacy of the 
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child's needs, and (b) allow the child to have some degree of control 

over his/her compliance, i.e., a sense of complying because he/she 

wants to and not because of external control (Lewis, 1981). For 

Lewis, doing these two things is impossible if firm control is 

exercised, and thus she concluded that firm control in any form 

actually inhibits internalization. 

Baumrind (1983) did not refute the basic notion that unnecessary 

control can inhibit internalization, but did question the tendency of 

Lewis (1981) to equate control with punitiveness. For Lewis (1981) it 

is not the firm control that causes compliance in the child of an 

authoritative parent, but the disposition of the child. Firm control, 

therefore, is a misnomer and cannot be considered a positive factor in 

producing internalization. If the authoritative parent actually exer

cised control, the child would not internalize parental norms (Lewis, 

1981). However, Baumrind (1983) makes a distinction between control 

and punitiveness. The former enhances internalization because it 

provides the child with clear guidelines for behavior. The latter 

detracts from the process because it is discipline without regard to 

the needs of the child. 

Baumrind (1967) had a measure in her study that assessed the 

persistence of control in the face of a child who would not immedi

ately comply. Lewis (1981) stated that the authoritative parent does 

not actually exercise control, but the child is only compliant, giving 

the appearance that the parent is in control. The thought that this 

merely measures a child's willingness to obey is not logical. Again 

the bias of Lewis that any control is functionally superfluous is 

apparent. 

Lewis -(1981) also questioned Baumrind's conclusion that facing 

the consequences for deviating from norms fosters independence and 

willingness to stand up for beliefs. It is the realization that one 

can actually influence standards that produces independence and 

fortitude (Lewis, 1981). This is quite plausible and intuitively 

makes good sense. It appears, however, that Lewis is unwilling to 
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concede that there may be a two-way interaction in the parent-child 

relationship. Baumrind (1978b, 1983) referred to this as •reciprocal 

influences.• Lepper (1981, 1983) did concede that parents must use 

discipline, i.e . , exercise control that is sufficient to produce 

compliance . 

The arguments over these issues go back to the theoretical base 

from which each is spawned. Attribution theory seems to emphasize the 

conflict between internal and external motivation, whereas the 

developmental perspective of Baumrind emphasizes their complementarity 

(Baumrind, 1983). A social learning perspective could also be used to 

explain the findings in Baumrind's research in that it also emphasizes 

the complementarity of internal and external motivation (Bandura, 

1982). Attribution theory from Lewis' perspective seems to equate any 

exercise of parental control with a lack of love and nurturance 

(Baumrind, 1983), as if discipline precludes the development of a 

secure attachment of the child to the parent. Arbitrary and harsh 

control are associated with ill effects (Lepper, 1973) . However, firm 

control is neither arbitrary or harsh (Baumrind, 1966); and it is not 

the exercise of firm control by itself. Encased in a loving and 

i ntellectually stimulating atmosphere, firm control should produce 

well-socialized behavi or that is accompanied by internalization. 

The operational definition of internalization of parental norms 

i n this study was value consensus between adolescents and their 

parents. The values of all the subjects in this study were assessed 

independently in order to assure that the adolescent subjects felt 

free to express their own views without fear that their parents would 

be able to find out. The operational definition of parenting style 

was the level of perceived control, nurturance, and communication. 

This study examined contrasting hypotheses deriving from social 

learning theory and attribution theory regarding the relationship 

between childrearing practices and consensus on religious and social 

values between parents and their adolescent children. The specific 

hypotheses that were tested are developed in the next section of this 

chapter. 
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Hypotheses 

The general hypothesis deriving from the social learning perspec

tive is that authoritative parents have greater similarity of values 

with their children than either authoritarian or permissive parents. 

High levels of control, nurturance, and communication are positively 

associated with high levels of consensus concerning religious values 

between adolescents and their parents. If nurturance and induction 

are added to control, the child will grow up in a climate that pro

motes exploration and expression of feelings and ideas. Control 

without nurturance is restrictive, and nurturance without control and 

induction provides no clear guideline for effectively dealing with the 

diverse problems of a pluralistic society. 

From an attribution theory perspective it was predicted that high 

levels of control would be negatively associated with the degree of 

religious and social value consensus between college-age _adolescents 

and their parents. Furthermore, it was predicted that there would be 

no additive effect between level of control and levels of nrirturance 

and communication. The level of nurturance and communication will not 

overcome the effects of control on value consensus between adolescents 

and their parents. Wherever control appears it should decrease the 

level of transmission. 

The college-age adolescents gave retrospective reports of per

ceived parental control, nurturance, and communication. Scores on 

these reports will be related to consensus in the following ways: 

1. There will be positive correlational associations between 

scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of reli

gious value consensus between adolescents and their mothers. 

2. Based upon Hypothesis 1, it is predicted that religious value 

consensus will be greatest when mother control, nurturance, and com

munication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations of 

parenting behaviors will be associated with less value consensus. 

3. There will be positive correlational associations between 

scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of social 

value consensus between adolescents and their mothers. 
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4. Based upon Hypothesis 3, it is predicted that social value 

consensus will be greatest when mother control, nurturance, and com

munication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations of 

parenting beh~viors will be associated with less value consensus . 

S. There will be positive correlational associations between 

scores on e~ch of the three parenting dimensions and degree of reli

gious v~lue consensus between adolescents and their fathers. 

6. Based upon Hypothesis 3, it is predicted that religious value 

consensus will be greatest when father control, nurturance, and com

munication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations of 

parenting behaviors will be associated with less value consensus. 

7. There will be positive correlational associations between 

scores on each of the three parenting dimensions degree of social 

value consensus between adolescents and their fathers. 

8. Based upon Hypothesis 7, it _is predicted that social value 

consensus will be greatest when father control, nurturance, and com

munication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations of 

p~renting behaviors will be associated with less value consensus. 

The specific hypotheses derived from attribution theory are based 

on the premise that parental control will be negatively associated 

with value consensus between college-age adolescents and their 

parents. 

9. High scores on measures of mother control will be negatively 

associated with degree of religious value consensus. 

10. High scores on measures of mother control will be negatively 

associated with degree of social value consensus. 

11. High scores on measures of father control will be negatively 

associated-with degree of religious value consensus. 

12. High scores on measures of father control will be negatively 

associated with degree of social value consensus. 

The manner in which the hypotheses were operationalized, and the 

procedures that were followed in this study are explained in Chapter 

III. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Subjects were college students drawn from classes at Texas Tech 

University in Lubbock, Texas. Parents of these students were also 

subjects in the study. Because students were in a new setting, their 

past values were subject to new scrutiny . Therefore, the use of col

lege students as subjects allowed a direct examination of the stated 

hypotheses regarding the relationship between childrearing practices 

and value consensus between adolescents and their parents at a time 

when the adolescents were exposed to a variety of religious and social 

viewpoints. The student subjects are referred to as •adolescents• in 

the sociological sense of the word because they are still relatively 

dependent upon their parents for financial support (Steinberg, 1985). 

Sample 

A non-probability sample was taken from classes in the College of 

Home Economics at Texas Tech. Two hundred twenty-two students com

pleted the adolescent questionnaire (age range 17 to 23, mean age = 

20.9, SD = 1.47, 17 yrs.: ~ = 1, 18 yrs. : ~ = 11, 19 yrs.: ~ = 30, 20 

yrs.: ~ = 41, 21 yrs.: ~=53, 22 yrs . : ~ = 47; 23 yrs.: ~ = 39. 

Parents of 195 students returned the parent questionnaire. For 27 

Students only one parent responded. The total sample for the data 

analysis was 222 adolescent-parent family cases (mothers, ~ = 215, 

mean age= 47.6, SD = 5.54; fathers, ~ = 197, mean age= 49 . 8, SD = 

5.90). There were 136 female students and 86 male students in the sam

ple. Fifteen were freshmen, thirty-nine were sophomores, sixty-three 

were juniors, and one hundred five were seniors. There were 71 Bap

tists, 42 Catholics, 47 Methodists, 25 Church of Christ, and 37 of 

other denominations. Eighteen students were married and four were 

either widowed or divorced. Students were from every college within 

the University with a wide range of majors. Mean grade point average 

was 2.85 (SD = .53). Two hundred seventeen students filled out the 

Egna Minnen Barndoms Uppfostran (EMBU) in reference to their biolog

ical mothers. Two hundred five filled out the EMBU in reference to 

39 
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their biological fathers. Ten students filled out the EMBU in 

reference to their stepfathers. Thirty-two students stated that they 

attended church 2 times per week or more, 60 stated 1 time per week, 

39 stated 2 times per month, 26 stated 1 time per month, 56 stated 

less than 6 times per year, and 7 stated never. 

All but 11 mothers had at least a high school education. Forty

two received Bachelor's degrees, and 35 had received advanced degrees. 

Most of the mothers were in either professional positions (~ = 74) or 

were full-time homemakers (~ = 73). Thirty-one percent of the mothers 

were Baptist, 19% were Catholic, 21% were Methodist, 10% were Church 

of Christ, and 19% were from various other groups. Average family 

income was $45,000 per year. Most of the mothers were married at the 

time of the study (~ = 186). The average length of marriage was 21.65 

years (SD = 8.5). In relation to frequency of church attendance, 26% 

of the mothers stated that they attended worship 2 or more times per 

week, 32% stated 1 time per week, 15% stated 2-3 times per month, 4% 

stated 1 time per month , 20% stated less than 6 times per year, and 3% 

stated never. 

All but ten fathers had at least a high school education. Si xty

two had received Bachelor's degrees and 49 had received advanced 

degrees. One hundred twenty-one fathers were in professional posi

t ions with 20 being in skilled labor and 27 being in sales. Thirty 

percent of the fathers were Baptist, 17% were Catholic, 11% were 

Church of Christ, 21% were Methodist, and 21% were from various other 

groups. One hundred eighty-seven fathers were married. The average 

duration of those marriages at the time of the study was 21.50 (SD = 
8.99). Twenty percent of the fathers stated that they attended wor

ship 2 or more times per week, 28% stated 1 time per week, 14% stated 

2-3 times per month, 4% stated 1 time per month, 26% stated less than 

6 times per year, and 8% stated never. 

Scale Administration 

Each adolescent and each parent completed the Religious Values 

Inventory (RVI, Hoge & Petrillo, 1978; King & Hunt, 1975; see appendix 
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A for all items). The Contemporary Topics Questionnaire (CTQ; Lerner, 

1975) was also administered to both parents and their offspring to 

measure a set of social values. The adolescents completed a revised 

form of the English version of the Swedish EMBU Inventory (Ross, 

Campbell, & Clayer, 1982), one for each parent. This last scale was 

administered only to the students since their perception of parental 

practices was of concern theoretically in this study (Acock & 

Bengtson, 1980; Devereaux, Bronfenbrenner, & Rodgers, 1969). It is 

recognized that what an adolescent perceives, what a parent perceives, 

and what is apparent to an outside observer may be three different 

things. Although there are problems with retrospective information 

(subjects may project their own personalities onto their parents, 

happy subjects seeing their parents as positive, and unhappy ones 

seeing their parents as negative), it has been suggested that the 

adolescent's perceptions are of more importance in dealing with the 

relationship between parenting practices and numerous other adolescent 

factors than are parents' perceptions or the observations of a third 

party (Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979; Ross et al., 1982). The 

possibility exists that the unhappy subject is unhappy because of the 

practices of his/her parents. The relationships that are uncovered by 

such research do not in themselves indicate cause and effect which is 

more speculative in nature. Within the scope of the stated hypothe

ses, parents' perceptions of their own parenting practices were not of 

primary concern in this study. 

The scales were administered to the students in their classes at 

Texas Tech. If the students' parents were divorced, they were asked 

to fill ou~ the childrearing inventory for the persons who fulfilled 

the primary parenting roles (the parent with whom they lived and a 

stepparent, etc.). If the student grew up in a single-parent family 

(long-term single-parent), he/she was asked to fill out only one 

childrearing inventory. The students were also asked to write a short 

note to their parents asking them to cooperate in the study. This 

note was included in the packet that was mailed to the parents. 
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The packet mailed to the parents contained the note from the 

student, an informed consent, and the measures of religious and social 

values. In addition, a letter from the principal investigator asked 

the parents to find a time when they could fill out the entire form 

without interruption and without consultation with one another. They 

were asked to return all forms to the investigator in the stamped
1 

addressed envelope provided in the packet. 

All scales, either for students or for parents were randomly 

ordered to eliminate any effects brought on by the specific order in 

which the scales were filled out. For the students some inventories 

contained the parenting questions before the values questions. Some 

had the mother questions before the father questions, and vice versa. 

Measures 

Religious Values Inventory 

The Religious Values Inventory (RVI) taken from the ~oge et al. 

(1982) study has four indexes relating to various aspects of religious 

belief. All items were answered on a 5 to 1 Likert format with 1 = 
strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree. The specific religious 

index score was the total of item scores in that index . The indexes 

contained in this scale are described in the following paragraphs. 

