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SCCIAL CLASS AND PARENTAL DISCIPLINE
CHAPTER I
THE FROBLEM

Whether one is a social seientist, natural seientist, humanist or
layman, he views the world about him from a certain verspective. The per-
spective each hold will’leaé to different gquestions regarding the same
phenomena. Attempting and eompleting emvirical research, however, in-
volves more than asking questions.

A research situation indieates that a hypothetiéal rrediction is
being tested. The hypothetical prediction is derived from a theoretical
perspective. Theory provides the researcher with "logically intercon-
nected sets of propositions from which empirical uniformities can be de~
rived. "+ The testing of hypotheses derived from the propositions is not
an isolated endeavor for testing constantly refers back to its theoretical
origin,

Robert Dubin discusses the activity of the scientist involved in
research in the following context:

e o« o the activities of research are a re-search---~activities
undertaken to repeat a search. . . The scientist is constantly con-
eerned with re-searching the accepted conclusions of his fielde--
the theoretical models he uses. He does this re-searching by probing
for facts of the empirical world that falsify one or more predic-
tions generated by his acecepted conclusions, or theoretical models.
Then the re-searching turns to the construction of new theoretical

models to take the place of those no longer able to make sense out
of the empirical world.?

lRobert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New York:
The Free Press, 1968), B. 39.

2Robert Dubin, Theory Building (New York: The Free Press, 1969), ». 7.




Finm/this brief introduction, the reader can see that research in-
volves moré'than questioning phenomena. The questioning only makes
sense in terms ¢fa theoretical perspective. The feedback of research
leads to clarification, verification and modification of the perspective.

In the present study the question to be asked is, "Does social
class have an effect on the types of-discipline administered to children
by their parents?" This question: generates a concomitant inquiry,
"Within the confines of social ciass, is the discipline affected by the
sex of the parent and child?"

These questions involve a re-searching of cqnclusions in the area of
socialization studies. The relationship of social class and child-rear-
practices has been the object of many scientific studies since the early
1930's.> The extensive empirical studies indicate that socialization
practices differ according to social class. The reported findings,
however, are lacking in consistency.

When major.studies are repeated or compared, socialization practices

4

éhich are found to differ between classes in one study are in other

~ 3For a brief review of studies see Urie Bronfenbrenner, "Social-
ization and Social Class Through Space and Time," in Relnhard Bendix and
Seymour- Martin Lipset (eds.), Class Status and Power (New York: The Free
Press, 1966), pp. 362-377. A similar discussion is also presented in
Bernard Berelson and Gary A, Steiner, Human Behavior (New York: Harcourt
Brace and World, 1964), pp. 478-481.

4Allison Davis and Robert J. Havighurst, "Social Class and Color
Differences in Child-Rearing,' American Sociological Review,ll(December,
1946), pp. 698-710., Middle-class parents were found to be more restric-
tive in child-rearing practices than lower-class parents.




studies, either negéted by an opposite.finding5 or receive little
support of any relationship between social class and socialization
practices.6 These studies controlled for similar variables and were
all concerned with similar activities in which the parent and child
wuld interact. Although each study is not.a replica of the 6£her,
~there are enough similar variablson which they could be compared.

In other studies,7 new insights or additional variables are brought to
the surface or there may be a refocusing of theoretical interests within
the confines of class.®

In addition to the discrepancies found amoung studies regarding

the relationship of social class and socialization practices, the issue

Spobert E. Sears, Eleanor E. Maccoby and Harry Levin, Patterns of
Child-Rearing (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Company, 1957).
Middle class parents were found to be more permissive in child-rearing
practices than lower class parents.

6Richard A. Littman, Robert C. A. Mcore and John Pierce-Jones,
"Social Class Differences in Child-Rearing: A Third Community for Com-
parison with Chicago and Newton," 4dmerican Sociological Review, 22
(Decemeber, 1957), pp. 694-695. The Eugene study did not support or re-
pudiate either the Boston or Chicago study. No significant differences
between classes and socialization practices were found.

7Me1vin L. Kohn, “Social Class and the Exercise of Parental Author-
ity," American Sociological Review, 24(June, 1959), pp. 3533-366 and Urie
Brenfenbrenner, "Some Pamilial Antecedents of Responsibility and Leader-
ship in Adolescents," in L. Petrulle and B. M. Bass (eds.), Leadership and
Interpersonal Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961), pp.
239.269. Both of these authors concentrated upon the effects of sexual
differentiation within the confines of the family and its effects on
socialization practices.

8clen H. Elder J. and Charles E. Bowerman, "Family Structure and
Child-Rearing Patterns: The Effect of Family Size and Sex Composition,"
American Sociological Review, 28(December, 1963), pp. 891-905. Although
Elder and Bowerman focus upon the effects of class as the independent vari-
" able, they refocus their interests to consider the effects of size and
sex composition on socialization practices.




is further camplica;ed by the nominal and operational definitions used
to delineate class. The independent variable: of social class acquires
a different enmphasis depending upon the theoretical orientation of the
investigator. Indices used by investigators to measure qlass includes:
‘occupations (bureaucratic, enfrepreneurial, blue collar,'white collar),
education (parents, grandparents, relatives), income, property, resi-
dential areas, and club memberships. The above are not exhaustive of
all indices nor of their dimensions. Many of the indicators are used
singularly or in combination with other indexes. |

In discussing the relationship of social class and SQCiali;ation
practices, iﬁdividualﬁstudies stress the importance of different inter-
vening variables. Intervening variables from the separate studies in-
clude: the father's satisfaction or dissatisfaction with his occupation,9
parental values,l0 the autonomy of the father's occupation,11 family
size and composition,12 and the effects of sexual differentiation,13
Again this is not exhaustive of the intervening variables that have been

included in studing the r21ati6nship of social class and socialization

practices.

9Donald Ge McKinley, Social Class and Family Life (New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1964).

10xohn, op. g_i__g., PP 35_3-366.

11Daniel Re Miller and Guy E. Swanson, The Changing American
Parent (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958). <

12pider and Bowerman, op. cit., pp. 891-905.

13Brenfenbrenner, op. cit., pp. 239-269.



The problem under considerétion in the present study is to deter-
mine whether a relaéicnship exists between social c¢lass and parental,
disciplinéry techniques. Disciplinary techniques are but one.area,of
possible socialization practices that could be studied, Within the
framework of class and disciplinary techniques, the variable of
_seXual differentiation will be introduced to determine the effect it
may have on the employment of disciplinary techniques.

The family as a social system and its relationship with other
systems in society will be discussed from a Parsonian perSpective.14
It is felt that the previous investigatiomgcan Be more clearly under-
stood, explained and related if they are incorporated into a systematic
framework. Socialization practices, and in this particular case, dis-
ciplinary techniques, can not be fully or clearly understood when the
family is viewed»as a separate and isolated system. Instead, the family
must be viewed as a system inflﬁenced and affected by the inter-
penetrations of other systems within the social structure. At the same
time, subsystems appear within the family due to differential sex and
role expectations as well as size. Although the present focus will be
limited to_disciplihary techniques, hopefully, the findings Will'lead
to a greater understanding of other facets of the socialiﬁation‘process

when incorporated and interpreted from a systematic framework,

14Talcott Pafsons and Robert F. Bales, Family, Socialization and
Interaction Process (Glencoe, Illinocis: The Free Press, 1955).




CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE

Social class is a difficult concept to delineate clearly both in
nominal and operational terms. This difficulty can be partially ex-
pléined_by the extreme multidimensionality imposed upon the concept
in scope and in usuage from both the professional and lay levels. The
nominal definition of class, howevér, is transformed into an empirical
reality through its effects upon human behavior.! The task of aﬁy
' theoretical explanation is to ferret out what actually composes the
vnominal defiﬁ;tion of class and in turn precisely elaborate on those
variables or‘combinations of variables which mainly influence behavior.

The effectsof social class on human behavicr have been correlated
in several areas including voting behavior, marital selection, mental
illness, juvenile delinquency, voluntary associations and child rearing.
The forementioned are not exhaustive of all the‘raported associations,
but only selections indicating Ehe breadth of investigated social class
influgnces. Correlatians are not to pe equated with thgoretical explan-
ations; instead'the'investigator must seek to explain why this phenomenon
of class has an effect on behavior. It is only with the combination of
nominal and operational definitions, that the concept of class can
become less cbﬁhscated.

As mentioned, even though the concept of social class has been

11 eonard Reissman, Class in Anerican Society (New York: The
_ Free Press, 1959), p. 227.



correlated with many variables and has been purported to have wide ram-
“ifications and effects, the concept remains nebulous. The term is used
extensively by educators, investigators and laymen, but the definition

of what actually comprises a class is obscure. Since the nominal anci
operational definitions of class will coincide with the theoretical
orientation of the researcher, the properties to which class will refer
from a Marxian theoretical framerwork will differ markedly from class as
discussed by Talcott Parsons, Max Weber or F. So Cﬁapin. Correspondingly,
the methodology used to ascertain the relationship of class and social |
behavior must differ., The concept :of class can become further obscured by
‘-the mere accumulation of data on supposedly related depenqent variables,
and then attempting to relate these to class as the assumed independent
variable. In order to avoid the accumulation of dependent variables and
attributing ‘th'ese to class as the causal factor, an attempt must be made
to develop a systematic theory which will explain rather than add to the
compilation of simple correlations.

Research studies which are germane- to this thesis have one common:
éharacteristic in that they are concerned with the di‘fferences that class
makes in the utilization of discipline on children. M attempt will bé
made to incorporate these studies into one theoretical orientation with
social class as the explanatory concept. A problem may arise, however,

| with the various definitions that are used_ to ascertain class,
APPROACHES 10 A DEFINITION OF SOCIAL CLASS

The problem of defining class both nominally' and operationally

is discﬁssed by several leading students of social stpatification.



Harold M. Hodges, Jr. maintains that a satisfactory definition of
class is difficult because its contours are so diverse and so intri-
cate that no single definition is sufficiently all-embracing to do it
full justice.

« o o social classes are the blended product of sharad and
analogous occupational orientations, educational backgrounds,
economic wherewithal, and life experiences. . « because of their
approximately uniform backgrounds and experiences, and because
they grew up perceiving or 'looking at things' in similar ways,
they will share comparable values, attitudes and life styles.

Each of these likenesses will be in turn reinforced by clique,

work, and friendship ties which are limited, in the main, to

persons occupying the same level.

‘Even though a person occupied a given class level due to education,
income and life experimces does not imply that he will recognize or be
conscious of his class identity. The person, however, is conscious of
the indicators. Because of their occupation, education, and income, per-
sons will be in contact with others with similar characteristics. This
-econtact with others who are similar in status is important in forging
one's attitudes, beliefs, and values. This interaction is mot merely
restricted to the occupational setting.

John F. Cuber and William F. Kenkel indicate that social class has
been defined so many different ways that a systematic treatment would
‘be time consuming and of doubtful wdtility.

Radical differences, to be sure, do exist in wealth,

privilege, and possessions; but the di fferences seem to range
along a continuum with imperceptible gradations from one

2Harold M. Hodges, Jr., Social Stratification (Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts: Schenkman Publishing Company, 1964), p. 13.




person. to amtger « « « The differences are not categorical,
but continuous.

Certain characteristics or modes of behavior may be found to be
more prevalent in one class than in amother, however, the characteristics
are not consistent. Because variations occur which seem to cloud the
distinction between these two seemingly distinct classes, this should
not call for the diSpensing of the hypothetical construct of class. A
question raised pertaining to the inconsistencies in behavioral patterns
.as related to class concerns the possibility that social class may onlty:
be a hypothetical construct which has»no actual zempirical referent.
Bernard Barber states that questions concerning the reality of social
class mistake the nature of scientific inquiry.

Any social class unit within a system of stratification is an
analytically conceived aspect of empirical social reality; as such,
it is a hypothetical construct of exactly the same character as all
scientific concepts. Of course, such constructed concepts corres-
pond to social reality with varying degrees of accuracy and utility,
both of which investigation is constantly trying to improve. The
conceptial constructs of science are inherently provisional. Social
classes are one way of usefully pointing to certain aspects of social
reality, not all aspects, of social reality, for a conceptual con-
struct is never exhaustive of what can be pointed to in social
reality. 1In short, social classes do refer to social reality, but
they are not necessarily concrete entities of which the partici-
pants in a society are fully aware. '

Barber implies that to pose such questions concerning the exis-

tence of concrete social classes in society is not contributing a

3John F. Cuber and William F. Kenkel, Social Stratification (New
York; #4ppleton-Century Crofts, Inc., 1954), p. 12.

‘ 4Bernard Barber, Sgcial Stratification (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World, Inc., 1957), pp. 76-77.
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suitable answer to the question. If the participants in soci ety were
f'ully aware of definite classes existing as concrete entities, there
would be no need for expending the time to develop hypothetical canstructs
to describe them. Furthermore, if classes existed as definite concrete
categories, idex;:logical distortions would not occur among participants
regarding the nature and operations of the social structure.?

The position earlier advocated by Cuber and Kenkel, ‘that differences
among classes range along a continuum rather éhan appearing as definite
_categori es, is in accordahce with Barber's theoretical orientation.

_ A social stratification system seems to be most usefully
construed as a hierarchial structure that is continuous along its
vertical dimension. There seems to be no reason to suppose that
there are any gaps in the linear dimensions of evaluation based
on the functionally significant social roles that are the deter-
minants of stratificational positions in society.

The different classes which may emerge from this continuous
hierarchydepend . upon several factors. The theoretical perspective,
the scientific technique used to ascertain class and the preciseness of
diécrimination desired by the investigator will all affect the parti-
cuiar lines of demarcatibn on the continuum. It must be stressed that
class is not an imposed category of the investigator with no existence
in reality. The imposed classification must correspond to an underlying
social realitye.

Joseph A. Kahl's perspective of social class differs from that of

51bid., p. 77.

61bid., p. 77.
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Barber and Cuber and Kenkel. Kahl defines social class as: "If a large

group of families are approximately equal to each other and clearly

differentiated from other families, we call them a social class."

Kahl believes this definition is in accordance with the definition

used by Max Weber, only in simple terminology. He departs with some of

the previous theorists concerning the_idea of gradations in class.

logically, it is possible for a society to be stratified

without having distinct classes, for there could be a continuous
gradation from high to low without any sharp lines of division,
but in reality this is most unlikely. The sources of a family's
position are shared by many other similar families: there are
only a limited number of types of_occupation or of possible
peositions in the property system.

The limited types of occupations in which one could engage are
working the soil, trading, manufacturing or performing intellectual,
military or politicai functions. From each of these broad occupational
groups, members within each of these types become similar and at the
same time dissimilar from those outside of their occupational type.

", « o the various stratification variables tend to converge; they form
a pattern, and it is this pattern that creates social classes."? Xahl
indicates that since there are major functions to be performed in order
for society to operate, each major occupational group consists of a group

of persons who perform similar functions. Because these persons perform

these différent'functions, a different way of life is imposed on them.

7Joseph A. Kahl, The J4merican Class Structure (New York: holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1357), p. 1Z.

81bid., p. 13.

91bid., p. 13.
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The variables which Kahl illustrates as affecting stratification are

prestige,'occupation, possessions, interaction, class consciousness

and value orientations.10 Within these main occupational types, pat-

terns emerge as a result of the crystallization of the above variables.
From the above discussion, it is obvious that a range of variables

can have an effect on the stratification system. The range of such

variables is another indication of the breadth of social class. Leonard

Reissman, however, does not feel that the reality of social class will .

be obscured if the investigators concentrate on different definitions

~ emphasizing different variables. Reissman claims:

Class, however.it is defined, is presumed to style the in-
dividual's environment and experience in such a way that certain
phenomena hit him differently than they do individuals in other
classes. » o Class, in short, creates a significant social milieu
in which the individual moves and thereby predetermines a wide
range of what the individual sees, experiences, and does. The
tie to social structure is evident. It is the structure that is
responsible for the creation of the class worlds to which indi-
viduals belong and in which they move.ll
Departing from earlier mentioned theorists of stratification;

Gerhard Lenski focuses upon the variables of power and privilege as
the underlying dimensions of stratification. Class is defined as “"an
aggregation of persons in a society who stand in a similar position
12

with respect to some form of power, privilege or prestige."

Lenski cautions the student against taking an unidimensional approach

mIbid‘., p. 10, llRedssman, Ope Cits, p. 223,

12Gerhard Lenski, Power and Privilege (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1966), p. 75.
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to stratification. A:focus upon one variable may be misleading for this
variable may take many forms. The variables which Kahl listed, for
example, could overlap in many cases making it difficult to analyze
class in terms of one common denominator. Lenski further maintains that,
“Human popqlations aré stratified in various ways, and each of these
alternative modes of stratification provides a basis for a different
conception of class.™3 Reissman did not seem to feel that definitions

of social class emphasizing alternative modes of stratification would

~ blur the reality of social class. From the discussion of social class
- thus far, it can be seen that unanimity is lacking concerning the

'interreiatedneSSAOE'the major variables of stratification. If one

assumes that the major variables are overlapping and interrelated,
then a selection of one or more variables would tap the dimensions of
class. If one assumes that society is stratified in various ways, an
approach to class would require tapping several different variables.
Kurt B. Mayer's conception of the social class structure is
analogous to the orientation of Cuber and Kenkel and Barber. Mayer
states that in a class system:
the social hierarchy is based primarily upon differemces in mone-
tary wealth and incomes Social classes are not sharply marked
off from each other nor are they demarcated by tangible boun-
‘daries. « oSocial classes are not organized, social groups. Rather

they are persons with similar amounts of wealth and property and
similar scurces of in_come.14

13Ibi d. s Po 746

l4gurt B, Mayer, Class and Society (New York: Random House, 1966),

p. 8.
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Mayer discusses how these differences in wealth and income are
expressed in different ways which are reflected in manners, dress and
cultural attributes. Besides allowing fpr different modes of expres-
sion, these differences give rise to the formation of status groups
which he defines as “informal social groups whose members view each
other as equals because they share common understandings, as expressed
in similar attitudes and similar modes of behavior, and who treat or
regard outsiders as social superiors or'infe:ciors."15

Mayer contends that the economic dimension stratifies soci ety,

. The economic dimension being derived from occupational activities or
ownership of property or a combination of the two. Differences in in-
come, property and occupations stratifies society into classes. Status
hierarchies are highly conditioned by the class structure. Status

hi erarchies tend to stabilize the existing class structure in legiti-
mizing Ehe class positions. There is a dynamic and reciprocal relation-
ship between class hierarchies and status hierarchies.1®

The inclusion of the relationship of status and class hierarchies
is to lay the groundwork for those who would contend that classes do not
exist in society. Some may argue that instead of classes, "life in the
United States is organized by socio-economic status, organized as a con-

tinuum of positions rather than as a set of classes.n?

157bid., pe 8.  'O1bid., pp. 23-27,

17Roger Brown, Soci al Psychology (New York: The Free Press, 1965),
Po 1060 ‘ L '
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Roger Brown, a social psychologist, maintains that if the concept
of class can be empirically tested and meet the following requirements,
then it undeniably exists:

1) the population is conscious of classes, agreed on the number of

classes, and on the memberships of them; 2) styles of life are

strikingly uniform within a stratum and there are clear contrasts
between strata; 3) interaction is sharply patterned by stratumg

4) the boundaries suggested by the three kinds of data are coin-

cident. . « in the degree that the conditions listed are not

satisfied, the reality of class becomes doubtful,.l8

Brown then reviews studies based upon the consciousness of class,
interaction and styles of 1ife and concludes that there is scant evidence
. that class exists as a social-péychological reality. He concludes that
a continuum of occupational prestige exists but nothing in the prestige
ratings given to occupations suggest a class structure,l?

Brown is suggesting that respondents in studies who were not aware
of their class affiliation or who denied the existence of classes are
a fairly strong indication of the reality of the concept.20 If people
are not aware of their class standing or deny the existence of classes,
~does unawareness or denial of class negate the existence of social
class? It is a popular cliche in American culture that "everyone
is equal"™ or that "the next person is just as good as I am" but is
there a tendency to confuse the ideal with the real? If persons are

not aware of class factors which influence their social behavior and

experiences, nonawareness is not to be equated with the non existence

of classes.

181bid., p. 114, 191bid., pp. 115-133. 201bid., p. 117.
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Brown further maintains that it is true that persons in the popu-
lation discuss differences but in terms of occupations and income
instead bof Social class,

These _/__5'ccupat:ion and incomg7 are distinctions thought to
be determinative of social class but they are not identical with

the concept of class. Income is a continuous variable, not a

small number of categories; occupations are categories, but they

are much more numerous than the social classes any investigator
has described in 4merica.

As quoted earlier by Kahl, however, there are only a limited num-
ber of types of occupations or of possible positions in thé propefty
system. In agreement with Brown, tlhere are numerous occup;tiens in
society but quantity is not to be confused with the generic term of
types. A pattern emerges from the various types of occu;;ations. The
numerous occupations within the main types bear a resemblance which
di stinguishes them from those occupations of another classification.

As Kahn indicated, it is the pattern.which emerges from these main
types iqhich creates the existence of social classes.

It is important for the purpose of the present study to clarify
the relationship of social class and the occupational structure, While
occupation is one index used by both laymen and social scientists to
geuge positions in the social structure, occupation does not exhauét
the other illuminative components of class. Moreover, a strict and
sole occupational definition of class can produce complex and overlap=-

ping strata because of the many gradations which are involved in the

occupational hierarchy.

211bido’ Pe 116.
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Reissman di scv;isses the relationship of clasé and occupation in the
following context:
e o o Class is a primary social category. . . people depend
upon a class label in order to categorize others and thereby to
style their own responses to others. . . a man's occupation thus
becomes his symbol of distinctiveness at the same time that it
‘categorizes him for others.22
The_z?gzg_e_:_s_ of occupations will be one of the indices used for a com-
ponent of class. From the main types of occupations, as discussed by
Kahl and indicated in the above by Reissman, a distinctive pattern
emerges.  This pattern is not from each occupation per se but from
similaritiés _inl the occupational types and on variables such as educa-
tion and styles of life. "The correlations between occupation, income
and education are high and any or all of the three are important sym-
bols to categorizé péople in the necessary shorthand of social inter-
action._"23 In summary, a pattern emerges from occupational types but
a sole reliance upém occupation to measure class would not tap other
dimensions. Occupational types can function as indices of social class
but are not synonymous with social class.

"It can be. seen from this brief review of the major stratification
texts that a clear and precise definition of social class is difficult.
to obtain. It will be maintained by this author that the concept of

class is a useful hypothetical construct which represents a social

reality through its effects upon human behavior. A multidimensional

22Rei ssman, op. Cit., p. 228. 231bid., p. 158
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approach is emphasized to study the intricate pattern which emerges

24 The reality that class

from the convergence of class variables,
"~represents is a convergence of variables which forms a dist!.nctive"
pattern of life for its occ-upanté. Depending upon the particular types,
"amounts and combinations of class vax;iables, different patterns will
emerge. The resultant patterns present a different type of social
reality for the occupants of these di ffeé:ent combinations. To des-
.eribe the pattern of life which energes and differentiates occupants
from oécupants of another pattern, social class will be defined as an

* aggregate of pe:rs::ons25 who are the blended products of shared and

analogous occupational orientations and educational backgrounds.26

- 24.Ioseph A. Kz2hl, The Zmerican Class Structure (New Yorks: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston Inc., 1957), p. 13. '

25gurt B. Mayer, Class and Society (New York: 'Random House, 1966),
Pe 8.

