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Abstract 

 

INTERGENERATIONAL PARENTING STYLES: THE CONSISTENCY OF 

PARENTING STYLES ACROSS GENERATIONS IN A RURAL COMMUNITY 

 

Erin Lindsey Knight  

B.S., Wingate University 

M.A., S.S.P., Appalachian State University 

 

 

Chairperson:  Pamela Kidder-Ashley 

 

 

In the past half-century, research linking parenting styles with various child outcomes 

has led to a heightened desire to understand how parents acquire the skills and behaviors they 

use towards their children.  Research on the intergenerational continuity of parenting 

practices, or styles, has produced varied results, such that multiple studies have found 

evidence of intergenerational continuity, whereas others have not.  Accordingly, the purpose 

of the current study was to examine the relationship between the parenting style that parents 

report using with their own children and the parenting style they report their parents to have 

employed.  In the present research, 22 participants (16 females, 6 males) were surveyed 

regarding perceptions of their own parenting styles as well as their perceptions of their 

parents’ parenting behaviors.  Due to the low return rate and sample size, it is believed that 

the results obtained do not accurately reflect intergenerational transmission in parenting 

styles.  Nonetheless, results from the current study suggest that perceived intergenerational 

continuity from mothers to daughters may exist, but only for permissive parenting.  Same-

gender continuities in parenting styles were not evident among men, and cross-gender 
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continuities in parenting styles were not found for men or women.  For both men and women, 

same-gender continuities in parenting style were not significantly different from cross-gender 

continuities.  Although these findings are not generalizable and may not add to the existing 

literature on intergenerational continuity, this study contributes to the literature by 

highlighting a key barrier to conducting research in rural communities: participation. 
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Intergenerational Parenting Styles: 

The Consistency of Parenting Styles Across Generations in a Rural Community 

Parenting a child is arguably one of the most difficult, yet rewarding, tasks that many 

people undertake in life.  One reason parenting can be arduous is because there exists no 

handbook that details every possible life event and appropriate response.  Thus, parents are 

left to engage in practices they think will positively influence the actions and character of 

their children.  The practices employed differ from one parent to another, based in part upon 

how the parent views the child (Baumrind, 1966) and how the parent himself or herself was 

raised (Campbell & Gilmore, 2007; Conger, Schofield, & Neppl, 2012; Neppl, Conger, 

Scaramella, & Ontai, 2009; Simons, Whitbeck, Conger, & Wu, 1991).  Differences in child 

rearing practices have been the subject of research for many years (Baumrind, 1966), often 

with the goal of linking parenting practices to aspects of children’s behavioral and 

psychological development (Bornstein, 2002).  Such research has revealed identifiable 

dimensions of parenting as well as common constellations of those dimensions, referred to as 

“parenting styles” (Baumrind, 1967, 1989, 1991a).  The research also has identified typical 

child developmental outcomes that are associated with each of those styles (Baumrind, 1966, 

2005; Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991; Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts, 

1989).  Of particular interest for this study are the findings of a major study by Elder and 

Conger (2000).  After years of examining influences and outcomes for rural farm families in 

the Midwest, they concluded that the successful development of rural children was heavily 

reliant on resourceful pathways.  These pathways referred to the presence and quality of 

linked social relationships.  The social ties that created these pathways were established 

through the interdependency of family life and connections to relatives beyond the immediate 
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family, such as grandparents, who lived nearby and provided warmth and moral support.  

Unlike many studies of child development, Elder and Conger’s examined intergenerational 

influences; they concluded that grandparents often added richness to the experiences of the 

child, reinforcing the existing strengths of the immediate family, providing unconditional 

support, and generally reinforcing the “developmental environment,” although they found 

that grandparents had less influence than did parents.  

Parenting styles 

Researchers from diverse methodological and theoretical perspectives have 

investigated parenting practices and have consistently found that parents vary with respect to 

two distinct attitudinal and behavioral dimensions (Fletcher, Walls, Cook, Madison, & 

Bridges, 2008).  However, the labels assigned to these dimensions vary across researchers 

and studies.  Darling and Steinberg (1993) observed this similarity across various 

researchers: 

For Symonds (1939), these dimensions included acceptance/rejection and 

dominance/submission; for Baldwin (1955), emotional warmth/hostility and 

detachment/involvement; for Schaefer (1959), love/hostility and autonomy/control; 

for Sears et al., (1957), warmth and indulgentness/strictness; and for Becker (1964), 

warmth/hostility and restrictiveness/[permissiveness].  In retrospect, the similarity of 

the underlying dimensions proposed by these different researchers is remarkable (p. 

489). 

Research on these dimensions has linked them to child psychological development 

and well-being and the overall climate of the parent-child relationship (Baumrind, 1967, 

1989, 1991a; Baumrind & Black, 1967; Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Han & Shaffer, 2014; 
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Peterson & Bush, 2013; Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 1995).  These two overarching 

dimensions can best be described in terms of responsiveness and demandingness.  

Responsiveness refers to “the extent to which parents intentionally foster individuality, self-

regulation, and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to children’s 

special needs and demands” (Baumrind, 1996, p. 410).  Demandingness, on the other hand, 

refers to “the claims parents make on children to become integrated into the family whole, by 

their maturity demands, supervision, disciplinary efforts and willingness to confront the child 

who disobeys” (Baumrind, 1996, p. 411; for a review see Maccoby & Martin, 1983).  

Through her work with young children, Baumrind (1967) noticed specific patterns of 

parenting emerge from the combination of various levels of both responsiveness and 

demandingness.  These multi-dimensional patterns of parenting behavior, expectations, and 

values led to Baumrind’s conceptualization of three primary styles of parenting: permissive, 

authoritarian, or authoritative.   

Permissive parents are high in responsiveness and low in demandingness.  These 

parents allow the child to have considerable freedom, avoid exercising control, and do not 

emphasize the importance of obeying externally defined regulations.  They are extremely 

lenient regarding the child’s desires and behavior and seldom require the child to partake in 

household responsibilities and obedient behavior.  When rules are broken, the permissive 

parent may try to reason with the child (e.g., providing explanations for family rules), or use 

manipulation, but little else is done to control the child’s behavior (e.g., overt power, such as 

confrontation).  In a sense, permissive parents  “…present themselves as resources to be used 

as their children wish, not as active agents responsible for shaping or altering their children’s 

ongoing or future behavior” (Baumrind, 1989, p.354; Baumrind, 1967, 1989, 1991c). 
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Authoritarian parents are low in responsiveness and high in demandingness.  These 

parents are obedience- and status-oriented, and attempt to shape and control the child’s 

behavior and attitudes through imposing high expectations and strict rules that are to be 

obeyed without question.  To instill respect for authority, work, order, and the traditional 

structure of the home, this type of parent believes in keeping the child in his or her place, 

limiting opportunities for independence, and allocating household chores.  Authoritarian 

parents monitor the child’s attitudes and behaviors closely.  If the parent does not think that 

the child’s actions or beliefs align with their set standards, the parent may use punitive or 

forceful measures, as opposed to engaging in a discussion (i.e., clearly state his or her values 

and explaining the reasoning behind his or her rules) with the child (Baumrind, 1967, 1989, 

1991c).  

Authoritative parents are high in both responsiveness and demandingness and are 

issue-oriented.  These parents value “…both expressive and instrumental attributes, both 

autonomous self-will and disciplined conformity” (Baumrind, 1989, p.353).  Accordingly, 

they have clearly defined standards of appropriate behavior, and guide and monitor their 

children’s behavior in an assertive, but not invasive or restrictive, manner.  Authoritative 

parents are able instill knowledge while directing the child’s behavior through discussions of 

the reasoning behind their rules.  However, when non-compliance does occur, these parents 

are not afraid to confront the child about the problem and expect the child to respect the set 

rules.  As a means to achieve their objectives, authoritative parents use reason, power, 

shaping, and do not base their decisions on group consensus or solely on the child’s urges.  