Internal consistency reliability coefficients for youth as 

reported by Hoge et al. (1982) for each subscale are listed in 

parentheses after the index name. These data are taken from a sample 

of 254 families from Catholic, Baptist, and Methodist churches in the 

Washington, D.C. area. Average age of the adolescent respondents was 

16.0 years. King and Hunt (1975) utilized factor analysis to assess 

the construct validity of these scales. The items which had the 

highest factor loadings were subjected to an item-scale analysis. 

These items all had factor loadings higher than .30. No specific 

statement was made as to how much variance was accounted for; however, 

it was stated that factors that had only 1 to 3 items with loadings of 

.30 or above did not explain much variance and were eliminated. 



Creedal Assent Index (alpha= .85). Taken from King and Hunt 

(1975), this 7-item scale measures general acceptance of traditional 

Christian doctrines. One item states, •r believe that Christ is a 

living reality.• 
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Religious Relativism Inde~ (alpha= .73). Hoge and Petrillo 

(1978) used this measure to assess the degree to which respondents 

believed that all religions are equally good for finding the ultimate 

meaning of our existence versus the belief that eternal life can only 

be found in Jesus Christ. A sample item reads, •Not all the churches 

have God's truth, many are in serious error.• 

Religious Individualism Index (alpha= .62). The items in this 

scale measure the belief that the individual's experience and knowl

edge are the authority for religious truth versus the belief that the 

church has final authority for religious truth (Hoge & Petrillo, 

1978). A sample item states, •To knQw ·God's truth it is important to 

follow the teachings of ministers and priests.• 

Devotionalism Index (alpha= .85). King and Hunt (1975) used 

this scale to assess the frequency of prayer, frequency of feeling 

close to God and the importance of prayer and devotion. One item 

states, •Private prayer is one the most important and satisfying 

aspects of my religious experience.• 

Social Values Scale 

The Contemporary Topics Questionnaire (CTQ) is a 36-item measure 

dealing with issues such as war, racism, sexism, drug use, and 

governmental authority (see appendix A). This instrument contains a 

mixture of items assessing core and peripheral values. For each 

statement the subject responded on a 7-point Likert format with 1 = 

strongly agree and 7 = strongly disagree. This scale was •intuitively 

constructed with the purpose of including statements pertaining to 

various contemporary, controversial issues (e.g., war, sexuality, 

racism, drug use, police and military power)• (Lerner et al., 1971, p. 

140). Some items were reworded to make them truly contemporary. For 
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example, item 28 in the original instrument states: •It is immoral to 

flee to Canada to escape the draft.• Since there is presently no 

draft the question was restated to read: •It is immoral to refrain 

from registering for the draft." Similarly items 10, 12, 29, 32, and 

35 were reworded. 

A factor analysis of the original 29-item scale revealed only one 

factor that significantly contributed to the total variance. The 

36-item version used by Weinstock & Lerner (1972) and Lerner (1975) 

was based upon the original 29-item version. The scale has face 

validity if some of the outdated questions are reworded and the sexist 

wording of some questions is modified. The overall scale has been 

found to have a test-retest reliability of .75 (Lerner et al., 1971). 

Perceived Parenting Styles Scale 

Eqna Minnen Barndoms Uppfostran (EMBU). Several attempts have 

been made to produce a paper and pencil measure that would assess 

parental childrearing practices: the Parental Attitude Research 

Instrument (Schaefer & Bell, 1958), the Parenting Practices 

Questionnaire (Devereaux et al., 1969), the Child Rearing Practices 

Questionnaire (Dielman, Barton, & Cattell, 1973; 1977) and a scale by 

Roe and Siegelman (1963). These measures were utilized in assessing 

responses from patients in mental institutions (Perris et al., 1980; 

Schaefer & Bell, 1958). These initial attempts at objectifying 

measurement of parental childrearing practices were conducted from the 

parents' perspective. In studies that compared both parents' 

perceptions and children's perceptions of parental childrearing 

practices with direct observations of actual parental behavior, 

children's _responses more closely reflected the direct observations. 

The parents tended to skew their responses in the direction of the 

norms of socially acceptable behavior (Devereaux et al., 1969). To 

avoid this parental bias, this study utilized the adolescents' per

ceptions of their parents' childrearing practices. 

The EMBU was developed to assess an adult child's memories of 

his/her own parents' childrearing practices (Perris et al., 1980). As 

previously stated, there are problems with retrospective information. 
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However, the research indicates that a child's perceptions of parent

ing practices are more accurate (Devereaux et al., 1969; Ross et al., 

1982) and of greater relevance in assessing their impact upon the 

child (Ross et al., 1982) than the actual responses of the parents 

themselves. Thus, the EMBU seemed to be an appropriate measure for 

use in this study. (See Table 1 for the reliability coefficients from 

Ross et al., 1982.) 

In previous research three factors have emerged as significant in 

discriminating between types of parenting practices: support and 

warmth, inhibiting demands and discipline, and democracy-control (Ross 

et al., 1982). The EMBU strives to measure the degree to which a 

parent is abusive, depriving, punitive, shaming, rejecting, overpro

tective, overinvolved, tolerant, affectionate, performance-oriented, 

guilt-engendering, stimulating, favoring siblings, and favoring the 

subject (Ross et al., 1982). The original Swedish version had 81 

items and 15 subscales, whereas the English version has been reduced 

to 72 items, and 14 subscales. The English version was used in this 

study. Table 1 lists the reliability coefficients for the EMBU sub

scales that were found in the Ross et al. (1982) study. 

Perris et al. (1980) carried out a principal component factor 

analysis with Varimax rotation on all item scores obtained from a 

sample of 152 healthy individuals who used the scale as a self-rating 

instrument. They obtained 24 principal components with eigenvalues of 

one or greater with the first ten accounting for about 60% of the 

variance. These compared closely to their hypothesized subscales. A 

principal component factor analysis of the total scores for the sub

scales revealed 3 factors for fathers and 4 for mothers accounting for 

68.6% and 68.9% of the variance, respectively. 

Ross et al. (1982) used an English translation of the EMBU on a 

sample of 85 university students in an introductory psychology class 

at a major university in South Australia, 72 medical and surgical 

patients in that university's teaching hospital, and 48 clerical 

employees of the Australian Health Commission. The mean ages of these 
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groups were 18.6, 21.0, and 36.8, respectively. The factor structure 

was similar to that of the origina+ version in that the same subscales 

tended to cluster on one main factor. However, the father items 

produced only 2 factors and the mother items produced 3 factors. The 

items that did not load with any scale were dropped from the final 

Engl i sh version. 

The three dimens i ons that were examined in this study have not 

been established as valid factors for an American population. The 

subscales for favoring the subject and favoring siblings were not 

included in the analyses. This left two dimensions (nurturance and 

control) from the original English version. 

Fels Parent Behavior Scales (FPBS). Another subscale was 

constructed to measure the communication dimension that assesses 

inductive reasoning. These items were taken from the FPBS (Roff, 

1949). The items included: (a) justification of policy, (b) 

democracy of policy, (c) readiness of explanation, (d) clarity of 

explanation, and (e) understanding of the child's problems. The 

factor loadings on these items were: 0 . 64, 0 .62, 0.62, 0.38, and 

0.43, respectively. No statement is made by Roff (1949) about the 

amount of variance that each explains. There are five other items in 

the subscale that were not utilized in this study because they did not 

appear to have face validity for measuring the communication dimension 

as it has been conceptualized in the review of the literature in 

Chapter II. 

Some of the items of the English version of the EMBU were 

reworded to be more colloquial to the Un i ted States. For example, 

item 6 asked: •oid your parents try to influence you to become 

something rposh?'• This was restated to ask: •Did your parents try 

to influence you to be ' fashionable?'• In similar fashion items 19, 

24, 26, 53, and 57 were reworded. Also, alternate forms were used for 

fathers and mothers, even though Perris et al. (1980) did utilize a 

single form for both parents with no apparent difficulty. Students 

who were only children were instructed to leave the items dealing with 

siblings blank. 
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In comparing the English remake of the EMBU by Ross et al. (1982) 

to Baumrind's dimensions, the factors of control and nurturance can be 

seen. In her 1967 field study Baumrind examined four major dimensions 

of parental behavior: control, maturity demands, parent-child com

munication, and nurturance. Within these dimensions the different 

aspects of control, both physical and psychological, were evaluated, 

as well as the degree to which the parents provided a warm and 

nurturing atmosphere. Parental abusiveness, deprivation, puni

tiveness, shaming, rejecting, overprotective, overinvolved, and 

guilt-engendering are EMBU subscales that deal with control. Maturity 

demands and nurturance as defined by Baumrind appear to be comparable 

to the EMBU tolerance, affection, performance-orientation, and stimu

lation scales. The aspects of Baumrind's communication factor are not 

seen in any of the dimensions of the EMBU; therefore, the subscale 

previously . mentioned from the FPBS was added to the inventory to 

measure the communication dimension. 

In the statistical analysis the mean score for each respondent on 

each subscale was calculated. Each item was scored on a 4-point 

format that indicated that the parent was either very like, moderately 

like, moderately unlike, or very unlike the statement, scored 1, 2, 3, 

and 4, respectively. 

Demographic Data 

A demographic data sheet along with an informed consent statement 

was administered before any of the other scales (see Appendix B). 

Summary 

Preliminary analyses that assessed the characteristics of the 

measures tnat were used and assessed the differences between mothers 

and fathers and between sons and daughters on the scores from those 

measures are reported in Chapter IV. Chapter IV will also report the 

results from the ANOVA's and the correlational analyses that were used 

to test the hypotheses. The details of those calculations that are 

not self-explanatory are discussed in Chapter IV as well. 
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Table 1 

Prestudy Reliability Coefficients for the EMBU 

Mother Father 

Scale 

Abuse .66 .72 

Deprivation .61 .51 

Punishment .79 .80 

Shaming .77 .80 

Overinvolvement .72 .71 

Affection .83 .87 

Performance Orient. .61 .60 

Guilt Engendering .73 .68 

Stimulation .79 .82 

Rejection . 74 .72 

Overprotection .65 .59 

Tolerance .70 .71 



Preliminary Analyses 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Two series of preliminary analyses were conducted for this study. 

The first included an examination of the characteristics of the mea

sures that were used. The second included intergroup comparisons of 

the scores of male students (E = 86) and female students (E = 136) on 

the parenting inventories and the values scales. Similar compari

sons were made between the scores of mothers and fathers, and between 

same-sex and opposite-sex student-parent dyads on value consensus. 

Because of variations in the number of respondents for each 

scale, and because of the pairwise method of deleting missing data, 

there were corresponding differences in the degrees of freedom for 

various analyses. All 222 adolescent respondents completed the EMBU 

mother items. The EMBU father items were completed by 217 subjects. 

The CTQ was completed by 222 adolescents, 214 mothers, and 197 

fathers. The RVI scales were completed by 221 adolescents, 215 

mothers, · and 197 fathers. If 10% of the items on any scale were not 

completed, that subject's responses for that scale were not used in 

the analysis. The missing items in the responses that were usable 

were assigned a 3 for the RVI scales, a 4 for the CTQ, and a 2 or 3 

for the EMBU scales. If the average of response scores was greater 

than 2.5 the missing item was given a 3 and if it was less than 2.5, 

it was given a 2. 

Characteristics of the Measures 

The standardized item alpha for the EMBU was .78 for mothers and 

.73 for fathers. The specific scale reliabilities are detailed in 

Table 2. ?he standardized item alphas for the RVI were .62 for 

students, .59 for mothers, and .60 for fathers. Table 3 contains the 

reliability coefficients for each of the scales. The CTQ had a 

surprisingly low reliability coefficient of .38 for students. The 

coefficients for mother and father CTQ scores were .51 and .56, 

respectively. (See Appendix A for these items.) 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used for 

all correlational analyses. Intercorrelations of scores on the EMBU 

parenting dimensions are found in Table 4 (mothers) and Table 5 

(fathers). In all four combinations of parent-student dyads, nur

turance and communication scores were positively correlated, whereas 

control and communication scores were negatively correlated. Control 

and nurturance scores were significantly and negatively correlated for 

all combinations except the mother-son dyad. 

Intercorrelations between the RVI and the CTQ scale scores are 

found in Table 6 (sons and daughters) and Table 7 (mothers and 

fathers). In all four cases creedal assent and devotionalism scores 

were significantly and positively correlated. Creedal assent and 

devotionalism were significantly and negatively correlated with both 

religious relativism and religious individualism. There were no 

significant correlations between any of the RVI scales and the CTQ for 

sons, daughters, or fathers. However, for mothers CTQ scores were 

significantly related to religious relativism scores, ~(215) = .15, 

R< . OS. 

Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 contain the intercorrelation scores of 

perceived parenting behavior and student values scores for 

mother-daughter, father-son, mother-son and father-daughter dyads, 

respectively. Although some of these correlations were statistically 

significant, none were of sufficient magnitude to suggest psychologi

cally meaningful relationships. Only the correlation between scores 

on mother communication and devotionalism for sons was at .30. 

Son-Daughter Differences 

The Student ' s ~-test indicated a number of significant differ

ences in total scale scores between sons and daughters. The means and 

standard deviations of EMBU scale scores are shown in Table 12. The 

perceptions of sons and daughters of their fathers' parenting behav

iors were significantly different for the control and nurturance 

dimensions. Daughters perceived their fathers to be less controlling 

than did sons, ~(218) = 3.53, R<.001. Sons perceived their fathers 

as less nurturant than did daughters, ~(218) = 3.43, R<.001. 



