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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

The social sclence literature abounds with work on diseipline in
child rearing, ranging from experimental and observational studies of
punishment to studles on child abuse, but offers little information on
parental attiiuvdes and {eelings about child disclpline., In addition,
some of the different theoretical views of punlshwent emanating from
this bulk of literature disagree over the effects and effectiveness of
punlshnent ;n producing behavioral change, From these divergent per-
spectives a variety of child rearing philosophies are advanced which at
the lay level make decisions concernlng approprlate diseiplinary prac=
tices, at best, quite confusing. Yet, despite conceptual confusion
over whether punishment is an effective or appropriate disciplinary
technique, most individuals are content to operate on their own under-
standing, employing scme form of punishment in thelr child rearing.

The focus of this study 1s to examine how individuals think about the
punishment of children and to examine tholr reports of actions or behav-
lors by which theoze bellefs are implemented. Due to the lack of concup-
tual agreement over the effectiveness of punishment and the absence of
any guldelines concerning the Justification of punishment, the questicn
of how it has acquired its meaning for the individual poses a genuine
psycholeglcal problem,

It scems clear that in the parent~child relatlionship punishment is
adhered to for behavioral controle. The actuval form of punishment util-
ized, reflectod in behavior, may encompass a broad continuum from physi-
cal to emotlonal methuds and, perhaps, be based on a2 varlety of differ-
ent rationales,

Another area of ilnvestipgatlon, in sddition to examinaticn of the
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individual®s conceptunlization of punlshnent, involwves comparison of

the relatlionshlp betueen atlitudes and reported practices of diseipline
to the phenomena of child abuse. TFrom this comparison some forms of
child abuse are suggested as characteristic of extreme cases, "the tip
of the iceberg,® of more commonly practiced forms of force, labeled
under the rubric of disecipline. While child abuse has recelved consid-
eratle public and professional attentlon as a major secial problem, very
little is known about the more general modes and patierns of force occur-
ring in the parent-child relatioﬂship, which between adulis might be
considered chargeable assault, And yet, even less 1s known about the
attitudes and bellefs which underlie these patterns of force and may be
lending support to their continued use as acceptable forms of diseipline
in the parent-child relationship. One of the questions to be investi-
gated 1n this study is: Can the point e established at which punishment
ends and child abuse begins in the mind of the individual?  Another
specific question considers: Is it reascnablé to think of child abuse in
a way that suggests 1t is conventional punishment out of contrel? The
problem may arise in that parenis infllet more punishment than they in-
tende If, in fact, most people do have experiences of carrying punish-
ment too far, this may provide insight to understending the centinuity
proposed for child abuse,

Another significant facet of this study lies in its potential meth-
odological contribution. To explore the various problems and issues
noted above, a guasi~phenomenological analysis will be utilized to analy-
ze a series of in-depth, open-ended intorcviews., Silnce the focus of this
study is to examine divergent conceptualizations of punishment and thelr
potential relaticnships to commonly practiced forms of force and extrome

force in the parcnt-child relationship, an open concerival fronework is
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required, That 1s, a comprehensive understanding of these arcas is en-
hanced by a phenonenslogical approach which permitd the nature, scope and

Implications of ilhese lssues to reveal themselves.,



CHATTER 2
Priosr Research and Theory

A revicw of theory ond research in the soclal scliences reveals thatl
although there has been much work relevant to the concept of puni:hmeni,
there has been no direct investligation of how people think about it as
a disciplinory tool, Previous studles of punishment and diseipline gen=-
erally fall into two najor categories. The first category consists of
experimental research involving anlmals and humén subjects. The second
consists of research on the speclfic phenomena of chlld abuse including
historical analyses, as vell as analyces of individuzl and institutional
abuse, These analyses focus on the more extreme cases of force cccurring
in the parent-chlild relationship,

Research ralevant to punishment and discipline is at best confusing
and dispurate. On the hasis of psycholegleal literature alone, any dis-
ciplinary technigue could potentially be justified, Generally, there
has been 1little or no systematic effort to integrate or lnterpret prior
research in conncctlion with parental feelings and the disciplinary pro-
blems that arisc in the parent-child relationship. Thus, a rpajor cin
of this study is to reviewand critique prior research and to ldentify the
gaps and thus, any confusion that may exist for parents at the practic-l

level, while some general notlons on punishment are developed.

Conceptual Problems with Punishment

Prior to discussing the pertinent literature on punishment and child
abuse, 1t 1s essential that certain problems assoclated with the concept
of punishment bLe discussed, The most salient problem arises from the
disparity between the pure technical orxr seientific nmeaning of punish-
ment and the common or luy interpretation. This distinction does not

arlse solely from lack of awarencss or lgnorance on the part of the lay



person, The experimentalists® under emphasis or inattention to the renl-
ity of child rearing ard soclal custonrs must be recognized.

That a dusl vocabularly exlsts 1s emphasized in a review on corporal
punishment by Mawrer (1974). As an explicit description of thls problem
Maurier describes a U.S, Supreme Court ruling (1973, Editorial) in favor
of the spanking rules of the public schools of Dallas, Texas, where
B, F. Skinner was incorrectly cited as supportive of spanklng. The in-
accurate citing of sclentific recearch as supportive of policies derivad
from the common or lay definition of the ilerm poses a real threat to the
public as well as to the sclentific community,

According to the sclentific definition of punishment, the term is
devold of emotional meaning and implications. There is no reference to,
mwor consideratlon of, the intentions of the experimenter or feelings of
the subject., Baer (1971, p.3%4) defines punishment as “any stimulus
that reduces the frequency of the bchavior that precedes it.," From
this definition the independent and dependent variables become confused.
In Baer®s discussion (1971) he comuents that revulsion against punish-
ment 1s essentiully a reactlon against the type of punishment used for
inhumane purposes years zgo, and overlovks all the years of progress and
hunane reform men have achleved.

Azrin and Holz (1966, p. 381) define punishment of operant behavior
as "a reduction of the future probability of a specific response as a
result of the immediate delivery of a stimulus for the response; a
punishing stimulus is thus,a consequence of behavior that reduces the
future probability of that behavior." The only criterlon for the stim-
uluc is that it is successful in diminishing or suppressing the chosen
undesired behavior,  According to the sclentific definition of the term

there is no linit on what the stimulus may be and no regquirerent that
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it be unplecasant or palnful,

Generally, these technical definitions may be useful in facllitating
communication btetween those who underztand their meanings between and
among disciplines. However, outside the laboratory at the lay or
practical level, thls vocabulary may be leaded wlth meanings far beyond
that intended for narrow applicaticn in the laboratory.

Controversy over the effectiveness of punishment is anothszr area
that creates problems at the lay level. The work by Skinner (1938) and
Estes (1944) supported the vlew that punishment is relatively ineffective
as a technique for elimination of undesired behaviers., That is, punish-
ment only acts temporarily to suppress a response rather than extinguish
it. The generalization that punishment was not a dependable mechanism
for changing behavior prevalled for two decades untll it was called into
question by the work of Solomon (1964), Baer (1971), Johnston (1972)
and Baumrind (1966). The effectiveness of punishment still continues
to be a subject ol controversy among soclal sciepntistis. Consequently,
it would appear crucial that the translatlon of results and conclusions
of resegrch on punishment, into the lay vocabulary, be as specific and
precise as possible. |
Punishment

The literature abounds with experimentzl work on punishment.

Skinner (1938) demonstrated with rats first that even a mild punishment
produces a tenporary decline in the frequency of a behavior's appecrvance,
Estes (1944) later confirmed Skinner's belief that the main function of
punishment was to suppress, not extinguish, the occurrence of an undesir-
ed behavior, TIn 1964 Solomon called Skinner's formulation into ques-
tion, contending that no real determinaticn could be made on the effect-
iveness of punishment because only limited information and rescarch was

availlable, Solomon®s proposal stressed the comploxity of the issues
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involved in studying punishment. Thils controversy over punishment still
continues even vhile exprrimentzal laboratory and field observaticnal
studles are currently bteing conducted.

While it is beyond the scope of this investigation to review the
theoretical controversies over punishment, technical studies involving
punishment of children are examined for their relevancy to applied disci-
plinary practices. The technical aspects of punishment, involving var-
lables such as the timing, intensity, and form of punishment, are
examined because they are of practical concern to parents.

Technical aspects of punishment. Halters, Parke and Cane (1965)

examined the timing of punishment, that is, elther before or after the
undesired behavior, and its effectiveness. Results from thelr exper-
iment indicated that punishment before the crime combined with examples
of punishment for undesired behavior was rost effective in reducing the
number of times the undesired behavior occurred. In this experiment the
undesired behavior was touching a forbidden toy. This finding and rele-
vant replications support the generalization that the longer it is delay-
ed, the less effective punishment is as a response inhibhltor,

Examinlng the effects of the intensity of punishmuni, Aronfreed cnd
Leff (1963) investigated response inhibition in a diserimination task
with six and seven year old males, In this task the punishment was
elther a verbal statement, “nu," deprivation of candy, or varylng inten-
sitles of a noise. Aronfreed and Leff concluded that high intensity
punishment could create emotional reactions that interfere with discrim-
ination learning and retard inhibition of the undesired behavior.

Sears, Maccoby and Levin (1957), in their study of child rearing
practlices, reported that mothers rated warm and affectionate, who fre-

quently used punishment, thought spanking was an effective means of dis-
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cipline, Moreover, spanking was described as more effcctive when it was
administered by the warmer of the two parents, Sears, Noccoby and Lovin
concluded that punishment may be more eflfective in contrelling the child's
behavior when the parent-child relationship 1s close and affectional,.
Also, investigating the use of punishment accompanied by reasoning, thcse
authors indicated that mothers who combined physical punishnent with
extensive use of reasconing reported punishment was more effective, than
mothers who renorted using punishment alone, Experinental studies by
Cheyne and walters (1559) confirmed these results. However, these stud-
les did not indicate how reasoning in combinatlion with punishment altered
the effectiveness of punishment. And in contrast to these studiles,

Parke and Murray (1971) found that rationale without punishment for
inappropriate behavior was much more effective than punishment used alone.

In discussing the actual pattern or schedule of punishment adminis-
tered, Pavlov (1941) indicated that inconsislont punishment was quite
detrimental. Utilizing an inconsistant punishment schedule, Pavlov
(1941) noted the complete breakdown of behavior in dogs, taking the form
of aggressive beshavior in some cases or withdrawal or compulsive behaviors
in others., 1In Sears, Maccoby and Levin's (1957) child rearing stuly,
they reported that inconsistant punishment of chlldren was extremecly
disruptive and related to high aggression., Furthermore, their results
indicated that punishment did not eliminate the behavior toward which
it was directed, Investigating delinquency, Glueck and Glueck (1950)
concluded that delinquents had been raised by parents utillizing a high
amount of physical punizhment inconsistantly.

Generally, these studies indicate that the effectiveness of punish-
ment ir unclear and confusing. That is, the effectlivencss of punishment

as a behavlioral control varles with a variety of known and perhaps
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unknown parameters. In addition, some of {lhese parameters are confound-
ed, The usefulnces of these studies at the practical or applied level
is limited and perhaps even confusing.

Parental discipline snd child's personality. Aside from the more

technical aspects of punishmeni there are a number of studies that have
examined the relationship belween parental disclpllne patierns and spe-
cific areas of the child's perscnality and behavior. The more prominent
areas Lo be reviewed include morality, achievement, aggression and
authoritarianism,

In the area of morality Hoffman and Salizstein (1967), from inter-
views with parents on the specific type of discipline utilized and from
tests of the child's moral behavior, hypothesized that discipline tech-
niques such as love withdrawal and incuction, where the parent concen-
trates on the consequences of actleons, are related to indices of moral
development, Thelr results for middle class mothers indicated that
induction was most strongly related to advanced moral development, On
the other hand, love withdrawal, vwhich involved direct but nonphysical
expression of parents® anger or disapproval, infrequently related to
moral development, Additionally, for the lower class parents, there
were few significant relatlionsnips between the child's moral development
and his report of parental discipline., The explanation was offered that
the soclalizing process may be more diffuse in the lower class. That is,
diseipline may be shared by many individuals, whereas in middle class
families, the mothers are ihe primary agents of discipline,

In resecarch on aggression, llicllenberg and Sperry (1951) indicated
hlgh punishment for aggression in the home was related to high aggress-
lon in doll playing. Sears, Whiting, Nowlis and Sears {1953) investi-

gated the relationship between aggression in role playing and the dlsci-
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plinary styles of mothers. They concluded that the kind and amount of
frustration and punlchment experienced by the child were the major
determinants of aggression,

In examining the relationship between chlléd-rearing practices of
punishment and achlevement, Winterbottom (1969) indicated that there
were no significant differences in the frequency and intensity of punish-
ment administered by mothers of high and low achievement males,

Studies on authoritarianism (e.g., Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levin-
son & Sanford, 1950; Block, 1955) and creativity (e.g., MacKinnon, 1962)
suggest that an overly controlling parent reduces a child‘'s creativity
and is disruptive to the child's behavior. However, reviews by Baumrind
(1966) and Marshall (1965) suggest that most forms of punishment are not
as danaging as indicated in the earlier literature. Baumrind and Mar-
shall concluded that in some eircumstances punishment is effective in pro-
ducing the desired behavioral changes. As an alternative to the author-
itarian or permissive apprcaches to child rearing, Baumrind proposed an
authoritative appréach. Utilizing an authoritaztive approach a parent
attempts to direct the child®s activities in a rational, issue-oriented
manner, While self-will and disciplined conformity are valued by parentis,
firm control is exerted at points of parent-child divergence., It was
hypothesized that with thils approach a parent can achleve responsible
conformity with group standards without the loss of the child's individ-
ual autonomy or self-assertiveness,

In a 1967 study Baumrind and Black attempted identification of par-
ental attitudes and behaviors associated with dimensions of compotent be-
havior in preschool childrens Generally, thelr findings suggested that
independence granting and verbal give and take, coupled with enforced

demands and consistant disclpline were assvciated with stable assertive
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behaviors in children. Also thelr findings indlcated that parents of
the most ascertive, self reliant and self controlled children were con-
trollling, demwnding, communicative and loving. Parents of the children
identified as unhappy and disaffiliative were detached and only relative-
ly controlling; and parents of the least self reliant and self controlling
children were noncontrolling, nondemanding and only relatively warm.

Investigating the relationship between affection and control in
males and females, Bronfenbrenner (1961) stated that males received less
affection and more physical punishment than females, ZPBronfenbrenner also
stated that parents using either lax or severe methods of punishment
had less influence on the values of thelr children than parents who used
moderate control,

In sum, one important function of these studies lies in their identi-
fication of the particular effects produced by specific disciplinary
practices. Generally, these studies reveal that the relatlionship
between parental disclplinary patierns and the child®’s personality is
quite complex and subject to a variety of influences, However, since
these studies attempt to isolate the relationshlp between specific
disciplinary practices and specific personality iraits in the child, the
more general relationship between disciplinary practices and personality
may be obscured,

Patterns and incldence of parental disciplinary practlces, A third

area to be revicwed involves research on parental disciplinary practices
providing insight into the actual incidence and forms of punishment.
Research by Clifford (1959), Blumberg (1974}, Stark and Ncivoy (1970)
and Erlanger (1974) is examined. It must be noted that all the studies
reviewed relate to how pecople are punished, not the judgment made whe-

thexr to punigh,
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In an investigntion of the types and irequencies of disciplinary teche
niques utilized, Clifford (1959) examined the records kept by mothers
over a three weck perlod. On all the dimensions that Clifford exam-
ined, the primary factor associated with disclpline was the child's age.
The results indicated that with ilncreasing age, parents come to rely more
on verbal techniaues and less on physical methods., Clifford also noted
that the frequency of situations which required discipline decreased with
the child®'s age. Additionally, the variety of methods utilized by parents
in the svace of one incident decrezsced wlth age. However, the use of
multiple methiods wes still evideﬁt at the age of nine,

Blumbersz (1974) compared American studies of physical punishment
with British studies, noting very few differences. Her research suggosts
that physical punishment tends to be zs much a result of the stress exp-
erienced by the parents as it is of the objective need to control the
chlld®s behavior, In this respect, the dynanmies of physical punishment
could be interpretecd as comparable to the dynamics of child abuse,

In an investigation of the child's perception and interpretation of
his parents® behavior, Rodke (1946) found that 74% of the preschool
chlldrer intervicied mentioned spanking as the type of punishment they
received, However, thelr parents reported that they rarely spankqd
their children, Radke also noted that 87%% of the children reported
that they felt spanking was the best punishnent.

Based on a 1968 study on violence in America, conducted for the
National Comrission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, Stark and
McEvoy (1970) challenged some of the cuivent myths about violence,

With respect to childhood violence they questioned the idea that per-
missive child rearing practices have increased over the last generation,

In this study 9 of 10 adults reported being spanked soretime as a child.
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Also, 8 in 10 men and 9 in 10 women reported utilizing spanking with

thelr children, and one third of all the adults reported using spanking
frequently. A majority (8(%) asreed that strong discipline was what
young people needed the most. 1In general, thls study lends some
insight into the prevalance of spanking as a discliplinary technique.
However, no attempt was made to examine the punishing atmosphere in
general or distinctions between slight and extreme physical force with
children,

In an updated analysis of recent studles and a secondary analysis of
the rurvey taken for the Naticnal Commission on the Causes and Prevention
of Violence, Erlanger (1974) concluded that although various studies
have reported a statistically significant relationship between social
class and the use of corporal punishment, the relationship is weak and
not strong enough to be of great theoretical or practical significance.
Previous studies generally cencluded that working class parents Were more
frequent users of physical punishment, whercas middle class parents re-
sorted to reasoning and love oriented techniques (Bronfenbrenner, 1958).
Bronfenbrenner contended that the class differences had persisted over
time. In opposition Erlanger asserts that in the past significant
relationships between social class and corporal punishment were used as
explanations of behaviors thought to be more common in the lower class,
but these correlations were not strong enocugh to support these infe-rences,

In summary, these investigatlons of parental disciplinary patterns
generally indicate that between 84 and 97% of all parents use physical
punishment at some point in the child®s 1life (Clifford, 1959, Blumberg,
1374, Bronfenbrenner, 1958, Stark & McEvoy, 1970, and Exlanger, 1974).
However, some of these studies are not comparable since they focus on

approval of punishment rathezr than actual behavlior. And some of these
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Studies are bascd on nonrepresentative clinieal samples or speecialized
populations. Therefore, while it may be concluded that physical punish-
ment of children is common, no estimate is avallable regarding the actual
incidence.

In sum, these studies reveal little about the punishment atmosphere.
That is, the harshness of discipline, the conditions calling for discipl-
ine, or the particular way different methcds are combined by different
parents with different rationales.

Child Abuse

The second major category of literature to be reviewed relevant to
the concept of punishment relates to lncreasing public and professional
awareness of the phenomena of child abuse. Thls increased awareness is
indicated in legislative enactments (e.g., Public Law 930-247, The Fed~
eral Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, 1974), the establishment
of government agencies for children, and an abundance of literature eman-
ating from all professional fields (legal, medical, educational and social-
behavioral sciences), Professional and public interest groups have also
energed. These include the American Psychological Association®s six
member task force on children and thelr rights, the Committee to End
Violence Against the Next Generation (EVAN=G), the National Committee
to Abslish Corperal Punishment, and the American Civil Liberties Union.

