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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Research has yet to delineate the nature of many 

aspects of juvenile delinquency. The extent of the 

problem, however, is well documented. Indeed, 

considering the range of activities circumscribed by this 

term, juvenile delinquency is not only a serious 

challenge to society, but may be considered among the 

United States' most pressing domestic concerns. 

Consider, for example, the extent of underage drug 

and alcohol abuse reported in the 1984 report of the 

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism: 

--By the tenth grade, 89.6% of boys and 80.7% of girls 

(85.1% of all students) had used alcohol. 

--Of the 23,419,000 12-17 year olds in the u.s., 

8,700,000 (37%) were "current users" (used in last 

30 days) of alcohol. 

--By tenth grade, 15.8% of boys and 7.2% of girls 

(11.5% of all students) were weekly heavy drinkers 

(consumption of five or more drinks in a row). 

--Thirty-one percent of high school students reported 

heavy drinking at least once a week, 21.1% at least 

twice a week. One year later, 41.5% of these 
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students drank heavily at least once a week and 

27.5% at least twice a week. 

--There were an estimated 43,000 drug-related emergency 

room visits involving teenagers under 18 years of age. 

--Drunk driving is the leading cause of death for young 

people aged 16-24. 

In its 1975-1986 report, the National Institute on 

Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism reported an average of 

53,266 first-listed alcohol-related hospital diagnoses 

per year during that decade for the 14-24 age group. 

This included a yearly average of 37,565 diagnoses of 

alcohol dependence. The average length of stay in 

hospitals for this diagnosis was 12.9 days (U. s. Alcohol 

Epidemiologic Data Reference Manual; Hospital Discharge 

Survey, January 1989). 

Similar figures have been reported for drugs other 

than alcohol. Researchers (Johnston, O'Malley & Bachman, 

1987) for the National Institute on Drug Abuse indicated 

that during the eleven year period from 1975-1986, usage 

of most drugs by high school students was generally 

declining, nevertheless, in 1986 59.9% of youth surveyed 

had at some point used marijuana and 16.9% had used 

cocaine. Furthermore, 23.4% of these youth had used 

marijuana during the previous month and 6.2% had used 
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cocaine within that time. As part of this study, 

students were asked how difficult they thought it would 

be to obtain certain drugs if they wanted them. Over 85% 

of the respondents said it would be "fairly easy" or 

"very easy" for them to obtain marijuana and 51.5% said 

this about cocaine. This report (Johnston et al., 1987) 

provided further clues to the nature of adolescent 

substance use. For example, of the 1986 seniors who were 

daily users of cigarettes at some time, 57% began that 

pattern of use before the tenth grade. Moreover, those 

students with poor grades tended to be much more likely 

to smoke cigarettes and to smoke them in greater 

quantities. 

These researchers (Johnston et al., 1987) stressed 

that prevalence of drug abuse among high school students 

may actually be underestimated because of the difficulty 

in sampling the estimated 15% of the class/age cohort who 

had already dropped out of high school, a segment known 

to have substantially higher drug usage rates than in

school students. 

In addition to the problem of teenage substance 

abuse, other more serious kinds of delinquency have 

reached alarming proportions. The 1989 report of the 

United States Bureau of the Census'indicated that 
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adolescents 18 years-old and younger were charged with 

9.5% of all murders/manslaughters, 15.7% of all rape, 

35.2% of all burglary, 30.9% of all larceny, 39.9% of all 

vehicle theft, and 40.5% of all arson. 

Other government reports (U. s. Bureau of the 

Census, to 1975) affirm that the arrest rate for young 

adults was much higher in the 1980's than in the 1950's 

or 60's. In 1950, there were 13 arrests per 1000 18 to 

24-year-olds, compared to 117 per 1,000 in 1985. The 

increase in arrests for those under 18 was even more 

acute. In 1950, the arrest rate for this age group was 

4.1 per 1000; in 1985, it had reached 118.6 per 1000, a 

thirty-fold increase (Statistical Abstract of the United 

States, various years). 

Clearly, the problem of juvenile delinquency in the 

United States is serious and increasing in magnitude. 

Moreover, some experts have expressed frustration over 

their inability not only to reduce juvenile delinquency 

but even to fully understand its nature. Gibbons (1986) 

wrote that 

although criminological knowledge has grown 
impressively in the past two or three decades, 
criminologists have produced many specific 
findings and conditional propositions but few 
unequivocal scientific generalizations. In 
addition, pessimism about treatment has 
replaced optimism. (p. 186) 
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The need for additional investigation in this area 

is evident. Gibbons (1986) concluded that "the search 

for causes and cures for delinquency should not be 

abandoned" but rather academically based theorists and 

researchers ought to redouble their efforts to improve 

the knowledge base" (p. 200). 

Scholars from a variety of disciplines, including 

family studies, have, in fact, made progress in 

circumscribing many aspects of delinquency. These 

researchers have shown family dynamics to be a key 

element in the understanding of deviant behavior in some 

adolescents. In their extensive review of early 

predictors of male delinquency, Loeber and Dishion (1983) 

recounted the importance of the family in prediction of 

delinquency noting that "among all circumstantial 

measures, composites of family functioning produced the 

highest improvements in prediction" (p. 87). 

Among the many aspects of the family is a process 

which seemed especially important--parenting style. 

Parenting style or the general child rearing practices 

employed by parents has been linked to a wide variety of 

child outcomes including self-esteem (Buri, Louiselle, 

Misukanis & Mueller, 1988), school performance 

(Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts & Fraleigh, 1987), 
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various social and intellectual competencies (Baumrind & 

Black, 1967), religious affiliation (Nelsen, 1981), and, 

more relevant to the present discussion, juvenile 

delinquency (Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). The 

many child variables which vary according to parenting 

style may give an indication of the explanatory potential 

of this construct and suggest that further exploration 

into parenting style is warranted. The present study was 

designed to investigate offspring perception of parenting 

style, religiosity of both parents and offspring and the 

relationship of these variables to delinquency among 

adolescent offspring. This was an effort to more fully 

delineate the possible contribution of the family to the 

origins of juvenile delinquency as recommended by Loeber 

and Dishion (1983). 

The potential benefits of research on delinquency 

are obvious, for only by first increasing understanding 

of the mechanisms underlying deviant behavior can the 

most desirable efforts aimed at reducing and preventing 

it be undertaken. On a more individual level, if the 

relationship between delinquency and parental styles 

could be better clarified by research of this type, 

parents could benefit by the knowledge that, even if 

certain child-rearing practices could not be shown to 
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"cause" or "prevent" delinquency, they might be found to 

at least be associated or not be associated with it. The 

present study endeavored to aid this understanding. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this research was to investigate 

parenting style, its relationship with religiosity and 

to better understand how this relationship relates to 

delinquency in the offspring of these parents. The 

following literature review provides a more thorough 

rationale both for the overall study and for the 

particular variables proposed and, in addition, 

delineates relevant theoretical and methodological 

issues. 

For decades, researchers have examined cognitive, 

attitudinal, and behavioral dimensions of parenting 

practices and various child outcomes associated with this 

parenting. From the rigid behaviorism of John B. Watson 

to the relatively relaxed style of Benjamin Speck, child

rearing theorists have propounded widely conflicting 

methods of bringing up offspring. However, this early 

theorizing regarding the optimal way to "create" healthy 

adults out of offspring was undertaken largely without 

benefit of extensive empirical testing. 

Perhaps the first sophisticated efforts to measure 

the effects of parenting on offspring were those of Diana 

Baumrind (Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind, 1967; Baumrind & 
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Black, 1967). Baumrind was primarily responsible for the 

categorization of parenting styles according to 

dimensions of control and support. According to this 

categorization, parents who manifes.ted a relatively high 

degree of control but also showed a high level of support 
\ 

were said to be "authoritative"; parents who showed high 

control but low support were called "authoritarian"; and 

parents evincing low control and high support were 

labeled "permissive." Baumrind's research (Baumrind & 

Black, 1967) suggested that authoritative parenting 

styles tended to be associated with such child 

competencies as self-control, affiliation, self-reliance, 

exploration, self-assertion, contentment, a realistic 

worldview, and overall maturity. 

The distinctions in parenting style described by 

Baumrind were later applied to a wide variety of child 

development contingencies. Later researchers (Dornbusch, 

Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts & Fraleigh, 1987), using the 

parenting typologies developed by Baumrind and Black 

(1967), found that the authoritarian and permissive 

parenting styles were negatively associated with grade 

point average, while the authoritative parenting style 

was positively associated with grade point average among 

high school students. This relationship was consistent 
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across gender, age, parental education, and ethnic and 

family structure. 

Buri, Louiselle, Misukanis, and Meuller (1988) 

reported that parental disciplinary practices 

characteristic of the authoritative parenting style were 

directly related to self-esteem, but that authoritarian 

disciplinary practices were inversely related to self

esteem in college students. 

Religiosity and Delinquency 

Given the strong relationship between parenting 

style and such child attributes as maturity, school 

performance, self-esteem, and various other competencies, 

it should not be surprising that parenting style has also 

been shown to relate to other offspring variables such as 

delinquency and religiosity. Because the body of 

research concerned with the relationship between 

religiosity and delinquency is too large to allow 

complete elaboration within the scope of the present 

work, the research summarized here is meant to represent, 

not encompass literature and findings relevant to this 

topic. 

Early researchers on religiosity and delinquency 

reported no consistent relationship (Hirschi & Stark, 

1969). Burkett and White (1974), however, disputed these 
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findings, contending that religious involvement was 

indeed associated with lower instances of behaviors (such 

as alcohol and marijuana use) not strongly condemned by 

secular sources (at that time). They asserted that 

Hirschi and Stark (1969) found no correlation because 

they concentrated on more serious offenses such as 

larceny, vandalism and assault, actions frowned upon by 

virtually every social institution in society, and, 

therefore, religious influence would not be independently 

salient. 

