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FAMILY PERCEPTIONS OF PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS
IN RELATIONSHIP TO THE ASSERTIVENESS
OF COLLEGE STUDENTS. (July 1985)
Patricia Buckner Neilson, B. A., Mars Hill College
M. A., Appalachian State University

Thesis Chairperson: Joyce G. Crouch

The present study investigated the relationship be-
tween assertiveness and college males' and females' per-
ceived relationships with their parents. Subjects
consisted of a random sample of 199 Appalachian State
University undergraduate students: 100 women and 99 men.
They ranged in aged from 18 to 28. The number of subjects
from each classification was 56 freshmen, 46 sophomores,
54 juniors, and 43 seniors.

A stratified sample of 300 subjects was asked to
complete the following questionnaires in return for which
their names would be placed in a drawing for a prize:
Rathus Assertiveness Schedule, Clarke Parent-Child Rela-
tions Questionnaire, Parent-Adolescent Communication In-
ventory, and Personal Data Form. One hundred ninety-nine
subjects returned completed packets to the investigator

through campus mail.
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One-way analysis of variance, product moment correla-
tion, and stepwise multiple regression were used to as-
certain sex differences. The analysis of variance revealed
no sex differences in assertiveness of the college males
and females; however, males perceived mothers and fathers
to be more strict than did females, and females perceived
fathers to be more indulgent than did males. Assertive-
ness and parent-subject communication were negatively
correlated for both groups (significant for females). The
regression analysis produced different equations for fe-
males and males, with father's indulgence and parent-
subject communication contributing significantly to the
multiple R (.36) for females and father's aggression to-
ward subject for males (multiple R = .30).

The most significant findings suggest that the
father's aggression increases assertiveness in males and
the father's indulgence increases assertiveness in fe-
males. When the results were assessed, several guestions
were raised, including the validity and reliability of
the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule plus the possibility
that assertiveness is confused with aggressiveness by
laypeople. The investigator concluded that the term as-

sertiveness should be replaced by one which would evoke

less negative evaluations.
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INTRODUCTION

The family has been viewed as having a pervasive
influence upon the characteristics and adjustment of chil-
dren. Such interaction characteristics as maternal pro-
tection, hostility, restriction, and acceleration have
been studied by the Fels Group (Kagan & Moss, 1962);
paternal nurturance, competence, limit setting, and ag-
gression by Lamb (1976); and the importance of the sibling
influence and interaction by Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg
(1970). Additionally, research utilizing direct obser-
vation (Baumrind, 1965) has indicated the importance of
family influence upon the characteristics and adjustment
of children.

Parent-child relations are of major importance in
the development of an individual's personality, as parents
have a great deal of power in all areas of their chil-
dren's lives. They possess and control the material and
emotional supports needed by their children. As the con-
trollers of these supplies, and with their greater phys-
ical strength, parents are in the position to punish or
reward their children at will, whether physically or

through emotional deprivation. Hoffman (1960) suggested
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that "probably in no other relationship does a person in
our society have such complete power over another"

{pe 1307 .

A number of research reviews have also testified to
the significant influence of parental characteristics on
young male and female children's behavior (Becker & Krug,
1965; Frankiel, 1959; Schaefer & Bell, 1958; Sears,
Maccoby, & Levin, 1957). These studies, through the use
of questionnaires and trained observers, have indicated
that some significant portion of the variance of child
behavior is related to parental management and rearing
practices. Other systematic studies of male and female
children's reports of parental behavior have appeared in
the literature (Schaefer, 1965b; Siegelman, 1965) and
sophisticated factor-analytic models have been presented.
The appearance of these studies has directed further at-
tention to the idea that children's behavior is related
to children's perceptions of their parents.

Schaefer (1965a) administered the Children's Reports
of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI) to seventh grade
boys and girls. From the results, he concluded that
children's perceptions of their parents were probably
more related to their adjustment than was the actual be-
havior of the parents. A tremendous volume of research

on children's perceptions of parental behavior was re-

viewed by Stogdill's (1937) survey of studies between




1894 and 1936. The results generally demonstrated that
children's perceptions of their parents were more impor-
tant than parental behavior.

Because the direct assessment of parent-child rela-
tions has been difficult, paper-and-pencil questionnaires
designed to assess children's perceptions of their par-
ents have been substituted for direct observations
(Brown, Morrison, & Couch, 1947; Hawkes, Burchinal, &
Gardner, 1956; Williams, 1958; Schaefer, 1961). Of these
measures, only a few have been constructed to tap adults'
retrospective perceptions of their parents.

Specific child characteristics have been related to
parent-child relationships. Many of these characteris-
tics have been assessed through guestionnaire studies.
The child characteristics of dependency, passivity, with-
drawal, intellectual achievement, conformity, and sex-
role interests have been related to the maternal
relationship (Kagan & Moss, 1962). Other child charac-
teristics such as social adjustment, assertiveness,
aggressiveness, self-esteem, and competence have been
related to the paternal relationship (Lamb, 1976).

The familial backgrounds of assertive and nonassert-
ive individuals is one of the areas of research which has
received little attention. Generally, assertive individ-
uals request their legitimate rights in such a way that

the rights of others are not violated, and nonassertive
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individuals allow their rights to be violated (Jakubowski
& Spector, 1973). It is noteworthy that the present def-
inition of assertive behavior is frequently confused with
aggressiveness by the general public (Tucker, Weaver, &
Redden, 1983).

College men and women are of particular interest in
the study of family backgrounds of assertiveness. Psy-
chologists have considered parents as the major influence
on the developing child (Lynn, 1966; Rogers, 1972), with
girls viewed as more strongly influenced by parents than
boys (Kagan, 1964; Lynn, 1966; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg,
1970) . Researchers have also indicated that females are
closer to both siblings and parents than is the case with
males (Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970).

Other research has indicated that women's concep-
tions of their sex roles are changing with the advent of
the feminist movement and that cross pressures experienced
during the college years are likely to create anxiety re-
garding assertiveness (Cicirelli, 1980). On the one hand,
pressure for academic and vocational achievement evokes
assertiveness, while on the other, pressure to fulfill
more traditional feminine goals of marriage and family
calls for traditional compliant behavior. Moreover, a
number of studies, particularly those utilizing college

students, have shown that females are more likely to ex-

perience assertiveness problems than males (e.g.,




Rodriquez, Nietze, & Berzins, 1980). The findings, on
the whole, suggest that women have an assertiveness
deficit.

While much emphasis has been placed on children's
perceptions of parental behavior, little attention has
been given to adults' retrospective perceptions of their
parents' behavior. Since parents have been considered to
have the greatest influence on their children's lives,
the present study will be concerned with the relationship
between level of assertiveness and retrospective evalua-

tions of subjects' perceptions.



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Parental influence plays a major role in the person-
ality development of children. Research suggests that
the mother's influence produces certain characteristics
in children while the father's produces other qualities.
Parental influence and personality development may also
vary according to the sex of the child. In the following
literature review parental influence upon children's per-
sonality development, particularly in the area of assert-
iveness will be presented. Additionally, instruments
devised to assess parent-child relations, communication
patterns, and assertiveness will be reviewed.

The Role and Influence of the Mother

Begause psychoanalytic theory, especially Freud's
(1951) , emphasized the critical nature of the mother-
child relationship, the role of the mother has been most
thoroughly scrutinized as a determinant of child behavior.
In the Fels Institute study Kagan and Moss (1962), com-
bining the theoretical concepts of psychoanalytic and
social learning theory, investigated the relationship be-

tween the mother's child rearing behavior and the child's

behavior from infancy to adulthood. They proposed that
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the mother introduces goals and values and, by so doing,
acts as a mediator of her culture. The mother also acts
as a model, and the ways in which she is perceived by the
child may determine many of the behavioral choices the
child will ultimately make (Kagan & Moss, 1962). Since
this study provides so much information relevant to the
relationship of maternal behavior to the behavior of off-
spring at several age levels, this study will be reviewed
in the following paragraphs.

As part of the Fels Program, observations and inter-
views with the mothers of children occurred during the
first 12 to 14 years (Kagan & Moss, 1962). The sources
of data consisted primarily of home visits and interviews.
Four types of maternal practices were evaluated: maternal
protection, restriction, hostility, and acceleration of
the child's developmental progress. These variables were
defined. and rated on a seven point scale. The maternal
ratings, made simultaneously with the child's ratings,
were repeated separately for the first three developmental
periods of 0 to 3, 3 to 6, and 6 to 10 years of age. The
maternal ratings for age 10 to 14 were omitted because of
inadequate information (Kagan & Moss, 1962).

This research found that maternal protection, re-
striction, hostility, and acceleration were important in-
~fluences in the development of the female. In particular,

maternal restriction was important. The Fels Group



specifically found that maternal restriction during age
0 to 3 was a good predictor of the girl's passivity as an
adult. Another finding indicated maternal protection and
hostility toward girls during age 0 to 3 were the best
correlates of adult withdrawal; correlates were positive
for protection and negative for hostility. Maternal hos-
tility toward the daughter during the first three years,
together with acceleration during age 6 to 10, were as-
sociated with adult intellectual mastery in the woman.
Those mothers who were critical of their daughters during
the first three years and exerted acceleratory pressures
on them were intellectually competitive role models. The
investigators suggested that this combination of maternal
traits and practices, and their timing in the girl's de-
velopment, were both critical in the development of in-
tellectual mastery in the girl (Kagan & Moss, 1962).
Another result indicated the adoption of masculine
activities in adult women was highly associated with
maternal hostility during the first three years. The
authors suggested that since the critical mothers accel-
erated their daughters and pushed them toward independence,
it might be expected that these girls would not adopt
traditional feminine interests (Kagan & Moss, 1962).
Other findings indicated anxiety over social inter-

action in adult women was associated with maternal pro-

tection during the first three years. Protection of
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daughters during the later periods was unrelated to adult
social anxiety. Hostility toward girls for the first
three years, on the other hand, predicted low social
anxiety in adult women. These findings agreed with pre-
vious findings indicating that mothers who were critical
during age 0 to 3 had daughters who were mastery oriented,
independent, and competitive with peers (Kagan & Moss,
1962) .

Research in this study also indicated the mother has
a tremendous influence upon the son's persconality devel-
opment. The Fels Group found that maternal protection,
restriction, hostility, and acceleration were also im-
portant influences upon the son's development (Kagan &
Moss, 1962).