Historical analyses. The fact that abuse is not a new aspect of

child rearing is emphasized in historical analyses of abuse (Radbill,1958;
Bakan, 19713 and de¢¥ause, 1974,1975). Throughout these analyses, the
specific forms of child abuse, including infanticlde, starvation, bond~-
age, etc.,, are discussed in relation to their historical context, These
accounts reveal how prevailing religious, philosophical and economic trends

influenced attitudes and behaviors toward children.
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Especially representative of these apalyses is dellause's work (1y7h,
1975) which provides a comprehensive review of childheod history and child
rearing patterns, as well as a theoretical scheme based on this material.
Briefly, according to deiause the history of child-rearing practices in-
volves a maturaticn of the parents® psychie structure, DeMause contends
that the further back in history one gous, the less effective parents
were in meeting the developing neceds of their children, DelMause cate-
gorizes modes of child rearing according to patterns exhibited by the
most advanced groups of parents in the most advanced cocuntries, maln-
taining that ithe evolution of psychic structure procedes at different
rates, His work suggests that historieally,different forms of abusive
treatment of children such as infanticide, starvation and beating were
commonly practiced and accepied.

Incidence of child abuse, Current theory and research classifying

the incidence, etiology, prevention and/or treatment of child abuse
concentrates on the most extreme negative examples of the parent-chlld
interaction. A review of research on the ilncidence of child abuse indi-
cates that a number of different estimates exist based upon a variety

of techniques of analysis such as: official statistics, households inter-
views, interviews with welfare agencles and statistical projections,
These estimates range from thousands of children abused per year to mill-
lons.

During the late 1960's all fifty states enacted legislation which
mandated reporting of child atuse and neglect cases, A survey conducted
by G11 in 1969 of official statistiecs on confirmed cases of physical
child abuse yielded a figure of 6,000 abused children (Gi1, 1970). The
U. S, census bureau (1975) estimated from reports of courts serving approx-
irmately two-thirds of the pﬁpulation of children under 18,that in 1972

there were 141,000 dependency and neglect cases and 158,000 dependency and
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neglect cases ln 1973. Dependency and neglect includes acts of commise
sion such as physical injury and/or acts of onission such as falling to
maintaln reasonable care znd treatment to the extent that the child's eno-
tlonal and physlical well-being is endangered. The reportling of these
cases required court action., However, the figures cited by the census
burean do not in any way reflect the findings of the court. Figwres on
legally adjudicated abuse are often criticized as gross underestimates
of the problem, since most agencies, as well as the courts, attempt to
help families without court action. Estimates of natiovnal incidence
figures based on statistical projections encompass a broader range,
Kempe (1971) estimates 60,000 cases of child abuse each year, while Fon-
tana (1973) proposes that there may be o many as 1.5 million cases of
child abuse per year,

Despite what the statistiics report, these results are confounded by
the lack of concepiual agreement on what actually constitutes child abuse,
As the literature indicates, a multitude of definitions exist (Gil, 1970;
Helfer & Kempe, 1968; and Polansky, 1975). According to Gil (1970) child
abuse occurs when a caretaker injures a child in anger or delliberately,
Helfer and Kempe (1968) refer to clinical conditions diagnosed by x-rays,
such as broken bones, as child abuse. The Mondale Act or Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act of 1973 (PL 93-237) defines abuse as “,., the
physical or mental injury, sexual abuse, negligent treatment of a child
under the age of 18, by a person who is responsible for the child's wel-
fare..," In addition to the numerous definitions there are several
alternative écncaptual frameworks: the psychodynamic medel, the sociocul~
tural model, and the labeling theory of social deviance proposed for
understanding the phenomena., The problems arising from the lack of

conceptual agreement over what constitutes child abuse ave very important
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when one recognizos that the definitions utilized deteridine which phenon-

ena are studied, how the phenomena are to be studied and thus,the preven~
tion and treatment strategies to be established to deal with the problem,
That is, the generalizaticns from child abuse statistics and reseaxrch
reflect more who has been labeled and how, rather than the causes and
incidence of abuse.

Psychodynamic model, Investigating the etiology of child abuse,

Spinetta and Rigler (1972) reviewed professional opinions and research
concerning the psychological characteristics of the chlld abusing parent,
This review was based on a definition emphasiging willfully inflicted
physical injury. The research of Steele and Pollack (1968), Kempe (1962),
Fontana (1968), and ielnick & Hurley (1969) was cited as supporting

the hypothesis that the abusing parent was once abused, Concerning

the effects of economic and political facters the conclusions

Were more ambiguous. Steele and Pollack concluded that previous research
(Kempe, 1962; Elmer, 1967; and Young,1964) had overemphasized the impor-
tance of these variables, According to Steecle and Pollack these two
variables could only be consldered as having an incidental effect, The
research of Fontana (1968) and Xempe (1962) offered that child abuse wvas
a result of a defect in character structure which manifests itself when
additional stress is present. 1In reviewing research on parental attitudes
toward child rearing, Spinetta and Rigler (1972) concluded that abusing
parenis lack appropriate knowledge of child rearing. They alsc note

that a drastic change in thinking regarding the abusing parcnt has occur-
red from the carly view that the abuse¢r was psychotic to the more current
view that only a few of the abusers exhibit psychotic tendencies.

Spinetta and Rigler (1972) state that attempts to develop a typology
predicting high risk parents, such as in the research of Merrill {1562),

Delsorde (1963) and Zalba (1967) are quite useful and deserve additional
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attention and xefinement,

In general, based on Spinetta and Rigler®s review it appears that
child abuse is perceived by most investigators as an individual or famil-
ial phenomena. From thls formulaticn a psychodynamic approach is advoc-
ated where abusers can be distingulshed from nonabusers on the basis of
Precise psychological profiles.

Sociscultural model., A second analytic approach identifies the

phenomena at a more general level. Gil (1970) proposes a soclocultural
mecdel for understanding child abuse which is based on the data of previous-
ly identified child abusers. According to the soclocultural model, child
‘abuse arises from the stresses of low income, education and occupational
status and the prevailing cultural norms that support violence toward
children, And thus, prevention and treatment must deal with the causes
of the stresses and the cultural norms, Gil (1970) contends that the
psychodynamic approach, which identifices the child abuser as sick, may be
fulfilling some societal function., That is, if the abuser is viewed as
sick or possessing a characterological disorder, scclety and individuals
can then be absolved from responsibility and guilt, Gil (1970) also ind-
icates that what a socliety considers sick and deviant may not be qualita-
tively different from what it considers healthy and normal, The diff. -
ence, thus, is quantitative., What may be understood dynamically as in-
dividual psychological disorders and/or environmental stress may be deeply
rooted in culturally supported attitudes and sanctions,

This approach also recognizes the phenomena of institutlonally sanc-
tioned abuse, The institutional settings include day care centers, schools,
the juvenile justice system, child care agencies,and correctional and
residential settings where physical punishment techniques are utilized
and sanctioned as appropriate. Thus, these institutlonal settlngs are

often viewed as conveylng the accepted cultural norms concerning child
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rearing practices and discipline.

Labeling model, A third theoretical framework for studying the phe-
nomena of chlild abuse is the labeling theory of socicl devlance. 1In
this approach the process of labeling is critical to understanding how
deviance is defined and individuals are labeled. Gelles (1975, 1976)
suggests fhat deviance is not an inherent property in the forms of bohav-
lors, but is conferred upon these forms., The focus of study in this
approach becomes the process of who does the labeling, what definiiions
are employed, and the consequences of the labellng process.

From the sample of research reviewed it becormes apparent that a great
deal of research has been done on the phenomena of child abuse., Gener-
ally, this work focuses on the most extreme negative examples of behave
ior in the parent-child and/br institution-child interaction. While
efforts are concentrated on the physical abuser and abused, the more sobh—
isticated levels of abuse inflicted upon children go unattended. It is
the contention of this paper that emphasis on one particular aspect of
child abuse, such as physical force or the personality disposition of
the abuser, may obscure a clear perception and understanding of the
problem,

Perhaps the work of Gelles (1977) provides the most direct support
for the hypothesis thet some forms of child abuse may be more appropriate-
ly conceptualized as the most extreme end of a continuum of more common-
ly practiced and accepted forms of for~2 in the narent-child relationshiv.
Gelles (19??) proposed that there are a number of parents whose use of
physical force goes beyond mild punishment, but for various reasons do
not get identified and labeled as child abusers. Based on a national
probability sample of 2,143 completed houschold interviews, designed to
measure the extent of parent to child vielence, Gelles® results indicated

that violence is an extenslve and patterned phenomena in parent-child
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lore specifically, milder forms of viclence Were the most commenly
mentioned (such as: spanking, slapplng, pushing, throwing objeets) and
the more dangerous types of violence were the least frequently mentloned
(such ast kicking, beating, biting, threatening with a knife or a gun).
However, extrapolation of Gelles' results reveals that between 1.4 and 2.3
million children were beaten at some posint while they wefe groving up,
and between 275,000 and 3/4 million children Wwere beaten in 1975, Addi~
tionally, between 90,000 and 1.8 million children had their parents use
a gun or a knife on them. TLesults also indicated that mothers were the
most likely users of viclence, whlle sons and younger children were the
most common vietlms,

However, while this study comes closer to descrlibing the real sit-
vation of viclence toward children in the U.S. than any other study, it
does not deal with or specify the circumstances under which the violence
occurred, nor does it examine parental attitudes or feelings about these
situations,

General Summary and Statcment of Alm

From the previous review of materlal one can see that there are all
sorts of different conceptions of punishment. In the laboratory studies,
Where a wide range of independent variables such as timing, intensity and
form are manipulated, it is not clear what the specific dependent variable
is (inhibition, suppression or extinction). This is important because
the different variables have different implications for child-rearing
practices at the applied level., Even in the developmental studies some
of the more prominent writers argue that punishment is not effective in
producing change and may even produce harmful effects in children. Gen-

erally, examination of laboratory and field observational research does



21
not reveal any clearer picture or undersianding of the meaning and effects
of punishment. Consequently, at the applied or practlical level individ-
ual parents are left to thelr own devices with no real quldelines for
appropriate techniques,

Upon examination of the child abuse literature, the same type of
conceptual problems arise, In this case, there is no single agreed-
upon definiticn of what constitutes child abuse. This creates problems
because the definitions utilized determine which phenomena are studied,
how they are studied and treatment strategles. The one maln conclusion
that can be made is that the literature is confusing and creates uncer-
talnty over the most appropriate disciplinary techniques.

The implicit premise underlying this study is there are no clear cut
“scientific" guidelines for child rearing at the level of discipline and
control, and folklore or the prevalling social norms are contradictory
and unclear, The individual actions and attitudes of parents are, there-
fore, clearly a matter of psychological interest., It is anticlpated that
individuals utilize a number of different techniques to disclplline theilr
children on the basis of a varlety of different rationcles. Thus, one
of the m&jor aims of 1his study is to galn a perspective on all the
various disciplinzry methods being used.

Most of the emphasis in the studies reviewed has been upon the child.
Much more information is necded about the parent, especilally whether or
not disciplinary patterns are related to the parent's emotional feelings.
In summary, the present study was designed to examine parental feelings
in relation to reported disciylinary practices and situations. The dis-
tinction between conventionally accepied forms of punishment and child
abuse may not be clear cut, especlally if punishment of the child is as

much a result of the stress expericnced by the parent, as it 1s a result
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of the nced fur correctlon of the child®s misbehavior. Chlld abuse ray
be more appropriately construed as only the 'tip of the iceberg,' of broed-
er but less cxtreme forms of foree thit commonly oceur in the parenti~child
relationship., Extensive concern over child abuse, as such, may be serv-
ing as a redherring which diverts attention to the more extreme cases of
deviant behavior and thus maintains a questionable status quo.

The chaotic and confusing llterature ermanating from a variety of
viewpoints on appropriate disciplinaxy practices, sugzests it is necessary
to gather material on parental feelings and conceptualizations of punishe-
ment in the broadest possible way. Thus, a quasi-phenomenological analy-
sis is employed as the most appropriate methodology for collecting and
analyzing this broad scope of informatiosn, The purpose of this study,
in addition to being exploratory in nature, is twofold, First,relations
between parental feelings and disciplipary practices and implications for
child abuse are explored, while a modifled phenomenological data analysis
1s tested as a new methodology.

Thls study was designed to tap the historiecal, affectional, behavior-
al, perceptual and symbolic dimenslons of 1ndiyidual‘conceptualizations
of punishment. Responses to speclific questions are grouped together
in accord with three major topiecs. These three toplcs include{ (1) gen-
eral and specific comparisons between past and cumirent punishment practic-
es, including conslderation of the factors which may have influenced pun-
ishment practices, as well as individual descriptions of past diseiplin-
ary experiences; (2) parental variables, including the individual's
rationales, actions and feelings on punishment; and (3) characteristics
of the child, that is, the individual'’s perception of the influence of
the child®’s age, scx and birth order upon punishment practices. The

first section generally explorcs the historical dimensions. The second
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section explores beohavieral, symbolic and primarily the affectionzl dimen-
sions of punichment. The last section explores the perceptual dimension

of child characteristics,
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CHAPTER 3

Method and Design

Conduct of this research hinges upon the use of in-depth intervicws
designed to ldentify feelings, practlces and attitudes on punishment.
Thus, in this study a sample of parents (students, faculty or their
spouses) affiliated with Xansas State University were questioned
about their feelings and attltudes according to an open-e¢nded interview
gulde,

In order to carry out a phenomenclogical analysls, all interviews were
taped and transeribed., Additionally, notes were taken during all inter-
views to serve as supportive material in case of any taplng problems,
Subjects

Twenty-seven parents, 13 males and 14 females each from a different
family, were interviewed in depth. The number of interviews conducted
was limited due to the extensiveness of the interview, That is, each
interview took approximately one to two hours, Rather than utilizing
& large representative sample that could only be dealt with superfically,
a small sample was enployed in order to examine attitudes, feellngs and
actions in greater depth. Also, since the general nature of the si.ly
is exploratory, that is, to examine generally what different technlques
are belng utilized and divergent conceptualizations of punishment, there
i1s no attempt to develop a systematic sample for the purpose of general-
ization to any specific population.

Subjects vere selected from the Kansas State University community
for convenience and because diverse professional and cducational back-
grounds could be represented, Since there was a greater likelihood of
this group being exposed to chilld dovelopment and child care information,

examination of these attitudes and reported practices might indicate if
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more enligntencd or reasonable disciplinary approaches are assoclated with
membership iIn the university community. However, separate breakdowns
by educaticnal background were not made, rather the sample was assumed
to reflect the typical cultural atmosphere assoclated with a university
community. Moreover, strict specification of education in terms of years
completed appeared meaningless as in the distinction between faculty and
graduate students. Generally, there was no indicaiion that years of
formal education made any difference in rationales, feelings or practlices.

Subjects were randomly selected from the adult parent population
residing in unlversity married student housing, university or faculty
housing, and from the faculty directory in order to represent varicus
educational and professional backgrounds. Originally 24 interviews were
proposed to be conducted with cqual male/female ratios., However, three
more interviews were added because the sampling procedures ylelded a
distribution for males skewed toward the doctorate level, and a distri-
bution for females skewed toward the undergraduate and high school educa-
tional levels., While this skew for male and female parents toward the
highest and lowest educational levels may cuxrently be representative of
the parental educational levels, additional interviews wWere included so
that a higher educational level might be represented for both sexes.

The age range for parents interviewed included 21 to 65-year-olds with
their children®s ages ranging from 3% months to 40 years old,

Of the individuals contacted for the interviews over three-fourths
consented to being interviewed., There were no problems duxing the in-
terviews such as someone becoming angry, and thus, all interviews were
completed. Several of the parents that declined participation in the
interviews stated reasons such as: belng quite busy, their children were

111, or would just rathexr not participate if someone else could be found.
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In order to examine how and why parents disclpline their children,
their understanding, use and feellngs on punishment, 2 general interview
gulde was developed. The gulde consisted of open-ended questions design-
ed to explore several different dimensions of the individual's conceptual-
zatlon of punishment including historical, affectlonal, behavioral, per-
ceptual and symbolic rmeanings.

A pllot study involving 8 interviews was first conducted in order to
determine if preliminary questlons were effective in tapping this infor~
mation, and if any additlonal beliefs and issues pertinent to the individ-
ualts conceptualization of punishment might have been missed. On the
basis of these preliminary interviews, the interview structure was revised
and the final protocol developed (see Appendix &), The interviewer's
observations concerning general impressions, cooperativeness of the subject
and the subject®s understanding of the questicns were included in the pro-
tocol.,

Interview procedure

All students were selected randomly from university housing desig-
nated for parents with children, 1Initlally, all faculty subjects,
randomly chosen from the faculty directory, were called over the phone
and interviews were arranged with those who agreed to participate in the
study. All the interviews were conducted at the subject's béme or
office, It was believed that the subject might fecl more comfortable
and at ease durlng the interview if it was conducted in a familiar envir-
onment,

The purpose of the study was explalned to all subjects and then they
Were asked if they would be willing to particlipate in an in-depth interview

requiring apprexirately one hour of iheir time, at a time of their con-~
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venicnee, ALl subjects were assured that the interviews were completely
confidentlal.

During the interview the subject was read the questions and his/her
responses were tape recorded for later transcription and analysis,
Subjects® responses were coded by number in order to protect their
confidentizlity. They were told that results from the study weuld be
available in the summer or fall if they were lnterested in reviewing
them,

Analysis

Due to the nature of the problem being investigated, that is, indiv-
idual conceptualizations of punishment, the traditional experimental and/or
correlational‘designs do not provide the most appropriate methodological
framework for a clear understanding of the problem. These approactzs do
not get at the problems individuals experience when punishing or the
meanihg of punishment, perhaps because of the widespread and general un-
certainty over the meaning of punishment. Therefore, 1t was decided to
follow an approach that draws individuals out and allows them to decide
what 1s signiticant and important. Thus, based on the assumption that
the method of analysis utilized should be chosen on the bhasis that best
allows full emergence of the phenomena, a quasi-phenomenological approach
is employed.

Phenomenological methed.  Essentlally, the qualitative phenomenolo-

glcal method involves emphasis on a particular phenomenon as it reveals
itself to the experiencing individual (Giorgi, 1960, 1976). According
to this view the phenornena must be approached with a minimum of presuppo-
sitions in order to allow the meaning to reveal itself (Giorgl, 1960).
This approach consists of an attitude of openness to whatever is signifi-

cant for proper understanding. Due to this openness the following aims



emerge as being characteristic of the phenomenological appreoach: (1)
apprehension as complelely as possible of the structure of the phenomena,
(2) concern for the origins or foundations of the phenomena, and (3) an
emphasis on the perspective through which the phenomena is known (Giorgl,
1960, 1976). Therefore, the content is the data of experience, its
meaning for the individual,

The actual fornm and processes involved in a phenomenological analysis
are integrally related to the subject of investigation and thus vary
considerably. Giorgl (1976) offers a general description of the process
of phenomenological analysis which has been modified somexhat for the
present study. The basic principle involves the processes of description
and reflection. After a description of the phenomena is obtained and
transcribed, the process more specifically involves the following steps:
(1) the entire transeript is read in order to get a sense of the whole,
(2) the entirc transcript is read in order to delineate transitions in
meanings where a series of meaning units or constituents are obtained,

(3) redundancies are elinminated and the remaining meanin, units are fur-
ther clarified or elaborated by relating them togeiher or to the scnn~e of
the whole, (4) then the neaning units, in the form of the everyday languvage
of the individual, are transformed into the iangucge of psychological
sclence, That is,each unit is systematically interrogated for what it
reveals about the phenomena in that situation for that subject, At this
polnt the transcript is interpreted for psychological relevancy. (5)
Finally, the insights achelived are synthesized and integrated into a con-
slstant description of the meaning of the phenomena for that individual.