The research of Burkett and White (1974) supported 

this hypothesis indicating that 

religiously based moral judgments do 
effectively deter some youths from using 
alcohol and marijuana, and perhaps from 
committing other kinds of 'victimless' crimes 
that are no longer condemned by all the secular 
molders of opinion. (p. 460) 

Other research has tended to support this 

conclusion. Rohrbaugh and Jesser (1974) refined their 

operationalization of religiosity, dividing their measure 

into four dimensions: ritual (attendance and prayer), 

consequential (religious influence in daily life), 

ideological (personal religious beliefs) and experiential 

(religious feelings). Results of their research 

utilizing this refinement indicated that their composite 

measure of religiosity was significantly related to 
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intolerance of deviance, and that it "functions as a 

personal control by regulating problem behavior" (p.146). 

Parenthetically, contrary to conjecture, their data 

indicated that religiosity could be described as a 

unidimensional construct. 

Perkins (1985) found that drinking behavior of 

religious college students (a non-delinquent behavior) 

was less than that of nonreligious students, a result 

which supported Rohrbaugh and Jesser's (1974) notion of 

religiosity as a personal control. Other investigators 

(Elifson, Petersen & Hadaway, 1983), again measuring 

victimless and victim crimes separately, also found a 

moderate but significant negative zero-order relationship 

between victimless crime and religiosity. 

Parent-Child Value Consensus 

Despite this general trend for religious youth to 

manifest lower levels of delinquency than less religious 

youth, two pilot studies by the author, while yielding an 

overall moderately significant negative relationship 

between parental religiosity and delinquency, 

nevertheless, revealed a sizable contingent of college 

students who scored high on delinquency measures and 

whose parents were highly religious. The question is 

raised then as to why some of these offspring of 
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religious parents manifested such high levels of 

delinquency. Is there some systematic familial process 

underlying this phenomenon? Under what conditions do 

highly religious parents have delinquent offspring? 

These questions involve, of course, the distinction 

between measuring religiosity of parents and religiosity 

of their offspring--two belief and behavior systems which 

can differ markedly. Since, as previously discussed, 

those offspring who score high on religion themselves 

have been shown to manifest less delinquency, the 

question becomes one of how closely the religious values 

of parents are transmitted to and the degree to which 

they are internalized by their offspring. 

In order to address the question of why some 

offspring of highly religious parents occasionally 

manifest high levels of delinquency, it seems important 

to consider factors that contribute to value consensus 

between parents and offspring. The research previously 

cited suggested a connection between parenting style and 

delinquent behavior in offspring of religious parents. 

If religious parents are successful in transmitting their 

values, the literature indicates that these offspring 

will manifest less deviance. Therefore, attention will 
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be given to research on factors which seem to affect the 

transmission of values from parents to offspring. 

In an early review of the literature, Hoge and 

Petrillo (1974) concluded that certain factors within the 

family, including parental religious commitment, and an 

environment free of tension, control, and (not 

surprisingly) rebellion were required for accurate 

transmission of parental religious values. In addition, 

their own research specified that the quality of the 

relationships that youth had with parents along with 

those of church leaders and peers were important in the 

process of value transmission. Interestingly, they also 

found that among their tenth-grade sample, church 

participation was higher for those youth who reported 

high parental pressure to attend religious functions. 

Attempting to test this "parental pressure" finding 

further, Potvin and Sloane (1985) hypothesized a possible 

interaction between parental control, age of offspring 

and religious practice. They predicted that religious 

practice would be highest among younger respondents whose 

parents manifested high control, but, that youth in this 

segment of the sample would, as they aged and gained more 

autonomy, show the greatest rate of decline of religious 

practice of any of the age groups. Their results showed 
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that, like most previous research, no category of 

adolescents showed an increase of religious practice with 

increasing age, but that, as was hypothesized, the 

greatest decline was among those whose parents were high 

in control. 

Clark, Worthington, and Danser (1988) reported 

similar findings, noting that while their measures of 

parental control and conflict were unrelated to 

adolescent religious beliefs and practice in firstborn 

early adolescent sons, other parenting practices were 

indeed associated with these variables. Mother 

characteristics such as high importance placed on 

religious experience and practice and father 

characteristics such as frequency of church attendance, 

religious discussion in the home, and overall religious 

commitment predicted religious experience and practice in 

their sons. This study (Clark, Worthington & Danser, 

1988), unlike many previous, controlled for several 

demographic variables (birth order, parental 

socioeconomic status, race, and gender of both parents 

and offspring) known to affect transmission of values 

from parents to adolescents. 

Clark and Worthington's (1987) review of the 

literature described additional family variables 
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associated with value transmission. Among those related 

to a high degree of parent-child value consensus were low 

conflict, low marital discord, high familial warmth and 

closeness, and high family communication. Additionally, 

in most studies, high parental control coupled with high 

support was generally related to high parent/child 

religious value consensus. Clark and Worthington (1987) 

also pointed out that the methodologies of most of the 

research reviewed was correlational, uncontrolled and 

failed to adequately differentiate between responses of 

youth in early, middle, and late stages of adolescence. 

They recommended further that future researchers 

differentiate among types of control and support. 

Parental behaviors have also been shown to be 

intertwined not only with transmission of religious 

values but with moral development, in general. Hoffman 

and Saltzstein (1967) coded parent discipline habits into 

three categories: power assertion (capitalizing on power 

and authority over the child), love withdrawal (direct 

but nonphysical expressions of disapproval), and 

induction (focusing on the consequences of the child's 

actions for others). They found that, with middle-class 

seventh-graders, advanced moral development along with 

other moral dimensions was associated with infrequent 
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parental power assertion and frequent parental induction. 

These results were partially replicated almost twenty 

years later by Peterson, Rollins and Thomas (1985), who 

found that while parental coercion was positively related 

to adolescent conformity and negatively related to 

internalization of parental values, inductive control 

attempts also predicted conformity more strongly than 

internalization of parental values. 

There is some consistency in the research on factors 

important to the transmission of religious and other 

values from parents to offspring. Home environments with 

the highest degree of parent-child value agreement were 

free of tension, conflict, and coercive control but high 

in support and inductive control. This corresponds 

generally with Baumrind's (1966) definition of the 

authoritative parenting style. 

Parenting Style and Drug Use 

Drug use and other delinquent activities in 

adolescents have been shown in the literature to be 

similarly related to family factors. In their extensive 

review of -the literature, Loeber and Dishion (1983) noted 

that 47% to 62% of all offenses perpetrated by youth in 

their sample were committed by children from 11% to 16% 

of all families. They concluded that "it is likely that 
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parents' child rearing practices set such families apart 

from less delinquent families" (p. 87). 

Other researchers, examining the family environments 

of delinquent youth more intensively, have reported 

similar results. McCord (1979) collected records of the 

childhood homes of adult criminals coded prior to 

knowledge of adult behavior and found that mother's self

confidence, father's deviance, parental aggressiveness, 

maternal affection, parental conflict, and supervision 

had "an important impact on subsequent behavior" (p. 

1477). McCord (1979) cautioned, however, that because 

her sample was reared exclusively in congested urban 

areas, a socioeconomic status confound might have skewed 

her findings. 

Additional research (Garbarino, Sebes, & 

Schellenbach, 1984) has indicated that certain 

childrearing practices were indicative of later 

destructive parent-child relations in families having an 

adolescent with problem behavior. They found that those 

families at risk for destructive parent-child relations 

were characterized by high levels of coercion and 

internalizing problems while low-risk families were 

characterized by greater flexibility, general disapproval 

of coercion, and a less punishing style of parenting. 
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Patterson and Stouthamer-Loeber (1984) reported also that 

childrearing variables were among the best predictors of 

later delinquency but did not, however, specify the types 

of parenting to which they were referring. 

Parenting style has been shown to be related to 

specific delinquent behaviors such as substance abuse 

(Fors and Rojek, 1983). Glynn (1984), citing a 

considerable body of research indicated that parenting 

styles consisting of over and underdomination, rejection 

or laissez-faire (roughly corresponding to Baumrind's 

authoritarian and permissive styles) were associated with 

higher adolescent drug and alcohol use. More recent 

studies have yielded somewhat similar results. Coombs 

and Landsverk (1988), comparing the styles of parents of 

youth (ages 9-17) who had used alcohol and drugs with the 

styles of parents of youth who abstained, found that 

parents of abstainers were more emotionally close to 

their children, gave more advice, and expected greater 

compliance with rules of conduct. In addition they were 

more likely to use praise and encouragement, develop 

feelings of trust, and have more rules about homework, 

television, curfew, and drugs, but were not more 

punitive. This corresponds closely to the spirit of the 

authoritative parent as defined by Baumrind (1966). 
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These researchers concluded that because the control 

attempts of these parents were 

enhanced by praise and encouragement and by an 
emotionally close relationship that encourages 
youngsters to seek parental advice and 
guidance, [their children] want to emulate 
them, not bring embarrassment by inappropriate 
behavior. (p. 480) 

This conclusion was supported by research which has 

particular relevance to the present research. Kent 

(1988), simultaneously investigating religiosity, parent

child socialization and adolescent substance abuse (the 

only study found by the author which did so), assessed 

both parents' and adolescents' perceptions of parental 

child-rearing practices and behaviors, including parental 

support, parental physical affection, and inconsistent 

control attempts. ·His results indicated that adolescent 

religious practice, mothers' companionship, and fathers' 

coercive and inconsistent control attempts and 

approval/disapproval of adolescent substance abuse all 

predicted whether or not adolescents were involved in 

substance abuse. Kent (1988) concluded that although 

adolescent religious practice and familial factors showed 

strong independent effects, "simultaneous analysis of 

religion and parent-child factors from family data give a 

clearer picture of the substance abuse problem than when 

they are treated separately'' (p. 163). Parents' 
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religious practice was not directly measured as part of 

this study. 

