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CHAPTER ONE 

PROBLEM STATEMENT AND 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

One goal of family theory and research is to provide 

viable conceptual models by which to understand, study, and 

treat certain family relationships. Similarly, one goal of 

social psychology theory and research is to provide viable 

conceptual models by which to study and understand the 

broader field of all human social interaction. These two 

areas of human relations theory and research, family studies 

and social psychology studies, have a common element. They 

have as their focus an attempt to better understand certain 

processes of human behavior and socialization. 

Each field has a particular advantage. Family studies, 

the more narrowly focused area of investigation, has the 

advantage of specialization. Social psychology, the more 

broadly focused area of investigation, has the advantage of 

generalization. There may be some advantage to an inter

disciplinary study which could meaningfully combine the spe

cific and general attributes of family studies and social 

psychology. This study is intended to be such an attempt. 

There is considerable precedent for such an inter

disciplinary study. Over the past two decades, psychologists 

have been particularly active in identifying the implications 

of social psychology for other areas of scientific inquiry. 

Garfield and Bergen (1978) have reviewed studies applying 

three areas of social psychological research (interpersonal 



attraction, role playing, and group dynamics) to the study of 

psychotherapeutic contexts. McGlynn et al. have reported 

studies and position papers relevant to the implications of 

social psychology to clinical and counseling psychology. 

The present study will consider the implications of par

ticular area of social psychology, leadership, for a par

ticular area of child and family studies, parental 

effectiveness. Specifically, the present study is a test of 

Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) situational model of leader 

effectiveness as a situational model for parental effec-

t ivene s s. 

The following sections review literature in the areas of 

family studies and of leadership. 

Studies o f Children and o f Family Development 

Until recently, the study of children and of families 

has proceeded as if the two were wholly separate entities. 

More recent studies of child development and of the family 

have considered children and their families from an interac

tional perspective (Lerner & Spanier, 1978). The interac

tional perspective is represented by studies which examine 

family relationships with an emphasis on the personal 

interactions of family members, one with another. This 

perspective exists in contrast to more traditional studies, 

which tend to emphasize either parent variables or child 

variables, with a lesser emphasis on the interaction of these 

variables. 



Early Studies o f Ch i Id and Family Development 

The child study movement had its beginnings in the early 

1900's. These beginnings were associated with certain domi

nant social concerns, among which numbered widely-held 

beliefs in the harmful effects of child labor (LaFrancois 

1980). From the turn of the century through the 1950's the 

basic thrust of child development studies has been along the 

lines of socialization—how children are raised to be com

petent members of their society (Hartup 1978). 

Beginning in the 1950's, "social mold" theories became 

more predominant. The terra "social mold" has been used to 

describe theories which view the individual as a non-

interactive product of the environment. Psychoanalysis and 

stimulus-response theories were the greatest contributors to 

the social mold theories of that period. The research of the 

1950's in child development consisted of "miniature theories 

of social action" which attempted to explain the development 

of certain behavioral characteristics (e.g., dependency, 

aggression, achievement, conscience, etc.) on the part of 

children (Sears 1959). 

Psychoanalytically influenced social mold theories 

regarded socialization as an interactional effect between 

biogenetic and social factors. Personality factors such as 

aggression or achievement were regarded to be the result of 

the child's experiences (over time) within the family. 

Certain psychoanalytic mechanisms (Freudian complexes, etc.) 



were postulated as being mediators of both change and con

sistency in the child's behavior during development. One of 

the weaknesses of those psychoanalytica1ly-based theories was 

a weakness of psychoanalysis, itself. That is,- the Freudian 

constructs of personality (complexes, etc.) have some heuris

tic value but are particularly difficult to test, measure, or 

evaluate. The inadequacies of psychoanalytically-based 

social mold theories were addressed and somewhat remediated 

by stimulus-response theories of socialization (Hartup 

1978). 

Stimulus-response ( behaviorally-orlented ) social mold 

theories have consisted of three major emphases. The first 

emphasis was that of Hull (1943, 1949). A number of 

theorists, working under Hull's direction, have used classi

cal conditioning as a model for theories of personality or 

development dealing with aggression (Dollard, Doob, Miller, 

Mowrer, & Sears 1939), imitation (Miller & Dollard 1941), and 

dependency (Whiting 1941). Not all of these theories were 

exclusively behavioral in their orientation. Miller and 

Dollard (1941) actually represents an attempt to concep

tualize Freud's developmental theories in Hullian terms. 

Rotter (1954) was responsible for the second emphasis, 

that of socialization and personality dynamics as elements of 

a social learning model. Rotter's intent was "an attempt to 

apply a learning theory to complex social behavior of human 

beings" (Rotter 1954, p. 80). He described his perspective 



as an expectancy-reinforcement theory. Expectancy was an 

individual's belief regarding the probability that, in a spe

cific situation, a given reinforcement would follow a speci

fic behavior. This internally held probability (which might 

consist of various bits of data--including objectively deter

mined probabilities) was an empirical event, an event of 

social learning. 

Related to the work of Rotter, in social learning 

theory, was that of Bandura (1962, 1965). Bandura noted flaws 

in reinforcement theories which held that learning takes 

place only when there are direct and immediate consequences 

to the individual. Bandura proposed that traditional rein

forcement theories do not fully explain the socialization 

process of childhood development. Bandura and Walters (1963) 

developed a theory of modeling (imitation related to observed 

reinforcement of a significant other). Their modeling theory 

suggested that the child's socialization resulted from new 

behaviors which imitated behaviors observed to have been 

reinforced for others. 

The final emphasis was that of Skinner (1938). 

Skinner's contribution in this area was to apply theories of 

ins t rument al learning to the process of children's develop

ment. The impact of Skinner's contribution to contemporary 

views of socialization has been considerable. Skinnerian 

principles were the basis of the numerous approaches to 

behavior management which characterized public education 



throughout the 1960's and 1970's (in both normal and special 

education settings). Additionally, Skinnerian principles 

have been the cornerstones of various behavioral approaches 

to parenting (Krumboltz & Krumboltz, 1972; Mikulas, 1978). 

Criticism of social mold theories came from three 

perspectives. One such criticism was that social mold 

theories tended to neglect the role of biogenetic factors in 

early childhood socialization, factors represented in the 

work of Gesell (1929), Werner (1948), and perhaps most 

notably, Piaget (1951). Hartup (1978), has attributed this 

oversight to the lack of interest in biogenetic factors which 

characterized the scientific research of the 1940's and 

1950's. A second area of criticism was that social mold 

theories tended to conceptualize socialization in terms of a 

main effects model (parent : child :: stimulus : response), 

with little regard for the interaction effects of the parent-

child relationship. This criticism came from a number of 

disciplines, most notably psychiatry (Erickson, 1950 and 

Sullivan, 1953). A third area of criticism came from the 

disciplines of ethology and anthropolgy. Scientists (Bowlby, 

1958; Barker, 1969; Ainsworth, 1972; and Hinde, 1976) from 

these disciplines did much to support the notion of sociali

zation as product of interactional processes. Their basic 

assertion was that no behavior (or behavioral correlate) such 

as aggression, dominance, -affiliation, etc., could be pro

perly understood in isolation. Rather, they asserted, such 



behavioral patterns could be thoroughly understood only as a 

result of interactional analysis, an analysis of socializa

tion in terms of parent x child interactional effects.' 

One very notable scientific voice was raised against the 

social mold theories in 1951. In his presidential address to 

the American Psychological Association, Sears (1951) proposed 

a dyadic model of parent-child interaction. Socialization in 

child development. Sears maintained, could be conceptualized 

as a sequence of interactive behavioral events between parent 

and child, in which each was mutually influenced by (and 

responsive to) the other. Sears' view stood in contrast to 

social mold theories in that it considered the mutuality of 

parent-child influence. It stood in contrast to later 

interactional theories in that it considered such mutual 

influence interactions without regard to the influencing 

aspects of the environment. Unfortunately, Sears' dyadic 

model of parent-child mutual influence was never the subject 

of serious scientific investigation. The decade of the 

1950's which was characterized by the social mold theories of 

socialization was followed by a very different decade, the 

social-activist 1960's. Social activism and the issue of 

racial equality through equal educational opportunity did 

much to redirect research in child development. Sears' 

notion of dyadic mutual influence might have been a logical 

successor to social mold theories. The social activism 

thrust of the 1960's gave birth instead to a decade of 
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research dealing with how intelligence is organized and is 

developed within the maturing child (Hartup 1978). 

Me thodo logy in Ch i Id Deve lo'pment Res ear ch 

The interview and the questionnaire have been the most 

common forms.of child development research. Both were popu

lar prior to and just following World War II (Hoffman & 

Lippitt, 1960). Research studies in child development con

ducted prior to the 1960's were neither interactional nor 

dyadic. Studies from that period were influenced primarily 

by social mold theory and are best described as studies of 

parenting (unidirectional social influence). The pinnacle of 

parenting research was achieved by means of the maternal 

interview (Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1957). 

Sears et al. accumulated a great deal of research 

information concerning parenting behavior among lower-to-

middle-class families. Their findings were limited by their 

use of self-report as a primary means of measurement and by 

their adherence to the unidirectional (social mold) view of 

dyadic interaction. As a result, the variables of parent 

effects identified by Sears (e.g., attention, attachment, 

etc.) proved to be poor predictors of child development out

comes (Yarrow, Campbell & Burton, 1968). 

Historically, parental self-report and interviews were 

succeeded bv observational methods. Observational methods 

c ons1s ted of actual observation and description of parent-

child interaction, either in the home setting or in the 



laboratory. Observational methods were sometimes supple

mented by parental interviews or questionnaires. Baumrind's 

(1971) classic research on authoritative patterns of 

parenting and competence among children is an example of such 

observational research. Like much of the non-observational 

research which preceeded it, however, Baumrind's research 

(like many other observational studies) was still based upon 

unidirectional theories of social influence. The result of 

this has been that Baumrind's conclusions imply that parent 

variables are causally associated with certain child develop

ment outcomes. A more interactional approach would be to 

assert that child "outcomes" create parenting variables to a 

comparable extent, and that child "rearing" is a mutually 

causal gestalt of parent-chiId-parent interactional effects. 

The use of the laboratory as a supplement to interviews 

and/or home observations has been a more recent addition to 

child development research methodology. Hartup (1978) iden

tified the situational test, the intervention experiment, and 

the analogue experiment as primary types of laboratory metho

dologies. 

In the s it uat iona1 test the laboratory has been used as 

a means of controlling for unwanted variance in the study of 

parent-child interactions. Studies employing the situational 

test have included research dealing with parent(usua 1ly 

mother)-chiId interaction in problem-solving tasks (Hess & 

Shipman, 1967), verbal and non-verbal communication (Bakeman 
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& Brown, 1977; Lewis & Freedle, 1973); and parenting behavior 

as related to the child's social competence (Baurarind & Black 

1967). 

In the int ervent ion exper iment the laboratory has been 

used as a setting in which parent (usually mother)-chiId 

interaction could be observed over the course of series of 

experiment manipulations. Studies employing the use of 

interventions have included those which studies mother's par

ticipation in the child's play (Bishop 1951), child's 

response to the approach/withdrawal of strangers (Ainsworth 

and Bell 1970), and the relationship between child's and 

mother's behaviors in cooperative situations (Cohen 1962). 

In the analo gue exper iment individuals who were not 

related to one another simulated the socialization roles of 

parent and child with one another. Like so many child deve

lopment studies, most of the analogue studies have been stu

dies of one-way (parent-to-child) social influence. A study 

by Rothbart and Maccoby (1966) is one exception to this, in 

which child characteristics (sex of the child) were observed 

to have effects upon the behavior of the analogue "parents". 

Other analogue studies have investigated effects of 

withdrawal or nuturence (Gerwitz 1954, Hartup 1958), punish-

m ent outcomes (Parke 1972), and modeling/reinforcement 

effects (Bandura 1969). The primary contribution of analogue 

experiments has been their ability to validate the power of 

roles and behaviors (not mere biological or parental attach-
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ment) in the process of socialization. Again, the validation 

has been significant but has been limited chiefly to uni

directional aspects of social influence within the parent-

child dyad. 

Contemporary Stud ies in Child and Family Development 

In the 1970's and the 1980's, the focus of child and 

family development research returned to the subject of 

socialization. While the subject was not a new one for child 

and family development research, the perspectives for those 

studies were new ones. The new emphasis was on social adap-

t at ion, that is, on socialization as it occurs in relation to 

some social environment or context. The basic perspectives 

for social adaptation research have been identified as being 

the development a 1 perspect ive, the ecological perspective, 

and the historical perspect ive (Hartup 1978). 

The developmental perspective involves the study of 

maturational changes in the child and ways in which the child 

uses developing social mechanisms (e.g., smiling, crying, 

imitation) to socialize the parent and to control the child's 

interactions with the parent. The child's power to socialize 

and to interact has been documented to exist as early as 

infancy (Rheingold 1969). Very little research from a deve

lopmental perspective has been conducted in the area of older 

children and their parents. 

The ecological perspective is characteristic of research 

which studies family interactions as they are found within 
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specific environmental settings. Such studies have been con 

ducted in child-parent interaction with regard to physical 

separation and age of the child (Rheingold & Eckerman 1970) 

and also in studies of affective responses to strangers by 

the child in a variety of mother-distant settings (Morgan & 

Ricciuti 1969). The ecological perspective is also typical 

of studies of socialization across cultural settings and 

across developmental stages (Whiting & Whiting 1975). 

There are very few studies within the historical 

perspective. Such studies have included research on psycho

logical support systems in family interactions, in present 

and former times (Bane 1976) and cohort differences as deter

minants of social behavior, across historical periods 

(Baltes, Cornelius & Nesselraode 1978). 

Essentially, all three of the previously mentioned 

perspectives have the same conceptual structure. That is, 

each perspective examines some aspect of parent-child 

interaction against the background of some other conceptual 

variable, whether that variable be developmental maturity, 

environmental setting, or historical context. 

A related issue in family/child development studies is 

research on the role of the father in chiIdrearing. 

Traditionally, childrearing studies have been concerned with 

the role of the mother. Modern investigators (Cronenwett, 

1982; Henderson, 1982; Lamb, 1977, 1982; Lamb, Frodi, Hwang, 

and Frodi, 1983; McGreal, 1981; Price-Bonham, Pittman, and 
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Welch, 1981; Radin, 1981; Weaver and Cranley, 1983; Wylder, 

1982) have devoted increasingly more attention to the 

father's role. 

Lamb (1977) reported that, where infants had relatively 

equal exposure to both parents, infants developed a signi-

ficnt preference in attachment and affiliation behaviors for 

fathers. This trend was true for infants less than two years 

old. By the second year, infants' attachments were equally 

strong for mothers. Lamb (1982) reported also that fathers 

are a primary influence on the child's behavior in task 

situations as well as encounters with unfamiliar peers and 

adults. The same study also reported that fathers also exert 

indirect influence on children, through the father's interac

tions with the child's mother. 

These findings, which are representative of others in 

the "forgotten parent" literature appear to be somewhat in 

opposition to the traditional view of mother as the primary 

agent of influence in child development. Lamb, Frodi, Hwang, 

and Frodi (1983) reported some of these effects to have 

cultural deteriminants. Lamb et al. were unable to dupli

cate American father effects in a group of Scandanavian 

fathers. They concluded that, where the father's interaction 

with the child was at a level beyond the norm, fathers' 

influence tends to exceed mothers' influence in certain 

childrearing domains. Fathers' influence over children, 

then, is a function of "something extra," by American 

cultural norms. 
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Contemporary Methodologies in Chi Id, Family Research 

Contemporary research techniques may be summarized 

rather briefly. Modern child and family development research 

consists primarily of field studies. Those studies have been 

identified as being of three general types: studies in which 

experimental manipulations occur outside the natural environ

ment but in which outcomes are measured within the natural 

environment; studies in which experimental manipulations 

occur within the natural environment but in which outcomes 

are measure outside the natural environment; and studies in 

which both manipulations and outcomes measurement occur 

within the natural environment. Each of the three types of 

field studies have been identified as a potentially valuable 

paradigm for studies of parent-child interaction (Hartup 

1978). 

Certain technological advances such as videotape equip

ment have given considerable power to field studies. That 

enhanced power has not always been used to good advantage. 

Bakeman and Cairns (1979) have observed that the tech

nological capacity of videotape studies to examine nearly 

infinite numbers of dyadic exchanges have led to a "tyranny 

of the data." Those authors conclude that the improved power 

of research technology has not been matched by a comparable 

increase in the capacity of researchers to pose appropriate 

research questions. That is, the failure of modern 

researchers to pose adequately focused research questions has 
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resulted in a more powerful methodology which has been used 

to study much more data in a much more inconclusive way. 

Methodological problems in family studies have tended to 

become further confounded by the conflicting sociological 

values which have tended to spawn them. It is certainly true 

that the move from single effect methodologies to interac

tional methodologies has been prompted by a scientific con

cern for more comprehensive truths. It is probably also true 

that this move has been associated with an emerging concern 

for ega1itarianism, as opposed to paternalism, in Western 

culture. If this has been the case, the rise of the egali

tarian ideal may have as much to do with the emergence of 

interactional methodology as did the inadequacy of previous 

m ethodologies. Unidirectional models may have been so inac 

curate of the real world case as they were inappropriate to 

mo dern conceptualizations of child development and family 

interact ion. 

Kuhn (1970) has cited the power of cultural values to 

shape paradigms and of the power of paradigms to impose 

epistemological structure upon data. It may be that to study 

the methodological history of family studies is to study par

ticular cultural values on families and parenting as those 

values have been articulated by the scientific community. To 

that end, it may be that there may be no best way to study 

parenting (Baumrind 1977). 
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The Role of the Parent 

LaFrancois (1980) and others have reported the predomi

nance of two models in conceptualizing the role of the 

parent. These two models, the Freudian model and the beha-

vioristic model, are among those discussed elsewhere in this 

chapter as being influential in the study of child develop

ment. The Freudian model tends to conceptualize parenting as 

a response to the child's extreme sensitivity to the emo

tional events of the child's early life (LeMasters, 1977). 

The behavior istic model tends to conceptualize parenting as 

one element of envir onmejit al rewards and punishments to which 

the child's behavior responds. Both models have in common 

their emphasis on the malleability and vulnerability of the 

child (LeFrancois, 1980). 

Studies of parent ing styles, the role-related behavior 

of parents have conceptualized parents as being either 

accepting (democratic) or rejecting (authoritarian). 

Parenting behaviors along these lines have been described as 

affection or cont ro1, respectively. Large numbers of studies 

have been conducted which measured the relationship of affec

tion or control to certain child variables (e.g., respon

sibility, autonomy, achievement, emotional adjustment, etc.). 

Some of the more representative studies are reviewed here. 

Crandall and Preston (1961) reported the damaging 

effects of an excessively affectionate parenting style on the 

child's level of emotional adjustment. Children raised by 
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excessively affectionate parents were found to experience one 

of two forms of social maladjustment in later life: extreme 

withdrawal or excessive dependence (with lack of initiative 

and docile compliance as prominent features). Carlson 

(1963), however, has reported that affection has highly posi

tive effects upon the later life of children whose parents 

were appropriately affectionate. Carlson described an 

appropriately affectionate style as being supportive but not 

possessive, emphasizing the situational aspect of 

appropriately affectionate parenting. 

Douvan and Adelson (1966) studied the relationship of 

parental involvement and parental affection to the child's 

achievement. They reported a curvilinear relationship bet

ween the parenting variables and the child's achievement. 

This is, both involvement and affection were beneficial only 

at situationally appropriate levels. Too much or too little 

of either appeared to inhibit the child's development of 

autonomy. Too much involvement was associated with excessive 

insecurity (Douvan and Adelson, 1966). Mussen et. al. (1963) 

reported that appropriate levels of affection were important 

to the child's development of social adjustment, confidence, 

and s ecurity. 

Heath (1965) and Bronfenbrenner (1961) reported on the 

variable effects of involvement on child development. Heath 

(1965) reported mature, achieving males as have been asso

ciated with appropriately involved fathers; least mature. 
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poorly adjusted males were associated with excessively 

involved mothers. Broffenbreuner (1961) reported on the 

positive effects of fathers' involvement for sons but not for 

daughters. 