Present guasi-phenomenological analysis. The phenomenological

analysis utllized in this study gencrally follows Glorgi's model. How-

ever, there are some varlations from Giorgi's model due to the specific
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questlons belng inventigated.,. More specifically, after the lnterviews
viere taped and transcrlbed, the analysls was broken into iwo main stages.
The first stzged involved examination of the individual's conceptualizaticn
or meaning units of punishment. In this stage, (1) each transcript was
read in its entirety in crder to get a sensc of the whole, (2) Then,

for each subject, each question was broken down according to the main
ldentified theme or themes, Articulation and detall ccnstituents were
elaborated for each theme. Essentially, this process is similar to the
steps two through five mentioned by Giorgi (1976) in the preceding dis-
cussion,

This initial breakdown then served as the basls for the second stage
of the analysis where individual responses (descriptions) were contrasted
for each question in order to dlscover if there were any common or con-
trasting patterns and/or conceptions. The second part of the analysis
specifically deals with the consideration of the potential relation bet-
ween general child rearing practices to child abuse., In this second
stage, the lreakdowns obtained from the first analysis, that is, the
main themes and detall constituents by question, were coded by subject
and separated by question for all 14 questions. All the responses for
each question were then read together to get a sense of the entire range
of responses for that questioh. The responses Were then examined in
order to delineate transitions in meanings or patterns of meanings.
Usually by this time patterns had begun to stand out, so categories more
or less formed themselvee, Ansvers wWere then arranged accord-
ing to these ldentificd categories. These answers coded by subject were
then recorded onto one chart acecording to the delineated patterns or
categorlies of the questiion. Color coded lines were used to easily

identify cluslers of anaowers., Phenomenologlcal sketches with represen-
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tative quotes were propared for each of the 14 guestions from the encrging
themeg revealed on tho charts. This procedure was followed for each
guestion, yielding 14 charts and 14 phenomenological sketches or charncter-
izations of response pattisrns.

Another feature of the analysis lnvolved characterizoticn of extrene
thoughts and attitudes on punishment of children which was developed from
the second stage of analysls. Two of the most exireme interviews were
distinguished in depth with respect to these characteristics. This
analysls was included in crder to gain understanding of the range of
feelings, ratlonales and reporied actions occurring in the sample inter-
viewed, that is, the degree to which parents were extreme eilther in the
direction of mild or permissive punishment, or in the direction of severe
or intense punishment. The dimenslon of intensity was selected because
it seemed very relevant to concreie problems of child abuse and discipline
in general. This dimension was also included because it might provide
insight into the relationship between acceptable force in the parent-
child lnteraction and nore extreme cases of force,

The original analysis plan called for content analysis following the
phenomenologlcal analysis because 1t was not clear whether the phenomeno-
logical analysis would yield systematic information useful foxr any type
of quantitative analysis. The method of content analysis, according to
Gardner and Aronson (1968, p. 601) is "any technigue for making inferences
by systematically and objectively identifying specified characteristics
of messages.” In fact, this information wus available {rom the phenomen-
ological analysis and the additional content analysls was dropped when

it became clear that it would add nothing to the results.,

Comparison to traditional phencnenology. 1n the present study the
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data 1is gathered in the traditional phenomenological way. But, the
actual analysis ls somewhat different from the traditional phenomenological
analysis because, here, responses from ¢1l the parents are grouped or
examined by gquestion, rather than the rcsponses to all the questions
being examined scparately for each individuzl., The purpose of the
present approach 1s not to examine separately individual meanings of
punishment, but rather to explore the range of possible meanings. Since
the existing information on punishment and discipline is confusing and
inadequate, the apprcacﬁ of getting at the genéral poel of meanings, rather
than unique individual meanings appears most valuable for a clear and
comprehensive understanding of the phenomena of punishment., This
approach is also valuable in providing direction for future research of
more specific form, such as examination of unique individual meanings,

Although, the aspect of the analysis involving comparison of extrecme
or intense attitudes is also different from traditional phenomenoclogy, it
is included in the study because it contributes further to the understand-
ing of the range of meanings of punishment.

Reliability _

The purpose of the study is to get at the meaning of the response
patterns, that is conceptualizations of punishment. The themes or
meanings regarding conceptualizatlons of punishment are obtalned fron
the patterns of responses that emerge from the data, and thus, anyone
reading these responses should be able to see these themes directly for
themselves, However, all of the essential themes, were corrobarated in
detail with a colleague vho agreed with the meanings.

Coder reliability, as such, is not determined here,‘as is done in the

objective technique of content analysis because i¢ has no relation to the
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meaning of the data, In contrast, the phenomenological analysis of data
allows the meanings of the phenomena to emerge, that is,the response
patterns crise from the data and ere not imposed or structured as expcchud
categories by the investipgator.

Desipgn Sumntry

This stuly was designed to include both gualitative and guantitative
analyses of parental practices, attitudes and feelings on punishment of
children. An individual phenomenslogical analysls was employed and applied
to the responses 1o each question in order to explore the range of feelings,
practices and just;fications on punishment. In additlon to examining
parental feelings on disciplire, this study woas designed to test the
modified phenomenological data analysis as a new methodology for geining
information about complex social psychological problems. In this cennec-
tion, the data are gathered following the tradition of phenomenology, but
analyzed in a more conventlonal empirlecal way.

The questions to be investigated include: (1) Questions aimed at
examination of the general influence of the various dimensions of punish-
ment, including historical, affectional, behavioral, symbolic and percep-
tual dimensions, (2) Examination of how extreme the range of intensity
of punishment 1s within the university community sample. This questiion
is answered by looking for the most extreme cases in the sample and making
a comparison between them., (3) Direcct inguiries are made as to whether

there is a relationship between parental feellings and discipline practices

independent of the child's behavior.,  (4) The question of whether or
not there sre any distinctions between males and females in their disci-
Pline practices is also investigated in this study and analyzed by the

chl square tochrique, The somple was designed to get equal male/fenale
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ratios to permit such an analysis. This varlable is investipgated because
of the arpunment advanced in the child abuse literature lhat mothers wre
more prone to use vioclence on their chlldren due to the fact they spend
more time with them and because the research by Gelles (1977) also indicated
that females were more likely to be the users of violence in the parent-

child relationship.



CHAPTER 4
Results

The resulis are arranged in iwo parts, Part 1 focuses on the phe-
nomenological analysis of response patterns for each question. Statis-
tical analyses comparing responses according to sex and for one question
education are also included here. Part II of the results includes a
characterization of extreme positive and negative attitudes on punishment.
In this section two interviews representative of extreme attitudes on
punishment are examined in terms of the characterizatlon presented,

Phenomenological and Statistical
Question Analysis

Questions were developed for the interview gulde to explore several
dimensions of individual conceptualizations of punishment pertinent to
the parent-child relationship. These dlmensions, as previously described,
include: historical, affectional, behavioral, perceptual and symbolic
dimensions. The actual questlons are combined according to three sec~
tions. The first section includes: general and specific comparisiovns bet-
Wween past and current punishment practices, discussion of the factors which
may have influenced punishment practices, and individﬁal descriptions of
experiences being disciplined. These areas generally represent the his-
torical dimensions, The second section includes rationales, actions
and feelings on punishment (parental variables). These arecas represent
affectional, tehavioral and symbolic dimensions, The third section
includes individual descriptions of perceptions of the influence of the

child's age, sex and birth order upon punichment practices. These areas

generally represent the perceptual dimension, but also influence the behav-
foral, aifectional and symbolic dimensions.

In order io further analyze the response patterns of each question,
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statistical analyes were conducted. Since all of the data consist of
nominal frequencies, the chi square technique was used throughout for
significance testing., Figures were prepared on the basis of total fre-
guencies in the identified categories.

Historical Dinmension

Qonmparison of past and current vpractices, AS an introduction to the

subject matter of the interview respondents were first encouraged to ex-
press thelr more general views on how disciplinary practlces had changed
from their past, In response to the first question: " As compared with
what you remember when you were a child, how do you feel children are pun-
ished today?" a majority (21 of 27) indicated discipline was more per-
missive today. Factors such as: parental control, understanding, consid-
-eraticn of the child, in addition to the amount and severity ol punishment,
were mentioned as explanations for the wWays discipline had changed.

A minority (6 of 27) suggested that current and past punishment
could not be compared because of tremendous changes in disclipline tech-
niques, limited experience and observatlion of punishment and the confusion
felt from the diverse‘techniques and‘defigitions of punishment.

Specificztions explaining how punishment was more permissive today
were given, The first category (4/21) emphasizes increasing considera-
tion of the child, Responses here include the following ideas: (1)
Today parents think more about the child's feelings. (2) Parents allow
children to express themselves more today. (3) There are more older
parents today who are more patient and rational in their discipline. (4)
Parents itoday are more relaxed and intimate with their children.

In the second category (8/21) punishment was mentiocned as occurring
less often and was less severe in form. Ope of the respondents ~uggested

parents Were more concerned about the adverse effects of severe punish-
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ment.

In the third category (6/21) permissiveness was characterized as a
lack of parental control., Permissive parents were described as: (1)
afraid to say no to their children, (2) letting their children get away
with anything, (3) not punishing their children at an early enough age,
or (4) threatening punishment, but not following through,

Of the remaining respondents, two indicated that parents were more
permissive, but offered no further discussion. A third suggested there
were too many outside forces telling parents what they should do, and as
a result parents were afraid to “take kids to the woodshed," because of
possible interference by the authoritlies.

Generally, the majority of respondents perceived children as punish-
ed more permissively today. However, permissive punishment implied quite
different meanings, for example increased consideration of the child,
decreasing severity and amcunt of punishment, or a lack of adequate
parental control, Dlore than half of the respondents (12) describing
punishment as more permissive, revealed an awareness that punishment can
have undesireable effects, (See Appendi# B, Figure 1, for the phenonen-~
olegical chart to question 1.)

Statistical analysis. Table 1 presents the chi square analysis

used to test the relationship between the sex of the respondent and

the ways parents are seen as more permissive today. The relationship
was significant (X*= 9.16, d.f.=2, p<405) showing that males describe
permissive punishment mere in terms of its decreasing severity and fre-
quency of occurrence, whereas females generally either discuss greater
permissiveness today as indicative of increased concern over the child's

needs, or involving a decline of parental control,
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TABLE 1

Chl square anzlysis of the response pattern of the ways punlshment
is more permissive today, stated in answer to question 1: "As compared
with what you remember when you were a child, how do you feel children

are punished today?

How punishment 1s more permissive today

by sex of respondent

Categories of Response Frequency

Greater concern over Less severe and Decline in
Group child's needs frequent punlshment parental control
Male (n=9) 0 7 2
Female (n=9) b 1 %

X=9.16, d.f.~2, pl.05
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Two potentlal explonations are offcercd for these results, The foct
that males stated more quantitative descriptions on the form of punlshment,
while female descriptions of permissive punishment centered more on the
affcctional state of the parent indicates that the responses may reflect
general differences in thinking between niles and females due to thelr sex
role acculturation, However, since no additional significant male/fomale
distinctions were found in the statistical analyses of ibe remainling
questions, a second explanation seems more likely, This explsnation is
based solely upon the statistlical consideration that no more than twenty
percent of the expected chi square frequencies should be less than five,
In this analysis all the expected frequencies are less than 5, and thus,
the observed freguencies can not be symmetrically distributcd around the
expected frequencies, Therefore, results may be due to violation of the
assumption of the normal distribution of observed and expecteds, which is
a result of too small a.sample size,

Pest disciplinary experiences. In order to provide a more complete

pleture of the individual's past and iis potential influence on current
praciices, respondents were asked to describe thelr most severe disciplin-
ary encounter and also to describe genefally the types of behaviors their
parents disciplined.

Question 2. The second questlon: "In what ways do you think thin o
Wwere harder when you Were a child?' explores the nature of remembered past
hardships. lMost respondents (22/27) indicated that 1life was harder in
the past, 1In this connection several respondents (8/22) mentioned eco-
nomic hardships, while discipline was mentioncd by others (14/22), A
few respondents (M/??) sald that althovugh 1ife was much harder in the past,
it vwas possibly better due to the greater time parents spent with thelr
children, (Figure 2, Appendiz B, presents the complete breakdown of rese

ponse patterns, )
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The dominant theme describing past life as harder in terms of disci-

pline fluctuated beiween explanations involving (a) heavier resvonsibil-
ities and work loads for children, (b) less freedom of expression and
choice, (c¢) inflexible rules, (d} less time spent with children, and (e)
harsher disecipline, One respondent specified the lack of understanding
of childhood and adolescence as a reason for the harsher discipline
techniques. Bed wetting was offered as an exemple of a behavicr punished
harshly in the past, but currently viewed by many as a behavior over which
the chlld may nct have control.

The second theme emphasized economic hardships such as: poorer guality
and shortages of food, money problems resulting in less purchasing power,
transportation problems, necessity foer both parents to work and larger
families,

The third theme depicted the past as better. A maln contention
here was that parents spent alot more time with their children in the
past. One person mailntained there were not as many experts in the past
telling parents they were doing a bad job., As a result, parents had more”
confidence in their ocwn ability. Another indicated people were content
with less in the past, making do with what they had, 1In addition, par-
ents showed theilr children what they had done wrong instead of just
scolding them for misbehavior., It was also noted that no illegal drugs
Were available to children in the past,

Generally, responses to this probe fluctuated in terms of how 1life
was harder or caster in the past. On the one hand an image wvas portrayed
of the hard old days economically and socially in the form of harsher norms
for discipline and child rearing in general., Quite in oppositlion to this,

a Tew respondents described the past as the good old days, wherce parents

spent more tire with theilr children and people were content with less.
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It is interesting that the majority of respondents perceived their past us”
involving harsher discipline, yet this harshness wos viewed by some as
having positive effects while others saw it as having nepgative effects.

Statistical mnalysis. The relation between sex of respondent and

the ways life was harder in the past was not significant (1?5.?8, see
Table 2, Appendix C).

Question 3. The third question: "What was the mest severe punishment
or the worst thing that you can remember that happened to you when you were
a child?" investigates severe or traumatic past experiences, A& majority
described punishment in various forms as the worst childhood experience
they could remember. -Physical punishment was most commonly cited (16/22);
scolding, grounding and denial of priviledges wWere also mentioned (8/22).
One person said that the death of a friend and a dog was thelr worst exp-
erience. Two parents contended that although they had been spanked as
children, they could not remember any experiences as severe,

The dominant theme, physical punishment, generally involved descrip-
tions of the physical punishment and the misbehavior., Punishments were
described as: spankings and whippings by belt, bhand and yardstick, slap-
ping in the face, and beating. One respondent recalled being whipped
until almost blistered. Another described hiding under his bed, trying
to avoid a whipping by his enraged mother, A variety of misbehaviors
were mentioned ineluding: sassing back, refusing duties, plﬁying in the
street, running away, sneaking food, coming in late, Jjumping and breaking
a bed, stepping in wet cement, throwing snowballs, destroying furniture,
and pouring new cologne on a new matlress. TFlve respondents could rem-
ember being spanked, but not why,

A mixiure of forms of punishment other than physical were described
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(8/22). These punishmenis included: grounding for a week; belng put 1o
bed in the middle of the day; priviledges denled; severe and constant
scolding; being forced to cat an entire botch of cupcakes with nothing

to drink for licking the ilcing off of one cupcake; not recelving a birth-
day preszent because of foolishly spending some found money; seeing a
psychlatrist because of stealing; and dealing wilth a drunk father who

Was threatening with a gun.

The majority reported physical punishment as the most éevere exper-
ience remembered from childhood. Misbehaviors punished varied from
verbal discbedience to physical destruction of property. Several res-
pondents indlcated belng punished regaxrdless of thelr intentlons., 4
surprising number (5) could not remember why they had been disciplined
severely, ©Several described their parents as belng too severe and un-
Justified in their punishment. Others stated they could now understand
why their parents had been severe. One respondent reported never for-
getting his fear at seelng his mother lose control, (Pigure 3, Appendix
B, presentis the complete breakdown of response patterns.)

Statistical analysis. There Was no significant difference between

sex of parent and most severe childhood experience (/’=,79, see Table 3,
Appendix C).

Question 4. The fourth question: "What types of things did you get
in trouble for when you were a child?" probes for problem behaviors
resulting in punishment. There was no one central or common response
pattern for ihis question, Rather, most respondents reported getting
in trouble for a varlety of behaviors, (Categorles of behaviors mentioned
include: talking back, coming in late, problems with siblings, destruc-
tive behavior and not doiag work, (Figure 4, Appendix B, presents the

complete breakdown of response patterns.)
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Two transgressions mentioned most frequently were talking back and
coming in late. Hine respondents reported getting in trouble for talking
back, Two mentioned that belng impudent was the worst sin in thelr housc,
Nine also indicafed not getting home on time was a problem behavior,

A third category of behaviors for which ope could be in trouble was
pﬁ:oblems with siblings (8). These problems included fighting, tattling,
or generally mistreating siblings. Destructive tehavior was also men-~
tioned (5). These behaviors indicate destruction of property usually
was cause for punishment whether intentlonal or not.

Several other behaviors included: making messes, spillings things,
fidgeting or stomping feet (4), not telling the truth, even if uninten-
tional (2), bad sportsmanship (1), not doing chores or school work (4},
stealing (1),and dangerous acts like jumping off of the barn roof (1),

In sum, several different types of behaviors were described as trouble-
some and handled by diseipline. The majority of respondents reported
belng disciplined for more than one type of behavior, Fajor categories
of misbehavior included talking back, cominz in late and problems with
siblings. Less frequently mentioned were destructive behaviors and
behaviors where one aveided dolng thelr work. Dniy a few peniloned
behaviors involvirg stealing, lying and dangerous acts. Generally,the
main types of behaviors elicliting punishment involved breaking family
norms of respect and obedience, |

Statistical analysis. No significant relationships between sex of

the respondent and type of punished behavior were found 1n guestlon
4 ( see Table 4, Appendix C).

Question 14. Sources influencing parental attitudes on punishment

are described in response to question 14: “From where would you say your

position on punishment originates?" Positions on punishment were des-
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eribed as originating from several different sources by each respendent,
The major sources included: family, observatlon and experience, bocoks:,
religion, relations with spouse, and television.

The respondent's own family was the most frequently cited source of
views on punishment (19). The actual influence of the family varicd,
Elght respondents reported their parents had been too harsh., These
respondents maintained they were not as harsh or strict with their owuwn
children as thelr parents had been with them. One respondent described
his father's unjust use of a rubber hose to punish. Another respondent
described slapping and whipping her chlldren just because that was the
way her parents had disciplined. However, this respondent reported that
she had changed her practices. Another respondent mentioned only using
spankling as a last resort which was quite different from her parents'
discipline,

Three respondents reported adopting thelr parents® methods. Their
parents were described as very positive and understanding in their
approach to discipline, using very little punichment if any. The
remaining respondents reported adopting thelr parents' views which
ranged from strict to permissive (8).

The second most commonly mentlioned source wWas observatlon and
experience (16). Six respondents reported learning from the poor job
they had observed others doing with their children in terms of discipline,
Others mentioned the influence of education, working with mentally re-
tarded, experience with their own children, and observipg discipline
in other cultures.

Books were the third source mentioned (9). Severzl of the books
included works by Dobson, Spock, Salk, Newton and Gesell. One res-

pondent reported reading everything she could get her hands on when she
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wWas pregnant. She described the sectlons on punlshment and discipline
as quite inadequate., Faoguzines and journals were also mentioncd in this
category.

Religion was another source mentioned (5). One parent stated he
tried to bring up his children as good christians, with respect for their
elders. Ancther advocated the verse “spare the rod, spoil the child.”
This respondent siated that if the child did not follow or accept some-
thing obadiently, then as an adult they would not be able to accept Christ.

Discussions with the spouse were another source cited (5)., One
parent reported that discusslons were mainly theoretical. Another
respondent reported discussing approprlate dlsclpline, who would discipline,
and evaluations of past situvations with her spouse,

Television was also cited as a source of influence (2). Both res-
pondents contended that televislon showed the right way to dlscipline.