‘26Har01d M. Hodges, Social Stratification (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Schenkman Publishing Co., 1964), p. 13. Hodges also included shared ;
and analogous economic and life experiences in his definition of class.
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SOCIAL CLASS AND THE FAMILY

PARSONIAN PERSPECTIVE

The presentation thus far, has been concerned with the twhy'
of sc:c'ial class as a useful hypothetical construct. The "how" of
. social class, the process by which social class becomes a reality,
will be discussed within the framework presented by Talcott Parsons,
Parson's conceptualization of the systemic relationship between the
family system and other systems of society provides an excellent
framework from which to view and incorporate.more detailed perspectives,
regarding. the socialization process. Melvin Kohn, Urie Bronfenbi:enner
Donald McKinley, Glen Elder and-Charles Bowerman present more detailed
perspectives of particular facets of the system discussed by Parsons. .
Thése particular perspectives will be incorporated into the Parsonian
schema in order to provide a richer and more detailed framework from
whicb to view the socialization proc;.ess as affected by class and sex
differentiation.

Parsons: treats the relationship of the family unit to the
occupational structure by the phenomenon of "interpenetration.™ The
ties between the two systems are united in that the same adults are
both members of a nuclear family and incumbents of occupational roles.
Society should not be considered as a se¢parate en‘tity but as an
intricate network of these various interdependent and interpenetrating
subsystems. As such, the individual by participating in the various
social subsystems of society, has multiple role expectations. In the

same vein, the various subsystems of society are also highly di £f eren-
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tiated and contain subsystems within themselves.27 In discussing the
family as one of the subsystens of society, Parsons statess

« « « the parents, as socializing agents, occupy not merely
their familial roles but these articulate, i.e. interpenetrate,
with their roles in other structures of the society. . . this
fact is a necessary condition. . . of their functioning effective-
ly as socializing agents, i.e. as parents, at all. Secondly, the
child is never socialized only for and into his family of orien-
tation but into structures which extend beyond this family,
through interpenetration with it. These include the school and

~peer group in later childhood and the family of pre¢creation
which the child willhelp to form by his marriage, as well as
occupational -roles in adulthood.28

To view the'relationShip between the subsystem of the family and
the occupational structure, a "boundary-role" is created. 4&n analysis
or unders;andidg of the socialization‘ﬁrbcess, however, can not be
fully grasped by limiting the analysis to these two subsystems. To
do so, the effects of the myriad of other interdependent subsystems
would be-pariially excluded. A concentration on the other interrelated
subsystems,vat the same time should not dismiss lightly the effects of
- the occupational subsystem. Parsons maintains that in viewing the
boundary-role between family and occupation that:

The husband-father, in holding an accepéable job and earning
an income from it is performing an essential function or set of
functions for his family (which of course includes himself in one
set of roles) as a system, The status of the family in the com-
munity is determined probably more by the 'level" of job he holds
than by any other single factor, and the income he earnes is usu-

ally the most important basis of the family's standard of living
and hence "style of life.n2?

27Ta1cott Parsons and Robert F. Bales, Family Socialization and
Interaction Process (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1955), pp. 13-35.

ZSIbid., Pe 350 ngbido, Pe 13'
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One's position in the occupational structure has further ramifi-
cations for the family other than being one of the determinants for
the status that it receives. The occupationai role also affects role
differentigtion within the faﬁily system. By virtue of the importance
of one's occupational role as a component of his familial role, the
husband-father emerges as the "instfumental leader" of the family sys-
tem. The role of the adult male is primarily enacting his occupational
responsibilities, earning an income for his family and conferring status
~ upon the family. The role of the adult female is primarily centered
around the internal dynamics of the subsystem as she enacts her ex-
pectatioﬁs of wife, mother and manager of the household.: The differen-
tiation of sex roles which occurs in the family is along "instrumental-
expressive lines."30

The type of sexual differentiation that emerges in the family is
not only restricted to the family subsystem. Parsons contends that
differentiation tends to appear in all groups of social interaction
regardless of their composition. In the family subsystem, the mother
emerges as the expregsive leader because 6f the dependency of the child
upon the mother. The father who is exempt from these functions, can
»participate in alternate functions which are "instrumental" or adaptive

conditions for the maintenance of equilibrium of the family subsystem.31

3°Ibid., p. 13. Instrumental activity was defined as the goal
attainment and adaptation aspects of the coordinate system. Expres-
sive activity was defined as the integrative and tension aspects of
the coordinate systems.

3l1pid., pp. 15-23.
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Differentiation eccurs in the family also with regard to theé con-
cept of pover, the quantitative degree of influence. 1;1 the structure
of the nuclear family, Parsons contends, four main role types exist which
are differentiated from each other by generation and sex. The effect of
gm&ation is discussed in the realm of power since the adult members
of the family have more power in directing the affairs of the family
~ than the younger members. Sexual differentiation is elaborated On. by
the differentiation of the instrumental-expressive functiuns.32 The
four main familial role types of father, mother, sister and brother
rank differently with regard to power and instrumental-expressive.
activity.

Viexving the family network from a Parsonian approach as a conse-
quence of differentiation on the axes of power and instrumental-expres-
'sive function, it can be seen that at any time, it is possible for vari-
ous subsystems to develop within the family as‘ a whole. Parsons states
that, "Any combinafion of two or more numbers as differentiated from
one or more other members may be treated as a social system which is a
subsystem of the fax.nily as a whole.™> of course, the smalier the
family, the smaller the number of subsystems which can emerge from the
fgmily as a whole.

- There are a multitude of factors which could affect the axes of
power and instrumental-expressive functions and accordingly the roles

within the nuclear family. The instrumental-expressive axis could be

321bid., p. 45.  33Ibid., p. 37.
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affected by the type of occupation of the father, the educational at-
taimnézlt,'the income and other similar vari ables. Correspondingly, the
expressive function can be modified by whether the homemaker is em-
ployed outside the home, her éducation and perhaps the conception she
has‘of her husband's occupation. Power, in turn, could be affected by
age of parents in relation to child, number of children in the family,
sex composition of the family members and the intervals between the
children. The manner in which the parent will execute his role in the
_ social;zation process will bé affected by where the parent stands in
relation to other members of the family on the continuum of high or low
on the ‘axes of power and instrumental-expressive functions.

Parsons discussed several variables which can have an effect upon
the relationships within the family systeme. These variables are ac-
corded different priorities depending upon the ;heoretical perspective
oﬁ the investigator. The perspectives of McKinley, Kahn, Bronfenbren-
ner and ﬁlder and Bowerman are incorporated into the Parsonian frame-
work to illustrate the impact these wvariables have on‘the socialization
process in the family;

MCKINLEY Rewards and Strains of Occupational Status

In discussing social class and the socialization process, Donald
R. McKinley approaches ;fzhe subject with a concentration upon the oc-
cupation of the head of the household, Such a concentration illuminates
the '"boundary-role" discussed by Parsons. McKinley defends his focus
upon the grounds that a person is evaluated by the contributions he

makes to society. One's occupation is the best indicator to tap this
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contribution. McKinley views the socialization process from the rewards
and strains which are particular to different statuses in society.
. McKinley states that:

The work situation and its emotional climate and social
structure influence, to an important extent, the personality of
the husband-father and the way in which he plays his roles in
the family. Furthermore, the evaluation of the worth of his
occupational activity places him in a certain position in society
with regard to the economic and social power he enjoys and the
esteem or social approval he and his family receive. Variations
in these social dimensions opens and closes the door to a mule
titude of "life chances”, and requires a_number of basic adjuste
ive.responses within the nuclear family.

McKinley views the role of the father as the main link between
the econcmic system where the father has a definite occupational status
~and the private life of his family. The father has a direct involve-
ment in both systems.

McKinley states the manner in which expressed hostility or aggres-
sion is displaced is affected by one's occupation. McKinley explains
that this takes place because if the individual's position is in the
upper class, he is in a position where he can displace aggression
toward extra-familial individuals without a threat to his security or
position. An individual in the lower class can not display his aggres-
sion as easily to extra-familial sources. He occupies a less secure
position and such an act could place his job in jeopardy. McKinley
sees their aggression as being displaced in the family or to their

’equals.35

34ppnald Gilbert McKinley, Social Class and Family Life (New York:
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), p. 4.

351bid., ppe 55-56.
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Tﬁe process oflsocialization will also differ because of the father's
occupational status. Individuals in h;gher positions receive more prese-
tige and esteem from society, and in return can give their children more
emotionaily and materially. McKinley contends that more positive.sance
tions than negative are given to children in the upper class. This is
congruent with the status of the father, who is in a position wﬁere he
receives more positive sanctions from society. The lower class father,
whose occupational position in society is not as secure because of his
position, receives less from:society as far as prestige, esteem and
material benefits. The lower class father does not have the same kind
of inflﬁence in the socialization process as the father in higher posi-
tions. If the emotional bond is weak between the parent and the child
becéuse of the lack of positive rewards the father brings to the situa-
tion, there is less internalization of parental expectations and love.
When the child is to be negatively sanctioned, the withdrawal of love is
not an effective mode of discipline because a strong emotional bond
with positive rewards has not been a characteristic of the relationship;36

The differential distribution of status, prestige and material
benefits makes socialization a more difficult process in the lower class.

The parent resorts to physical punishment, to hostile depriw
tion, as the means to bringing about control and as a means of dis-
placing hostility in order to maintain his personality and enhance
his own status. Aggression and hostility may enhance status, for
status is to some degree a relative matter; the expression of nega-
tive sanctions toward those about the individual tends to decrease

their status and, relative to others (the child), to increase his
own. ’ .

361bid., pp. 57-58. 371bid., p. 58.
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McKinley utiliéed the classification scheme of' Hollingshead to as=~
certain class. The values and distinctions of these classes were ela-
borated on by Kahl.38 The analysis of values that correspond to each
of the classes is from a review of many descriptive studies of class be-
havior. Kahl contends that these value orientations emerge as a response
to the class situatio_h. The uppper-class or class I is characterized by
a life of graceful living. The occupants of thisuclass can operate with
poised control, for the members have an emotional climate of secufity,
material rewardsvand confidence because of their position in society.
This emotional climate is usually only ‘achi eved by the gccupant after he
has inherited. the material and sccial.adVantag‘es. "The upper middle class
or class II is comprised of the group that is career oriented. This
class is characterized by a fusion of work and personal life where the
tw are.not thought of as separate entities. The wife is a social and
emotional assistant to her -husband in his business career. Since this
class reinforces the dominant value in A&nexrican society of career orien-
tation, classes both above and below seem to view this class as a focal
point ﬁo gauge or compare their own attitudes.toward work. Class III,
the lower-middle class is characterized as placing more of an emphasis
upon respectability and morali ty rather than upon the value of career
orientation or pfoductivity. They are viewed aé over-conformists by the
occupants of the ctasses above them. The classes below them do not emu-
late this class for the gccupants are viewed as being so traditional,

conforming and missing the fun of life without having anything to show

381bid., pp. 21-42.
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for it If these are the liabilities, they 'also“have assets such as the
freedom from striving occupati‘onal demands which are exer_cise_d upon meme-
bers of the upper middle class. The morality emphasis permeates all
aspects of their life, The working-class or class IV is composed of the
skilled and the regularly employed blﬁe-collar workers. This class
struggles to get by at a reasonable level of living. Since most of the
emphasis seems to be upon the realities of the present, career aspirations
are more unrealistic. The lower-class or class V are the ones at the
bot;tom who are defined by themselves, family and society as immoral,
irresponsible and unproductive. Certain attitudes develop toward autho=-
rity, work and morality which tends to be apathetic. One lives for the
physical, the emotional and is présent oriented.

Using_the classification scheme of Hollingshead and ;:he descrip-
tions given by Kahl, McKinley hypothesizes that different child rearing
methods will emerge from these life conditions. The ”father in the upper-
class can exercise strong authority because of the resources at hand to
bring compliance. Compliance does not make the control appear as severe
as it may 'app,ear in a class without e:aotional_ or material resources at
hands The structure of the family may be more patriarchal because of
the father's position and since there is not the necessity for the wife
to be employed. The upper-class father may consider himself more ade-
quate as a person Because of the prestigeful position he occupi es which
in turn influences his conception of his fatherly role and the respect

which is afforded him from his family. A lower-class father does not

have the bargaining power of prestige and material benefits which méy
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operate to make his parental role appear less effective or less deserving
of respect. McKinley located the upper-middie class father's authority
mi dway b‘et;.ween the upper- and lower-class:father's authori>ty.-39

The theoretical perspective presented by McKinley will not be adhered
to rigidly. Although he presents scme interesting insights, the pers-
péctivé at times appears to be ethnocentric or walue laden. It is‘not
questioned that parents bring different elements to the situation in the
socialization of their children but McKinley seems to take a condescen<
ding approach toward the lower-class. Many of the concepts which are
used would be_difficult to operationalize and measure empirically since
hthey appear to be more introspective in nature., His perspective, how-
ever, is necessary to illustrate the patterns that may emerge when con-
sidering occupation as one of the main determinants of social class in
relation to child rearing techniques;_' Many of the factors which he at-
tributes may be counterbalanced, heightmied, or negated whén the effects
of the other components of class are brought inf.o the picture,

KOHN Parental Values

The theoretica} approach to social class and the socialization pro-
cess as advanced by Melvin Kohn does not stresé an unidimensional approach
to class as the one advanced by McKinley. Kohn views class as aggregates
of invidividuals who occupy broadly similar positions in the scale of pres-
tige. The concept of social class is a useful concept, he maintains,
because it not only captures occupation, education aﬁd other related

variables but it also captures the }realit‘:y which is resultant from the

391bid., pp. 21-42.



29

interplay of all these variables. Because of the different life condi=-
tions of the members in these different classes, the members develop
different conceétions of social reality.40

In discussing the effects of occupation, it could be assumed that
parents have different expectations for their children and different
value orientations because of differences in their occupational circum-
stances. The above does not imply that parents consciously attempt to
train their child in accordan;e with the occupational positions of the_
parents. The occupational milieu, however, will affect what'the parent
‘may deem desirable and undesirable both off and on the job.41 Even
though occupational circumstances may be basic to the difference bet-
ween working-class and middle-cléss parents in what they consider as
deéirable-behaviar of theirichildren, occupation is not sufficient as
the éoie criterion in explaining these social class differences,

Kohn, also, explores in depth the effects that education may have
upon the child rearing process in relétian to discipline, Parents will
utilize different means to accomplish desired tasks of their children.
Kohn maintains that middle-class parents focus more attentiog on the
child®s developing of internal controls. This particular type of
socialization technigque &s facilitated Qy the parents ability due to

their educational backgrounds to deal with the ideational and the sub-

4Ovelvin Kohn, "Social Class and Parent Child Relaticonships: 4n
Interpretation,” American Journal of Sociology, 68(Jamuary, 1963), p. 472,

41Tbid., po 476.



30

'jective. Middle class parents also have a greater and more stable in-
come, a more prestigefui occupation and thus can take for granted re-
spectability which the working-class parent may not feel secure to as-
sume.*2

Kohn maintaina that the difference in values between middle-

class and working-class parents extends beyond income and occupation.

Some other aspects which differentiate the two classes are:

1. Middle-class occupations deal more with the manipulation of

interpersonal relations, ideas, and symbols, while working-class
-occupations deal more with the manipulation of things.

2. Mjddle-class occupations are more subject to self-direc-
tion while working-class occupations are more subject to standar-
dization and direct supervision.

' 3. Getting ahead in the middle-class is more dependent upon
one's own actions, while in working-class occupations, it is more
dependent upon collective action, particularrly in unionized in-
dustries. Thus middle-class occupations require a greater degree
of self-direction; working-class occupations, in large measure,
require that one follow explicit rules set down by someone in
authority .43

What the parent deems as desirable behavior iﬁ his child, according
to Kohn, reflects their values or their conceptions of the desirable.
Because of the parents position in the social structure, his education,
his income, and his life experiences, the values will be accordingly
affectéa.' The dominant motif of the middle-class parent in hié child
rearing techniques will be upon the child developing his own standards of
conduct. The emphasis upon self-direction is reflective of the middle-
class occupations. The working-class parents will expect their children
to adhere more to the norms of desirable behavior prescribed by the parent.

This is similar to the milieu of the working-ciass parent where they are

<

421bid., pp. 476-477. 431bid., p. 476.
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more oftén in positions of receiving commands rather than in positions
of asserting independence.z’l* |

It can be seen that Kohn views the parental values as a bridge bet-
ween the social structure, where one's occupations is situated and the
behavior that the parent displays. When the middle-class parent punishes
the child?s misbehavior, more of an emphasis will be placed upon the
child's motives and feelings. The child will more likely be punished
for his }oss of self control. The working-class‘child will more likely
have his misbehavior viewed as disobedi ence or transgression of authority.
" The act or consequence of the behavior is focused upon rather than the
intent or loss of self control.%3

The same act of misbehavior committed by childrén of different
classes will recéive different treatment in éccordance with the values
of the parents. The working-class parents emphasize conforming to ex-
‘ternal authority because of their position in the social structure. Con-
formance is a means of obtaining respect and security. Middle-class
parents do not have to emphasize conformance because they already have
the respect and security because of their position in the social struc-
ture.4® 1In affect, what is deemed as desiréble behavior for the parents
in the social structure, has an effect on what the parents correspon-

dingly expect in their children's behavior.

441bido, PP 476!478’

4SMelvin Kohn, *"Social Class and the Allocation of Parental Res-
ponsibilities," Sociometry, 23(December, 1960), p. 372.

46gohn, op. Cit., p. 477.
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The vaiues of the parents in the middle-class and working-class
not only affect how they view misbehavior and the discipline to be used
but also the types of disciplinary techniques to be utilized.

In discussing the effects of class onivalues in the use and type
of disciplinary techniques, Kohn maintains that:

Working-class parents are more apt to resort to physical
puni shment when the direct and immediate consequence of their
children's disobedient:acts are most extreme, and to refrain from
punishing when this might provoke an even greater disturbance. . .
Middle-class parents seem to punish or refrain from punishing on
the basis of their interpretation of the child's intent in acting
as he does., Thus, they will punish a furious outburst when the
context is such that they interpret it to be a loss of self-con-
trol, but will ignore an equally extreme outburst when the con-
text is such that they interpret it to be merely an emotional
release.47
Middle-class parents look beyond the deviant act and will be con-

cerned with the intent of the act whereas working-class parents will
more likely view the overt act as a transgression of externally imposed
rules. Kohn notes that the values steming from the social structure
not only effect the use and types ofi discipline, but also has an effect
depending on the sex of the:child. The expectations for both sexes in
the middle-class are not as differentiated as in the workingeclass where
'there;are definite distinctions in the appropriate rolke behavior for
‘each sex.*8

As mentioned earlier, occupation provides a necessary basis for the

existence of social class differences but it does not provide for a suf-

471bid., p. 478

48Melvin Kohn, "Social Class and Parental Values," American Journal
of Sociology," 64(January, 1959), pp. 340-341.
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ficient explanatioﬁ; McKinley discussed differences in the use and
type of discipline between middle- and'working-classes as stemming

from the satisfaction and dissatisfaction the parent receives from his
occupation. The intervening variable of satisfaction or dissatisfac-
‘tion bridged parental role behavior and the occupational structure.
Kohn bridges the two dimensions with values. Xohn views the occupa-
tional experiences as having a profound effect upon what the parent
will view as desirable or undesirable in life. From McKinley's emphasis,
it would appear that parents discipline as a reaction to their position
. in the sociai structure while Kohn seems to indicate that parents act
'in accordance to their demands in the occupational structure.

The theoretical perspective advanced by Kohn entails additional
subsystems for the exéianation of social class apd socialization. Kohn
does not restrict Parsons! "boundary-role" to the occupational structure
and the family. The effects of the subsystem of education are felt to
be one of the main determinants in explaining different sociglization
practices among social classes. Kohn doessnot replace occupaticn with
education as an explanatory variable but merely takes more subsystems
into account to describe the viability of class.

BRONFENBRENNER Sexual Differentiation

Urie Bronfenbrenner, however, indicates that the relationship bet-
ween a famiiy's social position and it's attitudes and actions in the area
. of child rearing have not received ample theoretical or methodological
consideration. He claims that many of the existent theories. in the

. field have assumed that children are accorded different punishment and
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training depending:upcn the sex of the child and parent with regard to
class, yet little is known about the variations in the treatment. The
association of class and behavior is often overlooked by existing
theories which assume that sex differences in parental treatment are
'similar and have similar effects at all socio-economi levels. Bronfen-
brenner doubts the validity of such assertions but maintains that pre-
cise facts must be established to confirm the association of family
position and child-rearing practices.49

Bronfenbrenner states that the patterns of child rearing have
changed in the last twenty-five years with gaps on child rearing prac-
tices between the various classes decreasing. He indicates that with
all parents there is a trend toward greater permissiveness toward the
chila's spontaﬁeous desires, a freer expression of affe;tion and an in-
creased reliance upon modes of psychological disciplining which include
tactics of reasoning, rewards and appeals to guilt as opposed to modes
of physical disciplining. In the same line, he asserts that the tradi-
tiqnal role behavior of parents is also shifting. Previously, the father
was more authoritative, displaying less affection whereas the father
now appears to be becoming more affectionate and the mother becoqipg

‘more active as the agent of discipline. The:shift in all of these areas

49yrie Bronfenbrenner, "Some Familial Antecedents of Responsibility
and Leadership in Adolexcents." in L. Petrullo and B. M. Bass (eds.)
Leadership and Interpersonal Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and

Winston, 1981), p. 24.
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is more toward the middle class way of 11£e.70

From a review of past studies, Bronfenbrenner indicates that
parental behavior is differentially distributed according to socio-
economic status and sex. His analysis indicates that boys are sub-
jected to morc punishment and less affection tham girls. The dif-
ferential treatment of children, however, is at a minimum in the upper
middle class and more pronounced at lower class levels.>!

Bronfenbrenner states that:

e o o it is primarily at lover middle class levels that boys
get more punishment than girls, and the latter receive greater
warmth and attention. With an increase in the family's social
position, direct discipline drops off, especially for boys, and
indulgence and protectiveness decrease for girls. As a result,
patterns of parental treatment for the two sexes begin to con-
verge. In like manner, the differential effects of paremtal be-
havior gn the two sexes are marked only in the lower middle
class.”

Differential treatment also appears to be influenced by the sex
of the parent. Mothers are more prone to use "love-oriented" techni-
qﬁésxbf discipline. The administering of direct punishment, however,
is more pronounced with father-son than with mother-daughter relation-
ships. The pattern emerges with the parent being more lenient and in-
dﬁlgent,with the opposite sex child and more demanding, firm and active

with the same sex child. Bronfenbrenner notes that the differential

treatment of children is more likely to be emitted by the father.53

Oyrie Bronfenbrenner, "The Changing American Child- - -A Specu-
‘lative Analysis," in Neil J. Smelser and William T. Smelser (eds.)
Personality and Social Systems (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1963), pp. 347-349. ’

5l11bid., pp. 350-351. 921bid., p. 351. 93Ibid., p. 353.
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When the variable of education is introduced, irregardless of the
sex of the child, less educated parents exercise more punitive and re-
jecting methods of discipline. At every educational level, boys were
the recipients of more punitive measures and girls with affection. Even
though the same general pattern emerges for the children, the behavior
of parents deviates. Bronfenbrenner indicates that the mother's be.
havior is most affected by the educational attainment of her husband.