The major results indicated maternal protectiveness
was a slightly better predictor of passivity for boys;
whereas, restriction was a better predictor for girls.
Other related findings indicated maternal protection of
sons during age 0 to 3 was a slightly better predictor of
passivity in boys age 6 to 10 than protection for ages
3 to 6 and 6 to 10. Protection of boys during age 0 to 3
was one of the best predictors of child and adult intel-
lectual achievement. Thus the pattern most likely to be
related to the boy's involvement in intellectual achieve-
ment was early maternal protection, followed by encour-

agement and acceleration of mastery behaviors. 1In
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summary, the best correlates of adult intellectual
mastery were low hostility and high protectiveness during
the age 0 to 3. Kagan and Moss (1962) called this phe-
nomenon the "sleeper effect," implying that the mother's
early interactions with the child may be more indicative
of the child's future behavior than contemporaneous
assessments of the mother's behavior. They suggested that
behavior, unlike most physical phenomena, has a long-time
course, and the critical antecedents of a response may
have occurred many years prior to its occurrence (Kagan

& Moss, 1962).

Other findings indicated protectiveness during age
0 to 3 predicted conformity during ages 6 to 10 and 10 to
14 for both sexes. This suggested that the mother who
rewarded the child's early dependency may have provided
the conditions for effective socialization of rebellious
tendencies. It appeared that the earlier this maternal
treatment occurred, the more effective the socialization
(Kagan & Moss, 1962).

To summarize, Kagan and Moss (1962) suggested that
maternal protection, restriction, hostility, and accel-
eration were important influences on the development of
characteristics in the girl and boy. The investigators
evaluated the results in terms of their importance. The
most striking finding was that maternal protection of

boys during the first three years was associated with a
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theoretically consistent set of behaviors during the
years 6 to 14, This cluster included a passive reaction
to frustration, emotional dependence on adults, confor-
mity to adult demands, striving for excellence in intel-
lectual achievements, fear of physical harm, and minimal
adoption of traditional masculine interests. If a
mother's tendency to protect her sons during the first
three years is followed by another consistent behavior
pattern, then it is conceivable that some aspect of later
maternal behavior--or the young male adult's memory of
that behavior--would be related to his assertiveness.

The second implication of the data involved the dif-
ferential patterning of maternal treatment of the sexes.
Kagan and Moss (1962) suggested that mothers who valued
intellectual competence for themselves and their children
protected their sons but were more critical of their
daughters. If the mother treated her son and daughter
differently, then it seems likely that this behavior would
produce an assertive daughter with a son who was notice-
ably less assertive,

The third provocative finding involved the "sleeper
effect." 1In several instances the mother's behavior dur-
ing the first three years was the best predictor of school
age or adult behavior. Evaluations of similar maternal
practices during ages 3 to 6 and 6 to 10 were often unre-

lated to the adult's behavior. Since the mother's
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behavior during the first three years appears to be so
crucial, it would seem likely that this would influence
the assertiveness of the school age child as well as the
adult.
The Role and Influence of the Father

While the role of the mother continues to be con-
sidered as an important influence upon child behavior,
recent investigators (Lamb, 1976; Hoffman, 1960; Baumrind,
1971) have examined the role of the father in child de-
velopment. In a review of the literature on the father's
influence, which included a summary of his own investiga-
tions, Lamb (1976) has suggested several reasons for this
interest in the father's role. First, contemporary
social development theorists have increasingly stressed
the role of the mother in the socialization of the child
and are now beginning to acknowledge the importance of
the father's role. The second reason for the ascendant
interest in fathers and other family members relates to
the disintegration of the family in contemporary American
society. Third, researchers have been gathering extensive
evidence suggesting that the infant is actually capable
of playing a far more active role and that its sensory
competence should not be underestimated. This fact, too,
has led social scientists to question whether the in-
fant's social world may not be far more complex than pre-

vious theorizing has assumed. This suggests that infants
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form affective relationships with fathers as well as
mothers (Lamb, 1976).

Lamb (1976) viewed the father as the representative
within the family of the values and standards of the
society. He suggested that without the father's media-
tion, values would not be transmitted effectively. Lamb
(1976) also differentiated between the roles of the mother
and father. He reported that the most prominent charac-
teristics of the father-child interaction were play and
discipline while caretaking was the most outstanding in
the mother-child interaction.

In his review of the literature, Lamb (1976)
stressed that the quality of the early father-child at-
tachment and subsequent relationship is important in the
development of the child's personality. Inadequate
fathering has been associated with a high level of anxiety
and maladjustment in children (Lamb, 1976). The pater-
nally deprived child's insecurity in interpersonal re-
lationships can contribute to feelings of anxiety and low
self-esteem. 1In addition, the paternally deprived child
may experience much anxiety because of an overly intense
relationship with the mother. Lamb (1976) reported that
children who had personality problems such as shyness,
oversensitivity, and poor self-concept frequently had in-
sensitive and dictatorial fathers. Additionally, an af-

fectionate father-child relationship appeared to
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facilitate the sex-role development of children. Consis-
tent father absence before the ages of four to five
seemed to have a retarding effect on the development of
masculine behavior in male children.

The father's interest and consistent participation
appear to contribute strongly to the development of the
child's self-confidence and self-esteem. Lamb (1976) in
a study of college students' relationships with their
fathers reported that male and female students' self-
esteem was positively related to paternal love and nega-
tively related to paternal rejection and neglect.
Self-confidence and self-esteem are characteristics in-
herent in assertiveness. The father who is loving would
more than likely aid in the development of assertiveness:
whereas, the rejecting, neglectful father would hinder
the development of this behavior.

Lamb (1976) also focused upon the father's influence
upon the sex role development of the daughter in his re-
view of the literature. He found that when the father is
not involved in the family, his daughter is likely to
have problems in her sex-role and personality development.
Hoffman (1960) found that girls from mother-dominant homes
had difficulty relating to males and were disliked by boys.
Lamb reported that when a girl is continuously frustrated

in her interactions with her father, she may develop a

negative attitude toward close relationships with men and
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marriage. He also found that women interested in mar-
riage appeared to have close relationships with both
parents and to be comfortable in their self-concepts.
More of the women interested in careers came from homes
in which the father had died or in which there was inad-
equate parent-child communication. Lamb concluded that
in most cases at least a moderate level of paternal in-
volvement in decision making plus paternal warmth and
nurturance seemed important in the girl's feminine
development.

Another investigation reported by Lamb (1976) sug-
gested that the father plays a particularly important
role in the girl's personality adjustment. College fe-
males' perceptions of their relationships with their
fathers during childhood were assessed. Subjects who per-
ceived their fathers as being nurturant and positively
interested in them obtained high scores on the Adjective
Check List Personal Adjustment Scale. 1In contrast, sub-
jects who perceived their fathers as having been reject-
ing scored very low on the personal adjustment measure.
Findings from other investigators have also pointed to
the influence of positive paternal involvement in the
girl's interpersonal adjustment (Baumrind, 1971).

Lamb (1976) reported an analysis of data from the
Berkeley Longitudinal Study which highlighted the im-

portance of both the father-daughter and father-mother
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relationships in the quality of the female's personality
functioning. For instance, the females who were the best
adjusted as adults grew up in homes with two positively
involved parents. Their mothers were described as affec-
tionate, personable, and resourceful and their fathers as
warm, competent, and firm. Poorly adjusted females were
likely to have been reared in homes where either one or
both parents were very inadequate. Thus adequate parent-
ing improved the quality of the daughter's personality
functioning and contributed to her self-worth and subse-
gquent assertiveness.

Research has indicated that the father has a tremen-
dous influence upon his son's personality development.
Paternal influence upon the boy has been studied exten-
sively by Lamb (1976). He stressed the father's influence
upon the son's sex-role development, aggressiveness,
leadership ability, and social maturity.

In terms of masculine development, Lamb (1976) sug-
gested that what seemed to inhibit the boy's masculinity
was not the father's participation in some traditionally
feminine activities in the home but the father's passivity
in family interactions and decision-making and/or a rela-
tive parental role reversal. A high level of perceived
decision making by the father was associated with strongly
masculine behavior. Lamb (1976) suggested masculine de-

velopment is facilitated when the father is a competent
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masculine model and allows and encourages the boy to be
dominant. Such paternal behavior is important in the
development of sex-role adoption.

Lamb (1976) found that boys who had undemonstrative,
frustrating, and critical fathers rejected their fathers
as models. In contrast, when the father-son relationship
was nonstressful (e.g., the father was warm, affectionate,
and supportive), the masculinity of toy preferences
positively correlated with the father's masculinity. It
appeared that masculine development was facilitated when
the father was both masculine and nurturant. Lamb (1976)
reported that one of the best established findings is
that the masculinity of sons and the femininity of daugh-
ters are greatest when fathers are nurturant and partic-
ipate extensively in child rearing.

Lamb (1976) proposed that boys often learn to be
aggressive and masculine by modeling themselves after
their fathers, the disciplinary situation being partic-
ularly relevant. Other factors may be operating to pro-
duce a relationship between paternal limit setting and
the boy's aggressive behavior. Boys may be aggressive as
a function of the frustration engendered by severe pater-
nal punitiveness. When fathers played significant parts
in setting limits, the boy's attachment to his father and
his masculine development were facilitated only if there

was an already established affectionate father-son
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relationship. If the father was not nurturant, and was
punitive, the boy was likely to display a low level of
father imitation. It seems likely then that a highly
punitive father who is not nurturant produces an aggres-
sive son, but a father who reasonably sets limits plus
shows warmth and understanding produces an assertive son.

Lamb (1976) hypothesized that the development of
leadership, responsibility, and social maturity in ado-
lescent males is closely associated with a father-son
relationship that not only is nurturant but also includes
a strong component of paternal limit setting. Lamb (1976)
suggested that the nonnurturant father is an inadequate
model and his consistent presence appears to be a detri-
ment to the boy's personality functioning. Furthermore,
the boy with a nonnurturant father may be better off if
his father is not available. However, Lamb (1976) added
that father absence can be detrimental to the social ad-
justment of children. For example, a study of lower class
fifth grade boys revealed that boys who became father ab-
sent before the age of two were more handicapped in sev-
eral dimensions of personality development than boys were
who became father absent at a later age. For instance,
these boys were found to be less trusting and less indus-
trious and to have more feelings of inferiority than boys

who became father absent between the ages of three to

five (Lamb, 1976).
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To summarize, Lamb (1976) found that fathers who
were affectionate but firm decision makers facilitated
their children's sex role development, self-esteem, and
self-confidence. Children who were shy, overly sensitive,
and had a low self-esteem frequently had fathers who were
dictatorial, rejecting, and neglectful.

In the personality development of females, fathers
who were involved in family decision making as well as
nurturant produced well-adjusted, feminine daughters.
Females who had difficulty relating to males and had a
negative attitude toward marriage usually had fathers who
were not involved and were also rejecting (Lamb, 1976).