While they acknowledge the inherent privileges they have as adults, they also value the  
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child’s individuality.  They are highly supportive of, and committed to, the child and attempt 

to foster autonomy and self-regulation in a loving environment (Baumrind, 1967, 1989, 

1991c). 

Parenting styles and child outcomes 

 Typically, the family provides children with their first social interactions.  Through 

these interactions, children watch what others do, mimic their responses, and learn which 

behaviors are rewarded and punished.  In essence, the family is the first context of 

socialization that children experience (American Academy of Pediatrics, 2003).  Since 

Baumrind first identified her three styles of parenting (1967), she and other researchers 

(Baumrind & Black, 1967; Baumrind, Larzelere, & Owens, 2010; Dornbusch, Ritter, Herbert 

Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraleigh, 1987; Fletcher et al., 2008) have undertaken numerous 

studies to examine relationships between parenting styles and child outcomes across a wide 

range of ages and types of families.  Results consistently demonstrate that children of 

authoritative parents display superior outcomes across various domains, including academic 

and social/behavioral competence and psychosocial development, relative to children with 

authoritarian and permissive parents (Baumrind, 1996; Lamborn et al., 1991).  Some of these 

findings are summarized below. 

Children of permissive parents tend to display under-regulated emotional responses 

and may be prone to antisocial behaviors.  Additionally, they tend to exhibit low persistence 

on tasks and become defiant when challenged.  Baumrind (1971, 1991a) speculated that these 

outcomes resulted from a lack of self-imposed limits.  Specific to preschool students, 

Baumrind (1971) noted that both boys and girls with permissive parents were less 

achievement oriented, and girls were less independent, compared to other students.  
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 Authoritarian parents often have children who excel in school but are anxious, 

withdrawn, and moody.  When such children become frustrated, they tend to react poorly and 

fear new situations because they prefer to follow, rather than lead.  When compared to other 

preschool-age children, girls with authoritarian parents were noticeably more dependent and 

submissive, while boys were relatively hostile and resistive (Baumrind, 1971, 1989, 1991b).   

 Children from authoritative households typically display adequate self-confidence 

(Baumrind & Black, 1967) and independence (Baumrind, 1971), high achievement 

motivation (Lamborn, et al. 1991), and the ability to regulate their emotions effectively 

(Baumrind, 1991a).  Baumrind and Black (1967) suggested that these various aspects of 

competence were facilitated by parental practices that were intellectually stimulating and 

somewhat demanding.  Baumrind (1971) also found that preschool-age children with 

authoritative parents were consistently and significantly more socially competent than other 

preschool-age children; in particular, girls in her preschool sample exhibited purposive, 

dominant, achievement oriented behavior, while the boys displayed friendly, cooperative 

behavior.   

Studies examining parenting styles as they relate specifically to behavior problems 

also have yielded fairly consistent findings.  For example, a study that considered gender, 

grade level, ethnicity, and family income concluded that children with authoritative parents 

had fewer behavior problems than peers in permissive or authoritarian homes (Kaufmann et 

al., 2000).  Another study suggested that higher levels of punitive discipline used by both 

permissive and authoritarian parents were associated with externalizing behaviors (Fletcher 

et al., 2008). 
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Intergenerational transmission of parenting styles 

 As noted above, research has consistently associated parenting styles with various 

child outcomes, such as child competence (Baumrind, 1971; Baumrind & Black, 1967; 

Lamborn et al., 1991) and child maladjustment (Fletcher et al., 2008; Kaufmann et al., 2000).  

Increased awareness of the influential role parents have on their children’s development over 

the years has led to a heightened desire to understand how parents acquire the skills and 

behaviors used towards their children.  Bandura’s Social Learning Theory (1977) postulates 

that “most human behavior is learned observationally through modeling: from observing 

others, one forms an idea of how new behaviors are performed, and on later occasions this 

coded information serves as a guide for action” (p. 22).  Based on this theory, one might 

hypothesize that, because the family is “the first unit with which children have a continuous 

contact and the first context in which socialization patterns develop” (Elkin & Handel, 1978, 

p. 118), individuals would acquire their approaches to parenting through their interactions 

with their own parents.  In fact, findings from several studies (e.g., Belsky, 2005; Schofield, 

Conger, & Neppl, 2014; Neppl, et al., 2009; Simons et al., 1991; Thornberry, Hops, Conger 

& Capaldi, 2003; Van IJzendoorn, 1992) demonstrate substantial cross-generational 

continuity in child rearing practices, providing support for this hypothesis.   

A study conducted by Conger, Neppl, Kim, and Scaramella (2003) specifically 

evaluated the transmission of aggressive parenting across two generations of 75 families in 

rural Iowa.  In this study, parenting behaviors were assessed through observer ratings and 

interview and questionnaire data.  Results of this longitudinal study suggest that when 

grandparents (G1s) were observed to have engaged in angry and aggressive parenting, their 

children (G2s) were at an increased risk to engage in aggressive behaviors as adolescents.  
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When G2s became parents 5 to 7 years later, they were also more likely to adopt angry, 

aggressive parenting practices with their own children (G3s), which in turn placed the young 

G3s at increased risk to engage in aggressive behaviors during early childhood.  However, 

aggressive behavior of G2s during adolescence did not predict to their use of harsh parenting 

practices with their children (G3) nor was it associated with aggressive behavior by their 

children (G3).   

To expand upon Conger et al.’s (2003) findings, Neppl et al. (2009) conducted a 

similar study with 187 young adults and 151 toddlers.  In this study, parenting behaviors 

were assessed through observer ratings and self-report questionnaires.  Results indicated that 

harsh parenting by G1s (i.e., the grandparents) predicted harsh parenting by G2s, and positive 

parenting by G1s predicted the same in G2s.  Moreover, mediators that accounted for 

intergenerational continuity in certain types of parent behavior were identified.  In particular, 

the relationship between G1s’ and G2s’ harsh parenting was mediated by G2s’ externalizing 

behavior, especially when it extended from adolescence into adulthood, whereas the 

relationship between G1s’ and G2s’ positive parenting was mediated by the G2s’ level of 

academic attainment.  Furthermore, these pathways remained statistically significant “…after 

taking into account possible G2 effects [e.g., behavioral traits, personality, or temperament] 

on G1 parenting and G3 effects [e.g., behavioral traits, personality, or temperament] on G2 

parenting” (Neppl et al., 2009, p. 1241).  

Campbell and Gilmore (2007) also assessed cross-generational continuities of 

parenting styles, using Baumrind’s (1967) typology, but uniquely contributed to the literature 

by examining the continuity of parenting styles across genders.  The sample used for this 

study was composed of 560 Australian parents of children aged 3 to 16 years.  These parents 
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(G2s) completed surveys about their own parenting styles and about their recollections of the 

parenting styles used by their parents (G1s).  Outcomes of this study further demonstrated 

significant transmission of parenting styles across generations, specifically in authoritarian 

and permissive parenting styles, with same-gender continuities (i.e., G1Mothers to 

G2Daughters, G1Fathers to G2Sons) being strongest, followed by cross-gender continuities 

(i.e., mothers to sons, fathers to daughters).  These findings were statistically significant even 

though G2s reported themselves to be generally less authoritarian and more permissive than 

their own parents.  It is noteworthy that results for the authoritative parenting style were not 

significant, although G2s tended to report themselves to be more authoritative than their own 

parents were.  Campbell and Gilmore postulated that these findings could be due to 

differences in how G2s interpret their own and their parents’ authoritative parenting 

practices.  