To predict a mother's behavior in discipline, Bronfenbrenner indicates
that a more reliable estimate would be to base it upon the attainment of
her husband than upon her own. As Bronfenbrenner explores the rela-
tionship, he indicates:

e « o the lower the father's education, the more the mother
becomes the authority figure, especially for girls. It is only in
the better educated families that the father in any way approaches
or surpasses the mother as a generally influential person in the
child's life. Thus the relative predaminance of the father over
the mother in "instrumental" companionship with bdys cccurs only
in families where the father has held at least some college educa-
tion. Similarly, it is only the better-educated father who serves
as the principal agent of physical punishment for the daughter.
Quite the opposite trend, however, appears for boys:hére:it is the
lower class father who is most likely to administer corporal
punishment to his son. %

The theoretical perspective of Bronfenbrenner focuses more on the
dimensions of sexual differentiation. Parsons- discussed the effects
of this subsystem within the family in ternms of power and generation.
Subsystems emerge within the family subsystem because of different role

configurations, sex, powér and generation. Although'Bronfenbrenner does

not dismiss the effects of education and occupation on the socialization

'saBronfenbrenner, op. Cit., pp. 250-252,
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process, his selective focus on sexual differentiation brings other
explanatory variables to the socialization sceme.

ELDER AND BOWERMAN Family Composition and Size

Whereas Donald, McKinley, Melvin Kohn and Urie Bronfenbrenner
explain the variations that occur in disciplinary procedures in terms of
physical vs. psychological or symboli¢ punishment or love-oriented tech-
niques vs. physical techniques, Elder and Bswspyma explain the variations
in terms of external vs. internal behavior comtral techniques. External
behavior controls consist of techniques of physical punishment, shouting,
'criticizing or autocratic controls which the parent employs to'te;minate
or direct a child's behavior. The effectiveness of such controls is
mbre dependent on parental actions for they are iméosing_a system of
controls to elicit obedience and at the same time they are discouraging
the transgréssibn‘of these'imposea controls. External or direct con-
trols arexneasuré& moré by the effectiveness of'the parent for Elder
and Bowerman contend that these controls do not aim at engaging the
child's own mechanisms of self-control,3?

Internal behavior ¢ontrols or indirect methods involve techhiques
of parental explanéﬁions and reasoning which attempt'tp engage the
child's own mechanisms of self-control in detérmining appropriate be-
havior. Elder and Bowerman maintain in their theoretical perspective

that:

35G1en Heo Elder, Jr., and Charles E. Bowerman, "Family Structures
and Child-Rearing Patterns: The Effect of Family Size and Sex Composi-
tion," American Sociological Review, 28(December, 1963), p. 892,
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Since external methods attempt to arrest undesirable be-
havior without appealing to the child's understanding, there is
often conflict between parent and child. Indirect or "psycholo-
gical" methods of behavior regulation aim at reducing or elimina-
ting motivational differences between parent and child and eliciting
compliance.Sé ' -
Elder and Bowerman contend that family size, paternal involvement
in child rearing and the use of external behavior controls are correla-
+ tions of social class. The correlation will be further e'léborated upon
in the presentation of the findings. It can be seen that the theoretical
orientation of Elder and Bowerman parallels very closely the theoretical
framework of Kohn in that Elder and Bowerman's concept of external be-
havior controls élearly adheres to Kohn's classification of physical
pun.isiment or punishment which eenters on the imme&iate consequences of
the deviant act. Internal behavior controls discussed by Elder and
Bowerman correspond to the symbolic methods or psychological methods of
control which center on the intent or the child's motives and feelings.
Elder and Bowerman contend that larger and lower-class families are more
likely to use physical punishment or external behavior controls and less
likely to use symbolic rewards or internal behavior controls as techniques
of contz;ol or discipline.57 |

The theoretical perspective of Elder and Bowerman can be diécussed
from the Parsonian perspective. When viewing the family as a social sy

tem, Parsons maintains ‘that it is possible for other subsystems to emerge

within it because of differezitiation-along the axes of power, other sub-

systems which interpenetrate the family system, and the size of the fa-

561bid., p. 892. 571bid., pe 892.
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milys. Elder and Bo@erman concentrate upon the axes of power in sociali-
zation as related to sexual differentiation and the size of the family.
Another illuminating aspect of the socialization process is tﬁus brought
to light by focusing on the number of subsystems emerging from the
éhange_in family sizes |

-As a result of participatiﬁg in similar subsystems within. society,

. the reality'of-class emerges from a crystallization of similar variables
of occupation, educational attainment and economic status, to mention
just a few, Boundaries result from such a crystallization. Within the

“boundaries of social class as an interdependent and intricate system,
"the members interact and develop common feelings and values and, in
time, béhavior patterns which giQe them_identifying characteristics and
a sense of unity."58 Sussman states:

‘ By defining the people with whom an individual may have
intimate social relationships, therefore, our social-class system
narrews his learning and training enviromment. His social in-
stigations and goals, his symbolic world and its evaluation, are
largely selected from the narrow culture of the class with which
alone he can associate freely.59

Summary and Synthes;s

Relying on Parsonsd theoretical stance of the boundary-roles. which

are resultants of the interpenetration of subsystéms, the nuclear family

‘cannot be viewed as an isolated subsystem of society but only as a come

posite of interdependent factors from other subsystems. Correspondingly,

[N

8al1ison W. Davis, "Child Rearing in the Class Sturcture of
American Society," in Marvin Be Sussman (ed.), Sourcebook in Marriage
and the Family (Boston: Houghton Mjifflin Co., 1963), p. 223.

1bid., p. 226.
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within any system or subsystem, differentiation takes place.‘ The types
of differentiation vary depending upon the theoretical orientation of
the investigator, the particular system involved, the number of sys-
tems involved, the bounda;y-roles of the occupants or any number of
related variables. The social reality of these individuals will be
similar or dissimilar depending on the aspects of the subsystems in
which they interact. A common way of life emerges from the interde-
pandent factors which is characterized4by the concept of classe.

Thus far, the main theoretical girdings have been presented to
‘ form a foundation or framework in which the following studies will be
analyzed. The studies are presented in a chronological order to illus-
trate how earlier findings in studies served as launching points for the
later analysis, refi;ement and clarification of the concepts of class,
role and sex differentiation and disciplinary techniques in the sociali-
zation process.

CHILD REARING STUDIES
Ericson _

One of the earliest studies, concerning social class and child rear-
ing practicés, was conducted by Martha Ericson.®0 The main problem'was
to test the hypothesis that systematic differences in éhild-rearing prac-
ﬁices would be found because of the different environments within the
partiCulér classes. Ericson was also interested in the effects of these

training procedures on the personality of the child. This paper will

60Martha Ericson, "Social Status and Childrearing Practices," in
T. M. Newcombe and Eugene L. Hartley (eds.), Readings in Social Psycho-
logy. (New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1947), pp. 494-501.
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only focus upon the disciplinary techniques and will not be concerned
‘with the personality or the effects on the child's personality for the
.future. If will only ﬁocus upon parental behavior and will not analyze
the child's response to the_disciplinary technidues.

The sample of 100 mothers was obtained through nursery schools and
child study groups in variocus sections of Chicago in the early 1940's.
Mothers were strétified into middle- or lower-class standing by a corre-
lation of variables such as the education of the grandparents of the
children and the occupation and education of the parents and of the parents
siblings. The club membership of'parents and the land ownership of the
‘grandparents were also included., Those families who were categorized
as middle-class had occupations which were located in the first four
categories of the 7-point occupational classification and subsequently
families which were categorized into the three lowest categories com-
posed © the lower class. )

The results indicated that generally middle-class families were
moré restrictive in all areas of training their children then lower-
class parents.

Middle class families' children were expected to assume res=-
ponsibilities in the home earilier than were lower-class children.
Children in the middle class families are expected to begin helping
at home earlier than children in working-class families., Middle-
class boys and girls were expected to be in the house earlier at
night than the lower-class boys and girls. The lower-class boys
and girls begin going to the movies alone earlier than the middle-

class boys and girls and many more lower=-class boys and gir%s are
paid for working than were the middle-class boys and girls. 1

6l1bid., p. 500
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Al though Ericson did not gxplore disciplinary techniques per se,
the ébove_was included to illustrate that differences were found between
the two groups in training in a similar area. Perhaps if the above
situation and demands were not obeyed, the subsequent negative sanctions
would follow the same pattern with lower-class parents being more pér-
missive. Ericson concluded that the differences are largely due to the
life styles of the two groups. The life of the lower-class children con-
sists of a pattern that is less strictly organized with fewer demands
while the middle-class children learn to conform to more demanding expec-
tations which are illustratige of life in the middle class.62
DAVIS AND HAVIGHURST-Chicago Study

In 1943, Allison Davis and Robert J. Havighurst investigated the
relationship of social class and color differences in child-rearing in
Chicago.63’-Davis and Havighurst had four groups for comparison; white
middle-class, white lower-class, Negro middle-class and Negro lower-
class. For the purpose of the présent study, only the white findings
will be considered.

The families were categorized into qlasses according to the socio-
économic scale developed by Warner and Lunt.64 Factors included were

occupation, residential area, education, property ownership and

621bid., p. 500

‘ 63A11is0n Davis and Robert Je. Havighurst, " Social Class and Color
Differences in Child-Rearing." American Sociological Review, ll(December,
1946), pp. 693-710.

64y, Lloyd Warner and Paul S. Lunt, The Social Life of a Modern
Community (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941).
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memberships in churches and other associations. The sample consisted
of 80 families, 48 middle-class and 32 lower-class and all of the mothers
were native born. The sample of middle-class mothers was drawn mainly
from those mothers who had children in nursery schools. The sample of
lower-class mothers was drawn from areas of poor housing and from ae-
quaintances of the interviewee. The middle-class was more upper-middle
than lower-middle and the lower-class was more representative of the
upper-lower than the lower-lower class.

It was found that the middle-class parents expected their children
4 _to assume responsibility earlier than that expected by lower-class
parents. The middle-class marents were more restrictive in their
expectations of when the children should be in the home at night, in
the free play of their impulses, in the taking of naps ard at the age at
which children should be permitted to attend movies alone., The middle-
elass children were expected to assume responsibility in the home éarlier
with tasks such as caring for the younger children and household chores.65
Davis and Havighurst conelude:

o o o middle-class-peoplé tend to train their children for éarly'
achievement and responsibility, while lower-class people train their
ehildren to take responsibility only after the ehild is old enough
to make the effort of training pay substantial returns in the work
the ehild will do. . . middle-elass parents encourage their children
to be venturesome in the Yeonstructive™ activities, from a middle=
elass point of view, of going down town alone to the museums, de-

partment stores, daneing lessons and the like.b

It is not enoﬁgh to view the restrictions placea upon activities but

65Davis and Havigharst, op. citey pe 707.

66Ibid., . 708.
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also_the'types of activities in which one participates. Middle-class
parents were more restrictive of their children going to movies alone
and on COmiﬁg in the house earlier at night but were more permissive in
other activities, which Davis and Havighurst entitled “constructive."

Davis and Havighurst stated that the emphasis of training in the
middle-class is on socializing a child which will internalize the norms
of orderliness and responsibility; thus becoming a more conscientious
child.67

A possible interpretation of findings is that discié&inary éctions
which are viewed as more restrictive or demanding in one period of life
:mayy provide the means for more permissive techhiques in‘the following
years. If the child has more rest:ictions placed upén him at an earlier
age, in the sense of learning to become more conscientious of internalizing
norms apd accepting responsibilities, then restrictions from these exter-
nal sources will not be as necessary in later periods of life. If the
emphasis in early child training is allowing more permissiveness in
activities and in responsibilities then it could be interpreﬁed that the
child will be experiencing external controls for a longer period of time,
because emphasis had not been given to the development of his internalized
controls.
MACCOBY,SEARS AND LEVIN-Boston Study

“In 1951-52, Robert R. Sears, Eleanor E. Maccoby and Harry Levin

conducted a study in Boston with 379 mothers of kindergarten children

671bid., p. 707



45

in two suburbs, one which was predominately middle-class and tﬁe‘othér
working-class.58

Only intact families of native born and natural parents were inclu-
ded. Children were eliminated if handicapped, adopted, twins or any
other special cases. Warner's S.E.S. classification was used. Occu-
pation and incomes were weighted to produce.a score of SES. Seven cases
were excluded and the remaining 372 were divided into middle-class (198)
cases agﬁ working-class (174) cases. The middle-class coﬁtained mainly
professionals, businessmen and other white-collar occupations whereas
the working class was mainly composed of blue collar workers, the
largest category within this group being the skilled workers who were
not self-employed.

When the education of the mothers was controlled, most (72%) of the
mothers-possessing beyond high school education were in the middle-class
group and (71%) of the mothers who had less than a high school educa-
‘tion were ;n the working class group,69

Although some of the findings presented here do not deal directly
withvdisciplinary techniques, they will give a broader and more unified
perspective when analyzing disciplinary techniques separately.

Aggression, which was defined as "behavior that is intended to hurt

or injure.SOmeone,"7° produced nobable class‘differences. Oover all, mid-

68pobert R. Sears, Eleanor E. Maccoby and Harry Levin, PatternSvgg
Child Rearing (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Company, 1957.)

691bid., pp. 424-425. 701bid., pp. 424-425.
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dle-class.mothersvwe¥e more peémdssive and less punitive than were the
working-class mothers. In aggression ;oward the parents ahd neighbor-
‘hood children, the mdddle-claés motheré were more permissive, however,
in neither class was there a tendency for one class to be more permis-
sive than the other with quarreling and fighting between siblings.71

Middle-class mothers and those with better educations were more
permissive in allowing thé_child more freedom whereas working-class
mothers kept a close check on the whereabouts of their children. The
working class mothers were more restrictive on the child's behavior
Twithin the home on subjects such as care for furniture, taking care of
own clothes, and quietness in the home, yet it was the middle-class
mother who more frequently assigned chores to the child.72

In the area of discipline, working class mothers seemed to be more
punitive towards their children and also used different methods from

those.mothers'of the middle class.

There was little or no class difference in the ratings on
isolation and withdrawal of love, although in this latter dimen-
'sion there was a significantly higher average rating for the lower
educational level mothers when the comparison was made on the
basis of education rather than socio-economic status. The greatest
amount of punishment used by working-class mothers was composed
mainly of physical punishment and deprivation of privileges. There
was a larger proportion of working-class mothers than of middle-
class mothers who were rated high on these latter two techniques.’3

More punishment of every kind was utilized by the working-class
mnthers than by the middle-class mothers. Within punishment, there

was~a‘gfeat-difference in the use of techniques, with the working-class

71tbid., p. 259. 721bid., p. 429. 1bid., p. 431.

|
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mothers usi@gtechniques which were object oriented rather than love
oriented techniques. This only appeared to be evident when the child
was negatively sanctioned.’%

‘When the mothers were questioned as to the father's involvement
in the child rearing practice, there was more concordance over child-
rearing practices among;the middle-class families than in the working-
class families where there was more quarreling over the practices bet=-
ween the parents themselves. "Regafdless of socio~-economic stétus of
gducation, the husbandswere inclined to believe that their wives were
ﬁot strict enough with the children, while the wives tended to believe
that their busbands were too strict,t/>

When the education is controlled and classes are compared, the
middle~class mother utilize isclation more frequently and ridicule less
frequently as a technique of discipline and are more in agreement with
their husbands as to how the children should be raised, When people of
the same soccio-economic status are compared but with different educational
attainments, the bette# educated mothers utilize reasoning more often as
a technique of training and resort less to tangible rewards. The better
educated mothers were less inclined to dichotomize behavior which was
appropriate for a boy to be masculine and a girl to be feminine. They
were also more permissive with the child's neatness, orderliness, and
with the treatment of the house. Once the mother's education was held

constant, there was no difference with respect to these matters.76

741pid., p. 431, 751bid., p. 432. 761bid., p. 434.



Comparing the study of Davis and Havighurst of 1943 with the study
of Sears, Maccoby and Levin a'ma_\jor trend or reversal in chilld-rearing
_techniques by the tswo classes has taken piace or either a large dis-
parity in their sampling techniques. 'Hévighurst and Davis in a conaparjson
of the two different studies illustrate that even though there were some
major disagreements, ,the agreements are alsc numerous. The (;Jhic'ago
study indicated that the age at which boys and girls are »allowea to go
to the movie aléone is reliably earlier for the lower class but reliably
earlier for the middle class in allowing tlieir child to go down town
alone. Middle class boys and girls are also expected to be in reliably
earlier at night. The Boston study stated that middleuclass children
were allowed to be away farther from home visiting in the neighborhood
‘than the working-class children who were more closely supervised, how-
ever, this tendency was not significant."

As far as responsibilities in the home, in the Boston study there
were no reliable differences although the middle-class mothers more
frequently assigned household tasks while in the Chicago there was more
of a tendency for middle-class mothers to have higher expectations‘ for
the child in having more ealey responsibility than was expected by the
78

lower-class mothers.

In parent child relations, the Chicago study indicated that both

77Rgbert Havighurst and Allison Davis, "A Comparison of the Chicago
and Harvard Studies of Social Class Differences in Child-Rearing,"
American Sociological Review, 20{August, 1955), p. 440,

781bid., p. 441,
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‘middle- and lower-class fathers participated in activities with their
children. .The participation:seemed to vary with the occasion fovr n’drkix;g--
class fathers more often played with the children while the middle-

class fathers were more likely to be invollved with instructive acti;ri ties
and reading with their children. The Boston study indicated that the
lower-class father was reliably less affectionate. When comparing
classes, there were no reliable differences on aggression although the
middle-class mothers in the Boston study were more permissi;re of such
behavior.’?

| When the disciplinary techniques are compared, it is found that

in the Chicago study,; the only significant difference between the lower-
and middle-class was on the area of reward or praise which was given

as th; most successful method of -getting children to obey. Spanking

.or whipping was resorted to more often by a higher percentage of middle-
class mothers than lower-ciass hovever the difference was not significant
ai: the 5% level. A'larger' percentage of ‘1ower-class mothers rated
‘reasoning, threat or scolding, deprivation of meals, isolation and
'étanding in ah corner as more successful ways of getting children to obey
‘than did the middle-class mothers. In the Boston study there are more
différenges significant at the 5% level between the middle- and working-
class. The mean scores which were computed for the different di sciph;.nary

t‘echrii_ques for the two classes indicates that scolding statements involving

-withdrawal of love was the most highly utilized by both but more in the

791bid., p. 44l.
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middle-class. Other differences significapt at the 5% level were depri-
vation of privileges which was more. frequently utilized by the working-
class. Differences which were not found to be significant were techniques
of reward, praise, reasoning and isolation. Of all the techniques of
discibiine, physical punishment illustrated the greatest significant dif-
ference between the two groups.80 |

| 'In comparing the agents of discipline in the Chicago study there
were no differences significant at the 57 level, to indicate that either
‘parent is the sole agent of discipline} There were more lower- than
m&ddle-class fathers reported to be the agent. The main agents of dis-
cipline were the mothers with a slight margin of percentage of lower
class mothers reporting to be the'agent than the middle-class mothers.
The middle-class ihdicated with a higher percentage than the 1ower-é1ass
families that both the mother and the father were the same. When asked
in the Boston study as to whom the main disciplinary agent when both
parents are present, there were no differences significant at the 5%
level.sl‘ See Tables I and II.on following page.82
WHITE-California

In 1953, White conducted a study in California hypotheéizing that

child rearing:bractices have changed since the earlier studies made by Eric-

son and Davis and Havighurst., Itwwas also hypothesized that these

80rbid., p. 442. 8lrpid., p. 442.

82Richard A. Ljttman, Robert C. A. Moore and John Pierce-Jones,
"Social Class Differences in Child-Rearing: A Third Community for Com-
parison with Chicago and Newton,' American Sociological Review, 22
(December, 1957), p. 700.
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TABLE I
Comparison of Chicago and Boston Studies on Techniques of Discipline
(Adapted from Littman et. al., "Social Class Differences in Child-Rearing:

A Third Community for Comparison with Chicago and Newton," American
Sociological Review, 22(December, 1957), p. 700)

Middle-class lower-class
TECHNIQUES OF DISCIPLINE (Chicago) mother mothers
-Percentage of mothers mentioning various
procedures as "most successful ways of
getting children to obey."

Reward of Praise 78% 53*
Reason 53 57
Threat or Scold 53 55
Deprive of meals 0 6
Isolate 13 17
Stand in corner or sit in chair 13 19
Spank or whip 53 51
Number of mothers 45 47

- *Differences significant at 5% level

TECHNIQUES OF DISCIPLINE (Boston)
Mean score, extent of use of each
technique (l:no use, 9:extensive use)

Reward 4,6 4.9
Praise 4.8 4.8
Reason 5.0 4.8
Scolding Statements involving withdrawal 6.4% 6.0%
of love
Deprivation of privileges 4.6% 5.1%
Isolation 5.7 5.5
Physical Punishment 3.9% 4.8%
*Differences significant at 5% level '
TABLE II
AGENTS OF DISCIPLINE
(Adapted from Littman, et. al,, p. 700)
AGENTS OF DISCIPLINE in percentage of families. (Chicago)
Who punishes Children Most?
Middle lower
Father 2 8
Mother 81 85
Both the same 17 8
When both parents are present which one discipline the child? (Boston)
Father 29 32
Mother - 39 42

~ Both or either 32 26
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ghanges were a result of the different reference groups used by the
mothers of the middle- and working-cIasses.83

The sample of 74 mothers and 74 children were a part of a larger
study. The parents had to be living together and also native born.
Fifty of the mothers were expectant and the remaining twenty-four
cqmprised the control group. Each family had only one child,

Social class was determined by Warner's classification. The 74
families were divided into nine SES levels on the basis of weighted
indices for occupation and income. These nine levels were then cate-
gorized into two groups, working-class (38) and middle-class (36).

Results indicated that both groups of mothers indicated-they ex-
pected immediate obedience, however, there was a significant difference
in that the middle-class mothers were more likely not to be insistent.
Both groups verbally espoused immediate obedience but the working-class
mothers were more likely to remain firm. Although no class di fferences
were found with the father's behavior, mothers in both groups felt ihe
fathers were more strict than they.84

As in the Boston_study,'there was a significant difference in the
area of the permissiveness of aggression towards the parents. The

middle-class mothers were found to be more permissive of displayed

aggression. When such aggression is expressed, the working-class child-

83Matilda Sturm white, "Social Class, Child Rearing Practices and
Child Behavior, American Sociological Review, 22(December, 1957),

841bid., p. 708.
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ren are more severly punished than their counterparts in the middle
class.  The aggression which appeared to be more apparent in the work-
ing-class was fighting with other children. The manner in which middle-
and wo:king-blas mothers respond to the aggression of the&r'children

in paft reflects the mothers orientation of the kind Qf person they
wanted their child to be. The working-class mothers value the qualities
of a nice or good child whereas middle-clas mothers valued a well-ad-
justed child that is happy and independent.85

One particular aspect which was investigated in the California study
;‘was the extent to which mothers are influgnced by child-rearing litera-
ture and experts. It was summarizéd that middle-class mothers are much
more attentive to these sources and friends in rearing their children.
Although this area was not investigated in the present study, it is
included to indicate that although authors may agree that class differ-
ences do exist, the differences are attributed to other variables within
the class situation. The main variables to which White attributed the
di fference in child rearing was the notion that a change may have taken
place in child rearing since the earlier mentioned studies. 'The dif-
ferences between the éiasses?ﬁxe attributed to the different.refgrence
groups of the middle- and working-class.80

MILLER AND SWANSON-Detroit

In the same year, Daniel R. Miller and Guy E. Swanson conducted

85Ibid., pp. 708-709. 86ypid., p. 712.



a study of child rearing practices with a sample of approximately 600
children from Detroit and surrounding villages, suburbs aﬁd cities.