Paternal influence on the male's personality develop-
ment indicated that fathers who were competent masculine
models as well as nurturant, affectionate, and supportive
facilitated their sons' masculine development. Boys who
rejected their fathers as models and were aggressive often
had fathers who were undemonstrative, critical, less nur-
turant, and excessively punitive (Lamb, 1976).

Assertiveness

As suggested in the preceding sections, assertive-
ness is an important variable to consider in the study of
parental influence upon children. However, there are few
studies that have specifically related parental influence

to children's assertiveness. Additionally, there appears
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to be confusion among the general public concerning what
the term actually means.

Salter (1949) was one of the first investigators to
note the semantic difficulty with the term assertiveness.
He suggested that only a small proportion of the United
States' population actually differentiates between as-
sertiveness and aggressiveness. Alberti (1976) guoted
Salter's opinion of the term assertion: "The word as-
sertion is an impertinent kind of word. 1It's a will=-you-
please-jump-in-the-lake-mister kind of word" (p. 34).
Salter felt this was the reason the word had caught on
and become popular. Salter (1949) added, "It is a today
word that allows the individual to reject society, to
reject his or her environment. It also gives people an
excuse to express negative feelings" (p. 34). He sug-
gested that it is important to express feelings, but
there seems to be an excessive emphasis on the expression
of "nasty feelings."

The need for a more precise definition of the con-
cept of assertiveness has been proposed. Several invest-
igators have offered definitions and explanations. In an

important book on assertiveness entitled Your Perfect

Right, Alberti and Emmons (1970) proposed the following
definition of assertiveness:
Behavior which enables a person to act in his (her)

own best interests, to stand up for himself
(herself) without undue anxiety, to express his
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(her) honest feelings comfortably, or to exercise

his (her) own rights without denying the rights of
others. (p. 3)

In his review of the assertiveness literature,
Alberti (1976) broke the term assertiveness down into
several components. He suggested there were verbal and
nonverbal components of assertive behavior. Nonverbal
behavior is categorized as loudness of voice, fluency of
spoken words, eye contact, facial expression, body ex-
pression, and distance from the person with whom one is
interacting; thus assertiveness may be viewed in terms of
verbal and nonverbal components of behavior.

Alberti (1976) also proposed that assertiveness con-
sists of a number of paralanguage behaviors such as tone
of voice and inflection. He indicated that these behav-
iors are learned, and their purpose is to communicate an
individual's wants, needs, and opinions to others in a
socially acceptable manner. 1In his opinion, assertive-
ness is not conceptualized as a general unitary personal-
ity trait. More specifically, assertiveness involves
expressing a variety of behaviors (e.g., refusing requests
Oor giving compliments) verbally, nonverbally, and through
paralanguage to a number of people. Assertiveness occurs
within a situation (private or public) that is embedded
within a cultural context. An individual's behavior and
therefore what is assertive and socially acceptable is

affected by all of the above factors. Change in any one
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of the factors influences whether a given set of verbal,
nonverbal, and paralanguage behaviors is judged to be as-
sertive or nonassertive (Alberti, 1976). From his work,

Alberti proposed the following definition of assertive

behavior:

Assertive behavior is that complex of behaviors
emitted by a person in an interpersonal context,
which expresses that person's feelings, attitudes,
wishes, opinions, and rights. Such behavior may
include the expression of such emotions as anger,
fear, caring, hope, joy, despair, indignance, em-
barrassment, but in any event is expressed in a
manner which does not violate the rights of others.
(p. 367)

Recent studies have suggested that lay people have
confused assertiveness with aggressiveness. Baer (1976),
an assertiveness trainer, indicated that a central tenet
of assertiveness training is that assertive behaviors be
differentiated from aggressive behaviors. He proposed
definitions for aggressiveness and assertiveness from his

experience as a trainer.

Aggression is an act against others that minimizes
their worth as people, where you enhance yourself

at the expense of another person, stand up for your
rights in such a way that the rights of others are
violated, and achieve by inflicting deliberate hurt.
The purpose of the aggressive behavior is to humil-
iate, dominate, or put the other person down rather
than to simply express your honest emotions or
thoughts. You attack the person rather than his/her
behavior. (pp. 20-21)

Baer defined assertiveness in the following way:

Assertiveness is making your own choices, standing up
for yourself appropriately, and having an active
orientation to life. You stand up for your legiti-
mate rights in such a way that the rights of others
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are not violated. 1In the process, you may hurt
someone, but that is not your intent. (p. 20)

Tucker et al. (1983) attempted to differentiate as-
sertiveness, aggressiveness, and shyness through the use
of a factor analysis study. 1In the study, 30 graduate
student assistants in nonhuman service fields rated 419
men and women in a speech communication class. Raters
were given no specific criteria against which to rate
subjects. The results suggested assertiveness and ag-
gressiveness variables correlated positively. The authors
suggested that assertiveness and aggressiveness could be
confused by the general public.

Alberti (1976) suggested that assertive and aggres-
sive behavior differ principally in that the latter in-
volves hurting or stepping on others in the course of
expressing oneself. He also noted that aggression is de-
fined by both the behavior and the social labels applied
to it. Additionally, intent must be considered: that is,
if the individual intended to hurt (be aggressive) or to
express (be assertive).

In his extensive research on assertive behavior,
Alberti (1976) has also noted that behavior must be
measured according to its effects. For instance, if the
receiver gets the assertive message and responds accord-
ingly, then the individual (giver) may be classified as

assertive. If the receiver is obviously hurt, then the
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giver may have been aggressive. Additionally, social-
cultural context must be taken into account in classify-
ing behavior as assertive or aggressive. A culture, for
example, which regards honoring one's elders as one of
its ultimate values may regard an otherwise assertive re-
quest to a grandparent as clearly inappropriate and ag-
gressive (Alberti, 1976).

In an attempt to synthesize the many perspectives
which have been suggested as relevant to an adequate
definition, Alberti (1976) developed a schema called CRIB
to aid in assertiveness training as well as in the devel-
opment of a definition of assertiveness. The term is an
acronym which represents context, response, intent, and
behavior. The individual's behavior is then evaluated in
terms of this schema.

Finally, Alberti (1976) has urged careful avoidance
of the term assertiveness because assertiveness is not a
trait. He believed assertiveness should be viewed as a
relative characteristic. One may exhibit assertiveness
in an effective fashion, honestly expressing one's feel-
ings, and still reject the rights and feelings of others
involved.

Thus there appears to be a conflict of opinions re-
garding assertiveness. On the one hand, assertiveness is
viewed as a mixture of polite firmness in which an indi-

vidual stands up for his or her legitimate rights and
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does not violate the rights of the other individual. On
the other hand, the individual evaluates his or her as-
sertiveness in terms of the context of the situation,
response of the receiver, intent of the message, and be-
havior of the receiver.

The Influence of Parental Treatment
on Children's Assertiveness

Whether assertiveness is a stable characteristic or
an erratic one, research has related it to parental
treatment in nursery and elementary school age children.
Additionally, studies have shown that male children's as-
sertiveness is greatly influenced by parental treatment.

Parental treatment has been related to nursery school
children's assertiveness. 1In a study of parental control
and love, Baumrind (1965) utilized 32 male and female
nursery school children who manifested social attributes
to a high degree. She divided the sample into three
groups: Pattern I children were self-reliant, self-
controlled, and affiliative; Pattern II children were
discontented, withdrawn, and distrustful; Pattern III
children had little self-control, self-reliance, and
tended to retreat from novel experiences. After five
months of observation in a nursery school and laboratory
settings, parent-child interactions were obtained by

means of interviews and structured observations. These
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were devised to obtain characteristic expressions of the

following interaction dimensions:

Parental control refers to the socializing functions
of the parent, that is, to those parental acts which
are intended to shape the child's goal-oriented
activity, modify his expression of dependent, ag-
gressive, and playful behavior, and promote inter-
nalization of parental standards.

Parent-child communication refers to the extent to
which the parent shares with the child her objectives
for the child, solicits his opinions and feelings,
exhibits attentive and patient interest in the
child's efforts to communicate, and comprehends the
child's perspective in adult-child interactions.

Parental nurturance refers to the predilection of the
parent to perform the caretaking functions. Nur-
turance is composed of warmth and involvement.

(ps 231) '

The results showed that control and nurturance inter-
acted collaboratively and that a pattern of parental be-
havior high in control and high in nurturance was more
likely to produce self-assertive and self-confident be-
havior in young children than any other pattern of parental
behavior.

Baumrind (1971) subsequently studied current patterns
concerning parental authority by observing 146 male and
female preschool children and their families. From these
obrervations, definitions of Permissive, Authoritative,
and Authoritarian parenting styles were obtained:

Permissive. The parent offers himself or herself as

a resource to the child, not as an active agent re-
sponsible for modifying or shaping behavior, and
allows the child to regulate his or her own behavior
as much as possible.
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Authoritative. The parent attempts to direct the
child™s activities, but does not insist on obedience
for its own sake. The parent is realistic about use
of restrictions, and shares with the child the
reasoning behind the parental policy of using firm
control.

Authoritarian. The parent values obedience as a
virtue, and favors forceful measures when the child's
actions or beliefs conflict with what the parent
thinks is right. (p. 191)

The results showed that authoritative parental be-
havior was clearly associated with independent, purposive
behavior for girls but not for boys. The investigator
constructed these hypotheses from the results of the
study:

l. Boys and girls were affected somewhat differently
by authoritarian practices, with independence in girls
and social responsibility in boys most adversely affected
by such patterns.

2. Preschool girls were as achievement oriented and
independent as preschool boys. Baumrind (1981) suggested
these aspects were probably socialized out by parental or
extraparental influences. She added that if girls were
stimulated and encouraged to remain achievement oriented
and independent, or perhaps not punished for being so,
they would continue to be achievement oriented and inde-
pendent relative to boys in later life.

3. Pressures either to conform or not to conform

seemed to interfere with the development in girls of the
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ability to act assertively without dependence upon social
norms.

Parental treatment has been related to older chil-
dren's assertiveness. Mummery (1954) in a review of the
children's assertiveness literature presented character-
istic child rearing practices related to assertiveness.
She reported that parents of assertive children differed
greatly from parents of asocial, neglected, and nonas-
sertive children. The parents of assertive children were
less inclined to protect their children from normal risks
and responsibilities or to prevent a normal degree of in-
dependence. These parents tended to be less restrictive
in degree of control and allowed their children more free-
dom to use their own judgments. They also gave more re-
spect to their children's rights and opinions.