Lamm, Keller, Yovsi, and Chaudhary (2008) approached parenting from a vastly 

different point of view than previous studies.  Lamm et al. (2008) interviewed 134 mothers 

and 66 grandmothers of three-month-old infants from four different cultural environments – 

urban, German, middle-class families; urban, Indian, middle-class families; rural, 

Cameroonian families; and urban, Cameroonian families.  Analysis of their interview data 

revealed variations, across the cultural/demographic groups, in the intergenerational 

continuity of essential features of maternal care of infants.  The authors concluded that the 

variations seemed to stem from the differences in the families’ cultural/demographic 

conditions, especially in how fast-changing their conditions were.  Accordingly, Lamm et al. 

(2008) postulated that the strong cross-generational similarities in the essential features of 

maternal care of infants were prevalent in the rural sample because of the two generations’ 
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shared socio-demographic conditions, which were particularly apparent in their occupations 

(e.g., rural subsistence farming) and similar levels of educational attainment.  Although this 

study was unique in how parenting was conceptualized, the findings have implications for the 

current study, given that Lamm et al. (2008) found continuity to be strongest when the 

cultural/demographic conditions and education levels were similar across generations, which 

may hold true for the current sample. 

 Although recent research has provided some evidence supporting the continuity of 

child rearing practices across generations, many facets of this relationship have yet to be 

thoroughly explored.  One such area that needs further investigation is the impact of 

mediating and moderating effects on the transmission of parenting practices.  

Influential factors in the intergenerational continuity of parenting  

Research on the intergenerational continuity of parenting practices, or styles, has 

produced varied results, such that multiple studies (Baumrind, 1967; Fletcher et al., 2008; 

Fish, Amerikaner & Lucas, 2007; Simons et al., 1991; Schofield, et al., 2014; Van 

Ijzendoorn, 1992) have found evidence of intergenerational continuity, whereas others 

(Belsky, Jaffee, Sligo, Woodward & Silva, 2005; Conger, et al., 2012; Smith & Farrington, 

2004; Thornberry et al., 2003) have not.  Several studies, in addition to that of Lamm et al. 

(2008), have found that socio-demographic factors, such as parental educational attainment 

(Campbell & Gilmore, 2007; Neppl et al., 2009) and access to high paying employment 

(Scaramella, Neppl, Ontai & Conger, 2008) may be influential on the extent to which child 

rearing practices are transferred across generations.  Individual difference factors that have 

been implicated include parent personality characteristics (Kitamura, et al., 2009; Tanaka, 

Kitamura, Chen, Murakami & Goto, 2009) and child temperament (Latzman, Elkovitch & 
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Clark, 2009; Lee, Zhou, Eisenberg & Wang; 2013).  It is beyond the scope of the current 

study to address each of these factors; of particular interest is the role of educational 

attainment in the transmission of parenting styles across generations.  

Research has suggested that G1-G2 differences in parental educational attainment 

might be a factor that shapes parenting behaviors and contributes to cross-generational 

discontinuities found in the literature.  For instance, in Campbell and Gilmore’s (2007) study, 

the observed generational shift, wherein G2s rated themselves to be less authoritarian and 

more authoritative and permissive than their G1 parents, resulted in part because G2s with 

higher levels of education reported being less authoritarian than their parents.  Similarly, 

Neppl et al. (2009) found that G1 positive parenting predicted G2 adult academic attainment, 

which mediated the relationship between G1 and G2 positive parenting.  Neppl et al.’s 

findings suggest not only the presence of intergenerational continuity in positive parenting 

but also the impact of educational attainment as an additional influence on G2 parenting 

behaviors. 

Previous studies, such as that by Campbell and Gilmore (2007), have examined 

educational attainment through a mediation model in an attempt to explain why 

intergenerational transmission of parenting styles occurs.  Results of such studies provide 

evidence that educational attainment mediates the link between G1 and G2 parenting styles.  

Although previous research has already established support for educational attainment as a 

mediator in intergenerational transmission of parenting styles, the researchers conducting the 

present study were interested in understanding how the level of educational attainment 

amplified or attenuated (i.e., moderated) the intergenerational continuity of parenting styles.  

The present researchers anticipated that when G2 educational attainment was high, the 
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continuity between G1 and G2 parenting styles would be weaker than the intergenerational 

continuity of parenting styles when G2 educational attainment was low.  The researchers’ 

interest in examining educational attainment as a moderator was spurred by the fact that these 

findings, when taken together, also provide some evidence that cross-generational increases 

in level of education may limit the transmission of parenting styles from one generation to 

the next. In light of the research linking authoritarian parenting behaviors with child 

maladjustment (Fletcher et al., 2008; Kaufmann et al., 2000; Neppl et al., 2009), the present 

researchers’ were primarily interested in the impact of educational attainment in regards to 

the transmission of the authoritarian parenting style. The researchers suspected that when G2 

educational attainment was high, the continuity between G1 and G2 authoritarian parenting 

would be weaker than the intergenerational continuity of authoritarian parenting styles when 

G2 educational attainment was low.  Such a finding might have implications for the 

development and targeting of future interventions aimed at improving parenting behavior.  

Gender as a moderator in intergenerational continuity of parenting 

As recently as 20 years ago, rural Appalachian families tended to reflect fairly 

traditional gender roles, where mothers were the primary caregivers and fathers were the 

primary income producers (Cox, 1993; Klein, 1995).  Furthermore, studies from that time 

also suggested that rural Appalachian fathers tended to use harsh parenting practices (The 

Rural and Appalachian Youth and Families Consortium, 1996) and were more actively 

involved in the parenting of their sons than their daughters (Harris & Morgan, 1991).  

Somewhat more recent research (Conrade & Ho, 2001; Russell et al., 1998), using non-

Appalachian samples, has found that children generally perceived their fathers to be more 

authoritarian and less authoritative than their mothers. 
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A recent study (Manoogian, Jurich, Sano & Ko, 2015) investigated how rural, low-

income Appalachian women viewed and evaluated their roles as mothers and how having 

access to limited economic resources influenced mothers’ parenting experiences.  Through 

interviews, mothers expressed how motherhood shaped their personal identities, experiences, 

and decisions about time, finances, and parenting.  Many mothers ascribed to a traditional 

view of motherhood, valuing mothering as their top priority and viewing child outcomes as 

largely dependent on their mothering efforts.  Holding traditional gender expectations also 

contributed to the mothers’ expressed reluctance to gain employment and put their children 

in daycare even when family economic needs were high.  These mothers explained that they 

would prefer to stay home, spend time with their children, and raise the children themselves, 

rather than receive outside help or have their children affected by their jobs.  To help ease the 

financial burden, mothers regularly received support (e.g., financial, emotional, and 

instrumental) from their family members, particularly from G1Mothers.  While this study did 

not examine the role of gender in the intergenerational transmission of parenting styles per 

se, it provides insight into the value that this sample of mothers placed on their role as 

parents and suggests that intergenerational transmission of parenting styles may be especially 

high for mothers in a rural Appalachian community. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that there may be gender differences in the 

transmission of parenting styles across generations.  However, research examining whether 

the intergenerational transmission of parenting styles is more likely for fathers or for mothers 

has thus far been inconclusive.  Several studies have found more evidence of transmission for 

mothers than fathers (Belsky et al., 2005; Simons et al., 1991; Thornberry et al., 2003; 

Thornberry, Krohn, & Freeman-Gallant, 2006), while other studies have reported the 
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opposite (Campbell & Gilmore, 2007; Furstenberg & Harris, 1993).  The current study was 

designed to contribute to our understanding of gender differences in intergenerational 

transmission. 

Research Questions       

The present study was designed to address gaps in the research literature and provide 

a systematic investigation of same-gender and cross-gender intergenerational similarities and 

differences in the parenting styles that G2 mothers and fathers report for themselves and for 

their own G1 parents.  It was also designed to explore the possible moderating effects G2 

educational attainment on intergenerational transmission of parenting styles.  To do this, data 

were collected on mothers’ and fathers’ educational attainment and their perceptions of their 

own parenting styles and those of their spouses/partners, together with their recollections of 

the parenting styles used by each of their own mothers and fathers.  The following 

hypotheses guided the research. 