The research is quite consistent--parental support 

coupled with firm, consistent, but noncoercive control 

or, in other words, the authoritative parenting style-

seems to be of paramount importance in the transmission 

of religious and other values from parents to offspring. 

Theory and Methodology 

As previously mentioned, the purpose of this study 

was to determine why some offspring of religious parents 

manifest high delinquency while others do not. While 

this question has been partially addressed in the 

literature just cited, there are aspects still in need of 

examination. For example, one review of research on 

transmission of religious values (Clark and Worthington, 

1987) reported no studies which separated families 

according to level of religious commitment. In addition, 

only one study investigating religion, parenting style, 

and one form of delinquency (substance abuse) was found 

(Kent, 1988). No research has been found which 

scrutinized religiosity, parenting style and forms of 

delinquency other than drug abuse. And, because research 

indicates that different forms of delinquency involve 

different dynamics (Glynn, 1984), the proposed study was 
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designed also to help address the lack of attention given 

parenting style and its relationship to other forms of 

deviant behavior. 

More specifically, this study was an attempt to 

investigate whether, as hinted by research previously 

cited, delinquency among the offspring of religious 

parents can be predicted by the parenting style of these 

parents. Delinquency for some could, for example, be a 

reaction to overly authoritarian parenting styles. This 

dynamic might correspond to the spirit of the popular 

"preacher's kid" notion, i.e., an adolescent, chafing 

under the strict and (perceived) unreasonable rules and 

discipline of an extremely religious parent, commits 

delinquent acts as a declaration of autonomy, or as a way 

of retaliating against parents viewed as overly harsh or 

punishing. In this way, delinquency could indeed be a 

function of parenting style. For these reasons, 

parenting style was measured as a possible mediating 

factor in the generation of juvenile delinquency. 

The hypothesis of particular concern in the proposed 

study was that, because adolescent religiosity is largely 

predicted by the combination of parental religiosity and 

authoritativeness, and, because religious adolescents are 

known to manifest lower levels of delinquency, those 
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adolescents whose parents are high in both religiosity 

and authoritativeness would manifest the lowest 

delinquency rates of any combination of the variables of 

religiosity and parenting style. 

Systems Considerations 
and Cause and Effect 

One problematic element of research on socialization 

is determining the direction of cause and effect. Most 

reports involving socialization imply that parents 

"cause" or carry out this socializing, and children are 

"affected" or are socialized. However, since the vast 

majority of research on parenting style consists of 

cross-sectional sampling (Clark & Worthington, 1987), 

this type of causal inference cannot be unequivocally 

asserted. 

Even while acknowledging this fact, Hoge and 

Petrillo (1978), wrote 

We use the word 'determinants' implying 
causality. Since our study is cross-sectional, 
our warrant for drawing conclusions about 
causation is limited.... [One condition for 
inferring causality] is that theoretical 
reasons make it unlikely that y would influence 
x •... Readers may disagree with [us] when we 
speak of 'determinants.' (p. 366) 

There is, in fact, considerable disagreement with 

Hoge and Petrillo's (1978) conclusion. For example, 

Klein, Jorgensen, and Miller (1978) pointed out that 
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The child is presumably as much an active force 
in his or her own development as a passive 
receptacle of social forces .•.• Therefore, 
contemporary models of individual and family 
development are beginning to emphasize 
reciprocal causality in their descriptions and 
explanations. (p. 108) 

In other words, offspring can (and undoubtedly do) 

influence the "parenting style" to which they are 

subjected. In fact, research has shown this to be 

likely. Marcus (1975), for example, found that parents 

treated children differently according to the behavior of 

the children. When children exhibited dependent 

behavior, parents responded with greater directiveness, 

thus making it difficult for the children to demonstrate 

other than dependent behavior in the future. 

The implication of this premise is that perhaps 

parents are less supportive and more coercively 

controlling of their delinquent offspring is because 

these parents are responding to the antisocial or 

delinquent behavior of the offspring and are not 

responsible for it by virtue of some flawed parenting 

style. It is certainly reasonable to suppose that 

parents who have offspring engaging in delinquent 

behavior may attempt to "clamp down" and thus manifest 

firmer discipline than the parents of offspring for whom 
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little discipline is warranted because of their generally 

good behavior. 

Moreover, parents of delinquent offspring may become 

frustrated and feel inadequate enough as parents to make 

it very difficult to respond to the delinquent with any 

degree of genuine support, especially when the delinquent 

is doing little which could be considered positive by the 

parents' standards. By showing high control and low 

support, these parents would be classified as 

authoritarian when, given a set of behaving children, 

they might actually exhibit another style of parenting. 

Thus, as implied by some research, the presence of 

delinquency could be the cause and not the result of 

serious parent-child conflict. 

This possibility of "good" parents having "bad" 

offspring could also affect the parent's feelings of 

adequacy. It seems reasonable that the self-esteem of 

parents could be influenced by how obedient their 

offspring are or how well they are "turning out." 

Interestingly, the self-esteem of parents has been 

associated, in turn, with certain child-rearing 

practices. Small (1988), for example noted that 

mothers with higher self-esteem were more 
likely to provide their children greater 
decision-making freedom, communicate better, be 
less concerned about their children's behavior, 
view their children as more independent, and 
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have children who were more satisfied with the 
amount of autonomy they were given. Fathers 
with higher self-esteem reported better 
communication with their children and were less 
likely to report using physical forms of 
punishment. (p. 1063) 

An exchange between Lewis (1981) and Baumrind (1983) 

further illustrates the theoretical disagreement over the 

direction of cause and effect in socialization. Lewis 

contended that the correlation between effective parental 

control and child competencies reported in much of 

Baumrind's research may be an indication that Baumrind's 

measures of control were actually the "child's acceptance 

of parental control rather than the parents' exercise of 

control" (p. 553). Or, in other words, "parental 

control" could have reflected the absence of parent-child 

disagreement and not actual successful control attempts. 

Perhaps these children had agreeable dispositional 

characteristics such as a willingness to obey and thus 

required very little actual parental control. 

Baumrind (1983) argued that while reinterpretation 

of the causal direction was plausible, the parent to 

child direction of socialization was more compelling. 

This interpretation was reflected by her definition of 

socialization. 

Socialization is an adult-initiated process by 
which developing children, through insight, 
training, and imitation, acquire the habits and 
values congruent with their culture. At birth, 
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a child may be viewed as a range of 
possibilities whose discrete potentialities are 
realized in interaction with the training 
contexts in which the child develops. 
(Baumrind, 1980, p. 640) 

Baumrind has acknowledged, however, that "individuals 

become what they are in reciprocal interaction with their 

environment •.• " (Baumrind, 1980, p. 640). 

Other writers, especially those from a family 

systems theory perspective, have taken the concept of 

reciprocity as a basic principle contending that it is 

unrealistic to even consider uni-directional causal 

chains and that, since all members of a family system 

contribute to outcomes, it is simplistic to analyze 

traditional cause and effect when dealing with families 

(Becvar & Becvar, 1982). 

The notion of reciprocal influences and chains of 

behavioral process force the socialization scholar into 

an unavoidable quandary--deciding where to meaningfully 

break into these recursive parent-child interchanges. 

Recognizing this, some scholars have suggested that they 

are "obliged to place boundaries in chains of events, 

although these boundaries often seem arbitrary" (Klein, 

Jorgensen & Miller, 1978, p. 108). Nevertheless, they 

recommended that family researchers use a systems 

approach, taking a circular dynamic called a "feedback 
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loop" (person A influencing person B who then responds, 

thereby influencing person A) as the unit of analysis to 

determine if they "amplify" (perpetuate) or "dampen" 

(refrain from perpetuating) the consequent behavior of 

the other person. Thus the emphasis, according to 

systems theorists, should be on "context" or "process" 

instead of isolated units of behavior. 

Patterson (1983) pointed out, however, that although 

families might be embroiled in negative or destructive 

processes involving offspring provoking parents and 

parents trying to control offspring with no identifiable 

cause or effect, there are, nevertheless outcomes of 

these coercive contexts. Patterson suggested that 

delinquency may be one of these. 

The point should be reiterated that there is no 

definite consensus regarding the direction of influence 

in parent-child research. Moreover, with most research 

utilizing cross-sectional sampling, it is doubtful if the 

direction of influence can be substantiated. 

It is difficult to deny that both parents and 

offspring have considerable input into various 

developmental outcomes. Children are, without doubt, 

born with certain dispositional characteristics which are 

more or less subject to environmental influence. 
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However, the author tends to agree with Baumrind that 

parents may have a (probably the most) significant 

influence within the range of influenceability of these 

children. It seems reasonable to assume that, while 

there can be both favorable and unfavorable outcomes of 

any parenting style, in the aggregate, some styles of 

parenting will be associated with a higher degree of what 

most theorists would consider favorable outcomes--

"healthy" or, with relevance to the present study, 

nondelinquent offspring. 

Based upon this admittedly controversial assumption, 

it is appropriate for purposes of research to measure 

parenting style and a child outcome such as delinquency 

to see if there is a correlational, and possibly a causal 

relationship. Testing such relationships was the basis 

of the proposed research. 