One reported television was the best source of information on disci-
plining for him. The other respondent described a particular show that
had influenced him, 'Leave it to Beaver.' This respondent stated this
was the best show and that he really vwanted to be another Ward Cleaver,
the typical father,

One respondent maintained that punishment was actually an lnstinect,
in that it was a way of providing for the young. That 1s, punishment
was the way to teach children right from wrong, in order that they could
later exert their own self discipline., This respondent reported the
pain protlen was finding the righi type of discipline. Another res~
pondent reported having no idea where his views originated.

In summary, respondents reported that a variety of sources influenced
their disciplinory practices, The most commonly mentioned source was the
family. The second major source wWas observation of others and exper-

lence. Most ol these respondents described others ss doing an inade-~
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quate job discilplining thelr children. It 15 interesting that the {anily
had a vaciety of cifects on viewpoints, and that a sizeable number report-
ed rejecting some of thelr parents ldeas and practices, The complete
phenomensloglcal response pattern breakdown is presented in Figure 14,

Appendix B,

Statistical analysis. Chi square analyses‘on both sex of respondents
and educational background influences Wwere done on this qucstion., No
significant relations were found between sex and influencing factors, nor
between educational background and influencing factors (sece Tables 144 and
14B, Appendix C). Generally, {1 of the females did report
their fanily was an influential source, while only & of the males men-
tioned their families, Nine of the males described obser-
vation as an influencing their practices and attitudes, while only 8
of the females mentioned this influence. The family was most fre-
quently cited by individuals of all educatlonal backgrounds, except for
individuals at the master's level who indicated that books were the
most influential factor upon their attitudes and practlces.

Affectionnl, Behavioral, and Symbolle Dimensilons

This next group of guestions tap parental feellngs, rationales and
punishment practices which are the central focus of this study.

Question 6. Parental ideas concerning when punishment is appro-
priate is explored in question 6: "Under what circumstances do you feel
it is necessary to punish children? Under these clrcursiznces what did
you actunlly do?"  Scenarlos of the misbehavicr and form of disclpline
Were described by all respondents. Two main types of situntions reported
as requiri:ng punishment involved: either viclations of family norms or
situations where the welfare of the child or another individual was in

danger. In several responses (4) both of these situations were mentioned,
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These types of behaviors were reported as belng punished by a variety
of methods 1ncluding physical and verbal punishment and denial of atten-
tion and priviledges.

Punishing for violation of the family's norms was the major response
(24/27). The types of norms supported by families varied. Generally,
the family norms can be subdivided into rule following norms orx norms of
intentionality. Violation of situvational or rule following norms includ-
ed: any behavior displayed that was deemed inappropriate, disobedience
such as not coming in when called or touching forbidden decorations,
problems with siblings, belng inconsiderate of others, not taking care of
household responsibilities, being nolsy, demanding behavior, watching too
much television, not displaying proper etiguette, destruction of property,
not asking for things, racing the car and not practicing the piano (18).
Norms of intentionality included: stealing, lying and deliberate violations
of rules clearly delineated (6). However, intentionality on the child's
part cannot always be clearly distinguished and is judged at the par-
ent's discretion, thus indicating that rule following norms and norms
of intentionality are not so clear cut. Defacating in pants and playing
on the stalrs. were two examples of behaviors parents reported which they
had warned thelr children not to do. One respondent reported thai while
it was irrational to punish for accidents or unintentional behaviors, she
had, nevertheless, done so.

The types of punishment admlnistered for these misbehaviors lncluded:
spankings (on the bottom and/or the hands, 11), scoldings (6), reasoning
(4), physical restraint (3), and the loss of priviledges (6). Several
respondents reported the types of disclpline used actually depended upon
the personality and age of the child. Many respondents alse reported

using several different methods, and at times a combination of methods,
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One respondent indicated that she felt as Af her children forced her to

beat them when they persisted in disobuying her.  Another respondent
indicated the actual form of discipline utilized depended upon faclors
such as her irritzbility or mood, and the nature of the situation.

The second theme involved the welfare or the safety of the child or
others (6). Punishment was considered appropriate and necessary if
potential for harm to the child or others existed. Punishment for this
behavior also varied from physical to verbal methods and loss of privil-
edges. Two respondents indicated that one should do whatever is necess-
ary to intervene and stop the inapproprinte behavior,

Only one respondent contended that there were no circumstances or
sltuations where punishment was necessary. He maintained parents often
punish because of a tad mood or because they are angry, and that parents
often did not understand what the child was feeling. However, later this
regpondent hedged on this statement stating that maybe when children
Wwere older they needed punishment.

In summary, the majority described vioclation of family norms as
requisite for punishment. Generally, these were situational or rule
violation norms varying between families and occasionally arbitrary
within families. Spanking was the one most frequently mentioned form
of punishment. Only a minority described situations where the child
was harming himself/herself or another as Justification for punishment.
This question stimulated a variety of discussions concerning the cir-
stances and appropriate forms of discipline. The complete phenomeno-
logical response pattern breakdown is presented in FPigure 6, Appendix B,

Statistical analysis. No significant relationships were found

betueen the sex of the respondent and the circumstances under which

punishment is appropriate (see Table 6, Appendix C).
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Question 7. The parent's most recent punishing situation is exam-

ined in question 7: "Can you remember the most recent experience you have
had disciplining a child? What did you do to handle the situation?

The types of situations mentioned involved elther the welfare of the child
or others, or violations of family norms, The majority (14) described
recent violations of family norms and the method of discipline. Situations
affecting the welfare of the child or others were mentloned only by a
minoxity (4).

The dominant theme, viclation of family norms, was deccribed by a
variety of different situatlions including: disobeyling authority and
inappropriate soecial behaviors,

Disobedience of authority was most commonly reported (10). Disobed-
ience was manifest in numerous forms inecluding: talking back to teachers,
refusing to go to school, not doing schooi vork, refusing to turn off tne
television, trouble with the pollice, not meeting household responsibll-
ities, persisting in not staying in bed for a nap and refusing to sleep
in own bedroom over several nights. These behaviors were handled by
spanking, verbal threats, loss of privilidges or physically taking the
child to school or putting in bed.

Inappropriate soclal behaviors were also mentioned as violations of
family norms and involving discipline (4). One respondent reported ver-
bally rebuking her child for opening a neighbor's door and peeking in
Windows, Another described her child throwing a tantrum in a store,

This respondent handled the situvation by picking up the child and leaving
the store.

The second less common theme mentioned involved the welfare of the
child (2) or welfare of another (2) being in danger. The situations
included: ecating paint, jumping on the bed, cutting a brother's hand with

sclssors, slapping a sibling who had been sleeping due to illness. These.
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sltuations were handled by spanking or verbal reprimands.,

Three respondents reported the child had exhibited physlologically
troublesome behaviors, Two described their children as cranky because
they were tired, 1In these situations one child was threatened with
spanking and the other was left alone., One subject also described his
son's continual crying all night and his repeated attempts to get him
to sleep which Were very frustrating. This guestion was not applicable
to six respondents who reported their children were either too young or
Wwere no longer at honme,

In sum, a majority mentioned violation of family norms, especlally
disobedience to authority as the most recent disciplinary encounter.

A variety of behaviors were described as indicative of disobedience,

These behaviors wWere disciplined by physical spanking, verbal threats

or loss of priviledges. These situations can be characterized as un-
comfortable or upsetiing for the parent, but it is not clear in some cases
if they are uncomfortable because the behavior is inappropriate, the pun-
ishment is inappropriate or because the parents lost their temper. The
complete phenomenological response pattern breakdown ls presented in
Table 7, Appendix B.

Statistieal analysis. No significant relationships were found bet-

ween sex of the parent and the behavior disciplined (I*=5.4, see Table 7,
Appendix C).

Question 5, The next four questions specifically examine parental
feelings, The parent's more general coping mechanisms are described in
responses to question 5: "How do you typically react when you are angry?®™

The majority (16/27) reported thelr expression of anger depended
upon different factors such as the situation, person involved and age of

person involved in the interaction. Anger was described as belng exp-
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ressed in the following forms: withdrawn behavior, verbal reactions, and/

or physical reactions.

Various kinds of verbal roactions were most frequently reported (20).
Withdrawn behaviors wWere also frequéntly described (15), Paysical re-
actions were mentioned less frequently (8).

Among the sixteen people saying that the expression of anger depended
upon different factors, most reported that the perscn involved is the cru-
cial factor. One grour (5) maintained they werc more withdrawn, holding
in their feeling with their spouse, but reacted quite verkally or phy-
sically with their children. Several others maintained that the person
and situzmtion influenced their expression (3). One respondent des-
cribed his enotlons as surfaclng much guicker in his home, than they do
on the job. He described belng more physical with his daughter because
she was unable to verbalize. Another jarent reported generally being too
nice; but then really exploding with his children, rcacting to each
child differently. Another indicated expressing anger differently
with each child. One respondent descrlbed actling angry more openly
with people she felt secure and being withdrawn in sitwtions when she
felt insecure, Another pgroup reported thelr expression of anger
had changed over the years (5). One respondent described the change
from a withdrawn crying reaction to shouting., Two others described a
positive change in their ability to control their anger. One respondent
reported suppressing her anger as a child, and trying to change this
as an adult to verbally assertive reactions, This parent stated that
expressing anger had always been a problem, The remaining respondents
mentioned that their expressions of anger varied but did not provide
any further detail.

Two respondents reported withdrawn behaviors as general reactlons



5
when angry. Another group deseribed expressing anger verbally (5) or
physically (1). Two respondents mentloned both verbal and physical
reactions, Verbal responses inecluded: yelling, cussing and talking.

One parent reported never losing his self control and becoming angry.

He described always being able to reason and talk about the problem,
Another respondent attributed her quick temper to her Irish background,
Physical reactions mentioned included: spanking, throwing things, taking
a walk, cleaning, and pounding the desk.

Generally, a majority of respondents (16) indicated that different
factors including the situation, person involved and/or their age influenc-
ed their expression or the form of their anger. These expressions of an-
ger included verbal, withdrawﬁ and/or physical behaviors. Ilost of the
respondents indicated that they felt freer to express anger openly, elther
physically or verbally with their children than with anyone else. The
complete phenomenological response pattern breakdown is presented in Table
5, Appendix B.

Statistical anzlysis. No significant relations were found between

the sex of the parent and modes of expressing anger, Table 5, Appendix
C, indicates that 7 of the females and 9 of the males keep their anger
inside under some circumstances. Verbal reactions are reported by 1Z of
the females and 9 of the males, Physical responses are reported by 4
of the males and 5 of the females. Generally, the trend appears that
males may resort to more withdrawn behaviors, where females generally
respond more verbally.,

Question 8. Extreme occurrences of force in the parent-child rela-
tionship are investigated in question B: "Have you ever punished your
children too much? That is, have you ever lost your temper or been too
extreme?"

The prevailing theme elicited by thls guestion (17/27) was that par-



A
N

ents had lost their temper oxr been too extreme physically with their
children, This rouponse pattern was generally deseribed in the context

¢f the child®s misbehavior, pareni®s emoticnal state and the physical reac-
tion to the situation. The second related theme (5/2?) was that parcnts
may have lost thelir tenper with their children, but not in a physical
manher, The third thene (5/2?) indicated that these parents had never
lost their temper or been too extreme with their children,

The response patierns of the dominant theme, exireme physical reaction,
included three types of descriptions: an explanation of the parent's eno-
tilonal state, and/ﬁr an explanation of the child's misbehavior,and/or a
general descripticn of the physical reaction. The extreme physical
reaction in 13 of 17 responses was reported as a result of parental loss
of emotional control for such reasons as: ilnadequate sleep, physical
exhaustion, illness, general irritatlon or bad nocd and/or frustration from
not understanding what was wrong with the child. Responses describing
physical reactions included: spanking on the buttcocks and seeing handprint,
spanking and not changing diaper, shaking the baby, screaming, spanking
and throwing kids into thelr rooms, pinning the child to the bed and hit-
ting with a belt, spanking too hard or too much, physically forecing the
child into bath water, and slapping in the face. Descriptions of child's
misbehaviors included: not taking nap, not taking bath, waking up early
and playing in crib, crying and making snide remarks., In this connection
one respondent indic&ted his concern with the relatlonship between loss
of temper and child abuse,

Five parents reported losing their tempers but not in a way that hurt
the cnild physically. Three of the five described extreme verbal over-
reactions, yelling too much, and saying things they should not have or

did not mean. TwWo responcents stated they had never struck their child-
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ren too hard, One respondent described his spouse as being too extreme
verbally and physically on one occasion, but according to this respondent
this did not harm the child.

The third response pattern included parents who reported never losing
their temper or being too extreme. One parent explained he had not lost
his temper in 20 years. Another respondent reported he had only punish-
ed his children by spanking their bottoms, which had not btothered the
children, but had hurt his hand. The remaining parents responded briefly
by stating they did not think they had ever been too extrenme,

Themes of the response patterns vary along a continuum ranging from
extreme physical and verbal reactions to the absence of any extreme reac-
tions. The majority of the parents reported losing their temper and
physically hurting their children in a wide variety of ways., For the
most part, tﬁey blamed personal stress for their outbursts. The complete
phenomenological response pattern breakdown 1s presented in Figure 8,
Appendix B,

Statistical analysis. No significant relationship between sex of

the parent and incidence of extreme punishment was found (see Table 8,
Appendix C),

Question 9. General parental feelings over punishment incidents
are examined in questiocn §: "Generally, how do you feel when punishing?"
A majority (20/27) reported feeling bad, angry or uncomfortable when
punishing, The remaining respondents (6/27) discussed their social
responsibility to punish and did not indicate their feelings. This
question was not applicable for two respondenis because their children
were 100 young,.

Several themes emerged from the descriptions of how respondents felt
when punishing, One theme (3) indicated punishment hurt the parent worse

than it did the child. These respondents described mental anguish in
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punishing the child., They also expressed uncertainty over whether the
punishment was done properly.

A second general thene specified angry feelings when punishing,

Two respondents reported they punished because they vere angry. A second
group reported feeling bad about punishing btecause they felt they had just
been releasing their own anger (6). These respondents menaioneq reacting
to the immediate situatien, golng further than intended, perhaps because
something else was bothering them. One respondent stated that she always
felt bad after physically punishing her child.

4 third thene centered around Jjustification for punishment. More
specifically, respondents maintained that the punishment of their child-
ren was a social responsibility (12). Five of these parents indicated
that they felt bad or uncomfortable punishing but it was still a responsi-
bility. One respondent indicated feeling bad if the punishment was ouvt
of anger, but feeling Justified if she was in control. Another described
punishment @s necessary to be a good parent. Others indicated that punish-
ment was beneflicial and for the child's own good., One parent contended
that while hating to punish, hating worse not to punish, This parent
reported never letting her children see her indecision about punishing for
fear they might take advantage of it. Another respondent stated he
wanted his children to be good citizens. The remaining six respondents
did not discuss their feelings while punishing, but rather their sense of
responsibility in training their children. One parent stated punishment
Was necessary to train children to live in society, even though society's
rules changed. Another described punishment ag something that_had to be
done. Punishment was compared to doing the dishes, something this parent
preferred not to do, but a necessary part of the mothering job.

Two respondents described the anger they felt while punishing, These
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feeling guilty.

In sum, the majority reported not feeling good about punishing. A
major theme (12) indicated that punishing was a part of a parent's social
responsibility. Several parents acknowledged punishing out of anger and
not necessarily because the child's behavior was inappropriate, Several
also described punishing as more painful for them than for the child,
Generally, most respondents viewed punishing as a soclal responsibility,
necessary for training the child, and for the child's own good regardless
of their own feelings. The complete phenomenological response patiern
breakdown is presented in Figure 9, Appendix B,

Statistical analysis., Chi square analysis of the relation between

sex of parent and the parent's feelings when punishing revealed no
significant differences (see Table 9, Appendix C).

Question 10, Further analysis of parental feelings are explored in
question 10: "Do you ever regret having punished?* The majority (15/24)
reported regretting punishing under certain circumstances, Several main
types of circumstances were mentioned including punishing because of a
general bad mood, or punishing too harshly or severely, or making a
mistake punishing, like punishing the wrong child. Nine respondents
had no regrets over punishing. Thls question was not applicable for three
respondents because thelr children were too young.

Utilizing inappropriate forms of punishment was the main regret men-
tioned (7). Inappropriate forms of punishment included harsh or severe
punishment like not feeding a child or spanking too severely., One of
these respondents reported trying not to show her children when she felt
tadly about punishing,

Another maln regret reportod was punishing out of anger or a bad mood

(6). One parent mentioned really understanding what was meant by child
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abuse when she punished out of anger. Another respondent stated there

had been a period in her life when she was punishing all the time out of
Irritability because of other pressures, One parent malntained that if
punishment out of anger Was not a usual cccurrence it was not too bad on
the child because children are so resilient. This parent disagreed
strongly with the statement that one punished out of love.

The third circumstance involving regrets was punishing the wrong child
or punishing for an accident (4). Several of these respondents stated
that apologizing had not been easy.

The second category was having no regrets for punishing (9). Sev-
eral respondents stated feeling Jjustified in punishing for perslistant
behaviors. One stated that punishment was a necessary evil,

In sum, a surprising majority indicated regrets for punishing under
circumstances where they had used an extreme form of punishment or had
punished out of anger. However, a conslderable number reported no re-
grets in punishing. An awareness of the potential for child abuse was
also mentioned by several parents. The complete phenomenoclogical res-
ponse pattern breakdown is presented in Figure 10, Appendix B,

Statistical analysis. No significant relations were found between

parent's sex and if the parent regretied punishing (see Table 10, Appendix
g):

Perceptual Dimension.

This last group of questions explores the relation between several
child variables, including age, sex and birth order of the child and
parental disciplinary practices.

Question 11. Divergent viewpoints on the relation between the child's
age and parental punishment are revealed in responses to question 1i:

“Have you made any distinctions between punishing your children at diff-
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erent ages?' All respondents reported making distinctions in punishing
their children at different ages (27). [Even those respondents with
young batles speculated they would make distinctiona. Several different
philosophies of punishment were described including: younger children
needed physical punishment, while older children neceded reasoning types
of discipline. A variation cf this idea was that younger children
should not be physically punished, but older children should,and that if
the problem exhibited was related to the child's age, so should the form
of disclpline, Several respondents alsc stated that distinctions in
punishing should be based upon the child's personality. Two respondents
maintained that the only distinctions they made were based on their
children®s personalities.

The most commonly deseribed viewpoint suggested physical punishment
was the most effective disciplinary tool for younger children (13).
Many respondents described physical punishment as necessary to get the
child's attention and the only form of punishment that the child could
relate to. Since older children canrbe reasoned with, other forms of
punishment are much more effective with them such as loss of priviledges
or restrictions, according to these respondents. Several respondents
also mentioned that the child®s personality influenced the type of
punishment utilized., One respondent contended that parents needed to
gel their bluff established early and make their children afrajd of some-
thing. According to this respondent, if this was not done all the talk-
ing and reasoning would do no good. Another stated that discipline
should be haxrder when children are younger so they can "learn the ropes.'
The actual age when physical punishment wes no longer necessary varied
considerably from 2} to 10 ycars,

A viewpoint opposite to physical punishment for younger children was

reported (6). These parents suggested that severe or physical punish-
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ment might harm the child. Also, since the child did not know why he

was being puniched at an early age, it was foolish to punish physically,
Two respondents mentioned that children should enly be spanked when
they are older and can understand what they have done wrong.

The remaining respondents indicated making distinctions in punishing
at different ages because different types of problems behaviors were ex-~
hibited (6). Age was also mentioned as influencing the child's ability
to understand what was wrong., Several respondents reported holding
different expectations developmentally which influenced the form and
amount of punishment used.