(1) It was hypothesized that there would be a positive correlation between the 

reported G1 and G2 parenting styles for both same-gender and cross-gender 

pairs (H1).  

(2) It was further hypothesized that same-gender correlations would be stronger 

than cross-gender correlations, for both G2 sons and daughters (H2).   

(3) Additionally, the research on the traditional gender roles and family structure 

of rural Appalachian life (e.g., Manoogian et al., 2015) and the literature 

suggesting stronger transmission of parenting styles for women than men 

(e.g., Thornberry et al., 2006) led to the prediction that the reported  
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intergenerational correlations would be strongest between G1Mothers and 

G2Daughters (H3). 

(4) Finally, the research literature also indicates the possible influence of 

educational attainment (Brown, Copeland, Costello, Erkanli, & Worthman, 

2009; Campbell & Gilmore, 2007; Neppl et al., 2009) on parenting and, by 

extension, on intergenerational transmission, particularly for the authoritarian 

style of parenting.  Thus, it was hypothesized that the intergenerational 

correlations would be moderated by G2 educational attainment, such that 

current parents with higher levels of educational attainment would identify 

themselves as less authoritarian than their own parents (H4).   

Method 

Participants 

 Participants included 22 parents of elementary aged children from five elementary 

schools in a rural Southeastern school district.  Of the 22 parents, 16 were female (73%).  

The sample was primarily Caucasian (15 female, 5 male; 1 American Indian/Alaskan Native; 

1 not reported) with an age range of 31 to 73 years old (Mage = 44.09, SD = 10.23) and an 

average annual household income of $60,936.36 (SD = $39,833.15, Range = $0 -

$130,000).  The majority of the sample (19 parents, 86.3%) reported that they were currently 

married or in a domestic partnership (1 separated, 1 divorced, 1 single/never married); 12 

participants were married to, or in a domestic partnership with, another participant in the 

study (i.e., the sample included 6 couples). On average, the participants reported first 

becoming parents when they were 27 years old (SD = 5.55, Range = 15 - 36).  The 

distribution of the sample by education level can be seen in Table 1.  The majority of parents 
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(77.3%) reported having obtained an Associate’s Degree or higher. It is noteworthy that this 

sample is not representative of the community from which it was obtained. According to 

2016 census data (United States Census Bureau, 2016), the county from which the sample 

was obtained has a median income level of $37,777, which is roughly 62% of the median 

income of the current study’s sample. Further indicated by the 2016 U.S. Census Data 

(United States Census Bureau, 2016), 79.5% of the community’s population graduated high 

school, but only 18.9% obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher. As indicated in Table 1, 9 

parents (54.5%) in the current study obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher. 

Measures 

Demographics Questionnaire.  The Demographics Questionnaire is an 11-item self-

report measure of parents’ background information.  It can be found in Appendix A. 

Modified Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaires.  The original 

Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ) was developed by Robinson et al. 

(1995).  The original PSDQ has three forms—one for mothers, one for fathers, and one for 

single parents—each containing 32 items.  The mother and father forms are the same except 

for pronoun changes, and both forms ask the parent to rate himself or herself and his or her 

spouse, whereas the single-parent form only has the parent rate himself or herself.  Robinson, 

Mandleco, Olsen, and Hart (2001) also created the original Intergenerational version of the 

Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ-G1), a 32-item retrospective measure 

of the parenting respondents perceive their parents to have used.  

Because the wording of the original questionnaires reflects a traditional family 

composition (female mother with male father and their biological children), the current 

researchers deemed it appropriate to modify the measures to make them more inclusive and 
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reflective of today’s more diverse family compositions.   With regards to the PSDQ, the 

researchers utilized the single-parent form for all parents and simply modified the formatting 

for clarity and simplicity. For the PSDQ-G1, the researchers added a section that allowed the 

participant to indicate the nature of his or her relationship with “Parent 1 (if he or she was 

not the participant’s mother)” or “Parent 2 (if he or she was not the participant’s father).”  

Accordingly, the terms “[Parent 1]/[Parent 2]” were used in place of “[Mother]/[Father]” 

throughout the questionnaire. 

Thus, two questionnaires were created for use with all participants: a modified 

version of the original single-parent form (the PSDQ-Part 1; see Appendix B) and a modified 

version of the original intergenerational form (the PSDQ-Part 2; see Appendix C).  The 

modified questionnaires contained the same number of items as the originals and retained the 

basic meaning of each item.  Spanish versions of both modified forms were available to 

participants who requested them. 

The original PSDQ was normed on 1,251 parents of preschool and school-age 

children, including 717 mothers and 534 fathers.  To complete this measure, parents respond 

to items on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always).  The PSDQ 

contains seven sub-factors that contribute to the three parenting styles.  The Connection 

Dimension sub-factor, the Regulation Dimension sub-factor, and the Autonomy Granting 

Dimension sub-factor can be averaged individually to obtain a dimension score, or averaged 

together to acquire an overall Authoritative Parenting Style Score.  The Physical Coercion 

Dimension sub-factor, the Verbal Hostility Dimension sub-factor, and the Non-

Reasoning/Punitive Dimension sub-factor can be averaged individually to find a dimension 

score, or averaged together to achieve an overall Authoritarian Parenting Style score.  Items 
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in the Indulgent Dimension sub-factor can be averaged to achieve a dimension score and an 

overall Permissive Parenting Style score. 

Olivari, Tagliabue, and Confalonieri (2013) examined reliability and validity statistics 

for the PSDQ across 53 studies conducted in various parts of the world.  Results indicated 

adequate reliability. Results of face, concurrent, and predictive validity tests support PSDQ 

as an adequate measure of parenting styles.  

As noted previously, Robinson et al. (2001) also developed the PSDQ-G1.  Items on 

the original PSDQ-G1 parallel the items on the original PSDQ, but the items are reworded to 

assess an adolescent or adult’s perception of how he or she was parented during childhood.  

Less is known regarding the psychometric properties of the PSDQ-G1, although three studies 

conducted by Tagliabue, Olivari, Bacchini, Affuso and Confalonieri (2014) that used a 

measure purported to be a version of the PDSQ-G1 examined the scale’s structure, 

invariance, and convergent validity using a sample of 1,451 Italian adolescents in high 

school.  The findings suggest that the PSDQ-G1 generally has acceptable psychometric 

properties, including convergent validity, but that future research is needed to determine the 

cross-cultural applicability of this instrument. 

Procedure 

 Prior to recruiting participants, written consent was obtained from the school district’s 

superintendent and the elementary school principals (Appendix D).  Parents of all children 

enrolled in the five elementary schools in the district were invited to participate via an 

informed consent letter (Appendix E) sent home with the youngest child of every household.    

To have an inclusive sample, Spanish translations of the consent letter were sent to Spanish-

speaking households, with the assistance of teachers who knew the household language of 
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their enrolled students; letters also were addressed not exclusively to “parents” but to any 

adult in charge of the day-to-day parenting of an enrolled child.  (However, for clarity and 

simplicity, all participants will be referred to subsequently as “parents.”)  Interested parents 

were instructed to sign the letter, place the signed letter in the pre-addressed envelope that 

was provided, and return the letter to the investigators via the applicable classroom teacher, 

who was instructed to place all the sealed envelopes in a designated container at the school, 

where they were picked up by a research assistant.  In total, 1,516 informed consent forms 

were sent to parents in the school district (671 English, 87 Spanish).  Only 73 parents (4.8% 

of all parents; 72 English; 1 Spanish) returned the signed informed consent, indicating a 

willingness to participate in the current study.  A questionnaire packet, labeled with a unique 

identifying number, was prepared for each parent who indicated a willingness to participate.  