Differences between sons and daughters on perceptions of father com

munication, ~(218) = 1.91, ~<.06, and mother nurturance, ~(212) = 
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1 .92, ~<.06, approached significance . As shown in Table 13, daughters 

expressed significantly more creedal assent than sons, ~(219) = 1.99, 

~< . OS. Daughters also demonstrated significantly greater devotional-

ism than did sons, ~(219) = 5.04. ~<.001. Son-daughter differences on 

religious relativism were just outside significance, ~(219) = 1.93, ~<.06. 

The mean absolute difference scores indicating degree of value 

consensus between mothers and adolescents and between fathers and 

adolescents are shown in Tables 14 and 15, respectively. Tests of 

mean differences indicated that consensus on devotionalism was signi

ficantly greater for mother-daughter dyads than for mother-son dyads, 

~(212) = 3.35, ~< . 001. The mean signed difference scores indicating 

degree of value consensus between mothers and adolescents and between 

fathers and adolescents are shown in Tables 16 and 17, respectively. 

Mother-daughter dyads were significantly different from mother-son 

dyads on creedal assent, ~(212) = 3.00, ~<.01, and devotionalism 

scores, ~(212) = 5.88, ~<.001. Father-daughter dyads were signifi

cantly different from father- son dyads on devotionalism scores, ~(194) 

= 4.39, ~<.001 , and differed marginally on religious relativism 

scores, ~(194) = 1.96, ~<.06. 

These preliminary analyses indicated that sons and daughters dif

fered from one another in their perceptions of the parenting behaviors 

of their mothers and fathers and in their values. Therefore, all 

hypotheses were tested separately for sons and daughters. 

Mother-Father Differences 

Mothers and fathers differed significantly on two of the four 

religious values scales. As shown in Table 18, mothers scored 

significantly lower on the creedal assent scale (i.e., higher degree 

of creedal assent) than did fathers, ~(410) = 3.67, ~<.001 . Mothers 

demonstrated more devotionalism than fathers, ~(410) = 4.99, ~<.001. 

Mothers and fathers also had significantly different scores on the 

CTQ, ~(410) = 2.09, ~<.OS. 



Tables 19 and 20, set forth the mean absolute difference value 

consensus scores for parent-son and parent-daughter dyads, respec-

52 

tively. As shown in Table 20, mother-daughter consensus on creedal 

assent was significantly greater than father-daughter creedal assent, 

~(258) = 2.29, ~<.03. No other significant differences between 

mothers and fathers for either sons or daughters appeared when 

absolute difference value consensus scores were considered. 

Tables 21 and 22 set forth the mean signed difference value con

sensus scores between parent-daughter dyads and parent-son dyads, 

respectively. Significant differences appeared between mother

adolescent and father-adolescent dyads on both creedal assent and 

devotionalism. As shown in Table 21, father-daughter dyads differed 

significantly from mother-daughter dyads on creedal assent consensus 

scores, ~(258) = 2.68, ~<.01; and devotionalism consensus scores, 

~(258) = 3.93, ~<.001. As shown in Table 22, father-son 'dyads 

differed significantly from mother-son dyads on creedal assent consen

sus scores, ~(150) = 2.11, ~<.04, and devotionalism consensus scores, 

~(150) = 2.94, ~<.01. 

Differences between mothers and fathers appeared in both the 

perceptions of their children of parenting styles and in the religious 

and social values they hold. Based upon these findings, separate 

analyses for mothers and fathers were conducted for all hypotheses. 

Major Analyses: Social Learning Theory 

The first eight hypotheses were derived from social learning 

theory. The first four hypotheses deal with the mother-adolescent 

relationship and the last four deal with the father-adolescent 

relationship. Hypotheses 1, 2, 5, and 6 deal with religious values 

and hypotheses 3, 4, 7, and 8 deal with social values. 

Hypotheses 1, 3, 5, and 7 were tested by calculating the Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient for the relationships between 

the scores of each of the perceived parenting behaviors of control, 

nurturance, and communication and the absolute difference value 
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consensus scores for parent-adolescent dyads. Analyses of variance 

were also computed to determine the main effects for each parenting 

dimension score in relation to each of the values scales . The high

low splits in the independent variables were created by averaging the 

median splits of the perceived parenting dimension scores for sons and 

daughters. Each variable had two levels. The dependent variables for 

the 2 (control) x 2 (nurturance ) x 2 (communication) ANOVA's were the 

absolute difference value consensus scores for the respective parent

adolescent dyads. 

The use of difference scores has been criticized in the past 

(Cronbach, 1955) . Difference scores can yield misleading information 

if there are systematic differences between the two groups being 

examined. This occurs when trying to use difference scores to predict 

scores of one group from scores of the other group. However, when 

degree of agreement is the aim, then difference scores are appropri

ate . The present study examined agreement or similarity of values 

between adolescents and their parents; therefore, the use of the 

absolute difference scores was justified. However, caution must be 

taken in interpreting absolute difference scores. For example, is a 

zero derived from scores that were high on a scale equivalent to a 

zero derived from scores that were low on that scale? If it is not, 

results from such findings are in need of cautious interpretation. 

Hypotheses 2, 4, 6, and B were tested by use of planned contrasts 

that util i zed the high-low median splits of the parenting dimensions 

scores as independent variables and the absolute difference value con

sensus scores as t he dependent variables. The specific details of 

each of the planned contrasts are discussed in the sections of this 

chapter dealing with each specific hypothesis . 

Mother Hypotheses 

Each of these hypotheses was tested using separate analyses for 

daughters and sons. The predictions tested by hypotheses 1 and 8 were 

that high levels on each of the three parenting dimensions would be 

associated with high levels of value consensus. Hypotheses 2 and 4 
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tested the prediction that high control, high nurturance, and high 

communication scores would be associated with greater value consensus 

than any other combination of scores on these dimensions. 

Hypothesis 1. There will be positive correlational associations 

between scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of 

religious value co~sensus between adolescents and their mothers. 

Table 23 sets forth the correlation coefficients between EMBU 

parenting dimension scores for daughters and RVI mother-daughter 

absolute difference value consensus scores. Significant correlations 

between mother parenting behavior scores and RVI scale scores were not 

found. 

Table 24 sets forth the correlational relationships relevant to 

testing the first hypothesis for mother-son dyads. Mother nurturance 

scores were positively correlated with value consensus scores on reli-

gious relativism for mother-son dyads, ~(80) = .21, R<.03. Mother 

communication scores and value consensus scores on devotionalism were 

also positively correlated for mother-son dyads, ~(80) = .25, R<.01. 

A series of 2 (control) I 2 (nurturance) I 2 (communication) 

ANOVA's, in which RVI scale absolute difference value consensus scores 

were the dependent variables, were also calculated. These analyses 

revealed no main effects for the parenting dimension scores in rela

tion to RVI absolute difference value consensus scores. This was true 

for both mother-daughter and mother-son dyads. 

No support for this hypothesis was found for mother-daughter 

dyads. However, the correlational analysis indicated partial support 

for the hypothesis for mother-son dyads. 

Hypothesis 2. Religious value consensus between adolescents and 

their mothers will be greatest when mother control, nurturance, and 

communication are all perceived as being high. The other combin

ations of parenting behaviors will be associated with less consensus. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested by calculating oneway analyses of vari

ance and follow-up planned contrast tests. Separate ANOVA's were 

computed for consensus scores on each of the value scales for mother

son and mother-daughter dyads. There were some cells in this analysis 
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that had small ~'s; therefore, some cells were eliminated before mak

ing the calculations. In the mother-son analysis the following cells 

were eliminated: (a) low control-low nurturance-high communication (~ 

= 4), (b) low control-high nurturance-hign communication (~ = 1), and 

(c) high control- high nurturance-low communication (~ = 6). In the 

mother-daughter analysis the low control-low nurturance-high communi

cation cell (~ = 5) and the high control- low nurturance-high 

communication cell (~ = 2) were eliminated. Therefore, the tests of 

this hypothesis did not consider all eight possible combinations of 

parenting style. 

The mean RVI scale value consensus scores for mother-daughter 

dyads for each parenting style are shown in Table 25. There were no 

significant differences in value consensus scores associated with the 

various parenting styles. 

Table 26 sets forth the mean RVI absolute difference value con

sensus scores for each parenting style for mother-son dyads. There 

were significant differences in degree of value consensus associated 

with parenting style. For religious individualism, ~(64) = 2.02, 

~.<OS and devoti onalism, ~(64) = 2.06, ~<.OS, there was greater 

consensus (i.e., lower consensus scores) between mothers and sons when 

mothers' parenting style was perceived as high in control, nurturance, 

and communication than when the parenting style was perceived other

wise. 

No support for this hypothesis for mother-daughter dyads was 

found. However, support was found for the hypothesis in relation to 

mother-son dyads for 2 of the 4 religious values domains. 

Hypothesis 3. There will be positive correlational associations 

between scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of 

social value consensus between adolescents and their mothers. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used to 

test the relationship between parenting dimension scores and the 

absolute difference value consensus scores on the CTQ. Separate 

correlation matrices were calculated for mother-daughter and mother

son dyads. 
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Table 23 shows the correlation coefficients for the relationships 

between mother parenting dimension scores and CTQ scores. No signifi

cant relationships were found for mother-daughter dyads. 

Table 24 sets forth the correlational relationships relevant to 

testing the hypothesis for mother-son dyads. Mother nurturance scores 

were positively correlated with CTQ value consensus scores, ~(80) = 
.18, ~<.OS. Mother communication scores were positively correlated 

with CTQ value consensus scores, ~(80) = .19, ~<.OS. 

Two 2 (control) x 2 (nurturance) x 2 (communication) analyses of 

variance, in which CTQ value consensus scores were the dependent 

variables, were also calculated. These analyses did not reveal any 

main effects for the parenting dimension scores in relation to CTQ 

absolute difference value consensus scores for either mother-daughter 

or mother-son dyads. 

Hypothesis 3 was not supported for mother-daughter dyads. For 

mother-son dyads there was partial support for Hypothesis 3 indicated 

in the correlational analysis. 

Hypothesis 4. Social value consensus between adolescents and 

mothers will be greatest when mother control, nurturance, and commun

ication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations of 

parenting behaviors will be associated with less consensus. 

Table 25 sets forth the mean absolute difference value consensus 

scores for the CTQ in relation to each parenting style for mother

daughter dyads. As noted previously, some of the cell ~·s were very 

small and were, therefore, eliminated from the analysis. There were 

no significant differences in consensus scores among the different 

types of parenting styles. For mother-son dyads (see Table 26) there 

were no significant differences in CTQ value consensus scores among 

the different parenting styles. This hypothesis was not supported for 

either mother-daughter or mother-son dyads. 

Father Hypotheses 

Each of these hypotheses was tested using separate analyses for 

daughters and sons. The predictions tested by hypotheses 5 and 7 were 
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of the parenting dimensions and value consensus. Hypotheses 6 and 8 
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tested the prediction that high control, high nurturance, and high 

communication scores would be associated with greater value consensus 

than any other combination of scores on these dimensions. 

Hypothesis 5. There will be positive correlational associations 

between scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of 

religious value consensus between adolescents and their fathers. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested in an identical manner as Hypothesis 1, 

except for its use of the parenting and RVI variables involving 

father-daughter and father-son dyads. Table 23 sets forth the cor

relation coefficients for daughters between EMBU parenting dimension 

scores and RVI father-daughter absolute difference value consensus 

scores. Significant correlations were found between father-daughter 

creedal assent scores and father communication scores, ~(126) = .17, 

2<.03. Significant correlations were also found between father nur

turance scores and religious individualism, ~(126) = .15, 2<.05, and 

devotionalism, ~(126) = .14, 2<.05. 

The 2 (control) x 2 (nurturance) x 2 (communication) ANOVA re

vealed a main effect that approached significance for father control 

in relation to devotionalism, l(1, 118) = 3.68, 2< . 06. Value 

consensus was greater when control was high than when control was low. 

All other main effects were nonsignificant. 

Table 24 sets forth the correlational relationships relevant to 

testing hypothesis 5 for father-son dyads. Father parenting behavior 

scores were found to be unrelated to RVI value consensus scores. 

The 2 _x (control) x 2 (nurturance) x 2 (communication) ANOVA 

revealed a main effect for father nurturance scores in relation to 

religious relativism, l(1,62) = 5.15, ~<.03. Value consensus was 

higher when father nurturance was high than when nurturance was low. 

No support for this hypothesis was found for either father-daughter or 

father-son dyads, although there were significant correlations and 

main effects for some of the parenting dimension-religious value 

consensus relationships. 
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Hypothesis 6. Religious value consensus between adolescents and 

their fathers will be greatest when father control, nurturance, and 

communication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations 

of parenting behaviors will be associated with less consensus. 

Hypothesis 6 was tested in the same manner as Hypothesis 2. 