Schilling (1979) investigated the relationship be-
tween the assertive behavior of parents and the behavior
of their children. He also investigated whether or not
children tended to reflect their parents' level of concern
about three areas of interpersonal functioning--inclusion,
control, and affection. Subjects consisted of volunteer

groups of parents and their male and female children who

were administered the Interpersonal Relations Questionnaire
Behavior (FIRQ-B) and the Adult Self-Expression Scale.
Contrary to previous findings, no relationship was found

between the assertiveness of parents and that of their
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children. There seemed to be no certainty that parents
who acted assertively with adults would have children who
were assertive with other children. The most notable re-
sult was that assertiveness related to affection rather
than control.

Lamb (1976), through study of the father-son rela-
tionship, reported several results related to assertive-
ness. He found that if the father was nurturant but not
consistently involved in family activities, it was much
harder for his son to learn to be "appropriately assert-
ive, active, independent, and competent" (p. 92). He
also reported that boys who were separated from their
fathers for the first four years of life were less as-
sertive and independent in their peer relations than boys
who had not been separated from their fathers. They were
more often observed to be very submissive or to react with
immature hostility.

Instruments

Many instruments have been devised to measure chil-
dren's perceptions of how their parents behave toward
them and their relationships with family members. Fewer
instruments have been constructed to measure adolescents'
and adults' retrospective perceptions of parent-child
relations, parent-adolescent communication, and family
functioning. Questionnaires have been designed to aid in

shaping assertive behavior, obtaining pre- and
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postmeasures of assertiveness, and determining subjects'
present degrees of assertiveness. The following is a
selective review of instruments that measure parent-child

relationships and communication plus questionnaires that

measure assertiveness.

Instruments Devised for Use With Children

Child's Parental Authority Love Statements (Child's

PALS) and Projected Essential Needs, Parental Authority-

Love Statements (PEN PALS). Williams (1958) developed

two inventories in the area of parent-child relationships.
The first is a rating scale, Child's Parental Authority
Love Statements (Child's PALS) and a projective technique
called Projected Essential Needs, Parental Authority-

Love Statements (PEN PALS). These scales are geared to a
third-grade reading level and permit a child to evaluate
his or her unique interpersonal relationship with each
parent as he or she sees it. The child rates each parent
on two continua: Authority (one who should or must be
obeyed) and Love (a source of warmth and emotional support).
The "high" and "low" of each, used as axes, form a guad-
rant scoring system of four major categories, plus a fifth,
the "Psychologically Unknown" parent, defined in terms of
algebraic cancellation. These scales can be visually

plotted to compare and contrast the conscious and less

conscious evaluations of each parent.
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Bronfenbrenner Parent Behavior Questionnaire (BPB).

Siegelman (1965) described and evaluated the Bronfen-
brenner Parental Behavior Questionnaire (BPB). The BPB
consists of 45 statements concerning parental behavior.
The same 45 statements are used for father and for mother.
Children were asked to indicate the extent to which the
statements are true of how their parents act toward them.
The subject selects one of the following five choices for
each of the first 25 items: in every case, in most cases,
sometimes, seldom, and never. Fifteen variables are
measured by the BPB with three statements for each varji-
able. Siegelman (1965) concluded the BPB had considerable
promise as a research instrument.

Children's Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory

(CRPBI) . Johnson (1976) stated that the motivation for
Schaefer's (1965a) Children's Reports of Parental Behavior
Inventory (CRPBI) arose from the accumulating evidence
that children's reports of parental behavior were valid.
An earlier version of the inventory consisted of 26 self-
administered scales; each included 10 items to sample a
child's perceptions of a particular concept of parental
behavior. Each of the 10 items within the scale described
relevant, specific, observable parental behavior. The
child was instructed to indicate whether the item was
"like" or "not like" his or her parents. Separate but

identical forms were provided for each parent. Each of
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the concepts, in turn, related to molar dimensions of
parental behavior which were variants of two dimensions:
Love versus Hostility and Autonomy versus Control
(Johnson, 1976).

The later version of the CRPBI consists of 18 scales
with 192 items (Johnson, 1976). This version was devel-
oped from an item and factor analysis of the 26 scale,
260-item version. The instructions for scoring this
version were: Assign a value of 3 to L (like the parent) ,
2 to SL (somewhat like the parent) and 1 to NL (not like
the parent).

Schaefer (1965a) in the development of the scale as-
sociated the terms "intrusiveness, suppression of aggres-
sion, and parental direction" with parental control and
the terms "positive evaluation, sharing, expression of
affection, and emotional support" with parental love
(p. 415).

Instruments Devised for Use With Adolescents and Adults

Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire. Roe and

Siegelman (1963) described the development of the Parent-
Child Relations Questionnaire, which was devised to ob-

tain a measure of the characteristic behavior of parents
toward their young children, as experienced by the child.
The authors stated that this questionnaire could also be

used with adolescents and adults who completed it with

reference to their own childhoods.
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There are 10 subtests, 6 of 15 items each, for be-
havior characterized as Loving, Protecting, Demanding,
Rejecting, Neglecting, and Casual pPlus 4 of 10 items each
for Symbolic-Love Reward, Direct-Object Reward, Symbolic-
Love Punishment, and Direct-Object Punishment. A large
number were adapted from the literature and others were
constructed to fit the 10 categories.

The questionnaire was administered to two samples of
male and female college students and one sample of non-
college students. A factor analysis of the data yielded
these factors for each parent: Loving-Rejecting, Casual-
Demanding, and Overt Attention. Subtest reliabilities
for the questionnaire fell between .90 and .71 (Roe &
Siegelman, 1963).

Parental Attitudes Questionnaire. 1In devising the

Parental Attitudes Questionnaire, the authors (Spence &
Helmreich, 1978) consulted parent interview schedules and
objective questionnaires used in prior investigations
(e.g., Baumrind, 1971) of parent-child relations. The
first section of the questionnaire consists of 58 items
inquiring about parents' attitudes and behaviors in the
family atmosphere. The first eight items are statements
about both parents or the family as a whole. These are
followed by 25 statements about the mother and a parallel
set of statements about the father. Each item is accom-

panied by a five-point scale, ranging from "very
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Ccharacteristic" to "very uncharacteristic." The last
section contains five items designed to determine the
parent to whom the respondent feels closest or most re-
sembles in ideals and personality, as well as the degree
of parental agreement about child rearing. The items were
designed to provide a measure of mother versus father
identification.

Spence and Helmreich (1978) administered the Paren-
tal Attitudes Questionnaire to male and female high school
students from intact families since birth. The students'
responses were factor analyzed with the equimax rotation
technique. Three factors were found and labeled Mother
and Father Acceptance, Father Acceptance, and Strictness
of Family Rules and Standards.

Family Relations Inventory (FRI). Johnson (1976)

described Brunkan's (1965) Family Relations Inventory
(FRI) as a 202-item questionnaire designed to measure the
perceived attitudes of the subject's mother and father.
Items are assigned to one of six scales: mother avoid-
ance, mother acceptance, mother concentration, father
avoidance, father acceptance, and father concentration.
The number of items in each scale vary from 30 to 37.

The items are designed to measure the individual's per-

ceptions of his or her parent's attitudes toward him or

her in childhood and adolescence.
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Brunkan (1965) tested the reliability of the FRI by
administering the original scales to 100 male and female
undergraduate students. The coefficients of internal
consistency on the scales were between .80 and .90 with
the exception of father concentration, which was .59.
Test-retest reliability coefficients were in the similar
range except for father concentration, which was .73.

Validity was assessed through scale intercorrelations.
Validity was also measured through correlation with the
Grigg's Questionnaire. Further validity was established
through a comparison of students and prison inmates. For
both parents, the inmates scored significantly higher on
avoidance and lower on acceptance (Brunkan, 1965).

Inventory of Family Feelings (IFF). Lowman (1980)

developed the Inventory of Family Feelings (IFF), a 38-
item, self-administered measure of interpersonal affect
that maps a family's affective structure. The inventory
also shows patterns of conflicted relationships and al-
liances among family members.

Three studies were conducted to show the reliability
and validity of the measure (Lowman, 1980). The purpose
of the first study was to compare the affective structure
of families having a child who was an identified patient
in psychotherapy with families in which no one had sig-
nificant psychological problems. The IFF was first given

to 34 pathological and nonpathological families. Results
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demonstrated the IFF's construct validity. Members of
pathological families reported, on the average, less
positive feelings toward each other than members of non-
pathological families. Identified patients both ex-
pressed and were the recipients of less positive feelings.
In addition, correlations between IFF scores and clini-
cians' ratings provided support for the IFF's concurrent
validity.

The purpose of the second study was to replicate
Study 1 findings about the IFF's construct validity and
affective structure in pathological families and to com-
pare IFF scores with degree of individual psychopathology.
Members of families requesting treatment were adminis-
tered the IFF and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI) as measures of affective structure and
individual psychopathology, respectively. The results
demonstrated that IFF scores were generally consistent
with family system predictions. Identified patients
expressed less positive affect and had the highest rates
of individual psychopathology within their families
(Lowman, 1980).

Groups of 10 maritally satisfied couples and 10
maritally dissatisfied couples were subjects in the third
study. Couple groups were compared using two scales,

IFF response scores, and scores from the Locke Wallace

Marital Adjustment Test. The results of this study added
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to the IFF's construct validity by showing it signifi-
cantly discriminated couples in marital therapy from
satisfied control couples. The results also added to the
current validity because of the test's correlation with a
measure of marital satisfaction.

Parent-Adolescent Communication Inventory (PACI).

The Parent-Adolescent Communication Inventory (PACI) de-
veloped by Bienvenu (1969a) is a general measure of com-
munication patterns between adolescents and their parents.
The first version of the PACI consisted of 36 items
formulated from a review of the literature and from the
author's clinical experience. To promote face validity,
the 36 items were submitted to a clinical team consisting
of a psychiatrist, psychologist, and psychiatric social
worker whose consensus was that all of the items are
relevant to intrafamily communication (Bienvenu, 1969b).

Data were then obtained from 376 male and female
high school youth. At the .0l level of confidence using
the chi-square test, 31 of the 36 items were found to
discriminate significantly between the upper and lower
quartiles on effective and noneffective parent-subject
communication. Thirty out of these 31 items showed a
discrimination of 20% or better between the upper and
lower quartiles (Bienvenu, 1969b). For cross-validation
the mean scores of three major sub-groups (three dif-

ferent high schools) within the sample were compared.
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The same mean was found for two of the schools while the
third school was one point higher.