Each packet contained all of the questionnaires, in counterbalanced order; each questionnaire 

was labeled with the same unique identifying number.  Parents were instructed to complete 

each questionnaire and then to return the packet via postal mail.  Only 22 parents (30% of 

interested parents; 1.5% of all parents) completed and returned the questionnaires sent to 

them. Of the 22 packets received, none were from parents who requested Spanish translations 

of the questionnaires. 

In an effort to increase the size of the sample, the researchers provided classroom 

teachers with reminder slips to send home to parents roughly two weeks after sending out the 

initial invitation to participate. Additionally, the researchers included pre-addressed and 

stamped envelopes in the questionnaire packets to reduce the burden associated with 

returning the questionnaire packets.  
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This research was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards established by 

Appalachian State University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the American 

Psychological Association’s (APA) Ethical Principles of Psychologist and Code of Conduct.  

On November 23, 2015, this study was found to be exempt from IRB review.  The approval 

letter can be found in Appendix F. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were computed to describe the characteristics of the sample 

(N=22), and can be found in Table 2. The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was used to check 

all variables for violations that would preclude the use of the statistical techniques chosen to 

address the research questions.  An examination of the descriptive statistics suggests that 

assumptions of normality were met (p > .05) in regards to the education level reported by the 

mothers and fathers in the study (referred to from this point forward as G2Daughters and 

G2Sons).  The Shapiro-Wilk test also was applied to the variables derived from the PDSQ-

Part 1 (referred to from this point forward as the PDSQ) and for the PDSQ-Part 2 (referred to 

from this point forward as the PDSQ-G1.)  For all factor scores obtained from the fathers’ 

(i.e., from the PSDQ and PSDQ-G1), normality can be assumed.  For the mothers’ variables, 

normality can be assumed for all factors scores, except for the PSDQ Authoritarian Factor 

Score (p = .043), skewness = 0.989, kurtosis = -0.070) and the PSDQ-G1 Maternal 

Permissive Factor Score (p = .028, skewness = 1.129, kurtosis = 0.648), both of which were 

moderately to highly skewed and platykurtic. 
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Test of Hypotheses 

Due to the extremely small sample size and limited response rate, the reader is 

strongly advised to not draw conclusions based upon the analyses presented below. These 

analyses were conducted and are presented solely as an academic exercise for the purpose of 

completing the Masters’ thesis requirement. It is also noteworthy that while correlations 

could be computed to examine hypotheses one through three, a moderated multiple 

regression could not be completed to examine the fourth hypothesis, due to the small sample 

size. As such, the moderating role of educational attainment in the intergenerational 

continuity of parenting styles could not be examined. 

Twelve Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to describe 

the relationship between current parents’ own parenting styles and those they reported for 

their own mothers and fathers.  More specifically, correlations were computed between 

mothers’ scores on each factor of the PSDQ (i.e., G2Daughters Authoritative factor, 

G2Daughters Authoritarian factor, and G2Daughters Permissive factor) and their scores on 

each factor of the PSDQ-G1 for their mothers (i.e., G2Daughter - G1Mother Authoritative 

factor, G2Daughter - G1Mother Authoritarian factor, and G2Daughter - G1Mother 

Permissive factor) and for their fathers (i.e., G2Daughter - G1Father Authoritative factor, 

G2Daughter - G1Father Authoritarian factor, and G2Daughter - G1Father Permissive factor).  

Likewise, correlations between fathers’ scores on each factor of the PSDQ and their scores 

on each factor of the PSDQ-G1 for their mothers and for their fathers were also computed.  

Of the 12 Pearson’s r correlation coefficients computed, only one was statistically 

significant.  Specifically, there was a significant linear relationship, r (15) = .51, 

95%CI[0.102,0.801], p =.023, one-tailed, between G2Daughters Permissive Factor Score 
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(M=2.24, SD=0.63, 95%CI[1.91,2.58]) and G1Mothers Permissive Factor Score (M=2.15, 

SD=0.60, 95%CI[1.83,2.47]).  The 12 r correlation coefficients and their respective p values 

can be found in Table 2.  Ordinarily, post-hoc comparisons, such as the Bonferroni correction 

to alpha, would be conducted. However, given the extremely small size of this non-

representative sample and consequently ungeneralizable results, the researchers did not 

conduct post-hoc analyses. 

The G*Power application was used to complete a post-hoc power analysis for the 

significant correlation between mothers’ PSDQ Permissive Factor Score and the PSDQ-G1 

Permissive Factor Score for their mothers.  A power of 0.72 was obtained using an effect size 

ρ of 0.51, α error probability of .05, and a total sample size of 16.  (This outcome suggests 

that there is a relatively high chance of failing to detect a real relationship.) 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there is a relationship between 

the parenting style that parents report using with their own children and the parenting style 

they report their parents to have employed.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that, within a 

rural Appalachian community, there would be a positive correlation and, further, that the 

correlation would be strongest for same-gender pairs (i.e., mothers and maternal 

grandmothers would tend to use the same parenting style and fathers and paternal 

grandfathers would tend to use the same parenting style).  Further, it was hypothesized that 

the reported intergenerational similarities in parenting would be moderated by the mothers’ 

and fathers’ (G2) educational attainment, such that participants with higher levels of 

educational attainment would identify themselves as less authoritarian than they would report 

their own parents to have been.  Despite the fact that the existing literature provides some 
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support for these hypotheses, only one significant correlation was observed.  

It is notable that the participant response rate was significantly smaller than expected.  

Due to the extremely small size and unrepresentativeness of the current sample, 

interpretation of the obtained results is unwarranted. The small sample size yields low power 

and inaccurate effect size estimation, and the sample’s unrepresentativeness renders the 

results generalizable.  

Continuity in Parenting Styles 

Given the limitations of the data, the results do not provide meaningful evidence 

regarding intergenerational continuity in parenting styles. Nonetheless, there was a positive 

correlation between G2Daughters’ and G1Mothers’ permissive parenting styles, meaning that 

G2Daughters who reported engaging in permissive parenting techniques tended to also report 

having mothers who engaged in permissive parenting behaviors, consistent with the 

expectation of same-gender continuity in parenting style, at least for women’s permissive 

scores. Same-gender continuities were not found among men, and cross-gender 

intergenerational similarities in parenting styles were not evident for either men or women in 

this sample; however, as noted earlier, the small sample size precludes meaningful discussion 

of these outcomes.  

Previous research on the intergenerational continuity of parenting styles has produced 

varied results, such that multiple studies (Baumrind, 1967; Fletcher et al., 2008; Fish et al., 

2007; Simons et al., 1991; Schofield, et al., 2014; Van Ijzendoorn, 1992) have found 

evidence of intergenerational continuity, whereas others (Belsky et al., 2005; Conger et al., 

2012; Smith & Farrington, 2004; Thornberry et al., 2003) have not.  Given that several prior 

studies have found evidence of intergenerational continuity, coupled with the types of family 
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contexts often found in rural communities (e.g., close familial ties, substantial grandparent 

involvement) (Elder & Conger, 2000), the current results were somewhat surprising, even in 

light of the small sample size.  However, because the sample was so limited, the present 

findings provide negligible evidence to either support or refute the intergenerational 

transmission of parenting styles in rural Appalachian communities. 

Educational Attainment  

 Given the current study’s sample size, the analyses required to determine whether G2 

educational attainment is a moderator in the intergenerational transmission of parenting 

styles could not be undertaken.  Accordingly, the fourth hypothesis that G2 parents with 

higher levels of educational attainment would identify themselves as less authoritarian than 

their own parents was unexplored. 

While this hypothesis could not be statistically examined in the current study, 

previous studies have suggested that G1-G2 differences in parental educational attainment 

might contribute to cross-generational discontinuities in parenting behavior (Campbell & 

Gilmore, 2007; Lamm et al., 2008; Neppl et al., 2009).  As noted in the literature review, in 

Campbell and Gilmore’s (2007) study, there was an observed generational shift wherein G2s 

rated themselves to be less authoritarian and more authoritative and permissive than their G1 

parents, in part because G2s with higher levels of education reported being less authoritarian 

than their parents.  With these findings in mind, it is noteworthy that the majority of the 

current sample of G2 parents reported having an Associate’s Degree or higher.  Thus, future 

researchers attempting to examine educational attainment as a moderator in the 

intergenerational transmission of parenting styles in rural populations must take care that 

their samples are representative with respect to educational attainment.  With samples like 
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the current one, uncharacteristically high educational attainment might attenuate the 

correlations between G1 and G2 parenting styles.  