Cells in the comparison that had small ~·s were again eliminated from 

the analysis. In the father-son analysis the low control-low 

nurturance-high communication cell (~ = 6), the low control-high 

nurturance-low communication cell (~ = 5), the high control-high 

nurturance-low communication cell (~ = 4), and the high control-low 

nurturance-high communication cell (~ = 6) were eliminated. The low 

control-low nurturance- high communication cell (~ = 7), the high 

control-high nurturance-low communication cell (~ = 6), and the high 

control-low nurturance-high communication cell (~ = 2) were elimi-

nated from the father- daughter analysis. Table 27 sets forth the mean 

RVI absolute difference value consensus scores for each parenting 

style for father- daughter dyads . There ·were no significant differ

ences in degree of value consensus associated with parenting style for 

father-daughter dyads. 

Table 28 sets forth the mean RVI absolute difference value con

sensus scores for each parenting style for father-son dyads. There 

were significant differences in degree of value consensus associated 

with parenting style. For creedal assent , ~(21) = 2.39, R<.03, and 

religious relativism, ~(27) = 2.58, R<.02 (separate variance estimates 

were used because of nonhomogeneity of variance), there was greater 

consensus (i.e., lower consensus scores) between fathers and sons when 

fathers' parenti ng style was perceived as high in control, nurturance, 

and communication than when parenting style was perceived otherwise. 

Hypothesis 7. There will positive correlational associations 

betweem scores on each of the three parenting dimensions and degree of 

social value consensus between adolescents and their fathers . 

Table 23 shows the correlation coefficients for the relationship 

between father parenting dimension scores and father-daughter 
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absolute difference value consensus scores on the CTQ. Social value 

consensus was significantly associated with father nurturance, ~(126) 

= .15, ~<.OS, and father communication, ~(126) = .16, ~<.OS. 

Table 24 sets forth the correlational relationships relevant to 

testing the hypothesis for father-son dyads. Father nurturance scores 

were positively correlated with CTQ value consenus scores, ~(70) = 
.26, ~<.01. Two 2 (control) x 2 (nurturance) x 2 (communication) 

analyses of variance, in which CTQ value consensus scores were the 

dependent variables, were also calculated. These analyses did not 

reveal any main effects for parenting dimension scores in relation to 

CTQ absolute difference value consensus scores for either father-son 

or father-daughter dyads. 

No support for this hypothesis was found for either adolescent

father dyad. However, significant correlations were found in both 

relationships between father nurturance and consensus. The idea of an 

additive effect of the three parenting behaviors is not supported by 

these data. 

Hypothesis B. Social value consensus between adolescents and 

their fathers will be greatest when father control, nurturance, and 

communication are all perceived as being high. The other combinations 

of parenting behaviors will be associated with less consensus . 

Table 27 sets forth the mean CTQ absolute difference val ue 

consensus scores for each parenting style for father-daughter dyads. 

Cells with small ~·s were again eliminated from the comparison 

analyses. There were significant overall differences in degree of 

value consensus associated with parenting style, l(4, 106) = 2. 85, 

~<.03. However, there was no greater consensus (i.e., lower consen

sus scores ) between fathers and daughters when fathers' parenting 

style was perceived as high in control, nurturance, and communication 

than when the parenting style was perceived otherwise. 

Table 28 reveals the mean CTQ absolute difference value consensus 

scores for each parenting style for father-son dyads. No significant 

differences were found among the types of father parenting styles in 
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relation to CTQ value consensus. The hypothesis was not supported for 

either father-adolescent dyad. 

Major Analyses: Attribution Theory 

The following hypotheses derive from the attribution model of 

internalization. These hypotheses were tested by use of the Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient and by analysis of variance to 

determine direct relationships and main effects between parental 

control and religious and social value consensus. These hypotheses 

all stated that parental control would be negatively associated with 

both religious and social value consensus for mother-adolescent dyads 

and father-adolescent dyads. 

Hypothesis 9. High scores on measures of mother control will be 

negatively associated with degree of religious value consensus. 

Hypothesis 10. High scores on measures of mother control will 

be negatively associated with degree of social value consensus. 

Hypothesis 11. High scores on measures of father control will 

be negatively associated with degree of religious value consensus. 

Hypothesis 12. High scores on measures of father control will 

be negatively associated with degree of social value consensus. 

There was no support for any of these hypotheses. Correlational 

analyses indicated that parental control scores had no relationship 

either positive or negative with any of the absolute difference value 

consensus scores on the RVI or CTQ scales. Analysis of variance 

revealed one marginally significant main effect for control scores in 

relation to devotionalism absolute difference consensus scores for 

father-daughter dyads. However, this was in the opposite direction of 

the prediction made in Hypothesis 11. High father control scores were 

associated with greater father-daughter value consensus on devotional

ism than low father control scores, I(1, 118) = 3.68, ~<.06. No other 

main effects were found for parental control scores in relation to 

absolute difference value consensus scores for any of the parent

adolescent dyads. 
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Summary 

Partial support was found for the correlational hypotheses that 

were derived from social learning theory. Nurturance and communica

tion were significantly associated with religious and social value 

consensus in some of the parent-adolescent dyads. However, there were 

no significant correlations between parental control and value 

consensus in any of the parent-adolescent dyads. Partial support was 

also found for the hypotheses involving planned contrasts between the 

high control-high nurturance-high communication parenting style and 

the other parenting styles. Four out of 20 such contrasts indicated 

that value consensus was greatest between adolescents and their 

parents when parental control, nurturance, and communication were all 

perceived as being high. No support was found for the hypotheses that 

were derived from attribution theory. 
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Table 2 

Reliability Coefficients for the EMBU for Mothers and Fathers 

Mother Father 

(B. = 219) (B. = 217) 

Dimension 

Control .81 .83 

Abuse .eo .81 

Deprivation .eo .82 

Punishment .77 .eo 
Shaming .78 .eo 
Rejection .84 .86 

Overprotection .82 .84 

Overinvolvement .78 . 83 

Guilt Engendering .79 .82 

Nurturance .74 .71 

Tolerance .72 .71 

Affection .54 .61 

Performance Orient. .77 .84 

Stimulation .54 .55 

Communication . 84 .84 



Table 3 

Reliability Coefficients for the RVI and the CTQ for Mothers, 
Fathers, and Adolescents 

Mother Father Adolescent 

(Q = 215) (Q = 197) (Q = 221) 

Scale 

Creedal Assent .87 .92 .90 

Religious Relativism .69 .69 .73 

Religious Individualism .72 .66 .67 

Devotionalism .84 .87 .88 

Total RVI .59 .60 .62 

CTQ .51 .56 .38 
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Table 4 

Intercorrelations of Mothers' Pare~ting Behaviors Scores 
for Adolescent Sons and Daughters 

Dimension 

Control 

Nurturance 

Communication 

Control 

- . 15 

-.33*** 

Nurturance 

-.36*** 

. 68*** 

Communication 

- . 50*** 

• 77*** 

Note: Correlations for females (n = 136) are above the diagonal; 
correlations for males (~ = 86) are below the diagonal 

*** ~<. 001 
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Table 5 

Intercorrelations of Fathers' Parenting Behaviors Scores for 
Adolescent Sons and Daughters 

Dimension 

Control 

Nurturance 

Communication 

Control 

-.52*** 

-.55*** 

Nurturance 

-.53*** 

.70*** 

Communication 

-.51*** 

.76*** 

Note: Correlations for females (n = 136) are above the diagonal; 
correlations for males (~ = 86) are below the diagonal 

*** ~<.001 
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Table 6 

Intercorrelations of Values Scores for Sons and Daughters 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
Assent Rela ivism IndlV. alism 

CA -.49*** -.32*** .66*** .08 

RR -.44*** .13 -.34*** - . 02 

RI -.42*** .14 -.33*** .03 

Devo .74*** -.SS*** -.29** .OS 

CTQ .02 .11 .13 -.16 

Note: Correlations for females (n = 136) are above the diagonal; 
correlations for males (~ = 86) are below the diagonal 

**~<.01 ***~<.001 
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Table 7 

Intercorrelations of Values Scores for Mothers and Fathers 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
Assent Rela ivism Ind1v. alism 

CA -.37*** -.SO*** .73*** .08 

RR -.43*** .03 -.18** -.10* 

RI -.48*** .11 -.44*** .1S** 
Devo .73*** -.30*** -.SO** .10 

CTQ .OS .00 .01 .14 

Note: Correlations for mothers (n = 189) are above the diagonal; 
correlations for fathers (i = 189) are below the diagonal 

itp_<.OS **p_<.01 ***P.<. 001 



Table 8 

Intercorrelations of Mothers' Parenting Behaviors and Values Scores 
for Daughters 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
(~ = 134 ) Assent Rela ivism Ind1v . alism 

Control - .03 .15* -.08 .02 .01 

Nurturance .09 -.18* - . 24** .09 -.04 

Commun. .19* -.19* - . 10 . 15* .07 

*R<.05 **R<. 01 ***R<.001 
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Table 9 

Intercorrelations of Fathers' Parenting Behaviors and Values Scores 
for Sons 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
(~ = 70) Assent Rela ivism Ind1v. alism 

Control . 10 .13 -.03 .07 .03 

Nurturance .07 -. 261u~ -.02 .00 .06 

Commun. .08 -.14 .02 . 11 . 02 

**J!<.01 
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Table 10 

Intercorrelations of Mothers' Parenting Behaviors and Values Scores 
for Sons 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
C!l = 80) Assent Rela ivism Indtv . alism 

Control • 11 -.13 -.08 -.03 .18* 

Nurturance .17 -.09 -.10 .28** -.07 

Commun. .17 .02 .01 .30** -.07 

* :2· OS ** :2<.01 
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Table 11 

Intercorrelations of Fathers' Parenting Behaviors and Values Scores 
for Daughters 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
(~ = 126) Assent Rela ivism Indlv. alism 

Control .04 .04 -.14* .02 .03 

Nurturance .08 -.03 .01 .12 .08 

Commun. .20* -.16* -.04 .18* .14 

* :Q.._.OS 
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Table 12 

Differences in Sons' and Daughters' Perceptions of Parenting 
Behaviors 

Sons Daughters 

(_!! = 85) (_!! = 135) 

M SD M SD 
Father: 

Control 143.87*** 18.16 152.15 16.10 

Nurturance 47.59*** 9.58 43.21 9.01 

Commun. 9 . 75* 3 . 31 8.87 3.33 

Mother: 

Control 141.99 13.79 145.68 13.98 

Nurturance 41.83* 7. 72 39.78 7.75 

Commun. 8.03 2.19 8.35 3.30 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower perceived levels of control, 
-- nurturance, and communication. 
* R<.06 *** R<.001 
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Table 13 

Mean Values Scores for Sons and Daughters 

Creedal Assent 

Religious Rel. 

Religious Ind. 

Devotionalism 

CTQ 

Sons 

(,B. = 85) 

M SD 

11 . 73* 5.51 

14.21 4.25 

17 . 60 4.10 

10 . 75*** 4.59 

141.30 14.16 

Daughters 

(,B. = 136) 

M SD 

10.47 3.90 

15.35 4.29 

17.52 4.04 

8.15 3.09 

141.83 11.07 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
---- religious relativism, religious individualism, and 

devotionalism. · 
* R<.05 *** R<.001 
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Table 14 

Mean Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Daughter 
and Mother-Son Dyads 

Mother-Daughter Mother-Son 

(~ = 134) (~ = 80) 

M 50 M 50 

Creedal Assent 2.95 2.73 3.58 4.09 

Religious Rel. 3.96 3.28 4.50 3.93 

Religious Ind. 3.52 2.83 3.41 2.93 

Devotionalism 2.68** 2.14 4.09 4.01 

CTQ 15.44 12.11 14.20 11.83 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
religious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. 

** _R(. 01 

74 



Table 15 

Mean Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Father-Daughter 
and Father-Son Dyads 

Father-Daughter Father-Son 

(~ = 126 ) (~ = 70) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 3.93 4.08 4.21 4.51 

Religious Rel. 4.51 3. 66 4.40 3.38 

Religious Ind. 3.83 2.93 3.66 2. 86 

Devotionalism 3. 22 3.14 3.61 3.23 

CTQ 15 . 92 12.76 17.56 13.77 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
reliqious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. 
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Table 16 

Mean Signed Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Daughter and 
Mother-Son Dyads 

Mother-Daughter Mother-Son 

(!!_ = 134) (!!_ = 80) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 0.04** 4.02 1.90 5.10 

Religious Rel. 0.57 5.12 -0.48 5.98 

Religious Ind. -0.36 4.52 -1.26 4.33 

Devotionalism 0.04*** 3.44 3.31 4.68 

CTQ 3.83 19.29 3. 72 18.17 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
relig~ous ~elativism, religious individualism, and 
devot1onallsm. 

** R<.01 *** R<.001 
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Table 17 

Mean Signed Difference Value Consensus Scores for Father-Daughter and 
Father-Son Dyads 

Father-Daughter Father-Son 

(~ = 126) (~ = 70) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent -1 . 55 5.46 -0.04 6.20 

Religious Rel. 1.49* 5.62 -0.14 5.57 

Religious Ind. 0.06 4.83 -1.00 4.56 

Devotionalism -1. 81*** 4.13 1. 04 4.75 

CTQ 0.25 20.45 2.97 22.22 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
relig;ous ~elativism, religious individualism, and 
devot1onal1sm. 