Social Learning Theory 
and Value Consensus 

Reiss and Wyatt (1975), as quoted by Jacob and 

Tennenbaum (1988), pointed out that, in order for the 

investigation of a variable relationship to be justified, 

there must first be a reasonable theoretical connection 

established so that "the functional relationship between 

the variable and others in the system or domain is 
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spelled out, insofar as possible'' (p. 71). Social 

learning theory was appropriate to this purpose in the 

present investigation. 

The work of Albert Bandura (Bandura & Walters, 1963) 

has incorporated aspects of modeling and cognition as 

well as more traditional environmental influences. He 

posited that the interplay between cognition and 

observing other complex behaviors and then modeling these 

patterns is the process by which the most important of 

social learning takes place (Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988). 

Although considered to be within the tradition of social 

learning theory, many subapproaches which give different 

emphasis to various key concepts have been developed 

{Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988). 

With reference to parenting style and value 

consensus, social learning theory would predict that 

there are certain conditions important in the imitation 

or value adoption of models (parents). These conditions 

are highly dependent on cognitive factors, one of which 

is "vicarious reinforcement" (Bandura & Walters, 1963). 

As interpreted by Rollins and Thomas (1979), this could 

mean that 

hypothetically, two persons could observe the 
same model and one receive vicarious 
reinforcement and the other not. [One] 
condition identified by social learning theory 
as most conducive of imitation exists when the 
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observer perceives a positive affective 
relationship between self and the model. 
(p. 354) 

Rollins and Thomas (1979} suggested further that it 

can be assumed from the theory that "parents high on 

support, power, and inductive control attempts are more 

likely to facilitate the maintenance of behavior through 

direct reinforcement after it has been imitated" 

(p. 354). This combination of high support and high 

control closely parallels Baumrind's (1966; 1967) 

authoritative parenting style. 

From the literature cited, it appears that parenting 

style may be a key factor in a wide variety of offspring 

outcomes. One relationship of particular interest was 

the possible effect of the combination of the 

authoritative parenting style (which promotes vicarious 

reinforcement} and high parental religiosity (which 

constitutes modeling specific behaviors} on the adoption 

of parental values by offspring and the subsequent 

reduction in the incidence of delinquency. 

One purpose of this study was to examine whether 

there was an interaction effect of parenting style on 

delinquency of offspring of religious parents. It would 

appear from previous research that parent-offspring value 

consensus is a function of levels of parental support and 
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control. Those parents showing the authoritative (high 

control, high support) parenting style would have 

offspring manifesting less delinquency (see Figure 1). 

High parental religiosity coupled with authoritative 

parenting would correlate with high parent-offspring 

value consensus and lower delinquency, especially in 

highly religious offspring (see Figure 1). 

As previously mentioned, there has been little 

research into parenting style of religious parents and 

the delinquency of their offspring. What research has 

been conducted has failed to incorporate measures of 

delinquency other than substance abuse. The proposed 

study was an attempt to address this gap in the 

literature. 

This study focused on the presumed value consensus 

of reliqious parents and their offspring. Since it was 

assumed that the vast majority of parents (and certainly 

religious parents) deliberately avoid delinquent behavior 

themselves and discourage delinquency in their offspring, 

one indicator of value consensus consisted of a 

delinquency history scale which was completed by college

age subjects. 

In order to assess the relationship between 

parenting style and delinquency (Rollins & Thomas, 1979; 
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Bandura & Walters, 1963), a perceived parenting style 

scale was completed by the respondents. Parenting style 

was measured using a support scale (Ellis, Thomas & 

Rollins, 1976) and a control scale (Moos, 1974), the two 

parenting dimensions conceptualized by Baumrind as making 

up the authoritative parenting style. As suggested by 

Clark and Worthington (1987), delinquency scores of 

respondents were then analyzed for a possible association 

with scores on the religiosity and parenting style 

measures. 

Hypotheses 

Relationships expected to emerge in this study 

included the following: 

1. Parental religiosity will positively relate to 

offspring religiosity. 

Parental belief in and emphasis on religion is one 

of the chief predictors of religious commitment in their 

offspring (Hoge & Petrillo, 1974; Clark, Worthington, & 

Danser, 1988). 

2. Offspring religiosity will relate negatively to 

delinquency. 

Youth scoring high on religious measures have been 

shown to engage in less delinquency (Burkett & White, 

33 



1974; Rohrbaugh & Jesser, 1974; Perkins, 1985; Elifson, 

Petersen & Hadaway, 1983). 

3. Higher parental religiosity and more 

authoritative parenting style will be related to lower 

offspring delinquency. 

Because offspring religiosity is largely predicted 

by the combination of parental religiosity and 

authoritativeness, and, because religious offspring are 

known to manifest lower levels of delinquency, then those 

offspring whose parents are high in both religiosity and 

authoritativeness should manifest the lowest delinquency 

rates of any combination of these variables. 
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High Parental 
Religiosity 

+ High Adolescent 
------------~ Religiosity 

More Authoritative ~ 
Parenting 

Low Adolescent 
Delinquency 

Figure 1. The Hypothesized Mediational Model 
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Sample 

CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects sampled in this study were college 

students recruited from several introductory courses 

in the Human Development/Family Studies, Political 

Science, and Restaurant, Hotel and Institutional 

Management departments at Texas Tech University. 

In order to assess a relatively homogenous age 

cohort, only responses from subjects falling within an 

age range of 18-26 were included in the analysis of the 

data. Originally, only students within the 18-20 year 

old age range were to be included because experiences 

with parenting in family of origin were more recent and 

thus presumably more reliably reported in younger 

respondents. However, analysis of the 18-20 age group 

revealed little substantive difference in scale alphas 

(see Table 1) from the 18-26 year old group, thus, the 

21-26 year old respondents were included in the analysis. 

The mean age of those included in the analysis was 21.4 

for males and 20.9 for females. Thirty-seven percent 

(£=125) of the original sample were male and 62.1% 

(n=205) female making a total of three hundred and thirty 

subjects in all. Eighty-two percent of the original 
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sample were White/Caucasian (~=271), 9.4% (n=31) were 

Hispanic, 5.5% (~=18) were Black and 2.7% (n=9) were 

Asian. Because of lack of adequate representation of 

minority groups, data analysis was limited further to 

Whites/Caucasians. An estimated 95% or more of those 

enrolled in the sampled classes participated in the 

study. 

Exploratory analysis of demographic variables (see 

Table 2), including marital status of biological parents, 

education level of both father and mother, their 

custodial guardian in seventh through twelfth grades, 

socio-economic status, birth order and religious 

background--revealed significant correlations between 

marital status of parents and such relevant dependent 

variables as support of father £(319) = .43, E<.OOl, 

religiosity of respondent £(320) = .11, E<.OS, and 

delinquency of respondent £(321) - .13, E<.OS. For this 

reason, the sample, for purposes of analysis, was further 

limited to those respondents whose biological parents 

were still currently married. The final analyzed sample, 

then, consisted of 160 White college-aged participants, 

59 males and 101 females whose biological parents were 

still married to each other. 
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Procedure 

Delinquency researchers (Beachy et al., 1979; 

Kent, 1988) have noted that confidential 

questionnaires may be one of the most effective means for 

assessing delinquent behaviors. Moreover, self-reported 

delinquency has been shown to correlate highly with 

delinquency records kept by police (Patterson & 

Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). 

Prior to administration of the questionnaire, 

subjects were informed (see Appendix), in general terms, 

of the nature of the study and why their cooperation was 

sought. Subjects were also told that participation in 

the study was voluntary and that all responses would 

remain anonymous. Extra-credit was given for 

participation in the study in some classes. In these 

classes alternative ways of obtaining extra-credit were 

arranged by teachers for those students who may have 

desired extra-credit but did not want to participate in 

the research. This was an effort to avoid possible 

feelings of coercion for these individuals. There was no 

sanction or penalty for lack of participation in the 

survey. 

The questionnaire consisted of several demographic 

questions (items 1-11) as well as items making up the 
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five scales relevant to the study (see Appendix for 

complete questionnaire) with fathers and mothers rated 

separately. These scales were: (1) perception of 

parental support (items 12-20, 61-69); (2) perception of 

parental control (items 21-29, 70-77); (3) the 

respondents' own past delinquent behavior (items 30-50); 

(4) the respondents' religiosity (items 51-58); and (5) 

and perception of parental religiosity (items 59-60). In 

order to measure religiosity, respondents were asked to 

answer an eight-item religiosity scale for themselves as 

well as the one item scale assessing their perceptions of 

the religiosity of their father and mother (measured 

separately). 

For purposes of presentation, scales were combined 

so as to appear as one scale in the 77-item 

questionnaire. In order to simplify computer data 

analysis, computer-ready scan-tron sheets on which 

subjects could mark their responses were included with 

each scale. As a test-retest reliability check, one 

class (g=37) was administered the scales twice at a three 

week interval. 

Measures 

Parental support was assessed using a scale (Ellis, 

Thomas & Rollins, 1976) composed of items from the 
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"Parental-Child Interaction Rating scale" (Heilbrun, 

1964, 1973) and the "Cornell Parent Behavior Description" 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1961; Devereux, Bronfenbrenner & 

Rodgers, 1969), two widely used measures of parental 

support. To be included on the scale which Ellis et al. 

(1976) derived from these two inventories, items had to 

have "an arbitrary factor loading of .50 or above using 

the technique of principle components factor analysis 

with varimax orthogonal rotation" (Ellis et al., 1976, 

p. 714). Cronbach's alpha reliabilities (as reported by 

Ellis et al, 1976) for this scale ranged from .85 to .92. 

The alpha reliabilities obtained from the sample in this 

study were, for fathers' and mothers' support, .93 and 

.96, respectively. In this study, this scale 

demonstrated good test-retest reliability with 

coefficients of .83 for fathers' support and .77 for 

mothers' support. 