Summary of Findings 

 As noted above, these results shed little light on the intergenerational transmission in 

parenting styles, due to the low return rate and resulting small sample size. For the purposes 

of completing this master’s thesis, the planned correlational analyses were carried out, and 

one correlation was significant, indicating a positive relationship between G1Mothers’ and 

G2Daughters’ permissive parenting styles.  However, no examination of educational 

attainment as a potential moderator in the intergenerational continuity of parenting styles 

could be undertaken.  Because of the inconclusive nature of the current study, future studies 

that re-examine these variables, using larger, more representative samples, may be 

worthwhile.  

Limitations 

The most obvious limitations are the study’s small sample size and its lack of 

representativeness in relation to the community from which it was drawn.  The low return 

rate experienced with this study highlights a key barrier to conducting research in rural 

communities: participation.  The researchers were advised by school district personnel not to 

conduct the study via the Internet, because of limited family access to both computers and the 

Internet.  Thus, it was expected that distributing the initial letters of invitation via classroom 

teachers and conducting follow-up communications via postal mail would yield a good 

sample.  However, given the nature of the community in which this study was conducted, it 

may have been better to conduct the research face-to-face, in order to engender greater trust 

among the potential participants.    
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Owens, Richerson, Murphy, Jageleweski, and Rossi (2007) conducted focus groups 

with parents in a rural Appalachian community aimed at identifying barriers to participation 

in community-based parenting groups.  Among the barriers the parents identified were fear of 

being judged for how they disciplined their children and distrust of others in the group (e.g., 

they suspected some were “confederates” who might report them to social services).  Based 

on their findings, the low repose rates in the present study may have stemmed from parental 

fear and distrust, which might have been attenuated had we taken steps to communicate 

personally with potential participants.  Thus, future researchers are urged to maximize 

opportunities for face-to-face contact, by establishing a timeline that would afford them 

contact with parents early in the school year, during back-to-school events.  Ideally, future 

researchers would obtain IRB approval and permission from the school district’s 

superintendent and principals during the spring or summer preceding the academic school 

year during which data would be collected.  They also might host informational sessions for 

school principals, psychologists, counselors, and interested teachers and parents, to explain 

the purpose and potential benefits of the study in order to build trust and identify potential 

”champions” for the project, especially among parent and teacher leaders.  Having the 

support of key parents and teachers may engender positive word-of-mouth communication 

about the study, which can be especially valuable in small communities.  Larsson, 

Butterfield, Christopher, and Hill (2006) identified “insider leadership” and word-of-mouth 

communication as keys to successful engagement with rural communities. When parents hear 

positive information related to the study, for example, that other parents have completed the 

study and perhaps obtained compensation from the study, there is potential to create a  
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bandwagon effect, resulting in other parents being more apt to agree to participate in the 

study.  

Furthermore, with the help of parent and teacher leaders, the nature of the school’s 

population could be better understood and more effective recruitment strategies and materials 

could be developed.  For example, researchers might gain permission to speak to parents 

before a parent-teacher association meeting or a student play or concert. They also might set 

up booths to solicit participation at kindergarten registration days, back-to-school nights, 

open house events, parent-teacher conference nights, fall festivals, or other school-based 

events.  Parents in the study by Owens et al. (2007) reported “time constraints” to be a 

significant barrier to participation. Thus, it would be advantageous to recruit study 

participants at an event that is well-attended by parents.  Furthermore, meeting the 

researchers face-to-face and receiving reassurances about how their data would be handled 

might encourage more parents to consent to participate.  Giving parents the opportunity to 

complete the questionnaires in the booth, either on paper or online, also might both increase 

participation and yield a more representative sample, as might offering some form of 

compensation.    

One potential barrier to having parents complete the questionnaires at a school event 

would be childcare.  It would be important for future researchers to arrange for supervision of 

the parents’ children while the parents complete the questionnaires.  If setting up a booth at 

school events or attending PTA meetings were not possible, researchers might consider 

sending invitations to participate home with key back-to-school information such as bus 

route information, school supply lists, etc.  Additional outlets that might be helpful in 

disseminating information about the study include parent newsletters, the school’s weekly 
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automated phone call or email message from the principal.  However, the less personal nature 

of these options might be disadvantageous. 

Of the many barriers experienced when conducting this study, the need for additional 

resources–specifically a larger research team and additional funding--was crucial.  The 

current research team was very small.  Data collection was primarily accomplished through 

the efforts of one professor and one graduate student, which significantly limited efforts to 

establish buy-in and precluded identification of teacher and parent leaders at the five schools 

and recruitment through face-to-face communication.  Having a larger research team would 

allow the team to build relationships, establish greater buy-in, identify “champions” at the 

school level for all participating schools, and recruit via more personal communication, all 

which have been found to enhance success when working in rural communities (Larsson et 

al., 2006; Owens et al., 2007).  Procuring additional funding, to compensate research 

assistants and participants would help to ensure a larger sample that is more representative of 

its community. 

 The relative homogeneity of the current sample and its limited representation of the 

community from which it was drawn represent further limitations of this study.  Most 

participants were Caucasian females, who were married or in a domestic partnership and who 

had obtained an Associate’s Degree or higher.  According to 2016 census data (United States 

Census Bureau, 2016), it is clear that, while the sample obtained is similar to the rural 

Appalachian population in terms of race, it does not reflect that population in terms of 

education and income.  As stated previously, a larger, more diverse sample would increase 

the likelihood of obtaining significant results and enhance the generalizability of the findings.  
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Reporter bias is another possible barrier associated with the current study, due to the 

retrospective nature of some of the data obtained.  It is possible that the participants (G2) 

may have inaccurately reported the parenting styles their parents (G1) actually used.  In 

future studies, it may be helpful to assess G1s’ parenting styles by having G1 grandparents 

complete the PDSQ instead of utilizing G2s’ retrospective reports. 

Future Research Directions 

 As previously mentioned, there were multiple barriers within the present study that 

warrant explicit consideration in future research endeavors.  Future researchers would be 

wise to obtain funding to support their efforts in obtaining a larger, more representative 

sample that includes participants from a variety of economic, racial, ethnic, geographic, and 

educational backgrounds. Researchers interested in conducting future studies in rural 

communities also should be mindful of the characteristics of rural communities that might 

impact their success.  Of particular importance are the establishment of buy-in, the 

identification of “insider” champions, and the use of face-to-face and word-of-mouth 

communication (Larsson et al., 2006; Owens et al., 2007).  By building relationships, trust, 

and buy-in with key stakeholders and champions, the research team might gain entry into the 

schools and their events, learn the characteristics of their sample and how to best disseminate 

information, and cultivate additional avenues that might increase participation (e.g., face-to-

face and word-of–mouth communication). Future research should heavily focus on in-person 

communication and ways to quickly and easily obtain the data.  As discussed previously, it 

would be worthwhile to attend school events with printed copies or electronic versions of 

both the informed consent and the questionnaires. 
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Researchers with limited resources might choose to focus their efforts on establishing 

buy-in and identifying parent and teacher leaders at just one school rather than several.  This 

would allow the research team the opportunity to focus their efforts on identifying leaders at 

each grade level and cultivating face-to-face communication with these leaders, which might 

result in a larger, more representative sample. 