* R<.06 *** R<.001 
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Table 18 

Mean Values Scores of Mothers and Fathers for the Religious Values 
Scales and the CTQ 

Mothers Fathers 

(~ = 215) (~ = 197) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 10.24*** 3.67 11.86 5.27 

Religious Rel. 14.75 4.30 14.05 4.32 

Religious Ind. 18.24 4.18 17.84 4.27 

Devotional ism 7.90*** 3.19 9.74 4.27 

CTQ 136.98* 17.76 140.53 15.56 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
religious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. 

*~<.OS *** ~<.001 
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Table 19 

Mean Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Son and 
Father-Son Dyads 

Mother-Son Father-Son 

(E = 81) (E = 71) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 3.53 4.08 4.15 4.51 

Religious Rel. 4.44 3.95 4.34 3.93 

Religious Ind. 3.37 2.94 3.61 2.88 

Devotional ism 4.04 4.01 3.56 3.23 

CTQ 14.02 11.86 17.56 13.77 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
religious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. 
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Table 20 

Mean Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Daughter 
and Father-Daughter Dyads 

Mother-Daughter Father-Daughter 

(~ = 134) (~ = 126) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 2.95* 2. 73 3.93 4.08 

Religious Rel. 3.96 3.28 4.51 3.66 

Religious Ind. 3.52 2.83 3.83 2.93 

Devotionalism 2.68 2.14 3.22 3.14 

CTQ 15.44 12.11 15.92 12.76 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
religious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. * _2(.05 
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Table 21 

Mean Signed Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Daughter and 
Father-Daughter Dyads 

Mother-Daughter Father-Daughter 

(~ = 134) (~ = 126) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 0.04** 4.02 -1.55 5.46 

Religious Rel. 0 . 57 5.12 1. 49 5.62 

Religious Ind. -0.36 4.52 -0.06 4.83 

Devotionalism 0.04*** 3.44 1.81 4.13 

CTQ 3.83 19.29 0.25 20.45 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
religious relativism, religious individualism, and 
devotionalism. 

* R<.OS ** R<.01 *** R<.001 
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Table 22 

Mean Signed Difference Value Consensus Scores for Mother-Son and 
Father-Son Dyads 

Mother-Son Father-Son 

(!l = 81 ) (!l = 71) 

M SD M SD 

Creedal Assent 1.88* 5.07 -0.04 6.25 

Religious Rel. -0.47 5.95 -0.14 5 . 53 

Religious Ind. -1.25 4.31 -0.99 4.53 

Devotional ism 3.27*** 4.60 1. 03 4.72 

CTQ 3.68 18.06 2.97 22.22 

Note: Higher scores indicate lower levels of creedal assent, 
relig;ous ~elativism, religious individualism, and 
devot1onal1sm . 

* R<.OS ** R<.01 
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Table 23 

Intercorrelations of Mothers' and Fathers' Parenting Behaviors and 
Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Parent-Daughter Dyads 

Mother-Daughter 

(~ = 134) 

Scale Creedal 
Assent 

Control .04 

Nurturance .01 

Commun. .OS 

Father-Daughter 

(~ = 126) 

Control -.06 

Nurturance .11 

Commun. . 17* 

*R<.OS 

Reli~ious 
Rela ivism 

-.01 

-.08 

.06 

. 04 

-.OS 

-.02 

Religious 
Ind1v. 

.10 

-.13 

-.12 

-.11 

.1S* 

.08 

Devotion-
alism 

.11 

.02 

-.01 

.12 

.14* 

.10 

CTQ 

.01 

-.06 

-.07 

.00 

.1S* 

.16* 
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Table 24 

Intercorrelations of Mothers' and Fathers' Parenting Behaviors and 
Absolute Difference Value Consensus Scores for Parent-Son Dyads 

Mother-Son 

ca = 80) 

Scale Creedal Reli~ious Religious Devotion- CTQ 
Assent Rela ivism Ind1v. alism 

Control .07 -.11 .06 .09 .03 

Nurturance .08 .21* .00 .13 .18* 

Commun. .11 .17 .01 .2Sitit .19* 

Father-Son 

(~ = 70) 

Control .OS .19 .OS .18 .02 

Nurturance .09 . 01 .02 -.01 .26** 

Commun. .09 -.12 -.09 -.02 .14 
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Table 25 

Mean Value Consensus Scores of Mother-Daughter 
Style 

Dyads By Parenting 

Parenting Style 

LLL LHH LHL HLL HLH HHH 

(~=16) (~=13) (~=44) (~=27) (~=13) (~=14) 

Creedal M 2.56 1.69 
Assent 

3.56 3.41 3.15 2.14 

SD 2. 71 2.53 3.11 2.64 2.15 1.99 

Reli. M 3.81 4. 31 4.59 3. 96 3.08 3.14 
Relat. 

SD 3.75 3.28 3.44 3.45 2.69 2.57 

Reli. M 4.00 3.38 3.98 2.67 2.31 4.21 
Indiv. 

SD 3.85 2.69 2. 71 2.53 1.32 3.47 

Devo. M 3.06 1. 92 2.73 2. 52 2.62 2.93 

SD 2.14 2. 29 2.05 2.23 1.71- 2.43 

CTQ M 17.75 13 . 85 15.84 15.13 11.85 21.14 

SD 15.01 9.33 12.30 10.81 11.70 13.73 

Note: The parenting styles refer to either high (H) or low (L) 
on control, nurturance, and communication in that order. * _2(. 05 
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Table 26 

Mean Value Consensus Scores of Mother-Son Dyads By Parenting Style 

Parenting Style 

LLL LHL HHL HLH HHH 

(_B=1S) (_B=17) (_B=19) (_B=10) (_B=8) 

Creedal M 
Assent 

3.20 2.56 4.05 4.60 2.SO 

SD 2.76 2.15 2.74 6.74 2.73 

Reli. M 4.67 3.47 5.42 4.70 3.75 
Relat. 

SD 4.70 3.59 4.07 3.97 3.24 

Reli. M 3.87 2.53 2.63 5.40 1.62* 
Indiv. 

SD 2.92 3.08 2.17 4.38 1.68 

Devo. M 4.13 2.94 s.os 6.50 1.7Sit 

SD 3.44 2.38 4.10 5.97 1.58 

CTQ M 16.53 11.88 1S.SS 15.40 13.75 

SD 14.31 9.74 13.90 10.19 13.75 

Note: The parenting styles refer to either high (H) or low (L) 
on control, nurturance, and communication in that order. 

it Jl<. OS 



Table 27 
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Mean Value Consensus Scores of Father-Daughter Dyads By Parenting 
Style 

Parenting Stile 

LLL LHL LHH HLL HHH 

<.~=23) (~=42) (~=11) (~=20) (~=15) 

Creedal M 4.91 3.07 
Assent 

2.64 4.65 4.40 

SD 4.34 3.18 2.16 4.15 5.26 

Reli. M 5.13 4.33 3.73 4.65 4.80 
Relat. 

SD 4.55 3.48 3.17 3.60 3.95 

Reli. M 3.52 4.00 4.00 4.50 3.00 
Indiv. 

SD 2.78 2.69 4.12 3.17 3.02 

Devo. M 4.61 2.62 3.55 3.15 2.47 

SD 4.03 2.52 3.05 2.89 2.80 

CTQ M 21.35 11.93 15.18 .17. 85 21.40 

SD 14.54 9. 72 12.80 14.04 14.93 

Note: The parenting styles refer to either high (H) or low (L) 
on control, nurturance, and communication in that order. 

* R,<. OS 
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Table 28 

Mean Value Consensus Scores of Father-Son Dyads By Parenting Style 

Parenting Style 

LLL LHL HHL HHH 

(.~=9) (n=13> (n=18> (n=9> 

Creedal M 6.56 
Assent 

3.23 4.17 2.22* 

SD 6.64 2.80 3.88 1.72 

Reli. M 5.44 4.23 3.78 2.56* 
Relat. 

SD 3.78 3.68 2.58 1.42 

Reli. M 2.78 4.46 3.78 2.33 
Indiv. 

SD 3.42 2.30 2.29 1. 73 

Devo. M 4.67 3.08 3.33 3.56 

SD 3.57 4.41 2.61 3.13 

CTQ M 23.89 17.23 16.11 11.89 

SD 17.08 14.29 13.10 9.77 

Note: The parenting styles refer to either high (H) or low (L) 
on control, nurturance, and communication in that order. 

* R<.05 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to examine the saliency of parental 

childrearing practices in relation to value consensus between late 

adolescents (college-aged) and their parents. A major question 

addressed the influence of parental control upon children's intern

alization of parental norms. The construct of internalization of 

parental values was defined operationally by the degree of value 

consensus between adolescent and parent. It was assumed that the 

values of these adolescent subjects had been internalized. The fact 

that they may not have agreed with their parents does not mean that 

their values were not internalized. It only meant that they did not 

internalize their parents' values. 

Hypotheses derived from attribution theory posited that high 

levels of control would inhibit the internalization of parental values 

and thus be associated with less value consensus than low levels of 

control. Hypotheses deriving from social learning theory posited that 

high levels of control, nurturance, and commun"ication in combination 

would enhance internalization of parental norms or values and thus be 

associated with greater value consensus than other parenting styles. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Attribution Theory 

There was no support for the hypotheses that derived from attri

bution theory. There were no significant correlations between level 

of parental control and degree of religious or social value consensus. 

Perception of high parental control did not appear to have any effect 

upon degree of value consensus. It can be concluded that high control 

did not decrease the degree of internalization of parental values by 

the late adolescents in this study. 

It might be possible to explain the lack of support for these 

hypotheses as a function of an inadequate test of the theory itself. 

However, based upon the results of the tests of the hypotheses derived 

from social learning theory, and the indications of interactions of 
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parental behaviors in relation to child outcomes from other studies 

(Barnes, Farrell, & Cairns, 1986; Peterson, Rollins, & Thomas, 1985), 

this is probably not a supportable conclusion. Control alone did not 

explain the child outcomes in this study. Although this study did not 

examine interaction effects, other studies that examined interactions 

between control and nurturance, found that control alone did not 

account for the variability in the dependent variables (Barnes et al., 

1986; Peterson et al., 1985). The inducement to comply with norms 

either did not cause these subjects to question the source of their 

values, or inducement to comply did not operate in the same manner for 

attitudes and values as it did for behaviors. In other words, the 

perception of high parental control did not cause these students to 

make external attributions about why they believed the things they 

reported in the study. Assuming that the reported values of thes~ 

adolescents have been internalized, control did not have any influ

ence on the values that were adopted. 

Social Learning Theory 

Partial support was provided for all the hypotheses generated 

from the social learning perspective. However, a different pattern of 

relationship between parenting dimensions and parenting styles emerged 

for each of the four adolescent-parent dyads. Fathers' parenting 

style seemed to have greater influence upon daughters than did 

mothers' parenting style. Sons appeared to be influenced by both 

fathers and mothers but in different areas. 

Mother-daughter dyads. The mother parenting dimensions were not 

significantly related to mother-daughter value consensus on any of the 

RVI scalesr No significant differences were found among the types of 

mother parenting styles examined in relation to mother-daughter 

consensus on religious values. The lack of support for hypotheses 1 

and 2 in regard to daughters may be the result of problems in measur

ing daughters' perceptions of mothers' parenting styles. However, it 

may be that the role of mothers in the family is a salient factor. As 

daughters mature and as the family proceeds through its life-course, 
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there is indication that mothers lose power in the family and actually 

have less power than adolescents living in the home. Fathers have the 

most power; adolescent boys have less power than fathers, but more 

power than mothers (Steinberg, 1985). However, studies cited to 

establish this have generally been with samples of adolescent boys and 

not girls. It could be that similar changes in power occur for girls 

during adolescence. It would be more appropriate to conclude that 

maternal influence was not directly seen in the parenting behaviors 

examined here in relationship to value consensus. This does not mean 

that daughters do not identify with their mothers. The ~-tests 

comparing mother-daughter and mother-son dyads in relationship to 

value consensus indicated that mothers and daughters tended to have 

greater value consensus than mothers and sons. These differences were 

significant for creedal assent and devotionalism (see Table 16). 

Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that variables other than 

those dimensions of parenting measured in this study may be more 

useful in explaining degree of value consensus between mothers and 

daughters. 

Mother-son dyads. Although statistically significant correla

tions were found between perception of mother communication and 

religious relativism consensus and devotionalism for mother-son dyads 

the correlations were modest. The same was true of the correlations 

between mother-son value consensus for nurturance and communication in 

relation to the CTQ. The more important findings for the mother-son 

dyad were the significant differences between the parenting style of 

high control-high nurturance-high communication and the other mother 

parenting styles examined. This significant difference was found in 

relation to both religious individualism and devotionalism. Although 

there appeared to be an influence upon value consensus by the nurtur

ance and communication parenting dimensions independently, a stronger 

case appeared when the dimensions were considered in combination with 

one another. The notion of an additive effect among these factors in 

relation to value consensus or internalization of parental norms seems 



to be supported. The specific nature of these effects is a subject 

for future research. 
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The nature of the relationship of parenting dimension scores to 

value consensus in mother-daughter dyads appeared to be different from 

that found in mother-son dyads. The evidence here indicated that 

mother communication has more influence in relation to value consensus 

for sons than for daughters. This is in contrast to the findings of 

Peterson et al. (1985), who found that parental induction was 

important to internalization regardless of the gender of parent or 

adolescent. This difference may be more a function of the different 

methods and measures employed to operationalize the construct of 

internalization of parental norms. Peterson et al. utilized multiple 

regression rather than direct correlation and analysis of variance to 

test their hypotheses. Due to the small cell sizes in the present 

study, regression analysis may have been preferred · in analyzing the 

tests of the hypotheses. They also used a self-report measure of what 

they termed •internalized conformity• that was filled out by the ado

lescents, and observational measures for assessing parenting styles 

were ut i lized. 