Ellis et al. (1976) reported that this scale was 

moderately high on discriminate validity, showing 

correlations between -.73 and -.27 with factor extracted 

subscales. Adequate construct validity of the support 

scale was indicated by its satisfactory correlation with 

related but nonidentical variables such as "closeness to 

sibling" and "perceived communication from parents." In 
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addition, the support scale correlated with "self

esteem," a variable shown to be linked to parental 

support by a considerable amount of research (Thomas et 

al., 1974; Buri et al., 1988). The possible numerical 

response for this scale ranged from a low of zero to a 

high of 60. For male respondents in this study, the mean 

response total on this scale was 47 for fathers' support 

and 49 for mothers' support. For females, it was 49 for 

fathers' and 49 for mothers' support (see Table 3 for the 

mean responses to the respective scales). 

Parental control was assessed using items comprising 

the "control" subscale of the Family Environment Scale 

(Moos, 1974), a measure widely used in family research. 

Internal consistency of this subscale was reported by 

Moos (1974) to be .70; average item-subscale correlation 

was .51; and eight week test-retest reliability was .77. 

In the present study, the alpha reliabilities obtained on 

this measure were .69 for fathers' control and .67 for 

mothers' control. The test-retest reliabilities obtained 

for this scale in this study were marginal, the 

coefficient for fathers' control being .58 and for 

mothers' control .59. The possible response range to 

this scale was a low of zero to a high of 45. The mean 

response for males' rating of both fathers' and mothers' 
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control was 30. The mean rating of daughters for both 

fathers' and mothers' control was likewise 30. 

Delinquency was assessed using a scale validated by 

Gold (1966), adapted by Johnston (1973) and used by 

various researchers (Elifson et al., 1983; Beachy et al., 

1979). This scale, in keeping with research indicating 

the multi-dimensional nature of delinquency (Fors & 

Rojek, 1983), was made up of items comprising various 

subscales: Aggression (alpha= .60) consisting of items 

2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, and 19; Theft 

(alpha=.64) consisting of items 3, 5, 7, 13, 18, and 20; 

and Nonstatus offenses (alpha=.72) consisting of items 10 

and 16. 

The alpha for the overall scale as reported by 

Elifson et al. (1983) was .73. Construct validity for 

the scale was evidenced by its correlation with drug use 

(Beachy et al., 1979) and its negative correlation with 

religiosity, a relationship supported by earlier research 

(Elifson et al., 1983; Fors & Rojek, 1983). In this 

study, incidents of delinquent behavior were totaled and 

thus treated as a unidimensional construct. The alpha 

reliability obtained in this study for this scale was 

.81. Its test-retest reliability in this study was .80. 

The response possibilities for this scale ranged from a 
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low of zero to a high of 85. The mean response in this 

study on this scale was 35 for males, 29 for females. 

The religiosity measure was developed and validated 

by Rohrbaugh and Jesser (1975). The coefficient alphas 

for this scale reported by Rohrbaugh and Jesser (1975) 

were over .90, indicating high internal reliability. 

Four different approaches were used to establish 

validity. A known-groups method indicated that the scale 

showed the expected relationships between gender, age and 

religiosity with younger females scoring significantly 

higher. 

External validity was examined using a one-item 

verification question which read: "If you were to mark 

yourself on a scale from zero to ten, how religious would 

you mark yourself?" The multiple Rs were .78, .81, .83, 

and .84 for college males, college females, high school 

males, and high school females, respectively (Rohrbaugh & 

Jesser, 1975, p. 143-144). 

Internal validity was found to be high by 

intercorrelation of the four religiosity subscales in 

each of the four student groups. Similarly, the scale 

was shown to have good discriminant ability by examining 

the relations of four subscales to two separate measures 

of the perceived religious environment, a subscale of 
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models for religious involvement among friends and 

relatives, and a subscale of social support from peers 

and adults for religious involvement. The possible 

numerical response on this scale ranged from a low of 

zero to a high of 33. The mean response on this scale 

was 28.1 for males and 31 for females. The test-retest 

reliability of the religiosity scale was .85. 

Since the one item "rating of religiosity" 

correlated highly (see coefficients above) with the 

longer eight-item measure developed by Rohrbaugh and 

Jesser (1975), and, since many of the items on the longer 

scale required information difficult for offspring to 

answer on behalf of parents, perception of parental 

religiosity was assessed using a one-item scale. 

Subjects were asked to rate their father and mother 

separately on a scale from one to ten. The alpha 

reliability obtained from this sample on this perception 

of father's and mother's religiosity was .71. The test

retest reliability obtained for this scale in this study 

was .88 for both fathers and mothers. In accordance with 

the analysis of previous researchers (Rohrbaugh & Jesser, 

1974), religiosity was analyzed as a unidimensional 

construct. The lowest possible response on this scale 

was zero; the highest was nine. The mean response on 
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this scale for males' perception of fathers' and mothers' 

religiosity in this study was 5.4 and 7.1, respectively. 

For females the mean was 5.4 for fathers and 6.5 for 

mothers. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Scale Alpha Reliabilities for Age 
Groups 20 and Under and 26 and Under. 

Alpha Reliability 

Age < 20 (n= 50) Age ~ 26 (n= 137) 

SUPPORT£ .94 .93 

SUPPORTrn .96 .96 

CONTROL£ .76 .69 

CONTROLrn .67 .67 

DELINQUENCY .79 .81 

RELIGIOSITY .90 .84 

PERCEIVED .66 .71 
PARENTAL 
RELIGIOSITY 
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics* of the Analyzed 
Sample. 

Males (n=59) Females (n=101) 

Mean Age 21.4 20.9 

Education Level 
of Parents 

Father/Mother Father/Mother 

high school 
education or less 15.3%/32.2% 18.8%/23.8% 

some college 
or more 84.7%/67.8% 81.2%/76.2% 

Socioeconomic 
Status 

less than well off 6.8% 6.9% 

financially comfortable 
or higher 93.2%. 93.1% 

Religious Background 

Protestant 64.4% 77.2% 

Catholic 27.1% 16.8% 

other 8.5% 6% 

* As mentioned, analysis was limited to Caucasian 
$ubjects whose biological parents were still married to 
each other. 
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Table 3. Intercorrelations of Variables 

Sons 

Sf Sm Cf em Rf Rm R D Af Am so ~ 

SUPf .20 -.OS -.08 .24• -.ll .12 -.34** .67••• .OS 8.9 47 
SUPm .ll -.26• -.23• .07 .07 .2S• -.49*** -.03 .s2••• 7.1 49 
CTLf -.33*** -.08 .21 -.13 .10 .02 .30• .70••• .oo S.7 30 
CT~ .02 -.4)••• .07 -.26* -.oo -.18 .2S• .12 .71*** S.4 30 
RELf .22* .01 -.17* .07 .49••• .44••• -.33** .08 -.20 2.3 5.4 
REIJII -.04 .10 .21* -.04 .sa••• .45••• -.01 -.02 .03 1.8 7.1 
RE!:. -.07 -.07 .05 .17• .37••• .42••• -.26* .12 .oo 6.9 28.1 
OLNO -.10 -.ll .21* -.04 -.ll -.06 -.22• -.04 -.10 10.4 3S 
ATHf .43••• .01 .69••• .09 .03 .17* -.oo .13 .07 3S4 1388 
A THin .10 .60••• .02 .4s••• .OS .06 .09 -.14 .ll 312 uso 

~ 49 49 .. 30 30 5.4 6.S 31 29 1448 14S3 

so 7.6 7.6 7.1 S.9 2.2 2.1 5.6 5.S 345 330 

Daughters 

E<.OS **E<.Ol ***:2<.001 
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Analyses 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

In order to test the hypothesized mediational 

model (see Figure 1), the hypothesized relationships were 

analyzed using Pearson's correlation coefficient. 

Respondents' scores on the religiosity scale were tested 

for correlation with their scores on the perceived 

parental religiosity scale (see Hypothesis 1). Scores on 

the religiosity scale were tested for correlation with 

those on the delinquency scale (see Hypothesis 2). 

The relationship between both perceived parental 

religiosity and extent of authoritative parenting, as 

they related to delinquency (Hypothesis 3), was then 

tested using Pearson's r. Regression analysis was used 

to test the mediational model as a whole (see Table 2). 

Tests of HyPotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

Parental religiosity will relate positively to 

offspring religiosity. 

Pearson product-moment correlations revealed 

significant correlations between religiosity of sons and 

the religiosity of both fathers r(SS) = .44, E<.001 and 
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mothers r(57) = .45, £<.001; for daughters this 

relationship also held for both fathers r(100) = .37, 

£<.001 and mothers E(99) = .42, £<.001. 

There appeared to be a strong positive relationship 

between level of parental religiosity and that of their 

offspring. Moreover, this relationship was consistent 

across gender of both parents and offspring. These 

findings replicated those of a number of earlier 

researchers (e.g., Dudley & Dudley, 1986; Clark & 

Worthington, 1987; Clark, Worthington & Danser, 1988). 

Hypothesis 2 

Offspring religiosity will relate negatively to 

delinquency. 

The correlations between respondents' report of 

religiosity and delinquency showed the hypothesized 

relationship both for males (E(SS) = -.26 £<.05) and for 

females (E(97) = -.22 £<.01). 

These results indicated that, as in previously cited 

research (Rohrbaugh & Jesser, 1975; Hoffman & Saltzstein, 

1967, Elifson, Petersen & Hadaway, 1983; Perkins, 1985), 

religiosity may function as a moderating factor or social 

control against delinquency. 
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Hypothesis 3 

High parental religiosity and greater authoritative 

parenting style will be related to lower offspring 

delinquency. 