In sum, all respondents reported meking distinetions in punishing
their children at different ages. fost respondents suggested physical
punishment was necessary for younger children and the only way to get their
attention. VWhereas, different technlques of punishment can be used with
older children because they can reason. The age of reason where physical
punishment was no longer necessary was qulte arbitrary, ranging from 23
to 10. A& few respondents mentioned that the distinctions they made in
punishing resulted entirely from the interaction between the child's age
and personality. The most interesting and surprising finding was a
ratiopale opposite to the most common response pattern, that is, younger
children should not be punished physically because they cannot reason, but
physical punichment may be appropriate with older children, The complete
phenomenological response pattern breakdown is presented in Figure 11,
Appendix B,

Statistical analvsis, No significant relations were found between

sex of the parent and punishment practices related to the child's age
(see Table 11, Appendix @) The use of physical punlshment on younger

children was reported by 7 of the males and 6 of the females.
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Question 12. The effect of children's birth order upon punishment
practices is explored in question 12: "llave you made any distinctions in
punishing your children based on their birth order?®

Responses wWere dlvided almost equally between yes and no. Twelve
respondents reported making distinctions based on birth order, but the
type of distinctions varied. Ten respondents reported not making any
distinctions at all ln punishing their chlldren based on birth oxder,
This gquestion was not applicable to five respondents who only had one
child,

While 12 respondents indicated making distinctions, the type of dis-
tinctions varied. One group (4) reported disciplining their first born
less, One respondent described being too permisgive with her first
child in not punishing often enough, Anéther indicated that with each
additional child, she found herself punishing more. One respondent men-~
tioned that she had disciplined her second child for more things and more
harshly, but explained that this might have been due to not wanting this
child,

A second group descrited an opposite trend. These respondents (5)
maintained they had been harder and punished thelr first born more than
their second. Two respondents indicated observing the same trend in their
own family, BSeveral respondents indicated they had expected toco much from
their first child, One reported expecting leés With each successive
child,

The three remainling respendents acknowledges making distinctions in
punishing their children based on birth order but did not describe any
tvpe of pattern. One reported learning from the first child and as a
result tried to be more understanding with the second child.

Ten respondents reported not making any distinctions in punishing
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based on birth order, Four maintained only making distinctions based on
personality differences, Two reported trying to treat thelr children
equally, One stated that she trled to *hand it to her second child just
as much as she did wlth the first, even though it would be casier to let
things slide with the second.'

In sun, these responses are almost equally divided between having
and not having made distinctions in disciplining children as a result of
thelr birth order. The interesting pattern here involves disciplining
the first born either more or less strictly. Respondents mentioned they
had either expected too much from their first born or not enough, Gener-
ally, most respondents described making changes in their disciplinary
practices. The complete phenomenclogical response pattern breakdown is
presented it Figure 12, Appendix B,

Statistical analysis, No significant relationship was found bet-

veen the sex of the parent and distinctlons in disciplinary practices
arising from the children's birth order (see Table 12, Appendix C).

Question 13. Whether or not parents are aware of making distinctions
in disciplinary practices based upon the child's sex is examined in
question 13: " Do you make any distinctions in how you diseipline your
female children as compared with your male children?"

A1l respondents (15) with children of both sexes reported they had
not made any distinctions in disciplining based on the child's sex. This
question was not applicable to 12 respondents because they either only bad
one child or all their children were of the same sex. These respondents
did speculate, however, Tour indicated that their children mizht ex-
hibit different types of behaviors because of their sex and so their
dlscipline of these bechaviors might be somewhat different. The remaining

respondents (7) did not think they would make any distinctions in disci-
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plining, One respondent deseribed being strongly motivated toward non-
sexist child rearing,

Six respondents mentioned their female children bad exhibited differ-
ent types of behaviors than their male children, but these behaviors were
not disciplined any differently. One respondent reported that females
Wwere less mobile than males and responded to stimuli differently. Several
respondents indicated that the differences in their children wexrc actually
a result of their personality and not their gender. One respondent stated
that she expected her children to mind whether they were male or female.
Another indicated observing others treating male children more harshly
than female children and responded that he thought that this was unfair,

Generally, this probe did not differentiate respondents, Several
respondents reported an awareness of nonsexist literature and its effects
on their thinking and discipline., All respendents indicated that they
would not discipline any differently on the basis of the child's sex.

The complete phenomenological response pattern breakdown is presented
in Figure 13, Appendix B,

Statistical analysis. Since this probe did not differentiate

'r65pondents, no statistical analysis was conducted.

General Summary

Generally, as was suggested from the literature review, the questions
revealed quite divergent rationales, feelings and punishment practices.
Close examination of parental feelings reveals that the affectional
states of parents as a result of stress, frustration, etc., may play
as great a role in the disciplinary ecricounter as the child's behavior.
Biatistical analysis between response patterns to the questions and the

parent’s sex produced nonsignificant results,
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Characterization of Extreme

Attitudes on Punishment
A characterization of extreme attitudes toward punishment of
children was derived from the group data. The characterization
of intensely punitive attitudes may be represented as follows
(1) The parent shows little or no concern for the child as an indepen~
dent human being entitled to fundamental rights and respect. (2) The g
parent upholds absolute rules, regardles of the child®s ability to under-
stand these rules. (3) Punishment depends upon the parent’s mood, level
of frustration, irritadbility, etc, The child is, thus, an object of the
parent's feelings and actions regardless c¢f the behavior exhibited, (&)
Punishment is viewed as the only proper method to mold, train and COntrol/'
the child, (5) Punishment itself is seen as a value, that is, a necess~
ary parenting activity for the child's good. (6) More concern may be g
expressed over other's perception of this parent's control of his/her
child, than over the child's needs. (This may result because the child
1s viewed as an extension of that parent and/or because of the parent's
need to be in good standing with others.) (7) The parent vicws the
child primarily as an object to be controlled or manipulated to suit
parental needs and/or the demands of soclety. Very little, if any, em-
pathy 1s expressed for the child.

On the other hand, characterization of extremely mild or permissive
attitudes toward the punishment indicates quite different consideraticns
(1) The parent's primary concern is for the child as a worthy human
being. (2) The parent tries to understand and act in accord with the
child's developmental limits; that is, the parent does not demand that
the child function beyond its developmental stage or capacity. (3)

The parent believes that the child needs clearly delineated rules and
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guidelines for his/ner safety or welfare. (4) The parent incorporates
his/her understanding of the child into the actual disecipline and struc-
ture of these rules, and thus does not reify the rules. (5) The parent
does not view punishment as the sole method for controlling the child.
(6) The parent is flexible and introspective in evaluating the utility
and benefit of established rules and methods of disecipline. (7) Sensi-
tivity and empathy are expressed for the child and his/her needs which is
reflected in disciplinary practices. The parent-child relationship is
viewed as supportive and nurturant,

The previcus descriptions reveal two quite oppssite viewpolnts on
children and punishment., The resulting constructions do not necessarily
characterize how a particular individuval thinks about punishment, but
rather are a blend of rationales and appreaches.

To provide insight into how different attitudes on punishment may
be reflected in, and influence the nature of the parent-child relationship
and disciplinary practices, two interviecws determined as representing the
nost extreme attitudes on punishment are described and examined for their
relevancy to the preceding constructions.

Parent |

In this interview {Code #9) the parent expressed extremely intense

attitudes on the punishment of children.

Subject description. This subject is a thin 28 year old housewife,

nother of two children (male 7 months, female 3) who reported attending
college for over tuo years, Her husband vwas currently in graduate school
and affiliated with the military. During the interview this parent was
feeding her youngest child, and constantly watching her older daughter's
actlvities. The baby was repeatedly reprimanded verbally and physically

for touching objects, The little girl was quite quiet and asked if she



&4
could be asked some questions, This parent generally conveyed an aura

of confidence and authority on the subject matter., She was quite arti-
culate and appeared to enjoy the forum for discussing her views on child
rearing, as reflected in her initial statements when contacted,

Gencral substantive choracterizaticn. This parent-child relation-

ship night be appropriately described as a rivalry for control between
the parent and her children., Children are viewed as requiring punishment
in order to develop into well adjusted and mature adults with respect for
authority. Disciplinary practices are related to the parent's affection-
al state. Little awareness is expressed of the child's developmental
capacities.

This respondent®s general attitudes on others and society provide a
compelling and complete plcture of her conceptualization of punishment,
In discussing other parents and their children, she contends that their
parent-to-child relationships are frightenlng. Other parents are depict-
ed as too permissive; not having proper control of thelr children and
not starting diseipline young enough with their children. Predictions
are interjected that nelghbor children will turn intc "probvlem teenagers."”
Fost of the children this woman baby sits are described as quite impudent,
with their parents to blame. According to this subject "they (other
parents) are raising a bunch of little monsters and do not realize what
they are doing." Reading too many baby books is blamed as the source of
other parents' problems. She states "I personally feel, that is what
is wrong with some-of the 1little monsters running around here, their
parents have read too many baby books...it's a real shame what parents
are aolng with their children."

This parent comments that child abuse is tﬁe thing that upsets her

the most, She offers as a solution that the parents ought to have their
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children permanently removed from them and in addltion be "strung up and
sterilized so they can't bave any more children,"  Accorxding to her,
"Anybody that could actually physlcally abuse a child, now spanking is
something else, but beating or getting mad and not feeding a child for
a certain period of time, now that is horrible."

Generally, with respect to others and society this parent appears
hostile towards anyone with different values than her own. The world
is filled with uncontrollable and frightening people,

In this subject's description of her own parents' diseipline, several
basic conceptual attitudes of punishment emerge. The concept of punish-
ment as a value and as the only method of controlling children seems clear
from her rationalization of her parents® practices., Also, she indicateé
‘that obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues
for a child. The subject's parents are reported as being much strictexr
than she is with her own children, "...Psychology you just didn't use at
all evidently, with post war bables right off the bat., Tt was either
you minded or get spanked, It (spanking) is just good training. If
you don't teach them respect for some kind of authority when they are
little, it is Jjust a little late to start when they get older. A child
who doesn't have respect for anything will not be a well adjustcd adult.”

She described one severe incident at the age of four, where she was
whipped until "nearly blistered” by her father, In this incident she
had poured a new bottle of cologne on a new mattress because she wanted
"to make it smell good for them (her parents)." She ruined the mattress,
wasted all the cologne and money her parents had saved to buy it, according
te her description. Also she stated: "I thought he was going to beat ne
half to death before he quit, At the time I didn't think 1 deserved it,

I couldn't understand, but I understand it now. I don't harbor any real
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feelings toward my dad about it, I can understand since I have had my

own, The urge to quote "kill," does exist in parents.”

Throughout this discusslion of attlitudes and practices, several of
the identifiecd categories of negative attitudes are identificd, Obedicnce
and respect for authority, and punishment as a value and sole method of
discipline are constantly repeated themes, Physiczl punishment is des-
cribed as the only method one can use to make a point with younger children,
This rationale includes: "“Because if you can'®t get your bluff in on thenm
and make them afraid of something, then later on you ccn talk until you
are blue in the face and they don't have a fear in the back of their mind
of some kind of punishment, then all the talking and reasonine is not going
to do any good." Rules are upheld despite the child's inability to under-
stand them. This 1s indicated when the parent states:"I like to do my phy-
sical punishing whilé they are younger and by the time they are two and a
half, three, then I can reascn or threaten if I have to..."

Descriptions of inappropriate bshavior reveal any rule violation
(which is arbitrary) may result in punishment which is unrclated to the
child's ability to understand, According to this respondent, the hands
and the bottom are the only two places- ".ade to spank, mostly for not
doing what I tell them to... I something is a 'no-no," touching the
nicknacks that I have sitting around, there is going to be some form of
punishment... I don't ask them to do something unless it is for a good
reason. HNow a baby, practically, everything is 'no' for the youngest
since he is just learning," The baby (7 month old son) is described as
more ‘pigheaded' than the daughter, The parent reports: "He will do
sumething like going back until his hands are nearly blistered and it does
not seem to bother him too much.”

In responsc to the question, if the parcnt has made any distinctions
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punishing her children, the subject states: " 1 try to hand it to my son
Just as much as T did my davghter... I think I am running a pretty tight
race," The subject maintains that it night be easler to let things slide
wiin the second child, but that would not be falr to the parent and child.

Responding to how she feels about punishing, she mzintained tha.
while she hatcd to punish,she hated worse not to becavse she did not
want other pecople to think that she could not control her children.

It is intercsting that she does not express any concern here for the child,
Social acceptabllity and perception are primary concerns expressed. The
child is a reilection or extension of the parent in the scclal situation
and thus, social approval of the child is crucial. The subject reports:
"I never let them (children) see my indecision because that defeats the
wholc purpose of it... They may want ne to change my mind or think that

I will get tired of deing something to them... They are smarter than ve
are, I am a {irm believer of that.,”

The parcnt described a situation where she lost her temper and felt
she was too extreme with her son. She states she was sorry she did it,
but it was really too late. The incident involved the son waking up
for approximately two weeks at four in the morning and playing. The
parent states: “He normally sleeps until 8,..I just simply lost ny
temper a couple of days ago... I turned him over at four, and I was mad.
I paddled him‘and wouldn't even changé his pants... I Just made him lay
there in wet pants and cry himself back to sleep."

In sum, children are a symbol of the enemy, trying tc con or manipu-
late their way. The parent states: "letting children run all over you
ds Just not using common sense... One does not know how he will react
with kids, unless you have lived with a child and know thelir way of gett-

ing avay with things, which can look pexrfectly innocent to somcone else,
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and yet you know they are conning you."  Briefly then, it seems thal this
subject is intolerant of any ambiguitices in the parent-child relatiecn nip,
Hoslility is expressed toward anyone with different values other than
her vwn, Children are primarily objects to be controlled or manipulated
to suit the parent's needs, and-for the dcmands of society,

Parent 2
Thls second interview characterization reflects more positive attitudes
on punichnent.

Subject description. This subject is a 65 year old professor. She

had been divorced for approxirately twenty-five years, raising three
children virtually on her own., Attractively dressed and groomed, she
appeared as much younger than 65. The interview was very relaxed, She
communicated a sense of calm introspective thinking and described a demo-
cratie, sort of grass roots philosophy about children. Her analogies
and descriptions were gquite enjoyable,

Genzral substantive characterization. This parent expressed inter-

est and concern for children as individuals. The parent=-child relation-
ship vas described as being democratiec, where children were guided by well
delineated rules. As they became older they shared responsibility in
assessing the rules and appropriate discipline., Discipline practices
Were geared to the child's stage of development,

She was aware of the protlems parents erncounter diseiplining their
children and expressed concern over the confusion created by the abundance

of differcent child rearing philosophies., This becomes apparent in the

the following statements: " T think many people are uptight themselves.
They arc quite confused by all the different approaches and statements
made by experts in the literature, etec. There is alot lacking in alot

of parents in knowing what children arc like, Many people just seem to
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be confused about what ls right, or the best thing fc do which could be

understandable by the abundance of diffcrent positions... In the past
there veren't as many experts. Pcople had more confidence in their

own ability., Now, everyone is telling parents they are doing a bad job.
It takes alot of time and some aren't giving their children the time.”

According to this subject one problem that many parents create arises
from the use of tco many rules. Using driving as an analogy, she stated
that if there were stop signs at every block pretiy soon everyone would
begin ignoring them.

Her own parents were described as "fairly pefmissive;" utilizing a
democratic philosophy. She states: " I think it all goes back to a
democratic philosophy, each according to his ability and certainly a sense
of Jjustice and falir play... My father was a very gentle person... Liking
children and knowing what they are like you aren't going to make too many
mistakes, One should expect a certain amount of childichness in children.”

On the topic of the most severe disciplinary experience with her par-
ents, she was unable to remember ever being spanked., Belng put to bed
in the middle of the day was clted as the most severe punishment experience.
She does remember seeilng one of her siblings being spanked and recalled
being quite scared.

The subjeét described punishment as necessary when " the safety or
welfare of the child is in danger, or when the child willfully disobeys
rules that have been clearly delineated." Grounding was the main Torm of
punishment utilized when the children were older. She states: " I tried
to set the limits ahead of time, Sometimes I wWould end up lectrring,

I think that sometimes they might have rather had a spanking., As they
had gotten older I tried to explain why they could not do or have a

particular thing." The subject also repoxrts letting the children have a
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role in deelsions of discipline and priviledges, Car accldents lnvolving
the children were reported as causing her the most concern,

She reported that she did uce spanking a few times when language did
not work. She explained: "It is an insult to a child to spank afier a
certain age. It is really an affrort to their dignity and wrong to pun-
ish in front of a friend. I hate to see children embarrassed. Iy
feelings on children acting up in front of their parents are, that I
usually let them let off feelings in the home. 1'd rather have thenm
let off steam at home, rather than dorit someplace else,"

This yarent alsc mentlored her awareness of others' perceptions of
her disciplinary practices, bul did nct base or alter her practices as a
result, She reported: "My friends said that I was too easy with my
children. DBut, anything that I felt firm about I enforced,"

| She described physical activity like cleaning, pounding the desk,

taking a walk or swearing & little as typical reactions when she was angry.
Although she reported: "I don't get angry too many tiﬁes any more, It is
usually at an injustice to someone else, As I have gotten older some
things just don®t seem as important.“

She described one incldent where she lost her temper with her son
(at age four) and spanked him, seeing her handprint on his buttocks, She
reported being so upset that she just sat down and cried., Describing
general feelings about punishing she reported: " I felt bad most of the
time because I felt I hadn't given good limits or _uidance and I didn't
like to punish. Somelimes when I did, I was maybe angry and naybe some-
thing else was bothering me, I really felt guilty about those cases
where my anger just happened to come out. The children are pretty resil-
ient, and if it isn't a usual thing it isn't teco bad, I don't agree with

the saying that 'I'm punishing you because I love you.? *
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Generally, this parent stated: ".,. As children grow older they
should assume more responsibility for themselves and then parents should
let them have ii., The best way of knowlng whether a method works is by
exanining how the children turn out. Fortunately, I think mine turned
out well,., They are all very responsible and independent which is what
I vas trying to help foster,"

This parent’s attitudes on punishment indicate an interest in what is
appropriate for the child, that is, a sensitivity to the child's develop-
mental stages. A democratic philosophy in punishing is described vhere
different methods are utilized and rules are flexible.

General Sumnary

From the constructed characterizations and related interviews, the
quality and range of attitudes on punishment are generally represented.
These attitudes appear to bear a direct relationship to the reported
child rearing practices according to these parent's descriptions.

This suvggests the importance of understanding these attitudes because

of their pervasive influence.
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CHAPTER §

Discussion

In general, the materlal gathered in the interviews offers dramatic
support for the idea that punishing children is a complex activity that
creates ambiguous dilemmas for virtually every parent. Even the few
parents interviewed who appeared to have very firm ideas on the subject,
revealed deep~seated ambivalence about the way they justified their cone
victions, Dlore impressive yet i1s the fact that most individuals did not
have firm convictlons, but expressed beliefs that varied inconsistently as
a result of personal experience, soclal pressures, etc.

Thus, as noted in the introduction and theoretical review, despite all
the how-to books and research, punishment and/or disciplining children re-
mains a profoundly individual experience reflecting the uniquely individual
life history of each parent, It seems clear that the chaotic and confus-
ing literature is matched by the chaotic and confusing experiences of
parents,

The ambiguities in practices and attitudes appear to run so deep that
no outstanding distinctions were observable in this study with respect to
demographic variables such as age, sex or level of formal education.

There is a non significant tendency for males to endorse harsher attitudes.
However, in relation to the entire material there are no clear differ-
ences When it comes to reported punishing behaviors. 1Indeed, the one
parent identified as most severe was a female,

In the following sections of this chapter the three malin dinensions
of punishment: (1) past disciplinary experiences and influential factors,
{2) ibe feelings, actions and rationsles for punishing, and (3) character-
isties of the child, will each be taken up in turn. Major findings con-

cerning thesc dimensions are summarized in connection with the develop-
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ment of some gencral noticns on punishment, thus providing insight into
the substantive or apparent meanings of punishment. In addition to this
relaiively concrete discussion of findings a final concluding discussion
and interpretation of the implications of these [indings suggests
directions for further research and practical action.