More recent studies have tended to investigate parenting 

variables other than those of situationally appropriate 

affection or control. Miller, Brickman, and Bolen (1975) 

reported a series of studies investigating the relationship 

of certain social psychology variables to the modification of 

children's behavior. Specifically, Miller et al. reported 

that positive attribution was more effective than persuasion 

achieving task compliance among children. In addition, they 

reported that positive attribution was similarly more benefi

cial than persuasion in its effects on children's math 

achievement, math performance, and self-esteem. 

Baumrind (1982) studied the relationship between 

parenting styles and parents' sex and sex-role orientation. 

Baumrind found no sex-related differences in parenting sty

les. Rather, Baumrind reported, parenting style is related 

to the parent's acceptance of a traditional sex role. Sex-

role stereotyped fathers were reported to be more firm in 

parenting style. Baumrind noted that these results are con

sistent with, and supportive of, sex-role theories which 

postulate that, in Western culture, male roles are more 

instrumental (task-oriented, emphasizing structure and 

control) while female roles are more affective (relationship-
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oriented, emphasizing emotions and affection). 

Lytton (1979) reported that mothers are disciplinarians 

more often than fathers. Lytton also found that fathers are 

beneficial to mother-child interactions. In achieving 

compliance, then, mothers do so and do so more effectively 

with fathers' support. Nevertheless, Lytton reported that • 

parents most common response to compliance (or non

compliance) is n_£ response. At best, in natural settings, 

the parental control system in somewhat erratic. Children's 

compliance is probably more accurately attributed to factors 

other than parental control. 

Role o f the parent not clear 

LeMasters (1974) has described the role of the parent 

in modern society as "not we 11-defined . . .often ambiguous and 

hard to pin down" (p. 50). The preceding reviews suggested 

that social science has not found the role of the parent any 

more well-defined, any less ambiguous, or any easier to pin 

down. 

In a review of literature on parenting styles, 

LeFrancois (1976) reported that even major studies contained 

"sufficient contradiction... and sufficient variabi1ity...to 

make excessive generalizations ...questionable at best" (p. 

228). McClelland, Constantinian, Regalado, and Stone (1978) 

conducted a follow-up study of subjects from Sears, Maccoby, 

and Lewin (1957) and concluded that none of the parenting 

variables identified by Sears et al. appeared to have been 
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associated with the personality characteristics of Sears' 

(now adult) subjects. Baumrind, often associated with the 

extensive parenting research on socialization and child deve

lopment, has concluded that there is probably no one best way 

of parent ing. 

One of the difficulties in establishing a consistent 

literature on parenting styles has been a tendency of earlier 

research to focus on variables which "didn't matter much in 

the long run" (McClelland et al., 1978, p. 46). Another 

difficulty appears to have been the focus on the variables of 

affection and control as if the two were consistently benefi

cial or injurious. In fact, existing research suggests these 

variables (affection and control) are relevant, but are bene

ficial or injurious depending upon their appropriateness. It 

might be that a situational model of effective parenting 

style (which accounted for affection and control) would 

describe appropriate parenting styles more effectively. One 

such model would be that of Hersey and Blanchard (1978), a 

situational model of effective parenting which conceptualizes 

parenting in terms of leadership theory. 

Parent s As Leade rs 

Hersey and Blanchard (1978) have proposed a model of 

parenting which is founded in a relative wealth of empirical 

social psychological theory and research. They proposed that 

effective parents function across a variety of family 

situations much in the same way that effective leaders func-
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tion. Further, they proposed that the basic leader-led dyna

mics are' highly congruent with parent-child dynamics. 

Parents do meet Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) definition 

of the leader. Parents, like leaders, do work with and 

through group members to identify, implement, and achieve the 

goals of the group but more evidence is needed in order to 

accept or reject Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) situational 

leadership model of effective parenting. 

The S ituat iona1 Mode 1 o f Effect ive Parent ing 

Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) model of effective 

parenting is an adaptation of their (1977) model of effective 

leadership. The (1977) model of effective leadership is but 

one of many available in leadership literature. It repre

sents a synthesis of the work of Halpin (1954, 1955, 1956, 

1957, 1966), Maslow (1954), Herzberg (1959), Blake and Mouton 

(1964), and Fiedler (1967). The situational model of 

leadership (Hersey and Blanchard 1977) is described as 

fo1 lows. 

S ituat ional Mode 1 o f Leadership 

Fiedler (1967) and others have endorsed a situational 

theory of effective leadership. The situational approach 

maintains that the "best" leadership is derived from an 

interaction among the leader, the led, and the setting. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) theorized an ideal relationship 

between levels of task-oriented or relationship-oriented 
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leadership. Their theory was based on the work of Blake and 

Mouton (1964) and on the Ohio State Leadership Studies of 

Halpin et al. in the 1950's (described elsewhere in this 

chapter). Hersey and Blanchard proposed that effective 

leadership was a function of matching the "right" combination 

of task or relationship-oriented leadership to the leadership 

needs (maturity) of the led. 

Hersey and Blanchard (1977), citing Blake and Mouton 

(1964), suggested that leaders exercise both task-oriented 

leader behaviors (Initiating Structure) and relationship-

oriented leader behaviors (Consideration), which might be 

described as in Figure 1. 

Hersey and Blanchard, using the Blake-Mouton Managerial 

Grid®, conceptualized the two leader behaviors as they might 

ideally exist in relation to the maturity of the leaders' 

subordinates (Figure 2). 

Hersey and Blanchard theorized that subordinate groups 

are normally distributed in maturity across the population. 

Low maturity groups (Quadrant I) might be groups who are new 

to each other, new to the task, or new to the leader. Hersey 

and Blanchard theorized that a best fit for this type of 

group might be a leadership style of high initiating struc

ture and low Consideration, emphasizing the need for task 

definition. 
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Figure 1 
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Leader Behaviors: Consideration and 
Initiating Structure. 
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Low Initiating Structure --> High 

Figure 2. Leader Behavior and Subordinate's 
Maturity. 

As the group matures (Quadrants II and III), Hersey and 

Blanchard theorized a need for an increase in the leader's 

Consideration and the a corresponding decrease in the 
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leader's Initiating Structure. This was in keeping with a 

decreased need for task-definition and an increased need for 

intrinsic motivational (vs. hygiene) factors, as described by 

Herzberg (1959). 

Atr the highest level of maturity (Quadrant IV) which has 

been compared with Maslow's (1954) level of self-

actualization, the leader functions virtually outside the 

group. The group now responds best to the intrinsic value of 

the work itself; the leader exerts minimal leader behavior 

and is typically active in identifying and obtaining resour

ces which group members might wish to use in improving the 

quantity or quality of their work. 

Essential to an understanding of Hersey and Blanchard's 

(1977) situational model of effective leadership, and their 

(1978) situational model of effective parenting, is an 

understanding of the leader behaviors of Consideration and 

Initiating Structure. 

Cons ideration and Init iat ing Structure 

The Ohio State Leadership Studies of the late 1950's were 

a multi-disciplinary approach to the study of leader beha

vior. One aspect of those studies was the development of an 

instrument for measuring leader behavior, the Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). 

The LBDQ was standardized during the course of those stu

dies and was used to measure leader behavior across a variety 

of settings. The LBDQ of those early studies has been reva-
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lidated, revised, and reused extensively. In its present 

form (Stogdill and Coons, 1957) the LBDQ measures leadership 

along two dimensions—Consideration relationship-oriented 

leadership) and Initiating Structure (task-oriented 

leadership). Persons rating high in Consideration are 

described as having leadership behavior which is charac

terized by warmth, trust, and respect. More task-oriented 

behavior (e.g. , planning, goal-setting, evaluation of perfor

mance to see that goals are met) is characteristic of 

Initiating Structure by the leader. The earliest use of the 

LBDQ was in studies of Air Force crew leaders. Since that 

time, numerous studies using the LBDQ have been conducted in 

the fields of management, industry, and education. 

The Versatile LBDQ 

The following sections document the versatility of the 

LBDQ and its derivative forms, LBDQ XII and SBDQ, in more 

recent cross-situational research. 

McElroy and Downey (1983) reported that among university 

students performance cues affect ratings of leader Considera

tion among uninvolved observers. Andrea and Conway (1982) 

used the LBDQ as a measure of the situationally-related 

appropriateness of Machiavellianism among elementary school 

principals. Korabik (1982) reported that leader behavior was 

related to sex-role orientation but not to biological sex of 

the leader. Using the LBDQ, Korabik found male-or lented 

leaders to be higher on Initiating Structure. Korabik 
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reported female-oriented leaders to be higher on 

Cons iderat ion. 

Yukl and Van Fleet (1982) reported on the effects of 

Consideration on group relations and performance in 

simulated-combat and academic settings within a military 

environment. They reported Consideration to be beneficial to 

group relations but unrelated to group performance. 

Larson (1982) reported the impact of cognitive variables 

(i.e., attributions on group success or failure) on obser

vers' "objective" ratings of leader behavior (LBDQ) in 

videotaped vignettes. Similarly, Butterfield and Powell 

(1981) reported that group performance was an important 

variable in the measurement of leader Consideration or 

Initiating Structure. Butterfield and Powell reported that 

Considerat ion/Initiating Structure measurements were not 

related either to leader's sex or rater's sex. The authors 

reported that successful group performance led to rater 

attribution of a "high-high" (i.e., 9-9 or High 

Consideration/High Initiating Structure) leadership style. 

The high-high LBDQ phenomenon is described more fully in the 

following section. 

The high/high style. Generally, high scores on both 

Consideration and Initiating Structure (i.e., a 9-9 

leadership style, in Managerial Grid terms) have been found 

to correlate positively with a variety of other measures of 

beneficial leadership—crew confidence and friendship 



27 

(Christener and Hemphill 1955), crew satisfaction (Halpin 

1954), performance expectancy (Hollman 1967), peer ratings 

(Fleishman 1957), and level of group affiliation (Hood 1963), 

group performance (Butterfield and Powell, 1981), job satis

faction (Letsoane and Barling, 1980), and self-satisfaction 

with role perceptions (Katerberg and Hom, 1981). In studies 

of leadership in educational settitigs, high scores on both 

Consideration and Initiating Structure have been associated 

with high ratings on the following: the leader's reputation 

for competence (Hemphill 1955), the leader's effectiveness 

(Halpin 1956), teacher satisfaction (Fast 1964), leader-led 

agreement (Mikolos 1963), and other measures (hedonic tone, 

control, homogeneity, participation, etc.) of beneficial 

leadership (Matthews 1963). Two Canadian studies (Greenfield 

and Andrews 1961, Keeler and Andrews 1963) have found posi

tive correlations between high Consideration/high Initiating 

Structure scores among teachers and high academic achievement 

on the part of those teachers' students. Two similar studies 

(Brown 1967; Greenfield 1968) have implicated the principal's 

leader behavior in students' achievement. 

So powerfully related to "good" leadership (in the 

literature) are high Consideration and high Initiating 

Structure that the two sets of scores seem almost to have 

described a single leader behavior. Indeed, they would pro

bably have been so considered except for the findings on high 

Consideration/low Initiating Structure and the findings on 
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low Consideration/high Initiating Structure. The high/low, 

low/high combinations appear to have actually been more com

mon among the general population than the high/high com

binations referred to above. The effect of mixed styles 

(i.e., high/low, low/high) appears to be quite different from 

the effect of consistently "high" styles (high/high) cited 

above. 

Hi gh Cons iderat ion vs. Hi gh Initiating Structure 

Where high Considerat ion/low Initiating Structure have 

been measured among actual incumbents, certain differences 

have been observed between the attitudes of the leader's 

superiors and those of the leader's subordinates. While 

superiors have generally tended to rate the leader more unfa

vorably for exhibiting high Considerat ion/1ow Initiating 

Structure behavior, subordinates have tended to rate such 

leaders more highly. Halpin (1954) observed that trend in a 

study of leadership in a military setting. Hollomon (1967) 

and Halpin (1956) reported similar findings, in studies of 

leadership in educational settings. Stogdill and Coons 

(1957), in a summary of LBDQ findings, reported that 

Consideration was more highly related to satisfaction among 

subordinates than was Initiating Structure. 

The High Consideration/High Initiating Structure style, 

however, has been described in numerous studies (referred to 

in preceding section) as an "ideal" leadership style. This 

has sparked the "9-9 style vs. situational leadership" 
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controversy. That controversy has been debated most recently 

by Blake and Mouton (1982), Hersey and Blanchard (1982), and 

Schriesheim (1982). 

The 9-9 style vs. situational leadership controversy has 

its roots in the theories of Likert (1961) and Fiedler 

(1967), Likert has theorized that there is a single best 

(most effective) leadership style which is applicable across 

various leadership situations. Fiedler has theorized that 

there is no one best style, but that effective leadership is 

situational, an interaction of leader-led-situationa1 com

ponents. Supporters of Likert (e.g., Blake and Mouton) tend 

to cite the High Consideration/High Initiating Structure (9-9 

style) literature. Supporters of Fiedler (e.g., Hersey and 

Blanchard) tend to cite literature on the effects of mixed 

styles. 

Blake and Mouton (1982) reviewed Likertian and 

Fiedlerian theory, research and practice. They acknowledged 

contradictory implications of the two schools of theory and 

research. Examining the conceptual bases of each perspec

tive, they cited numerous 9-9 style studies in support of the 

Fiedlerian view. Schriesheim (1982) calculated regressions 

across four data sets drawn from LBDQ research and concluded 

that Consideration alone accounted for most of the variance 

in subordinate satisfaction (in effect, "supporting half" of 

the situational position). Finally, Hersey and Blanchard 

(1982) made the distinction in how Consideration and 
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Initiating Structure have been measured. They maintained 

that 9-9 style studies tend to measure Consideration and 

Initiating Structure by means of the LEAD-Self (an LBDQ deri

vative) and that situational studies have used measurements 

obtained by the LBDQ. Hersey and Blanchard noted that the 

LEAD-Self measures leader attitudes; the LBDQ measures leader 

behaviors. The authors attributed differences in the litera

ture to differences in the measurements, noting that there 

may be a best attitude which underlies situationally-

appropriate leader behavior. 

Applicat ion of Leadership Mode 1 to Parent ing 

Hersey and Blanchard (1978) applied their (1977) 

leadership model to the area of parenting. They proposed 

that parents are situationally effective, by means of 

Consideration or Initiating Structure behaviors, in much the 

same ways as leaders. Their formulation is not without 

problems, however. 

One problem with the (1978) model was that the model was 

not supported by clear empirical evidence that parents' use 

of Consideration or Initiating Structure were in any way 

associated with some beneficial family phenomenon. Hersey 

and Blanchard (1978) did refer to their theoretical bases 

(e.g., Maslow, Herberg, etc.); they did not support their 

model empirically, however. 

A second problem is that Hersey and Blanchard (1978) 

proposed a situational model in which parents could exercise 
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a parenting style across the maturity cycle of the child 

within a given task (e.g. , across the various levels of 

accomplishment in learning to make one's bed). Further, 

Hersey and Blanchard included a modified version of the 

LEAD-Self, which parents are to use to measure their own 

parenting style (as a preliminary step to implementing the 

leadership parenting model in the home). This represents a 

considerable confounding. Hersey and Blanchard (1977) based 

the leadership model on leader behaviors--the situational 

model is behavioral. Hersey and Blanchard (1982) identified 

the LEAD-Self as a measurement of leader attitudes, a 

measurement associated with a 9-9 concept of one-best-style 

leadership. The confounding is that Hersey and Blanchard 

(1978) use an attitudinal, one-best-style instrument to 

implement a behavioral, situationa1-is-best model. 

The recommendation of a by-task maturity analysis hardly 

seems a practical one. Parents wishing to improve their 

parenting skills might lack the level of precision or con

fidence that such a discreet analysis would require. The use 

of the LEAD-Self in a situational model hardly seems 

appropriate, given Hersey and Blanchard's (1982) position on 

the appropriateness of the LBDQ for situational leadership 

model research. Finally, the use of parents' self-report 

ratings would seem to doom any such model to the methodologi

cal flaws which characterized the maternal interview research 

which preceded Hersey and Blanchard (1978) by nearly twenty-
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f ive years. 

A final problem is that Hersey and^Blanchard (1978) pro

posed an adaptation of leadership theory to the area of 

parenting without actually demonstrating that the two roles 

(leader and p.arent) were comparable or in any way analogous. 

A number of definitions of leadership, and their appli

cability to parenting, are included in the following sec-

t ions. 

Leadersh ip in Sma11 Groups 

Carter (1953) defined leadership as it pertained to 

small groups. Carter cited Kretch and Crutch fie Id's (1948) 

definition of a group as "...two or more people who bear an 

explicit psychological relat ionsh ip to one another" (italics 

in original, cited in Carter 1953, p.258). 

In reviewing then-current small group research. Carter 

made certain observations about leader behavior (leadership) 

in small group settings. In about half of all the categories 

of behaviors the leader's behaviors did not differ from the 

follower's behaviors. In some behaviors, leaders were 

characteristically different because of their tendency to be 

concerned with gaining insight (analyzing situations) and 

with initiating required action. Other leader behaviors were 

task-specific, occurring in response to the requirements of 

the presented task. 

Leadersh ip v s. Headship 

Gibb (1969) distinguished between being the leader of a 
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group and being the head of a group (i.e., between leadership 

and domination). 

Headship (domination) is not maintained by spontaneous 

recognition of the leader by the led, but by some controlling 

aspect of the group's organization. The head does not coor

dinate the development of group goals, but selects those 

goals in accordance with his or her own interests. The 

headship group does not have a sense of internal direction, 

shared feeling or joint action. There is considerable social 

distance between the head and other group members. The head 

maintains this distance in order to add to the coercive power 

of the domination-oriented relationship. 

Gibb made some distinctions between the leader and the 

head. Most basic of these were differences within the power 

process for the head and the leader. Gibb identified the 

leader as developing power out of some spontaneous recogni

tion of the leader's authority on the part of the group. 

Gibb identified the head as developing power out of some 

extragroup control which the head maintained over other group 

members. (̂ ibb maintained that members of a headship group 

could not be accurately called followers as headgroup members 

accept the head's domination "on pain of punishment." They 

do not follow (Gibb 1969). 

Gibb ' s distinction was not at all distinct. Rather, 

Gibb seemed to have imposed a qualitative definition on 

leadership. Only certain leader behaviors (the non-
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domination type--the "good kind"?) were regarded as authentic 

while certain other leader behaviors (the high-domination 

type--the "bad kind"?) were regarded as bogus, non-authentic. 

Gibb cites the military and big business as examples of 

headship, rather than leadership. Again, the author seems to 

have constructed an artificial dichotomy. Gibb's "headship" 

seems actually to have described a particular style of 

leadership (high domination) and not to have described a 

truly "non-leadership" role. 

Leadership: Focus o f Group Proce s s es 

One of the earliest definitions of leadership is that of 

the leader as the focal point of certain group processes. 

Cooley (1902), Mumford (1906-07), Blackmer (1911), Bernard 

(1927), and others have endorsed or expounded upon this con

ception of the leader. In it, the leader is viewed as the 

nucleus, the preeminence, the centralization, the position of 

high potential, etc., for the leader's group. 

Another statement of this perspective is that of 

Knickerbocker (1948). Knickerbocker maintained that 

"leadership is a function of needs existing within a given 

situation, and consists of a relationship between an indivi

dual and a group" (in Stogdill 1974, p. 8). Given 

Knickerbocker's definition, then, it becomes possible to 

disuss leadership as existing in relative amounts across a 

variety of situations. Leadership is not absent when it is 

"bad" nor present only when it is "good." It exists as a 
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dynamic of group membership which may be assessed in terms of 

its effectiveness in the setting or meeting of group goals. 

Leadersh ip: Indue ing Comp1iance 

Stogdill summarizes the views of Munson (1921), Allport 

(1924), Moore (1927), and others (Allen, 1958, Bennis, 1959) 

as perceiving the leader as one who imposes the leader's will 

upon one or more group members. The common expression of 

this definition was such that it appeared to legitimize 

authoritarianism. That is, the definition seemed not to con

sider the wishes, rights, or concerns of the led but rather 

seemed only to consider the leader as one who conformed 

others to the leader's will (as opposed to the group's goals, 

etc.). This perceived emphasis on authoritarianism received 

considerable negative response from other social theorists 

(Schenk, 1928; Copeland, 1942; and Koontz & O'Donnel, 1955). 

Other social theorists appear to have acknowledged that the 

leader may in fact have wishes which, if the leader is effec

tive, often become incorporated into group goals. That pro

cess of incorporation is more likely to be regarded as the 

result of the leader's ability to influence group members 

rather than the result of the leader's ability to coerce 

g roup members or of the leader's ability to impose the 

leader's will upon group members. 