Correlational analysis of this hypothesis yielded 

inconsistent results. Among sons, delinquency and 

fathers' religiosity were significantly negatively 

correlated (£(55) = -.33, E<.007), but delinquency among 

sons was not correlated with mothers' religiosity (r(57) 

= -.01, E=ns). For daughters, neither fathers' 

religiosity (r(99) = -.11, E=ns) nor mothers' religiosity 

(r(99) = -.06, E=ns) was significantly correlated with 

delinquency. 

The correlations between sons' delinquency and 

fathers' and mothers' authoritative parenting were (r(57) 

= -.04, E=ns) and (r(56) =-.10, E=ns), both 

nonsignificant. The correlations between delinquency and 

authoritative parenting for daughters were similarly 

nonsignificant for both fathers (r(99) = .13, E=ns), and 

mothers (£(97) = -.14, E=ns). 

This study was guided by the assumption, derived 

from various research findings, that adolescent 

religiosity would mediate parental religiosity and 

delinquency. In addition, parental religiosity and 
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parenting style were thought to have direct effects on 

delinquency in offspring. These assumptions were tested 

by regression and path analysis (see Figures 2-5). In 

testing the possible predictive capability of the 

authoritative (support x control) parenting style, the 

support and control variables were not independently 

entered as part of the regression analysis. 

Regression analysis indicated that for sons (Figures 

2 & 3), religiosity was predicted significantly by 

fathers' religiosity but that delinquency was not 

significantly predicted. Mothers' religiosity predicted 

sons' religiosity but did not predict sons' delinquency. 

Lower delinquency in sons was not significantly predicted 

by mothers' level of authoritative parenting. Mothers' 

religiosity, mediated by the religiosity of sons, 

predicted a lower level of sons' delinquency. 

The results for daughters (Figures 4 & 5) indicated 

that religiosity of daughters was predicted significantly 

by both fathers' and mothers' religiosity but that in 

neither case was delinquency in daughters significantly 

predicted. Unlike sons, daughters' religiosity was 

significantly predictive of lower delinquency in the case 

of mothers but not fathers. 
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SUPPORT 
X CONTROL 

RELIGIOSITYf 

RELIGIOSITYs ~=.21(F(2,54) 
7.06,-E<-005 

-.02 

__ -_._21---~.....- DELINQUENCY 
~ R =.13 

F(3,53)= 
2. 57 ,E=ns 
(E<.06) 

Figure 2. Regression Analysis for Fathers and Sons. 

***E<.001 
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SUPPORT 
X CONTROL 

RELIGIOSITYm 

RELIGIOSITYs z R =.21 (F(2,55)= 

-.35* 

7.32, E.<-005 

..& 
R =.11 

(F(3,54)= 
2:-1s,E.=ns 

Figure 3. Regression Analysis for Mothers and Sons. 

*E.<.OS **E.<.01 ***E.<-001 
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RELIGIOSITYd Ff=.14 (F(2,98)= 
7.96-;- ;e<.OOl 