It bears mention that responses did not alwars follow the sort of
logical order cutlined above. Thec reason for this as indicated by Rappopnrt
(personal communication) in his study of Vietnam veterans, is that when-
ever intensely emotional and meaningful materiél is belng discussed
individuals do not calmly follow the protecol. They iend to starti ven-
tillating theif tensions immediately. This is almost like a projective and
or clinical situation. Such reactions were especially obvious in this
study when individuals spontaneously discussed the feelings assoclated
with thelr punishment practices.

Past FExpericnces Being Disciplined

It seems quite clear that in child discipline activities individuals
are reliving thelr own personal history by attempting to elther react
against it or by adopting familial practices. This is suggested through-
out the responses relating io vhat these individuals expericnced as
children. liore specifically, 19 of 27 parents specified that their own
family experiences had exerted a mz2jor influence upon thelr practices and
attitudes, A little over one third of these lpndividuals protested against
thelr parents® practices stating they had modified their own actions to
be less harsh, while the others reported they had modeled their practices
after those of their parents. Some individuals malntained they could
now understand why their parents had been severe with them,while others
reported still remembering the fear and apprehension they felt over thelr
parent®s loss of conirol. Even hcre, ambivalence and confusion are

obvious,
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One of the most revealing examples of the ambivalence indlividv-ls
feel toward their parents as a reswlt of past disciplinary expsriences is
expressed 1n a kind of Freudian slip., After describing a disciplinary
encounter with her father, where one parent states: "I thought that he
was going to beat me half to death," she continued by adding: "I don't har-
bor any real feelings toward my dad about it." It seems as though she was
probably expressing a very negative sense of no feeling or indifferencc
toward her falher, because she deseribed the situation with a great deal
of emotion, as if it still carried strong affect for her.

Additionally, while a majority of parents asserted thelr past had
involved harsher discipline they were ambivalent about whether the “old
days" were good or bad., A fair number did think the past was better but
it was unclear whether this was in spite of or because of the harsher
disciplinary practices. Also, most parents stated that disciplinary
practices were more permissive teday as compared with their past, How-
ever "permlssive" discipline implicd a varietj of different meanings,
suggesting elther that practices had improved due to increased concern
over the child's welfare or deteriorated as a result of weakening parental
control,

Generally, contrasts between individual background experiences and
influences were quite pronounced, Yet, no matter how different these
experlences vWere they all seemed to lezd people to similar kinds of exis-
tential dilemmas, For example, the two parents characterized as expross-
ing extreme opposite attitudes on punishment both described dilemmas
arlsing from concern over others' perceptions of their disciplinary
practices, Speclfically, the parent identified as being least punitive
disclosed hexr concern over several of her friends telling her she was

"too easy with her children."  Even though she malntained that the
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pressure of her friends had not influenced her to alter her practlces, and
despite the fact that her children were grown, she still apparently saw
this as.a very significant or sallent aspecl of her experience.

On the other hand, the parent characierized as expressing harsh atti-~
tudes and practices described an analogous dilemma in punishing, For
this parent conflict arose because vhile she hated to punish her children,
she hated worse not to because she did not want others to think that she
did not have control of her children. Additionally, she malntained that
she could not let her children see her indecisicn for fear they might -
take advantage of hex.

In sum, individually and collectively all the parents expressed a
kind of general existentlal dilemma, because thelr experiences vere
" intense and had mixed meanlngs. That is, their dilemmas were not one
dimensional, but complex, reflecting a multiplicity of dimensions.

The confusion and ambivalence individuals may feel about their oun
childhood experlences beéome quite obvious as they raise their own child-
ren., When deciding on appropriate disciplinary and/or punishment prac-
tices, and trying to agree on disciplinary actions before and after the
fact, parents are fﬁrced to confront and compare their values. Thus,
in diseiplining and/or punishing, dilemmas arise because the individuul's
entire value system may be at steke, loreover, parents are constantly
encountering contradictions between ideal goals or values and more
imnediate considerations.

Reflecting back for a moment on the literature reviewed in Chapter 2,
it is striking to see little or no discussion of the value problems and
emotional tensions which really comprise the core of punishment dilemnas
facing parents. The closest thing in the literatufe to a discussion of

values and their relationship to practices is in the work of Bronfen-
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brenner (1961) and Baunrind (1966). Bronfenbrenner's work sugpests that
the method of punishing utilized can be more or less effective in instill-
ing values. More specifically, parents using "lax or severe" methods
had less influence on the values of theiy children than parents who
used moderate control., In Baumrind's research an authoritative disciplin-
ary approach is advocated., She suggests that the parents can produce
confornity with group values in thelr children without any loss of the
child's autonomy or assertiveness., Practically and theoretically,
the utility of this informatlon is questionable, pointing to the need
for more comprehensive examinaﬁion of values and discipline.

Rationales, Feglings and Reported Punishment Practices

The dilemmas parents experience in dealing with their children are
expressed in their rationales for punishment, the descriptions of their
feelings, and the practices followed when punishing. Confusion is
obvious throughout these descriptions, but especially manifest in
rationales or justifications of punishment.

At a general level, parents reported punishment was appropriate or
necessary in situations where the welfare of the child was in danger and/
or violations vere made of family norms. However, most of the punished
behaviors reported were violations of family norms. While some parents
also talked about the welfare of the child, it seemed fhat what they
really vere concerned with and talking about was the welfare of the family.

Generally, the same types of transgressions (like disobedience to
authority, talking back, coming late or problems with siblings) parentis
remembered from their ovn experiences being disciplined were identified
as reguiring punishment with their own children., It is noteworthy that
these parents were replaying the same sorts of punishment they received

on the same types of misbehaviors. This is in keeping with psychoanaly-
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tie, sociological and historical literature, One explicit example of

the literature is deflause's (1974) theory which speeifically sﬁggests that
child rearing praclices are actually passed from generation to generation,
and procedes at different rates in different family lines, varying accorde-
ing to a number of different influences.

The actual forms of punishment reported as employed by parents Includ-
ed both physical and verbal techniques ranging from spankings to scoldings
and/or the loss of priviledges. A number of individuals did describe
using several different methods or combinations of methods (multiple con-
trols) to contain inappropriate behavicr. This directly supports Cliff-
ord’s (1959) contention that parents generally use multiple controls
during any one disciplinary encounter., However, while parents reported
uslng several different methods, physical punishment (spanking) was the
most frequently mentloned technigue.

¥When describing their disciplinary practices many parents.also dis-
closed that their feelings influenced and at times dominated their disci-
plinary practices. As an illustration of this, one parent went so far
as to state that there actually were ndt any clrcumstances under which the
physical punishment of children was Jjustified. According to this parent,
physical punishment only occurred as a result of parents being under stress,
Another parent reported that the actual form of punishment she employed
depended upon her mood and that she was more likely to use physical
punishment when upset, tired or in a bad mood, Generally, these dis-
closures suggest that a close and complex relafionship exists between feel-
ings and disciplinary practices.

Of considerable interest are these reports by several parents that
they were more likely when upset or frustrated to be extreme or harsh

and use physical punishment on their children when discipliniang. In
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many instances practices,therefore, seemced to be a direct manifestation
of the parent's feelings, Thut is, as long as the feelings aroused by
the child in a specific situation were not too extreme, the pareni's be-
havior was more rational and controlled, Butl as more extreme feclings
were aroused parents seemed less aware of thelr choices, thus,punishment
became more a reflexlive non-thinking reaction, Consequently, the use of
sxtreme or wireasonable force in the parent-child encounter ocpparcntly has
more to do with the parent's emotional state quite apart from the child's
specific misbehavior,

While originally intended for the third section on characteristics
of the child, reports of the Influence of the c¢hild's age upon diseiplinary
practices are inciuded in this section because of the diverse rationales
dizsclosed for punishing. These raticnales oxr Justifications provide
considerable insight into contrasting conceptualizations of the child's
developmental abilities. Specifically, all the parents reported makling
distinctions in punishing thelr children at different ages, but the nature
of these distinctions varied, That 1s, most parents suggested physical
punishment was necessary for younger children because 1t was the only
way to relate tc them or “get their attentlion."  Physical punishment was
thus, unnecessary with older childrer because of thelr reasoning abilities.
However, an opposite rationale was also suggested by a substantial num-
ber of parents. According to this rationale, younger children should
not *o punished physically because of their inability to reason or
understand what they had done wrong and because of potential adverse
effects. Children should only be spanked when they are older and can
anderstand what they have done wrong. These two opposing rationales
are quite representative of the confuslon mentioned carllier and are

perhaps, indicative of widespread misunderstanding of developmental
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psychology. Indeed, nothing in this entire project is more revealing of
existing contradictions and parental dllemnmas than the fact that individ-
uals come up With logically impeccable rationales that are completely
opposite to one another. And as far as is known,thesc conirasting jJus-
tifications for physical punishment are not discussed nor substantiated
anyvwhere in the literature. Additionally, the view advanced by a sub-
stantial number of parents: that physical punishment is an appropriate
disciplinary technique for the younger child because it is the only
effective way to communicate with them or control their behavior suggestis
that younger children, including bables, are more vulnerable or susceptible
to physical punishment, and thus, perhaps extreme physical force. The
age range identification of those children at risk or more vulnerable to
physical punishment, surprisingly enough, coincides with statistics from
cases of child abuse indicating that the most vulnerable age range for
physical abuse is for children under the age of £, and more specifically,
under the age of one (Helfner and Kempe, 1968; Ferguson, D., Fleming, J.,
& 0'Neill, D., 1972; Gil,D,. 1970),

Some of the most striking findings in the study center around the
practice of physical punishment., One salient ldea pervading many res-
ponses is the contention that physical punishment is essential for disci-
pline, The view that physical punishment is a necessar& and beneficial
part of parenting is striking because of the apparent controversies
over the apprcpriateness and effectiveness of physical punishment that
have existed for some time., Also, the idea that a relationship exists
between "ordinary" physical punishment and the more extreme occurrcuces
of force in the parent-child relationship gains substantial support
throughout discussions of feellngs and descriptions of cxtreme dicci-

plinary encounters. Thls relationship may be most appropriately rep-
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resented as on a continuum where child abuse, the most extreme case or

"tip of the iccberg” of more comnmonly practiced and accepted forms of
force is located at one end.

While individuals generally mentioned expressing their anger or frus-
tration either verbally, physically or by withdrawing from the situation,
a variety of different factors were cited as influencing the mode of
expression. The most noteable factor was the person involved in the sit-
vation. A considerable number of parents indicated feeling freer to
express their anger openly, either physically or verbally, with their
children than anyone else. This seems to be a very lmportant finding
because it suggests that less restraint is paintained with children than
with anyone else. That is, this suggests that when these parents Were
angered,control or restraint was more consciousiy exercised with other
adults,perhaps from fear of legal action or retaliation. This phe-
nomena introduces profound considerations for understanding the occurrence
of physical force in the parent-child interactlion. That is, the use of
“ordinary" and/or extreme physical force is sefest with chlldren because
of their lack of power physically and socially.

Regarding the actual occurrence of extreme or unreasonable force in
the parent-child relationship, 81% of the parents indicated they had lost
their temper or been too extreme with their children at least once. And,
77% of these parents reported being physically extreme with their child-
ren, The majority of parents who had been physically extreme blamed
personal stress or their affectional state for theiy unreasonable or in-
appropriate reactions, not the child's behavior. These results, inter-
estingly enough, are very similar to those reported by Gelles (1977).

His study of violence in the family, based on a nationwide representative

sample, shcwed that 735 of the parents with children between the ages of



61
3 and 17, mentioned at least one violent occurrence in the course of
ralsing the child, Gelles' general contentlion is that viclence is an ex-
trene and common phenomena in the U.5,. However, his study does not ex-
amine additional contributing factors in the disciplinary encounters of
force such as the parent's affectional state or ratlonale for punishing.

General summary. Most generally, findings from the present study

suggest that abusive parents are not necessarily people lacking in love or
concern, but only lacking in their capacity to reliably maintalin consistent
self restraint with their young children. For example, the man who
reported shaking his 16 month old baby out of frustration over her pro-
longed erying, the woman who spanked her child for waking up at 4 a.m,,
or the woman who physically threw her children in thelr rooms, all of
vhese indlviduals lndicated that their actions resulted from failure of
self restraint.

One of the primary concerns expressed before this study was conducted
Was whether parents would admit to using inappropriate, unreasonable or
severe forms of punishment, Several different explanations may account
for the nunmber of individuals who responded candidly. Cne is that par-
ents may have admitted these actions because they felt they were accept-
able or tolerable ways of bringing up chlldren., The normative accept-
ability of hitting one's child was suggested by Gil (1970, see Chapter 2,
page 18) to be a major factor contributing to the high levels of parent-
child violence., However, another explanation for individual reports of
extreme or unreasonable punishment practices is that individuals were
seeking confirmation that thelr dilemmas were not unique, i.e., that other
porents were having comparable difficulties and conflicts in disciplining.
Indeed, several parents did inguire directly if other parents had similar

experiences or feelinzs. This can be interpreted as yet another sign of
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the Insecurity and uncertainty parents feel. Awarencss that other indiv-
iduals are having the same problems (“"misery loves company") may be the
only source of reassurance available, Surecly this phenomena alsd suggests
why there is so much conformity in child rearing, and why individuals
are so concerned with the opinions of others., Furthermore, it certainly
explains the consistent appeal and high sales of how-to books, from
Spock to Dobson, etc. That is, individuals are desparately secking re-
assurance, as was frankly stated by one mother who commented that she and
her bhusband read every book they could find on child rearing and discl-
pline when expecting their first child., This paren@ emphasized that she
Was especallly disappointed by the inadequate information on discipline
and punishment.

In specifically discussing their feelings when punishing,a majority
of parents reported not feeling good about punishing because of losing
their temper or punishing inappropriately. In addition, a sizeable
number described thelr conviction that punishment was a social responsibil-
ity, necessary for proper training of the child., 1In general, while most
parents reported they did not like to punish for a variety of reasons,
they did adhere to ihe principle of punishment as a necessary disciplinary
technique,

InAsum, with respect to themes on how past experiences influenced
present practices, it seems that individuals generally attempted to relive
their oun porsonal experiences by elther modifying or rejecting their
parenl's practices, ox by nodeling thelr practices after those of their
parents. And vwhile individual background experiences conlrasted sharply,
all respondenis seemed to experience similar kinds of dilemmas in punishing.
Themes analyzed under the heading of rationales, feelings and practices,

clearly indicated that practlces and feellngs were so interrelated that the
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artificial breakdowns according to theuse different hcadingc did not work.
The most noteable conclusion is that exiresme practices grew out of oxe
treme fcelings. The more extreme feceling aroused, the more likely it be-
vane that sell restraint would be weakened and that practices would become
violent.

Child Characteristlices

The most important characteristic of the child that clearly deter-
nines the form of punishnent used is the child's age. According to a
majority of parents, the older the child the less frequently physical
punishment is used. This finding is supported by the literature (Clifford,
1959). On the other hand, 6 of the parents said that physical punish~
ment is more effective when the child is older., This second rationale
is not substantiated anywnere in the literature, but certainly merits
investigation to determine if it is a commonly held belief by the general
pﬁpulation or Just specific to the present study, Additionally, the age
of reason- the pivoi point where practices change- was mentioned by res-
pondents as being anywhere between 23 to 10. This indicated the arbitrar-
iness and variability of common vliews concerning child developnent,

Birth order of the child was another general factor that related to
punishment practices.- A consideratle number of parents reported that
discipline with the first child was either more or less strict than it
Was with the later borns., Uncertainty over punishing, discipline and child
rearing may be reflected by parents with their first child by elther
over or under reacting in thelr general disciplinary approaches,

One illustration of a parent's conscious attempt not to differentiate in
discipline is revealed in the statement that "I try to hand it to the

second child just as much as I did with the first child."
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The ratlonale that the first child is disciplined less stiricily than

the secend child does not £it the evidence in the literature which
suggests the first child is generally diseiplined more horshly (Schaller,
1977). However, in the present study almost an equal number of parents
cited disciplining the first child more or less strietly (5 more strictly,
4 less strictly). The idea that the second child is punished lesc hursh-
ly is usually seen as evidence that the parent is less anxious., Several
parents did rention that thelr expectations had been altered toward len-
iency by their expericnces with their first child, However, it may also
be that by the sheer force of repetition, a sort of gradual deescalation
or diffusion of the anxieties that tendod to create stress occurred,
Moreover, as parents mature, it scems likely that they nay become better
abie to cope with thelr own emotional ups and downs, Thils material imp-
lies that the first child may be more vulnerable to extreme or abusive
treatnent. As far as is known, this hypothesis has not been investipated
in any of ihc child abuse research.

The child®s personalliy, in the sense of how the parent constries
the child, was a third choracteristic ldentifled by parcnts as affeeting
their disciplinary practices. TParents were not questioned directly about
the child’s persconality, but a substantial uusber spontaneously identified
this as a major factor influencing their discipline., That is, parents
repeatedly stated that thelr diseiplinary practices differed depending
upon the child. For example, one male reporited that when angry or upset
he reaclted physically more often with one of his daughters who he described
as "really obncxious at times."  The fact that the child may be construed
in line with the parent's cumulative experiences is vividly revealed in one
respondent's cexplanation of her uncaring attitudes and disciplinary prac-

tices with her son, She deseribed beconming pregnant with her son after
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being raped by her [irst husband, She was aware of using harsh and un-

reasonible diccipline with him because she had not vanted him and because
when she loocked at him he reminded her of this trawintic experience,

Other parents scald they were nore severe with one of their children
because that child secmed to only be able to respond or understand phy-
sical puwlshment, Also, some parents stated that their children would
not respond to physical punishment because they were either too sensitive
or insensitive, i.e., the children did not c¢are what was done to them.
However, ncne of the parents rcported that the sex of thelr child had any
effect upon their disciplinary practices., This finding does not corres-
pond with other work (Gelles, 1977) which reported definite differences
in discipline practices applied to males and females., One tentative ex-
planation for this result may be that parents are responding to the increas-
ed emphasis and publicity on nonsexist child rearing practices and thus,
are reflecting socially desired responses. On the othci hand, the diff-
erences that parents may bermaking between males and females, if occurring,
may be so subtle or ingrained they are unoware of them,

Conclusions and Implicatinns

The contributions of the present work are fourfold. First, as sug-
gested 1n the literature review, there has been little or no systemaile
effort to integrate or interpret studies with respect to how parents think
and feel about punishing. Therefore, a major aim of this project was to
critique prior research on punishment a2nd child abuse, identifying the
gaps and thus,the resulting confusion that exists for parents at the
practical level, Additionally, some gencral notions on punishment were
developed as reflected in reports of feelings, rationales and practlces
providing insight into the apparent or substantive meaning of punishment.

In sum, the litcraturc provides no adequate theorctical framework for
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analyzing punishment. What does exist is a great deal of material on
what may best be called the "technology" of punishing, but which seems
virtually useless for practical purposes, as has been shown by the results
of this study.

Second, this study offers some concrete answers to some fairly con-
crete questiions. For example, responses to the gquestion concerning whe-
ther there is a relationship between parental feelings and discipline prac-
tices independent of the child's bechavior indicated that many times paren-
tal practices were a direct manifestation of thelr feelings. Also, vhile
the responses did not demonstrate that the relation between child abuse
and "ordin;ry" force is a continuum, it does suggest that if there is any
dichotomy here, 1t is very hard to define. Inguiries into distinctlions
between male/Temale discipline did not reveal any significant results.