Leadership: Other De finit ions 

Leadership as personality. Stogdill identified the 
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personality-as-leadership theorists as inclined to regard 

leadership as a "one-way influence effect" (1974, p. 9). 

Personality-as-leadership theorists (Bowden, 1926; Bingham, 

1927; Bogardus, 1934; and Kilbourne, 1935) were likely to 

have regarded the leader as possessing a certain amount of 

personality, which resulted in.influence over others. 

Leadership, then, was a function of the leader's charm, 

charisma, status, prestige. The failure of personality-as-

leadership theorists to adequately define leadership seems to 

have rested with their inability to account for the 

"reciprocal and interactive characteristics of the leadership 

situation" (Stogdill 1974, pg. 9). That is, the one-way view 

of influence was held by other theorists (Pigors, 1935; 

Anderson, 1940; and Merton, 1969) to have been inadequate and 

inaccurate. Those theorists have maintained that influence 

may be an effect of the interaction between the leader and 

the led. In addition, it may be that those who are regarded 

as being led may also have some potential for influencing the 

leader. In formal organizations, for example, employees may 

influence the behavior of their managers by differentially 

reinforcing certain leader behaviors (i.e., by increasing, 

decreasing, or withholding production or productivity). 

Leadersh ip as Influence. Leadership has also been 

described as the exercise of influence. This definition 

represents an improvement over the definition of leadership 

as a personality variable. The improvement has been that 
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influence, more than personality, recognizes the reciprocal 

and interactive aspects of leader-group relationships. 

Influence, as postulated by Nash (1929), Tead (1935), 

Stogdill (1950), and others, has been elaborated by Haiman 

(1951) and Kahn (1960) to include any behavior on the part of 

the leader which tended to coordinate and order the work of 

the group. Bass (1961) distinguished between successful 

influence/leadership (where group behavior is changed) and 

effective influence/leadership (where group members are rein

forced for having changed their behavior). 

Stogdill (1974) summarized a number of other (non-

influence) definitions of leadership. Those definitions 

included the consideration of leadership as (1) a form of 

persuasion, (2) as a power relation, (3) as an instrument of 

goal achievement, (4) as an effect of interaction, (5) as a 

differential role, and (6) as the initiation of structure 

(1974). 

Parent ing a s a leadership function. The preceding 

reviews on parenting and leadership share a number of 

congruent features. 

Both parents and leaders have been studied extensively 

as agents of social molding (parents: Hull 1943, 1949; 

Rotter, 1954; Bandura 1962, 1965; leaders: Carter 1953, Gibb 

1969). More recently, both parents (Bowlby, 1958; Barker, 

1969; Ainsworth, 1972; and Hinde, 1976) and leaders (Pigors, 

1935; Anderson, 1940; and Merton, 1969) have been concep-
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tualized as agents of influence, from an interactionist 

perspect ive. 

In addition, there would appear to be considerable 

heuristic fit between the role of the parent and the 

following criteria for the role of leader, as identified in 

an extensive review by Stogdill. 

To meet the criteria for leadership (Stogdill, 1974), 

parents should (1) hold an office, (2) exert important 

influence within the group (in which there is face-to-face 

interaction or an explicit psychological relationships). 

Parents may be said to meet Stogdill's criteria in that they 

are legally recognized as office holders (parents) who are 

responsible for a group (the family) where face-to-face 

interaction/psychological relationships are believed to 

exist. A number of preceding reviews document the role of 

parents in the process of influence (whether mutual or 

one-way). 

A final congruence is that both parents and leaders (in 

a number of studies, previously cited) have been studied as 

functioning more or less effectively as the result of 

situationally appropriate task- vs. relationship-oriented 

behaviors. Task-oriented behaviors are referred to as 

Initiating Structure for leaders and as control for parents. 

Relationship-oriented behaviors are referred to as Considera 

tion for leaders and as affection for parents. The present 

study directs itself to the task-and relationship-oriented 
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behaviors of parents as those behaviors are related to the 

leader/parent domain or influence. 

The definition of leadership which parents are assumed 

to fit for the purpose of this study are those of Stogdill 

(1974--see the criteria listed above), Hersey and Blanchard 

(1977--leaders work with/through the group to identify, 

implement, and achieve group goals), Halpin et al. (1954--

leaders exert consideration and Initiating Structure), and 

Nash et al. (1929--leaders exert influence). The study will 

use as a model Kunz and Hoy's (1976) investigation of 

leadership style and its relationship to the leader's 

influence. The results of Kunz and. Hoy (1976) are outlined 

in the following section, along with the results of certain 

pilot studies (modeled after Kunz and Hoy, 1976) which pre

ceded the present study. 

Relat ed de f init ions: Cons iderat ion, Initiating 

St rueture, and Influence. Kunz and Hoy (1976) reported a 

relationship between leader behavior (as measured by the 

LBDQ) and the leader's range of influence over the leader's 

subordinates. The Kunz and Hoy study (which has served as a 

model for the present study) examined the leader behavior and 

professional zones of acceptance among fifty New Jersey 

secondary school principals. 

"Zones of aceeptanee"--a term used to describe 

influence--had been defined by Simon (1957) as the range of 

leader behavior "within which the subordinate is ready to 
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accept the decisions made for him by his superior" (cited in 

Kunz & Hoy 1976, p.49). Clear and Seager (1971) had devised 

an instrument to measure the zone of acceptance among educa

tional administrators' subordinates). Using the Clear-Seager 

Professional Zones of Acceptance Questionnaire (PZAI), Kunz 

and Hoy reported that public school principals who were per

ceived as being high in Initiating Structure alone tended to 

supervise teachers who described themselves as having wider 

zones of acceptance. Principals who were perceived as being 

high in Consideration alone in the Kunz and Hoy study tended 

to supervise teachers who described themselves as having 

narrower zones of acceptance. 

Kunz and Hoy established the model depicted in Figure 3 

as a basis for their hypotheses. 

In the Kunz-Hoy model (an adaptation of Hersey and 

Banchard, 1977), shown in Figure 1 above, the "-••" and II _ i i 

indicate levels of Initiating Structure or Consideration, 

relative to their respective means. In Quadrant II, for 

example, are all cases where Initiating Structure scores are 

less than the mean score for Initiating Structure (IS-) and 

where Consideration scores are greater than the mean score 

for Consideration (C-«-). 
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Dimensions of Leader Behavior (from Kunz and 
Hoy, 1976). 

Kunz and Hoy reviewed the literature on high-1ow/low-

high Considerat ion/Initiating Structure styles and developed 

hypotheses on the effect of these styles upon leader influ

ence. They hypothesized that influence would be highest 

within the IS-«-/C-»- group (Quadrant I) and that, by quadrants, 

influence would follow a I> II> II> IV pattern (from highest 

influence to lowest). 

In contradiction to the hypotheses and to other high/ 

low and low/high studies Kunz and Hoy reported an association 

of leader influence with higher levels of Initiating Struc

ture, not Consideration. Although the high/high style (Qua

drant I) was the style most associated with higher levels of 

leader influence, Initiating Structure contributed more to 

Influence variance (across all quadrants) than did Considera

tion. Kunz and Hoy (1976) represents one instance where 

beneficial ratings of the leader by the group were not a 

function of Consideration. 

In at least one type of leadership setting then, the 

influence of the leader over the leader's subordinates has 

been shown to be related to some aspect of the leader's 
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leadership behavior. The present study is an investigation 

of the leadership behavior of parents and its relationship to 

the child's receptivity to parental influence (zone of 

acceptance). In that respect, the present study owes much to 

Kunz and Hoy (1976). 

The following sections describe parenting studies based 

on the superior-subordinate research paradigm developed by 

Kunz and Hoy (1976). These studies were pilot studies con

ducted to determine the scientific feasibility of a 

leadership-oriented approach to the investigation of 

parenting styles. Both studies used instruments and methods 

which were originally developed by Kunz and Hoy to study 

leader-led influence effects. In both studies, the Kunz-Hoy 

instruments and methods were modified to measure influence 

effects between parent and child. 

The Kunz-Hoy-related studies are included for two 

reasons. One reason for their inclusion is that these stu

dies represent the only attempt to integrate the literatures 

of leadership theory and parenting. A second reason for 

their inclusion is that these studies form the conceptual 

basis for the present investigation. 
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Parent ing Studies 

Based on Kunz and Hoy (1976) 

Pilot Studies 

Two pilot studies of parents' leader behaviors and 

parental influence were conducted between winter and spring 

of 1982. Both studies were conducted in order to establish 

the psychometric utility of the PZAI and the LBDQ in studies 

of childrens' perceptions of parents' behavior and 

influence. 

Of the two, only the second study contained a sufficient 

number of subjects to yield statistically significant 

results. Post-test interviews with subjects from this study 

(elementary and junior-high parochial school students) 

resulted in a more readable set of instruments for subjects 

in the present study. 

Instruments included modified forms of the LBDQ and the 

PZAI (hereafter referred to as first-stage revisions). All 

instruments were completed by the subjects in one group 

session. The three forms were given in a completely counter

balanced fashion so that systematic order effects would be 

minimi zed. 

Among the elementary students, no significant rela

tionships were found between parental influence and parenting 

style. Lack of significant findings among elementary stu

dents was due to a lack of readability among instruments for 

subjects at that developmental level. Among junior-high stu-
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dents, fathers' Initiating Structure, fathers' Consideration, 

and mothers' Initiating Structure were related to parental 

influence (r=.76, r=.68, and r=.46, respectively). 

In addition, parenting style measurements were found to 

be intercorrelated. The parenting behaviors FCNSIDR 

(fathers' Consideration), FSTRCTR (fathers' Initiating 

Structure), MSTRCTR (mothers' Initiating Structure), and 

MCNSIDR (mothers' Consideration) were significantly interre

lated. It was believed that this trend represented a 

response style on the part of subjects. Partialling out the 

effects of all other parenting measures yielded a rela

tionship between only FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR and PINFLU (parental 

influence-- r=.64, r=.67, respectively). 

Chi-square analyses yielded no relationship between the 

sex of the child and any parenting variables. T-test analy

ses indicated no differences between the responses of male 

and female subjects in their ratings of parenting style or 

influence. Point-biserial analyses indicated a relationship 

between grade level and MCNSIDER (r= -.26). 

All of the instruments were completed by the subjects in 

one group session. The three forms were given in a counter

balanced fashion so that systematic order effects would be 

minimi zed. 

Sex, a dichotomous variable, was scored as either "0 

(male) or "1" (female). This scoring permitted a point 

biserial result from the Pearson's "r" computation. 

11 rM» 
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Tabachnik and Fidell (1983); Dinham (1976); Lindeman, 

Merenda, 'and"~Gold (1980), have indicated no differences among 

basic correlational statistics (Pearson's "r," point-

biserial, phi coefficient) where such scoring procedures are 

used. Grade level was scored by actual grade level (e.g. , 

"4" for fourth grade, "5" for fifth grade, "9" for ninth 

grade). This was done to preserve the actual ratio rela

tionship of grades which characterized the underlying con

tinuum of the K-12 grade level structure. Guilford and 

Fruchter (1973), McNemar (1962), and Havlicek and Peterson 

(1977) have documented the robustness of Pearson's "r" even 

when its basic assumptions have been violated. 

The present s tudy. The present study is a test of Hersey 

and Blanchard's (1978) leadership model of effective parent

ing. Methodologically, this study is similar to Kunz and Hoy 

(1976). For the purpose of this study parental effect iveness 

will be defined as the ability of the parent to develop 

influence over the parent's child. Influence will be 

measured by the FZAI (Family Zones of Acceptance 

Questionnaire), a modification of the PZAI (Professional 

Zones of Acceptance Questionnaire). Parents rated higher on 

influence by the the FZAI will be considered more effective 

then parents rated lower on influence. 

Parenting Styles will be described as consisting of two 

leadership-oriented parenting behaviors. Consideration and 

Initiating Structure. This study is an investigation of 
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relationships among parenting behaviors, parenting style, and 

parental influence. Several hypotheses have been developed 

to test the leadership model of effective parenting, as 

follows: 

1. Parents, like leaders, exercise leader behavior and 

influence (within the family). The leader behavior of 

parents (parenting style) is associated with, and may 

be used to predict, parental influence. 

2. With regard to parenting style, fathers and mothers 

differ from one another in either the task-oriented or 

the relationship-oriented dimensions, as those 

behaviors are perceived by their children. 

3. No single parent/1eader behavior (on the part of a 

parent) is a "best" global predictor of parental 

influence, as perceived by the parents' children. 

4. The situational component of effective leadership (as 

described by Hersey and Blanchard), is paralleled by 

a situational model of effective parenting. That is, 

across various developmental levels of children, certain 

parenting styles will be more or less powerfully asso

ciated with higher levels of parental influence. 

5. The situational parenting model (Hypothesis #4) will be 

similar to the situational leadership model described by 

Hersey and Blanchard (1978). 
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In the first three hypotheses, the focus of investiga

tion will be scores obtained from all subjects. In the 

latter two hypotheses, the investigative emphasis is on 

effective parents, those who are most successful in achieving 

influence. For that reason, only scores of subjects who 

report higher-than-average levels of parental influence will 

be the focus of investigation. The method of this study is 

described in Chapter Two. 



CHAPTER TWO 

METHOD 

The Sample 

Subjects 

Four hundred two male and female public school students 

volunteered, and were selected, to participate in this study. 

These students were from 6th, 9th and 12th grade classrooms 

in a suburban Southeastern U.S. school district. The par

ticipants included eighty-nine 6th grade students, ninety 9th 

grade students, and 223 12th grade students. Demographic 

analysis of subjects by grade is shown in Chapter Three. 

The 402 participants were drawn froma total pool con

sisting of 676 students (147 6th-grade, 205 9th-grade, and 

324 12th-grade). The final number of participants (402) 

represents those students who agreed to participate, who met 

the criteria for the study (e.g., were living in a family 

with a male parent/step-parent and a female 

parent/step-parent), and who returned completed useable 

instruments for the study. 

Sett ing 

The study was conducted in Jacksonville, North Carolina. 

Jacksonville is the principal town in a county of about 

100,000 persons. Located within the area is a U.S. Marine 

Corps base with a population of about 40,000 persons. The 

presence of the base supplements the local economy, which is 

primarily agricultural with some support from light industry" 

48 
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and tourism. 

The population may be described as being about 60% 

white, about 40% black, with some orientals. The town has 

had no significant history of racial problems and the local 

schools have been totally (and peaceably) integrated since 

about 1966. 

The schools from which this sample was drawn (two ele

mentary schools, a junior-high school, and a high school) 

represent a fairly homogeneous population. They represent a 

system of "feeder" schools. That is, students completing 

either of the elementary schools would advance to the junior-

high and high school in this sample (provided the students 

did not move outside the attendance district in the 

meant ime). 

Instruments and Sampling Procedures 

Inst rument s 

Instruments for the study included two modified versions 

of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) and a 

modified version of the Clear-Seager Professional Zones of 

Acceptance Inventory (PZAI). The modified form of the LBDQ 

which was used to measure the parent/leader behavior of the 

father was referred to as the FBDQ (Father Behavior 

Description Questionnaire). The modified form of the LBDQ 

which was used to measure the parent/leader behavior of the 

mo ther was referred to as the MBDQ (Mother Behavior 

Description Questionnaire). 
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The PZAI yields a global measure of influence, without 

direct reference to mother or father. Only one form of the 

PZAI was administered, referred to here as the FZAI (Family 

Zones of Acceptance Inventory). 

The LBDQ was developed during the inter-disciplinary 

studies of leadership conducted by Ohio State University 

during the 1950's. The LBDQ was revised and standardized 

during those studies. It has been used to measure leader 

behavior in a variety of settings and is still being used for 

that purpose to the present. In its present form, the LBDQ 

measures leader behavior along two dimensions—Consideration 

(relationship-oriented leadership) and Initiating Structure 

(task-oriented leadership). There are 15 Consideration 

items, 15 Initiating Structure items, and 10 bogus items 

(which are not scored). 

The original PZAI consisted of thirty-three statements 

to which subjects responded by means of a 4-point Likert 

scale. The PZAI was designed to measure the zones of accep

tance (receptiveness to influence) of an educational admi

nistrator among the administrator's faculty and staff. 

The PZAI was adapted (for use in a family study setting) 

in two stages. At the first stage of revision, the format 

and structure of the original PZAI were retained. 

In the first stage revision simple word-for-word substi

tutions were performed, as had been performed with the LBDQ. 

Item 1 of the PZAI, as follows: 
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How much should an administrator try to influence 

his/her teachers ' . . . 

1. ...use of profane language in the classroom? 

[ ] Definitely try to influence 

[ ] Probably should try to influence 

[ ] Probabaly should not not try to influence 

[ ] Definitely should not try to influence 

became Item I of the FZAI, as follows: 

How much should a parent try to influence his/her 

son's/daughter's... 

1. ...use of profanity in the home? 

[ ] Definitely should try to influence 

[ ] Probably should try to influence 

[ ] Probably should not try to influence 

[ ] Definitely should not try to influence 

In interviews with subjects following pilot study #2, it was 

discovered that simply syntactic transformations were not 

sufficient to make the PZAI adaptable, particularly at lower 

grade levels. 

The investigator re-wrote the proposed FZAI with the 

assistance of sixth-grade students from a local public 

school. In this case, semantic transformations were per

formed and overall readability was improved so that Item 1 of 

the PZAI, as depicted above, became Item I of the FZAI (2nd 

revision) as follows: 

How much "say so" should a parent have over a 
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son's/daughter's (of your age) ... 

1. ...cussing or swearing at home? 

[ ] Definitely should have some say 

I ] Probably should have some say 

[ ] Probably should not have some say 

[ ] Definitely should not have some say 

In the second stage of revis ion, the structure and 

language of the 'PZAI were revised to make the instrument more 

readable for most elementary school students (4th grade level 

or higher). It was the second revised version which became 

the FZAI and which was used in the present study. 

Sampling Procedure 

The study was restricted to 6th, 9th and 12th grade 

youngsters who described themselves as living with one male 

parent/step-parent and one female parent/step-parent. The 

study was conducted in public school classrooms or homerooms 

during what school administrators described as a typical 

school week, in the spring of 1983. 

The investigator met with the classroom and homeroom 

teachers of the subject students prior to the collection of 

the data. The teachers agreed to assist with the collection 

of data and were briefed on the study and on the data collec

tion procedures. In addition, each teacher was given a copy 

of the handout, "Leadership/Parenting Study: Suggestions for 

Teachers," which is attached, in the Appendix. That handout 

outlined "tips" to teachers, to assure minimal bias in data 
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collection procedures. Also, the handout contained standar

dized versions of certain instructions which were supplemen

tary to the written instructions to subjects which were 

contained in the study instruments. 

Due to the large numbers of student subjects involved, 

teachers administered the instruments in their classes or 

homerooms. The investigator circulated through the 

classrooms or homerooms during that time, to insure that 

standardized conditions were being observed. 

The investigator sent notice (copy in Appendix) of the 

study to students' homes during the week prior to the study. 

Parents were asked to notify the investigator if they did not 

wish to have their children participate in the study. Fewer 

than one per cent of the total subject population were 

excused from the study on this basis. Students who were 

excused were asked to assist in the distribution and collec

tion of materials, so as to minimize any stigma which may 

have been attached to their non-participation by their 

peers . 

The three instruments, the FBDQ, the MBDQ, and the FZAI 

were presented stapled together. The total package was 

arranged so that each subject received one of six possible 

completely counterbalanced arrangements of the instruments. 

Teachers were instructed to encourage subjects to read 

each item carefully and think about each item before 

answering. Subjects were asked to work quickly and accura-
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tely and not to discuss the research in any way at the time 

of data collection. 

Teachers were asked to collect the completed instruments 

and to record the total number of male and female students 

responding to the questionnaire. 

Measureme nt o f variables 

The present study is an investigation of the possible 

relationship between parenting style and parental influence, 

as both are perceived by the child. Parenting style was 

defined as the relative proportions of two parenting beha

viors (Consideration and Initiating Structure), as both are 

measured by modified versions of the LBDQ. Modified LBDQ 

forms used to measure fathers' parenting styles were 

designated FBDQ (Father Behavior Description Questionnaire). 