" The area sampling technique was used and the researchers had a com-
pletion rate of 92.6% of the homes in the original list. The sample
was to include only private households therefore military, religious and
edu¢aticnal‘institutions, hospitals and large hotels and rooming houses
were excluded. They conducted two typeé of interviews; "mother inter-
views" were conducted in all hcuseholdé where there was a‘child under
nineteen and "Census typé interviews" where only census type informa-
tion was received from any adult. There were 582 of the former and 575
of the later.87

To assign 59cial class, the occupation of the husband was classified
according to the United States Bureéﬁ of Census and then revisions were
made according to the operational definitions of entrepreneurial or
bureaucratic. The same controls were not utilized by Miller and Swanson
as in earlier stqdies, but the groups are comparable. Approximately

95% (94.6) of the families were intact and 94.1% of the children were
their parents own. As in previous studies, divorced, separated and parents

with step children or adopted children were eliminated. Negroes were
included. The resultant sample consisted of 479 families after the
forementioned controls were exercised,58

The study of Miller and Swanson was not comparabhe to the studies

87Dénie1 Re. Miller and Guy E. Swanson, The Changing American Parent
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), pp. 65-66.

8811}1 ao, P 83.
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which preceded it. The earlier studies on child-rearing practices had
focused upon the differences between middle-class and working-class
families whereas:. Miller and Swanson were interested in the differences
between two occupational groups at the same social class level. They
sought to distinquish the entrepreneurial families from the.bureau-
cratic families within the swuupper middle-class but all families at all
class levels were to be classified as entrepreneurial and bureaucratic.

From their operational definitions, they were essentialiy dividing
the éléss into / groups.. : where its members operated in more of a
competitive setting.and placed emphasis upon initiative and flexibility
whereas the other group was characterized by more structure and routine.
To be classified as entrepreneurial the husband had to be self-employed,
gain at least half of his income from profits, fees or commissions or
to be employed in-a small scale organization having only t@o levels of
supervision. If the husband did not meet these characteristics of risk
taking and individuating experience, he was then classified as bureau-
cratic.8?

The findings for middle-cléss bureaucratic families did not support‘
the findings of Davis and Havighurst for middle-class families but the
findings for the middle-class entrepreneurial families were in accordénce
with Davis and Havighurst. Middle-class mothers were found to be more
»likely to emphaSize self-control in their child rearing and teaching

of the child. The findings also revealed that middle-class mothers are

891bid., p. 68.



56

much less likely to resort to physical punishment such as slapping or
spanking and are more 1ike1y to utilize symbolic punishment. When the
child is twelve or older, middle-class mothersiare more likely to re-
linquish close supervision over his behavior than are lower-class
mothers, ﬁﬁiddle-class mothers are reported to become more disturbed
when the child fails to internalize the norms of responsiblity. This
applies to school performance, household tasks and as well as other
behavior that has been expected of him, 20
Miller and Swanson hypothesized that similar findings would be found
. between the entrepreneurial middle and the entrepreneurial‘lower as was
found between the lower- and middle-class of Davis and Havighurst that
lower-class mothers tend to be more permissive in their child rearing
practices. On the other hand, Miller and Swanson hypothesized that the
differences found between the two classes in the Chicago study would not
reoccur in the Detroit study when the bureaucratic-middle was compared
with the bureaucratic lowers.91l

When the data was analyzed, the hypotheses did receive some support
‘but the evidence was not consistent with the hypotheses. N8 differences
appeared between the older middle-class mother and lower-class mothers
in training their children in stressing independence and responsibility.
The differences between bureaucratic middle- and lower-class mothers
were also insignificant in their child-rearing practices.. No signifi-
cantcdi fferences were found in the child-rearing practices between the

entrepreneurial lower- and middle-class mothers.92

901bid., pp. 122-128, 911bid., p. l44. 92111d., p. 144
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MCKINLEY

In Social Class and Family Life Donald McKinley conducted extensive

research into the relationship‘of sociél class and family life using
a variety of techniques to obtain his information. The main body of his
analysis concerns questiannaitres which were administered to elevenths
and twelfth- grade boys. Although McKinley's study is mainly concerned
with boys, many of the findings are applicable to the present study. His
‘main hypothesis pertains to the parents position in society and different
‘techniques of discipline in socializing the child which may be reflective
Bf his position.93

McKinley's study was a departure from previous studies on child-
rearing practices in the sense that previous studies relied upon the
mothers as the main source of information rather than upon the fathers.
Mothers were viewed as the main link between the family and the social
structure in that as a wife she represents the status of her husband's
ocCupétion and if class has an gffect on socialization practices, it
could be witnessed in her behavior.

-The testing of_the theory utilized several sources, Sixteen inter-
views with fathers of boys who were 13 to 19 years old comprised one
part of the study. Subjects were obtained from census iistings,boy's
club membership lists and personal contacts. The interviews from the

360 mothers in the Boston study by Sears, Maccoby and Levin were re-

93Donald Gilbert McKinley, Social Class and Family Life (New York:
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), pl 4. ' B




analyzed for interests relevant to McKinley's theoretical interests. Two
hundred and sixty eleventh and twelfth grade boys in the three high
schools near Boston were administered questionnaires. All three sources
of data yielded information on intact, Caucasian,. suburban and urban
families. All but one of the sixteen fathers were categorized into classes
IITI and IV as measured by Hollingshead's index of social class. The
senior high school boys were situated in upper class (I and II), middle
class (III) and 1dwer class (IV and V) which is the major source of

data.%%

An énalysis of the data indicates that a highér percentage of lower-
class mothers and fathers, especially fathers, are ‘more severe in their
socialization techniques than middle class mothefs and fathers. Techni-
ques which are used are more indicative of releasing and expressing more
aggression whereas the middle-clgss families are not as punitive and are
more permissive. The middle-class child is disciplihed to develop self-
control and responsibility whereas a lower-class child is punished for
his offenses. MéKinley maintained that even though the discipline of the
middle-class parent may not be as harsh as discipline used by lower-class
parents, the middle-class child develops more of a sense of gﬁilt which
theAlowe:-class.child may only weakly'possess.95

When clagses are compared on the use of disciplinary techniques,
McKinley found the following pattern:

Data indicates that:the upper-class parent more than other
parents, uses "emotional' control of the child; the middle-class

9%1bid., pp. 64-68. 951bid., pp. 83-84.



59

parent tends to use direct verbal communication of sanctions or con-
“trol; and the lower-class parent tends to use physically expressed
sanctions. This difference in the use of physical sanctions bet-
ween the middle-class white-collar father (21 per cent) and the
lower-class manual worker (39 per cent) is rather sharp, and again
the association between paternal behavior and class is greater than
is the association for maternal behavior. The white-collar worker
is more likely (63 per cent) to use verbal communication of sanc-
tion than the manual worker (49 per cent).96
It can be seen how McKinley views the dissatisfaction and satisfac-
tion which an individual experiences in his occupation as the intervening
variable between social status and parental role behavior. . A lower-class
child is punished in a more aggressive manner because the parent may be
experiencing dissatisfaction with his own life, opportunities and security.
The father's occupational status has further ramifications in the
family setting. As the status of the husband decreases, there is an in-
crease of power and authority with the wife. McKinley'attributes this
-gain of power and authority to the fact that it may be necessary for the
wife to be employed and therefore is contributing as an equal to the
family. McKinley states that the above change occurs because the
lower-class wife feels that the husband is less. adequate because 6f his
lower-status occupatibn. There is not an increase in power and authority
with the upper-class wife for she has status to gain by adjusting her
needs to those of her husband, however, there is an increase in the per
centage of parents who contribute equally to decision making in the upper-
class,97

The power and authority which the wife yields in the family affects

her disciplinary techniques. According to McKinley:

961bid., p. 86. 91bid., pp. 92-107.
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Evidence sﬁo-ﬂzsparents at the lower levels of society are
more severe, more likely to use physical modes of discipline, and
less warmth. Also evidence that the relative severity of mothers
and fathers varies from class to class. . . mothers are almost as
severe or even more severe than fathers at the higher levels of
society, but fathers become increasingly severe and cool to the
child, relative to mothers, in the lower strata of society.98
Mothers in the lower-class appear to have a much more significant

relationship with their sons but become decreasingly significant as one
moves to the higher levels. The husbands in upper levels have more
aﬁthority in the family relationship because of their occupational and
their involvement in the family.

In conclusion, McKinley explains disciplinary techniques as a re-
sultant of the satisfactions and dissatisfactions which the father ex~
periences because of his occupational role. The techniques and severity
of discipline utilized by the father is more highly associated with class
than is the discipline utilized by the mother. This discrepancy is ex-
plained by the fact that the fathers are closer to the rewards, frustra-
tions and aggressions that society has to offer through his occupation.
The father's occupational role has wide ramifications in his parental
and husband-role. If lower-class, the father not only lacks in prestige
from society's evaluation but also from his wife and family. It may be
necessary for the wife to be employed which would further reduce the ef-
fectiveness or autonomy of the father. Because of his’feeling of inade-

quacy, aggression and frustration, the father has a difficult time estab-

lishing a bond with his children. The lower-class father uses the dis-

981bid., p. 152.
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disciplining situation as one of the vents for the-frustration and ag-
gression that he could not vent on the job, and as such, there is a lack
of love-oriented or psychological punishment being administered.

Although it is possible that the lower-class child may be punished
in a more aggressive manner, one must not lose sight of other variables
which may contribute to the situation. The manner in which the lower-
class individual copes with the exigencies of life and his‘family situa=-
tion need not arise out of his dissatisfaction with 1life and his occupa-
tion. The mode of behavior may be merely an example of the style of life
.resulting from hisvposition in the éccupational structure, the amount of
education received and other related variables. Frustration, undoubtedly
is involved in any occupation and is vented in the fémily system, but an
undue emphasis upon £rustration could deter attention from other related
variables. A point which McKinley did not seem to consider is that there
could be as much if not more frustration exercised at home by the white-
collar father whose work day usually transcends the working hour day of
the blue collar workers. In the higher whi te~-collar positions, there is
less separation of professional and private roles. Because there is not
"a strict separation, the occupant of the role could become frustrated and
act accordingly with his family. Although frustration and aggression
may be evident in all classes, the venting and displacing of frustration
may take different forms depending upon the frame of reference of the
individual administering the discipline. Because of one's occupation,
education and.life experi ences, frﬁstration and aggression may be dis-

guised in more approved forms of behavior. If the form of behavior dif-
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fers, the content of the ffustration or aggression can still exist in the
same intensity. If differences are supposedly found between classes on
aggression, one should not confuse presence or absence qf frustration
and aggression with the differing forms that frustration or aggression
may take.
LITIMAN EL AL.-Oregon Study
Another study conducted in Eugene, Oregon in 1955-56 was designated
to attempt to validate the differences found between tﬁe Chicago and
Boston studies. The interest centered around whether class differences,
sex of parent and geographical location affect the socialization process.
The sample consistingwﬁf206 éairs of white parents, comprised five
per cent of ﬁhe househol&;in Eugene in which there were children under
18 years of age. A proportionate random sample of sex and age was drawn
from each precinct. Parochial children were not included. The distribu-
tion for the middle- and lower-classes had more of a spread than the
Chicago study of Havighurst and Davis, and the Boston (Newton) study by
‘Maccoby~e¥;‘a1{;¢ The socio-economic status classification of Warner
wiﬁh weights placed on occupation and income was used. As in most of the
previous studies, the largest response came from the mothers. If fathers
were interviewed, the parents were never interviewed simultaneously.99

The Eugene findings found no difference on the amount of aggression

permitted between lower- and middle-class mothers. The earlier studies

99Richard A. Littman, Robert C. A. Moore and John Pjerce-Jones,
"Social Class Differences in Child-Rearing: A Third Community for Com-
parison with Chicago and Newton," American Sociological ReV1ew, 22

(December, 1957), pp. 694-695.
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by Havighurst and Davis and Sears, Maccoby and Levine indicated that

middle-clasé mothers are more permissive of aggressive behavior. The
Eugene‘data did indicate that mothers are more permissive of aggressive
acts than are the fathers, yet the mothers had more rules for their child-
rens' aggressive behavior.loo

In home requirements and responsibility which usually consist of
household chores, the Eugene data showed no class differences for same
sex parents, however, a greater proportion of lower- and middle-class
mothers than fathers reported rules and chore expectations of their child-
fen. Middle-class mothers more ocfiten reported that their chore expectations
were unmet, The Boston study did not show any class differences and the
Chicago study indicated that middle-class mothers expect their children
to help in the home to a greater degree than lower-class mdthers.m1

In analyzing the techniques of discipline, no differences were
apparent between the middle- and lower-classes. The techniques of iso-
lation did bring significant differences with more mothers than fathers
utilizing the technique. Although these differences were not significant
at the 57 level, scolding was used by a larger percentage of lower-class
fathers than middle-class fathers and also by mothers of both groups.
Deprivation of privileges and possessions received the smallest pefcen-
tage of approval from lower-class fathers. Middle- and lower-class
parents did not differ on techniques of discipline such as reasoning, ig-

noring the child, or physical punishment. Although the proportion is not

1001pid., p. 698. 1011p3d., p. 700.
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a Significént difference, more middle-class fathers reported using
éhysical dis’cipliné as a technique of punishment than did their wives
_'lower'élass com—xterpa.rt:s.v1.0.2 The éhicago study as mentioned earlier,
found middle-class mothers to resort to rewarding and praises in order
to get their childx_'en to obey more often than lo;aer-class mothers re-
sorted to such tactics. The Boston area study found significant dif-
ferences in the technique of physical punishment, deprivation of_ pri-
vileges and the use of scolding statements accompanied with the with-
drawal of love. The first two were used more extensively by lower- than
middle-class mothers and the latter being used more often by middle-

” class mothers. See Table III. |

TABLE III

TECHNIQUES OF DISCIPLINE UTILIZED BY MIDDLE- and LOWER-CLASS PARENTS
IN EUGENE. (Adapted from Littman et. al., p. 700.)

TECHNIQUES OF DISCIPLINE (Eugene)

, Middle Lower
Percentage of parents reporting Father Mother Father Mother
punishment used for rule infractions

Reasoning ' 19 20 22 20
Scolding 34 39 44 32
Isolation 12% 33* 15*% 27%*
Deprivation of privileges or 12 17 6 17
possessions B
Distracting-ignore 2 4 6 6
Physical punishment- only 19 12 15 13
Number of parents reporting 85 85 121 121

*Di fferences significant at 5% level.

There were no class differences in the Eugensdata as to whom should
administer the discipline. Parents of both classes agreed that the

father should not‘ibe the sole punitive agent. Although this was posed

1021bid., p. 700.
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hypothetically, ho:attempt was made to ascertain which parent actually
dbes function as the punitive agent. In the Chicago and Boston studies,
no significant differeyces were found>as‘to whom administers punishment.
In the Chicago study, the mothers punishe& more than the fathers and in
the Boston study, the mothers did more punishing than the fathers but
the proportion was not 1arge.103 See Table IV.

TABLE IV

AGENTS OF DISCIPLINE IN EUGENE STUDY
(Adapted from Littman et. al., p. 700)

-Percentage of parents who do not believe that the father should
be the sole agent of discipline. (Eugene)

Middle lLower
Father 100 97
Mother 99 100

In parent-child relationships, no significant differéncas were found,
however, it was reported ihat there were over-all better parent-child
relationships for middle- than lower-classJEathers. Middle-class relations
between the fatherﬂand the child were significantly better than between
the mother and the child. The Boston and Chicago studies also indicated
that.the middle-class father has a better relationship with his child-
ren than lower-cla.ss{fathers.lo4
= The Bugene data did not repudiate or support the Chicago or Boston
study. When comparing most of the variables and making class comparisons,
no significant differences were to.be found in the socialization tech-

niques.. When Littman et. al., compared the data from the Chicago, -

Boston, and Euger®samplces, they found out of 108 comparisons between

103Ibido, Pe 701, 1041bid9, Pe 701.



66

'status groups, there were only 21 differences significant at or beyond

the 3% level. The two classes were practically equally divided. 1In

fourteen of the comparisons, the middle-class were more permissive and

in seventeen the lower-class. The authors conclude,

divided between the two status grou
class differences in socialization.

e o o twenty-one significant differences are more than one
would expect to obtain by chance, the fact that they are equally

ggsundercuts the hypothesis of

The authors indicate that since a much larger proportion of the

hypotheses were not significant, they must be viewed as contrary to the

hypothesis regarding class-differences in socialization. See Table V.

TABLE V

DISCIPLINARY TECHNIQUES COMPARED: CHICAGO, DETROIT, EUGENE, AND BOSTON

(Adapted from Urie Bronfenbrenner, "Socialization and Social Class
Through Time and Space," Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Martin Lipset (eds.),
Class, .Status and Power (New York: The Free Press, 1966), p. 37.)

Chicago

Detroit

Eugene
Boston

PERMISSIVENESS TOWARD IMPULSE EXPRESSION

Direction of Relationship

Physical Love-~ Nature of
punish- Reason-~ Iso- oriented love-oriented
ment , ing lation technique technique
+ ] - ¥ Praise for good
behavior
- + ‘Mother uses symbolic
rather than direct
rewards or punishment,
- 0 + *
-* + + 0 No difference in

overall use of

.praise or withdrawal

of love.

4+ sign indicates practice was more common in middle class than in working

class.
better,

105gbid., p. 702.

~ *dermotes difference between classes significant at 5% level or
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“KOHN- washingfoﬁ D.C.

In the following year, Melvin Kohn conducted a study in Washihgton
D. C. focuéing upon parental values of the middle- and working-class and
how these values affect their child rearing techniques. Kohn selected
his families through a stratified random sampling procedure by selecting
census tracts and families from records in the public and parochial school
within these census tracts., Parents were selected who had children in
the fifth grade.lo6

Four hundred families were randomly chosen and equally divided bet-
ween families with a father with a white-collar occupation and fathers
lﬁith manual occupations. The mothers in all 400 families were to be
interviewed and with every fourth family, the father and the fifth grade
ichild were also to be interviewed. Broken families were retained in a
sub-sample and a substitute was chosen for them in the over-all sample.
Kohn's study is one of the first of the child rearing studies thus far
presented which focuses upon the response of the father rather than rely-
ing solely on the mother's response of wﬁat the father's response would be.
Littman et, al. included responses of the fathers but a rigorous syste-
matic attempt was not made'to include them as was done in Kchnis study.

The rates of response did not seem to be affected for they were similar

IOQMelvin L. Xohn, "Social Class and the Exercise of Parental Autho-
rity," American Sociological Review, 24 (June, 1959), p. 353. Census
tracts were excluded if twenty per cent or more of the population was
comprised of Negroes. Census tracts were also excluded which were in the
highest quartile with respect to median incomes. The final tracts were
chosen with four predominately middle-class, four predominately working-
class and three with a combination of both. Factors determining the
selection of tracts depended upon occupational distribution, median in-
comes, education, rent and property values.
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when intervi ewing mothers élone and in combination with the fathers and
chi1d.107

Families were categorized into social classes based upon Hgllings-
head's Indexibf Social Position. Classes I, II, and III were classified
as mjddle-class and classes IV and V were categorized as wcrking-class_.lo8

Kohn viewed parental authority from a trifocal: perspective. He was
interested in the role of mothers and fathers ih making family decisions,
in setting limits upon the children's behavior and the frequency to which
each will resort to physical punishment to enforce obedience.109

The evaluation made by both parents and children on areas of paren-
tal decision making processes, strictness and amount of physical disciplin-
ing showed no appreciable di fferences between tﬁe working- and middle-
class. Although physical discipline was similar in frequency for both
classes, there were’dissimilafities in the conditions under which it was
employed. Physical discipline was usually resorted to uhder extreme cir-

cumstances of deviation in both classes, yet the extreme conditions were

107_Ibid., p. 353. Rates of non response were evenly distributed in
relation to social class, neighborhoods and types of schools. As Kohn
‘suggests this does not rule out bias which may have occurred with non-
respondents. ‘ '

1081bid., p. 353. The groups designated as middle class consists of
two distinct groups. Classes I and II consists of professionals, pro-
prietors or managers with at least some college training. Class III
consists of small shopkeepers, clerks, salespersons, foremen and skilled
workers of unusually high educational status. The working class which is
composed of classes IV and V consists almost entirely of manual workers,
‘but preponderantly those of higher skill levels. Families are of the
stable working class rather than lower-class. The men have steady jobs
and their income, education and skill levels are above those of the low-
est socio-economic strata.

1091454,, p. 353.
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defined differently. A deviant circumstance in one class would go un-
punished in another., Kohn attempted to épecify the conditions under
‘which physical discipliné would be resorted to by middle- and working-
class parents. Hypothetical questions relating to deviancy in different
situations were presented to the parents in which they were to respond
as to how they would act in such a situation. Situations involved wild
play, fighting with siblings and other children, extreme loss of temper,
refusal to obey, swiping, smoking cigarettes or using language disap-
proved by parents.llo

It was found that if the children persist in:'such behavior, mothers
of both classes will resort to another form of punishment. It was found
that:

Working-class mothers are more likely than are middle-class
mothers to resort to physical punishment when their sons persist in
wild play or fighting with brothers or sister, or when their daugh-
ters fight with other children. There may be in addition a general,
albeit slight, greater tendency for working-class mothers to resort
to physical punishment no matter what the situation.lll
out of sixteen comparisons between middle- and working-class mothers,

Kohn found that thirteen of the comparisons showed a-larger proportion
offﬁorking-class mothers indicating that they resort to physical discip-
line. Further analysis, however, indicates that only three of the thir-

teen were significant at the 5% level.l12

Differences between the two classes becomes more apparent when the

110Melvin L. Kohn; "Social Class and the Exercise of Parental Author-
ity," American Sociologic¢al Review, 24(June, 1959), pp. 353-355.