SUPPORT ( ;e<. 06) 
X CONTROL 

.37*** 

RELIGIOSITY£ 

~~~ DELINQUENCY ~=.06 
(F(3,97)= 
2:-22, ;e=ns 
C;e<.09) 

Figure 4. Regression Analysis for Fathers and Daughters. 

*;e<.05 **E_<.Ol ***E.· 001 
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RELIGIOSITYd ~=.24 (F(2,96)= 
15.43-; :2<.001 

SUPPORT -. 22* 
X CONTROL 

.48*** 

_ DELINQUENCY R.a. =. 0 6 
--------- (F(3,95)= 

.06 

RELIGIOSITYm 2.01, 2=ns 

Figure 5. Regression Analysis for Mothers and Daughters 

*:2<.05 ***:2<.001 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This study investigated relationships among 

perceived parenting style, perceived parental 

religiosity, and delinquency which were suggested by 

basic tenets of social learning theory and previous 

research. The review of both literature and theory led 

to the formulation of the mediational model of adolescent 

delinquency (see Figure 1). The findings of this study 

provided support for a limited number of the proposed 

variable relationships and partially supported the 

mediational model. This chapter delimits concerns about 

and implications of this research in three sections: (1) 

measurement and design issues; (2) conceptual issues; and 

(3) directions for further research. 

Measurement and Design 

Scales 

Perceived parental support. Analysis of the results 

of this study lends support to the reported strength of 

the support scale adapted by Ellis et al. (1976). The 

perceived parental support scale appeared to be a fairly 

good indicator--at least of perceived parental support. 

Its alpha reliability (.93 for fathers and .96 for 
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mothers) as well as its test-retest reliability (.83 and 

.77 for fathers and mothers) were high. Moreover, 

evidence for its validity was shown by its correlating, 

generally, with conceptually related measures such as 

marital status, and by its failing to show significant 

relationships to those variables conceptually 

unrelated. 

Self-reported religiosity. The religiosity scale 

(Rohrbaugh & Jesser, 1975) which respondents answered for 

themselves also seemed to be a good measure. Its alpha 

(.84) and test-retest (.85) reliability were satisfactory 

and it, too, correlated predictably with related 

constructs such as parental religiosity and delinquency. 

Delinquency. The measure of delinquency (Elifson 

et al., 1983) seemed to be an adequate although perhaps 

not an optimal indicator of this variable with acceptable 

alpha (.81) and test-retest reliabilities (.80). While 

this scale did encompass a wide range of illegal and 

delinquent activities, its emphasis was, perhaps, 

weighted too heavily toward theft, with six out of 21 

questions involving stealing something. Perhaps theft 

was too heavily represented on this scale. However, no 
I 

explanation or rationale was given by the authors of 

the scale regarding the number of theft items. 
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Perceived parental control and religiosity. As 

mentioned, most scales used in the study appeared to be 

adequate measures of their respective concepts. Possible 

exceptions to this are the perceived parental control 

(Moos, 1974) and perceived parental religiosity scales 

(Rohrbaugh & Jesser, 1975). The alpha reliabilities of 

these scales were much lower (alphas for perceived 

parental religiosity; perceived control of father, and 

perceived control of mother were .71, .69, and .67, 

respectively) than for the other measures used in the 

study and somewhat lower than the .80 suggested as a 

minimum by some experts (Carmines & Zeller, 1979, p. 51). 

In addition, the low test-retest reliability of the 

perception of parental control scales was also much lower 

than the other scales (.58 for fathers' control and .59 

for mothers' control; the test-retest reliability was, 

however, high on the perception of parental religion 

scales with fathers' and mothers' religiosity both 

registering .88), casting further doubt as to the 

adequacy of the control scales utilized. 

While the lower alpha reliabilities could be 

attributed to the difficulty inherent in answering 

questions for other individuals, it is interesting to 

note that the alpha reliabilities for other scales 
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calling for perceptions, such as the perceived parental 

control scale, were extremely high (.93 and .94 for 

perceptions of father and mother, respectively). This 

seems to indicate that the scales used in this study to 

measure perceived parental control and perceived parental 

religiosity may not have been ideal indicators of these 

variables. It bears noting, however, that the perceived 

parental religiosity scale was a two-item scale--one item 

apiece for fathers and mothers. This could explain the 

low alpha. This, however, does not account for the low 

test-retest reliabilities obtained for the perception of 

parental control scales. 

Post-study analysis of the items comprising the 

perceived parental control scale has introduced some 

doubt as to its validity. Some of the items appear to 

tap a form of control which seems to be, to a greater or 

lesser extent, coercive. Examples of this are items one 

and six on the parental control scale. Item one reads: 

"My parents rarely ordered family members around." By 

definition, in order for parents to manifest the 

authoritative parenting style, they must register a high 

degree of both support and control. And, for parents to 

be considered high in control on item one, they would 

have to "order their offspring around." Subjects 

60 



responding to this item may have connoted "ordering 

family members around" to be a rigid, militaristic form 

of control based primarily on authority and leaving 

little room for discussion or explanation of the 

rationale prompting these orders. Indeed, this may be 

what the control scale of Moos' (1974) Family Environment 

Scale was designed to measure. 

Inferences from the work of Baumrind and other 

researchers seem to point to a qualitatively different 

form of parental control. This control seems to be a 

somewhat more benevolent exercise of authority which some 

researchers have called "induction" (Hoffman & 

Saltzstein, 1967; Rollins & Thomas, 1979). For parents 

exercising inductive control, "ordering" family members 

around would be deferred in favor of, for example, 

setting down firm behavioral guidelines and expecting 

them to be followed, with rewards for compliance and 

sanctions for noncompliance (Clark, Worthington & Danser, 

1988) . 

Item six on the control scale illustrates this 

difference further. It reads: "As far as my parents were 

concerned, everyone had an equal say in family 

decisions." Inductive control, as it pertains to this 

item, might be described as a process whereby parents, 
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while setting firm parental guidelines, do so with 

interaction and perhaps input from their offspring during 

the formulation of these guidelines. Offspring 

participating in such rule formation would, however, then 

be held strictly accountable to these rules. 

This contrasts subtly from item six for, in order 

for respondents to register high on control on this item, 

they would have to disagree, perhaps indicating that 

their parents did not let them participate fully in 

family decisions. Again, within the context of inductive 

control, family members might not have an equal say in 

family decisions but they would, at least, be a part of 

the decision-making process. 

Presumably, in order to measure Baumrind's inductive 

control more accurately, an item of this type might read: 

"My parents let us have a say in family decisions but the 

final decision was always theirs to make" or "Family 

decisions were made by my parents but the rest of the 

family also had a say." While the distinction between 

these items may be subtle, it appears that the item, as 

contained in the scale, may be more related to 

authoritarianism than control (Peterson, Rollins & 

Thomas, 1985). 
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Sample 

Scrutiny of the original sample necessitated 

limiting analysis of subjects in this study to White 

males {n=59) and females {n=lOl) whose biological parents 

were still married to each other. As mentioned, subjects 

whose parents' marriages were intact were chosen because 

preliminary analysis showed that marital status 

correlated significantly with several key variables 

including fathers' support, religiosity of both father 

and mother, and delinquency, thus indicating a possible 

marital status confound. Analysis was further limited to 

Caucasian subjects because, although the original sample 

contained some Black, Hispanic and Asian subjects, there 

were too few to be meaningfully analyzed statistically. 

The primary limitation of the proposed sample was 

the lack of random selection. The procedures associated 

with random selection are expensive in both time and 

money. This cost was, unfortunately, prohibitive of 

random sampling within the scope of the present research. 

Additionally, because the sample consisted of those 

individuals enrolled in university level courses, a self

selection had already taken place. It is questionable 

whether college students are completely representative of 

the general population of young adults in this country on 
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the variables under scrutiny. Perhaps the parents of 

college students vary in some relevant systematic way 

from those whose offspring do not attend college. 

Even more likely is the possibility that college 

students might have been considerably less delinquent in 

their youth than those who have dropped out of high 

school and/or have not entered a university environment. 

The families of college students are, for example, 

probably in a higher socioeconomic class than families of 

those who might not have the resources to send children 

to college. Research (Kohn, 1959; Bronfenbrenner, 1958) 

has shown social class to correlate with parental 

disciplinary methods. In this way, if the present sample 

indeed overrepresented those from a higher socioeconomic 

background, this could have altered family dynamics and 

thereby affected delinquency (and conceivably even 

religiosity) and could constitute a confound inherent in 

the sample. 

Because of the possible bias introduced by nonrandom 

sampling, the generalizability of the data and 

conclusions of this study may be substantially curtailed. 

Despite these concerns, however, the author believes that 

usable information was obtained from data derived from 

the present sample. Previous parenting style researchers 
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(Dornbusch et al., 1987), for example, found that the 

relationship between parenting style and their dependent 

variable (grades) was consistent across gender, age, 

parental education, ethnic background, and family 

structure categories. 

Conceptual Issues 

This study was designed to test some of the 

predictions of social learning theory and implications of 

previous research as set forth in the mediational model. 

As mentioned, the study yielded only partial support for 

this model. The following section will treat the 

specific hypotheses and the findings of the study 

pertaining to them. 

Hypothesis one, as predicted by a considerable body 

of literature (Dudley & Dudley, 1986; Clark & 

Worthington, 1987; Clark, Worthington & Danser, 1988), 

was strongly supported regardless of gender of both 

parents and offspring. The religiosity of both sons and 

daughters was strongly and positively correlated with 

level of religiosity of both fathers and mothers. 

Regression analysis also indicated that it was possible 

to predict the religiosity of offspring from that of 

their parents at a highly significant level. From these 

results it appears that the religious beliefs between 
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parents and offspring were quite similar. There seemed 

to be a substantial amount of parent-child value 

consensus in this sample. 

Analysis of hypothesis two yielded results which 

were difficult to interpret. Offspring religiosity was, 

for both sons and daughters, significantly and negatively 

related to delinquency. Regression analysis revealed, 

however, ·that only with mothers' religiosity did the 

hypothesized mediational effect hold as mothers' 

religiosity seemed to predict lower delinquency in both 

sons and daughters through offspring religiosity. 

As previously stated, hypothesis three was the 

hypothesis of primary interest in this study. The 

results of analysis of this hypothesis likewise did not 

lend themselves to simple interpretation. Correlational 

tests showed that there was, for sons, a significant 

negative relationship between the religiosity of fathers 

and delinquency but not between mothers' religiosity and 

delinquency. The authoritative parenting of neither 

fathers nor mothers was significantly correlated with the 

delinquency of sons. For daughters, both fathers' and 

mothers' religiosity were negatively and significantly 

related to delinquency. The authoritative parenting 

style of both fathers and mothers was unrelated to 
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daughters' delinquency although these correlations 

narrowly missed statistical significance. 

With reference to hypothesis three, regression 

analysis revealed that religiosity of neither fathers nor 

mothers directly predicted delinquency in sons. 

Delinquency in daughters was not predicted by either 

fathers' or mothers' religiosity nor by the authoritative 

parenting of either parent. As stated, however, the 

religiosity of mothers mediated by the religiosity of 

offspring did predict lower delinquency in both sons and 

daughters. This result points to an interesting partial 

confirmation of the mediational model. It would appear 

that the religiosity of mothers is especially important 

in the prediction of delinquency in offspring both male 

and female. 

It is also intriguing that the correlations between 

control of both fathers and mothers and delinquency in 

sons were positive. That is, as the level of parental 

control increased, so also did the incidence of 

delinquency in sons. 

The results of this study indicate that while 

religiosity of both fathers and mothers predicted 

offspring religiosity, offspring religiosity predicted 

lower delinquency only in the case of mothers' 
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religiosity. These results support the proposed 

mediational role of offspring religiosity for mothers but 

not for fathers. It appears, then, that there are 

different process in the formation of delinquent 

tendencies in adolescents with respect to the parenting 

behaviors of mothers and fathers. Contrary to 

prediction, however, regression analysis revealed that 

parental religiosity did not predict offspring 

delinquency for either sons or daughters--a finding which 

replicates that of previous research (Kent, 1988). This 

points, however, to the hypothesized mediational effect. 

Parents' religiosity is "preventive" of delinquency only 

to the extent of offspring religiosity, i.e., a parent

child religious value consensus, and this appears to be 

especially important in the case of mother-child value 

consensus. 

It is interesting to note that other researchers 

have found a similar influence of mothers in the 

prediction of delinquency. Kent (1988), for example, 

found that mothers' companionship with their children 

predicted a lower level of adolescent drug abuse. The 

confirmation of this result by the present study points 

to a possible decisive role played by mothers in the 

development of delinquent tendencies in their offspring. 
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Kent (1988), however, hypothesized no explanation as to 

why this relationship seems to have arisen. 

In the present study, it may have been that, because 