Modified LBDQ forms used to measure mothers' parenting styles 

were designated MBDQ (Mother Behavior Description 

Questionnaire). Consideration of Initiating Structure scores 

were designated either FCNSIDR (father's Consideration), 

FSTRCTR (father's Initiating Structure), MCNSIDR (mother's 

Consideration) or MSTRCTR (mother's Initiating Structure). 

In order to make a comparison between how children per

ceived parents and how parents perceived themselves, a spe

cial "parent's version" of the questionnaire was prepared. 

The parent's version consisted of the modified LBDQ (for the 

parent's self-rating information) and a demographic sheet, 

for additional data. Similarly, the subject's questionnaires 
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also included a demographic sheet for additional data. 

Actual scoring and coding of demographic data is described in 

the following sections. 

As in the pilot studies, sex was measured as male or 

female (coded "0" and "1," respectively) and grade was 

measured by actual grade placement at the time of the study 

(coded "6," "9," or "12"). Birth order was scored as first 

or only child, middle child, or last/youngest child (scored 

"1 , " " 2 , " or "3," respectively). Race was scored as either 

white or non-white, due to the small percentage of non-white, 

non-black ethnicities in the study, and coded ("0" or "1," 

respectively). Both father's occupation (FJOB) and mother's 

occupation (MJOB) were arranged in a socioeconomic continuum 

and scored (coded) as follows: professional ("1"), business 

("2"), military ("3"), agricultural ("4"), and labor ("5"). 

In addition to socioeconomic data, children were asked to 

describe the type of family in which they lived (FAMTYPE). 

FAMTYPE was scored and coded as follows: 

I live with both my natural parents. ("1") 

I live with one natural parent and one step

parent. ("2") 

I live with two step-parents. ("3") 

The study also used other measures of socioeconomic sta

tus, including parent's expectation for educational attain

ment and parent's opinion regarding the purpose of education. 

It was believed that values were an important indicator of 
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socioeconomic status and that more upper-middle class parents 

would (1) have higher attainment expectations and (2) have 

more altruistic beliefs on the purpose of education. 

Parent's expectation for education (ED EXPECT) was 

measured by a 4-point Likert item in the demographic section 

of the questionnaire and was scored (coded) as follows: 

My parents definitely want me to go to college 

and they have told me so. ("1") 

My parents probably want me to go to college 

although they haven't told me so. ("2") 

My parents probably don ' t want me to go to 

college although they have not told me so. 

("3") 

My parents definitely don ' t want me to go to 

college and they have told me so. ("4") 

Parent's opinion regarding the purpose of education 

(OPED) was measured by a three-point Likert item in the 

demographic section of the questionnaire and was scored 

(coded) as follows: 

The main purpose of eduction is personal 

fulfillment, (most altruistic--"!") 

The main purpose of education is to stay 

current. ("2") 

The main purpose of education is to prepare 

for a job. (least altruistic—"3") 

The same Likert items for EDEXPECT and OPED were used 
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on the parents' demographic sheet to measure parents' percep 

tions of their own expectations and values regarding 

children's education attainment, education in general. 

Both parents and children were asked on their 

demographic sheets to describe the parent's typical approach 

to achieving compliance from the child (COMPTYPE). This was 

to investigate any relationship between Miller et al. 's 

dimensions of persuasion/positive attribution and parenting 

style or influence. COMPTYPE was scored (coded) as follows: 

How do your parents usually try to get you 

to do something that needs to be done? 

1. By telling me something about myself that 

has something to do with what must be done. 

("0") 

2. By pointing out to me how important or 

valuable it is to get that something done. 

("1") 

Parents were also asked to use their demographic sheet 

to indicate their role in the family (PROLE) and their age 

(PAGE). PROLE was scored (coded) as follows: 

Indicate your role in the family: 

^Mother ("0") 

Father ("1") 

PAGE was scored (coded) as follows: 

What is your age? (Coded by actual numerical 

value) 
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Finally, parents were asked to indicate the level of 

training which they attained in being an effective parent 

(PREPLVL). PREPLVL was scored (coded) as follows: 

I have had one or more classes in parenting. 

("0") 

I have had no classes in parenting. ("1") 

The statistical data treatments used to support or 

reject each hypothesis (and their results) are described in 

Chapter Three. 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS 

Demograph ic Dat a 

Four hundred two male and female subjects volunteered 

and were selected to participate in a study testing a 

situational leadership model of effective parenting. 

Demographic characteristics of the subjects are shown in 

Table 1. 

As described in Table 1, the typical subject was a white 

(79%) female (56%) first or only child (40%). The typical 

subject's father was in agriculture (40%), her mother was 

either working as a professional (33%) or involved in a non

compensatory occupation (43%; working within the home is sub

sumed by this category). The typical subject reported 

living with both biological parents (78%). Both parents 

were described as definitely expecting their child to attend 

college (77%). Both parents were described as using per

suasion as a compliance style, in dealing with the child 

(87%). 

Two-hundred sixty-five parents (or step-parents) 

responded to related questionnaires. Demographic charac

teristics of parents are shown in Table 2. 

59 
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Subjects 

Subject Character ist ics 
Sex: 

Male 
Female 
Total 

Birth Order: 
First Child (incl. Only Children) 
Middle Child 
Last Child 
Other 
Total 

Race : 
Black 
White 
Or ient al 
Other 

Father's Occupation: 
Profess iona1 
Mi 1 it ary 
Agr icu11ura1 
Labor 
Unemployed/Other 

Sub j e c t Characteristics 
Mother's Occupation: 

Professional 
Mi 1 it ary 
Agr icu11ural 
Labor 
Unemployed/Other 

Parents' Expectations for 
Child's Education: 

College Definite 
Possible College 
Possible No College 
Definitely No College 

Family Type: 
Live with Both Biological Parents 
One Biological/One Step-Parent 
Two Step Parents 

Parents' Style of Achieving Compliance: 
Positive Attribution 
Persuasion 

Numbe r Percent age 

402 
Number 

402 

176 
226 
402 

160 
105 
108 
29 

402 

65 
317 

7 
13 

402 

118 
36 

162 
44 
42 

43. 8 
56. 2 

100. 0 

39.8 
26. 1 
26. 9 
7. 2 

100.0 

16. 2 
78. 9 
1. 7 
3. 2 

100.0 

29.4 
9. 0 

40. 3 
10. 9 
10.4 

100. 0 
Percent age 

136 
49 
28 
16 

173 

33. 8 
12. 2 
7. 0 
4.0 

43. 0 
100. 0 

309 
83 
7 
3 

402 

310 
76 
10 

396 

54 
348 

76. 9 
20. 6 
1. 7 
0. 8 

100. 0 

78. 3 
19. 2 
2. 5 

100. 0 

13.4 
86. 6 

402 100. 0 
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Table 2 

Demographic Characteristics of Parents 

Parent Character is tics 
Role : 

Mother 
Father 

Age: 
24-35 years old 
36-45 years old 
46-55 years old 
56-«- years old 
Declined to disclose age 

Number 

153 
112 
T5T 

46 
142 
53 
14 
10 

Percentage 

59.0 
41. 0 

100. 0 

17.4 
53. 6 
20.0 
5. 2 
3. 8 

265 100. 0 

Parents ' View on Purpose Education 
Self Fulfillment 
Job Preparat ion 
Staying Current 

Level of Training for Parenthood: 
One or More Parenting Classes 
No Parenting Classes 

Style of Achieving Compliance 
(by Self-Report): 

Positive Attribution 
Persuas ion 

130 
11 

124 
265 

55 
210 

49. 1 
4. 1 

46. 8 
100. 0 

20. 8 
79.2 

265 

13 
252 
265 

100. 0 

4. 9 
95. 1 

100. 0 

The majority of parents responding to questionnaire were 

mothers (59%). The typical parent respondent was a member of 

the 36-43 -year-old age group (54%). She reported having more 

middle-class values for education—education was valued for 

either staying current (47%) or self-fulfi1Iment (49%), rather 

then for job preparation (4%). The typical parent respondent 

had attended no parenting classes (79%) and reported using 

persuasion (95%) as a style for achieving compliance on the 

part of her children. 
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Validity and Re 1iability Data 

To insure that the psychometric properties of the PZAI 

and the LBDQ did indeed generalize to the FZAI, MBDQ, and 

FBDQ as they were used in this population, tests of validity 

and reliability were conducted prior to data analysis. A 

factor analysis was used to test whether the FBDQ and MBDQ 

did, in fact, retain the basic factor structure of the LBDQ 

as those modified instruments were used in this study (test 

of construct validity). A Cronbach alpha analysis was used 

to test for the reliability of the FZAI, MBDQ, and FBDQ. The 

Cronbach alpha" is a test of internal reliability and factor 

consistency which analyzes the intercorrelation of individual 

test items as a measure of overall reliability. Results of 

validity and reliability tests are presented in the following 

sect ions . 

Factor Ana lysis 

As described in Chapter Two, validity of the modified 

forms of the LBDQ (the MBDQ and FBDQ) and the PZAI (the FZAI) 

had been supported prior to data collection. In the case of 

the LBDQ-derived forms, the terms "leader" and "group" had 

been changed to "parent" and "family," respectively. These 

terms (1eader/parent, group/family) were held to be defini-

tionally equivalent. 

In the interest of conservative psychometric practice, 

however, it was decided that a factor analysis was needed. 

This was to assure that, in practice, the MBDQ/FBDQ forms 
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did, in fact, retain the actual Consideration/Initiating 

Structure factor structure of the original LBDQ. The FZAI 

had already "passed" an empirical test "of validity (the t-

test between court-referred and non-court-referred 

juveniles). The factor analysis was an empirical test of 

validity for the MBDQ/FBDQ. 

The criteria used for factor analysis of the FBDQ and 

MBDQ were as follows. An initial factor analysis was exe

cuted for the MBDQ and for the FBDQ. That analysis was exa

mined for the number of factors contributing to the 

proportion of variance at or above the level of .10 

(Tabachnik and Fidell, 1983; Nunnally, 1978). A second fac

tor analysis would be executed, this analysis ordere.d for 

only the number of factors indicated by the first analysis 

(i.e., those contributing 10% of variance). The results of 

the second factor analysis are those in Tables 5 and 6. The 

results from the first factor analysis (identifying two pri

mary factors) are shown in Tables 3 and 4. 

In the second factor analysis, MBDQ/FBDQ items were con

sidered to be subsumed within a given factor at loadings of 

.40 or better, on a varimax rotation, consistent with 

Lindeman, Merenda, and Gold (1980). 

In summary, results of the factor analyses indicate that 

the modified versions of the LBDQ do retain the factor struc

ture of the original instrument, even as applied in this 

setting. 
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Table 3 

Results of Initial Factor Analysis: MBDQ 

Variable 
MBDQl 
MBDQ2 
MBDQ3 
MBDQ4 
MBDQ5 
MBDQ6 
MBDQ7 
MBDQ8 
MBDQ9 
MBDQIO 
MBDQll 
MBDQ12 
MBDQ13 
MBDQ14 
MBDQ15 
MBDQ16 
MBDQ17 
MBDQ18 
MBDQ19 
MBDQ20 
MBDQ21 
MBDQ22 
MBDQ23 
MBDQ24 
MBDQ25 
MBDQ26 
MBDQ27 
MBDQ28 
MBDQ29 
MBDQ30 
MBDQ31 
MBDQ32 
MBDQ33 
MBDQ34 
MBDQ35 
MBDQ36 
MBDQ37 
MBDQ38 

Est imated 
0.28238 
0.29141 
0.33886 
0.32991 
0.50145 
0.49390 
0.48359 
0.49886 
0.37651 
0.35053 
0.31909 
0.43033 
0.29508 
0.42410 
0.61633 
0.31661 
0.41143 
0.44467 
0.39446 
0.39110 
0.45142 
0.26595 
0.48198 
0.32143 
0.41095 
0.45953 
0.50284 
0.45952 
0.37086 
0.53003 
0.41046 
0.58629 
0.42500 
0.38328 
0.32200 
0.38543 
0.41901 
0.45623 

Factor 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
1 -T 
i / 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Eigenvalue 
6.57702 
4. 10785 
2.26006 
1.95279 
1.56812 
1.32893 
1.15918 
1.14387 
1.06575 
1.02878 
0.97166 
0.95910 
0.91756 
0.88236 
0.81341 
0.79817 
0.77032 
0.76804 
0.69888 
0.66250 
0.64896 
0.60436 
0.56302 
0.54740 
0.51788 
0.50505 
0.47033 
0.44136 
0.41875 
0.40362 
0.38768 
0.36082 
0.35508 
0.32239 
0.30124 
0.26378 
0.25053 
0.20331 

% of 
Variance 

17.3 
10. 8 
5. 9 
5. 1 
4. 1 
3. 5 
3. 1 
3.0 
2. 8 
2. 7 
2. 6 
2. 5 
2.4 
2. 3 
2. 1 
2. 1 
2. 0 
2.0 
1. 8 
1. 7 
1. 7 
1. 6 
1. 5 
1.4 
1.4 
1. 3 
1. 2 
1. 2 
1. 1 
1. 1 
1.0 
0. 9 
0. 9 
0. 8 
0. 8 
0. 7 
0. 7 
0. 5 

Cum Pet 
17.3 
28. 1 
34. 1 
39.2 
43. 3 
46.8 
49. 9 
52. 9 
55. 7 
58.4 
61. 0 
63. 5 
65. 9 
68. 2 
70.4 
72. 5 
74. 5 
76. 5 
78. 3 
80. 1 
81. 8 
83.4 
84. 9 
86. 3 
87. 7 
89. 0 
90. 2 
91.4 
92. 5 
93. 6 
94. 6 
95. 5 
96. 5 
97. 3 
98. 1 
98. 8 
99. 5 

100. 0 

More Than 25 Iterations Required. 



Table 4 

Results of Initial Factor Analysis: FBDQ 
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Var iable 

FBDQl 
FBDQ2 
FBDQ3 
FBDQ4 
FBDQ5 
FBDQ6 
FBDQ7 
FBDQ8 
FBDQ9 
FBDQIO 
FBDQll 
FBDQ12 
FBDQ13 
FBDQ14 
FBDQ15 
FBDQ16 
FBDQ17 
FBDQ18 
FBDQ19 
FBDQ20 
FBDQ21 
FBDQ22 
FBDQ23 
FBDQ24 
FBDQ25 
FBDQ26 
FBDQ27 
FBDQ28 
FBDQ29 
FBDQ30 
FBDQ31 
FBDQ32 
FBDQ33 
FBDQ34 
FBDQ35 
FBDQ36 
FBDQ37 
FBDQ38 

Convergence 

Est imated 

0.56398 
0.57473 
0.58464 
0.53547 
0.55197 
0.56401 
0.50612 
0.64905 
0.39 225 
0.56990 
0.35531 
0.42019 
0.38975 
0.55715 
0.54630 
0.28750 
0.40019 
0.54794 
0.48613 
0.40586 
0.37048 
0.37318 
0.58715 
0.50682 
0.60570 
0.57783 
0.69686 
0.40519 
0.43077 
0.66898 
0.57559 
0.60076 
0.61175 
0.57400 
0.37249 
0.48211 
0.63600 
0.57460 

; Required 16 

Factor 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

It erat ions 

E igenvalue 

9.59520 
5.40355 
2.32043 
1.36760 
1.33637 
1. 13566 
1.05482 
1.02573 
0.94656 
0.89244 
0.87480 
0.84031 
0.75980 
0.73160 
0.68933 
0.66737 
0.65179 
0.59048 
0.55740 
0.53548 
0.51685 
0.49163 
0.45155 
0.43603 
0.42107 
0.40681 
0.37753 
0.34477 
0.34062 
0.33510 
0.30047 
0.28762 
0.25917 
0.24982 
0.23410 
0.20005 
0.19066 
0.17950 

% of 
Var iance 

25. 3 
14. 2 
6. 1 
3. 6 
3. 5 
3.0 
2. 8 
2. 7 
2. 5 
2. 3 
2. 3 
2. 2 
2. 0 
1. 9 
1. 8 
1. 8 
1. 7 
1. 6 
1. 5 
1.4 
1.4 
1. 3 
1. 2 
1. 1 
1. 1 
1. 1 
1. 0 
0. 9 
0. 9 
0. 9 
0. 8 
0. 8 
0. 7 
0. 7 
0. 6 
0. 5 
0. 5 
0. 5 

Cum Pet 

25. 3 
39. 5 
45. 6 
49. 2 
52. 7 
55. 7 
58. 7 
61. 2 
63. 6 
66. 0 
68. 3 
70. 5 
72. 5 
74. 4 
76. 2 
78. 0 
79. 7 
81. 3 
82. 7 
84. 1 
85. 5 
86. 8 
88. 0 
89. 1 
90. 2 
91. 3 
92. 3 
93. 2 
94. 1 
95. 0 
95. 8 
96. 5 
97. 2 
97. 9 
98. 5 
99. 0 
99. 5 

100.0 
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Table 5 

Factor Analysis Results: MBDQ 

MBDQ Items. . . 

...loading on Factor 1* 
Item 1^ 
Item 4C 
Item 6C 
Item 8C 
Item I3C 
Item 18C 
Item 20C 
Item 21C 
Item 23C 
Item 27C 
Item 30C 

.loading on Factor 2* 
Item 2^^ 
Item 7 IS 
Item ll^S 
Item I4IS 
Item 17 IS 
Item 24IS 
Item 26lS 
Item 28^3 
Item 31^3 
Item 34IS 
Item 37^S 

* Includes items loaded on varimax rotation at value = .40 
and excluding bogus items. 

^ Indicates an item used to measure Consideration on the ori 
ginal LBDQ. 

IS Indicates an item used to measure Initiating Structure on 
the original LBDQ. 

The Cronbach alpha analyses were conducted according to 

several criteria. First, corrected item-total correlations 

were inspected to discover whether each item correlated with 

its total scale at the .20 correlational level or better. 

Secondly, items correlated below .20 with the total scale 

were to be eliminated (Tabachnik and Fidell, 1983; Nunnally, 

1978), in order to maximize the overall alpha level. 
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Table 6 

Factor Anaylsis Results: FBDQ 

...loading Factor 1* 
It ems 1*̂  
Items 3C 
Items 4^ 
Items 6C 
Items 8C 
It eras 1 3C 
Items 18C 
Items 20C 
It ems 2 iC 
It eras 2 3C 
Iteras 25C 
It eras 2 7C 
Items 30C 
Items 33C 

...loadingon Factor 2* 
Items 2^^ 
Items 7^S 
Iteras ll^S 
Iteras I4IS 

It ems 17 
It ems 2 2 

IS 
IS 

Iteras 24^S 
Iteras 26^S 
Iteras 28^^ 
Iteras 31^S 
Iteras 34^2 
Iteras 37^S 

* Includes iteras loaded on varimax rotation at values = .40 
each, excluding bogus iteras. 

^ Indicates an itera used to raeasure Consideration on the 
original L BDQ. 

IS Indicates an itera used to raeasure Initiating Structure 
on the original LBDQ. 

Finally, the eliraination of items from the total scale 

was to be undertaken in a manner which would preserve the 

r a tional d e s i g n and e q u a 1 - n u m b e r - i t e m - s c a l e design of the 

o r i g i n a l i n s t r u m e n t s . 

The fifteen items of the FBDQ which measure 

C o n s i d e r a t i o n were interrelated at a Cronbach alpha level of 

§=.83 9 . D e l e t i o n of a single item had the p o t e n t i a l of 

changing alpha to a level as low as §=.816 (item 27 or 30) 

or as high as §=.86 (item 35). 
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The fifteen items of the MBDQ which measure 

Consideration were interrelated at a Cronbach alpha level of 

§=.77. The deletion of single item had the potential of 

changing alpha to a value as low as §=.743 (itera 30) or as 

high as §=.809. 

The fifteen iteras of the FBDQ which measure Initiating 

Structure were interrelated at a Cronbach alpha level of 

§=.812. The deletion of single item had the potential of 

changing the overall alpha level to a value as low as §=.787 

(itera 31) or as high as §=.827 (itera 16). 

The fifteen iteras of the MBDQ which raeasure Initiating 

Structure were interrelated at an overall Cronbach alpha 

level of §=.759. Deletion of a single itera had the potential 

of changing the overall alpha level to a value as low as 

§=732 (item 28) or as high as §=.782 (item 16). 