Mlypid,, p. 357. 11274id., p. 357.
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conditions are examined. Kohn stated that:

Working-class mothers are apt to resort to physical punish-
ment when the immediate consequence of their sons' disobedient
acts are more extreme, and to refrain from using gunishment when
1ts use might provoke even greater disturbance.h ‘

Working-class mothers are more likely than middle-class mothers to

. I8 11} -
utilize physical punishment when their sons participate in aggressive J :

. = ;e.?ig
and destructive wild play. Working-class mothers will more often sanc- ;;;7‘\{39
tion their sons for physical fighting with siblings with physical punish-
ment than will middle-class mothers. Physicai punishment is-less likely

to be administered by working-class mo_thers if the son engaged in ph'ysi-

‘eal fighting with the neighbor children. Working-class sons ax;e usually

subject to more physical punishment for disobedience. Working-class

mothers are more likely to punish sons for violation of negative in-

junctions than for refusal of positive injunctions whereas middle-class

mothers are more likely to punish for disobedience of the latter. Middle- _ . rert

2 o .I\N"
class mothers are more prone to physically punish for aggressive outbursts J;? I

of temper in their sons than are working-class mothers, 114

Middle-class mothers are not as likely to differentiatée between the
sexes of the children when employing discipline whereas working-class \\
mothers respond to the sexes differently. Working-class mothers are \
more likely to resort to physical discipline with daughters when they swipe
things or fight ';aith neighbor children. Working-class mothers are also
more likely to punish their daughters physically for refusing to obey

while the sons refusal will more likely be ignoxed.us v N i ‘c?({ e

113745 4., p. 357. 1141p1d., pp. 357-360. 1157h1d,, p. 361.
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An analysis of the father's behavior indicates that working-class
fathers are less apt to punish their sons for wild play than are their
wives. If the particular situation attracts the attention of the father

and is disruptive, the child is more likely to be physically punished

bl

=3 ca €
than if the same situation did not attract the attention of the father. ’21’5 <7
7

This seems to indicate the responsiveness. to the irmediate consequences /M"/"A
of the act rather than to the intent or motive. Working-class fathers
are more likely to use physical discipline and when fightiﬁg is sérious,\
they are more likely to resort to isolation and restriction. The behav-
; ior of middle-class fathers is more in accordance with their wives in
that they are more likely to physically punish for loss of control of J
temper rathervthan for wild play. Working-class fathers are more likely
to physically punish for defiant refusals of both sons and daughters.u6
- Although Kohn did not find striking differences between the two

classes in the amount of physical discipline used, differences were vis-

ible in the circumstances in which it is employed by the two different

classes. Limits appear to be posted before parents of both classes will
resort to physicalb discipline. The middle-class emphasis is upon the \
development of internalized self control and view the misbehavior as to‘
its intent whereas the working-class emphasis is upon the consequences
of the immediate situation rather than upon the intent.

BRONFENBRENNER

Urie Bronfenbrenner conducted research on socialization techniques

1161434d., pp. 36-362.
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and how it is affected by the parental socio-economic status of the
family and the sex of the child involved. Although no specific hypo-
theses were involved, Bronfenbrenner was exploring the effects of
parental practices on adolescent responsibility and leadership with an
emphasis on the intervening variabies of the sex of the parent and child
and the family's social'position.117

The data were drawn from students in the tenth grade in a medium
sized city in New York. Class was measured by the subjects response to
the father's level of education. Four educational levels were desig-
nated: some éraduate work, completion of college, completion of high
school and those who did not complete high school. After the educational
levels were obtained, a stratified random sample was obtained by drawing
an equal number of boys and girls (24 each) from each level for a total
of 192 subjects. The questionnaire consisted of 100 items to measure
dimensiﬁns of parent-child relationships. The 10 per cent level of
confidence (two-tailed test) was used in testing the findings.lls

When analyzing the effect of sex differences, the findings indicated
that parents were more demanding and firm of the same-sex child and more
lenient and indulgent with a cross-sex child. Within discipline, how-
ever, physical punishment follows a pattern, with girls being mofe likely

to be physically punished by mothers than by fathers, If the children

117yri e Bronfenbrenner, "Some Familial Antecedents of Responsibility
and Leadership in Adolescents,' in L. Petrulle and B. M. Bass, Leader-
ship and Interpersonal Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1961), pp. 239-269.

1187bid., pp. 241-245.
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are treated differentially by parents because of sex, it is the father
who is most likely to differentiate behavior appropriate for each,119
At every‘educa:ional level, there is a tendency for girls to re-
ceive more affection and for the boys to be the recipients of more
achi evement demands and punishment. Children of the lower class rated
their parents as over-protective, rejecting and punitive. Descending
~ the social ladder, the mother becomes more authoritative especially for
girls. Ascending the social ladder, the father serves as the main
punitive agent in the employmen& of physical discipline for the daughter.
-In the lower class, the father is the main agent in administering phy-
sical discipline for'boys.120 "Punishment of the same sex child and
indulgence for the opposite sex is most marked at the lowest educational
levels and decreases as the family rises along the academic ladder.ml2l
Bronfenbrenner found that:

In physical punishment, the child is likely to receive more
discipline from the parent of the same sex. . . reversal is most
complete with respect to physical:punishment, with fathers being-
stricter with boys, mothers with girls. In the spheres of af-
fection and protectiveness, there is no actual shift in preferences,
but the tendency to be especially warm and solicitious with girls
is much more pronounced among fathers than among mothers.

In comparing the findings of Bronfenbrenner with those of Kohn's
with regard to the roles of the mother and father, Kohn's findings indi-
cate that in the middle class family, the roles of the mother and father

are not as differentiated as in the working-class family. Mothers and

fathers in the middle-class are:more in agreement as to their child-

1191p3d., pp. 248-252, 1201bid., p. 252. 1211pid., p. 249.
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rearing responsibilities. This concordance is not as prevalent in the
workingfciass for the father feels that child-rearing is largely a func-
tion of ﬁhe ﬁother's role. Middle class mothers place more emphasis

upon the father as being supportive whereas working-class mothers place

a greatér emphasis upon the father as the constraining agent. Kohn

noted that if any type of differentiation exits in the middle-class

family it is largely in the realm of each parent taking the responsibility
of being more supportive of the same sex child whereas in the working-

class family, the mother is almost always the most supportive parent.

1BRONSON, KATITEN and LIVSON

Bronson, Katten and Livson, in a 16ngitudina1 study of 100 families,
investigated the patterns of authority and affection“inotwoygenerations.
Class was determined by the classification of Warner. 123

Findings revealed that if the parents remembered either of the
grandparents as exercising strong authority, it precluded the graﬁd-
parent as being rememberaed with a high level of affection. The findings
pertaining to the parents of the children in the study indicated that
significantly more mothers than fathérs are rated high in authority to-

ward both sons and daughters. When the children were interviewed as to

123yanda C. Bronson, Edith S. Katten and Norman Livson, "Patterns
of Authority and Affection in Two Generations," Journal of American
So¢ial Psychology, 58(March, 1959), pp. 143-152, The data is from 200
families who participated in the Guidance Study of the Institute of Child
Welfare in Berkely, California. Parents provided retrospective descrip-
tions of their own childhood in the early 1900's and were intexviewed
and observed in their behavior toward their own children born in 1928-
1929, Children were studied by the institute until they were eighteen
years old. The children were also interviewed to obtain how they per-
ceived the parental roles, '
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how they perceived éheir‘parents, there was a slight tendency for more
sons thanAdaughters to perceive their fathers in a strong_authority role
whereas the daughters show an opposite tendency. The study found no
mother-father differences on affection and involvement although the
mother was found to be a stronger source of authority than the father.
Differential treatmeﬁt of children of either sex by their parents was
not found.l24
EMMERICH

A study conducted by Walter Emmerich attempted to help clarify the.
assumption that marked differences exist in the socialization process bet-
ween mothers and fathers and also in:relation to the sex of the child.
Data were obtained from questionnaires mailed to parents of 225 children.
The return rate was 68% but 797% of these were categories into Classes
I and II of Warner's socio-economic scale. Because of the return, the
study largely represents middle-class parents. Emmerich centered upon
the dimensions of nuturance-restriction and power as the descriptive
propefties of parent-role di fferentiation.l25

The findings indicated that when analyzing the effect of the sex
ofbthe parent, mothers were found to be more nuturant and less restric-

tive than fathers. The analysis of the nuturance-restrictive scale per-

125yaiter mmmerich, "Variations in the Parent Role as a Function
of the Parent's Sex and the Child's Sex and Age," Merrill Palmer Quarterly,
8(January, 1962), pp. 3-6. Nuturance was defined as a positive, facili- '
tating reaction to dependent (legitimate) reciprocal child role behavior.
Restriction as a negative, interfering reaction to deviant (illegitimate)
reciprocal child role behavior. Power, the amount of active control ex-
" erted by the parent in response to reciprocal child behaviors. Emmerich
-added the dimension of power to measure the amount of active control
exerted by the parent as distinguished from the attitudinal control.
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training to the sex of thechild showed no parental differentiation.126
Emmerich's findings indicate:
Parents were neither more nuturant nor more restricﬁive to-
ward their same-sex than toward their opposite-sex children. How=
ever, fathers exerted more power toward sons than daughters, where-
as mothers exerted more power toward daughters than sons. (P<£.01)
The trend is particularly marked in the case of fathers.l27
Emmerich contends that the addition of the variable of power is
~justifiable since it differentiated between the two aspects of parental-
role differentiation.
WATERS and CRM\IDALL

Watérs and Crandall conducted a longitudinal study with mothers of
three to five year old children who were enrolled in a research institute
of human development in Ohio. The 1930, 1940 ahé 1950 samples did not
differ  significantly in socio-economic status as measured by Hollings-
head!s classification,!28

The analysis of the findings revealed that no significant cor--
relations were found between social class and the variaﬁles of maternal
nuturance, maternal affectionate, or maternal protectiveness. When cor-
relations were run séparately’by sex of child, no appreciable differences

were found. When maternal coerciveness was correlated with social class,

a marked relationship occured in all of the samples and particularly in

1261pid., p. 7. 1271bid., p. 7.

128515 nor Waters and Vaugha J. Crandall, "Social Class and Observed
Maternal Behavior from 1940 to 1960," Child Development, 35(December,
1964), pp. 1020-1032, The 1940 group consisted of 40 mothers; the 1950
group, 32 mothers and the 1960 group consisted of 35 mothers.
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the 1960 sample.l29 waters and Crandall indicated that:
The higher the family status, the less dictorial were mothers?

‘attempts to influence their children's behavior, and the less se-

vere were their penalties for misbehavior. The variable most con-

sistently related to socio-economic status was restrictiveness of

regulation. At all three time periods, the higher the family

socio-economic status, the less a mother was prone to impose res-

trictiveiregulations on her offspring's behavior.130

The sample of mothers was not zequally divided between middle~ and
lower-classes so generglizations about the lower-class are limited. Fin-
dings, however, indicated that lower-class mothers were more prone to
use coercive suggestions and severe penalties. Waters and Crandall con-
‘clude that in the third period of their study, mothers have become more
permissive in general with few restrictions placed upon the child, fewer
coercive suggestions for compliance and less severe in the administering
of punishment,l131
ELDER and BOWERMAN

In a study by Elder and Bowerman, it was hypothesized that social
class has an effect upon family size, paternal involvement in child-
rearing and on the use of external behavior control. The subjects.were
Protestant seventh éraders of unbroken homes from predominately urban
areas. The subjects were drawn from larger samples of students from
public and parochial schools in central Ohio and public schools in North

Carolina. Class was measured by assigning the father'’s occupation . to

the categories in the United.. States Bureau of Census.132

1291pid., p. 1028 130rbid., p. 1028. 1311pid., pp. 1030-1032.

, 132g1en H. Elder Jr, and Charles E. Bowerman, "Family Structure and
Child-Rearing Patterns: The Effect of Family Size and Sex Composition,"
American Sociological Review, 28(Decarber, 1963), pp. 891-205,
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Findings indicated that parental dominance and family size are
&irectly related, as the family size increases, the more likely the fa-
thgf is to be more dominant in child-rearing. The sons more often re-
ported the father as being dominant than the daughters. Egalitarianism
was the most prevalent form of decision making in disciplinary policies
but this becomes transformed into father dominance as the size of the
family increases. The actual administration of discipline forms a
pattern in relation to class. The relationship of family size (three
_or more siblings) and father as chief disciplinarian agent is positive
with middle-class boys and girls and lower-class girls. The relation-
ship is negative with lower-class boys.133 Data on the agents of dis-
cipline indicate:

The ratio of girls checking fathers as disciplinarian over
those reporting mothers increases from small to large families.

Sons in larger lower-class families are less likely to see the

father as the chief disciplinarian than they are in small lower-

class families. Daughters of lower-class families are slightly
more apt to report father as the grinciple-disciplinarianvwhen_
there are four or more chidlren,l34

lower-class girls and middle-class boys are more likely to report
that as family size increases, parental control increases with a corres-
ponding decrease in the parental explanation of the rules and policies.
Children from the larger families were less likely to report any re-

linquishing of parental authority (from the last few years) than were

children from smaller families. This was most notable with lower-class

1331rbid., p. 896. 1341bid., p. 897.



79

girls from large families.135 "The relation between stability of control
and familf size is stronger ambng‘girls than among boys, and for paternal
than for maternal control,"!36

Elder hypothesized that external control may also be apparent in
the type of discipline utilized. As family size increases, large families
are more likely to use physical punishmeng; #idicule, shouts and less
likely to use praise, approval or encouragement. Elder found that with
an increase in family size, "parents tend to use physieal-aiscipline more
and verbal methods less is supported in 17 out of 24 comparisons."137
;The relationship of physical discipline and Eamily size was strongest
for lower-class girls and middle-class boys. Lower-class girls and
middle-class boys from larger families were subject to more external be-
havior éontrol.138
SUMMARY

The studies presented have the common concern of attempting to ex-
plain the relationship of the family subsystem to that of the larger
social structure. Does the interpenetration of systems and subsystems
within society affect the activities within the family, in,partieular,
the socialization process? The theoretical framework maintains that
the family is affected and the studies lend support to this assumption.
* It has also been assumed from the theoretical framework and supported

by empirical findings that the socialization process within the family

1351bid., p. 899. 1!361bid., p. 899. 137rbid., p. 898.
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is furfher affected by sﬁbsystems emerging within the family as affected
by role and sex differentiation, composition and size. The affects that
the system are purpqrted to have upon the socialiéation process and
specifically, disciplinary techniqdes, are not consistent.

For the present pdrpose of analysis and in an attempt to clarify
some of the obscufities.in the area of parental discipiine as affected
by social class and sex differentiation, disciplinary techniques will
be viewed from the context of external and internalnbehavior_controls.

Disciplinary techniques will be viewed as external if discipline is

' ‘employed which concentratesmore on the immediate consequences and the

termination of the deviant act. Disciplinary techniques will be viewed

as internal behavior controls when discipline is'employed which attempts

“to understand the child's motives and feelings and which encourages the

child to develop his own mechanisms of self-control. From the theoretical

perspective advanced, it is contended that in disciplining their child-
ren, middle-class parents will utilize internal behavior controls while
the working-qlass parents will utilize external behavior controls. Within
the context of external behavior controls, attention will be focused upoh
physical discipline, to determine if its usage is affected by social

class. Each disciplinary situation will be viewed not only in terms of

‘external and internal behavior controls as affected by social class, but

also as affected by the sex of the parent and the child.

HYPOTHESES

Hj In disciplining the child, the use of external behavior controls as
opposed to internal behavior controls will be more evident in the working-
class families than in the middle-class families.
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Hp Withing external behavior controls, physical discipline will be
more pronounced in working-class families than in middle-class families.

.. HaWithin social classes, same sex parents are more likely to use ex-
ternal-behavior controls with a same-sex child and internal behavior
controls with a cross-sex child.

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

In order to test the hypotheses regarding disciplinary techniques,
parents were asked how'they would react to the following hypothetical
situations.

1. Suppose you give permission to go to the park with some
friends, and find out later that he (she) has actually gone downtown ins-
tead of the park. What would you most likely do when he (she) comes
‘home? Why?

2. Suppose you look out the window and you see get angry
and haul off and hit a neighbor boy (girl) without a good reason. What
~would you most likely do? Why?

3. Suppose has been expecting to go swirming Saturday and
it becomes impossible for some good reason. When you inform him (her)
that he (she) can't go, he (she) begins to cry and runs from the room,
slamming the door very hard behind him (her). What would you most
likely do? Why?

4. Imagine that you discover sni tching pocket money from
your (your wife's) purse, What would you most likely do? Why?

5. Suppose you are going to visit friends on a Sunday afternoon
and -, who knows you plan to leave in ten minutes, goes out to
play. When it's time to leave you can't find him (her). After 30
minutes you locate him (her) at a friend's house. What would you most
likely do? Why?

OPERATION DEFINITIONS OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS

The responses to these questions were then categdrized as internal
or external behavior controls. External behavior controls consisted of
responses which include the following: restriction of possessions and

activities, restitution, admonishing (scolding, yelling, threatening),

demanding obedi ence, isolation (sending to room), Separation from others
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and physical discipline. Responses were Categorized as internal behavior
controls if the parent indicated that he would engage in discussion with
the child, seek explanation or ignore behavioral act.
OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF SOCTAL CLASS

The nominal definition of class stated earlier- was ~. operationally
defined by the use of the Hollingshead Two-Factor Index. Hollingshead
maintains that this index was developed:

to meet the need for an objective, easily applicable pro-

cedure to estimate the positions individuals occupy in the status

structure of our society. . It is based upon three assumptions:

l. the existence of a status structure in the society; 2. positions

in this structure are determined mainly by a few commonly accepted

symbolic characteristics; and 3. the characteristics symbolic of

status may be scaled and combined by the use of statistical pro-

cedures so that a researcher can quickly, reliably, and meaning-

fully stratify the population under study.l139

Hollingshead defends his reliance upon occupation and education as
indices on the basis that education is presumed to "reflect the skill and
power which individuals possess as they perform the many functions in the
society. Education is believed to reflect not only knbwledge but also
cultural tastes."140

In order to utilize the Tw-Factor Index to determine the social
poSition of an individual or of a household, two basic requirements must

be fulfilled., First, the education scale is based upon the years of

school completed by the head of the household. Secondly, there must be

1394aro1d M. Hodges, Social Stratification (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Schenkman Pulishing Co., 1964), p. 99. :

1401bid., p. 100.
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precise knowledge of the head of the household's oceupation.lul

Hollingshead Two-Factor Index was used to determine social class
because of its emphasis upon occupation and education. Classes I, II,

and III comprised the middle-class. Classes IV and V comprised the

working-class,

142, B, Hollingshead, "Two-Factor Index of Social Positlon," New
Haven: privately printed, 1957.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
POPULATION AND SAMPLE
The purpose of the present study was to study the disciplinary

techniques of pafents within the city limits of Omaha,_NebraSka. The
data were ccllgcted in'1966-67 as a part of a larger study of sociali-
zation practices in the same_city.1 The sampling frame consisted of
all Caucasian families who had children born in 1954.2 Families in-
cluded in the sample had a child enrolled in the public school district
.Qf in a éardchial or private school. At the timé of this study, the
chiidren were enrolled in the sixth or seventh grade and were between

eleven and thirtéen years of age. The population consisted of 5,987

lthis study was a part of a larger study conducted in a research
seminar on Socialization under the supervision of Dr. Cora Martin at the
then University of Omaha. Dr. Martin had conducted previous research
concerning the relationship of social class and parental values on the
socialization process in another geographical setting. An attempt was
made in the present research design to further verify and clarify some
of the findings or questions obtained in the previous research. Since
parental values compose only one aspect of the socialization process, it
was possible and practical for other areas to be investigated.at the same
time. Each of the seven graduate students in the seminar was responsible
for a review of the literature dealing with his chosen area of socializa-
tion. Each student submitted questions relevant to his area. 1In order
to avoid redundancy and length, many questions were found to be adequate
in testing the theoretical framework of different students. With a team
effort, it also provided for a larger sample to be interviewed than if
one had to complete this individually.

2persons other than Caucasians were eliminated from the sampling
frame. In order to have obtained a sample which would have adequately
represented non-Caucasians, the sampling frame would have had to have
been greatly expanded. Such an increase was not feasible or desirable
within the amount of time allotted for the study and with the number of
- students available in the seminar.” Because the non-Caucasian would most
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families. From this population, 388 families were randomly chosen by a
table of random numbérs.3 |
DATA COLLECTION

Prior to the pre-testing of the interview schedﬁles, intervi ewers
were trained in sessions involving interviewing techniques. Seven teams,
each consisting of one graduate student and one undergraduate student
from another sociology class, pretested the interview schedule. The pre-
testing was conducted with families who had a child of approximatéiy the
same age as the subject child in the sample. The pretest families were
not a part of the sampling frame. Revisions and clarifications were
hmade in questions which were ambiguous or problematic;l to the respondents
in the pretest group.

When the final interview schedulé4 was ready to be fielded,“each

potential respondent was informed by a letter? as to the nature and pur-

pose of the study.6

likely be involved in another subculture, it was felt this would affect
the individual's response. Lastly, most of the previous research done
in the area of socialization, which was pertinent to this study, focused
upon Caucasians.

3The original plan was a randomly select 400 families to insure
that a response rate of 200 families would be obtaineds 1In the process
of drawing the sample, however, a total of twelve respondents were either
‘inadvertently skipped or had duplicate cards from the table of random -
numbers. This reduced the actual sample to 388 respondents,

4Se_e Appendix A.
55ee Appendix B.
6Iﬁstead of sending letters to all of the respondents within the

sampling frame at once, letters were sent only to those respondents who
‘were to be interviewed within each week. This was to avoid confusion
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The team consisting of the two trained interviewers then called
upon the respondent for an interview or to establish a convenient time.
If respondents were called upon and one spouse was absent, or‘if no one
was ‘home, as many as six attempts were made at different points in time
-to obtain an interview. If oﬁe of the parents had been contacted in per-
son by‘thé interview team, appointments were made by telephone to es-
tablish an appropriate interview time. The initial contact with the res-
pondents was always made in person. Both parents were interviewéd simul=-
taneously in separate rooms for approximately forty-five to sixty minutes.
‘Separatibn was required so that the response of either spouse would not
be biased because of the presence of the other. The subject child was
not inrﬁhe room during the interview. Following the completion of the
interviews, respondents were teiéphoned to verify that the interview had
.been conducted. At all times, the respondents were assured of the con-
fidentiality of the research.

SAMPLE SIZE

The original sample of 388 families was reduced during the inves=-
tigation partially because of the restrictions which had been imposed
on the sampling frame from the theoretical perspective and also from the
research process itself.

In order to-be used as a respondent, several qualifications had to

‘be met. The family had to be intact with both parents residing in the

which may have occurred by misplacement of the letter by the potential
respondent and to avoid disorganization which may have occurred by sending
letters and then having the research teams unable to meet promptly with
- the potential respondents.
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“household. This requirement eliminated 34 families.’ Fifty-five

families could not be located.8 Twenty families had to be eliminated
due to the subject child being retarded or a twinj residing outside of
the pity,limits; language barriers or non-Caucasian. Families with a
chi 1d born in 1954 who was retarded or a member of a set of twins were
eliminated-becahse it was felt that the child rearing process would
differ for those individuals and bias the sample. The main restriction
of the study was that both parents had to be intervi ewed simultaneously.
Thirﬁy-seven families were elimihated because of this stipulation. Within
_this group, the husbands and wives often had jobs vhich precluded them
froﬁ being home at the‘same time. .Several of the husbands were involved
in jobs which demanded a great deal of traveling, therefore, their days
at home were few. Six families were excluded because of the illness or
hospitalization of one of the spouses. There were 55 refusals,?

| The refusal rate must be considered in light of the restrictions
of the sample, Many of the previous studies focused their attention on

only one member of the family which was usually the mother or in other

7In ten families, a spouse was deceased and had not remarried;
twenty-one were divorced and living alone; three were separated.

8Forty-two families had moved from the city within the year. Eight
residences were replaced by vacant lots or for the interstate highway
and their present address could not be found. Five families were re-
peatedly absent regardless of the hour of the visitation and could not
be contacted by telephone.

90f the 55 refusals, in 8 families the refusal was made by the hus-
band while the wife was willing to be interviewed and in 8 cases the
wives refused to be interviewed and the husbands were willing to do so.
There were 39 refusals in which no other information could be obtained.
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cases, interviewed both parents in every Nth family. If the present
study had not placed the restricfion of intervi ewing both parents and
of interQiewing them simultaneously, approximately 60 famjlies could
have been :etained in the sample. Few studies concerned with the
socialization process have interviewed both parents. This may be due

to the problems encountered in attempting to get the spouses tagether
for an interview. A majority of the studies reviewed interviews only
the mothers and asked her how the father would respond. Such a method-
ology has its limitations in that the mother might respond as to how she
ifelt hesﬁpuld ideally respond, rather than how he would really respond.
The interview schedule of the present study includes the responses of
both parents ih a separate schedule and also provides a cross check as
to how they would predict the response of their spouse. If time allowed
and additional interviewers were available, an additional cross check on
the validity of the parents responses would have been to interview the
child.