And responses to the general questions aimed at examining the varicus
dimensions of punishment suggested that diverse punishment practices re~
flect a combination of complex rationales, characleristics of the child
and background experiences.

A third contribution of this work 1s that it has ylelded a fairly
substantial phenomenclogy of the dilemmas parenis face in this critical
aspéct of child rearing, Punishing children is one aspect of child
rearing where parents do have discretion, Aréas such as feeding, educat-
ing, etc., are all more or less entalled, whereas when punishing the parent
has a variety of behaviors or reacticns at his/her disposal. Thus, there
is real existentizl dilemna, because there 1s real existential choice,

The fourth contribution of this study is methodological. That is,
the quasi-phenomenological analysis of in-depth interviews was successful

in providing concrete information on the feelings, rationales and Jjustifi-
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cations that parents are currently operating under in dealing with their

children, that could not have been asceriained through observaticnal tech-
niquas and/or adinlinlstration of attitude scales or inventories. More
speeificnlly, a valuable contribution of this methed arlses from its open-
ended framevork that permits individuzals to ildentify or suggesi the areas
or problens that are important for them., Individuals were not constrained
by the investigator®s particular emphasis on areas in the interview, but
encouraged to discuss any additional areas of concern. The fact that
individuals would identify additional concerns is supported for example

by identification of the personality of the child as an additional child
characteristic that influenced ithelr practices. In addition, individuals
did not reépond to the artificial breakdowns beiween practlces and feelings,
which suggested that the two areas are'closely related.

The approach of allowing individuals to identify what is significant
for them is especially valuable in an area vhere the existing information
1s confusing and ipadequate., That is, 1t 1s wvaluable in providing direc-
tion for future research at the applied level, In addition, it contri-
butes to a comprehensive understanding of the factors that influence or
are related to this particular phenomena, punishing children, at the theor-
etical level,

In general, the present study can be seen as laying the groundwork
for future research with a more specific form. Especlally important would
be development of an appropriate theoretical framework and more detailed
investigation of the value dilemnas arising in punishment. Vore specifi-
cally, the folloﬁing research problems appear promising: lnvestigution of
rationales or attitudes concerning the influence of the child's age and
birth order, and the relationship between child abuse and birth order.

The present work is limited because it deals with self reports
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(nonobservational technique), Questions of interviewer bias and whelher

or nct regpondents aclually told the truth can not be ilgnored or explained
away, Yet, il seems doubiful that many parents would report being too
severe or extreme With thelr children when they were not. That is, it
seems safe to assume that soclal desireability considerations veould lead
people to minimize more serious expressions of force or vieclence.

Another limitation of the phenomenological approach employed for this
study lles in the potential for distortion in the verbal responses of the
participants and the interpretations of the investligator. But the inter-
nal consistency in the patterns of the resulis obtained glves considerable
assurance that if such distortlons did occur, they were not extremec. Fur-
thermore, by submitting the analyses to another professional psychologist
for independent review, the possibilities of investigator distortion were
also reduced. Clearly, however, this study could have been imprived if
more itime were spent observing parents with their children,

This study is alos limited because it does not employ a large or rep-
resentative samnple, But sampling a relatively small nunber of individuals
does not seem to have curtalled the meanings that were the focus of the
study. That is, the findings about the thoughts, actions and feelings
involvec in punishing children seem to provide a useful inventory of
how punishment is construed by many parents, Actually, it scems that
every poassible thought, actlon and feeling invol&ed in punishing has
been described. Therefore, while the study is limited in torms of

individuvals sampled, the meaningis of punishment availlable to most people

are represented in considerable detail,
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APFENDIX A
Interview Guide for Iarental Attitudes,
[Feclings and Reported Actions

Intreduction, As I explained, I am dolng rescarch for my thesis on

how parents deal with their children. Today we often hear from experts
and others that parents use excessive punishment on their children or that
parents are too permissive with their children. That is, they do not use
enough discipline with their children, What I am interested in finding
out is what a sample of people from Kansas State University think about
dealing with children.  Because I want you to speak as freely as possible
and because ofien times statements can be misinterpreted all of your
responses Will be confidential. Each guestionnaire will be coded by
nuuber only, not name. {(Give subject informed consent form to read and
sign while obtaining hackground information. )

Background information,

Code 7 Cccupation
Age Spouse's Occupation
Sex Sex of children and ages

Educational background

Questions.
1. As compared with what you remember when you were a child how do you
feel children are punished today? (If the question is unclear it can ke
rephrased as do you think children are punished more harshly or more
permissively today?)
2. In what ways do you think things were harder when you were a child?
3. What was the most severe punishment or the worst thing that you can
remember that happened to you when you were a child?
L, What types of things did you get in trouble for? (Probe for concrete

example. )
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5. How do you typically react when you are angry? (Describe in detail, )
6, Under what clrcumstances do you feel it i1s necessary to puaish child-
ren? Under these circumstances what did you actually do?  (Probe fer
concrcte example, )

7. Can you rencmber the most recent experience that you have had disciplin-
ing a child? What did you do to handle the situation?

8. Have you ever punished your children too much? That is, have you ever
lost your temper, etc,, or been too extreme?

9. Generally how do you feel when punishing?

10. Do you ever regret having punished? (Explain)

11, Have you made any distincticns between punishing your children at diff-
ern ages? (£uute, do you think there should be distinctions made bet-
wecn disclplining a four year old, for example, as compared with a much
younger or much older child?

12, Have you made any distinctions in punishing your children based on
their birth order? That is, do you remember diselplining your first

born any differently than the middle or the youngesti child?

13+ Do you make any distinctions in how you discipline your female child-
ren as compared with your male children?

14. Fron where would you say your position on punishment originates?
(Example)

15. Interviewer's impressions.
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FIGURE 2

Phenonepological Analysis of Hesponse Fatterns for Questleon 2i
In what ways do you inipk thinss were narder
Wnen you were a child?

Thenes
Code #, Sex

fict szt harder

1. &a, F  not suwe things harder a, fewer competing interests in past, parents spent more time with kids
b. weren't as many experts, people more confidence in own ability
¢, now everyone telling parents doing a bted job, take alpot %ire ralse

2, 1o, ¥ not sure anytning hard- &, cnllaren tcaay have got pore popey, have to aeal Witn arugs toaay
ar b, rales and Ferales have relatipaships earlier
5 M pot Bure haruer a., aldn't have as much as cnlldren do now, nO money, Were coatent witn

less, made own fua, quite a different soclety, worked for family
b. today,see parents tryiee to discipline Ty telling not to do things
‘nstead of ehewine positive wavs,
L, 23, F  doesn’t think parder &, pever punished unjustly, prents good Teason
b, varents not give up thines to be vareats, not resent children

Econocies
% B ¥  less variety stimuli &, not alot food, not alot parental guldance, lack parental coatrcle
b, in mast pareats had more time tc be hame, not mo todav
s, 5y ¥ noW better Ioci a, food, Sifferent varilety, son Will Frow wWith Detier nealin
7. 11, F less woney 4, parents never a4 alot money, aothing extsa, no candy, toys
b, tedav varents have alot mere ronev=buv kids everrthinz
B. 13 F  firanclalliy nirgs &s a5 result Weren't aoie 10 do as many toings
harder b, both rarents worked
9, 2i, ¥, derracsinn 2, Tather lest 3dob, tnlnss rousn at noxe, Tolks Were not rarsn, tut strict
10, 4, . acopcnle, size fasily a4, sarre faplly, sirain tarents, ooin Worked, toox out oa Kids, tired
11. i, ¥  less money, narcer a, economically, EonetaTy resources nol great, peor transpertation
b, pow better t.v., positive attltudes toward randicaps, more expected today
¢, today more interaction between cnildren, metheds changed, different
exoectaticns
12. g, F filnancially & soclally &, parentls not raxe buch coney, -TOLLers younger & 51s%ers got more,

t. protective soclally, & strict desanded know evervihing, exvected pors

Discipline
13, 22, ¥ held accountable, more &, worked more around house than kids today, more freedom talk today

taziks, responsitilitles

14, 24, 3 mere Werk, less freedoz a. alot work, work nelped toward discipline, now diffileult find work wids
exzression b, more frasdom talk todavy, mst thirk thourhts but not sav
15,10, P nst allowad extrecs self a, mavents wculcn't listen, cut & drled- no extenUatlins cir-cunsiances
16, 19, 3 less open cunmunication  a, in vast alot pisunderstandins o onildiven, riven less cnance to reason
17, 27, ) Irectdon 4, a3 teenoger felt had very 1istls fraedos, not dire do anvinling azalnst
15, 14, F parents weren't Ilexi- &, nad rules & had to iollow, not give in, 100 F2ny etiquette ruies
tle
19. 4, F parents made decisions  a, wanted chilcren 1o groW as they liked, fatner pusned hard, Would
for children not let cheose interests- troblens
20, 9, F parents siricter a., chiid eltner minded or spanoked, spanking good tralzing, need teach
reapect for euthoritw
21, 7 ¥ stxicter a, Tarents exercised rere auvthority over cniidren, alwavs accernted no
2. 25, ¥ derres discipline 2, sconpoically sane, wife's rarents more narsn, pernissive naw
23. &, F  npov glven concept pelf &, pot througn parents, etc, emotional proslems at home, I&theT ALCONCLLC
sorth b mother conveyed duplistic attitude toward father, parents tired,
larse fapilv, davs wnen ironed villow cases, etc
24, 17, ¥  harder disclpiine a. lack understanding cooplexities cnlldnood, parenia treated bedwetilng
as nisbehavier, because knowledge child developnent see problem differ-
entlv
25. 15, K severe czlticism in fam- a. fainer doad, large family, extreme criticlan over duties
1lv D, not inflict same thinz on own children
26, 12, = trinTs pardier 2. fatner disciplinaviapn, sopanked bottoo
27, 2o, F tnings narver &, econonic coasideratiocns, oul no idea how things narder
b, _experience involves not thinkine about how life was in 40's
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FIGURE 3

Phenomenologlical Analysls of Response Patterns for Questien 3:
What was the most severe pun‘shment or worst thing
you can remenber that happened to you as a chlid?

Theres
Code #, Sex

Physical punishment

1. 2, E aoanlins in front of f=lends sassirr back

2, L, ¥ hard spankins & vellines

3 5, ¥ baat ty father plaving out in the sireet

4, 8, M slanped & roushed at school sareastic, refused duties -

5 9 F whivned untll neaxrle Blistered nut neWw cologne oo new mattress

6, 11, F svarkins, maddlins run ewav, sneak food

7. 12, F slzoped by father datires soreone not aliowed, hore late

8., ik, F whivped with belt, father jurped and troke bed

9. 17, M whipned with vawdstick v mother stevped in cement, humiliated & feaved

10, 19, M smanked with belt not remesber why

14, 24, ¥ stankins veriml chewine out

12. 28, 1 wninoed v father thew spnowpell at B car

13, 28, ¥ hi+ bv beli, father not remember why

14, 27, = vhivoed oa legs, mother rot rezember why
\Has ad tecpered cnild)

15, 29, ® father kit with beld took Lrife and cut plmstlc xitchen furn.
can't recall anything nore severe

16, 22, ¥ Food spank father strict demanded aloi, forgotten tad

Other for=s punisnment

17. 7. r srounded for a week not in on ti=e

¥ith nowning to crink
18. 43, T rade eat entire katch of eupcakes for lickirs the icing off of one
19, 20, F  nut 4o bed in *he middla of the dav not =erember what did wrong

20, _1, F__deried rriviledges
F

21, _6, Tather was drunk and came at with run no_avrarest meason
never wnipped, but nad tongue lasnings, aatner
22, 23, F  belng scolded wnless father scolded so much each day, didn't
thirk he was deinr his dob as a father
23. 21, ¥ father didn't give birthday present spent found money, father sald should been nore
el 1
fatner dead zother Ifelt npeeded see snrink for
24, 19, ¥ dealings with a psvchinirict a stronz authoritawian fimure, abused, terated
all punicnment tad, Dut not equate With WOTST
25, 18, Y twagedy, friend & dog died worst thine frisnd died

Neo _severe exrperiences

26, 10, P raranta waren't whysical necthinzg severe, parants d1d srank

27. 16, ¥ nothins severe Tarents d4d swank
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Phenomenelogical Analysls of Hespuwe Patterns for Question i
What types of things did you get in trouble for wnen you were a child?

Categories
Code #,5ex
Problers with siblines Talkins back Not telling where going Destructive Rehavior Yot doing Mise,
home late WoTk
1. 4,4 treated sib-
lings tad
2,26, F fightine
3, 7,F fichtine tack talking not meetins curfew
4, 2,F tattline sassing mck put too late not make bed stopp feet
reliuse 40 Worx
&, B,K rofane lanmvage  not home on time destructive home —
put oif cnares
6,18,H direct disobedlence not home on tirme not do checres
7.10,F tatslins
not do work on time
B, 2L fichting not do work
oot tell wnere going
§.20,F late
desiroylng property
10,14, T table, window
anything told not to
it.43, F never talk hck
talking tacic
i2, 3, F sassing
13.16,¥ fishting destructiveness
not dolng scnool
14, 1,F work, beat
15.12,F disovevine not home on tine
not alndling not telling wnere going haks mess
16, 6,F +alline back hore late spilling
17.16,8 rWay too lon=
spill milk
18,17, % thresten misbepavior fidget in chuxch
play in
16, 5,4 not home on time streats
md sportman-
20,22 % destruptiveness shin
cut & dented furni- being anti-
21,29,F ture soctal
even usnintenticnal
22,13,F figntinc not tell truth
23.15,¥ stealins
24,24 M not tell truih
clizd, jump
25,27,F daripe beravior
coach thougnt doing
26,23, something wasn't
27.25.% yretty coed as kid
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FIGURE 5

Pnenotenological Anslysis of Response Fatterns for Questlon 51
how do you typically react when you are angry?

Categories
Code #, Bex
Depends Bithiramwn Yerbal Reaction Phvsiesldr
A it 81 ogima Lk AT D aChabl puchdsEi=o iy
1, 21.® hold enscr, got pver 14
T=ies 1o Keer lnsioe, sizns s0L, Verbal reactlon
2, &M persor wife, wiindraws, oulet cusses
a3, LT ey, went Ao be Jeft aloge
sonetinmes Worn'tl eat
L. 4,7 cries, rot like talk,
volce gels iouder, mOTe
5, 16,¥ craps, not violent
ieczper tanlruc nave thrown things
6. 11,F screan & vell at husbend
verwlly
7. 20.F tell whv anTrv
daugnter, taix
B, 22.¥ person sovouse eufet strons tenper ot not viplent
yell, bBcrean, Teact icmeciately
g, {5,% explosive,never carry resentnent
6. o ® vell, overt hostiltiy
21, 7F are mast erxied 2lot pow vell, feel like fool after
cleal nouse, pouni desk
12.20,F sWezy a litile phveical eetlvity
13127 with son, spank when mad
$L.27%.F kind preex percens] hurt, withiraw digrust, spesk out
tner people, i3 ln- son, vertal
45, 5 ¥ person, sil, Eide Ehout sometines thyveieal spn
Job sit back takes ¥i®4 nusmand and eoa
16, £,F person, sit, botiled up sirairhtforvard
17. B.¥ perpon, gii, held in pnd anslvre now wife, verinl
Job kore petient and costroiied slrce can't vertmlize
16,{7.% persor, eit, Witk farflv enctlons surface gulcker ¥ith dauzhter, more phvsical
16,24, rooi, ranre of responses
. ; Fhoysical
20,25, 5i4, person usually = ts gaver un thern explode, overrsact With one daurhter
2{.,4L,F per=on spouse, keen to gelf child, more verml
22,24, % person clar ur, heold in childrer more vertel
eacn cnlld difierent
23,90,F £it, ¥ill react vertel ¥ill react phyvsicalle
26,27, F chanzed as B chlld pupsressed NOW Trv eryrress assertivelw
before iet temper fly
25, 2,7 chansed now beiter eontrel vell
26,19,F chanred seldon awoy, go ani cool off past phvsies]lly

27,18 pever anrrv lose control irv to reason end talk
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FIGURE 6

Phenomenclogical Analysis of Response Patterns for Question 61
Under wnat clrcumstances do you feel Lt is necessary to punisn chlldrea?
Azd under these circumstances wnat did you do?

Categories
Code &, Sev
The welfare or safety of the child or Yiolations are made of famlily
ancther is in danger nexms
aeprive dessert
1, 14, hurt each cther isclate
eat paint vercal repricand
2, 42.¥ bar=m self, or other rhvsical slan, squeeze
explaip Iirst, then
3., 18,¥ hazardous welfare adopt wnat ls aporopriate for child viplate values do_whatever approp.
play in sirest, hit reasoning ruies pade for own pro-
4, 19, hurt self, others hand spankinz tection, declslons rand svank
ground ghild wiliiully disoteys Tules

5. 20,F safatv, welfare dancer lecture that have been delineated

play streel, fLhgn places, do wnateVer Lt taKes to
6, 25,F dansercus t> gel? s2ot sitvation, restraiet, hit, lock up
nave rules, Iorzal scmetimes punisn, depenas upen

7« 15,K cross streets child's rerscmality, talx
(defacate, not aoipg woat teld, and snown, LI nara punisncent
8. 1{.F play stalrs)  repeat=- punish, kids force best teat, act ancry
cac loo4s, verzsal

9, 4. tell be quiet vhysical restralint

not dolng wWnat teld, touch Kalc- ceperd cn cnild, ssame
10, 9,F knaes, vertal disobev vertal, smank

not clean rooms talk, spank, ground
18.13,F intentionslly disabev git chaly

pot folloW orders, come Wnen

12.27,F called, practice plaro lose triviledges
flagrans eouse fanlly ruies ¥itnnela allowance,
13.10,F fizht siblings driving =riviledres
lost allowance
1k, 23, % depanding behavior :
not tell trutn restitution
15,21 ,¥ stealinz gpanking
sge & provlen related ground, spank
16, 7,7 sloW cet readv schopl with hand
Dot delng wWnaAt suppesed do spanx, grounc .
17. 2,F out late, elean rooms, -anners mav duss
not applicasie, Wby T00 young
18.11,F chiliren inconsiderate svank
lnterupt Bpanik bottom
19.12,F inecersiderats exvlain why wrono
any vime violats basic rules, discuss
20,24 ¥ no tard fast rules, cleap, not fight smank
any time go beyond limits, tT.v,
21.22,% bedtime, Teady school %ime srark
Viclate principies respact, eti- fere diseipline depends
22, _6,F guette, goank whea ucset tine dav, cood, lrriiabil
80 peyond estapiisned lizits, slap nand, recove object
23._8.¥% demends developnent, bedtize take nway privil, mat
celiberate violiation rules reasc:, Spani
2H,16.% ranners, drinkias talk
deliberate, some things accident spand, verpalize
25.29,F irrmtional 4o purish for those taly
deprive priviledges
26,254 race car 'n copstary devends child,zore thysti,

There are no clrcumstances under wnich it is appropriate to punish cnildren,

27. 1, ¥ Tut this is becanse tnev exe upset, Favents can not feel wrat the chlld is feeling,

rarents do get upset and punisn,
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Phenomenolegical Analysis of Hesponse Paiterns for Questioa 7:
Can you rememper the most recent experience you have had diseiplinipg

- a child? What did you do to handie the situwatlon?
Themes
Code #, Sex Sltuaticn Punishment

Welfare of ehild or ansther in danrer

1. 17, ¥ child havn self, ate vaipnt verbal rewripand

2. 13, @ {uzved on bed, harn self soank bottom

3. 26, F fighting with sclesezs, cut sihlies spanking, discussion
4, 1, F woke sivline from nap, hit & slapped kir angyv, havwd talk

Yiolate Fanlly dorns
not take nap, out of bed for

5. 2, F the £ifth ti=e spankinz
wouldn't aleep in own roono
6, 21, M tock back roon fer Fifth tima spanking

evening, Lausnier trouble coesn't

lnreatened t0 spaok, seot 10 room

7 15, ¥ behave 25 welle tivod, son angry with rother shouted
let sleep= took outside
8. S, ¥ son c=ied all rizht mil%, vlaved
Leit alone
9., 29, F daurhter cranky left situatlon
10,12, F son veeked Ir nelzhbor's window, ovened door explained why ‘nawmrropziate
tnrew zantrun ls s+tore, iell Lla heap
11. 6, F trothex was meiiins rew shire, child on antitiotics  picked un son, lef+ store, zave book in cax
argued over 1oy, take away
12,Q4, F rot sparing sent to roon
fighting cover toy, warned
i3. 9, F ot sharing, took awav tov for a dav
: told to put up noie to recind
14, 8, ¥ left coat and luach box on floor threatened with less ¢f bike for dav
not taking care of nousenold responsioilities
15,10, ® rooms rot beine sleaned threatened withheold allouwances
discuss Wiy WIopg ( belt nakes alot nolse)
16,18, ¥ talked ek to teacher if havoened asaln would stank with belt
dauznter was ill at schocol, refused go hoae realized old enougn make declisions
17.25, ¥ severe confrantaticn saiz o,k, 4i1d not pualzh
resisted cdiscipline, dept t.v, on after
18,22, ¥ reveated warnincs spankine
Zaced car in irne graveyard, trouble with police lost driving priviledges
19.25, » refused to £o to schaal Lltiratur thinz, worked out with counselor

20,16, F zat dausmter tmck o senool, had been 111

had to take to school

soa naa Lrousnt nome mad s¢nool Fapers,
28, 2, F reant had not been doling work

nad do acnool wWork at noce
staved inside to nlav after work was done

+ Resvonses were not avrlicatle, Childwen were elther too vouns

too old or children were not nunishing




Fheoomenological Analysis of Respoase Taiivr.-
Have you ever punisned your chlldrea too much?
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FIGURE &

fer Question b:
That 1is,

nave You ever lost your temper or haen top extreme?