Conclusion 

 The primary purpose of this study was to determine whether there was a relationship 

between the parenting style that parents report using with their own children and the 

parenting style they report their parents to have employed.  However, due to the low return 

rate and limited sample size, the results obtained were largely inconclusive.    The current 

study did not contribute to the literature as intended; however, it did highlight some of the 

obstacles faced in research conducted in rural communities and, perhaps more importantly, 

the need for a more “personal touch” when conducting research in rural settings.  Despite the 

limited findings and barriers associated with this study, it does present a compelling case for 

additional exploration and investigation. 
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Table 1 

 

G2 Parents’ Level of Education 

Highest Level of Education Completed Parents (N = 22) 

Some High School, No Diploma 1 

Some College, No Degree 3 

Trade/Technical/Vocational Training 1 

Associate’s Degree 5 

Bachelor’s Degree 6 

Master’s Degree 3 

Professional or Doctoral Degree 3 

 

 

Table 2 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Parenting Style Factor Subgroup Completed Questionnaire N M SD 

Authoritative 

G2 Daughter 
PSDQ (Self) 16 4.28 0.34 

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 16 3.30 1.01 

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 16 3.03 1.07 

G2 Son 
PSDQ (Self) 6 4.14 0.47 

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 6   

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 6   

Authoritarian 

 

G2 Daughter 
PSDQ (Self) 16 1.75 0.43 

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 16 2.23 0.82 

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 16 2.40 0.85 

G2 Son 
PSDQ (Self) 6   

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 6   

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 6   

Permissive 

G2 Daughter 
PSDQ (Self) 16 2.24 0.63 

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 16 2.15 0.60 

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 16 2.11 0.86 

G2 Son 
PSDQ (Self) 6   

PSDQ-G1 (Mother) 6   

PSDQ-G1 (Father) 6   
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Table 3 

 

G1-G2 Pearson Correlations across Parenting Style Factors 

Parenting Style Factor G1-G2 Relationship N r p 

Authoritative 

G2Daughter – G1Mother 16 .33 .104 

G2Daughter – G1Father 16 .12 .329 
G2Son – G1Mother 6 .21 .346 
G2Son – G1Father 6 .28 .299 

Authoritarian 

 

G2Daughter – G1Mother 16 .33 .106 
G2Daughter – G1Father 16 -.06 .414 
G2Son – G1Mother 6 .33 .106 
G2Son – G1Father 6 .69 .066 

Permissive 

G2Daughter – G1Mother 16 .51 .023* 

G2Daughter – G1Father 16 .35 .095 
G2Son – G1Mother 6 .31 .274 
G2Son – G1Father 6 .01 .492 

Note: p values are based on a one-tailed test. 
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Appendix A 
 

Demographics Questionnaire – Please provide the following information: 

Check (√) your gender:     Male  Female  Other  Prefer not to report gender 

Check (√) your relationship status: 

 Single, never married   Separated   Widowed 

  Married/domestic partnership  Year of marriage/partnership 

 Divorced       Year of divorce  Prefer not to report status 

Check (√) your race/ethnicity: 

 White, Non-Hispanic   Hispanic or Latino 

 Black or African-American   Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 

 Asian     American Indian or Native American or Alaskan Native 

 Bi-racial or multi-racial   Other or prefer not to report ethnicity 

What is your approximate annual household income?    

In what year were you born?     

In what year was your first child born?   How many children are in your household?   

Check (√) your highest level of education completed: 

 Some high school, no diploma 

 High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED) 

 Some college credit, no degree 

 Trade/technical/vocational training 

 Associate degree 

 Bachelor’s degree 

 Master’s degree 

 Professional or Doctoral degree   In what year did you complete this level of education?  

Check (√) your current employment status: 

 Not employed for pay, not looking for employment (includes stay-at home parents)  

 Not employed for pay, looking for employment     

 Employed fewer than 10 hours per week (including self-employment)  

 Employed 10 – 29 hours per week (including self-employment)   

 Employed 30 or more hours per week (including self-employment)  

 Retired  

 Disabled, not able to work    

For how many years has this been your employment status?   
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Appendix B 

PARENTING STYLES & DIMENSIONS QUESTIONNAIRE – PART 1 
[Project ID:     ] 

 
This questionnaire is designed to measure how often you exhibit certain behaviors towards 

your child,    (name). 

Please carefully read each item and circle the number that best reflects how often you exhibit 

the behavior toward your child. 

 
1 = Never     2 = Once in a while    3 = About half of the time      4 = Very often     5 = Always 

 

 My behavior 
toward my child 

1. I am responsive to my child’s feelings and needs. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I use physical punishment as a way of disciplining my 

child. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I take my child’s desires into account before asking 
him/her to do something. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. When my child asks why he/she has to conform, I 
state: “Because I said so,” or “I am your parent and I 
want you to.” 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I explain to my child how I feel about the child’s good 
and bad behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I spank when my child is disobedient. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I encourage my child to talk about his/her troubles. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. I find it difficult to discipline my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. I encourage my child to freely express 

(himself)(herself) even when disagreeing with me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I punish by taking privileges away from my child with 
little if any explanations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. I emphasize the reasons for rules. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. I give comfort and understanding when my child is 

upset. 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. I yell or shout when my child misbehaves. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. I give praise when my child is good. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. I give in to my child when my child causes a 

commotion about something. 
1 2 3 4 5 

16. I explode in anger towards my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
17. I threaten my child with punishment more often than 

actually giving it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

18. I take into account my child’s preferences in making 
plans for the family. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I grab my child when he or she is being disobedient. 1 2 3 4 5 
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20. I state punishments to my child but do not actually do 
them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. I show respect for my child’s opinions by encouraging 
my child to express them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. I allow my child to give input into family rules. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. I scold and criticize to make my child improve. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. I spoil my child. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. I give my child reasons why rules should be obeyed. 1 2 3 4 5 
26. I use threats as punishment with little or no 

justification. 
1 2 3 4 5 

27. I have warm and emotionally intimate times together 
with my child. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. I punish by putting my child off somewhere alone, 
with little or no explanation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. I help my child to understand the impact of behavior 
by encouraging my child to talk about the 
consequences of his/her own actions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

30. I scold or criticize when my child’s behavior doesn’t 
meet my expectations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. I explain to my child the consequences of his or her 
behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. I slap my child when my child misbehaves. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

The Spanish version of the PSDQ-Part 1 is available upon request.
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Appendix C 

PARENTING STYLES & DIMENSIONS QUESTIONNAIRE – PART 2 
[Project ID:        ] 
 

This questionnaire is designed to measure how often your parent(s) exhibited certain 

behaviors toward you when you were a child, using the ratings below.   
 1 = Never     2 = Once in a while     3 = About half of the time     4 = Very often         5 = Always 
 

Please indicate the nature of each person’s relationship to you. If you were raised by one parent, just 
rate that person.  
 