After respondents were eliminated due to minor errorsin the briginal
s;mple, to qualifications which they did not meet and due to the refusal
rate, 181 completed interviews;consisting of both the husbands and wives
were obtained.

A summary of the sample is presented in graphic form in Table I.

'See Table I on following page.
‘ The study may be criticized as to whether it is testing the real
or ideal aspects of the parental and child interaction. A more ideal

situation would be to include both interviewing and observation of
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TABLE I
RESULTANT SAMPLE

Population
(5,897)

Random sample of parents
with children born in 1954
(388)

Those eliminated from sample because of not meeting qualifications of
1. Caucasian; 2. residing with city limits; 3. family intact and living
together; and 4. subject child not a twin or retarded.

Retarded, twins, Moved, or Divorced,
non-Caucasian, Reside outside unable to locate separated or
language barriers city limits residents deceased
(10) + ' (10)+ (55)+ (34)
(109)

From the original 388 potential respondents, 109 did not meet certain
qualifications, thus leaving a total of 279 respondents. The remaining
279 respondents were reduced because of the stipulation of interviewing
both parents of the subject child simultaneously.

Spouse ill Occupations Wife Husband Refusal; Results
or hospital- precluded si~ refused; refused; no other 388
ised multaneous in- husband wife informa- -109

(6)+terviews (37)+willing (8)+ willing (8)+ tion (39) -~ 98

= . Total N. 181

(98)

Those meeting the above five qualifications and who were willing to be
intervi ewed composed a final N. (181)
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parental-child behavior. Limitations would also be imposed by observa-
tion where again the investigator may be observing ideal behavioral
patterns rather than the real pattern of behavior. Observation with the
intrusion of an interviewer could also distort the family scene and
many families might not consent to being observed.

Throughout the interview it was stressed how import;nt it was to
be honest and candid. It was stressed that there were no wrong or right
answers. In several situations parents would respond, "I suppose I
should do this differently but this is what I really do."

When the refussl rates and completed interviews were checked ac-

cording to areas within the city, they were evenly distributed.



CHAPTER 1V
FINDINGS
The hypotheses tested in this study were analyzed from the res-
ponses of 362 mother; and fathers (181 couples) to questions regarding
disciplinary techniques. The responses were analyzed in terms of the
sex of the child and parent, social class and whether the disciplinary
technique entailed external or internal behavior controls. Each hypo-
fhesis was tested regarding five different behavioral situations in
which the child may have hypothetically engaged. Each of the five
;situatiohs presented to the parent differed in terms of misbehavior
in ordér that a more representative parental response could be obtained.
The Chi Square Test of Significance at .05 level was used to test
the following null hypotheses:

l. In disciplining children, middle- and working-class parents do not
differ in the use of external and internal behavior controls.

2, Within external behavior controls, the use of physical discipline
will not differ in middle- and working-class families.

3. Within the middle- and working-class families, there is no difference
in the use of external or internal behavior controls with regard to the
sex of the parent and child.

The design of this chapter will present the findings’of'these pre-
dictions and also explanations'that parents gave for the utilization of
their chosen disciplinary technique. The disciplinary techique chosen
by the parent and the explanation given for its usuage are based upon

the parent's first response to questions regarding a particular type of

mi sbehavior.



92

HYPOTHESIS I:

In disciplining the child, middle- and working-class parents do not
differ in the use of external and internal behavior controls.

‘Data relating to the above hypdthesis are presented in Table I.

TABLE T
““""THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
BY MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS

TOTAL REPORTED FREQUENCIES

External Control Internal Control
Middle-Class 740 403
Parents
Working-Class 472 168
" Parents
Total Freq. 1212 571
xZ2 = 15.36 def =1 pe < = .01 Q. = =221

* ®°Chi Square test of significance at .05 level was computed by com-
bining the external and internal behavior controls frequencies from
the five different disciplinary situations for the middle-class
(n = 116 couples; 232 parents) and the working class (n = 65 couples;
130 parents). Theoretically, there should be 1,810 reported fre-
quenci es of discipline if each parent in the sample had responded to
each of the five questionsj 1783 responses were obtained.

Since parents were questioned regarding five separate situations in
which the child may hypothetically engage, the responses to all of the
five different situations were totaled for each social class under ex-
tgrnal or infernal behavior controls. The situations revolve around
fibbing,'fighting, display of tantrums, "snitching" and promptness. In
an attempt.to determine if parents of the middle- and working-class res-
pond differently with regard to the types of offense committed by the

child, it was felt that a more representative response of class behavior
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could be obtained if situations were included involving'differentb
si tuations.,

-The Chi Square computed at .05 level of significance led to the
rejection of the null hypothesis indicating that middlc-class parents
are more likely to use internal behavior controls than working-class
parents and working-class parents are more likely to use external be-
havior controls in disciplining their children than are middle-class
parents. The differences were significant at P.<.0Ol.

In.order to obtain the differences for each of the five situations,
Chi Squares were computed at .05 level of significance for each of the
five situations regarding Hypothesis I. These situations were described
in Chapter III and are abbreviated as follows: fibbing; child went down-
town instead of to the park as planned, fighting; child hits another
cﬁild, tantrum; child unable to go swimming and engages in a tantrum,
"snitching;" child caught taking money from mother's purse, and prompt-
ness; child can not be located when parents plan to leave for a visit.

The data indicates that out of the five different situations re-
quiring some form of disciplinary measure, two of the situations led to
the rejection of the null hypothesis. The data from the two situations
regarding the child throwing a tantrum and the child "snitching® money
indicate that middle-class parents differ from working-class parents on
the type of behavior controls utilized. In the situations regarding the
child's going downtown instead of to the park and.when'the child hit a

neighbor child, a higher percentage of middle-class parents reported

using internal behavior controls as compared to the working-class parents.
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These differences were not, however, significant at .05 level of signifi=
cance. In the situation in which the child could not be located, there
wéreé no - appreciable difterences between the two classes on the use of
disqiplinary techniques. A summary of the use of external and internal
behavior controls by middle- and working-class parens is given in Table
II.

TABLE II

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF NO. OF TIMES MIDDLE- AND WORKING-
CLASS PARENTS USED EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

SITUATIONS REQURING Controls Controls

DISCIPLINE Ext. & Int. No. Ext, & Int. No. x2 p.
(Freq. & Per.) Resp. (Freq. & Per.) Resp.
1. Fibbing - downtown 172 59 231 106 23 129 2.82 (.10
instead of (74.46) (25.54) (82.17) (17.8)
park _
2. Hitting - hitting 134 96 230 84 Lg 130 1.42 €30
’ another (58.26) (41.74) (64.62) (35.38) :
child B
3. Tantrum - unable to 111 119 230 85 45 130 9.81 .01
go swim- (48.26) (51.74) (65.38) (34.62)
ming . : _
4. Snitching - taking 126 . 97 223 90 34 124 8.76 <.01
' money (56.50) (43.50) (72.58) (27.42)
5. Promptness - can't 197 32 229 107 20 127 .21 .70
be (86.03) (13.47) (84.25) (15.75)
located
Total use of External and 740 403 472 168

Internal Behavior Controls
* Each of the above situations which required discipline were
. tested separately with regard to social class and external
‘and internal behavior controls

In addition to asking the parents how they would respond to the specific
situations in terms of disciplinary techniques, parents were also asked why

they would respond in such a manner.
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WFIBBING:"

Even though the null hypothesis regarding the fibbing situétion in
the use of externaland internal controls codid not be rejected at the
«05 level, the explanations offered by the parents indicate a different

reason for employing discipline. See Table III.

TABLE III

‘THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS BY
MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS TO FIBBING
MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=231)WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=129)

No. Percent No. Percent
‘EX_TER‘NAL CONTROLS 172 44,46 106 82.17
INTERNAL CONTROLS 59 25.54 23 17.83
X% = 2,82 dof. =1 P.<.10

‘In the thtee mentioned categories receivgng:; the most tesponse, working-
class parents had a higher'representation'of responses indicating that
‘the.child should not transgress parental rules and should be obedi ent.
The response of middle-class-parents'(aé.SZ) to reliability, honesty

and trust seems indicative of the stress upon the devélopment of internal
- control mechanisms as compared to (39f2%) of the working-class parents.
The second highest response for middle-class parents (25.5%) and working-
class parents (33.1%) involved employing discipline because the child
should not disobey. According to the percentages for this chioce, working-
'CIaSS'parEnts'were more heavily represented in this "external" explana-
tion. The third highest response of middle-class pafents (21;61) and of

working-class pareats (24.6%) indicated that discipline was administered
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because the whereabouts of the child must be known. A summary is pre-
sented in Table IV.

TABLE IV

EXPLANATIONS GIVEN BY PARENTS FOR DISCI?LINING CHILD
FOR FIBBING (Child went downtown instead of park as
planned).

EXPLANATIONS MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=231) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=130)

No. Percent No. Percent

Must know 50 21.6 32 24,6
whereabouts

Child should 59 25.5 43 33.1.
not disobey

Trust, honesty 108 46.8 51 39.2
reliability

Prevent re- 14 6.1 4 3.1
occurence

FIGHTING:

, In the situation regarding the child hitting a neighbor child,
the null hypothesis was unable to be rejected at .05 level. No signifi-
cant differences between the middle- and working-class parents were in-
dicated in the use of external and internal behavior controls. Although
the differences were not significant, a higher per centage of middle-
class parents reported using internal controls than working-class
parents. See Table V on following page.

The explanations offered by the parents (See Table VI on following

page) illustrate that both middle-class parents (49.27%) and working-class
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TABLE V

THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
BY MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS. (Discipline
administered because child hit another child)

MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS WORKING-CLASS PARENTS
(h = 230) (n = 130)
No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL CONTROLS 134 58.26 84  64.62
INTERNAL CONTROLS 96 41.74 46 35,38
X2 = 1.417 d.f. =1 P. {30
TABLE VI

EXPLANATIONS GIVEN BY PARENTS FOR DISCIPLINING CHILD
(Child hits another child)

EXPLANAIIONS MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS (n=226) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS (n=129)
Noe. Percent No. Percent

‘Most effective 97 42,9 47 36.4

way to reach

child

Should respect 62 27.4 38 29.4

and control :

emotions

Should not 61 26.9 42 32,6

fight a '

Nothing 6 2.6 2 1.6
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parents (36.4%) juétify their disciplinary actions by reporting that
the techniques they used are the most: effective way of dealing with
the situation, ceasing the fight. The next‘two categories illustrate
a different priority in explanations for discipline with middle-class
parents repbfting using discipline in order to teach child to control
emotions and respect for others (27.4%) and thirdly, that the child
should not fight (26.9%). The working-class parents responded secondly
to using discipline because th& ¢hild should not fight (32.65%) and
thirdly, that the child should control his emotions (29.47). Although
there were minor differences in the percentage of responses by both
classes, the differences were minor.
TANTRUM

' In the third situation in which the child is unable to go swimming,
begins to cry and runs from the room, the null hypothesis was rejected
at ;01 level of significance indicating that middle-class parents and
working-class parents differ in their use of external and internal be-
havior controls in disciplining their childreﬁ. See Table VII

TABLE VII

THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
BY MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS (Discipline
administered when child unable to go swimming, runs
from room, crying, slamming door very hard).

MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=230) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=130)

No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL CONTROLS 111 48.26 85 65.38
INTERNAL CONTROLS 119 51.74 45  34.26

X2 = 9,81 defe = 1 P.<.01
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In parental eéplanations for the discipline, the response that the
child should be responsbile and learn to accept disappointments,
received the highest response from both the middle-class parents (41.97%)
and working-class parents (36.7%). Working-class parents reported that
discipline was administered.because tantrums are not tolerated (31.2%)
"as the second highest response with middle-class parents reporting (23.9%)
for this response. The remaining responses were not reported in the same
priority for working- and middle-class parents. Working-class pérents
chose thirdly, to administer discipline because the child should not
:"disobey (16.47.) as compared to middle-class parents (11.5%), whereas
middle-class parents chose thirdly, to ignore the tantrum (15.9%) as.
compared to the (11.7%).response of working-class parents. A separate
category indicated tﬁat the parent must be more understanding bedause‘
parents often disappoint their children, received a response of (7.5%)
from middle-class parents and (3.9%) from working-class parents. In
this situation, the display of the tantrum would most likely go unpunished
or ignored. If this category were to be combined with the category of
ignoring, it would provide a contrast of (23.4%) for the middle-class
parents aﬁd (15.6%) for working-class parents, The separation was made
in order to obtain a finer distinction of parental explanations. The
category of ign&ring contains responses reporting that the child can
not be reasoned with in a moment of anger and that he should not be
given the satisfaction of attention. The category of parental blame
focuses more on the behavior of the parent than on the child."

In éomparing the explanatiors given for disciplining the child for
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the tantrum,explanations for discipline which focus on obeying rules and
on the iﬁmediate situation were chosen by a higher per centage of working-

class parents as compared to middle-class parents as is shown in Table

VIiIiI.
TABLE VIII

EXPLANATIONS GIVEN BY PARENTS FOR DISCIPLINING

CHILD (Unable to go swimming, child engages in

tantrum)
E}CELANATIONS MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=226) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=128)

No. Percent No. Percent

Child should 93 41.1 47 36.7

‘be responsible-
- learn to accept

di sappointment

Tantrums are 54 23.9 40 31.2
not tolerated

Children should 26 11.5 21 16.4
not disobey -

Ignore- can't 36 15.9 15 11.7

be reasoned or
do not give
satisfaction

 Parents fault 17 7.5 5 3.9

In explanations ceritering on the need for children to be responsible or
on. explanations which involved ignoring their acts and thereby imposing
.no " external or‘imp_osed infractions from the parents, middle-cléss parents:
were more highly represented in these categories.than wﬁvox':king-class~
parents.

SNTTCHING

The fourth situation in which the parents were asked to respond in-
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volved the child's gnitching’money from the wife's purse. The null hy-
pothesis was rejected at .01 level of sighificance indicating that mi ddl e-
and working-class pérents differ in their use of external and internal
behavior controls involving snitching. See Table IX

"TABLE IX

THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS BY
MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS (Discipline adminis-
tered when child caught snitching money from mother's
purS (=19 ) ’

MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=223) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=124)

No. Percent No. Percent 4
EXTERNAL CONTROLS 126  56.50 90 72.58 -
INTERNAL CONTROLS 97  43.50 36 27.42
X2 £8.76  d.f. =

1 E Po<001

In the expl#nations offered for the use of discipline, the category
indicating that discipline was administered because stealing is wrong
‘received (40.9%) of the middle-class responses and (52.3%) of the
working-class responses. Both middle-class parents (35.5%) and working-
ciass parents (31.5%) reported secondly, that discipline was administered
to emphasize responsibility, trust and réliability.’ The remaining res-
ponses show no appreciable differences, however, more middle-class parents
were unable to hypothetically envision the child snitching than working-
¢class parents.

Since the null hypothesis was rejected, it can be assumed that
working-class parents would use extérnal_behavior controls which focus

'upon the wrong doing at hand, whereas even though the middle-class
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parents alsorindiéated that stealing was wrong, they used internal be-
havior controls which focused on the future ramifications of such an
act. This is also supported by the middle-class parent's second choice
or responsibility, reliability and trust which inv&lved a higher per-
centage of responses than parents of the working-class. The summary

of parental explanations for discipline involﬁing snitching is pre-
sented in Table X.

TABLE X

EXPLANATIONS GIVEN BY PARENTS TOR DISCIPLINING
CHILD (Child snitching money)

EXPLANATIONS MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(n=232) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=130)
_ No. Percent No. Percent

No idea 16 6.9 4 3.1

Stealing is 95 40.9 68 52,3

wrong

Responsibility, 82 35.5 41 31.5

trust

Child could 39 16.8 17 13.1

ask

PROMPTNESS

In the situation in which the parents plan to go visiting and can
not locate the child, the null hypothesis was unable to be rejected at
.05 level of significance indicating that middle- and working-class
parents do not differ in their use of external and internal behavior
controls. See Table XI on'following page.

In explanations offered by parents for using the type of discipline
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TABLE XI

THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS BY
MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS. (Discipline adminis-
tered child was late for visiting appointment with
parents).

MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS (n=229) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS (n=127)

, ‘No. . Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL CONTROLS 197 86.03 107 84.25
INTERNAL CONTROLS 32 13,97 20 15,75

X2 = ,212 defe = 1 P.<¢.70
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they had chosen, the category receiving the largest response from middle-
v cIass parents (50.47) and working-class parents {43.9%) cited that'the
child was punished in order to learn tolbe considerate and prompt. The
response centered around regard for the friends who whould be'kept
waiting by such aﬁ unthoughtful act. The‘category of responsibility was
chosen secondly by both middle-class parents (20.27) and working-élass
_parents“(ZS.AZ). The category of responsibility was separated from prompt-
ness and being considerate for the main emphasis centered around maturity
and thé abi1ity to make decisions and carry them‘out in a responsible

- manner. The category stating that punishment was administerd because
the child should not disobey was reported as’the third priority by
middle class parents (15.5%) and working-class parents (19.2%). Data

on the explénations for disciplining the child for promptness are pre-
sented in Table XII.

TABLE XII

EXPLANATIONS GIVEN BY PARENTS FOR DISCIPLINING CHILD
(Promptness: Late for visiting appointment)

EXPLANATIONS MIDDLE-CLASS PARENTS(h=232) WORKING-CLASS PARENTS(n=130)
No. Percent No. Percent

Nothing, concept 26 11.2 = 11 8¢5

of time differs

Consideration 117 50.4 57 43,9

and promptness

Child should 36 15.5 25 19.2

not disobey

Parental anger 6 2.6 4 3.1

Accept respon- 47 20,2 33 25,4

sibilities
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?or explanatioﬁs that coincide with internal controls, middie-class
parents chose promptness and consideration for others more often than
their working-class counterparts, however, working-class parents chose
the development of responsibility, as an explanation more often than
middlegclass pa&énts.- For the explanations that characterize external
behavior controls, the insistence upon obedience was chosen by more
working-class than middle-class parents,

SUMMARY

The rejection of Hypothesis I indicates that differences do exist

' between middle- and working-class parents in the use of external and

internal behavior controls. Two of the five hypotheses pertaining to
specific situations were rejected at .0l level of significance. The ex-
planations offered by parents for their chosen disciplinary techniques
most often produced the same priorities'in ea;h class. The questions

" were open-ended so the parent's choices were not limited., Categories

of parental explanations in most of the five situations produced the
same first, second and third priorities for both social classes, Within
the priorities, however, it was found that the percentages from each social
class differed. Although the differences in the percentages were small
.in some instances, over all there was a‘téndency for the working-class
‘parents to have higher representation in disciplinary categories which
focused upon the immedi ate consequences and termination of the deviant
act. Correspondingly, there was a higher representation of middle-class

parents in disciplinary categories which focused more upon the child's

intent and the development of internal controls to cope with the situation
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" in the future.

Thejrejection of the null hypothesis appiied to all of the five
situations in general; the rejection of two null hypotheses when
applied to situations individually; and lastly, the parental explanations;
lends support to the assumption that social class has an effect on dis-
ciplinary techniques.
HYPOTHESIS II

Within external behavior controls the use of physical discipline
will not differ in middle- and working-class families.

Hyéothesis II could not be rejected at .05 level of significance
indicating that middle- and working-class parents do not differ in using
physicél discipline, at least, as far as this study was able to measure
it. From the responses of parents to the types of disciplinary techniques
used, a frequency of the use of external behavior controls was com-
piled. The external behavior control techniques were dichotomized into
physical and non-physical categories. Raw frequencies and percentages
were computed for the use of physical and non-physical controls as re-

ported by middle- and working-class parents. See Table XIII on follovﬁng
page.

The analysis indicates that when parents of either social class
use external behavior controls, non-physical measures are resorted to
much more frequently than physical discipline. From the analysis of
external behavior controls, middle-class parents reported a frequency
of (14.27) for physical discipline and working-class parents reported

(16.3%). Although working-class parents reported a higher percentage

of physical discipline, the difference between the two classes is very
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TABLE XIII

TOTAL REPORTED FREQUENCIES OF NO. OF TIMES EXTERNAL
CONTROLS (PHYSICAL AND NON-PHYSICAL) WERE CHOSEN BY
MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS PARENTS

EXTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS

PHYSICAL NON-PHYSICAL TOTAL
No. Percent No. Percent
MIDDLE-CLASS 105 14,2 635 85.8 740
PARENTS
WORKING-CLASS 77 16.3 395 83,7 472
PARENTS
x2 = .98 dof. =1 P.<.50

- % The table represents the raw frequencies of the no. of time
external controls, both physical and non-physical, were resorted
to by middle- and working-class parents. There were 232 middle-
class parents and 130 working-class parents in the sample and

each one was to respond to each of the five situations involving
disciplinary action.
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small. Furihermdre, the similarities between the two classes in.the
use of external behavior controls of a non-physical nature, (85.8%)
of the middle—class parents and (83.7%) of the working-class parents
indicates that: the similarities within external behavior controls
outweighs the dissimilarities of a few perdentgge_points in the use
-of physical controls.

The reader must be cautioned that this specific analysis is only
dealing with the reported frequencies of external behavior controls.
The analysis does not include any of the frequencies for internal
controls.
© SnpMARY

Considering the reported frquencies of external behavior controls
from each class and the further dichotomizing of physical and non-
physical measures, it is diff;cult to lend any sﬁpport to the null
hypothesis. The only finding is that when parents of either class
uée external behavior controls, they are more likely to employ non=~
physical techniques as opposed to physical techniques.

HYPOTHESIS III

Within the middle- and working-class families, there is no difference

in the use of external or internal behavior controls with regard to

the sex of the parent and the child.

In order to test the above null hypothesis, the total number of
frequencies of external and internal behavior controls were tabulated
for méthers and fathers of each social class with regard to the sex of

the child. The middle-class representation in the sample consisted of

60 sons and 56 daughters. The working-class representation consisted



109

of 39 sons and 26 daughters. The frequencies of external and internal
behavior controls from both parents were tabulated for sons and daughters

separately.

The use of external and internal behavior controls by middle-class parents

In comparing the use of external and internal behavior controls of
mi ddle-class parents‘for their sons and for their daughters, the null
hypothesis was unable to be rejected at .05 level of significance for
either case-as is seen in the foilowing Tébles XIV and XV.

-

TABLE XIV

COMPARISON OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
OF MIDDLE-CLASS TATHERS AND MOTHERS TO SONS

MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS MIDDLE-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ.

No. Percent Noe. Percent
EXTERNAL 250  70.4 234 65.7 484
INTERNAL 105  29.6 122 34.3 227
‘ ’ 711
X2 = 1.78 df. =1 P.<.20
TABLE XV

COMPARISON OF EXTERNAL  AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
OF MIDDLE-CLAS5S FATHERS AND MOTHERS TO DAUGHTERS

MIDI:)i.E-CLASS FATHERS MIDDLE-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ».
No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL 225 68.2 222 67.4 447
INTERNAL 105 31.8 107 32.5 212
659

x2 = ,038 defe =1 P.490
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Middle-class mothers reported using more internal behavior controls.
- €3443%) Ehan the fathers (29.6%) in disciplining their sons whereas the
fathers reported a higher frequency of external behavior controls (70.4i5
compared to (65.77%) reported by mothers.