The twenty-four iteras of the Family Zones of Acceptance 

Questionnaire were interrelated at an overall Cronbach alpha 

level of §=.857. Deletion of a single item had the potential 

for changing the overall alpha level to a value as low as 

§=.848 (itera 4, 9, 13, etc.) or as high as §=.858 (itera 1). 

Tables from which the preceding Cronbach alpha were 

obtained are located in Appendix E. 

Among the Consideration items, itera 35 ("Lets other 

people in the family take away his/her leadership.") corre

lated below the .20 criterion level for both the FBDQ and the 
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MBDQ. Among the Initiating Structure items, item 16 ("Works 

without a plan,") correlated below the criterion level on 

both the FBDQ and the MBDQ; item 9 ("Criticizes poor work.") 

correlated slightly below the criterion level and did so only 

for the FBDQ. 

In keeping with the three criteria outlined above, itera 

35 was excluded from the scoring of Initiating Structure on 

all instruments. Although itera 9 of the FBDQ had failed to 

raeet the criterion level of .20, it was included in the 

scoring of Initiating Structure for all instruments. Th IS 

permitted the use of two balanced scales. Consideration and 

Initiating Structure, of fourteen iteras each. The preser 

vation of this balanced forraat was judged to be sufficient 

justification for forfeiture of additional overall alpha (an 

increraent of less than an additional .005 in overall correla 

tional relationship, for the FBDQ only). The deletion of 

iteras 16 and 35 resulted in the following alpha levels, by 

scale: Father's Consideration (FCNSIDR)--.86, Mother's 

Consideration (MCNSIDR)--.81, Father's Initiating Structure 

(FSTRCTR)--.83, and Mother's Initiating Structure 

(MSTRCTR)--.78. All twenty-four items of the FZAI satisfied 

the .20 -or-better criterion and were included in the scoring 

to measure Parental Influence (PINFLU). 

The results of Cronbach alpha and factor analyses were 

judged to be evidence of generally sound psychometrics among 

the study instruments. Those instruments were used to test 
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relationships between parenting styles, parental influence, 

and certain demographic variables. 

Relat ionsh ips Between Demograph ic Variables 

and Parent ing Variables 

Sixth-Grade Results 

The results of all demographic-parenting data correla

tions for sixth-grade subjects are shown in Table 7. 

Among sixth-grade subjects, the most comprehensive 

demographic findings are those described by the correlation 

of parents' compliance style (as perceived bv the 

child--COMPTYPE) with certain parenting behaviors. The more 

children reported that their parents were more likely to use 

persuasion in achieving the child's compliance, the more they 

tended to rate their parents favorably on parenting style. 

Persuasive parenting style was also related to ratings for 

their fathers' Initiating Structure (FSTRCTR-- r=.18) and for 

both parenting behaviors on the part of the mother (MCNSIDR, 

r = .19; MSTRCTR, r=.23). 

Within this group. Initiating Structure was also asso

ciated with the parents' occupational status (FSTRCTR and 

FJOB, r= -.21; MSTRCTR and MJOB, r= 1.23). That is, children 

of parents whose occupations were in the professions or in 

business tended to report both parents as being more active 

in task-oriented parenting than parents in this group whose 

careers were more agriculturally- or labor-related. 
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Table 7 

. 13 

. 17 
-.04 
. 00 

-. 13 
-. 15* 

.03 

. 14 
-.07 
-. 23* 

-.02 
.09 

. 14 

.07 
-.06 
-.05 

-.04 
-. 05 

. 14 

. 14 
-. 20* 
-.17 

-.07 
.07 

-.07 
.07 
.05 
.02 

.04 
-.0 7 

. 19* . 23* . 03 .17* -.02 

Intercorrelation and Correlation Matrix (Grade Six) 

STUDENT DATA MCNSIDR MSTRCTR FCNSIDR FSTRCTR PINFLU 
Birth Order 
Race 
Father's Job 
Mother's Job 
Parents' Expectation 

for Education 
Family Type 
Parents' Compliance 

Style 

Parent Dat a 
Parent s' Age 
Parents Opinion: 

Purpose of 
Educat ion 

Parenting Training 
Parents' Compliance 

Style (self-report) 

Intercorrelations 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

PINFLU 

(n=89) 

* p=.05 **p=.01 ***p=.001 

Significant findings for demographics and Consideration 

within this group were limited to the relationship-oriented 

behavior of mothers. MCNSIDR was significantly related to 

mother's age (PAGE, r= -.26), to mother's opinion on the 

value of education (OPED, r= -.24), and to mother's tendency 

to describe herself as using persuasion to achieve the 

child's compliance (PCOMPTYPE, r= -.19). That is, younger 

mothers were rated more highly on relationship-oriented 

-.26** 

-. 24* 
-. 02 

-. 19* 

_ 

-. 02 

-. 06 
.05 

-.01 

. 44*** 
-

-. 16 

-. 02 
.03 

-. 12 

. 5 7*** 

. 24* 
^ 

-. 08 

.07 
-. 06 

-. 04 

.33*** 
54*** 
. 14 

-. 20* 

-.25** 
-.27** 

-.26** 

38*** 
.44*** 
. 30** 
. 29** 

parenting, as were mothers with more altruistic values for 
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education (an indicator of high socioeconomic status), and 

mothers who described themselves as persuasive (not attribu-

tional) types. 

All demographic data obtained from parents were signifi

cantly related to the children's reports of receptiveness to 

parental influence (PINFLU). Higher PINFLU scores in this 

group were obtained from children whose parents: were younger 

(PAGE, r = -.20), had more altruistic values for education 

(OPED, r= -.25), described themselves as persuaders 

(PCOMPTYPE, r= -.26), and had no parenting training classes 

(PREPL.VL, r= -.27). 

Ninth-Grade Results 

The results of all demographic-parenting data correla

tions for ninth-grade subjects are shown in Table 8. 

The ninth-grade group is remarkably different from 

either the sixth- or twelfth-grade group, in that almost nom 

of the demographic and parenting data appear to be signifi

cantly correlated. The one exception is the relationship 

between family type (FAMTYPE) and mother's consideration 

(MCNSIDER). Children living with both biological parents 

tended to describe their mothers as being higher on 

relationship-oriented parenting behaviors than did children 

living with one or more step-parents (r= -.24). 

Parental influence was not related to any demographic 

variable except parents' style for achieving compliance 

(child-perceived; COMPTYPE, r= .18). That is, students who 
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reported persuasion as their parents' dominant style in 

achieving compliance also tended to report themselves as 

having higher levels of receptivity to parental influence. 

CNSIDR 
-.03 
-.04 
. 00 

-. 04 

-.05 
-. 24* 

MSTRCTR 
-. 02 
-.01 
-. 08 
-. 11 

-. 14 
.04 

FCNSIDR 
.06 
.02 

-.03 
-. 08 

-. 14 
-. 12 

FSTRCTR 
. 00 
.07 

-. 11 
.07 

-. 14 
-.09 

PINFLU 
-.02 
-. 12 
.03 

-. 12 

. 02 

. 01 

Table 8 

Intercorrelation and Correlation matrix (Grade 9) 

STUDENT DATA 
Birth Order 
Race 
Father's Job 
Mother's Job 
Parents' Expectation 

for Educat ion 
Family Type 
Parents' Compliance 

Style 

Parent Dat a 
Parent s' Age 
Parents Opinion: 

Purpos e of 
Educat ion 

Parenting Training 
Parents' Compliance 

Style (self-Report) 

Intercorrelat ions 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
PINFLU 

09 

11 

-. 05 

-. 03 

12 . 02 

16 

(n=90) 

* p=.05 **p=.01 ***p=.001 

.0 7" 

. 12, 

-. 14 

-.03 

. 17 -. 01 

. 18* 

-. 01 

05 
07 

. 10 

.03 
-. 05 
-. 01 

-. 05 
-. 03 

. 08 
-. 08 

-. 05 

50*** 
04 

. 21* 

. 39** 

. 42** 
— 

. 10 

. 24* 

. 10 

. 20* 
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As noted in Chapter Two, the ninth-grade subjects were 

unable to complete their questionnaires within the allotted 

time and were granted time extensions. Also, the ninth-grade 

group returned a higher proportion of unusable or incomplete 

instruments. In these ways, and in terms of these statisti

cal results, the ninth-grade group is considerably different 

group from both the sixth-and twelfth-grade subject group. 

Twelfth-Grade Results 

The results of all demographic-parenting data correla

tions are shown in Table 9. 

Within this group, mother's Consideration (MSNSIDR) was 

related to five demographic variables; family type, mother's 

age, mother's opinion on the purpose of education, level of 

parenting training, and mother's se1f-reported. style for 

achieving child's compliance. 

Only one of the demographic trends was typical of both 

fathers and mothers. Consideration behaviors for both 

parents were related to family type (FCNSIDR, r = -.15; 

MCNSIDR, r = -.19). That is, subjects living with both 

biological parents tended to give higher ratings to both 

parents on Consideration than did subjects living with one or 

more step-parents. 
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Table 9 

Intercorrelation and Correlation Matrix (Grade Twelve) 

STUDENT DATA 
Birth Order 
Race 
Father's Job 
Mother's Job 
Parents' Expectation 

for Educat ion 
Family Type 
Parents' Compliance 
Style 

Parent Data 

MCNSIDR 
-.04 
-.03 
-.05 
-. 10 

on 
. 05 

MSTRCTR 
. 16** 

-. 10 
-. 03 
-. 08 

. 00 
-.19** .08 

FCNSIDR 
. 02 

-. 06 
-. 10 
-. 06 

-.02 
-. 15* 

FSTRCTR 
.04 
. 00 

-. 08 
-. 05 

-. 00 
-.04 

PINFLU 
.06 

-.07 
-.05 
-.05 

-.01 
-. 09 

-.02 

-. 12 Parent s ' Age 
Parents' Opinion: 

Purpose of 
Educat ion 

Parenting Training 
Parents' Compliance 

Style (Self-Report)-.17** 

Intercorrelat ions 

. 03 

. 00 

.04 

-. 10 

-. 06 

. 06 

.01 

.01 

-.14* -.03 
-.17** -.12* 

-. 08 
-. 08 

. 12* 

.05 
-. 13* 
-.03 

MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
PINFLU 

-.02 

. 18** 

-.09 .07 

.36*** .12* 
,24*** .40*** 

. 24** 

-. 00 

2 5*** 
.38*** 
.36*** 
. 20** 

* p=.05 **p=.01 ***p=.001 

Where mother's Consideration was concerned, higher 

scores went to younger mothers (r = -.12), mothers with more 

altruistic opinions on education (r = .14), mothers with no 

parent training (r = .17), and mothers who reported using 

persuasion as a dominant style in achieving children's 

compliance (r = -.17). Mother's tendency to Initiate 

Structure also was associated with a lack of parent training 

(r = -.12). 

Finally, lastborn children reported having mothers who 

were more dominant in Initiating Structure (r = .16) than 
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other mothers within this group. 

Only parent training (PREPLVL) was related to parental 

influence. As with other groups, higher influence levels in 

this group were reported by subjects whose parents had 

received no parenting training. 

Total Group Results 

Across the entire group of four hundred two subjects, 

the most consistent demographic trend was the relationship 

between family type, occupational status, and parenting 

style. Subjects living with both biological parents gave 

higher ratings on Initiating Structure to their mothers (r = 

-.08) than did subjects living with one or more step-parents. 

The same subjects also tended to rate their mothers more 

favorably on Consideration (FCNSIDR, r = -.11; MCNSIDR, r = 

-.19). 

Higher Initiating Structure scores were reported by sub

jects whose parents held more professional employraent (FJOB, 

r = -.11; MJOB, r = -.12). Mothers of lastborn children 

also received higher MSTRCTR ratings than mothers of older 

children (r = .09). 

Higher Consideration scores were also reported by sub

jects for mothers who held more altruistic values for the 

purpose of education (OPED, r = -.10). OPED was also related 

to the subjects' report of receptivity to parental influence 

(r = -.13), with raore altruistic opinions associated with 

higher levels of influence. 



77 

Results of correlations between demographic data and 

parenting data are shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Intercorrelation and Correlation 

Matrix (Total Group) 

STUDENT DATA 
Grade Level 
Birth Order 
Race 
Father's Job 
Mother ' s Job 
Parents' Expectation 

for Educat ion 
Family Type 
Parents' Compliance 

Style 

Parent Dat a 

MCNSIDR 
-. 06 
-. 01 
-. 03 
-. 05 
-.05 

on 
.01 

MSTRCTR 
-.11*. 
. 10* 

-.13** 
-.05 
-.12** 

-. 02 
-.19*** .07 

FCNSIDR 
-. 1 9*** 
.06 
. 01 

-. 07 
-.07 

-. 04 
-. 11 

FSTRCTR 
-.04 
. 06 

-.03 
-. 11* 
-.05 

-.05 
-.03 

PINFLU 
-.12** 
.01 

-. 04 
-. 00 
-.05 

-.01 
-.05 

06 05 

Parent s ' Age 
Parents Opinion: 
Purpos e of 

Educat ion -.10* 
Parenting Training -.09* 

Parents' Compliance 
Style (self-Report)-.09* 

Intercorrelations 

-.07 -.00 

MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
PINFLU 

. 01 
-.03 

-. 00 

,21*** 

.03 

-.04 

-.04 
-.05 

-.02 

.43*** 

.21*** 

-.03 

03 

. 08 

. 00 

. 04 

.42*** 
28*** 

04 

-. 02 

-. 09* 
-. 09* 

-.04 

.24*** 
3 2*** 
3 1*** 

.24*** 

*p=.05 **p=.01 ***p=.001 

The following results are depicted in Table 10. 

Students at the 6th grade level were more likely to report 

having mothers with higher levels of Initiating Structure 

behaviors and to report having fathers with higher levels of 

Consideration behaviors. In addition, 6th graders were more 
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likely to report themselves as having higher levels of recep

tivity to parental influence. Each of these relationships, 

while they were significant, were small. 

At all grade levels, students of non-white ethnicity 

were more likely to report having mothers with slightly 

higher levels of Initiating Structure. In addition, students 

whose parents had less professional employment were more 

likely to report having parents with slightly higher levels 

of Initiating Structure. Students living with both natural 

parents were raore likely to report their parents as having 

slightly higher levels of Consideration. 

Relationships Between Parent ing 

Style and Parent ing Influence 

The study was designed to test a given model of parental 

effectiveness. The statistical data treatments used to sup

port or reject each hypothesis are described in the following 

sect ions. 

Hypothesis #1--Parenting styles are associated with, and 

may be used to predict, parental influence was tested by 

means of Pearson product moment correlations of all four 

parenting behaviors (FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR, MCNSIDR, MSTRCTR) with 
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parental influence (PINFLU). This hypothesis was also tested 

by multiple regression of the four parenting .behaviors (as 

independent variables) on parental influence (as a dependent 

variable). Results of correlational tests at the sixth-grade 

level are shown in Table 11. 

PINFLU 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
MCNSIDR 

MSTRCTR 

(n=89) 

* p = .05 

Table 11 

Intercorrelation Matrix: Parenting Behaviors 

and Parental Influence (Grade Six) 

PINFLU FCNSIDR FSTRCTR MCNSIDR MSTRCTR 
. 30** . 29** 

. 14 
.38*** 
5 7*** 

. 33** 

. 26** 

. 24* 

.54*** 
,44*** 

* * p = .01 *** p = .001 

Within the sixth-grade group, subjects tended to rate 

their parents somewhat similarly on both Consideration and 

Initiating Structure. This is indicated by the correlations 

between father's and mother's Consideration (FCNSIDR and 

MCNSIDR, r = .57 and r = .54, respectively). Subjects who 

rated either father or mother highly on one of the parenting 

behaviors also tended to rate the other parent highly on the 

corresponding behavior. 

There were other significant intercorre 1 at ions among 

parenting behaviors. Father's Initiating Structure was 

related to both ratings of mother's parenting style (MCNSIDR, 

r = .33; MSTRCTR, r = .54), but was not related to father's 

Consideration scores (FCNSIDR, r = .14). 
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Parental influence (PINFLU) was related to all parenting 

behaviors. The actual magnitude of the individual rela

tionships was diffult to determine, due to the tendency of 

the individual measurements (FCNSIDR, MCNSIDR, MSTRCTR) to be 

intercorrelated. In order to determine the individual corre

lation levels, partial correlations were performed. Results 

of partial correlations for the sixth-grade group are shown 

in Table 12. 

As indicated in Table 12, only mother's Consideration 

(MCNSIDR) is independently related to parental influence. 

That is, when the effects of interrelated parenting behavior 

measurements are partialled out, only MCNSIDR is signifi

cantly related to PINFLU. There results suggest that, when 

parenting behaviors are considered as being independent of 

one another, only the relationship-oriented behavior of 

mothers is associated with measurements of influence among 

sixth-grade subjects. This association is also reflected 

in the multiple regression results, which are shown in Table 

13. 

The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicate 

that (among sixth-graders) mother's Consideration is the best 

single predictor of parental influence, followed by FSTRCTR, 

FNSIDR, and MSTRCTR, respectively. Also, when all parenting 

behaviors are considered together, there is a significant 

relationship between parenting style and parental influence 

(Multiple R = .43). 
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Table 12 

Partial Correlations: Parenting Behaviors 

With Parental Influence (Grade Six) 

PINFLU 

(n = 89) 

FCNSIDRI 
~7n— 

FSTRCTR 
"TTS 

1 MCNSIDR-
. 19* 

MSTRCTR' 
"Tol 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

1 Partialling out the effects of MCNSIDR and MSTRCTR. 

2 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR, and 
MSTRCTR. 

3 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR, MCNSIDR. 

Table 13 

Multiple Regression of Parenting Behaviors 

on Parental Influence (Grade Six) 

Multiple regression of PINFLU with... 

...MCNSIDR 

...FSTRCTR 

. . .FCNSIDR 

...MSTRCTR 

Mu 11 iple 
. 38 
.42 
.43 
.43 

R R2 

. 14 

. 17 

. 19 

. 19 

R̂  -Chan 
. 14 
.03 
.01 
. 00 

^e S imple 
.38*** 
, 2 9** 
. 3 0** 
. 26** 

R Beta 
. 23 
. 17 
. 14 
.04 

(n = 89) 

Multiple R for the model = .43 Intercept = 23.34 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 
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The results of ninth-grade coraparisions are found in the 

following section. 

The intercorrelation matrix depicting correlations among 

parenting behaviors and parental influence for ninth-grade 

subjects is shown in Table 14. 

Table 14 

Intercorrelation Matrix: Parenting Behaviors and 

Parental Influence (Grade Nine) 

PINFLU 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 

(n = 90) 

*p = .05 

PINFLU 
-

**p = . 

FCNSIDR 
. 10 
-

01 ***p = 

FSTRCTR 
. 20* 
.4 2*** 

-

. 001 

MCNSIDR 
. 10 
.50*** 
. 21* 
— 

MSTRCTR 
. 24* 
. 04 
3 9*** 

. 15 

-

Within the ninth-grade group, subjects tended to rate 

their parents most similarly on consideration (r = .50). 

There was a comparable but lesser tendency to rate parents 

similarly on Initiating Structure (r = .39). More favorable 

ratings on father's Initiating Structure were related to a 

tendency to rate mother's parenting style more favorable 

overall (MCNSIDR, r = .21; MSTRCTR, r = .39). Father's 

Initiating Structure was also related to father's ratings on 

Consideration (r = .42). 
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Parental influence (PINFLU) was related only to 

Initiating Structure behavior (father's and mother's ). The 

actual magnitude of the individual relationship was difficult 

to determine, due to the tendency of the individual measure 

ments (FSTRCTR, MSTRCTR) to be intercorrelated. In order to 

determine the individual correlation levels, partial correla

tions were performed. Results of partial correlations for 

the ninth-grade group are shown in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Partial Correlation: Parenting Behaviors With 

Parental Influence (Grade Nine) 

PINFLU 

(n = 90) 

FCNSIDRI 
-.01 

FSTRCTR' 
. 11 

MCNSIDR^ MSTRCTR' 
.05 . 18* 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

1 Partialling out the effects of FSTRCTR,and MCNSIDR. 

2 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, MCNSIDR and 
MSTRCTR. 

3 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR and FSTRCTR. 

^ Partialling out the effects of FSTRCTR. 