Further validation was obtained from a study of 178
regular-session high school students and 97 summer-
session students. The latter group was in attendance at
summer school for reasons of failure and underachievement.
Using the t test, a significant difference was found be-
tween the two groups with the regular-session students
showing a higher level of parent-adolescent communication.
Based on an item analysis of the first study mentioned,
and an evaluation of the latter study, the PACI then
underwent a major revision (Bienvenu, 1969b).

Using this revised version, a comparison was made
from a study of 358 high school youth. At the .01 level
of confidence using the chi-square test all 40 items were
found to discriminate significantly between the upper and
lower quartiles. Thirty-nine of the 40 items yielded a
discrimination of 21% or higher; whereas, one item showed
a discrimination of 14% (Bienvenu, 1969b).

Two additional studies with criterion groups were
completed. A sample of 59 delinquent youth committed to
a state training school was compared to an equal number
of nondelinquent youth attending public school. The
t test revealed a significant difference in the level of

parent-adolescent communication between these groups with
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the 59 nondelinquents showing significantly better com-
munication with their parents (Bienvenu, 1969b).

Twenty-five 10th-grade honors students were then
compared to 20 remedial students in the same school.
Using the Mann-Whitney U Test, a highly significant dif-
ference in the level of parent-adolescent communication
between the two groups was found in favor of the honors
students (Bienvenu, 1969b).

Three reliability studies have been made with the
present 40-item inventory. Using the Spearman-Brown
formula, a split-half correlation coefficient, computed
on scores of 74 teenage subjects on the odd-numbered and
on the even-numbered statements, revealed a coefficient
of .86 after correction. Using the Spearman rho, a test-
retest study of 84 teenage boys and girls within a three
week period revealed a .78 reliability coefficient for
this inventory. 1In a second test-retest reliability
study of 63 additional subjects within a two week period
a reliability coefficient of .88 was obtained (Bienvenu,
1969b).

The PACI was used in the present study to assess
retrospective parent-child communication patterns. Family
communication instruments designed specifically for adults
in this area were not available. As a result, subjects
were informed to answer guestions as if they were contin-

uing to reside with their parents. Additionally, this



40

instrument was utilized because its reliability and
validity have been demonstrated in previous studies.

Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (Clarke

PCR). The Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire
(Clarke PCR) is a comprehensive measure of retrospective
relations between adult subjects and their parents. The
Clark PCR has been demonstrated to be a useful measure-
ment of individuals' retrospective relations with their
parents in the areas of affection, physical aggression,
verbal aggression, restrictive control, general positive
feelings, identification, aggressive and affectionate
relations between the parents, and each parent's general
adequacy in life; this includes intelligence, social and
occupational competence, and responsible family
orientation (Paitich & Langevin, 1976).

The Clarke PCR was administered to 29 men (clinical
and normal) to assess the test's convergent and discrim-
inant validity plus test-retest reliability. A factor
analysis was also performed on the data. Convergent
validity results suggested that the 16 scales had reason-
able internal consistency and showed a moderate commonal-
ity with sufficient unique variance to present different
aspects of the test (Paitich & Langevin, 1976) .

Discriminant validity was determined by examining
age, education, intelligence, social desirability, sex

differences and mother-father differences. Discriminant
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validity from these variables was claimed. Test-retest
reliability varied from .64 to .84 (Paitich & Langevin,
1978) ;

A factor analysis showed a moderate convergence
among the scales as well as uniqueness. Two bipolar fac-
tors emerged, one for mother and one for father. The
factors contrasted aggressiveness and strictness at one
pole with affection, indulgence, and identification at
the other. Results suggested the Clarke PCR is a useful
clinical and research instrument (Paitich & Langevin,
19786},

The Clarke PCR was used in the present study because
it assesses a wide variety of parent-child variables.
Moreover, reliability and validity have been demonstrated
in previous studies.

Instruments Devised to Measure Assertiveness

Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS). The Rathus

Assertiveness Schedule (RAS) was the first scale for the
assessment of general assertiveness to be developed in a
systematic fashion. Several of the 30 items were derived
from the works of Wolpe and Lazarus (1966) and Guilford
and Zimmerman's (1956) Temperament Survey. Additional
items were suggested by diaries maintained by the author's
undergraduate classes (Rathus, 1973). Students were in-
structed to record behaviors they might like to exhibit

but which were inhibited by fear of aversive social
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consequences. By and large, RAS items are similar to
those described for other scales; for instance, a typical
item states, "I often have a hard time saying no." Beck
and Heimberg (1983), however, speculated that this scale,
more than others, may confuse the concepts of assertion
and aggression. They point out item 30 as an example:
"Most people seem to be more aggressive and assertive
than I am." Additionally, they reported significant
positive correlations between semantic differential rat-
ings of aggressiveness and 13 of the 30 items on the RAS.
However, the RAS has been demonstrated to be a useful
measure of research procedures for shaping assertive be-
havior, obtaining pre- and postmeasures of assertiveness,
and for determining a subject's present amount of
assertiveness.

Test-retest reliability of the RAS was established
by administering the instrument to 68 undergraduate col-
lege men and women and then retesting them after eight
weeks had passed. The mean pretest score was .2941,
the standard deviation 29.121. The mean posttest score
was 1.6176, and the standard deviation was 27.632. A
Pearson product moment correlation coefficient was then
run between respondents' pre- and posttest scores, yield-
ing an r of .778 (p < .01). This indicated moderate to

high stability of test scores over a two month period

(Rathus, 1973).
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Internal consistency of the RAS was determined by
having 18 college juniors and seniors administer the test
to 67 people off campus. Results showed their RAS scores
varied from the +60's to the -70's. A Pearson product
moment correlation coefficient was run between total odd
and total even scores, yielding a r of .77, suggesting
that the qualities measured by the RAS possess moderate
to high homogeneity (Rathus, 1973).

Validity of the RAS was established by comparing
self-reported RAS scores to two external measures of as-
sertiveness. In Study 1, college students who adminis-
tered the RAS to subjects they knew well then rated these
subjects on a 17-item schedule constructed according to
the semantic differential technique. The modifier "very"
was attached to the extreme positions of each scale,
"slightly" to the central positions, and "rather" or
"quite" to the moderate positions. The extreme positional
pole of each scale was assigned to the number +3, and
positions were numbered consecutively, omitting zero be-
cause of the absence of a central point, to -3, the nega-
tive pole of each scale (Rathus, 1973).

The factor structure of the 17-item rating schedule
was determined by factor analyzing raters' responses.
Five factors accounting for 71.2% of the total variance
were then obtained: Assertiveness, Contentment, Intel-

ligence, Prosperity, and Health. Pearson product moment
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correlation coefficients were then run, and RAS scores
correlated significantly with each of the five scales
comprising the assertiveness factor of the rating sched-
ule. Rathus (1973) concluded that RAS scores served as
valid indicators of respondents' assertiveness in terms
of the impressions they made on other people.

The RAS was used in the present study as a general
measure of assertiveness. This instrument was chosen be-
cause a number of studies utilizing college students have
suggested that it is a reliable and valid instrument for
the measurement of assertive behavior.

College Self-Expression Scale (CSES). The College

Self-Expression Scale (CSES) is a 50 item, self-report
measure of assertiveness (Galassi, Delo, Galassi, &
Bastien, 1974). It utilizes a five-point Likert format
(0-4) with 21 positively worded items and 29 negatively
worded items. The scale attempts to measure three as-
pects of assertiveness: positive, negative, and self-
denial. Positive assertiveness consists of expressing
feelings of love, affection, admiration, approval, and
agreement. Negative assertiveness includes expressions
of justified anger, disagreement, and annoyance. Self-
denial includes apologizing, interpersonal anxiety, and
exaggerated concern for others. The scale also indicates

an individual's level of assertiveness through a variety

of role occupants: strangers, authority figures,
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business relations, family, relatives, and like and
opposite sex peers.

Normative data were collected on four samples of
college students. Test-retest reliability data were col-
lected for the first two samples of students over a two
week period. Results showed that in all of the samples,
males achieved slightly higher scores than females. The
test-retest reliability coefficients were between .89 and
.90. In terms of construct validity, the CSES correlated
positively and significantly with scales from the Gough
Adjective Check List (Galassi et al., 1974).

The authors believed the scale could be used by
therapists to determine quickly the type of assertive re-
sponses which a client would fail to emit, as well as the
interpersonal situations in which appropriate assertive-

ness was not forthcoming.

Assertiveness Inventory. Gambrill and Richey (1975)

presented the Assertiveness Inventory in a study to

assess its use in assessment and research. The Assert-
iveness Inventory is a 40-item self-report questionnaire.
For each item, the respondent is requested to indicate:

(a) degree of discomfort or anxiety on a five-point scale;
(b) the probability of displaying the behavior if actually
presented with the situation on a five-point scale; and
(c) the situations in which he or she would like to be

more assertive.
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The 40 items of the Assertiveness Inventory fall
into the following categories: (a) turning down re-
quests; (b) expressing personal limitations; (c) initiat-
ing social contacts; (d) expressing positive feelings;

(e) handling criticism; (f) differing with others; (g)
assertion in service situations; and (h) giving negative
feedback.

Normative data were collected from three samples of
undergraduates enrolled in social science classes as well
as from a sample of women participating in assertiveness
training programs (Gambrill & Richey, 1975). The authors
concluded from the study that the Assertiveness Inventory
appeared to be useful clinically as well as in the in-
vestigation of between group differences. It could be
used for assessment purposes to scan areas in which a
client might have a dysfunctional assertiveness reper-
toire as well as employed as an instrument in determining
degree of change following interventions.

Wolpe-Lazarus Assertiveness Scale (WLAS). The

Wolpe-Lazarus Assertiveness Scale (WLAS) consists of 30
true-false items devised by Wolpe and Lazarus (1966) on
the basis of clinical intuition. The psychometric prop-
erties of the scale were investigated by Hersen, Bellack,
Turner, Williams, Harper, and Watts (1979).

Subjects consisted of male and femal psychiatric

day hospital and inpatients at a psychiatric institute.
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Each of the subjects was asked to complete the WLAS after
psychotropic medication had regulated major symptomatol-
Ogy. Approximately one week later, subjects were re-
quested to once again complete the WLAS to obtain a
measure of test-retest reliability (Hersen et al., 1979).

Results showed there were no significant differences
between males and females on total WLAS scores. The WLAS
appeared to be internally consistent and had acceptable
split-half and test-retest reliabilities. A factor anal-
ysis performed separately for males and females indicated
that the 10 most prominent factors accounted for about
60% of the variance. The primary factor shared by males
and females was labeled General Expressiveness. There
was little evidence for the external validity of the WLAS
when total scores were correlated with performance on a
role play test. However, when WLAS factor scores were
evaluated in light of role played performance, somewhat
better evidence of the external validity was found in two
of the factors for females; they were General Expressive-
ness and Response to Being Wronged.