Parent 1 (if he or she was not 
your mother) 

Check (√) 
one 

Parent 2 (if he or she was not 
your father) 

Check (√) 
one 

Stepmother  Stepfather  
Grandmother  Grandfather  
Other (specify):  Other (specify):  

 

 My mother’s           
(or Parent 1’s) 

behavior toward me 

My father’s    
(or Parent 2’s) 

behavior toward me 
1. My parent was responsive to my feelings 

and needs. 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

2. My parent used physical punishment as a 
way of disciplining me. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

3. My parent took my desires into account 
before asking me to do something. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

4. When I asked why I had to conform, my 
parent stated, “Because I said so,” or “I am 
your parent and I want you to.” 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

5. My parent explained to me how she/he felt 
about my good and bad behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

6. My parent spanked me when I was 
disobedient. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

7. My parent encouraged me to talk about my 
troubles. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

8. My parent found it difficult to discipline 
me. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

9. My parent encouraged me to freely express 
myself even when I disagreed with 
her/him. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

10. My parent punished me by taking 
privileges away from me, with little or no 
explanation. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

11. My parent emphasized the reasons for 
rules. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

12. My parent gave comfort and understanding 
when I was upset. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

13. My parent yelled or shouted when I 
misbehaved 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

14. My parent praised me when I was good 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
15. My parent gave in to me when I caused a 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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commotion about something. 
16. My parent exploded in anger towards me. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
17. My parent threatened me with punishment 

more often than actually giving it. 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

18. My parent took into account my 
preferences in making plans for the family. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

19. My parent grabbed me when I was being 
disobedient. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

20. My parent stated punishments to me but 
did not actually do them. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

21. My parent showed respect for my opinions 
by encouraging me to express them. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

22. My parent allowed me to give input into 
family rules. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

23. My parent scolded or criticized me to make 
me improve. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

24. My parent spoiled me. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
25. My parent gave me reasons why rules 

should be obeyed. 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

26. My parent used threats as punishment with 
little or no justification. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

27. My parent had warm and emotionally 
intimate times with me. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

28. My parent punished by putting me off 
somewhere alone, with little or no 
explanation. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

29. My parent helped me to understand the 
impact of my behavior by encouraging me 
to talk about the consequences of my own 
actions. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

30. My parent scolded or criticized me when 
my behavior didn’t meet her or his 
expectations. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

31. My parent explained the consequences of 
my behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

32. My parent slapped me when I misbehaved. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
 

The Spanish version of the PSDQ-Part 2 is available upon request. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



INTERGENERATIONAL PARENTING STYLES  47 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D 

 
 



INTERGENERATIONAL PARENTING STYLES  48 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E 

 

Consent to Participate in Research 

Information to Consider about this Research 

Title of the Research Study: Parenting Styles in a Rural Community 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Pam Kidder-Ashley 

Department: Psychology 

Contact Information: Dr. Pam Kidder-Ashley  
Smith-Wright Hall, Appalachian State University, Boone, NC, 28608; 828-262-2272, ext. 426  

 

You are being invited to take part in a research study that will examine factors that might 

affect how people parent their children.  By doing this study, we hope to learn whether styles 

of parenting are passed from one generation to the next and whether parenting is influenced 

by various demographic and personality characteristics of parents.  

 

You may not volunteer for this study if you are less than 18 years of age. You may volunteer 

if you are a parent/guardian/adult who is responsible for the day-to-day parenting of a child 

enrolled in one of Avery County’s elementary schools. If you do volunteer, you will be one 

of about 200 people to do so.  We will send you a packet of questionnaires for you to 

complete and send back to us. The questionnaires are described below: 
 The Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire, Parent Form, which will ask you 

about the type of behaviors you use when parenting your child. This questionnaire should 

take you about 5 minutes to complete. 

 The Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire, First Generation Form, which will ask 

you about the behaviors your parent(s) used when parenting you. This questionnaire should 

take you about 10 – 15 minutes to complete. 

 A personality questionnaire, which will ask you to rate how accurately multiple statements 

describe you. This questionnaire should take you about 5 – 10 minutes to complete. 

 A demographics questionnaire, which will ask you questions about such factors as your age, 

gender, ethnicity, and income. This questionnaire should take you about 3 – 5 minutes to 

complete. 

 

What are possible harms or discomforts that I might experience during the research?  

To the best of our knowledge, the risk of harm for participating in this research study is no 

more than you would experience in everyday life. 

What are the possible benefits of this research?  One potential benefit of participating in 

this research is that you may gain insight into the types of parenting practices you use with 

your child(ren) and why you use them. Another general potential benefit is that the findings 

of this study may help current and future parents and educators better understand how 

parenting practices are passed down from one generation to the next. 

Will I be paid for taking part in the research?  We will not pay you for the time you 

volunteer while being in this study. 
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How will you keep my private information confidential?  This study is anonymous.  That 

means that no one, not even members of the research team, will know that the information 

you gave came from you. Your questionnaires will be identified only by a number, not by 

your name or your child’s name. Therefore, it will not be possible for anyone to link your 

answers on the questionnaires to you or your child. 

 

Whom shall I contact if I have questions? The people conducting this study will be 

available to answer any questions concerning this research, now or in the future.  You may 

contact Dr. Pam Kidder-Ashley at 828-262-2272, ext. 426.  If you have questions about your 

rights as someone taking part in research, contact the Appalachian Institutional Review 

Board Administrator at 828-262-2692 (days), through email at irb@appstate.edu or at 

Appalachian State University, Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, IRB 

Administrator, Boone, NC 28608. 

Do I have to participate?  What else should I know? Your participation in this research is 

completely voluntary.  If you choose not to volunteer, there will be no penalty, and you will 

not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have.  If you decide to take part in the 

study, you still have the right to decide at any time that you no longer want to continue. 

There will be no penalty and no loss of benefits or rights if you decide at any time to stop 

participating in the study.  

On November 23, 2015, this study was found to be exempt from review by the Institutional 

Review Board at Appalachian State University.  

If you agree to participate, please sign one copy of this consent form, place it in the enclosed 

envelope and return it to your child’s classroom teacher.  Please keep the other copy of this 

form for your own records.   

After we receive your letter, we will send you a packet containing the questionnaires for you 

to complete and send back to us.  

             

Please print your name here                              Signature                            Date 

             

Please print your CHILD’S name here            Please print that child’s TEACHER’s name here 
(Please choose one child, if you have more than one child enrolled.)  

 

Please indicate the nature of your relationship to the child: 
 Mother/Father  

 Stepmother/Stepfather  

 Grandparent  

 Other (please specify):      

 

Please carefully print your ADDRESS here (so that we may mail you your questionnaires): 

Street address:        Apt. number:    

City/town:    State and Zip code:     

mailto:irb@appstate.edu


INTERGENERATIONAL PARENTING STYLES  50 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD  
 Office of Research Protections 
 ASU Box 32068 

 Boone, NC 28608 
 828.262.2692 
 Web site: http://researchprotections.appstate.edu/ 

 Email: irb@appstate.edu 
To: Dr. Pam Kidder-Ashley 

Psychology 
CAMPUS EMAIL  
 
From: IRB Administration  
Date: November 23, 2015 
RE: Notice of IRB Exemption  
Study #: 16-0107 

Study Title: Intergenerational Parenting Styles: Consistency of Parenting Styles across Generations in a 

Rural Community                                                                                                                     

Exemption Category: 2 

This study involves minimal risk and meets the exemption category cited above. In accordance with 45 
CFR 46.101(b) and University policy and procedures, the research activities described in the study 
materials are exempt from further IRB review. 

Study Change:  Proposed changes to the study require further IRB review when the change involves: 

• an external funding source, 

• the potential for a conflict of interest, 

• a change in location of the research (i.e., country, school system, off site location), 

• the contact information for the Principal Investigator, 

• the addition of non-Appalachian State University faculty, staff, or students to the research team, 
or 

• the basis for the determination of exemption. Standard Operating Procedure #9 cites examples of 
changes which affect the basis of the determination of exemption on page 3. 

Investigator Responsibilities:  All individuals engaged in research with human participants are 

responsible for compliance with University policies and procedures, and IRB determinations. The 
Principal Investigator (PI), or Faculty Advisor if the PI is a student, is ultimately responsible for ensuring 
the protection of research participants; conducting sound ethical research that complies with federal 
regulations, University policy and procedures; and maintaining study records. The PI should review the 
IRB's list of PI responsibilities. 

To Close the Study:  When research procedures with human participants are completed, please send 

the Request for Closure of IRB Review form to irb@appstate.edu. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Research Protections Office at (828) 262-2692 (Robin). 

Best wishes with your research. 

Websites for Information Cited Above 

Note: If the link does not work, please copy and paste into your browser, or 
visithttps://researchprotections.appstate.edu/human-subjects. 

1. Standard Operating Procedure 
#9: http://researchprotections.appstate.edu/sites/researchprotections.appstate.edu/files/IRB20SOP920Ex
empt%20Review%20Determination.pdf 
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