As indicated in Table 15, only mother's Initiating 

Structure (MSTRCTR) is independently related to parental 

influence. That is, when the effects of interrelated 

parenting behavior measurements are partialled out, only 

MSTRCTR is significantly related to PINFLU. These results 

suggest that, when parenting behaviors are considered as 

being independent of one another, only the task-oriented 
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behavior of mothers is associated with measurements of 

influence among ninth-grade subjects. This association is 

also reflected in the multiple regression results, which are 

shown in Table 16. 

. Table 16 

Multiple Regression of Parenting Behaviors on 

Parental Influence (Grade Nine) 

Multiple regression of PINFLU with... 

...MSTRCTR 

...FSTRCTR 

. . . FCNSIDR 

. . .MCNSIDR 

(n = 90) 

Mu It iple 
. 24 
. 27 
. 27 
. 27 

R R2 

. 06 

. 07 

. 07 

. 07 

R^Chan 
. 06 
. 01 
. 00 
. 00 

ge S imple R 
. 24* 
. 20* 
. 10 
. 10 

Beta 
. 19 
. 11 
.03 
.03 

Multiple R for the model = .27 Y intercept = 38.81 

*p = .01 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicate 

that (among ninth-graders) mother's Initiating Structure is 

the best single predictor of parental influence, followed by 

father's Initiating Structure. Consideration behaviors 

(FCNSIDR and MCNSIDR) made negligible contributions to the 

prediction model (R^Change = .00). When all parenting beha

viors are considered together, there is a significant rela

tionship between parenting style and parental influence 
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(Multiple R = .27). 

The results of twelfth-grade coraparisions are found in 

the following section. 

The intercorrelation matrix depicting correlations among 

parenting behaviors and parental influence for twelfth-grade 

subjects is shown in Table 17. 

Table 17 

Intercorrelation Matrix: Parenting Behaviors and 

Parental Influence (Grade Twelve) 

PINFLU FCNSIDR FSTRCTR 
.36*** 2 0*** 

.24*** 

MCNSIDR 
.2 5*** 
.36*** 
. 12* 

MSTRCTR 
.38*** 
24*** 

.40*** 

. 18** 

PINFLU 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
MCNSIDR 

MSTRCTR 

(n = 223) 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

Within the twelfth-grade group, subjects tended to rate 

their parents similarly across all parenting behaviors. All 

measurements of parenting style were significantly related to 

each other. The strongest relationships were those of both 

parents on corresponding parenting behaviors (e.g. , FCNSIDR 

and MCNSIDR, r = .36; FSTRCTR and MSTRCTR, r = .40). 

Parental influence (PINFLU) was related to all measures 

of parenting style. The actual magnitude of the individual 

relationships was difficult to determine, due to the tendency 

of the individual measurements to be intercorrelated. 

In order to determine the individual correlation levels. 
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partial correlations were performed. Results of partial 

correlations for the twelfth-grade group are shown in Table 

18. 

Table 18 

Partial Correlations: Parenting Behaviors With 

Parental Influence (Grade Twelve) 

FCNSIDR 1 FSTRCTR' MCNSIDR 
. 11 

MSTRCTR^ 
. 30*** PINFLU .25*** .01 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

^ Partialling out the effects of FSTRCTR, MCNSIDR and 
MSTRCTR. 

2 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, MCNSIDR and 
MSTRCTR. 

3 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR and 
MSTRCTR. 

^ Partialling out the effects of FNCNSIDR, FSTRCTR and 
MCNSIDR. 

As indicated in Table 18, both father's Consideration 

and mother's Initiating Structure are independently related 

to parental influence (the latter slightly more so). That 

is, when the effects of interrelated parenting behavior 

measurements are partialled out, only FCNSIDR and MSTRCTR are 

significantly related to PINFLU. These results suggest that, 

when parenting behaviors are considered as being independent 

of one another, only the relationship-oriented behavior of 

the mother are associated with me as ureTient s of influence 

among twelfth-grade subjects. This association is also 

reflected in the multiple regression results, which are shown 

in Table 19. 
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Table 19 

Multiple Regression of Parenting Behaviors on 

Parental Influence (Grade Twelve) 

Multiple regression of PINFLU with... 

...MSTRCTR 

. . .FCNSIDR 

...MCNSIDR 

. . .FSTRCTR 

Mu Itiple R 
. 38 
.47 
.48 
.48 

R2 
.T5 
.22 
. 23 
. 23 

R^Chan 
. 15 
. 08 
.01 
.00 

ge S imple R 
.38*** 
.36*** 
,2 5*** 
.20*** 

Beta 
. 30 
. 25 
. 10 
. 01 

(n = 223) 

Multiple R for the model = .48 

*p = .01 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

Y intercept = 26.83 

The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicate 

that (among twelfth-graders) mother's Initiating Structure is 

the best single predictor of parental influence, followed by 

father's Consideration. Mother's Consideration and Father's 

Initiating Structure made negligiable contributions to the 

prediction model (R^Change = .01, .00, respectively). When 

all parenting behaviors are considered together, there is a 

significant relationship between parenting style and parental 

influence (Multiple R = .48). 

The results of total group (grades six, nine, and 

twelve) comparisons are found in the following section. 

The intercorrelations matrix depicting correlations 

among parenting behaviors and parental influence for all sub

jects is shown in Table 20. 
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Table 20 

Intercorrelation Matrix: Parenting Behaviors and 

Parental Influence (All Subjects) 

PINFLU 
FCNSDR 
FSTRCTR 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 

(n = 402) 

PINFLU FCNSIDR 
.31*** 

FSTRCTR MCNSIDR 
.24*** 
.28*** 

.24*** 

.43*** 
1 9*** 

MSTRCTR 
. 32*** 
.21*** 
.42*** 
,21*** 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

Within the total group, subjects tended to rate both 

parents similarly on Consideration (r = .43) and Initiating 

Structure (r = .42). That is, subjects who rated their 

fathers highly on Consideration also tended to rate their 

mothers highly on Initiating Structure, and vice versa. 

However, the rating of one parent's behavior did not account 

for more than 20% of the variance in the other parent's 

corresponding behavior (FCNSIDR, MCNSIDR r2 = .18). 

Parental influence (PINFLU) was related to all measures 

of parenting style. The actual magnitude of the individual 

relationships was difficult to determine, due to the tendency 

of the individual measures to be intercorrelated. In order 

to determine the individual correlation levels, partial 

correlations were performed. Results of partial correlations 

for all subjects are shown in Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Partial Correlations: Parenting Behaviors With 

Parental Influence (All Subjects) 

PINFLU 
FCNSIDRI 

.20*** 
FSTRCTR' 

.06 
MCNSIDR 

. 09* 
MSTRCTR^ 
.22*** 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

^ Partialling out the effects of FSTRCTR, MCNSIDR, MSTRCTR. 

2 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, MCNSIDR, MSTRCTR. 

3 Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR, MSTRCTR. 

^ Partialling out the effects of FCNSIDR, FSTRCTR, MCNSIDR. 

As indicated in Table 24 (p. 94), both father's 

Consideration and mother's Initiating Structure are indepen

dently related to parental influence. These results must be 

interpreted cautiously. The same results were obtained 

within the twelfth-grade group, a group which represents over 

55% of the total sample (which consists of three grade 

levels). These results may be to some extent an artifact of 

the over-representation of twelfth-graders in the total 

sample. However, a randomly-drawn sample of ninety twelfth-

grade subjects was used as correction for the effect of 

sample size on combined group results. When this randomly-

drawn group was added to the 89 subjects from sixth grade and 

the 90 subjects from ninth grade, the total group correla

tions were within four points i+_ .04), of the total group 

correlations which were obtained from the total group sample 

containing two hundred twenty-three twelfth-grade subjects. 

To a lesser extent, mother's Consideration (MCNSIDR) is 
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also independently related to parental influence. 

These results suggest that, when parenting behaviors are 

considered as being independent of one another, the 

relationship-oriented behaviors of fathers and (to a lesser 

extent) mothers along with the task-oriented behaviors of 

mothers are all related to parental influence. These asso

ciations are also reflected in the multiple regression 

results, which are shown in Table 22. 

Table 22 

Multiple Regression of Parenting Behaviors 

on Parental Influence (All Subjects) 

MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
MCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

Mu It iple 

. 32 

.41 

.42 

.42 

R 

PINFLU 

li 
. 10 
. 17 
. 17 
. 18 

R2 Ch ange 

. 10 

.07 

.01 

. 00 

S imp le 

. 32 

. 31 

. 24 

. 24 

R Beta 

. 23 

. 21 

.09 

. 07 

(n = 402) 

Multiple R for the model = .42 Y intercept = 28.08 

*p = .05 **p = .01 ***p = .001 

The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicate 

that (for all subjects) mother's Initiating Structure is the 

best predictor of parental influence, followed by father's 

Consideration, mother's Consideration, and (to an almost 

negligible extent) father's Initiating Structure. When all 

parenting behaviors are considered together, there is a 

significant relationship between parenting style and parental 
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influence (Multiple R = .42). 

In summary, parenting styles as a whole do predict 

parental influence, both at the individual grade levels and 

at the total group level. The values (Multiple R's) for this 

prediction ranged from .27 to .48, accounting for from 7% to 

24% of the total variance in parental influence. 

At the various grade levels the better predictors "of 

(relationship with ) parental influence were mother's 

Consideration (sixth grade), mother's Initiating Structure 

(at all levels above sixth grade and for the total group), 

and father's Consideration (twelfth grade and second only to 

MCNSIDR for the total group). 

Hypothesis #2--Regarding parenting styles, fathers and 

mothers differ from one another in either task-or 

relationship-oriented behaviors, as each is perceived by 

their children. This hypothesis was tested by Turkey's HSD 

t-test of means among parenting behavior scores at various 

grade levels. Results of Tukey ' s HSD comparisons are found 

in Table 23. 

Table 23 

Results of T-Test: Fathers' v_s_. Mothers' Consideration 

and Initiating Structure 

FCNSIDR 
MCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 
MSTRCTR 

M 
52.083 
57. 57 
55.093 
53.885 

S. D. 
10.445 
7.494 
9.473 
8. 114 

N 
402 
402 
402 
402 

S.D. ̂  
109.10 
56. 16 
89. 74 
65. 84 

t = 

26.69*** 

6.24*** 

(Tukey's HSD critical t-value = 3.94) 
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As Table 23 indicates, there are role-related differen

ces in child-perceived parenting styles. Subjects reported 

that their fathers typically exercise more Initiating 

Structure than do the subjects' mothers. Conversely, sub

jects reported that their mothers typically exercise con

siderably more Consideration than do the subjects fathers (a 

10% difference in mean Consideration Scores across the total 

group). In summary, subiects perceive their parents in 

culturally consistent ways. That is, they perceive their 

fathers as typically more task-oriented and their mothers as 

typically more relationship-oriented, with regard to 

parenting styles. 

Hypothese #3—No single parenting behavior is a "best" 

predictor of parental influence was tested by the correla

tional and regression precedures which are displayed in 

Tables 11 - 22. 

As Tables 11-22 suggest, no one set of parenting beha

vior scores (MCNSIDR, MSTRCTR, FCNSIDR, or FSTRCTR) is con

sistently associated with scores on parental influence. 

Rather, scores on each behavior are significantly related to 

PINFLU only at certain grade levels and only as measures 

relative to one parent. 

Hypotheses #4--Certain parenting styles are more closely 

associated than others with higher levels of parental 

influence was tested by partial correlations of parenting 

behaviors with measures of parental influence. These corre-
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lations were obtained from data taken from subjects who 

reported higher than average (PINFLU subject > MPINFLU) 

levels of parental influence. 

As has been explained in Chapter One, Hersey and 

Blanchard's (1978) model described the parenting styles of 

effect ive parents. For the purpose of this study, effective 

•parents have been defined as parents who are most successful 

in achieving influence over children. In order to select 

"successful" parents, it was decided that parents whose 

children reported higher than average PINFLU scores would 

meet the criterion of success (i.e. , effective parents). 

For Hypothesis #4, then, only the data obtained from 

subjects reporting higher-than-average PINFLU scores was ana

lyzed. 

Results of the intercorrelations and partial correla

tions are shown in Tables 24 and 25. 

Tables 24 and 25 show relationship among scores for all 

parenting behaviors and for parenting structure. These rela

tionships are shown as they exist among subjects who reported 

higher than average PINFLU scores on the FZAI (parental 

influence inventory). 

Table 24 depicts basic intercorre 1 at ions among the four 

parenting behaviors and parental influence. Parental 

influence scores are related to one or more parenting beha

vior scores in every group except the ninth-grade group. In 
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Table 24 

Results of Correlation Analysis by Grade Levels: 

Parenting Behaviors With Parental Influence . 

Among Higher Influence Respondents 

6Th Grade 
(n=30) 

9Th Grade 
(n=23) 

12Th Grade 
(n=43) 

Total Group 
(n=96) 

PINFLU 
PINFLU 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

PINFLU 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

PINFLU 

MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

PINFLU 
MCNSIDR 
MSTRCTR 
FCNSIDR 
FSTRCTR 

MCNSIDR 
.45** 

-

.27^3 
— 

. 26* 

.31*** 

Table 25 

MSTRTR 
. 24ns 
. 33* 

-

. 16^3 

. 28ns 

. 20ns 

. 33* 

. 20** 
3 1*** 

FCNSID 
.53***• 
,54*** 
. 05ns 

. ions 

. 61*** 

. 05ns 

. 31* 

. 25* 

. 08ns 

. 33** 

. 43** 

. OOns 

FSTRCTR 
.40* 
. 25ns 
.41** 
.26ns 

. OOns 
-.04^3 
. 23ns 
.47** 

.09ns 

. 07ns 

. 26* 

. 30* 

. 19* 

. 09ns 

. 29** 

. 33*** 

Results of Partial Correlation Analysis: 

Parenting Behaviors with Parental Influence 

Among Higher Influence Respondents 

MCNSIDR PINFLU 
6̂ '̂  Grade (n = 30) .16 

9Th Grade (n=23) .22 

12Th Grade (n = 43) . 11 

Total Group (n = 96) . 14 

MSTRCTR 

. 08 

.05 

. 19 

. 13 

FCNSIDR 

. 37* 

-.09 

. 30* 

. 22* 

FSTRCTR 

. 24 

.05 

-. 06 

.06 
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every group two or more of the four parenting behaviors are 

significantly intercorrelated. 

Table 25 depicts the relationship between parenting 

behaviors scores and parental influence once the significant 

intercorrelations have been partialled out. Again, these are 

the relationships as they exist among the scores obtained 

from the higher-than-average PINFLU group. Only fathers' 

consideration scores are related to parental influence 

scores, and that at every level other than ninth grade. 

Hypothesis #5--That the situational model of effective 

parenting (as described by Hypothesis #4) will be similar to 

Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) model was tested by comparing 

data from Table 27 with the prediction model described in 

Chapters One and Two. Results of this comparison are shown 

in Tables 26 and 27. 

Table 26 depicts the prediction model of parental effec

tiveness which was used for this study. Table 30 shows the 

actual results of the study, relative to the prediction 

model. At only one level was the prediction model supported, 

that of fathers' parenting style within the twelfth-grade 

group. At another level (fathers' parenting style, sixth-

grade) the findings were in total contradiction of the pre

dict ion mode 1. 

In sumraary among higher PINFLU subjects, only fathers' 

Consideration was related to parental influence--and at every 

level, except ninth grade (Table 27). 
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Table 26 

Predicted Model: Relative Levels of 

Parental Behaviors Among Higher PINFLU Respondents 

Higher Levels 
of PINFLU 

6*̂ ^ Grade 

MSNSIDR MSTRCTR FCNSIDR' FSTRCTR 

- + - + 

+ •*• + + 

+ - + -

- + - + 

9Th Grade 

12Th Grade 

Total Group 

(•••=Greater relative Consideration or Initiating Structure) 

(-=Less relative Consideration or Initiating Structure) 

Table 27 

Actual Results: Relative Levels of Parenting 

Behaviors Among Higher PINFLU Respondents 

Higher Leve1s 
of PINFLU 

6Th Grade 

9Th Grade 

12Th Grade 

Total Group 

MCNSIDR MSTRCTR FCNSIDR FSTRCTR 

- - + -

- - + -

(-^=Greater relative Consideration or Initiating Structure) 

(-=Less relative Consideration or Initiating Structure) 



CHAPTER .FOUR 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was an investigation of the possible rela

tionship between certain parenting styles and parental 

influence, as both are perceived by children. Specifically, 

the study was an empirical test of Hersey and Blanchard's 

(1978) model of situationally effective parenting. 

There were a number of justifications for this study. 

The first was that interdisciplinary studies of this sort 

often produce new insights into various areas of the con

solidated disciplines. The second was that the Hersey and 

Blanchard model was an intuitively appropriate, but an 

empirically untested, one. A final justification was the 

hope this initial study, conceptualizing parenting in 

leadership terms, might suggest other potentially productive 

uses of organizational psychology in the study of family 

var iable s . 

Central to this study was the concept of parental 

influence and children's self-report of their receptivity to 

that influence. The history of family studies has been that 

of an attempt to define influence more in interactional terms 

and less in terms of simple effects. Corollary to this trend 

has been the emerging concept of the situational nature of 

effective parenting (a concept parallelled in leadership 

literature). Also corollary to this concept has the been 

assertion that positive outcomes in child development have 

their etiology in factors more complex than simple parenting 

97 
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variables. These "other" variables have included demographic 

variables, child variables, parent variables, context 

variables, etc. 

This study has offered modest support for many of the 

assumptions and positions described above. It has offered 

little or no support for certain other assumption s or pos1 

tions. 

Summary o f Re su11 s 

The overall results of this study are summarized as 

fo1 lows. 

A leadership model of effective parenting was studied by 

means of instruments derived from measures of leader behavior 

and leader influence. The instruments derived for use in the 

study were demonstrated to be both reliable and valid for 

this purpos e. 

Across all groups, parenting style was a moderately 

effective predictor of parental influence, accounting for 

about 20-25% of the variance in most cases. At individual 

grade levels, different parenting behaviors (the elements of 

which parenting style is composed) were more or less asso

ciated with (or predictive of) parental effectiveness. No 

one parenting behavior was a best predictor of parental 

influence across all grade levels. 

Of particular interest was the relationship of parenting 

style and parental influence within the families of the most 

successful parents. Within this specially-selected group. 



99 

the Consideration behavior of fathers was a best predictor of 

(most associated with) parental influence, at almost every 

grade level and across the total group. 

As no one parenting behavior was a best predictor of 

parental influence within the sample (other than within the 

"most successful parent" subgroup), a situational model of 

parental effectiveness was evident. That model, however, had 

little similarity to Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) model. 

Finally, parental influence was found to be somewhat 

related to certain demographic variables. 

Test o f Hypothes es 

Five hypotheses were developed to be tested in this 

study. The results of hypothesis testing are reviewed as 

fo1lows. 

Hypothesis #1, that the leader-oriented behavior of 

parents (parenting style) is associated with (predicts) 

parental influence, was generally confirmed at all grade 

levels and across the total group. There was a significant 

limitation to these findings. The limitation was the failure 

of any parenting behavior to account for raore than 10% of the 

variance in parental influence. This was parallelled by the 

failure of parenting style (all parenting behaviors con

sidered together) to account for more than 25% of the 

variance in parental influence. 

These limitations are tempered by what one would accept 

as a reasonable contribution of such variables to the predic-
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tion of children's receptivity to parental influence. The 

social mold theorists of the 1950's and later (e.g.. Skinner, 

1938; Miller and Dollard, 1941; Rotter, 1954; Bandura and 

Walters, 1963; etc.) have been described as studying child 

development as a one-way (parent-to-child) influence effect. 

Viewed from this perspective, the study results are somewhat 

disappointing, in that what parents "do" has such a small 

effect on how children "respond." The more contemporary 

perspective of social adaptation, however, would look more 

favorably on these results. Theorists from this perspective 

(which emphasizes socialization as it occurs in relationship 

to some social environment or context--e. g. , Rheingold, 1969; 

Morgan and Ricciuti, 1969j Whiting and Whiting, 1975; etc.) 

might find it remarkable that two such discrete environmental 

units could share this much variance. 