Statement of the Problem

In spite of the many studies which have reported
children's perceptions of parental characteristics, little
is known about the familial characteristics that influenced
whether an adult would be assertive or nonassertive. Most

of the data on the characteristics and perceptions of
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parents were inferred from studies utilizing children or
adolescents as subjects. Mummery (1954) was the only
investigator who studied family backgrounds of assertive
and nonassertive individuals. However, the study had
several weaknesses. First, she used the term "ascen-
dance" to identify individuals who attained and main-
tained mastery of social situations even though the terms
"assertive" and "nonassertive" were employed in the
study's title. Since then, this term has virtually been
replaced by the term "assertiveness." The definition has
also been updated to include more specific descriptions
of assertive behavior. Second, Mummery did not devise an
original study but reviewed ascendance studies dating
from 1933 to 1950, Third, Mummery reviewed studies that
utilized young children as subjects; neither adolescent
or adult ascendance studies were reviewed.

Another problem that appeared in the review of the
literature was the possible confusion of assertiveness
with aggressiveness by laypeople. Alberti (1976) and
Tucker et al. (1983) indicated that the general public
perceived the concepts of assertion and aggression to be
closely related.

A final problem revealed in the literature was con-
flicting views concerning what parental characteristics
produce assertiveness in children. Mummery (1954) pro-

posed that parents who allowed independence and were not
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consistently controlling produced assertive boys and
girls. Baumrind (1965) reported that high parental con-
trol and nurturance produced assertiveness in preschool
boys and girls. Baumrind (1971) subsequently hypothe-
sized that preschool girls were just as assertive as pre-
school boys until they reached elementary school. She
attributed this to parental pressures to conform. Lamb
(1976) reported that consistent paternal involvement and
warmth produced assertiveness in elementary school age
boys. Additionally, boys separated from their fathers
during the first four years were nonassertive. Finally,
Schilling (1979) found that assertiveness in male and
female children was related to parental affection rather
than control.

The present study explored the relationship between
assertiveness and college males' and females' perceived
relationships with their parents. Because not all rela-
tionships between child behaviors and parental child
rearing patterns were the same for boys and girls, the
relationships were examined separately for the sexes.
Since the literature is unclear, and since many of the
earlier studies have utilized children as subjects,
hypotheses were not proposed in this exploratory

investigation.



METHOD

Subjects

Subjects were 199 Appalachian State University under-
graduate students: 100 women and 99 men. They ranged in
age from 18 to 28 with a mean age of 19.93 and median of
19.87. Age was positively skewed, as these data have in-
dicated. The number of subjects from each classification

consisted of 56 freshmen, 46 sophomores, 54 juniors, and

43 seniors.

Aggaratus

Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS). The Rathus

Assertiveness Schedule (RAS) is a general measure of as-
sertiveness (Rathus, 1973). It consists of 30 items in
which subjects indicate how characteristic statements are
of them by a scale of 43 through -3, with +3 denoting
"very characteristic" and -3 denoting "very uncharacter-
istic." When the completed questionnaires were received
by the investigator, the RAS scoring scales of +3, +2, +1,
-1, -2, and -3 were assigned values of +5, +4, +3, +2, +1,
and 0 consecutively to eliminate negative scores and

therefore maintain the standard deviation (see Appendix

A).
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Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (Clarke

PCR). The Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire
(Clarke PCR) consists of 132 items in which subjects
assess retrospective relations with their parents. Ques-
tions may be answered with "Yes," "No," "Often," "Some-
times," or "Never" responses (Paitich & Langevin, 1976).
The following scales make up the instrument:

1. Mother's Aggression toward the Subject. A high

score indicates the mother was bad tempered, domineering,
and critical toward the subject and probably caused hurt

feelings quite often.

2. Father's Aggression toward the Subject. A high

score indicates the father was bad tempered, domineering,
and critical toward the subject and probably caused hurt

feelings quite often.

3. Subject's Aggression toward the Mother. A high

score indicates the subject was argumentative and verbal-
ly hostile toward the mother and probably disliked her

quite frequently.

4. Subject's Aggression toward the Father. A high
score indicates the subject was argumentative and verbal-
ly hostile toward the father and probably disliked him

guite frequently.

5. Mother's Aggression toward the Father. A high

score indicates the mother was domineering, bad tempered,
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and disrespectful toward the father and probably criti-

cized him quite a lot.

6. Father's Aggression toward the Mother. A high

score indicates the father was domineering, bad tempered,
and disrespectful toward the subject's mother and prob-
ably criticized her quite a lot.

7. Mother's Competence. A high score indicates in

the eyes of the subject the mother was sociable, intel-
ligent, and generally successful in life. The subject
also sees the mother as efficient and reasonable.

8. Father's Competence. A high score indicates in

the opinion of the subject, the father was sociable,
intelligent, and generally successful in life. Also, the
subject sees him as efficient and reasonable.

9. Mother's Affection. A high score indicates the

mother seems to have been generally attentive and affec-
tionate toward the subject. The subject sees her as
sympathetic and possibly tenderhearted.

10. Father's Affection. A high score indicates the

father seems to have been generally attentive and affec-
tionate toward the subject. The subject sees him as
sympathetic and possibly tenderhearted.

11. Mother's Strictness. A high score indicates

the mother seems to have been controlling and rather

strict with the subject and probably used physical pun-

ishment fairly often.
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12. Father's Strictness. A high score indicates

the father seems to have been controlling and rather
strict with the subject and probably used physical pun-

ishment fairly often.

13. Mother Identification. A high score indicates

the subject admired the mother, generally had pleasing
relations with her, and wished to be similar to her.

1l4. Father Identification. A high score indicates

the subject admired the father, generally had pleasing
relations with him, and wished to be similar to him.

15. Mother's Indulgence. A high score indicates

the mother apparently spoiled the subject and showed con-
siderable favoritism toward the subject.

16. Father's Indulgence. A high score indicates

the father apparently spoiled the subject and showed con-

siderable favoritism toward the subject.

17. Denial of Mother. A high score indicates the

subject shows defensiveness in describing the relation-
ship with the mother and seems to be unwilling to ac-
knowledge her unfavorable characteristics.

18. Denial of Father. A high score indicates the

subject shows defensiveness in describing the relation-
ship with the father and seems to be unwilling to ac-
knowledge his unfavorable characteristics. (See Appendix

B for a copy of the guestionnaire.)
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Parent-Adolescent Communication Inventory (PACI).

Bienvenu (1969b) developed the Parent-Adolescent Communi-
cation Inventory (PACI) Form A. The inventory consists
of 40 questions which may be answered "Yes" (Usually),
"Sometimes," or "No" (Seldom). Items were designed to
assess parent-teen relations and communication. Subjects
in the present study were asked to answer questions as if
they were living with their parents.

Bienvenu (1969b) defines communication as the way
people exchange feelings and meanings as they try to see
problems and differences from the other person's point of
view. Communication is not limited to words. It also
occurs through facial expressions, gestures, and through
silences and listening (see Appendix C for a copy of the
inventory).

Personal Data Form. The Personal Data Form, devel-

oped by the investigator, assessed subject's demographic
information. The 17 item questionnaire included guestions
to determine number of children in the family, number of
brothers older and younger, ordinal position, parents'
education and occupation, size of home town, distance of
home from campus, and family mobility. However, the de-
mographic data of name, sex, classification, and age were

the only data from the form utilized in the present study.
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Procedure

Five hundred and seventy Appalachian State Universi-
ty undergraduate males and females were randomly selected
from the Appalachian State University Student Directory.
A stratified sample consisting of approximately equal
numbers of subjects from each classification were then
chosen from the original sample; this resulted in 300
subjects. Packets were then mailed to each subject.
These packets contained the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule,
Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire, Parent-
Adolescent Communication Inventory, the Personal Data
Form, and a cover letter explaining the nature of the
study and informing subjects that the names of those who
completed the forms would be eligible for a $40.00 prize.
A copy of the letter may be found in Appendix E.

One hundred ninety-nine subjects (100 females, 99
males) returned completed packets to the investigator
through campus mail. A drawing was then completed, and
a male sophomore student received a check for $40.00.

Statistical Analysis

Data obtained from the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule,
Clarke Parent-Child Relations Inventory, Parent-Adolescent
Communication Inventory, and selected data from the
Personal Data Form were then analyzed by a stepwise mul-
tiple regression analysis and Pearson product moment cor-

relation coefficient. In addition, measures of central



56
tendency (mean and median) and variability (standard
deviations and ranges) were calculated. Finally, a one-
way analysis of variance for each variable was computed
to determine if scores of males and females differed sig-

nificantly. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(SPSS) programs were utilized in the analyses.




RESULTS

Table 1 shows the mean, median, standard deviation,
and range for the total group of subjects. Note that
scores on some of the variables tended to be positively
or negatively skewed rather than normally distributed.

Descriptive data for males and females on each vari-
able as well as F - values and significance levels of the
one-way analysis of variance are presented in Table 2.
Results indicated that males and females differed signif-
icantly on 4 of the 20 variables but not on the variable
of assertiveness; an F - value of .41 for males and fe-
males was found for the variable of assertiveness. The
mother's aggression toward the father score yielded a
significant F - value of 4.55 (p < .05), indicating that
females perceived mothers to be more aggressive toward
fathers than males. A significant F - value of 6.64
(p = .01) was found for the mother's strictness toward
the subject, with males viewing mothers as stricter toward
them than females. The father's strictness toward the
subject also resulted in a significant F - value of 11.66
(p = .001). Once again males perceived fathers to be

stricter toward them than females. A significant F -
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value of 6.70 (p = .01) was found for the father's in-
dulgence of the subject, revealing that females saw
fathers as more indulgent of them than males.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed
based on test scores for the total group as well as for
males and females separately. Table 3 depicts the inter-
correlations between subjects' assertiveness and their
perceptions of interactions for males and females. (See
Appendices F and G for intercorrelations between all
variables for the entire sample and for males and females
separately.) Assertiveness was significantly negatively
related to parent-subject communication, -.190 (p < .01)
and the subject's identification with the father, -.131
(p < .05). Assertiveness was significantly positively
related to the mother's aggression toward the subject and
the father, .143 (p < .05) and .136 (p < .05), respec-
tively. Additionally, the father's aggression toward the
subject was significantly positively related to assert-
iveness, .179 (p < .01).