The use of controls as applied to daughters in the middle-class
was not significant; The percentage differences between mothers and
fathers in the use of external and internal behavior controls with
regard to daughters were negligible.

The use of external and internal behavior controls by working-class parents

In testing Hypothesis III in the working-class family with regard
to the son and daughter, the null hypothesis was unable to be rejected
for either sons or for daughters at the .05 level of significance as:
-iS‘shown in Tables XVI and XViI on the following page. Percentages
wer e tabulated from the reported frequencies of the use of internal
and external behavior controls by working-class mothers andvfathers.

”Regarding their sons, wofking-class fathers reported a higher per-

' centage of the use of external controls (78.4%7) than the mothers (74.8%).
Correspondingly, the mothers reported a higher frequency of internal
behavior controls (25.2%) as compared to the (21.6%) of the fathers.
A.summary is presented in Table XVI. H

With regard to the controls administered to the daughters mothers
Arepofted a higher percentage of external behavior'cont:ols (73.3%) as.
compared to (68.27) for- the fathers. Fathers, in turn, reported a
higher percentage of internal behavior controls (31.8%) than did the

mothers (26.6%).
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TABLE XVI

COMPARISON OF USE OF EXTERNAL AND iN’I‘ERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
OF WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS AND FATHERS TO SONS:

TWORXING=-CLASS | FATHERS WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ.
No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL 182 78 .4 172 74.8 354
© "INTERNAL 50 21.6 58 25.2 108
' : 462
Xz = ,88 &:,ﬁ, =1 P. (050
TABLE XVII

" "COMPARISON OF USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
OF WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS AND FATHERS TO DAUGHTERS '

WORKING-CLASS FATHERS WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ.
No. Percent No. Percent
- EXTERNAL 117 68.2 113 73.3 230
INTERNAL 37 31.8 41 21.6 78
: 308

x2 = .30 dofe =1 P.{.70
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'In comparing the middle- and working-class parents' response to the
reported controls used with respect to their SOns and daughters, in all
of the comparisons except for one, same sex parents reported a higher
percentage pf internal controls oﬁ the cross sex-child. The only ex-
ception was the response of middle-class mothers and fathers to their
daughters. Although the percentage differences were small in this case,
the trend was in the opposite direction. A summary conparing_the raw
frequencies and percentages for each class by sex of parent and child is
présented in Table XVIII on the following page.

SUMMARY

None of the null hypotheses tested for differences within social
classes on the use of external and internal behavior controls with res-
pect to the sex of parent and child could be rejectéd at the .05 level of
significance. Percentages of frequencies, however, indicated that a
tendency existed for same sex parents to use external cqntrols for the
same sex child and internal behavior controls for the cross sex child.
Since this "tendency existed, a further analysis was attempted to deter-
mine if the same null hypothesis could be rejected when comparisons were
made between social classes instead of within social classes,

Middle- and working-class mothers response to daughters.

Comparisons of the frequencies in which external and internal be-
havior controls were used by mi&dle- and working-class mothers with res-
pect to daughters §as not significant at the .05 level of significance
but was at P.<.20. Middle-class mothers reported a higher frequency to

employ internal behavior controls (32.5%) as compared to the (26.67%)
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TOTAL REPORTED FREQUENCIES OF NO. OF TIMES EXTE.RNAL" AND INTERNAL
CONTROLS WERE CHOSEN WITH REGARD TO SOCIAL CLASS AND SEX OF

CHILD AND PARENT

MIDDLE CLASS

RESPONSE TO SONS
EXTERNAL INTERNAL
(No. and Percents)

Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers

250 234 105 122
(70.4)  (65.7) (29.6) (34.3)

WORKING CLASS

182 172 50 58
(78.4) (74.8) (21.6)  (25.2)

TOTAL FREQUENCIES
MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS Boys 355

Girls 330
Total Freq. of Controls 685

MIDDLE-CLASS MOTHERS = Boys 356
| Girls 329
Total Freq.of Controls 685

RESPONSES TO DAUGHERS
EXTERNAL INTERNAL
(No. and Percents)

Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers

225 222 105 107
(68.2) (67.4) (31.8) (32.5)

117 113 37 41
(75.9)  (73.3)  (24.1)  (26.6)

WORKING-CLASS FATHERS Boys 232
Girls 154
Total Freq. of Controls 386

WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS Boys 230
' ' Girls 154
Total Freq. of Controls 384

THE'?ERCENTAGES REPRESENT THE PROPORTION OF THE RAW FREQUENCIES
OBTAINED ON THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR CONTROLS
FROM THE TOTAL OF THE FIVE DISCIPLINE SITUATIONS. '
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‘reported by working-class mothers. Correspondingly,,working-class mothers
reported a higher frequency to employ external behavior controls (73.3%)
than middle-class mothers. See Table XIX.

TABLE XIX

COMPARISONS OF USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR
CONTROLS OF MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TO
DAUGHTERS

MIDDLE-CLASS MOTHERS WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ.

No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL 222 67 4 113 73.3 335
 INTERNAL 107 32,5 41 2646 148
329 154 %83
X2 =1,72 dofe =1 P.<.20

Middle- and working-class mothers response to sons

Tﬁe same hypothesis was tested for middle-class and working-class
mothers with regard to their sons and rejected at P.£{.02 levei of signi-
ficance. The rejection indicates that between social classes, the use
of external and in;ernal behavior controls is affected by the sex of the
parent and child, Middle-class mothers reported (65.7%) usage of external
behavior controls for sons whereas working;ciass mothers reported (74.8%).
Internal behavior controls had a reported frequency of (34.4%) for middle-
class mothers and (25.5%) for working-class mothers. See Table XX on
following page.

From the two préceding findings, it appears that if differentiation

is made in employing behavior controls, the differentiation with respect
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TABLE XX

COMPARISON OF USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL CONTROLS
- OF MIDDLE- AND WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TO SONS

MIDDLE-CLASS MOTHERS WORKING-CLASS MOTHERS TOTAL FREQ.

Noe. Percent No.. Percent
EXTERNAL 234 65,7 172 74.8 406
INTERNAL 122 34.3 58 25.2 180
356 730 586

X2 = 5,425 defe =1 P.{.02
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to the sex of the child will be more pronounced with working-class
mothers. Although mothers of both social classes reported using a
higher percentage of externallbehaviqr controls than internal behavior
controls when disciplining their sons, middle-class.mothers reported
~a higher frequency of interﬁél behavior controls than working-class
mothers.

Middle- and working-class fathers response to sons

When comparing the frequency of external and internal behavior con-
trols used by middle- and working-class fathers in disciplining ﬁheir
sons, the hypothesis of no differences was rejected at .05 levéel of
significancé. Working-class fathers reported a higher tendency to employ
external behavior controls (78.47) than middle-class fathers (70.4%).
Mjddle-class fathers reported a usage of internal behavior controls
(29.6%) as compared toJ(Zl.EZJ of the working-class fathers. Again,
external behavior controls were chosen over internal behavior controls

but the tendency is not as large with middle-class fathers. See Table

XXI.
TABLE XXI
COMPARISON OF THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR
CONTROLS BY WORKING- AND MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS TO SONS
MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS  WORKING-CLASS FATHERS TOTAL FREQ.
No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL 250 70.4 182 78.4 432
INTERNAL 105 29.6 50 21.6 155
355 232 | 387

X2 = 4.68 defe =1 P.<.05
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Middle- and working-class fathers response to daughters

Ihe hypothesis'of no difference in the use'of“external and internal
behavior controls between social classeslwith‘regard-to fathers . and
daughters could not be rejectéd at .05 level of significance but was
significant at P.<.10. Although external behavior controls were chosen
over internal behavior controls by fathers of both classes, working-class
iathers (75.9%) reported a higher frequency than middle-class fathers
(68.2%). Frequency of internal behavior controls was (31.8i) with
middle-élass fathers and (24.1%) with working-class fathers. ‘See
~ Table XXII.

TABLE XXII

COMPARISON OF THE USE OF EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL BEHAVIOR
CONTROLS BY WORKING- AND MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS TO

DAJGHTERS
MIDDLE-CLASS FATHERS WORKING-CLASS FATHERS TOTAL FREQ.
No. Percent No. Percent
EXTERNAL 225 63.2 117 75.9 342
INTERNAL 105  31.8 37 24.1 142
330 154 48%

X2 = 2.86  d.f. =1  P.<.10

As illustrated in the comparisons by middle- and working-élass
mothers in the controls utilized to discipline sons and daughters, mi ddl e-
~and working-class fathers also reported a higher frequency of external
than internal behavior controls. Working-class fathers show a greater

tendency to utilize external behavior controls than middle-class fathers.
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Furthermore, if‘differentiation is made with reférence to the sex of
the child, this differentiation is more pronounced with Fprking-claés
‘fathers than middle-class fathers, The same téndency occurred for
mothers.

Conclusion

Data presented in this chapter werelthe findings derived from testing
a series of hypotheses involving the effects of soéial class on disciplin-
ary techniques. Further analyses were made to determine the effects of
sex differentiation. The assumption that external behavior controls
'wili be uﬁilized more in the working-class families than in the middle-
class families and that internal behavior controls will be utilized more
in-the middle-class families thén in the working-class families received
‘support.fSupport was rendered from the rejection of Hypothesis T and
further subported by the explanatian parents offered for their discip-
linary aciions.

“The hypothesis‘fegarding the use of physical discipline in middle-
and working-class families showed no difference in usage. When middle-
‘and working-class families utilize external controls, they afé more
-likely -to employ non-physical external controls as opposed to physical
external controls.

The hypothesis involving the use of external and internal behavior
controls within classes as affected by sex of child and parent did not
receive support at .05 level of significance. Perqentages,'however,
within classes indicéted that parents utilize external behavior controls
to a greater proportion with the same-sex child than with the cross-sex

-child, Furthermore, a comparison between classes of the effects of
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sexual differentiation on the types of disciplinary controls employed
revealed that a tendency exists.for parents to use external behavior
controls more frequently on the same-sex child and to use internal
behavior contrbls more frequently on the cross-sex child. This ten-
‘dency is more pronounced in the working-class families. |

The implications of the present findings will be expanded in the
following chapter. Suggestions will be given for possible strategies
of bringing the relationship of sociai class and disciplinary techniques
"to a head" instead of briefly skimming the surface with supportive,

. but non-conclusive findings.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following question was posed in Chapter I: "Does social class
have an effect on the types of discipline administered to children by
their parents?" This question generated a concomitant inquiry: "Within
the confines of social class, are disciplinary techniques affected by the
sex of the parent and child?"

Research, however, involves more than asking questions. Research
indicates that hypothetical predictions derived from a theoretical per-
spective are being tested. The questions asked were developed into the
following hypotheses:

‘Hlln disciplining the child, ithe use of external behavior controls
‘as opposed to internal behavior :controls, will be more evident in working-
class families than in wmiddle-class families.

H2Within external behavior controls, physical discipline will be
more pronounced in working-class families than in middle-class families.

‘H3within'socia1 classes, same sex parents are more likely to use
external behavior controls with a same-sex child and external behavior
controls with a cross-sex child.

Testing the above hypdtheses in the null form ied to the rejection
of Hypothesis I at P.€.0l level of significance. Hypotheses II and III
were unable to be rejected at .05 level of significance. The testing
of hypothetical predictions, however, is not an isolated endeavor that
ends with the rejection or accpetance of the null hypotheses. The testing
of hypothetical predictions cagstantly refers back to its theoretical
origins and assumptions.

It was maintained in the theoretical perspective that the concept

of social class was a useful hypothetical construct which represented
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,a.distinct social reality through its affects upon‘humanlbehavior. The
reality it represents forms a distinctive way of iife‘for_its occupants.
How does this distinctive way of life of sociai class-pe;meate'apd af-
fect disciplinary techniques in the socialization process? 1In an attempt
to'answer this question, propositions derived from the Parso#ian fraéé—
work of family and.socialiZation provided‘a linkage between the systemc
social class and the family system. In simple terms, the Parsonian
~framewo:k provided the how; how the family and the soéial structure are
related. Parsons discussed the relationship of the family unit to the
*':fbtcupational structure by the phenomenon of "interpenetration". Pareats,
as socialization agents, not only occupy roles in the family system
-but also in other structures of society. -Because an individual parti-
cipates in a multitude of systems in society, a myriad of effects are
produced from this differential participation. The various systems
“in‘sociéty are not isolated but "interpenetrate” each other through
--the occupants who hold positions in each. Consequently, the activities
‘within the family are affected by the boundary-roles of its occupants
who participate‘in other systems. The theoretical perspectiﬁes of other
n#inQEStigators included:in the Parsonian framework.prgvided the why;
why the relationship ofvsocial class and disciplinary teéhniqueS‘va;y
as different variables enter the situation. Propositions produced from
the fusion of these perspective weré.developed inté hypotheses which could
be empirically tested. The findings of these hypotheses will now be pre-
sented and interpreted.in'terms of the theoretical perépective.

HYPOTHESIS I was concerned with the effect that the "interpene-

IR NS
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tration"” of systems.and subsystems within society had upon its occupants
as they.enacted their familial roles in discipiining their children.

The rejection of the null hypothesis at P,{.0l lent support to the
hypothetical prediction that in the disciplining of their children,

the use of extersal behavior controls as opposéd to internal behavior con-
trols will be more evident in the working-class families than in middle-
class families. The present findings indicate that differences do exist
between classes in disciplinary techniques. These findings are supportive
of research conclusions reached by previous investigators who maintained

. that class differences are apparent in the use of disciplinary techniques,
The exp;anations given for these differences, however, vary according

to the theoretical perspectives of the investigators.

In discussing the effects of social class upon the family, McKinley
attributed the differences in the use of disciplinary controls,to the
re&ards and strains the head of the Eousehqld experiences in his oc-
cupation. Since the lower-class father does not have the same autonomy
or security in his job as the middle-class father, the lower-class father
will vent his frustrations in the home since he csn not at work. The
middle-class father would not be as threatened in his job so he can dis-
place his aggression at work. As a consequence of this frqstration,
the lower-class father will use more aggressive disciplinary techniques
than his middle-class counterpart. McKinley found that lowsr-class
parents are more severe than middle-class parents in their use of
disciplinary techniques.' He found that middle-class children were

disciplined to develop self-control whereas lower-class children were
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pun;shed for oLLenses. The upper~ and middle-class parehts used more
‘emotional- and verbal controls whereas the lower-class parents ténded to .
‘use more physically expressed sanctions.l

Kohn focused more upon punishment in terms of phy#ical and non-
_physical categories. He.maiﬁtained that the middle- and wofking-class
ﬁamilies'wbuld differ in the use of disciplinary techniques because
middle-class families, due to their positions in society deal more with
interpersonal relations, ideas, and symbols; their occupations are
more subject to self-direction; and lastly, their mobility is more
~ -dependent on one's own actions. In comparison, working~-class families
.Mbecausezof their location in the soéial‘structure and because of their
educational attainment, deal more with the manipulation of things; are
in oécupations subjected to more standardiiation and direct supervision;
and lastly, their mcbiiity is more dependent upon collective action.
'Kohn's:findings indicate that middle-class parents discipline with an
emphasis on the intent and the future ramifications of such misbehavior
whereas working-class parents seem to focus more upon the immediate
.situation of the act.2 p

Bronfenbrenne?'s findings are also supportive.of Hypothesis I. He

discussed differences in disciplinary techniques in terms of "love-

| lponald Gilbertd {cKinley, Social Class and Family Life (Vew York:
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1964), pp. 83-86.

2Melv1n Kohn, "Social Class and the Exercise of Parental Authorlty,"
. American Sociological Review, 24 (June, 1959), pp. 353-356.




124

ofiented" and "direct methods'" of discipline. With an increase in the
_family's‘positions, the use of direct methods of discipline decreases.3
The perspectives and findings of McKinley, Kohn and Bronfenbrenner
were fundamental in the deveIOpment of the present framework for viewing
social class and disciplinary techniques. Other investigators whose
orientations were not pursued in the development of the present perspec-
tive but whose findings are germane to the preseﬁt analysis, also found
discip;inary techniques to vary according to social class. ‘Sears, Mac-
cohy and Levine found Ehat working-class mo:hers'used physical punishment
and deprivation of privileges to a greater extent than middle-class
mothers. Working-class mothers were also found to use more object-
oriented rather than love-oriented techniques of discipline.4 These.
findings are comparable to the present findings of working-class parents
using external behavior controls to a larger extent than middle-class
- parents., IWhite's results ipdicated that both middle- and working-class
mo thers demanded immediate obedi ence, however, a significant differences
appeared in that working-class mothers were more insistent than middle-

class mothers.3 Miller and Swanson's findings indicated that middle-

3yrie Bronfenbrenner, "Some Familial Antecedents of Responsibility
and Leadership in Adolescents,! in L. Petrullo and B. M. Bass (eds.),
Leadership and Interpersonal Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1961), pp. 248-249,

4Robert E. Sears, Eleanor E. Maccoby and Harry Levin, Patterns of
Child-Rearing (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Company, 1957),
PP. 424-425,

5Mati1da Sturn White, "Social Class, Child Rearing Practices and
Child-Behavior," #merican Sociological Review, 22 (December, 1957),
pp. 708-709. ' .
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class mothers are mofe likely tHan working-class mothers to use sym-
bolic punishment as opposed to physical punishment. .Middie-tlass.mothers
were found to place more of an emphasis upon sglf-cantf01 and thé‘inﬁsr-
nalization of norms of responsibility than working-class m;thérs.6' Litt-
man et. al., however, found no significant: dszerEnves ;n the kznds of
discipline used between middle- and working-class Fam111e5.7 The findings
of Waters and Crandall, on the other hand, found that ;he higher the
~.family status, mothers were less dictorial toward their children and
used "less severe'" penalties for misbehavior. Lower-class mothers were
more prﬁne ‘to ‘use coercive suggestions and *'more severe' penalties in
disciplining children than middle-class mothers.8
..The findings indicate that when differencés are found between social
classes in the use of disciplinary techniques, generally, the working-
class parents are found to utilize discipline that is more object-
'ff“ariented,‘more direct and'"severa" as compared to middle-class parents.
'The;present,ﬁindings indicated that external behavior controls as -opposed
"to internal behavior controls were utilized more frequently by working-

.class parents.

: 6paniel R. Miller and Guy E. Swanson, The Changing American Parent
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), pp. 708-70%.

‘ 7Richard A. Littman, RBobert C. A. Moore and John .Pierce-Jones, '"Social
Class Differences in Child-Rearing: A Third Cormunity for Comparison with
Chicago and Newton," Amer1can SOC101001cal Revi ew, 22(December, 1957),
pp. 698-700.

8Elinor Waters and Vaughn J. Crandall, "Social Class and Observed
Maternal Behavior from 1940 to 1960." Child Development, 35(December,
1964), pp. 1030-1032,
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The findings of previcus studies seem to lend Supporf to the pre-
sent theoretical orientation that due to a differential participation
in the systems and subsystems within society, a crystallization emerges
or social class which styles a different way of life for its of:wpants.
"This style of life, in turn, affects the occupants of the family as
they enact their roles.

HYPOTHESIS II was concerned with the effects of social class on the
kinds of external behayior controls that are employed; sPecifiéaliy
physic.:'al versus non-physical. The above hypothesis showed no differences

»-;V"-"between.middle- and working-class parents in the use of physical discipline.
The present findings are contradictory to the findings of McKinley who
.reported that .lower-class fathers utilize physical discipline to ‘a much
larger extent than middle-class fathers.9 Kohn found that the use of
physical discipline was similar in frequency for both middle- and
-working-class parents, however, there were dissimilarities in the con-
ditions of its employment.!0 The findings of Sears, Maccoby and Levinll
and Miller and Swanson!? indicated that physical discipline is used to
a larger extent by.working-class parents than mi ddle-class parents.

The categorization of physical-vérsus non-physical types of external

behavior controls was used only pertaining to Hypothesis II. Classifying

fMcKinley, op. cit., pp. 83-86.
1(’Kohn, op. cit., pp. 352-356.
Hlgears, Maccoby and Levin, op. cit., pp. 424-425,

124i11er and Swanson, op. cit., pp. 122-128.
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’techﬁiques of discipline as psychological or non-physical versus physical
appears to be a loose conceptualization. It can be seen that within the
psychological or non-physical taxonomy, variations can be found ranging
from yelling, ignoring, isolation, restriction of activities, explaining
and restitution. Although noﬁe of these involves physical punishment,
the absence of physical punishment should not immediately place them in
;he-same categorye.

In the_present findings, physical discipline was found to be only
one of the several kinds of external behavior controls which would be
i_utilizgd'instead of being a main differentiating type qf discipline,

An attempt was not made to.ascertain whether methods of discipline
were léve-oriented, object-oriented, "more or less" severe, restrictive
or permissive, Such classifications appear to be rather subjective and
nebulous. The present analysis was concerned with the parental responses
and parental explanations to acts hypothetically committed by their
éﬁildren. Parents may use a variety of techniques in disciplining but
these techniques were simply viewed from whether they focused on the
termination of the misbehavior, the immediate situationj; or whether they
focused ﬁore upon the intent of the act and the development of self-control.

. Since no significant difference was found'between middle- and
working-class parents in the use of physical discipline, an attempt was
made to ascertain whether parents of the social classes differed in the
specific situations in which they would use external and internal be-
havior controls. Hypothesis I indicated that the middle- and working-

class differed in the use qf external and internal behavior controls.
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Specific situations involving different types of misbehavior were analyzed.
These specific situations were analyzed in terms of the employment of
external %nd internal behavior controls rather than in terms of physical
versus non-physical'discipline,

In two specific situations when the child engaged in a tantrum and
when the child snitches monéy produced significant differences at
P.<€.05 between the middle- and working-;lass in the use of external and
internal behayior controls. Working-class pareants were found to resort
more to external begavior controls and less to internal behavior controls

" than theif middle-class counterparts.

In testing similar circumstances, XKohn found that working-class
mothers had a much higher tendency to resort to physical discipline
than did middle-class mothers.!3 The three remaining situations of
misbehavior involving "fibbing", promptness and hitting .a neighbor child
did not produce significantudifférences between the middle-cléss and the
working-ciass in the use of external and internal behavior controls.

The difference between the two classes regarding their use of behavior
controls in the situations of tantrum throwing and snitching and not in
"£ibbing," fighting and promptness may be an indication of a different
style of life for the occupants of the two diffeérent classes. A note
Should.be made that the situation involving fibbing was significant at
(P.<.10) indicating that the reaction to:this ‘situation seemsuto re— .-

ceive differential treatment with respect to social class. Perhaps hit-

13Kohn, op. cit;, pp. 352-356,
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tihg anbther child and promptness are viewed as "normal" behavior for
childre;'and the types of disciplinary controls employed are concerned
with re;£ifying the present situation.. In using discipliné for hitting
anothefiéhild, middle-class parents more frequently chose internal be-
havior';ontrols than working-class parents and working-class parents
more frgquently chose external behavior controls. Concerning prompt-
ness, wéere the child detained the family, middle-class parents had a

*

higher frequency of external behavior controls than working-class‘parents.
This di%ference in frequency was slight. It appears'that in this latter
LSituatioh, because of the inconvenience the child has cauéed the parent,
the parents of both classes react to the inconvenience rather than the
iﬁplications or consequences of such an act. This type of deviancy in-
fringes upon the parents' rights. The hitting of another child does not
infringe upon the parents! rights and at the samé time; it may not be
viewed as : serious of an act as snitching, "fibbing"or tantrum throwing.
Th; differences between classes in the use of controls ig;fibbingﬁﬁ
snitching and tantrums, however, could be interpreted as a response
conditiéned by the style of life and values of its occupants. In all
-th;¢§;§;tuations, working-class paéents reported a higher frequency of
‘ external behavior control than their middle-class couﬁterparts.
Middlej§135s parents by reporting a higher usage of internal behavior
controlé than working-class parents seemed to view the situations in te;ﬁs
of the?§hi1d's intent ahd future ramifications. The author feels that

the differences in the use of controls, especially in these particular

situations, is an indication of the different styles of life of the
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class occupants.