Father-daughter dyads. Father nurturance was an important factor 

in this relationship for value consensus on both religious individual

ism and devotionalism. Fathers perceived as being high in nurturance 

had a greater degree of value consensus with their daughters than 

fathers perceived as being low in nurturance. Barnes et al. (1986) 

found that adolescents who perceived their fathers as high in support 

had a significantly lower chance of becoming problem drinkers than 

those adolescents who perceived their fathers as being low in support. 
-

Problem drinking among adolescents was significantly greater among 

adolescents whose parents were perceived as low in support when 

controlling for perceived parental control. The process by which low 

nurturance contributes to an adolescent's drinking behavior may be 

similar to the process that contributes to a lower degree of value 

consensus between an adolescent and her/his parents. The exact nature 
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of the relationship between value consensus and nurturance is in need 

of further investigation. If there is any similarity in process 

between problem drinking as it relates to parenting behavior and value 

consensus as it relates to parenting behavior, there are most likely a 

few dissimilarities as well. Parental values concerning the use of 

alcohol may have a large impact on adolescent drinking behavior. 

Fathe~ communication was positively correlated with degree of 

consensus on creedal assent. Peterson et al. (1985) found that 

induction was significantly related to both adolescent conformity and 

internalization. The relationship between communication and 

internalization was modest but does indicate that giving explanations 

for rules and actions to the adolescent influences the degree to which 

parent and adolescent agree about belief in God and the Bible. It 

might be assumed that explanations by parents regarding beliefs about 

the type of items on the creedal assent index would promote the same 

types of beliefs in the adolescents. Retrospective measures that are 

administered at only one point in time do not provide the type of 

information needed to fully answer this question. Have these subjects 

always agreed with their parents or have they deviated in their 

beliefs and then reverted back to them? Longitudinal research is 

needed to determine such issues. 

Father-sons dyads. Father nurturance was again a salient 

variable in this relationship. For religious relativism fathers 

perceived as being high in nurturance had significantly more value 

consensus with their sons than did fathers perceived as being low in 

nurturance. Father nurturance was also correlated significantly and 

positively with father-son social value consensus. In father-son 

dyads there was significantly more value consensus on creedal assent 

and religious relativism when fathers were perceived as high in 

control, nurturance, and communication than when they were perceived 

as having any other combination of parenting behaviors. 

Predicting value consensus seemed easier in the father-son rela

tionship than in either mother-adolescent dyads. Father nurturance is 
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worthy of particular note. In both father-adolescent dyads father 

nurturance was salient, but for different types of values. Daughters 

apparently were influenced to a greater degree in the areas of devo

tionalism and religious individualism, whereas sons were influenced in 

the areas of creedal assent and religious relativism. This finding is 

interesting because of the relationship that each of the values scales 

had to one another. Creedal assent and devotionalism were strongly 

related to each other for sons, daughters, fathers, and mothers. In 

the same manner creedal assent and religious relativism were strongly, 

but negatively related. It would seem to follow that creedal assent 

and devotionalism would have been paired together as significant in 

relation to the same parenting behaviors in the same parent-adolescent 

dyad. On the other hand, religious relativism and religious individ

ualism were not significantly related and, therefore, would not be 

expected to be paired together. This is evidence that the four types 

of religious values assessed in this study regard different concepts 

and are subject to different types of influences. Factor analysis has 

indicated that these four scales represent four separate factors (Hoge 

et al., 1982). It is also evidence that the parent-child relationship 

is very complex in nature (Feather, 1980). 

The influence that father nurturance has upon value consensus 

can, perhaps, be explained in view of the fast and hurried world in 

which we live. In modern society the emotional needs of children 

become even greater than perhaps the needs associated with mere 

physical survival (Elkind, 1984). If, indeed, this is true, it is of 

utmost importance for healthy adolescent development that parents 

become nurturant. Mothers may be expected to be nurturant by societal 

standards. - Therefore, the impact that mother nurturance has upon 

value consensus was not seen in relation to value consensus. When 

fathers are nurturant, the impact may be great in the perception of 

the adolescent because fathers are not expected to be so. This is not 

to say that mother nurturance is unimportant, only that it may not be 

directly related to value consensus. Further investigation is needed 
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to replicate these findings and to determine if nurturance interacts 

with other parenting behaviors, such as control and communication, in 

relation to value consensus. 

Previous research seems to have supported the idea that value 

transmission was in the domain of the nurturant mother. This seems to 

be a well-documented notion in regard to the transmission of social 

and political values (Troll & Bengtson, 1982), although many studies 

have not indicated gender differences in value transmission or value 

similarity (Jennings & Niemi, 1968; Troll et al., 1969). These ideas 

have also been applied to religious socialization (Troll & Bengtson, 

1982). However, these studies have primarily looked only at intergen

erational agreement on political party and religious denominational 

affiliations. This present study used specific measures of religious 

values or religiosity. Acock and Bengtson (1980) did find that 

fathers had significantly more influence upon religious practices of 

adolescents than mothers. Results from the present study suggested 

that social value influence is more the ·domain of the mother and that 

religious value influence is the domain of the father. This does not 

mean that fathers need to be religious in order to have influence on 

religious values. Lack of religious behavior by a father may be as 

strong an influence as high religiosity. It appears that when fathers 

are nurturant and religious, their adolescent offspring tend to be 

religious. Concommitantly, when nurturant fathers are not religious, 

their adolescent offspring tend to be irreligious. 

Influence, however, must not be seen as direct causation. Cooper 

et al. (1983) have demonstrated that there is mutual influence between 

parents and adolescents regarding several possible outcomes. There 

may be qualities in the adolescent that foster parental nurturance. 

What we can safely conclude is that father nurturance contributes to 

an atmosphere between parent and adolescent that is conducive to value 

consensus. 

Mother communication appeared to be important in the mother-son 

relationship. Social value consensus and consensus on religious 
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relativism and devotionalism were significantly related to mother 

communication for sons. A possible explanation may lie in the notions 

of Peterson et al. (1985). Mother •expert power• (the perception by 

youth of the parents' potential to provide useful information) may be 

similar to the construct of communication used in this study. The 

strong correlation between nurturance and communication indicates that 

the two may work in harmony to produce the effect of expert power. 

Peterson et al. (1985) found that mother expert power was positively 

related to adolescent internalization of parental norms. 

Research that indicates that mothers lose power in the family as 

sons move into adolescence may appear to contradict these findings 

(Steinberg, 1985). However, those studies have examined the decision

making processes of the family. To conclude that loss of power in 

decision-making means loss of all influence is to go beyond the limits 

of the data. Mothers may lose influence upon overall family decisions 

but still have considerable influence over their adolescent children 

in other areas. The present data suggested that mothers have influ

ence over their sons concerning social and religious values. 

The lack of strong correlations between the individual parenting 

dimensions and the values scales, coupled with the differences among 

parenting styles, indicates that these parenting dimensions may 

interact in relation to the various values scales. Further research 

is needed to find what type of interactive relationships might exist 

between these parenting variables as they relate to specific types of 

values. Barnes et al. (1986) found that when mother control and 

support were both low, adolescent problem drinking was at its highest. 

When father support was low and control was high, adolescent problem 

drinking was at its highest. They concluded that problem drinking 

would be at its lowest when support was high and control was at a 

medium level. 

Although the pattern of interaction found by Peterson et al. 

(1985) in relation to problem drinking may not be the same for 

influence upon value consensus, there is support to suggest the need 
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for further research into the interactive patterns of parental behav

ior in relation to many child outcomes (Barnes et al., 1986). The 

data from the present study also suggest that this is the case. Most 

of the socialization literature has not examined potential interac

tions between parenting behaviors in relation to the internalization 

of parental norms. 

The different patterns of relationship between parenting behavi

ors and consensus on the specific types of values was different for 

each parent-adolescent dyad (see Tables 23-28). For example, creedal 

assent consensus was related to parenting behaviors only in the 

father-daughter and father-son relationships. Father communication 

was positively related to father-daughter creedal assent consensus. 

Consensus between father and son was highest when sons perceived their 

fathers as being high in control, nurturance, and communication. How

ever, when . value consensus on devotionalism is exa~ined, a different 

pattern emerges. Father nurturance was positively related to 

consensus on devotionalism for father-daughter dyads. Mother 

communication was positively related to consensus on devotionalism for 

mother-son dyads. Also for mother-son dyads, value consensus was 

highest when sons perceived their mothers to be high in control, 

nurturance, and communication. 

Different parenting variables were salient for different types of 

values. This finding suggested not only that there may be a different 

quality to each type of parent-adolescent relationship, but also 

suggested that there may be a different quality for each type of 

religious value. Hoge et al. (1982) found that value similarity 

between adolescents and their parents was greater for creedal assent 

and devotionalism. The similarity for religious relativism and reli

gious individualism was not found. Again further research i s needed 

to refine the use of religious values or measures of religiosity in 

this type of investigation. The difference in patterns also supported 

the idea suggested by Hoge et al. (1982) that religious and social 

values are of a different nature. There were no significant correla

tions among RVI scales and the CTQ for sons, daughters, or fathers. 



98 

However, for mothers, values on religious relativism were significant

ly related to social values. This correlation was rather weak in 

comparison to the correlations among the religious scales (see Tables 

6 and 7). The pattern of consensus for the CTQ in relation to the 

various parenting variables and parenting styles was also different 

from the patterns of consensus with the RVI scales. 

It must be pointed out that there were some problems with the 

CTQ. Reliability coefficients for the CTQ for mothers and fathers 

were .51 and .56, respectively. However, for students, the 

reliability coefficient was only .38. The results from the hypotheses 

involving the CTQ may, therefore, not be meaningful. At best they 

must be interpreted with extreme caution. It may be concluded that 

the issues contained in the CTQ may not be as important in the 

mid-1980's as they were in the late 1960's and early 1970's. The 

reliabilities for the CTQ as seen in .Lerner's (1975) study were all 

well above .70. The fact that the standard item alpha's for parents 

in this study were below .SO (see Table 3) and that the standard item 

alpha for students was below .40 indicated that many of these issues 

may no longer be salient. 

Steinberg (1985) pointed out that during the 1970's the values in 

American society underwent a major shift. Part of this shift was due 

to the greater tolerance that existed for behavior that was not in 

line with socially determined norms. In other words, Americans have 

become concerned with a very different type of issue. Issues about 

marijuana, armed warfare, and racial equality perhaps are not the 

burning issues they were in past decades. Another possible explana

tion for the large differences in reliability coefficients is the 

different part of the country in which the scale was used. Lerner 

(1975) utilized the scale in the upper Midwest whereas subjects in the 

present study were primarily from West Texas. In either case, it 

might prove fruitful to develop a new social values scale that would 

more accurately reflect the important issues and needs of the 1980's. 

A word of caution is in order for the interpretation of the data due 
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to the EMBU. The standard item alpha's for the three parenting 

dimensions ranged from .74 to .84 for fathers and .71 to .84 for 

mothers. The individual scale totals had good reliability as shown in 

Table 2. This scale, however, has not been standardized on an 

American population. It has been shown to have some degree of 

cross-cultural reliability (Perris et al., 1980; Ross et al., 1982). 

Conclusions 

There is support for a separate analysis for each of the 

parent-adolescent dyads. Preliminary and primary analyses indicated 

significant differences in perception of parenting styles and in the 

values held by male and female adolescents. The different relation

ships between the parenting dimensions and the values scales for each 

type of parent-adolescent dyad also supported the need for separate 

analyses. 

The findings of this study suggested that control alone cannot 

explain variations in parent-adolescent value consensus. Attribution 

theory's prediction that control would decrease value consensus was 

not supported. It is possible that internalization of norms other 

than values could be inhibited by control . However, the idea from 

social learning theory that high control might be associated with 

value consensus was not fully supported. Relationships between the 

parenting dimensions and value consensus involved nurturance and 

communication. Further analysis is needed to determine if there are 

interactions between communication and nurturance in relation to value 

consensus. New findings provide support for this approach (Barnes, et 

al., 1986; Peterson et al., 1985). 

Social learning theory was supported by the positive association 

of the nurturance and communication dimensions with value consensus. 

Also parenting style did appear to have a relationship with value 

consensus with the high control-high nurturance-hi gh communication 

style associated with the greatest amount of consensus between parents 

and adolescents. The indication from all four dyads was that father 

nurturance is the strongest predictor of value consensus of any of the 
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parenting dimensions. However, it is quite apparent that other 

factors need to be identified to explain what happens in the parent

adolescent relationship. 