The following results were found for the female
group. Assertiveness was significantly negatively re-
lated to parent-subject communication, -.205 (p < .05)
and positively related to the mother's indulgence of the

subject, .168 (p < .05) and father's indulgence of the

subject; .295 (p < .001).
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In the male group, assertiveness was significantly
negatively related to the subject's identification with
the father, -.187 (p < .05) and the subject's denial of
the father's shortcomings, -.190 (p < .05). Additional-
ly, assertiveness was significantly positively related to
the mother's and father's aggression toward the subject,
.272 (p < .01) and .302 (p = .001) as well as the
father's strictness toward the subject, .173 (B 2 .08).

The stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed
different variables for males and females as predictors
of assertiveness.

Table 4 shows the multiple regression data for the
female group. Multiple R was .295 for the variable of
father's indulgence of the subject, accounting for 7.78%
of the variance (F = 9.35, p < .003). When the variable
of parent-subject communication was stepped in, a Multi-
ple R of .363 resulted, indicating the combination of
these variables accounted for 11.37% of the variance
(F = 7.35, p < .001). No other variable added signifi-
cantly to the regression equation; which is as follows:
Assertiveness = 1.778 Father's Indulgence of the Subject
- 0.151 Parent-Subject Communication + 89.418. This in-
dicated a gain of 11% over chance in predicting assert-
iveness scores for females.

The multiple regression for the male group, shown in

Table 5 indicates a Multiple R of .301 for the variable
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of father's aggression toward the subject. This ac-
counted for 8.15% of the variance (F = 9.70, p < .002).
From this analysis the following regression equation
was derived: Assertiveness = 1.063 Father's Aggression
toward the Subject + 74.589. This indicates a gain of 8%
over chance in predicting assertiveness for males.

The stepwise multiple regression analysis for the
total group, portrayed in Table 6, resulted in a Multiple
R of .190 for the variable of parent-subject communica-
tion. This accounted for 3.11% of the variance (F =
7.35, p < .007). From this analysis the following re-
gression equation was derived: Assertiveness = 92.962 -
0.141 Parent-Subject Communication. This indicates a

gain of only 3% over chance in predicting assertiveness

scores for college students.
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DISCUSSION

The major findings indicated the following:

l. There were no sex differences in assertiveness
of the college males and females.

2. There were sex differences in subjects' percep-
tions of mother-father instruction and parent-subject
interaction.

3. Assertiveness and parent-subject communication
were negatively related for all groups.

4. Male and female correlations had no commonality
with variables significantly related to assertiveness.

5. Female and male regression equations produced
divergent results.

The first major finding showed there were no sex
differences in assertiveness for the sample of male and
female college students. This is contrary to past find-
ings which reported that males were more assertive than
females (e.g., Rodriquez et al., 1980). However, the use
of a random sample in the present study gives strength to
these findings in relationship to a Southern regional
university population but not to a random sample of adults

nationwide.
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A second important result suggested that males and
females perceived relationships with their parents in
different ways. For instance, males perceived their par-
ents to be stricter than did females. This is consistent
with previous research. Lamb (1976) proposed that males
learn to be masculine and aggressive by modeling them-
selves after fathers who are nurturant and consistently
set limits. Additionally, females perceived their moth-
ers to be more aggressive toward their fathers than males.
They also viewed their fathers as more indulgent of them.
The latter finding is congruous with previous results.
For instance, Lamb (1976) suggested that a moderate level
of paternal involvement in decision-making plus paternal
warmth and nurturance were important in the girl's femi-
nine development.

In the third significant finding, assertiveness and
parent-subject communication were found to be negatively
related in the total group as well as the male and female
groups. This lends support to Mummery's (1954) finding
that parents of assertive children were less inclined to
protect their children from normal risks and responsibil-
ities or to prevent a normal amount of independence; this
finding suggests that communication could be perceived to
be lower among assertive children and their parents.
Furthermore, it is possible that subjects equated assert-

iveness with aggressiveness in responding to items on the
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Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS). This is possible
since recent studies indicated the RAS may confound the
variables of assertiveness and aggressiveness (Tucker
et al., 1983). 1If this suggestion is correct, then the
RAS may not be an adegquate measure of assertiveness.

The fourth major result showed that male and female
groups had no variables in common that significantly re-
lated to the variable of assertiveness. In the female
group, correlational data suggested that parental indul-
gence is important in the development of assertiveness;
whereas, good communication with parents could have in-
terfered with the development of this characteristic.
This finding suggests parental indulgence may increase
the female's self-confidence and sense of well-being.
However, the indulged female, who has been spoiled and
shown considerable favoritism, may perceive communication
to be lower between herself and her parents.

In the male group, parental aggression toward the
subject as well as paternal strictness seemed to foster
assertiveness. Again, confusion of assertiveness with
aggressiveness is suggested. Likewise, the ability to
identify with the father and denial of the father's short-
comings seemed to impede the development of assertiveness
in the male group. Note that the high amount of inter-
correlations among the variables may have lessened the

impact of this correlational data.
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The fifth and most important finding indicated that

female and male regression equations produced contrasting
results. Regression data suggested that the female's as-
sertiveness is strongly influenced by the father's indul-
gence of her and surprisingly by poor communication with
her parents. The former result is consistent with Lamb's
(1976) findings. He proposed that the father's consistent
interest in the child contributed strongly to the devel-
opment of the child's self-confidence and self-esteem.
Additionally, fathers who were nurturant usually produced
well-adjusted daughters. The latter finding is again
consistent with Mummery's (1954) research that assertive
children might perceive communication to be lower be-
tween themselves and their parents.

The male's assertiveness, on the other hand, seemed
to be strongly influenced by the father's aggressiveness.
This is reasonable when viewed in light of Lamb's (1976)
opinion of the father's role. He felt that one of the
most prominent characteristics of the father-child inter-
action was discipline. He also stressed that boys often
learned to be aggressive and masculine by modeling them-
selves after their fathers. Paternal modeling then ap-
pears to be important in the development of assertiveness
in males.

To summarize, the unique variables found in the

stepwise multiple regression analysis were paternal
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indulgence and parent-subject communication for the fe-
male group; paternal aggression for the male group; and
parent-subject communication for the total group.

Perhaps the choice of a more distinct parent-child re-
lations measure would have led to more significant
findings.

In conclusion, the present study suggests that as-
sertiveness is encouraged by the father's behaviors, with
aggressiveness being important for the boy and indulgence
being important for the girl. 1In addition, contrary to
expectations, parent-child communication was found to be
negatively related to assertiveness. When these are con-
sidered, several points need to be assessed. First, do
certain RAS items need to be revised? Second, should the
validity and reliability of the RAS be reassessed: and
third, does this scale more than other assertiveness in-
struments confuse the concepts of assertiveness and ag-
gressiveness? With this in mind, future research needs
to be directed toward clarifying these gquestions and in
addition answering such questions as the following: Does
the general public confuse assertiveness with aggressive-
ness? 1Is assertiveness inadvertently used as an outlet
for negative feelings? 1Is a more precise definition of
assertiveness needed? Until such clarification is com-

pleted, it is suggested that the term assertiveness be




replaced by one which will evoke less negative

evaluations.
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Rathus Assertiveness Schedule

DIRECTIONS: Indicate how characteristic or descriptive
each of the following statements is of you
by using the code given below:

+3 very characteristic of me, extremely descriptive
+2 rather characteristic of me, quite descriptive

+1 somewhat characteristic of me, slightly
descriptive

-1 somewhat uncharacteristic of me, slightly
nondescriptive

-2 rather uncharacteristic of me, quite
nondescriptive

-3 very uncharacteristic of me, extremely
nondescriptive

X through your choice

l. I have hesitated to make or
accept dates because of
shyness. +3+2+1-1-2-3

2. When the food served at a
restaurant is not done to
my satisfaction, I complain
about it to the waiter or
waitress. +3+2+41-1-2-3

3. I am careful to avoid hurt-
ing other people's feelings,
even when I feel that I have
been injured. +3+2+1-1-2-3

4, 1If a salesman has gone to
considerable trouble to show
me merchandise which is not
quite suitable, I have a
difficult time in saying
"No," +342+1-1-2-3

5. When I am asked to do some-
thing, I insist upon knowing
why. +3+2+1-1-2-3



10.

ll.

12,

13.

14.

15,

16,

There are times when I look
for a good, vigorous
argument.

I strive to get ahead as
well as most people in my
position.

To be honest, people often
take advantage of me.

I enjoy starting conversa-
tions with new acguaintances
and strangers.

I often don't know what to
say to attractive persons of
the opposite sex.

I will hesitate to make phone
calls to business establish-
ments and institutions.

I would rather apply for a
job or for admission to a
college by writing letters
than by going through with
personal interviews.

I find it embarrassing to
return merchandise.

If a close and respected
relative were annoying me,
I would smother my feelings
rather than express
annoyance,

I have avoided asking ques-
tions for fear of sounding
stupid.

During an argument I am
sometimes afraid that I will
get so upset that I will
shake all over.
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X through your choice

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1=-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1=1-2-3

+34+2+1-1-2=-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+34+24]=1=2=3



17 .

18.

19.

28

23,

22,

23

24,

25-

26.

27 s

If a famed and respected
lecturer makes a state-
ment which I think is
incorrect, I will have the
audience hear my point of
view as well.

I avoid arguing over prices
with clerks and salesmen.

When I have done something
important or worthwhile,

I manage to let others
know about it.

1 am open and frank about
my feelings.

If someone has been spread-
ing false and bad stories
about me, I see him or her
as soon as possible to
"Have a talk" about it.

I often have a hard time
saying "No."

I tend to bottle up my
emotions rather than make
a scene,

I complain about poor
service in a restaurant
and elsewhere.

When I am given a compli-
ment, I sometimes just
don't know what to say.

If a couple near me in a
theatre or at a lecture
were conversing rather
loudly, I would ask them to
take their conversation
elsewhere.

Anyone attempting to push
ahead of me in a line is
in for a good battle.

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+34+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3
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X through your choice




28,

29.

30.

I am gquick to express an
opinion.

There are times when I
just can't say anything.

Most people seem to be
more aggressive and
assertive than I am.
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X through your choice

+3+2+1=-1-2-3

+34241-1-2-3

+3+2+1-1-2-3
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Clarke Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire

DIRECTIONS: Circle the answer that best applies to you.