Although tantrums and being late may both upset the parent, heing
late may have been responded to in termé of aggrevation for infringemerit
on‘parental rights. Tantrums, however, are not a direct infringement
on parental rights and thusly, the techniques of discipline accorded
may center on the immediate situation or on the future implications of
such an act. Although the controls that the parents used in this situa-
tion differed, the explanations the pareats gave for the use of the con
trols were similar. AThe discipline issued for snitching and '§ibbind also

,showed_similar explanations given by the parents of both classes, yet
again,_the disciplinary techniques to accomplish the goal differed.

Hitting another child and promptness are not thoﬁght,by this
author to be significant differentiators between claéses‘because of
circumstances of these acts., Being late is an annoyance and incon-
venience. Hitting another child may not be defined as serious since
children participate’in this kind of behavior.inFibbing'and sni tching,
however, seem to carry moral implications or are considered more
serious offenses, They may be dedlt with in a more serious manner
which is congrﬁent with the family's values and attitudes'toward life.
The findings seem to indicate that parents of both social classes have
similar goals in mind from the explanations they gave for disciplining
but respond with different techniques., These techniques seem to be a
response to their particular way of life.

HYPOTHESIS III was concerned with the effects that role and sex

_differentiation may produce in disciplining children in middle- and
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working-class families. Although the null hypothesis could not be re-
jected-at“.OS level of significance, an‘'analysis of the peréentages
compiled supported the assumption of differential treatment within classes
fwith respect to the sex of,thé child and parent. External behavior con-
“trols weré used to a larger extent on the same-sex child than on the
cross-sex child, This tendency was more pronounced in the working-class
family. Sears, Maccoby and Levine found that better educated mothers
were less likely to differentiate appropriate behavior with respect to
ex.!% xohn reported similar findings in that middle-class mothers are
“not as 1ike1y to differentiate between the sexes when employing disci-
pline aé comparéd to working-class mothers.!? Bronfenbrenner found
that parents were more demanding and firm Qith the same-sex child and
‘more lenient and indulgent with the cross-sex childs This finding was
.more pfonounced in the lower educatianal levels. When différential‘t:eat-
ment was evident, the father is more likely to differentiate regarding
the sex of the child than the mother.16 Bronson,.Katten and Livson,
howéver,Afound no significant differences of differential treatment of
children with regard to sex.l’ Bmmerich's findings show fathersAexertng

more power toward sons than daughters and mothers more power toward

1}z“'Séars, Maccoby and Levin, op. cit., p. 434,
15Kohn, gg,'cit., pp.'353-355.
153ronfenbrenner, op. cit., pp. 248-249,

174anda C. Bronson, Edith S. Katten and Norman Livson, "Patterns
- of Aithority and Affection in Two Generations," Journal of ZAmerican Social
Psychology, 38( March , 1959), pp. 146-152.
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- daughters than sons.!8 Elder and Bowerman found soné more oftén re-
porting the father as being dominant than reports from daughters.l9
The present findings seem to indicate that a more egalitarian
philosophy is pervasive in the middle-class familiés where tﬁe instru-
mental and expressive roles may not be as sharply-differentiated. Inﬂ
both claéses, the findings seem to indicate that parents feel that'thé
disciplining of the cross-sex child is more of a responsibility of the
--Same-sex parent. A special kind of insight seems to be attributed to
the parént of the same sex child in that fathers should have more res-
- ~ponsibility in disciplining sons and the mbthers in disciplining their
daugﬁﬁers. A comparison of responses from middle-class mothers and
-fathers regarding their daughters found that little differentiation was
made in the use of external and internal behavior controls by either
parent. Perhaps the idea prevéils that daughters are "comgon property".
“but sons, on the other hand, should have more male supervision and
guidance. - In all other comparisons of middle-class-parents to Sons and
working-class parents to sons and daughters, the same-sex parent used
more external behavior controls on the same-sex child and more internal
-Mbehaviéfvcontrols on the cross-sex child. Thus, differentiation is

opéerant in the family system as in any other system. The differentiation,

- E8yalter Emmerich, "Variations in the Parental Role as a Function
of the Parent’s Sex and the Child's Sex and Age,'" Merrill Palmer
Quarterly, 8 (January, 1962), p. 7. : g ‘

(4

19G1en H. Elder, Jf. and Charles E. Bowerman, "Family Structure and
‘Child-Rearing Patterns: The Effects of Family Size and Sex Composition,"
American Sociological Review, 28 (December, 1963), p. 896.




133

however, is not strongly enforced. The differentiation is undoubtedly
affected by other variables which could either lessen or strengthen the

‘1ines of differentiation. It does appear, however, that disciplinary
techniques administered to children are affected by the interpenetration
of various systems surrounding:the family as Qell as within the family.,
Sexuai differentiation within the family also appears to contribute to
the types of disciplinary techniques utilized as well as who will employ
the techniques.,

F;om the present findings, theoretical assumptions were both sup-
ported and questioned. Such findings should serve as a catalyst for.

" further re-searching. The findings which indicated that social class
affects the use of disciplinary techniques should be further researched
to clarify the relationship. This last'step requires the investigator
to return to the first step of posing new questicns regarding his
theoretical assumption.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR'FUTURE RESEARCH

The problem presented in Chapter I hés been pursued but not resolved.
From the_present empirical findings, social class does have an effect
upon the use of disciplinary techniqués. The relationship, however, is

‘not strong., The question then is raised, how strong should the relation-
ship be in order to validate the assumptions of the effects of class
differences? If the differences that exist among social classes are

continuous father than clearly demarcated by tangible boundari es, 20 cor-

20gurt B. Mayer, Class and Society (New York: Random House, 1966)
Pe 8. ’
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respondingly, the effects or patterns which result from class membershipé-
‘will be continuous rather than categorical. Another question is raised
- whether the sole reliance upon an objective approach to soccial class is
obscuring te continuous differences that .exist among social classes.
~‘In-order to obtain a rmore vivid picture of the reality of clasé,
perhaps the subjective approach to class should be used in conjunction.
with the objective approach. The present research as well as research
«completed by previous inveétigators utilized the objectiﬁe method of.
-¢class aSSignment.?‘A re-search'shculd be conducted to determine the
g fects that aspirations or class identifications have upon'the'famiiy.
The sole reliance upon the objective approach~to social class may be
blurriﬁg the relationship of social class and disciplinary techniques
since it has no way of tapping the identification of the members. A
family may be classified as middle- or working-class by objective
-—---Criteria yet their behavior may be oriented in another.direﬁtion de-
-pending upon the class identification they hold.

Questions along the same line should be posed to:the parents with
respect to the sources they may consult or to whom they refer regarding
questions pertaining to the'disciplining of their chi;d.,sdch an inquiry
would also aid in estéblishing their class identification;

- The categorization of disciplinary techniques may aléd'be clouding -
a.more-Eqﬂanatory phenomenon. If the present findings were to be re-
searched, parents would also be directly asked if ﬁhey employ discipline_

~which focuses upon the immediate déQiant act, or upon stressing the

development of internalized self-controls. Parents would also be
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questioned as to why they differ in their employmen:~qf discipline with
reference to different deviant acts cormitted, and'with respect to the
sex of the child. Research situations perpetua11y creat¢ di fferent
inquiries concerning the theofetgcél assumptions and this qgestioﬁing
should.also filter into the queries posed to the respondents.

Another variable which may have an effect upon the relationship
of social class and disciplinary techniques is the age of the child.
Discipline administered to children of nursery school age may differ
from diécipline administered to twelve year old children. This question
~may be approached by selecting families who have children of both ages
to determine if the age of the child has an effect upon the use of
disciplinary techniques.

In addition to the concern raised over the age of the child, an
attempt sho&ld also be made to interview the subject child. The present
study departed from previous studies in its inclusion of couples instesad
“of solely.relying-upon the responses of only ohe parent. The present
departuré could also be strengihensd by the inclusion of the subject child.
CONCLUSIONS

'The~§re5ent findings are‘gapportive-of the theoretical assumption
that social class has an effect upon disciplinary techniques used by
parents; Significant differencesiat P.€.01 indicate that the use.gf
external con:rols will be more pronounced in workingnclaSs,than in
,mi&dle-class families and that the use of internal controls will be
more pronounced in-middle-class families than working-class families.

The use of physical discipline as affected by class produced no sig-
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nificant diféerences. The hypothetical prediction gf the effects of
;exual differentiation within the family on disciplinary techniques
was not statistically significant at P.(.OSIBut did show percentage
differences. |

This author feels that different. questions and techniques must be
utilized to test the same phenomenon. A reliance uéon similar ques-
tions and techniques as used by previous investiggtdrs may only be
adding to sterility and obscurity instead of clqrifying the relation-

ship of-sccial class and disciplinary techniques.
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RESPONDENT NUMBER DATE

TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN: _ TIME INTERVIEW ENDED:

CIRCLE ONE: HUSBAND
WIFE

This interview is designed to give us an understanding of
rarent-child behavior. This is an area in which we need much mors
information. DBefore we begin, let me express a word of caution.

We have found that in answering our questions, people will often
naturally try to put their best foot forward, so to speak. They
will tell us what they think we want to heax rather than what they
really believe to be true, or they will tell us how they wish

they behaved, rather than how they usually act. Therefore, at the
very beginning we want to encourage you to be completely frank in
answering ovur questions. There are no right and wrong answers. We
are interested in how you as parents go about the business of raising
your children. And, of course, we want to remind you that you malp
be completely confident that what you report this evening will be
used only for scientific study and will never at any time be identie-
fled with you personally.

Now, since we are interested in your children and your role
as a parent, we would like to start by getting tThe names and ages
of your children:

' : SCHOOQOL
NAME (PIRST NAME ONLY) All Children AGE SEX GBADE
SELECT THE BOY OR GIRL 11 or 12z YEARS OLD.
We will ask all of our guestlons about o

Are “Fhe childreu 1~ P rzo chin/ Seh oo/ z



ASK OF MOTHER ONLY

Letts begin by finding out what organization he/she belongs to.,

Are you (¢

0 . DO YOU + nusband) a
FOR ROYS: MEMBERSHTP ¢ AVATLARLE | ATTEND |i TRANSPORT LEADER
Yes  No Yes 'No |, Yes;No Yes No Yes; No

) i
BOY/CUB SCOUTS ' -
LITTLE LEAGUE
YMCA GROUP
SCHOOL CLUB
DANCING SCHOOL
MUSIC LESSONS
SETTLEMENT HOUSE I
BOWLING LEAGUE TEAM i T T
CIVIL ATIR PATROL a : 5 , T
ORGANIZED TEANMSPORTS ,
SUNDAY SCHOOL GROUP ]
PUBLIC LIBRARY CARD ]

! H H M
| ; I i
i { f {
" ,

!
!
| |
i
|

: |
SCHOOL BAND | | ! |
ART LESSONS ! i ? ! 1
OMAHA BOQOYS CLUB ’ 5 !
SUMMER CAMP v

Are you (6r
DO YOU |l HUsband) a

FOR GIRLS: MEMBERSHIP i AVAILABLE |i ATTEND TRANSPORT ! LEADER
Yes | No Yes| No |l Yesi{No i Yes) No | Yes] No
ae { 4:
GIBL SCOUTS¥BROWNIES § |
i

CAMPFIRE GIRLS r
YWCA GROUP ‘ i
SCHCOL CLUB i
DANCING SCHOOL i
MUSIC LESSONS '
SETTLEMENT HOUSE i
BOWLING LEAGUE TEAM i |
HOMEMAKING CLUB | |
CIVIL AIR PATROL ) |

|

|

§
{
i
|
1
i
'

D SR S, PSS

ORGANIZED TEAM SPORTS A
SUNDAY SCHOOL GROUP H '
PUBLIC LIBRARY CARD ! ; f I
- SCHOOL BAND i | ' :

ART LESSONS B
SUMMER CAMP E
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Television has become an important‘part of our lives today. We'!d like
to find out some of the patterns of television viewing of children like

1.

5

How much time would you estimate that spent watching
T. V. last week? hours

Is that amount' about normal? Yes __ , fﬁo

What would you say is the normal amount of time that
watches Te V.7

Do you have any rules for 's TV watching? No Yes
"What are they?

What are your reasons for having these rules?

vCan'you recall ever discussing sclentific contributions of space

shots, for example, their importance, with while
watching the TV coverage? No ]Yes T

'Wouldld you say that you did this

always

often
sometimes

seldom
never

Can you recall ever discussing moral lessons, for example,
kindness to those less fortunate than you or to animals or

. -¥fnterrace relations or the like when you were watching movies.

on‘TV with «- No
‘ Yes
Would you say that you did this

always
often
sometimes
seldom
never
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6., Can you recall ever discussing TV programs about great Americans

with ? No
Yes
~ Would you say that you do this
' " always
often
sometimes
seldon
never

Now I am going to read you stories about situations which might be
like something that you could expect to happen with
Whether or not this has ever happened, try to think what you would
do if it did come up, and tell me. Again, please tell us what

you think yo you would do, not what you think you gught to do.

(To interviewer: T: Probe question, if parent does not answer with a
punishment,-="What if the same thing happened again?")

l. Suppose you give permission to go to the park with
some friends, and find out later that he (she) has actually
gone downtown instead of to the park. What would you most
likely do when he (she) comes home?

Why?

2, Suppose you look out the window and you see
get angry and haul off and hit a neighbor boy (girl)
without a good reason. What would you (use same sex as child)
most likely do? C

Why?
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3. Suppose _ has been expecting to go swimming on
Saturday, and it becomes impossible for some good reasocn. When
you inform him (heu) that he (she) can't go, he (she) begins to
ery and runs from the room, slamming the door very hard behind
him (her).

What would you most likely do?

Why is that?

4, Imagine that you discover snitching pocket money
from your (your wife's) purse.

What would you most likely do?

Why is that?

5. Suppose ieaves his (her) personal belongings lying
all over the house for you and your (wife/husband) to pick up.

What would you most likely do?
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8.

9.

d 10,

‘boys and girls?

6

Suppose you are going to visit friends on a Sunday afternoon

and » Who knows you plan to leave in’ $en minutes,

goes out to play. When it's time to leave you can't find him
(her). After 30 minutes you locate him (her) at a friend's house.

What would you most likely do?

Why 1s that?

Do you allow

to date in the sense of going to a party

at a home of some friend where there will be an equal number of

Yes
No

Why ?

What do you think of the
child."”

old saying, "Spare the fodjand spoil the

Who in your‘family really has the finai‘say’about things concerning

's discipline,
privileges, etc? HAND CARD

l. Really up to
2. Mainly up to
3., Both parents
L, Both parents
5. Both parents
6. Mainly up to
7. - Really up to

Il

e.g. staying out late, getting special

husband

husband, but wife's opinion counts a lot
about equal, but a little more up to husband
exactly equal

about equal, but a little more v» to wife
wife, but husband's opinion has counted a lot
wife,



11, Do you ever feel unsure of yourself when you deal with P

: Would you say that this happens:

always

often
sometimes
occasionally
never

.12, Do you think your husband (wife) is ever unsure of himself (herself)
‘ when he (she) deals with ? VWould you say that he (she)
feels unsure: v ‘ : '
: always
often
sometimes
occasionally
never

13. Do you have a religious preference? Yes (skip to 13c)
iNo ____ (ask 13a)

(a) Have you ever belonged to a
: religious congregation? Yes (ask 13b)

Which? (be specific) No (skip to 14)

(b) When did yau leave it?

(c) What 1is your religion? (be Very Specific)
s

(d) Have you always been a ?  Yes _ (skip to 14)

| No - (ask 13e)
(e) What was your previous religious affiliationé ﬁ ‘

(f) When did yoﬁvachange?

(g) Why did you change?




14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

How often do you attend religious services?
cnce a week or more
once or twice a month
less than once a month

never

How important would you say your religion is to you?

say

extremely important
very Iimportant
rather important .
not very important
not at all important

Which one of you 1is primarily responsible for

Attending weekly services

Mother

Would you

]

Both Neither

Father

Attending other than the
major weekly service

Prayving before meals

Praving before bedtine

Participation in family
devotions

How important do you think it is that

‘“Hmportant

Very

Important

Not very
impoxrtant

Not at all
Important

Attend church éervices
every week?

Attend other than the
major religious ser=-

vice every week?

Pray before meals?

Pray before bedtime? i

Participate in family
devotion e.g. evening
prayers, bible read-

- ing, etc,

We are used to using thermometers to measure heat. Let¥s
same device to estimate how you feel about your religion.

(a) For exampie, if valuable were at 100 and worthless at 0, where

would you rate your feelings?

¢b) If strong were 100, and weak were 0°?

(c) If deep were 100, and shallow were 07

(d) If . active were 100, and passive were 07
(e) If fair were 100, and unfair were 07

use this



19. Which of the following-is primarily responsible for teaching
a child (Mark "1" for primary reason, "2" for second reason.)
Which 1s the second most important? ,

School |Church | Family ' None

How to treat those from

_different races

Personal responsiovility
Responsiblility to others

Concern for those with less
than he/she has materially
Séxual standards

Religious behavior
Tolerance of others opinions
Patriotism

rd 20« Here are some reasons different people have glven for wanting to
I have their children finish a certain amount of education. Which
‘ one of these would you say 1s most important? (HAND CARD) Least
Tmportant? (Mark "M" for most and WL for least)

1. To obtain a better job or income
2. To obtain a broader outlook on life

3. To improve one's social position in the community
L, To be helpful to other people
‘5 _ To use their special abllities or talents
6. ' To develop personality |
7e To develop moral standards
2l1l. How far would you like . to go in school?

' (Don't read choices)

Don't know

High School
Some college
Finish college

Trade school after high school
Professional education

22, How far do you think realistically that will go in school?
(Don't read choices) .
Don't know

High School ) N
Some college
Finish college

Trade school after high school
Professional education
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23.

24,

25,

26.

10

Here are three different kinds of jobs. If you were advising
... Who had to make a choice among the three, which
would you feel he should pick?

1. A job which pays a moderate income but which he/she
i1s sure of keeping.

A job which pays a good income but which there is a,.

2.
' 50/50 chance of losing.

3. A job which pays an extremely good income &f he/she
makes the grade, but in which they will lose almost
everything -1f they don't make 1it.

What would you préfer’as a life careerffor  ' ) ?
What do you exgect'agfgfl;fe career for __ ' ?

Which of-these statements do you agree with most completely?

Mothers have a right to a career

Mothers may work if it is desirable to supplement

the fanlly income -
Mothers should remain at -home with their families

Part time work for mothers is all right provided that

the children are taken care of
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27. Would you simply tell me whether you agree or disagree with
these statements: (if agree with qualification code agree;
same for disagree)

Agree |Disagree NA

4. In a family it is the husband
who usually should make the
mest important decisions.

b. A married woman with small
children at home should have
complete. freedom to compete
with men for any job she
desires.

c. It is a good thing for a hus- .
band and wife occasionally to Tare
separate vacations. B

é%;) Most é%%%%%ﬁ in these times
are not strict enough with
their children.

e, A wife should give up her
own occupation if that will
help in her husband's success,
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30.

3;9/

ard
VII

12

‘Now, we are interested in what people call work. Which one of

these statements best explains the difference between something
vou would call work and something you would not call work:
(Interviewer: Enter "1" in the appropriate blank below.)

Now, in your opinion, which one of the statements is the gecond
best explanation of the difference between something you Would
call work and something you would not call work: {Interviewer:
Enter "2%" in the appropriate blank below.) -

1. Work 1s not enjoyed, not liked.

2 Work 1s exertion, physical or mental.

3. Work 1s something for which you are paid.

4, Work 1s required, something you have to do.
5e Work is something productive; a contribution.

6. Work is scheduled and done regularly.

If you had enough money to live comfortably without working
would you: : :

1, feel better
2. feel the same
R feel worse

0. does not apply

If you didn't have a job, but did have enough money to live
comfortably without working would you:

le feel better

20 feel the same
3. feel worse

0. ~_does not apply

Some things about our Jjobs are more impcrtant than others. Listed
on this card (Interviewer: HAND RESPONDENT CARD) are eight statements

-given by a group. of people as things: they considered important about

their jobs. 1In your opinion, which one of these statements best
explains what you think (would think) most important about your job?
(Interviewer: Enter "1" in the appropriate blank below. )

Now, in your opinion, which one of the statements is the second best
explanation of what you think (would think) important about your job?

(Interviewer: Enter "2%" in the appropriate blank below.)

1. enables me to make a good’living for myself and my family
2 _ a way of filling the day or passing the time

3. a source of self respect

4, gives me the chance to be with people

5 gives purpose to my life |

6, provides a secure future for me and my fanmily"

7. v a way of getting recognition and respect from others

8. ) provides me with new and interestling experiences
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32. Finally, we would like to ask you a few questions about yourself
to use when we classify your answers. As sociologists, we are
interested in categories of people, and these guestions allow us

to put you in the kind of category that we have found makes the
most difference,

a. How long have you and your husband/wife been married? Years

be Is this your first marriage? Yes No

c. How old were you and your husband/wife when you married?
' H W

d. How far did you go in sohbol?

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Trade school (get specific name)

Professional (get specific name)
As  AMY ap s PerockhAal 2 Mo muel?
e. How far did your father go in school? (Please make an estimate)

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
f. How far did your mother go in school? (Please make an estimate)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

ge What was your father'’s occupation when you were about your
son's (daughterts) age? (Be specific,.)
If farming: :
(1) How many acres in the farm?

(2) Did your father own or rent?

h. What is your occupation? (Be specific and list part-time
work for wives)

1. - B - . Which of these comes closest to your total

family income before taxes last year? HAND CARD
ard 1. under $3000 '
JIII 2. $3000 ~ $5,999

3. . $6000 - $8,999

b, $9000 = $11,999

5. $12,000= $14,999
6. ______ $15000- $19,999
7 $20,000 or more
8. refused

jo How long have you lived at this address? years

a., Where did you live just before this?
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Interviewer

Field Number

Respondent Number

Summary remarks - (Include such things as estimate of respondentfs
cooperativeness, brief description of the house -~ size, state of

repalilr or anything else of interest,)
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" We are conducting a scientific survey designed to study Omaha
parents and their patterns of raising children. Your cooperation
is appreciated for we feel that you can make an important contri-
bution to the scientific understanding of this area of family
1life. We think also that you will find that this is a very
interesting experience.

Two graduate students from the University of Omaha will contact
you within the next few days. We would like the opportunity to
interview both of you at the same time. The interview will take
about 30 to 45 minutes. Information that you give us will be
used for scientific purposes, and your answers will be treated
with the strictest confidencs.

Thank you for your courtesy.

Sincerely yours,

Cora A. Martin, PH.D.
Director, Research on Family Life
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