the sample was drawn from a population whose families 

were almost certainly based on the more traditional style 

(the father being the breadwinner and the mother 

performing the bulk of the childcare and childraising 

duties and functions), this might have made the fathers 

of the respondents more peripheral figures in their lives 

as compared to their mothers. It may be that, for these 

subjects, the mothers were simply more prominent in their 

lives and thus had a greater impact on their values than 

their fathers. 

From these results come several possible 

implications for prevention efforts and remedial work 

with families. Because offspring religiosity was shown 

to be a mediating factor between parental religiosity and 

delinquency, it seems important that parents, especially 

those bearing the primary responsibility for childrearing 

in the family, realize the possible decisive impact they 

may have on the development of delinquent and 

nondelinquent tendencies in their children and to do all 

they can to promote and encourage the adoption and/or 

maintenance of religious or at least nondelinquent values 
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in their children. In doing this, it seems especially 

crucial that parents do this (and most other parenting 

behaviors) with a liberal measure of supportive behavior. 

Family therapists confronted with delinquency in sons 

might pay special attention to the nature of the 

relationships between mothers and children and the value 

consensus and value transmission dynamics involved. 

Summary 

Clear findings that emerged from this study were 

that religiosity of parents was correlated with and 

predicts religiosity of both male and female offspring. 

Furthermore, the religiosity of mothers of respondents 

participating in the study predicted a significantly 

lower amount of delinquency through the religiosity of 

these respondents. In addition, the apparent importance 

of mothers in the formation or prevention of delinquent 

tendencies or patterns in sons cannot be ignored. 

Questions and doubts may remain about the 

generalizability of the sample and the interpretation of 

the causal direction. Generalizability of these results 

is probably limited to white 18-26-year-old males and 

females of relatively high socioeconomic standing whose 

biological parents are still married. The question of 

cause and effect is more complex. Whereas it is 
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difficult to dispute that offspring have a tremendous 

amount of influence on their family environment, it 

nevertheless seems more convincing (with regard to the 

significant findings of this study) to view the parents 

as influencing their children. It seems more likely, in 

religious matters, that parents would influence their 

children more so than vice-versa. 

It is, however, conceivable that the delinquency of 

respondents could affect their religiosity. Highly 

religious individuals might, for example, engage in 

delinquent behaviors in order to be accepted by their 

peers and then not feel comfortable in religious 

activities (although religious activity and church 

attendance was only one dimension of the scale used in 

the study to assess religiosity). It is also likely that 

the parenting behavior of mothers is affected by the 

delinquency of their sons in the manner already 

elaborated upon in earlier chapters. Perhaps all that 

can be stated with surety from the results of the present 

study is that between mothers' religiosity, offspring 

religiosity and delinquency, some dynamic appears to be 

at work which is absent between fathers and offspring. 
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Suggestions for Further Research 

The need to understand delinquency is critical. 

This need increases as the incidence of delinquency 

itself increases. Obviously a considerable amount of 

additional investigation into this complex and confusing 

problem is warranted. Further research into the 

family's, and especially the mother's, possible role in 

the formation of delinquency seems important and urgent. 

The following section delineates ways in which the 

present research might have been improved and recounts 

aspects of delinquency which require further 

investigation. 

Perhaps the most pressing need for future research 

involves the elucidation of direction of cause and 

effect. This challenge might be most directly met by 

longitudinal studies involving multiple assessments, at 

perhaps two-year intervals, of parenting styles and other 

relevant behavioral patterns of parents and offspring. 

Until research of this kind is undertaken uncertainty 

regarding causal direction will continue. 

In addition, issues of measurement need 

clarification. Doubts linger as to the appropriateness 

of the control and delinquency scales used in the study. 

It seems important for future researchers to scrutinize 
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the research tradition of control more intensively, 

especially as it contributes to Baumrind's 

conceptualization of the authoritative parenting style. 

Perhaps, as previously mentioned, a control scale which 

taps the hypothesized inductive dimension of control 

would be more appropriate when investigating the 

authoritative parenting style. In addition, the 

delinquency scale, while it appeared to be the best 

measure of this variable contained in the literature 

reviewed by the author, could, perhaps, be improved if 

theft were not so heavily represented. 

Another weakness of the present research was that 

subjects were required to answer the questionnaire on 

behalf of their parents. It is clear that these parents 

might have had considerably different opinions concerning 

both their parenting style and their religiosity. It 

might prove crucial to the understanding of delinquency 

to obtain the parents' own view of these important 

variables instead of relying solely on offspring 

perceptions which may or may not bear resemblance to 

actual parental feelings and behaviors. 

It should again be emphasized that it appears gender 

of parents is of considerable importance in the 

prediction of delinquency. Especially intriguing is the 
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relationship between mothers' religiosity and offspring 

religiosity and the subsequent impact on delinquent 

behavior. More information on the seemingly important 

role played by mothers as indicated by this study is 

needed. Future research might well focus more intently 

on this potentially pivotal issue. 

In addition, attributes which proved to be beyond 

the scope of the present research (e.g., the inclusion of 

subjects from nonintact families, nonwhites, and those of 

various socioeconomic classes), might prove helpful in 

expanding the knowledge base of delinquent behavior. 

Finally, any discussion of delinquency in children or 

adolescents would be incomplete without mention of some 

of the many other factors which affect delinquent 

behavior. Chief among these is probably the role of 

peers (Chassin, Tetzloff & Hershey, 1985). While 

consideration of the influence of peers was beyond the 

scope of the present study, it is conceivable that much 

of the variation in delinquency could be attributed to 

the significant impact that peers have on the lives of 

virtually all individuals being reared in our society. 

Future research should take such influences into 

consideration. 
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This questionnaire is part of a study investigating some 
of your experiences and perceptions. There are no right 
or wrong answers; your responses will remain anonymous. 
Please be as truthful and honest as possible. Use a #2 
pencil to completely fill in the oval on the answer 
sheet. For some questions you may need to fill in two 
ovals. For example, in answering the question about your 
age, if you are 20 years old--darken the "2" oval on the 
first line and the "0" on the second line. 

1-2 Your age: 

3. Your gender: (0) male (1) female 

4. Your ethnic background: (0) White, Caucasian 
(1) Hispanic 
(2) Black 
(3) Asian 
(4) Native American 
(5) other 

5. current marital status of parents: 
(0) still married 
(1) divorced 
(2) separated 
(3) widowed 
(4) at least one remarried 

6. Mark highest education level of father: 
(0) did not finish high school 
(1) finished high school 
(2) some college 
(3) college graduate 
(4) post graduate degree 

7. Mark highest education level of mother: 
(0) did not finish high school 
(1) finished high school 
(2) some college 
(3) college graduate 
(4) post graduate degree 
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8. With whom did you live in seventh through twelfth 
grades? 

(0) both parents 
(1) mostly mother only 
(2) mostly father only 
(3) mostly mother and step-father 
(4) mostly father and step-mother 
(5) it varied a lot 
(6) other 

9. Which best describes your family's financial status: 
(0) not at all well off 
(1) less than well off 
(2) comfortable 
(3) moderately well off 
(4) very well off 

10. Your birth order: (0) only child 
(1) first born 
(2) middle child 
(3) last child 

11. Your religious background: (0) Protestant/Christian 
(1) Catholic 
(2) Jewish 
(3) other 

Answer the following questions according to what you 
experienced from the time between seventh and twelfth 
grade and according to the following scale: 

(0) Strongly Disagree 
(1) Somewhat Disagree 
(2) Slightly Disagree 
(3) Slightly Agree 
(4) Somewhat Agree 
(5) Strongly Agree 

12. Growing up I felt security from my father. 

13. My father trusted me as a family member. 

14. My father felt affection for me. 

15. My father approved of me and things I did. 

16. My father showed interest and support for me. 

17. I could count on my father. 
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18. My father was there if I needed him. 

19. My father taught me. 

20. My father said nice things about me. 

21. My father rarely ordered family members around. 

22. My father made very few rules in my family. 

23. My father made most of the decisions in my family. 

24. My father had set ways of doing things at home. 

25. My father strongly emphasized following rules in 
my family. 

26. As far as my father was concerned, everyone had an 
equal say in family decisions. 

27. As far as my father as concerned, we could do 
whatever we wanted to in my family. 

28. My father's rules were pretty flexible. 

29. With my father, you couldn't get away with much in 
my family. 

Answer these questions according to what you did from the 
time you were in seventh to twelfth grade and 
according to this scale: 

o---------1---------2---------3---------4 
never once twice three four or 

times more times 

During the period from seventh to twelfth grade ••. 

30. had you been in trouble with police (other than for 
traffic violations)? 

31. had you hurt someone badly on purpose? 

32. had you stolen something worth more than $ 50.00? 

33. had you used a knife or gun to get something? 

34. had you stolen a car? 
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35. had you fought seriously? 

36. had you stolen something worth less than $ 50.00? 

37. had you set fire to property? 

38. had you tried to get something by using threats? 

39. had you run away from home? 

40. had you hit an instructor or supervisor? 

41. had you hit your father? 

42. had you stolen an expensive part a car? 

43. had you hit your mother? 

44. had you trespassed? 

45. had you argued or fought with your parents? 

46. had you damaged school property on purpose? 

47. had you stolen from a store? 

48. had you taken part in a gang fight? 

49. had you stolen an inexpensive part of a car? 

Answer this question according to the following scale: 

SO. At the time of your maximum involvement from 
seventh to twelfth grade, how often had you used 
illicit drugs? 

o------l-----------2----------3-------4---------5 
never once occasionally often weekly nearly 

every day 
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Please answer the following questions. 

51. In an average month (assume 30 days per month) 
how often do you attend religious services? 

(0) Never 
(1) Once 
(2) Two to three times 
(3) Four to five times 
(4) Six to ten times 
(5) More than ten 

52. Which of the following best describes your practice 
of prayer? 

(0) Prayer is a regular part of my daily life. 
(1) I usually pray in times of stress or 

need but rarely at any other time. 
(2) I pray only during formal ceremonies. 
(3) Prayer has little importance in my life. 
(4) I never pray. 

53. When you have a serious personal problem, how often 
do you take religious teaching into consideration? 

(0) Almost always. 
(1) Usually. 
(2) Sometimes. 
(3) Rarely. 
(4) Never. 

54. How much of an influence would you say religion has 
on the way that you choose to act and the way that 
you choose to spend your time each day? 

(0) No influence. 
(1) A small influence. 
(2) Some influence. 
(3) A fair amount of influence. 
(4) A large influence. 

86 



55. Which of the following statements comes closest to 
your belief about God? 

(0) I am sure that God really exists and that He 
is active in my life. 

(1) Although I sometimes question His existence, I 
do believe in God and believe He knows of me 
as a person. 

(2) I don't know if there is a personal God, but I 
do believe in a higher power of some kind. 

(3) I don't know if there is a personal god or 
higher power of some kind, and I don't know 
if I will ever know. 

(4) I don't believe in a personal God or in a 
higher power. 

56. Which of the following statements comes closest to 
your belief about life after death (immortality)? 

(0) I believe in a personal life after death, a 
soul existing as a specific individual. 

(1) I believe in a personal life after death as a 
part of a universal spirit. 

(2) I believe in a life after death of some kind, 
but I really don't know what it will be like. 

(3) I don't know whether there is any kind of life 
after death, and I don't know if I will ever 
know. 

(4) I don't believe in any kind of life after 
death. 

57. During the past year, how often have you 
experienced a feeling of religious reverence or 
devotion? 

(0) Almost daily. 
(1) Frequently. 
(2) Sometimes. 
(3) Rarely. 
(4) Never. 

58. Do you agree with the following statement? 
"Religion gives a great amount of comfort and 
security in life" 

(0) Strongly disagree. 
(1) Disagree. 
(2) Uncertain. 
(3) Agree. 
(4) Strongly agree. 
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59. On a scale from zero to nine, with zero being 
not at all religious, how religious would you rate 
your father? ____ __ 

60. On a scale from zero to nine, with zero being 
not at all religious, how religious would you rate 
your mother? ____ __ 

Please answer the following questions according to what 
you experienced from the time you were in seventh to 
twelfth grade and according to the following scale: 

(0) Strongly Disagree 
(l) Somewhat Disagree 
(2) Slightly Disagree 
(3) Slightly Agree 
(4) Somewhat Agree 
(5) Strongly Agree 

61. Growing up I felt security from my mother. 

62. My mother trusted me as a family member. 

63. My mother felt affection for me. 

64. My mother approved of me and things I did. 

65. My mother showed interest and support for me. 

66. I could count on my mother. 

67. My mother was there if I needed her. 

68. My mother taught me. 

69. My mother said nice things about me. 

70. My mother rarely ordered family members around. 

71. My mother made most of the decisions in my family. 

72. My mother had set ways of doing things at home. 

73. My mother strongly emphasized following rules in my 
family. 

74. As far as my mother was concerned, everyone had an 
equal say in family decisions. 
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75. As far as my mother was concerned, we could do 
whatever we wanted to in our family. 

76. My mother's rules were pretty flexible. 

77. With my mother, you couldn't get away with much in 
my family. 

Thank You 
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