1. Did your mother have a bad temper with you?

A. Yes B. No

2. Did your father have a bad temper with you?
A, Yes B. No

3. How often was your mother grouchy with you?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

4. How often was your father grouchy with you?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

5. How often did your mother strike you with her fists?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

6. How often did your father strike you with his fists?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

7. How often were you afraid of your mother?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

8. How often were you afraid of your father?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

9. Was your mother too domineering or too bossy with you?
A, Yes B. No

10. Was your father too domineering or too bossy with you?
A. Yes B. No

11. Did your mother hurt your feelings?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

12. Did your father hurt your feelings?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never



135

14,

156

l6.

p 7 S

18.

L

20.

21

22.

23;

24,

25 .

Did
A.
Did
A.

Did

Did
A'

Was

Dpid
A,

Did

Did
A,

Did

Did
A.

Did

your mother
Yes B.
your father
Yes B.
your mother
Yes B.
your father
Yes B.
your mother
Yes B.
your father
Yes B.
your mother
Often B.
vour father
Often B.
your mother
Often B
your father

Often B.
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say you wouldn't amount to much?
No
say you wouldn't amount to much?
No
feel this way?

No

feel this way?

No

cruel to you?

Sometimes C. Never
cruel to you?

Sometimes C. Never
criticize you?

Sometimes C. Never
criticize you?

Sometimes C. Never
sulk and refuse to talk?
Sometimes C. Never
sulk and refuse to talk?

Sometimes C. Never

you argue with your mother?

Often B.

Sometimes C. Never

you argue with your father?

Often B.
you dislike

Often B.

Sometimes C. Never

your mother?

Sometimes C. Never




26.

2%,

28.

29,

30.

3

32,

33,

34.

35,

36.

37.
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Did you dislike your father?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Did you ever get so angry at your mother you felt
like killing her?

A. Yes B. No

Did you ever get so angry at your father you felt
like killing him?

A. Yes B. No

Did you ever shout at your mother in an argument?
A. Often B, Sometimes C. Never

Did you ever shout at your father in an argument?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Was your mother cold and reserved with your father?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Was your father cold and reserved with your mother?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Should your father have been more forceful with your
mother?

A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Did your father watch TV, read, sleep, etc., instead
of paying attention to the family?

A, Yes B. No

Did you see your mother strike your father?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Did you see your father strike your mother?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Was your mother too domineering or bossy with your
father?

A. Yes B. No



38,

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48,

49,

Was your father
mother?

A. Yes 8.
Would you say that
father?

A, Often B.
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too domineering or bossy with your

No

your mother was cruel to your

Sometimes C. Never

Would you say that your father was cruel to your

mother?
A. Often B.

Did your mother
to much?
A. Often B.

Did your father

A. Yes B.
Did your mother
to much?

A. Yes B.

Did your father
A. Yes B.

Was your mother
A. Often B
Was your father
A, Often B.
Did your mother
A. Often B.
your father
Often B.

your mother

A. No B

Sometimes C. Never

tell your father he didn't amount

Sometimes C. Never
try to act like a big shot?
No

feel that your father didn't amount

No

spend too much time away from home?
No

bad-tempered with your father?
Sometimes C. Never
bad-tempered with your mother?
Sometimes C. Never
criticize your father?
Sometimes C. Never
criticize your mother?
Sometimes C. Never
consider this a happy marriage?

Yes
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Pk »

52 .

G

54.

55

56.

57w

o8 .

59.

60'

61.
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Did your father consider this a happy marriage?
A. No B. Yes

Did your mother show respect for your father?
A. No B. Yes

Did your father show respect for your mother?
A. No B. Yes

Was your father hen-pecked?

A. Yes B. No

Was your father too forceful with your mother?
A. Yes B. No

Did your mother have temper tantrums?

A. Yes B. No

Did your father have temper tantrums?

A. Yes B. No

Were you ever afraid that your mother would leave
the home?

A, Yes B. HNo

Did your mother and father only put up with each
other?

A. Yes B. No

Would you say that your mother was intelligent?
A. Yes B. No

Would you say that your father was intelligent?
A, Yes B. No

Was your mother good at meeting people?

A. Yes B. No



62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

705

7 51 .

1d.

T3

74.

Was
A.
Did
A.

Did

Was
A.

Was

Did
A,

Did

Was
A.
Was
A.

Did
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your father good at meeting people?

Yes B. No

your mother a nervous person?
No B. Yes

your father a nervous person?
Yes B. No

you ever feel ashamed of your
No B. Yes

you ever feel ashamed of your
Yes B. No

your mother a success in life
Yes B. No

your father a success in life
Yes B. No

you ever feel your mother was
No B. Yes

you ever feel your father was
No B. Yes

your mother a show-off?

No B. Yes

your father a show-off?

No B. Yes

mother?

father?

as a person?

as a person?

stupid or silly?

stupid or silly?

your mother have leadership qualities?

Yes B. No

your father have leadership qualities?

Yes B. No
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Tl

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.
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Was your mother a good organizer and efficient?
A. Yes B. No
Was your father a good organizer and efficient?

A. Yes B. No

In a crisis at home, would your mother be able to
take charge?

A. Yes B. No

In a crisis at home, would your father be able to
take charge?

A. Yes B. No

Was your mother sympathetic and friendly to you?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Was your father sympathetic and friendly to you?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Did you feel close to your mother?

A. Yes B. No

Did you feel close to your father?

A. Yes B. No

Did you feel that your mother neglected you?

A. Never B. Sometimes C. Never

Did you feel that your father neglected you?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

Did you feel that your mother did not want to pay
much attention to you?

A. No B. Yes

Did you feel that your father did not want to pay
much attention to you?

A. No B. Yes
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87. Was your mother cold and reserved with you?
A. Never B. Sometimes C. Never
88, Was your father cold and reserved with you?
A. Never B. Sometimes C. Never

89. Did you get tenderness and affection from your

mother?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never
90. Did you get tenderness and affection from your
father?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

91. Was your mother strict with you?
A. Yes B. No

92, Was your father strict with you?

A. Yes B. No

93. Did your mother punish you with a strap, switch, or
cane?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

94. Did your father punish you with a strap, switch, or
cane?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never
95. Did your mother slap or spank you?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never
96. Did your father slap or spank you?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

97. Did you have trouble getting permission from your
mother to do the things you wanted?

A, Yes B. No
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98. Did you have trouble getting permission from your
father to do the things you wanted?

A. Yes B. No
99. Did your mother try to control you?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never
100. Did your father try to control you?

A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

101. Did your mother have qualities you admired and that
you would like to have yourself?

A. Several B. 1 or 2 C. None

102. Did your father have qualities you admired and that
you would like to have yourself?

A. Several B. 1 or 2 C. None

103. Are you in some ways similar to your mother?
A. Yes B. No

104. Are you in some ways similar to your father?
A. Yes B. No

105. Was your relationship with your mother pleasing to
you on the whole?

A. Yes B. No

106. Was your relationship with your father pleasing to
you on the whole?

A. Yes B. No
107. Did you worship your mother?
A. Yes B. No
108. Did you worship your father?
A. Yes B. No
109. Did you feel like your mother's favorite?

A, Yes B. No
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110. Did you feel like your father's favorite?
A. Yes B. No

111. Did your mother spoil you; give you what you wanted?
A, Often B. Sometimes C. Never

112. Did your father spoil you; give you what you wanted?
A. Often B. Sometimes C. Never

113. Did your mother smother you with love, attention,
and fussing over you?

A. Yes B. No

114. Did your father smother you with love, attention,
and fussing over you?

A. Yes B. No
115. Was your mother grouchy or bad tempered with you?
A. Never B. Sometimes C. Often
116. Was your father grouchy or bad tempered with you?
A. Never B. Sometimes C. Never
117. Dpid you ever feel ashamed of your mother?
A. No B. Yes
118. Did you ever feel ashamed of your father?
A. No B. Yes
119. Was your mother cruel to your father?
A. No B. Yes
120. Was your father cruel to your mother?
A. No B. Yes

121. Was your mother too domineering with your father?

A. No B. Yes




122

123,

124,

125

126.

127,

128.

129.

130.

1315

132.

Was

Did

Was
A.
Was
A.
Was
A,
How
A,
How
A.

Did

Did

How

A.

Did

your father a show-off?

No B. Yes

You argue with your mother?

Never B. Sometimes C. Often

your father bad tempered with your mother?
Never B. Sometimes C. Often

your mother too domineering with you?

No B. Yes

your father cold and reserved with you?
Never B. Sometimes C. Often

often did your mother criticize you?

Never B. Sometimes C. Often

often did your father criticize you?

Never B. Sometimes C. Often

you shout at your mother in an argument?
Never B. Sometimes C. Often

your father sulk and refuse to talk with you?
Never B. Sometimes C. Often

often did your mother criticize your father?
Never B. Sometimes C. Often

your father criticize your mother?

Never B. Sometimes C. Often
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Personal Data Form

NAME : AGE: SEX:

LOCAL ADDRESS: PHONE :

CLASS (Freshman, Sophomore, etc.):

1. When you lived at home, did you live with
Real Mother Real Father

Step-Mother Step~Father

Other

2. How many children were in your home (not counting
yourself) ?

3. Where do you fit in the family (circle one) ?

Oldest Child In the Middle Youngest Only Child
4. Do you have any brothers? Yes No
If vyes,

How many?
How many are older than you are?
How many are younger than you are?

5. Draw a circle around the number of years of schooling
your father has completed.

Grade School High School College Grad. School
12345678 2 10 1l 12 1234 1234

6. Draw a circle around the number of years of schooling
your mother has completed,

Grade School High School College Grad. School
12345678 9 10 11 12 1234 1234

7. Your father's work is
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8. Your mother's work is

9. How many times did your family move while you were
living at home?

10. How many people live in your home town or city?

1ll. Approximately what is the distance from campus to
your home?
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Cover Letter

March 15, 1984

Dear Student,

I am an Appalachian State University graduate student
working on my Master of Arts Thesis. Your name has been
randomly drawn from the Student Directory as a potential
subject for my study. As a part of this endeavor, I need
you to complete the enclosed questionnaires and return
them as soon as possible; this should take approximately
15-20 minutes of your time. Additionally, all information
will be treated confidentially. 1In appreciation for your
assistance, your name will be placed in a drawing in which
the winner will receive $40.00. A self-addressed envelope
is included for your convenience. Moreover, if I do not
hear from you within one week, a postcard will be sent as

a reminder.

Your cooperation and promptness will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Patricia Buckner
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Intercorrelations Among Subjects' Perceptions
of Interactions with Their Parents for
Males and Females Separately
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Carolina, on January 29, 1960. She attended elementary
school in Mars Hill, North Carolina, and graduated from
Madison High School, Marshall, North Carolina, in June
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College, and in May 1982, she received a Bachelor of Arts
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