The results of this study offer some insights into how intern

alization may occur. Consensus was greatest between mothers and 

daughters. This supported previous findings regarding the close 

nature of the mother-daughter dyad. Since mothers' parenting 

behaviors did not predict value consensus between mothers and 

daughters, it may be concluded that other relationship factors are 

involved in producing this closeness. This indicated that measures 

used herein may need to be refined. It also indicated that more than 

control, nurturance, and communication must be examined to explain 

fully the variance in value consensus across parenting styles. 

Furthermore, the study indicated that different aspects of 

parenting are related to different values. Mothers appeared to have a 

different type of influence upon sons than upon daughters. Fathers 

appeared to have influence upon daughters, and to a lesser degree upon 

sons. The amount of consensus in each dyad was dependent upon the 

type of value being examined. Further research is needed to examine 

more closely the differences between the different types of religious 

variables and the different type of influences that mothers and 

fathers have upon sons and daughters. 

The overall findings in this study were not strong. This may be 

due in part to the age of the sample. Most of the subjects in the 

study were juniors and seniors in college. It may be assumed that the 

subjects have already solidified their identities, that religious 

values are becoming more pertinent in late adolescence, and that many 

individuals are becoming religiously autonomous at the same time 

(Steinberg, 1985). They perhaps have a great deal of consensus with 

their parents at that time, but not because of direct parental 

influence. The religious values they express are expressed because 

those values are their own and not because those values are their 

parents'. If this is the case, parenting behaviors would, perhaps, 
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have a relationship to value consensus, but the relationship would at 

best be only modest. 

This suggests the need for a longitudinal study which examines 

the changes in degree of value consensus between parents and their 

offspring from early adolescence through young adulthood. In a study 

of this nature it might be expected that value consensus would follow 

a curvilinear path. During early adolescence agreement would be 

expected to be higher. During middle and late adolescence the 

difference would be greater. Upon graduation from college, getting a 

job, or getting married and having children, the amount of agreement 

would be expected to increase. However, this pattern might also be 

different, depending upon the type of values being examined. Such an 

approach would help to identify the relationship factors that promote 

value consensus between parents and their offspring. This includes 

the influence that children have upon parents in relation to value 

consensus. 

The model presented in the literature review was developed from 

research on young children. It is possible that this model did not 

apply to the adolescent sample used in this study. Another possible 

explanation for the lack of support for the hypotheses also lies in 

the makeup of the sample. Subjects were predominantly from the con

servative area of West Texas. The variability of the consensus scores 

was, therefore, decreased because the adolescents had not been exposed 

to attitudes that were different from their parents' values. It may 

be that in a sample with greater variability, the model might be more 

properly tested. 

Multiple regression analysis is another method that might be used 

to test the hypotheses presented in this study. It would then be pos

sible to use the data from the eliminated cells in the analyses 

discussed in the results chapter. It may also be useful to use signed 

difference scores in the analyses instead of absolute differences 

scores. This type of analysis allows examination of how liberal 

parents with conservative offspring might differ from conservative 

parents with liberal offspring. 
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Religious Values Scales 

A. Creedal Assent Index 

1. I believe in God as a Heavenly Father who watches over me and 
to whom I am accountable . 

2. I believe that the Word of God is revealed in the Scriptures. 

3. I believe that Christ is a living reality. 

4. I believe that God revealed Himself to man in Jesus Christ. 

S. I believe in salvation as release from sin and freedom for new 
life with God. 

6. I believe in eternal life. 

7. I believe honestly and wholeheartedly in the doctrines and 
teachings of the church. 

B. Religious Individualism Index 

1. Today people should think for themselves about religion and 
not accept the teachings of any one church. 

2. The individual can find religious truth without help from a 
church. . 

3. Religious ideas should be the result of the individual's 
search, without regard to any churches or church teachings. 

4. To know God's truth it is important to follow the teachings 
of ministers and priests. (R) 

S. God's truth was given to the church, and all persons must 
follow the church's teachings. (R) 

C. Religious Relativism Index 

1. All the different religions are equally good ways of helping a 
person find ultimate trutn. 

2. Not all the churches have God ' s truth; many are in serious 
error. 

3. The only absolute truth for humankind is Jesus Christ. 

4. All the great religions of the world are equally true and 
good . 

S. Only followers of Jesus Christ and members of His church can 
be saved. 

D. Devotionalism Index 

1. I often pray privately in places other than at church. 

2. I often ask God to forgive my sin. 

3. When I have decisions to make in my everyday life, I often try 
to find out what God wants me to do. 
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4. Private prayer is one of the most important and satisfying 
aspects of my religious experience. 
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5. I frequently feel very close to God in prarer; during public 
worship, or at important moments in my daily ife. 

Contemporary Topics Questionnaire 

1. My conscience would bother me if I killed a man in war. 

2. Premarital intercourse is acceptable for men but not for women. 

3. In re~pect to youth, shoplifting is of greater moral concern than 
is premar1tal sex. 

4. Racial eguality deserves more attention in America than does 
curtailing o6scenity. 

5. _ L~ws dealing with drugs such as marijuana, are in dire need of 
rev1s1on. 

6. A home setting for healthy adolescent development is best 
described as having consistent restrictions. 

7. All war is immoral. 

8. Authority of the police must be increased rather than decreased. 

9. Marijuana should be legalized. 

10. A person's appearance is his/her own concern, and others should 
tolerate whatever that person wears. 

11. Disappointment or concern would overshadow approval if a close 
friend admitted smoking marijuana. 

12. Universities should not oppose homosexual groups but should 
provide them with the protect1on that others have. 

13. All organizations should be afforded equal and adequate police 
protection, if necessary, at meetings. 

14. Political power of the United States military establishment is 
reaching a dangerous level. 

15. As a parent, I would be concerned if my child of 18 years attended 
a lecture given by an advocate of the use of LSD. 

16. Suspension from high school for smoking should be enforced, rather 
than allowing this behavior to exist. 

17. Need for strict law enforcement by the police has been justified 
and generated by the action of troublemakers. 

18. Birth-control devices and information should be made available to 
all who desire them. 

19. Black people have many just grievances, but they expect too much 
too soon. 

20. A woman's place is in the home. 

21. A school's dress code is a reasonable demand that students should 
abide by. 

22. In civil disorders, the police do their job as well as can be 
expected. 



23. The church is playing an active role in shaping people's moral 
character. 

24. Black revolutionaries are harmful to the advancement of their 
race. 

111 

25. Anti-abortion laws are absurd; the woman, and not the government, 
should have control over her reproductive functions. 

26 . Premarital sexual activities have no place in our present society. 

27. Sex education in the public schools is immoral. 

28. It is immoral to refrain from registering for the draft. 

29. Revision of America's legal system could help bridge the 
•generation gap.• 

30. I would not hesitate to experiment with marijuana. 

31. Premarital sexual activities are and always should be considered 
immoral. 

32. Cocaine is a dangerous drug that requires strict, prohibitive law 
enforcement. 

33. Those who use drugs are usually careless about their personal 
appearance. 

34. Laws dealing with drug conviction are too harsh. 

35. The •Moral Majority• (society's radical religious element) has no 
valid reasons for its positions. 

36. A home setting for healthy adolescent development should be highly 
permissive. 

EMBU 
r:--Did you feel that your parent's anxiety interfered with everything 
you did? 

2. Did your parents show with words and gestures they liked you? 

3. Were you spoiled by your parents in comparison with your sister(s) 
and/or brothers? 

4. Did you feel that your parents liked you? 

5. Did it happen that your parents punished you, even for small 
offenses? 

6. Did your iarents try to influence you to become something 
•fashionable? 

7. Did it happen that you were disappointed with your parents because 
you didn't get something you wanted? 

B. Do you think that either of your parents wished you had been 
different in any way? 

9. Did your parents let you have things your brother(s) and/or 
sister(s) were not allowed to have? 

10. Did you think your parents punished you justly? 

11. Did you think that either of your parents was severe with you? 



12. If you had done something foolish, could you then go to your 
parents and make everything right by asking their forg1veness? 

13. Did you feel that your parents liked your brother(s) and/or 
sister(s) more than they liked you? 
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14. Did your parents treat you unjustly (badly) compared with how they 
treated your sister(s) and/or brother(s)? 

15. Did it happen that either of your parents forbade you to do things 
that other ch1ldren were allowed to do because they were afraid 
something might happen to you? 

16. Did it happen as a child you were beaten or scolded in the 
presence of others? 

17. If things went badly for you, did you then feel that your parents 
tried to comfort and encourage you? 

18. Did your parents usually worry about your health unnecessarily? 

19. Did it happen that your parents gave you more physical punishment 
than you deserved? 

20. Would your parents become angry if you didn't help at home with 
what you were asked to do? 

21 . Would your parents look sad or in any other wal show that you had 
behaved badly so that you got real feelings of gui t? . 

22. Did your parents let you have things which friends got, to the 
extent they could afford them? 

23. Did you feel it was difficult to approach your parents? 

24. Did it happen that your parents told something you have said or 
done in front of others so that you felt ashamed? 

25 . Did you feel that your parents liked you more than they liked your 
brother(s) and/or sister(s)~ 

26. Did your parents resent gving you the things you needed? 

27. Did your parents show they were interested in you getting good 
marks? 

28. If you had a difficult task in front of you, did you then feel 
support from your parents? 

29. Were you treated as the •black sheep• or the •scapegoat• of the 
family? 

30. Did it happen your parents wished you had been somebody else? 
-

31. Did your parents sar: •vou who are so bii, or you who are a 
boy/girl shouldn't act ike that should you? 

32. Did vour parents usually criticize the friends you liked to 
frequent? 

33. Did you feel your parents thought it was your fault when they were 
unhappy? 

34. Did your parents try to spur you on to become your best? 

35. Did your parents demonstrate they were fond of you? 



36. Did you feel that your parents trusted you so that you were 
allowed to do things on your own? 

37. Do you think your parents respected your opinions? 

38. Did you feel that your parents wanted to be together with you? 

39. Do you think your parents were mean and grudging toward you? 
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40. Did your parents use expressions like: •rf you do that, you will 
make me sad?• 

41 . When you came home did you always have to account for what you had 
been doing to your parents? 

42. Do you think your parents tried to make your adolescence 
stimulating, interesting and instructive (for instance bi giving you 
books, arranging for you to go to camps, taking you to c ubs)? 

43. Did your parents usually praise you? 

44. Would your parents use expressions like •rs this the thanks we get 
for having sacr1ficed so much for your sake? 

45. Did it happen that your parents wouldn't let you have the things 
you needed, based on the principle that you shouldn't become spoiled? 

46. Did it happen that you got a bad conscience towards your parents 
because you behaved in a way they did not desire? 

47. Do you think that your parents put high demands on when it came to 
schoolmarks, sports performances or similar things? 

48. Could you seek comfort from your parents if you were sad? 

49. Did it happen that you were punished by your parents without 
having done anything? 

SO. Did your parents allow you to do the same things as your friends 
did? 

51. Did your parents often say they did not approve of your behavior 
at home? 

52. Did your pare~ts usually criticize you and tell you how lazy and 
useless you were 1n front of others? 

53. Did your parents usually take an interest in what kind of friends 
you saw frequently? 

54. Were rou the one, of your sister(s) and/or brother(s), whom your 
parents b amed if anything happened? 

SS. Did your parents accept you as you were? 

56. Were your parents usually abrupt towards you? 

57. Would your parents punish you hard, even for small things? 

58. Did it happen that your parents beat you for no reason? 

59. Did it happen that you wished you parents would worry less about 
what you were doing? 

60. Did your parents usually engage themselves in you interests and 
hobbies? 



61. Did you usually get beaten by your parents? 

6Z. Here you allowed to go where you liked without your parents 
worrying too much? 
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63. Did your parents put decisive limits on what you were and were not 
allowed to do--to which they adhered vigorously? 

64. Did your parents treat you in such a way that you felt ashamed? 

6S. Did your parents let your sister(s) and/or brother(s) have things 
you were not allowed to get? 

66. Do you think that your parent's anxiety 
happen to you was exaggerated? 

that something might 

67. Did you feel that warmth and tenderness existed between you and 
your parents? 

68. Did your parents respect the fact that you had other opinions than 
they had? 

69. Did you feel that your parents were proud when you succeeded in 
something you had undertaken? 

70. Did your parents usually favor you in relation to your sister(s) 
and/or brother(s)? 

71. Did your parents take your part against your sister(s) and/or 
brother(s) even if you were the guilty one? 

7Z. Did your parents usually hug you? 

73. Did your parents explain why they had punished you? 

74. Did your parents allow you to give explanations for the things you 
had done? 

7S. Here your parents always ready to answer your questions? 

76. Did your parents understand your problems and point of view? 

77. Here your parents' instructions and guidelines easy to follow and 
to understand? 
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Research Instruments 
for Project on 

Parenting Style as a Pred1ctor of Value Consensus 
Between Parents and Their Adolescent Ch i ldren 

Gary A. Luft, B.S., Princi·ple Investigator 
Department of Human Development and Family Studies 

Texas Tech University 

I NSTRUCTIONS : · This project seeks to determine the relationship between parenting practices 
and the development of a child's value system. Because of the nature of this study it is 
important t hat you carefully read instructions and then, carefully and accurately 1ndicate 
your responses to the following set of questions. Each specific set of questions is 
clearly marked and has its own instruct1ons. Answer the questions consecutively as they 
appear in the i nventory . There are no right or wrong answers, only your own op1nions and 
perceptions . 
DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ANYWHERE BEYOND THIS PAGE in order to protect your anonymity. 
Circle the number which corresponds with the appropriate answer to each question. 