From a pragmatic standpoint, there is also the issue of 

how much of a contribution parents actually make to child 

development in the first place. Even from a one-way-

influence perspective, real-world parents might be quite 

pleased to affect 10% of the variance in the child's beha

vior, given the proportion of variance which appears to be 

determined by such uncontrollable factors as significant-

other influence (teachers, peers, media, etc.), personality 

factors, environmental demand characteristics (socio-cultural 

context), child's developmentally-related demand charac

teristics (e.g., physiological changes overtime), etc. 
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A caution is suggested here, in the interpretation of 

these and all results. It should be noted that the results 

described some characteristic of the parent-child rela

tionships within the families of the sample group. It might 

be just as reasonable to conclude that the receptivity of 

children to parental influence is a determinant of parenting 

style. Neither variable is clearly the "cause" of the other. 

This point will be particularly important in the discussion 

of the results among the sub-group of "successful" parents 

(Hypothesis #4). 

Hypothesis #2, that fathers and mothers differ from one 

another in parenting style was confirmed. Fathers were rated 

somewhat higher on Initiating Structure than were mothers. 

Mothers were rated considerably higher (mean difference = 

10%) on Consideration than were fathers. 

Baumrind (1982) has observed that differences in 

fathers' and mothers' parenting styles are more a function of 

sex roles than of biological sex. Baumrind noted that sex-

role-typed mothers were more responsive (more relationship-

oriented) and that sex-role-typed fathers were more firm 

(more task-oriented) in parenting styles. 

Similarly, Korabik (1982) has reported a relationship 

be-tween leadership styles and sex-role orientation. Female 

sex-role-typed leaders were rated more highly on 

Consideration; male sex-role-typed leaders were rated more 

highly on Initiating Structure. These findings for leaders 
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parallel those of Baumrind's for parents. 

Given these findings and the results of this test of 

Hypothesis #2, it is certainly true that subjects perceive 

their parents as behaving in traditional sex-role-typed ways 

in their roles as mothers and fathers. It is probably 

equally true that this perception is an accurate one. 

It was decided that sex interactions (between subjects' 

biological sex and the parents' biological sex) would not be 

a focus of this investigation. There were two reasons for 

this. One reason was that biological sex was not a signifi

cant variable in the pilot studies. A second reason was that 

Baumrind (1982) and Korabik (1982) suggested that sex role 

was the true determinant, not biological sex. Given these 

findings--that parents of subjects are at least perce ived as 

sex-role-typed--it is unfortunate that subject sex was not 

recorded in a way that would permit subject sex to be 

included as a variable in this study. (Recall that teachers 

supplied the number of males and females who participated--

sex of subject was not recorded on the demographic cover 

sheet of the questionnaire.) Given that parents in this 

study look (and probably are) traditionally masculine and 

feminine in their parenting styles, child x parent sex 

interactions might have been a fruitful area of investiga

tion. 

Hypothesis #3, that no single parenting behavior is a 

"best" predictor of parental influence was confirmed. In 
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leadership studies of this relationship, high. Consideration 

has been found to be a "best" behavior for the leader when 

the target variable was. favor able group ratings of the leader 

(Halpin, 1954), satisfaction within the group (Stogdill and 

Coons, 1957), or group relations and performance (Yukl and 

Van Fleet, 1982). Similarly, high Initiating Structure has 

been found to be a "best" behavior when the target variable 

was favorable ratings by other leaders (Halpin 1954, 1956; 

Holloman, 1967) or receptivity to leader influence (the 

target variable in this study—Kunz and Hoy, 1976). 

Given these results it might be expected that subjects 

would have shown a clear preference for either Consideration 

or Initiating Structure. Either result would have been sup

ported by the literature, from the favorable-rating-by-group 

perspective (in the case of Consideration) or from the 

receptivity-to-influence perspective (in the case of 

Initiating Structure). In this study, however, n_ô  one beha

vior was clearly preferred across all grade levels (except 

within the sub-group belonging to "successful" parents--see 

Hypothes is #4). 

This finding does tend to support a situational view of 

effective parenting. That is, at each developmental level, 

the amount of parental influence to which children are recep

tive is related to some unique behavior (or set of behaviors, 

in the case of parenting style) on the part of both mother 

and/or father. 
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It cannot be determined from the data at hand whether 

(1) children's receptivity to influence is "caused" by some 

unique parenting behavior, (2) parenting behavior is shaped 

by differential expressions of children's receptivity to 

influence (across developmental stages), or-(3) parenting 

behaviors and children's receptivity to influence are 

mutually causal. However, it should be noted that, even from 

an interactionist perspective, main effects are, in fact, 

significant contributors to interaction effects. Therefore, 

the impact of parenting on influence is important as a factor 

inthisprocess. 

Given all the above, these data suggest that children at 

various developmental levels express preferences (by means of 

their receptivity to influence) for different parenting beha

viors from their parents. This suggests that parenting needs 

to be a flexible endeavor. For most parents, this last sta

tement would probably not be regarded as a revelation. For 

other parents, who might tend to perceive a rigidity of their 

parenting style as an evidence of some desirable "consisten

cy," these results might be enlightening--as these results 

suggest that parenting might be enhanced by some adjustments 

in style across the child's lifetime. 

Hypothesis #4, that there is evidence of a situational 

model for effective parenting, as tested, was not confirmed. 

The results from the test Hypothesis #3 and Hypothesis #4 are 

potentially very confusing. On the one hand. Hypothesis #3 
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results suggest that effective parenting (as measured by 

children's receptivity to influence) is associated with dif

ferent parenting styles across children's grade (developmen

tal) levels. On the other hand, the results from Hypothesis 

#4 suggest that, across almost all levels, only father's 

Consideration is related to parental effectiveness. In order 

to understand this paradox, it is important to recall how 

differently parental effectiveness was measured for these two 

hypotheses. Indeed, it is important to recall that the two 

hypotheses were measured in two very different sample 

groups. 

Hypothesis #3 was measured in the intact grade-level and 

total-group sample (all subjects) and the results from 

Hypothesis #3 do support a situational view of effective 

parenting. Hypothesis #4 was measured only among subjects 

who reported higher-than-average levels of parental 

influence. The results from Hypothesis #4 do not support a 

situational view of effective parenting. 

The higher-than-average-PINFLU group was selected for 

Hypothesis #4 in order to identify families in which parents 

were more successful (i.e., had children who were more recep

tive to influence). It was believed that these subjects 

would represent a special group (as indeed they do) and that 

this group would be subjects from families with (more) effec

tive parents. Within this group the only significant rela

tionship is that of father's Consideration with parental 
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influence. 

The results of Hypotheses #3 and #4 are not actually 

contradictory at all. The subjects from Hypothesis #3 repre

sent the total population (a "real world" group); the sub

jects from Hypothesis #4 represent a special population (an 

"ideal world") group. 

There are other caveat s in the interpretation of 

Hypothesis #4. Given the special sample, some correlations 

(e.g., sixth grade—FSTRCTR with PINFLU, ninth grade—MCNSIDR 

with PINFLU, twelfth grade--MSTRCTR with PINFLU) certainly 

have a smaller magnitude due to restriction of range and may 

have failed to meet significance criteria by virtue of the 

smaller n. It is equally important to be mindful that the 

results of Hypothesis #3 were not drawn from a longitudinal 

study. The subjects at each developmental level are, in 

fact, different subjects. Although some of these subjects 

are siblings within the same family, mos t of them are not. 

To integrate the findings of Hypotheses #3 and #4, there 

is evidence that parental influence varies with the presence 

of different parenting styles across a normally-distributed 

population of subjects at various grade levels. There is 

also evidence that, within the families of more successful 

parents parental influence varies with the father's tendency 

to exercise Consideration behavior as a parent. It may be 

that the developmenta 1ly-appropriate variations in parenting 

style (Hypothesis #3) represent necessary conditions for 
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effective parents and that the tendency of father to exercise 

Consideration (c onc'ern ̂ f or relationship) represents a suf

ficient (given necessary) condition for more effective 

parenting. As such, these results lend partial support to 

Hersey and Blanchard's (1982) "leadership: situational vs. 

best style--both!" position. 

A final word on the results from Hypothesis #4. It 

should be noted that fathers typically were more task-

oriented than relationship-oriented across the study group. 

The willingness of these "special" fathers to do something 

"extra" (i.e. , show concern for the relationship aspects of 

parenting) may be the critical factor in the successfulness 

of the families in this special group. It may also be true 

that the willingness of these special children to accept 

parental influence is a critical factor in the ability of 

these fathers to be raore relationship-oriented. In either 

case, it would be interesting to study more closely the 

relationships within these more-successfu1-parent families. 

Hypothesis #5, that the situational model (described in 

Hypothesis #4) would be similar to Hersey and Blanchard 

(1978) was not confirmed. The results of this test of the 

hypotheses are discussed more thoroughly in the preceding 

section (Hypothesis #4). To summarize, the total group 

trends suggest a situational trend in parental effectiveness 

while the more-effective-parent group trends do not. These 

are probably best conceived of as necessary vs. sufficient-
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given-necessary conditions for effective parenting. To the 

extent that there is a situational trend it is not similar to 

Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) model. 

Hersey and Blanchard's model had a number of problems. 

One problem was the lack of empirical data to support the 

model. A. second problem was that their model had as its 

focus discrete family events (e.g., effective parenting in 

teaching a child to make his/her bed, etc.). A third problem 

was the use of a modified LEAD-Self (instrument used to 

measure leader's attitude) in a model based on leader beha

vior (usually measured by the LBDQ). 

This study has addressed problems #1 and #3 by using the 

LBDQ to test a situational model for effective parenting. 

That model has not been supported by results of this study. 

It might be that Hersey and Blanchard's model works only 

at the discrete level which they addressed in their (1978) 

theory. One means of testing this possibility would be to 

measure the effectiveness of parents in individual task per

formance with their children and to correlate those measures 

with parents' ratings on the LEAD-Self. This type of 

investigation might tend to support Hersey and Blanchard's 

model to a greater degree than the present study, even though 

this type of situational study has been regarded as limited 

in predictive validity (Yarrow et al.). 

Other Results 

One particularly interesting set of results in this 
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study were those related to the psychometric properties of 

the specially-modifed instruments which were used. Both the 

LBDQ and PZAI retained essentially all of their validity and 

reliability characteristics when used in a novel population, 

to obtain novel sorts of measurements. These results suggest 

that these special modifications (FBDQ, MBDQ, and FZAI) are 

appropriate to other studies of parenting, where parenting 

style or influence are of interest. In addition, these 

results suggest that other well-established instruments which 

are used to measure certain characteristics of formal organi

zations (e.g., the Occupational Climate Inventory, various 

instruments measuring quality of organizational com

munication, etc.) might be suitably modified to give precise 

measurements of certain characteristics of family organiza-

t ions. 

Another result of interest was the tendency of the indi

vidual parenting behaviors to be intercorrelated. One 

interpretation of this result is that subjects report 

parenting ratings in ways that are affected by response sty

les (e.g., the tendency to perceive parents as being tradi

tionally masculine or feminine, the tendency to perceive 

parents as "great" or "terrible" or "mediocre" on everyth ing, 

etc.). The possibility of response sets was addressed by the 

use of partial correlations, to insure a more conservative 

measureraent of parenting style/influence relationships. It 

should be noted, however, that the multiple regression 
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results are probably the more accurate ones. It is true that 

subjects may develop response sets. It is equally true that 

the partial correlation results showing only mother's 

Consideration related to influence (in the sixth-grade group) 

do not literally represent families in which only mother's 

Consideration is present and all other parenting behaviors 

are absent. The partial correlations are useful to the 

extent that they identify the primary contributors to paren

tal influence. The regression results are possibly more use

ful in that they identify in a more "real world" sense the 

relative contributions of all contributors to parental 

influence. 

A final set of findings of interest are those describing 

the relationship of parental influence to certain demographic 

var iab Ies. 

Parenting style was related to several measures of eco

nomic status. There was a tendency for subjects to rate both 

parents more highly on Initiating Structure if the parents 

had more professional careers. Given that Initiating 

Structure is associated with planning,. setting, implementing, 

and achieving group goals, parents who have more professional 

careers probably exercise more of this leader behavior on the 

job. As a result, this behavior may tend to generalize from 

the work setting to the home. Only one other measure of 

socioeconomic status, opinion on the value of education, was 

associated at any grade level with a parenting behavior. 
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Although there is a tendency in contemporary sociology to 

focus on values as the differential among socioeconomic 

classes, for this group the status of the parent's occupation 

was still the most relevant measure of socioeconomic status. 

Mother's Initiating Structure was related to birth 

order, for twelfth-graders. By the senior year of high 

school, then, the typically over-responsible older child 

tends to have a clearer perception of his or her role in the 

family, as a function of at least one parent's parenting 

style. 

For both parents, scores on Consideration tended to be 

higher for biological parents than for step-parents among the 

older students. There probably is some tendency for older 

students to perceive their parents as more relationship-

oriented when those parents have also been perceived as more 

"divorce-resistant" than parents of their peers. Indeed, 

some attachment of the parents to a relationship with their 

children may tend to account for divorce resistance. There 

is a caution here, as numerous family therapists have spoken 

to this attachment as situational: desirable to a certain 

level, pathological beyond that. 

Younger mothers tended to be rated more highly on 

Consideration by many subjects. To that extent, there is 

probably a tendency of mothers whose ages are congruent with 

their children's to exhibit greater empathy and, therefore, 

to be perceived as more active in the relationship domain. 



112 

Subjects tended to describe their parents as persuaders, 

in achieving compliance in the home. Also, the persuasion 

compliance style was related to higher scores for both 

parents on parenting style. That is appropriate, in that 

greater activity in this one area of parenting would 

naturally be associated with greater activity in parenting 

style. 

Parental influence, however, was inversely related to 

the persuasive style for younger subjects, supporting Miller 

et al. in their study on the effectiveness of positive 

attribution on compliance. Parental influence was negatively 

related to exposure to parenting classes. This suggest that 

membership in this category tends to identify parents who 

need additional training in parenting, rather than iden

tifying "expert" parents. Parent influence was also negati

vely correlated with grade level. Not surprisingly, younger 

subjects report being more receptive than older subjects to 

the influence of their parents. 

A special note is offered here. One post-hoc criticism 

of this study was that parental influence was measured as a 

unitary homogeneous variable across significantly different 

developmental levels (6th-, 9th-, and 12th-grade youngsters). 

The possibility has been raised that the possible variance of 

cognitive "scripts" among these young people might account for 

the failure of this study to produce more salient differen

ces. That is, the treatment of parental influence as an 
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internally consistent variable might be unjustified and con 

founding. A post-hoc analysis of PINFLU scores tends to 

refute this criticism. As indicated in Tables F and G 

(Appendix), children in the 6th-grade group do tend to rate 

their parents more highly on the dimension of influence 

(Table F ) . However, a whole-group internal consistency exa

mination of PINFLU (Table G) indicates that, despite the 

relative high- or low-influence variation between groups, 

parental influence as measured by the FZAI is a unitary 

variable. That is, PINFLU as a variable is internally con

sistent enough in this study to be considered a not-

confounded variable. 

L imi t at ions Of The Present Study 

The present study was one of parenting styles and their 

relationship to parental influence. Specifically, the pre

sent study was a test of Hersey and Blanchard's (1978) model 

of situationally effective parenting. As such, this study 

was interdisciplinary in nature, in that it used concepts and 

models from social psychology to study phenomena in the area 

of family and child development. 

This study was an investigation of relationships among 

Initiating Structure, Consideration, and Influence as com

ponents of parent-child interaction. The study is believed 

to have certain limitations, which are discussed in the 

following sections. 

One limitation is that the study primarily used data 
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supplied only by children. Data from the parent were used, 

but only to supplement data obtained from the child. The 

means of data collection was a questionnaire. Using 

children's descriptions of parents was analogous to the 

subordinates-ratings-of-superiors paradigm which is charac

teristic of leadership studies. The use of children's 

ratings addressed the problems of self-report (by parents) as 

a limitation of questionnaire data. The problem of the 

ch ild's self-report was addressed by casting the language of 

the PZAI so as to elicit the child's attitude toward parental 

influence as a global construct (not as a child's report on 

his/her attitude toward his/her own parents' influence). 

A second limitation was that the study might be 

construed as a one-way investigation of parental influence. 

This was addressed by selection of statistics which emphasize 

the associativity of parenting style and children's attitudes 

toward parental influence (e.g., correlational statistics). 

A third limitation was that children's attitudes toward 

parental influence might have been more closely related to 

variables other than parenting style. To some extent, that 

was addressed by the inclusion of certain demographic 

variables (e.g., birth order, age, family type, measures of 

socio-economic status, etc.). Even when demographic 

variables were included, however, children's attitudes toward 

influence were not fully accounted for by parenting style or 

by demographic variables. 
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A fourth limitation was that the present study was not 

of the situational-observational type. While the 

situational-observational study is currently a popular para

digm in family studies, it is less common in the leadership 

studies from which the parenting models were derived. In 

addition, the situational-observationa1 studies have been 

reported to be low in predictive validity, and that sort of 

validity is of interest in this study. 

A fifth limitation is that this study did not address 

the possibility of parent-child interaction effects by the 

biological sex of parent or child. This methodological 

omission had its basis in findings (Baumrind, 1982; Korabik, 

1982) that such interactions are the result of sex-role 

determinants (not sex alone) and those determinants are not 

measured by the instruments which have been selected for this 

study. Also, the evidence from pilot data was that parent 

sex-child sex interactions were not significant. Given the 

significant differences between mothers' and fathers' 

parenting styles in this study, however, such may not have 

been the case with these data. 

The sixth limitation was a conceptual one. Despite evi

dence to the contrary (cited earlier in this chapter), it may 

be that the roles of parent and leader are simply not concep

tually equivalent. To the extent that that may be true, this 

study would lack a basic construct validity. 

For the purposes of this study, parenting style was 
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assumed to include certain parenting behaviors (as those 

behaviors are measured by the modified LBDQ). Also, parental 

influence was assumed to be a function of the child's atti

tude toward parental influence (as measured by the modified 

PZAI). The validity and realiability of all instruments have 

been documented in this study elsewhere. The final and most 

significant limitation of this study was the disappointingly 

low correlations obtained among the various measures derived 

from these "proven" instruments. In the real world of 

childrearing, it might be of considerable value to account 

for as much as 10%-25% of the variance in parental influence. 

In the more limited world of scientific research one cannot 

help but wish for more in the way of significant results. 

Recommendations 

One contribution of this study has been the development 

of instruments by which to study leader-related variables of 

parents and parenting. It is recommended that further study 

be done in this area. The correlational results of this 

study were disappointing. It may be that situational or 

laboratory studies using the same instrument would be more 

productive. It is recommended that additional research be 

conducted to discover how these instruments might be used 

more productively in the study of parenting. 

Another contribution of this study has been the iden

tification of some variables which contribute to parental 

influence. It is recommended that additional research be 
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conducted to identify other variables which might contribute 

to parental influence (and to identify their contribution). 

It is further recommended that further research be conducted 

to identify other beneficial effects of parenting which might 

be associated with leader-oriented parenting behaviors. 

An additional contribution of this study was the iden

tification of a special group of subjects, those whose 

parents were more successful in exercising parental 

influence. The relationships between parenting behaviors and 

parental influence were quite different in this group than 

comparable relationships among the remaining subjects. It is 

recommended that additional research be conducted to identify 

and study other high-influence families. It might be very 

rewarding to study the intra-fami 1ial relationships (and 

other characteristics) of these special family groups. 

This study was of the association between parenting 

style and parental influence. The contributions of parent-

child sex interactions were not included as a focus of this 

investigation. Great pains were taken not to imply causality 

to the results that were obtained, however. Two recommen

dations are made in this area. One is that additional 

researc h be conducted to determine whether the obtained rela

tionships are indeed interactive or largely the result of 

main effects. The other recommendation is that future stu

dies in this area attempt to account for the effects of 

parent-child biological sex on parenting variables. 
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A final contribution of this study was the application 

of a formal organizational (social psychology/leadership) 

model to an informal (family) organizational setting. It is 

recommended that additional research be conducted to deter

mine the efficacy of adapting other organizational models to 

the study of family relations. Organizational models which 

might be useful for this could include those of organiza

tional climate characteristics, organizational communication 

patterns, preferred vs. least-preferred "co-workers," etc. 

In summary, while the findings of this study have been 

somewhat limited, the relationship of leadership to parenting 

has been confirmed. The methodology for this type of study 

has been refined. Potentially fruitful areas for future 

research have been identified and delineated. 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTIOH QOESTIONNAIPE 

D«v«Ioped by ataff wautorm of 
The Ohio State Laederahip Studiea 

DIRECTIONS: 

«. READ each Itea carefully. 

b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior 
deecribed by the item. 

c. DECIDE trtiether he always, often, occaaiooally. seldca or never acts 
as described by the itea. 

d. DRAN A CIRCLE around one of the five letters followiog the itea to show 
the answer you have selected. 

A ~ Always 

B — Often 

C — Occasionally 

D — SeldoB 

E — Never 

He does personal favors for group members. A B O D E 

He makes his attitudes clear to the group. A B C D E 

He does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the 

group. A B C D E 

. He t r i e s out h i s now ideas with the group. A B O D E 

He acts as the real leader of the group. A B O D E 

He i s easy to understand. A B O D E 

He rules with an iron hand. A B O D E 

8. Be finds time to l i s t e n to group menbers. A B O D E 

9 . He c r i t i c i s e s poor work. A B O D E 

10. He g ives advance notice of changes. A B O D E 

11 . He speaks in a manner not to be questioned. A B O D E 
12. He keeps to himself. A B O D E 

13. He looks out for the personal welfare of individual group maabers. A B O D E 

14. He ass igns group members to particular tasks . A B O D E 

15. He i s the apokeMan of the group. A B O D E 

16. He worke without a plan. A B O D E 
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

^25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

-2-

He maintains definite standards of performance. A B O D E 

He refuses to explain his actions. A B O D E 

He keeps the group informed. A B O D E 

He acts without consulting the group. A B O D E 

He is slow to accept new ideas. A B O D E 

He emphasises the meeting of deadlinea. A B O D E 

He treats all group menbers as his equals. A B O D E 

He encourages the use of uniform procedures. A B O D E 

He gets what he asks for from his superiors. A B O D E 

He is willing to make changes. A B O D E 

He makes sure that his part in the organisation is understood 

by the group members. A B O D E 

He is friendly and approachable. A B O D E 

He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations. A B O D E 

He fails to take necessary action. A B O D E 

He makes group m«!mber8 feel at ease when talking with than. A B O D E 

Ha lets group members know what is ei^wcted of thaa. A B O D E 

He speaks as the representative of the group. A B O D E 

He puts suggestions made by the group into operation. A B O D E 

He sees to it that group meabers are working to capacity. A B O D E 

He lets other people take away his leadership in the group. A B O D E 

He gets his superiors to act for the welfare of the group. A B O D E 

He gets group approval in laportant natters before going ahead. A B O D E 

He sees to it that the work of group members is coordinated. A B O D E 

Re keeps the group working together as a team. A B O D E 

* Items not included for modification in the FBDQ, MBDQ. 



Items from Clear-Seaper Zones of Acceptance Quest ionnaire - Orit ; inal 
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-Til, 

12 

i 11. 

* i 1 

. Hi.<;.u<:p of profane 
lancuace in ihc da.v;. 
room. 

Noncompliance ui ih 
.schoui policv. 

. The adcriuacy .inri 
.iL-rurary of his r,.pr.ri.s. 

. Whether lie pariici-
pafe.s in sthool 'in 
xcrvirr" proerams. 
His care and 
mainicnancc of .school 
equipment, 
ni-: avail.ibilily to 
siiidenls in nor-d of 
extra h.-lp. 
Ins prorifjino,, in 
mectmg dcaillim-,. 
K»;cpmi; up wah n"-.:-
mclhod'; and n«»\v cori-
leni in his field, 
Qucslionnhic n.i'.ona-
tions with .s(udt?nts 
aflor school hours. 
Ui.s v/illinun.'ss if) 
cxpTimi-nl or Ir'- :v»w 
idL-as. 

His h^noline of e n -
fercni fs with p.'i'i-nl.s. 
His roci'pliviiy lo 
counsel, advice, and 
criticism. 

The exU'nt lo which 
he folio ..s ciirricjliini 
Cui<!''s. 
His mclhoHs of disrt-
plininu' students. 
'.Vhelli.r hr "bv-
pa.ssL's" his imnifdialc 
.'.uperior to rejch a hiuher 
auihorit V. 

19 

' i The inslriirliortl 
rialerul;, he sclci is 
>»nd iKcs. 

>^I7. HIS fooliMi'iiies for 
pt'pil f%aiii.ilinn. 
Slu'fi'nt Loinphinis 
r.boiii Ills ;ij( Jii.n;;. 
His P,x|.ros^ions ol 
rrlii.'ii.u< pn judici'. 

. H I S use of >irk 
leave. 

Ĵ C - I. The (I'achini; lech-
ni'lllCS lie fmf)lnv<, 

22 . ilis siippiir'. of 
fc'iool- rion^rrt'cJ bi-r.ri 
inc and lax campcicns. 

2.1. How at)ijr(ini inifly lie 
dresses. 

f^ . 1, ills rofoninK-nil.Ti .•n.-. 
'•'>r .slu-̂ '.-r.: rr.noiu-l 
policies. 

•»^f'''i. His rccommfndations 
coniM'rniML' lr.Tch«T 
rilcnlmn and di.-.niiss.il 
P'.'liiirs. 

2fi U'hi'!ii(>r lie wi'.nrs .i 
board or :i ruistathf. 

'%,-'• Tne final i.'r;.de ho 
W'ivns a sludiiit. 

2S How f.iithfu! he is 
to his spnii"..'. 

. ^ / ? . H;s rrromnn-nriaiions 
when on .uhiv.jry com-
miltros, 

.'IC V.hciher he i i i -nds 
Ir.ichiT-spiiiisoM'il 
S O f l l l l P V i l l l s , 

o 1 Thr kind •»f U-achrr 
or;;;ini/alion hf loins. 

32 'A'hi'ihf'r he con'.-iij-
uli-s lo «. ii.iniablr 
caii.sos. 

(From Clear & Seager, 1973, 
pp. 53-54) 

*Not adapted for inc lus ion on the Clear-Seager Modified(PiA3L) 
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Dear Parent, Gaardian, or Grandparent: 

nj naae la Hike Eutters. I at a foraar "nativv" of Jack-
sonvllle, north Catcllna. nj father has bees both a career 
narioe and a Baptist aiDlstar in the Jacksonville area over 
the past fortj years. 

I aa ariting to anX tot your help. I aa coapletiaq a Ph. 
0. prograa in Coocseling Cfjcboloqy at Teias Tech OniTer-
sity, here in Lubkcck, leias. i aa doing research in the 
area of faaily life. I will a«ed yoar help if I an to b« 
saccessfal. 

I aa doing a study of the leadership aspects of parent
ing. I have received peraission froa the appropriate scfaool 
officials to condcct soae of this research ir selected 
schools in the Jacksonville area. Tonr child's school is 
one of the selected schools. One day this week, I vill b« 
asking yoor child to spend about 10 aioutes coapletinq a 
qoestionnairc which vill help ae to better understand cer
tain iaportant aspects of faaily life. The guestionaaira 
will be totally aocryaoas, with no identifying aarks, ini
tials, or nases attached. the goestionnaire has been ezaa-
ined by ayself, by school aathoriti<»s, and by the Oniversity 
Coaaittee for the Erotectica of Huaan Subjects to insure 
that it is oct eabaiassing, personal, or potential haraful 
in any way. 

I do Dot want yoor child tc participate without your con
sent, however. If foe any reason you dc ̂ t wish for your 
child to coaplete the guestionnaire, please send a note to 
your child's hoaercoa teacher. I will ezcace your child 
froa the questionnaire and have hia or her asaist ae ia 
passing out or collecting aaterials, so that he/she will not 
feel "left out" in any way. Tou aay also be asked to par
ticipate in this ftoject. In that case, your chiid will 
bring hose any infciaation or aaterial which night be needed 
for you to participate. 

I hope that yon will be able to cooperate with ae in this 
project. It will fot tell us anything about your faaily in 
particular (being ccnfidential) but it will help us gather 
iaforaation which aight help all parents becoae acre coafor-
table in the iaportant role they play in children's lives. 

Thank you fot your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Hike Bnttars 
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LEADERSHIP/PARENTING STUDY: SUGGESTIONS FOR TEACHERS 

1 . S t u d e n t s s h o u l d be encourafred to do t h e i r b e s t end to 
fivoid SDendinc too much time on any one c u e s t i o n , 

? , Any i n t e r p r e t s t i o n o r a s s i s t a n c e by anyone o t h e r than 
t h e o e r s o n c o m p l e t i n g t he c , u e s t i o n n a i r e may b i a s the 
r e s u l t s of t h e s t u d y . Th i s .should be a v o i d e d , 

7, Unon c o m p l e t i n g the c u e s i o n n e i r e , each s t u d e n t should 
t a k e tviQ p a r e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e s which have matching 
code numbers . That i s , s t u d e n t comple t i ng s t u d e n t 
form ^?96 s h o u l d t a k e two p a r e n t forms numbered ^296 . 

U., T e a c h e r s , p l e a s e r e a d and e x p l a i n the f o l l o w i n g s e n t e n c e s 
t o your s t u d e n t s : 

" P a r e n t s who have more than one c h i l d p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n 
t h e s tudy w i l l answer t he q u e s t i o n n a i r e b rough t home 
by t he o l d e s t c h i l d , i f p o s s i b l e . " 

" P a r e n t s s h o u l d r e t u r n e l l q u e s t i o n n a i r e s , however, 
even the b l a n k ones b e l o n g i n g t o younger c h i l d r e n . " 

" A l l forms, b l a n k and comple t ed , should be r e t u r n e d to 
t h e homeroom t e a c h e r of the o l d e s t c h i l d . " 
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Table 28 151 

Cronbach Alpha Analysis of MBDQ Items 

Measuring Parental Influence 

MBDQ2 
MBDQ4 
MBDQ7 
MBDQ9 
MBDQll 
MBDQ14 
MBDQ16 
MBDQ17 
MBDQ22 
MBDQ24 
MBDQ26 
MBDQ28 
MBDQ31 
MBDQ34 
MBDQ47 

Scale 
Mean 
If Item 
Deleted 

49.45327 
50.07009 
50.85514 
50.42056 
50.59346 
50.09813 
50.34579 
49.78505 
49.74299 
49.74766 
49.59813 
49.78037 
49.52804 
50.06542 
49.89720 

Scale 
Variance 
If Item 
Deleted 

58.35227 
60.65704 
54.71601 
58.78004 
56.99357 
55.52554 
63.77658 
55.90663 
59.15899 
58.50880 
57.49033 
55.77783 
56.44757 
5 7.01917 
57.94243 

Corrected 
It em-
Total 

Correlat ion 

0.42957 
0.20607 
0.42034 
0.23156 
0.37860 
0.42782 

-0.00454 
0.49538 
0.31374 
0.35368 
0.40216 
0.51496 
0.51259 
0.45778 
0.40550 

Al pha 
If Item 
Deleted 

0.74123 
0.75027 
0.73994 

76028 
74412 
73900 
78160 
73342 
74995 
74655 
74215 
73185 
73317 

0.73758 
0.74226 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

N OF CASES - 201.0 N OF ITEMS = 15 

ALPHA = 0.75878 
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Cronbach Analysis of FBDQ Items 

Measuring Consideration 

FBDQl 
FBDQ3 
FBDQ6 
FBDQ8 
FBDQ12 
FBDQ13 
FBDQ18 
FBDQ20 
FBDQ21 
FBDQ23 
FBDQ25 
FBDQ27 
FBDQ30 
FBDQ33 
FBDQ35 

Scale 
Mean 
If Item 
Deleted 

48.05607 
48.28037 
48.49533 
48.28972 
48.87850 
48.80841 
48.70093 
48.64486 
48.79907 
48.28972 
48.37383 
48.07944 
48.32710 
48.57477 
49.94393 

Scale 
Var iance 
If Item 
Deleted 

85.65881 
84.27783 
80.64552 
80.68562 
89.14949 
87.28237 
84.56742 
86.80286 
85.97352 
80.66684 
86.62016 
80.69319 
80.39015 
87.60706 
95.89355 

Corrected 
It em-
Total 

Correlat ion 

0.54038 
0.57225 
0.64578 
0.67202 
0.24085 
0.40238 
0.43976 
0.35566 
0.39551 
0.60972 
0.44002 
0.69837 
0.68626 
0.42769 

-0.03579 

Alpha 
If Item 
Deleted 

0.82622 
0.82395 
0.81803 
0.81675 
0.84386 
0.83316 
0.83139 
0.83648 
0.83400 
0.82007 
0.83112 
0.81555 
0.81583 
0.83189 
0.85991 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

N OF CASES = 214.0 N OF ITEMS = 15 

ALPHA = 0.83929 
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Cronbach Analysis of MBDQ Items 

Measuring Consideration 

Scale 
Mean 
If Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Var iance 
If Item 
Deleted 

Corrected 
It em-
Tot al 

Correlat ion 

Alpha 
If Item 
Deleted 

MBDQl 
MBDQ3 
MBDQ6 
MBDQ8 
MBDQ12 
MBDQ13 
MBDQ18 
MBDQ20 
MBDQ21 
MBDQ23 
MBDQ25 
MBDQ27 
MBDQ30 
MBDQ33 
MBDQ35 

53. 
53. 
53. 
53, 
53, 
53, 
53, 
53, 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 

18692 
22430 
47196 
23364 
73364 
07477 
75701 
65888 
98598 
41589 
59813 
02336 
41121 
88318 
03271 

57.10105 
56.70063 
51.73395 
52.76206 
56.72215 
55.67513 
54.13786 
55.50281 
53.42234 
51.59618 
54.72037 
53.68490 
51.33246 
55.17408 
63.25245 

0.36425 
0.28636 
0.57773 
0.58674 
0.21235 
0.35808 
0.35026 
0.30959 
0.41463 
0.54346 
0.43686 
0.58333 
0.59408 
0.40892 

-0.13974 

76458 
76979 
74433 
74579 
77840 
76410 
76560 
76867 

0.75911 
0.74667 
0.75787 
0.74808 
0.74251 
0.76015 
0.80930 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

N OF CASES = 201.0 N OF ITEMS = 15 

ALPHA = 0.77476 
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Cronbach Alpha Analysis of FZAI Items 

Measuring Parental Influence 

ZONESl 
Z0NES2 
Z0NES3 
Z0NES4 
Z0NES5 
Z0NES6 
Z0NES7 
Z0NES8 
Z0NES9 
ZONESIO 
ZONESl1 
Z0NES12 
Z0NES13 
Z0NES14 
Z0NES15 
Z0NES16 
Z0NES17 
Z0NES18 
Z0NES19 
ZONES20 
Z0NES21 
ZONES22 
ZONES23 
ZONES24 

Scale 
Mean 
If Item 
Deleted 

63.26636 
63.10280 
63.15421 
64.28037 
63.41121 
64.44860 
63.80374 
63.31308 
64.23832 
64.03271 
64.01869 
64.17290 
64.64486 
64.05607 
63.69159 
63.70561 
63.78972 
63.89 7 20 
64.97196 
64.51402 
64.11215 
64.14486 
64.75234 
64.85514 

Scale 
Var iance 
If Item 
Deleted 

101. 
102. 
101. 
95. 

101. 
96. 

100. 
98. 
95. 
95. 
98. 
97. 
95. 
97. 
98. 
97. 
98. 
95. 
97. 
94. 
94. 
94. 
95. 
96. 

57661 
17718 
38925 
52666 
294901 
40814 
26177 
94847 
51571 
18672 
41279 
50518 
31929 
66820 
41148 
92701 
56121 
07858 
66118 
69229 
71976 
85685 
71772 
76295 

Corrected 
It em-
Total 

Correlat ion 

0.21179 
0.22159 
0.27131 
0.52734 
0.25631 
0.52461 
0.27814 
0.38833 
0.52929 
0.49653 
0.39022 
0.39806 
0.51788 
0.40156 
0.33888 
0.36637 
0.38849 
0.52671 
0.38583 
0.51587 
0.47591 
0.52393 
0.48916 
0.39926 

Alpha 
If Item 
Deleted 

0.85800 
0.85718 

85600 
84809 
85649 
84854 
85622 
85284 
84803 
84898 
85275 
85253 
84831 
85239 

0.85463 
0.8 5 367 
0.85280 
0.84796 
0.85297 
0.84823 
0.84976 
0.84799 
0.84931 
0.85264 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

N OF CASES = 201.0 N OF ITEMS = 24 

ALPHA = 0.8 5 729 



Table 32 

Cronbach Alpha Analysis of 

FBDQ Iteras Measuring Consideration 

Initiating Structure 

155 

FBDQ2 
FBDQ4 
FBDQ7 
FBDQ9 
FBDQll 
FBDQ14 
FBDQ16 
FBDQ17 
FBDQ22 
FBDQ24 
FBDQ26 
FBDQ28 
FBDQ31 
FBDQ34 
FBDQ37 

Scale 
Means 
If Item 
Deleted 

50.78972 
51.78505 
51.52336 
51.77570 
51.31308 
51.64486 
51.61215 
51.04673 
51.04206 
51.18224 
50.89720 
51.21963 
50.92523 
51.35981 
51.35981 

Scale 
Variance 
If Item 
Deleted 

78.84290 
83.06156 
76.84217 
83.44241 
80.79823 
76.63386 
86.73619 
78.73959 
80.03109 
80.20607 
78.77811 
78.22853 
76.79251 
77.03894 
79.70561 

Correct ed 
It em-
Total 

Correlat ion 

0.53415 
0.27174 
0.45904 
0.18339 
0.34936 
0.51697 
0.07631 
0.51497 
0.41800 
0.45703 
0.54241 
0.49698 
0.63836 
0.60558 
0.47880 

Alpha 
If Item 
Deleted 

0.79430 
0.81149 
0.79879 
0.82126 
0.80665 
0.79405 
0.82667 
0.79520 
0.80159 
0.79923 
0.79384 
0.79597 
0.78722 
0.78903 
0.79778 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

N OF CASES = 201.0 N OF ITEMS = 15 

ALPHA = 0.81199 



156 
Table 33 

T-test Comparison: Overall Levels of 

Parental Influence By Grade 

PINFLU 

Grade 

6th 
9th 
12th 

*p= . 05 

Mean 
PINFLU 

72 .47 
65 .95 
65 .19 

S.D. n = t = 

11 
14 
10 

.23 

.63 

.77 

89 
90 
223 



Table 34 157 

Reliability Data for the FZAI 

ZONESl 
Z0NES2 
Z0NES3 
Z0NES4 
Z0NES5 
Z0NES6 
Z0NES7 
Z0NES8 
Z0NES9 
ZONESIO 
ZONESl 1 
Z0NES12 
Z0NES13 
Z0NES14 
Z0NES15 
Z0NES16 
ZONESl7 
Z0NES18 
Z0NES19 
ZONES20 
Z0NES21 
ZONES22 
ZONES23 
ZONES24 

Scale 
Mean 
If Item 
Deleted 

63.26636 
63.10280 
63.15421 
64.28037 
63.41121 
64.44860 
63.80374 
63.31308 
64.23832 
64.03271 
64.01869 
64.17290 
64.64486 
64.05607 
63.69159 
63.70561 
63.78972 
63.89720 
64.97196 
64.51402 
64.11215 
64.14486 
64.75234 
64.85514 

Scale 
Var i ance 
If Item 
Deleted 

101 
102 
101 
95 
101 
96 
100 
98 
95 
95 

95 
97 
98 
97 

57661 
17718 
38925 
52666 
294901 
40814 
26177 
94847 
51571 
18672 

98.41279 
97.50518 

31929 
66820 
41148 
92701 

98.56121 
95.07858 
97.66118 
94.69229 
94.71976 
94.85685 
95.71772 
96.76295 

Correct ed 
Item-
Total 

Correlat ion 

0.21179 
0.22159 
0.27131 
0.52734 
0.25631 
0.52461 
0.27814 
0.38833 
0.52929 
0.49653 
0.39022 
0.39806 
0.51788 
0.40156 
0.33888 
0.36637 
0.38849 
0.52671 
0.38583 
0.51587 
0.47591 
0.52393 
0.48916 
0.39926 

Alpha 
If Itera 
Deleted 

85800 
85718 
85600 
84809 
85649 
84854 
85622 
85284 
84803 
84898 
85275 
85253 
84831 
85239 

0.85463 
0.85367 
0.85280 
0.84796 

85297 
84823 
84976 
84799 
84931 
85264 

0, 
0, 
0 
0 
0 
0 

R E L I A B I L I T Y C O E F F I C I E N T S 

N OF CASES = 4 0 9 . 0 N OF ITEMS = 24 

ALPHA = 0 . 8 5 7 2 9 