Following the inventory itself is a sheet of paper on which you are asked to write a note 
of encouragement to your parents to participate in this project. Without their 
contribution the objectives of this study cannot be met. Please indicate your parents' 
names and address to allow the questionnaires about religious and social values to be 
mailed to them. 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. The answers you give will be held 
in the strictest of confidence . The data will be coded in such a way that it will not be 
traceable to you or to your parents. PLEASE READ CAREFULLY! 

INFORMED CONSENT 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the project entitled "Parenting Styles as 
a Predictor of Value Consensus Between Parents and Their Adolescent Children.• I 
understand that the person responsible for this project is Gary A. Luft whose telephone 
number is 806-742-3000 . It has been explained to me that this study is seeking to 
determine what effect parenting style has upon the value consensus between parents and 
their adolescent and young adult children. 

Mr . Luft or his authorized representative has (1) explained that participation in this 
project will involve my completing a set of paper-3na-pencil questionnaires and providing ~ 
written note to my parents encouraging them to participate in this study and that I must 
provide my parents ' address in order for the appropriate questionnaires to be mailed to 
them; 12! explained to me that the procedures 1nvolved are not des igned to explore topics 
that I m1ght feel uncomfortable discussing and are not expected to 1nvolve any risk or 
discomfort on my part; (3) exlained to me that the information gathered in th1s project is 
expected to further understanding about how parenting practices and the nature of the 
parent-child relationsh i p affect the socialization process in regard to agreement between 
parent and child on various social and religious issues1 and (4! explainea that the 
1nformation I provide will be confidential, and that the probab1lty of my incurring any 
damage or suffering from adverse consequences as a result of participating in this proJect 
is negligible. No risks associated with participation in this project have been 
identlfied. 

Mr. Luft has agreed to answer any inquiries I may have concerning the procedures and had 
informed me that I may contact the Texas Tech Un1versity Review Board for t he Protection of 
Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech 
University, Lubbock, TX 79409 1 or by calling 806-742-3884 . 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this project, 
treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech Un1versity or the Student Heal~h 
Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the University or its personnel 
applicable to cover such injury. F1nancial compensation for any such injury must be 
provi ded through the partic1pant's own insurance prograa . Further informat1on about these 
matters may be obtained from Dr . J. Knox Jones, Jr., Vice President for Research and 
Graduate StudiesL 806-742-2152 1 Room 118 1 Administration Building, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, TX 7940~ . 

I understand that I may not derive therapeutic treatment from participation 
I understand that I may discontinue this study at any time I choose w1thout 

If you would like a copy of the final results of this study, please provide 
where you can be reachea in the fall of 1985 at the bottom of this page. 

S1gnature of Part1c1pant Date Signature of Pro)ect Rep Date 

in this study. 
penalty. 

an address 



Most of us recognize that the environment in which we were raised had an impact upon the 
way that we think and the values that we hold. There are many questions to be answered 
regarding how parenting practices affect the degree to which adolescent and adult children 
adopt their parents' values. 

This study will gather information regarding your perceptions of the parenting practices of 
those who filled the role of "Mother• and "Father• in your life as you grew up. It. will 
also gather information about your values on various religious and social issues . Your 
parents will also be asked to fill out the inventories on social and religious values. The 
reponses of all the parent-child dyads surveyed in this study will be used to determine if 
parenting style does influence value consensus between parents and their adolescent and 
adult ch1ldren. 

Please go through the entire inventor! in one sitting . It is important that you answer 
each item without consulting anyone e se. Go through the items fairly rapidly. Since we 
are dealing with values and perceptions, your first impression is usually the best 
response. There are a large number of 1tems, but in order for the study to be completed, 
it 1s important f or you to answer each item carefully and accurately. Thank you for your 
participation and for your help in getting your parents to participate . Your participation 
1n this project will make a significant contribution to our knowledge of socialization and 
value internalization. 

Back¥round Information 
Theollow1ng data lS to be used for classification purposes only. The anonymi ty of your 
responses is assured. Circle the number which corresponds to the approprite response. 

1). Age: (1) 17, (2) 18, (3) 19, (4) 20, (51 21, (6) 22, (7) 23 or above 

2). Classification : (1) Freshman, (2) Sophomore, (3) Junior, (4) Senior 

3). Sex: (1) Female, ( 2) Male 

4). Academic major: (11 Education, j2) Engineering, (3) Hoae Ec1 (4) Arts and 
Sciences, (5) Architecture, (6) Bus1ness Administration, (7) otner 

5). Grade Point Average: (1) 4.0-3.75L (2) 3 .74-3 .50L (3) 3.49-3.25L (4) 3.24-
3. 00, (5) 2.99-2.75, (6) 2.74-2.50, (J) 2. 49-2 . 25, (~) 2.24-2.00, (~) 1.99-

6). Religious Preference: (1) Baptist, (2) Catholic, (3) Church of Christ( (4) 
Episcopal , (5) Jewish, (6) Methodist, (7) Pentecostal, (8) Presbyterian, ~) Other 

7). In answering the parenting questionnaires, when filling out the items which refer to 
"mother,• I will be referring to my: (1) natural mother , (2) step-mother, (3) foster 
mother, (4) aunt, (5) grandmother, (6) other 

8). In answering the parenting questionnaires, when filling out the items which refer to 
"father!• I will be referring to my (1) natural father, (2) step-father, (3) foster father, 
(4) unc e , (5) grandfather, (7) other 

9) . Marital status: (1) single, (2) married, (3) divorced, (4) widowed 

10).Frequency of attendance to religious services: (1) 2 or more times per week, (2) 1 time 
per week! (3) 2-3 times per month, (4) 1 time per month, (5) 6 times or less per 
year, (6 never 
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Dear Parent: 

TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
Department of Human Development 

and Family Studies 

Your son or daughter has volunteer@d to participate in a research 
project regarding the relationship between parenting style and 
agreement on values between parents and their college- age 
children. In order !or this research to be completed your 
responses to the enclosed questionnaires are essential. Your 
cooperation will be greatly appreciated. 

Two questionnaires are enclosed, one !or the mother and one for 
the !ather (Single-parent families or families with separated 
parents will receive only one). Please read and follow the 
instructions carefully. Upon completing the questionnaires please 
return them in the stamped, addressed envelope that is provided. 
Your prompt response will facilitate the completion of this 
project. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Gary A. Lu!t 
Principal Investigator 



Research Instruments 
for Project on 

Parenting Style as a Pred1ctor of Value Consensus 
Between Parents and Their Adolescent Children 

Gary A. Luft, B.S., Pr i nciple Investigator 
Department of Human Development and Family Studies 

Texas Tech University 

INSTRUCTIONS: This project seeks to determine the relationship between parenting practices 
and the development of a child's value system. Because of the nature of this study it is 
important that you carefully read instructions and then, carefully and accurately tndicate 
your responses to the following set of ~uestions. Each specific set of questions is 
clearly marked and has its own instruct1ons. Answer the questions consecutively as they 
appear ;n the inventory. There are no right or wrong answers, only your own optnions and 
percept tons . 

DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ANYWHERE BEYOND THIS PAGE in order to protect your anonymi ty . 
Circle the number which corresponds with the appropriate answer to each question. 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. The answers you give will be 
in the strictest of confidence. The data will be coded in such a way that it will not 
traceable to you or to your child. 

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY! 

INFORMED CONSENT 

held 
be 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the project entitled "Parenting Styles as 
a Predictor of Value Consensus Between Parents and Their Adolescent Children.• I 
understand that the person responsible for this project is Gary A. Luft whose telephone 
number is 806-742-3000 . It has been explained to me that this study is seeking to 
determine what effect parenting style has upon the value consensus between parents and 
their adolescent and young adult children. 

Mr. Luft or his authorized representative has (1) explained that participation in this 
project will involve my completing a set of paper-and-pencil questionnairesf· (2) explained 
to me that the procedures involved are not des1gned to explore topics that might feel 
uncomfortable dtscussing and are not expected to involve any risk or discomfort on my part; 
(3) exlained to me that the information gathered in this project is expected to further 
understanding about how parenting practices and the nature of the parent-child relationship 
affect the socialization process in regard to agreement between parent and child on various 
social and religious issues; and j4) explained that the i nformatton I provide will be 
confidential, and that the probabtlty of mr incurring any damage or suffering from adverse 
conse~uences as a result of participating n this p~oject is negligible. No risks 
assoctated with participation in thts project have been identifted. 

Mr . Luft has agreed to answer any inquiri es I may have concerning the procedures and had 
informed me that I may contact the Texas Tech Un1versity Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, Texas Tech 
University, Lubbock, TX 79409 , or by calling 806-742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this project, 
treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech Untversity or the Student Heal~h 
Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the University or its personnel 
applicable to cover such in}ury. Ftnancial compensation for any such injury must be 
provided through the partictpant's own insurance program. Further informatton about these 
matters may be obtained from Dr. J. Knox Jones, Jr., Vice President for Research and 
Graduate Studies! 806-742-2152 1 Room 118 1 Administration Building, Texas Tech University , 
Lubbock, TX 7940~. 

I understand that I may not derive therapeutic treatment from participation in this study. 
I understand that I may discontinue this study at any time I choose wtthout penalty. 

If you would like a copy of the final results of this study, please provide an address 
where you can be reached in the fall of 1985 at the bottom of this page. 

Stgnature of Part1c1pant Date 

Stqnature of ProJect Representat1ve Date 

Rttness of Oral Presentat1on ~D~a~t~e-------------------



Most of us recognize that the environment in which we were raised had an impact upon the 
way that we think and the values that we hold. There are many questions to be answered 
regarding how parenting practices affect the degree to which adolescent and adult children 
adopt their parents' values. . 

This study will gather information regarding your child's perceptions of the parenting 
practices of those who filled the role of "Mother" and "Father• in his/her life as he/she 
grew up . It will also gather information about your values on various religious and social 
1ssues. Your child has also been asked to fill out the inventories on social and religious 
values. The reponses of all the parent-child dyads surveyed in this study will be used to 
determine if parenting style does influence value consensus between parents and their 
adolescent and adult children. 

Please go through the entire inventor! in one sitting. It is important that you answer 
each item without consulting anyone e se. Go throug~ the items fairly rapidly. Since we 
are dealing with values and perceptions, your first impression is usually the best 
response . There are a large number of 1tems, but in order for the study to be completed, 
it lS important for you to answer each item carefully and accurately. Thank you for your 
participation. Your participation in this project w1ll make a sign1ficant contribution to 
our knowledge of socialization and value internalization. 

Back¥round Information 
Theollow1ng data 1s to be used for classification purposes only. The anonymity of your 
responses is assured. Circle the number which corresponds to the approprite response. 

1). Age: (1) 35-40, (2) 41-45, (3) 46-50, (4) 51-55, (5) 56-60, (6) 61-65, (7) 65 or over 

2). Occupation: (1) Professional, (2) Clerical, (3) Skilled Labor, (4)Semi-skilled labor, 
(5) Sales, (6) Homemaker, (7) otner ------------

3). Sex: (1) Female, (2) Male 

4) . Educational level: (11 Grade 8 or less (2) some high school, (3) high school graduate, 
(4) some college, (5) col ege graduate, (61 some graduate study, (1) master's degree, (8) 
doctorate 

5). Religious Preference: (1) Baptist, (2) Catholic, (3) Church of Christ! (4) 
Episcopal, (5) Jewish, (6) Methodist, (1) Pentecostal, (8) Presbyterian, 9) 

6). Family income: (1) 10,000 or less, (2) 10 1 000-20,000, (3) 20,000-30,000, (4) 
30,000-40,000, (5) 40,000-5o,ooo, (6) 50,000-bO,OOO, (7) 60,000 or more 

7). Marital status: (1) single, (2) married, (3) divorced, (4) widowed 

Other 

8). Number of years in present marriage (if divorced or widowed{ number of years in last 
marriage): (1) 5 or less, (2) 6-10, (3) 11-15, (4) 16-20, (5) 2 -25, (6) 26-30, (7) 31-35, 
(8) 36-40, (9) 40 or more 

9). Frequency of attendance to religious services: (1) 2 or more times per week, (2) 1 time 
per week, (3) 2-3 times per month, (4) 1 time per month, (5) 6 times or less per year, (6) 
never 


	001
	002
	003
	004
	005
	006
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031
	032
	033
	034
	035
	036
	037
	038
	039
	040
	041
	042
	043
	044
	045
	046
	047
	048
	049
	050
	051
	052
	053
	054
	055
	056
	057
	058
	059
	060
	061
	062
	063
	064
	065
	066
	067
	068
	069
	070
	071
	072
	073
	074
	075
	076
	077
	078
	079
	080
	081
	082
	083
	084
	085
	086
	087
	088
	089
	090
	091
	092
	093
	094
	095
	096
	097
	098
	099
	100
	101
	102
	103
	104
	105
	106
	107
	108
	109
	110
	111
	112
	113
	114
	115
	116
	117
	118
	119
	120
	121
	122
	123
	124
	125
	126
	127