Themes
Code , Sex
No
1. 18, ¥ Yo
2, 5 K _%no
3,24, ¥ don't think Bo, tried to avold
4,16, ¥ dor't think so haven't lort temper irn 20 veaws
Oy LOiDg LoDE byany DOLLOR, Just GULT OWA hant
5,42, F no didn't seer 15 bother the child
cay nave lost tecper, mui noi iaxen it out oo enild
6,22, ¥ den't thin: se not been extreme, tnousn sore richt disarrer
Has & tipe When empawnized  With c.lild abdusers, daugnter
7+29, F dozo't think so would cry and want to nmaul off ani hit, beean vertaliy too ex-
trene, tell somethins was awful when reallv wasn't
never siruck 10O naTd
E.43, F  been 4pa harsh bui not rpistrest rrotekly vellei too mugh
may have said things snouldr't, later veen sorzTy
9,27, F lest termer, not punish in phvsice) wey  never couid hit in aprex, not ever a dor
ii you getr o0 severe they Wiil Treact against you, wife oo
410,164 po but wife hae extrepe son drinkine, velled & kit too rucn, but éldn't harn
Ies risbehavior fore of disecipline
Bon not take nap ppanking, prege &t tlme, saw handprint on buttocks, sat
41.20, F ves, daurnter crossed sirest down end eried
BON Wared Up & E.Q., BHQ WeeKs Turned over, paddied & Wowldn't crange diaper, Late lay inere
12, 9, F ves & plaving normally eleeps until § ir wet pants, crv self back to sleen, struck bottor anmer
irusirated & n0T EnOW Knat ®as 5NOOX DeTy, concern wWith relailorsnip loBS lemper & cantrol
13,17, ¥ ver wrons with Yoy, exvins end child abuse, not Eure wnere lire is, lpss erotions-atnsd
prysical exnausilen, paTent's btate sArieslng, BPROKLNG, LNTOWALE 4nt0 TODDE, Was UNAer &i0%
14, & F ves umses, rot enourk sleen Tressure, Whes puniched was fxritalje in weneral
parent's stale, EBick younger cnilcren can'i understans When can't take care of thenm
15.26, F yee not feel in control loss temper, hii witn something think will impress, ex,
. Fet out beltd, »in down 1o bed & hit, makes zlet nolse not hurt
puiled cowWs diaper & spanred, oo narst lelt tad after
36,14, F ves can't remember rmtebehavicr now tr-ine to Teason, take ewev rriviledses
cpahi, once TWite, nard and strong, wifie gets genersl bad mood
17,92 K vos  i~—itated over too litile guichly wife smanks ond rpes on and on, have to tell her tec stor
spankeld, suliered, cecidea pever lay nand on cnlld again,
4B.2%, ¥ ves snide renmark 2zt dinper tabdle set VD 8 barriex, took  Weeks get over, mpore harr than pood
15, 4 ¥ ves car't remecper risbehavior pot mad because of ad mood, Went too fer
Picked up wnd carried screaming inie tatin water
20, £, ¥ ves not take & tmih rezlized rearins givins to water so _put down, over reacted
series evenis hol SLOpP Frofeoly hit on Tear harder tnan i intendea
21,10, F ves' not remember svacific event wnat normallv swat, ended up 4-2 hard hite
czied for 3 cays tnousnt I would hate hin forever, mamed it oo hik wanted hin
22,11, F recent son fussv,not know wnv to Jjust shet up, later found out he nad been teethine

23, 2, F ves

yeiled sp much 1 got red in the face
slapped children in face, ea¥ how scaved thev were of me T puit

sometlmes don't lose temper pui acts as 17
then lose tenper and trv act gulet

24 4, F ves

spanked rlas wnen yowunger, aoWw cifficuit spanx oecause of size
25,24, F yes have lost terper but never exirere noW take somethins severe to be handled bv g o
26,25, ¥ ves tendencv not to punieh enoush then lose tewrer, extremes

22, 1, F

Eure have

can't think of an example
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Phenomenclogical Analysis of Response Patterns for Question 9:
Generally, how do you feel when puaishing?

Themes
Code #, Sex
bothers whether did 1t rizht,know deserve be cor-
1. 23,% hurts ne more than 1t dees then rected, but hovw do i1 proverly, alot gulck puni=n
2. 21,V  hu=ts me more than did chlld rine mental, child’s is 8 thysical hurt
mental anguisn sulfered, dizficult want cnlliren be
3, 18, hurts me worse than the children happy, but alsc want be good ciiizens, difflcult
to force spelf to punisn, don't wart to nurt kids
4, ¥.F like a clod, creep becavse thev don't like 1t, feol +op rFard on trenm
naan't given good linits or guidance, sometlimes whea
5. 20,F ‘tad, didn't like punish did punish raybe argry, sometnirg else bothering
feel muilty about cades where ancer ‘ust cane out
always ieel just primarily releacing own anger
6, 2L~ don't 1iks to do it roaction to immediate vroblex, handled bv other neans
realize weat furtner than want:d, pulled into sit,
7. 10,F  rot verv good tried to avolid,feel on child's level
alvWays gullty altersaras, poysical
B. {2,F never feel cood about it
difficult tntang to do
9, 27,F uncomfortable don't know whv isn't easv
mayoe Wnen they get older reel different
10, 5,4 at this aze, feel like done somethlinz wrons senetimes punishrment needed
Lf in coatrel, self rignteocus, set lizits apd have .
11. 6,F denends on how feel to enforee, but 1€ pur of irritability, dan't feel rood
12,13,  nixed, love suilt, for own rood or wouldn't have to do it
feel in own interest
13,22, don't like feel perforzing vesitive role,benefit child
gltuation pusned to do 50, Ieei nave To LI want 1o
14, _{,F  uncosfortaltle but necessary be a successful mother, trr be consistan®
otrer's perception of control, punisaizg gocd training
15, 9,F hate to do 1t, but hate worse mt to rather pot, never let kids see indecision, right de=
feat vurrose, thi-g cranre ov mind, are sparter than us
sometning taring care ol most of the time it 18 scmething inat nas to oe done
16,26, F  feel ‘ustification or resmonsibllitv towa=d in order keep out of danzer, or explaln aporon. beh,
s0cial responsicility, have traic live in socliety
17.19,K responsibility of tralning process have rules follow-may chacge, younger paysical,
: older deprive
sometnirg trai nas be done, bepavicr nas bde corrected
18,29,F nelther hapry nor unhappy way feel wnen doing disnes, rather not do, tut is a
part of the nothering job, sometines too tired to dis,
Tut impertant do so, rave understand constancy
19,25,¥  mather nnot ba deinz it rather be dolirg somethipe else
20, B,k want rake 1t effective supposed lead to behavicr chance
21,18,8  tr=viss to correct rather thaa ounish
varles, generally oot like do pre, bulldup, necessary action o Correct Lerav,
22,17,F  situation not isolate event, but continuun during trv not go overboard, oost varv,remzorse-saiisfac.
at first angry, then sorry siarted punizning
23._2,F rAnze feelirgs sad did socethins that upset me ia the first nlice
I guess angTy
24,14, F uncertain hoW feel,nrot hapoen that often, they usually stop Lf I ralse my voice
25,15, rpissed off that's why runishment beine zeted out
26, & Kot apnlicabla children too voung

Z7.11

Not avplicable children toc vouns
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FIGURE 10

Phenomenological Analysls of Response Patterns for Questicn 10s
Do you ever regret having punisned?

Thenes
Code #, Sex
Yes
not punish in anger that often, have be provoked long
1. 9,F ves shen vunished in anzer period of tire, nothing be azhamed, certaln polat can't be rushed
not category ¢alld aouse, could see and understand tnougn
2, 10,7 ves, when anrer gettins uncentrollable wnat talkire about in terns of ehlld atuse
ex. wWorked nalf iime, Iels gullty adtout weriing, alot pressure
3., 6,F ves, wnen punished out of iwritability felt unfit -other, now dplrs better, still velli smank
When dldn't give son any Supper, Pushed SLiSter cown & nurt
4, 272,F ves, regret sent bed without suprver, bothered all these vears
5 147 ves, spanked dawnter age two physical, scretimes disaprees With hustand
especially if punisned rard
6, 4,7 ves, feels bad don't llke show cnlldren feels tad
set up marrier
T 23,8 ves, occasion thvsieally punished cdawthter nuch ®etter talk with child, not scold
forgotten circuzmstances, nappened imcediately
8. 28,  ves, one time asked forglveress
9, 8.M sure there have tines nothinz stands out as dararing
wnea nlsintertreted motlves socetimes Jjust 1oc narsn vercelly wiwn oldest,
10.23,F ves, coincides with med rood lock at motives and actlons, feel tad wnen pisinter—ret
11.13,F  ves, discipline one chiid fer other's ben. fave to humble self) and sav sorry, not easy
if already granted, ustaily glve in ana let ao
12, 2,F ves, whea have take awav priviledses £0 & amlogize, asx if roirng to atclosize t3 re
cnildren resilient, if isa’t usual tning tnen isa't too
13.20,F ves, out didn't do tos ruch ted, don't arree with savirs an puriships because lova
20T usually leel recorse aooul anytnlng, are ¢oupleqd occas=-
14,15,F vec, occasiorally, tut ncrmally not ions rave punished was scrry, rcade up immediatelv
A% situation couid rave been nandled differently tnea regraet,
15,17, ves, de=ends upon the sltuation not if omlv thing could do, relatisaship imporeant
e
16,25,  ng recrets is a necessary evil
oaly resret not puaisn  sufficlently or not taking acticn
17.26,%  np recrets should have, ave lscitirate reasons %o span®
never leit snouldn't nave done it
18,12,F =n» whenever got stanking it was rnecessary
19,22, net occouzred zencrally before cunisninc she has persisted sometine
20,_7,F ro
21,18, no
22,26,F no
23.46,¢  no, doa't think so
24,19,8  don't think so
25. 5, ot aprlicabie- child too vounz
26,11, not applicable= child too vounz

27. ‘u'L

not avolicable~ enild too young
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Phenomenclogical Analysis of Response Patterns for Question 1i:
Have you smade any distinctions between punishing

your children at different ages?

Code #, Sex
aleo depends upon child, son needs spanking
1, _2L.K ves, vouncer-spanhine is an effective tool get his attentien, dauchter sensitive-sccldins
younger don't nave that many talnzZs can relate
2. 25, ¥ yes, less physical punishzent when older to-except rphysical, older take away priviledges
Teason
bard Treason younger, ANOW What spanking neans
3 1L F ves, stanking -ore approvriate vounser aorrox 9=10 can reaspn, restrict
mard reason wiea yownger, <i=} can reason
4, o,F ves, youncer phvsical punishrent only wWay get pi, across  neéd get bluff in early rake afrald sozethins
eX, & yr. old Just learping,discipline narder
5 _4,¥ ves, vounger diseisline harder get_theno learn ropes, nunisp for as mush as do
get attenilop= pat —unp, apralled cnild abuse
6, 23,1 _yes, younger need get attention physically different way handle every age, also depends
on the ¥id, harsh words adequate sometimes
Preler clder not nave rescrl spansing
7. 22,M yes, vounver thysical, clder leas phvsieal over 6=7 rrefer stop entivelv, otrer forms effes,
SPALK Younger
8. 7,F vas, vouneer pavsical, older different forms punish. older other forms rmore effective, sroundine
depends upon cnild alseo
9. 17,¥ ves, vopunger thvsical, older logic and intellect also devends upon relationsnlis, better relaticn
proc¢ess moverent to Where can reason, as olcer
10.19,K yes, younger physical less physical, after 7 physical not necessary,
also need copen relationship
young child no juigement sare/unsafe, use spank
11.20,F yes, youager can't use language, physical epank ¥hea language deoesn't work, affront dignity
gsvark after & certaln are, let cff feelinrs hoze
witn older cnild can use vercai control
12.22,% ves, wher older can't use thvsical punishment
ex, grab spalli cnild out of sireet, clider teil
13.26,F ves, vourzer pavsical, slder reason renpve eharp chiect from small child, older tell
Wnen youager can do some reasbaing
1420 ¥ ves, distlrcticrs nave to be pade older denv wriviledges
15,29, F ves, can't expect fror vounver same as plder
can reason witn older
16,16, vas, dlfferent srobless at different azes not let vounrzer chlldren get ahead of wou
age makes difieresnce in enild's ablilizy to unaer-
17,40, ves, gre and the cause of the protlenm related stand what doline wronz,
gepencs upoa ioe cnild, different cnildren
18.12,F ves, zmeke distinctions exiiibit different behfavicrs
tecnnigue wiatever Lt takes at the tire, diff,
19. 6,F yes, different expectations developrentally expec. 2 year old can distract, & y=. old play
WOTZ Fares
not pare With dauzhter as did wWitn soas, son
20...8,% yes, depends upon the child learned harder than daughter, also not as much
patience, have tried to chance
younger not undersiand some things, cldest ray
21,15, yes, different ages do understanc rore te abtle to understand and benefit from punisn-
peot  itried yeep treatnment same for hoth
do Wnat Worss sacn cnild, more protless finding
22 {8, no, depeads upon the child entirely right type discipline, not discipline any child
the child is an extension of the parents until old enough to understand why, younger not
Funish, watch ¢losely ¥eep from trouble
less than one year, severe punisament algnt huxrt
23._5,F ves, don't punish whea vouaz can't recosnize wrat wronz, about 4 might benefid
can't expect same irom youager and olaer ecatid
24,473, F ves, understand things differently at different ages older know,understard wrat spanking for and why
with sgalier child can tair and do as like
25, 1,7 ves, vsounger children vunished less older punish, more hard- because vertally kno®
with thelr early needs Ior trust, respond
26, B~ defiratelv not Tunish infants to them with love and secirity
don’t punisn Caby, not spRnk the 2 yz. oid
27.14,F ungertain take away rriviledzes from oldest
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FICUAE 12

Phenomenological Analysis of Reaponse Patterns for Question 12
Have you made any distinctions in punishing your chlldren
based on their birth order?

Thenmes
Code #, Sex
ditscipline with each child reflects their attitude life,
1. 10,% yes, less discipline with fiwgt born dauchter sensitive, attributes of vpersonallty
was young and dunp, ®itn four cniicren
2e 7,F ves, dipcinlined oldest less makes alot difference, find self disciplininz more
3, 12, F yes, oldest more vermissive chiliren d1fferent, apanked second more
Bon wnwanied, raped by rirst hustand pregsant With son
4, 2,F ves, has to do with how feld toward ehild didn't seem to tare what did, didn't beat, Tut rot rood
elnce thea tried change tnings give in more, wanted be
5. 14,F yes, stricter with {irst born too perfect, after second child realized too strict, could
see this in all the first's behaviors ete.
same trend in own Zamily, new parents thousnt tne child
6. 24.¥ vas, disciplined the first born rore ourht to tow the line, with experience realized not irportant
7. 20,F yos, harder with fizst expected more, samte own family
expacied less witn each cnild, expected first be too per-
B, 23, ves, expected more fronm first fert, also devends upen vwerscnality child
some differences Just in oae Delng {irst andi tne other being
9, té6.M ves, but nst too ruch difference second, different rroblems with female
learped rroz tne first, dldn't tninx secopd awiul
10, §&,F ves, meed on werscnallty & experience different pergonality, first minded better
learned Irom Iirst, youngest conpletely dififerent kid
11, Bk veg, tTsed on several diff, facteors alsc different bousehold
diiferent persomalities, all parents tend expect core
12. 18,% ves, disciplined different but not unequal frum first, puaished rore severely, with second learned
how to handle situations
Lally nings altferent
13i 24,8 not sume  oucht be tremtsd gams try traat equal
try to hand it to the second just &s mucn as first, easiexr
ik, 9.F += discipline hoth the pame let thines slide with second, not falr
cldest treated age, and do wbat is appropriate Ior thelr
15, 26,% po, only differsncs depends develooment age, stare development
second more stubborz, put up With more
16, 19.¥ dlfference depends upon their persogality  both pet the sanme tvoe of punishrent
pot olr<h order, differeat dispositions cne sweet Tespond
17. 25, % difforence depends updn persenality not mhvaicallv, other bellirerant ai tires obnoxious- physical
are cliferent people, spaniiing not eifective with son
18, 15¥% difference devends upopn personallity can talk and reason with him but not with dauchter has to stank
19. 29,F dantt think eo are diseiolined for fiphtinz
20, _4,F n0, treat the same fheir age difference is not that creat
eons accuaed us ol letilng youngest get away with anytning
2, 22,F no tut dopn’t think we did
22, 13,F no
23, 4 not applicable-only one child
24, 22 net a-mlicable—cnly one child
25 5§ not applicable-only one ehild
26, 11 not awplicable—onlv one child

27. 17

not

poplicable—cre child
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Phenonenological Aralysis of Response Patterns for Question 13
Do you make any dietincticns in how you diseipline your female
children as compared with your male children?

Code # y Sex

1., 24.M no, is a distinction betwsen chlldyen but not related I-'.ﬁ‘ perscnality
toys fignt, serarate
2. 27.F no, male, female exhibit differeat types btenaviors girls asked thinzs couldn't have
zenerally np diff, wav handled problens
son tougn
3. i1.F are differepces in the kids' behaviors, but not eex differences daushter dellcate
girls respond different stimull,
4. 18,M differences in bshaviors, but not wav discirzlined ferales less mobile
only diff. tesed on pexsonality
5 15,M are éifferances in behaviors but not way handled son fastidlious, dauchter dirty
6. _9,F na 0o Youns now
as olaer more coacernsd witn girls
7. 20,F ro getting in trouble
8, 234 no only personalitv
try make po distinctions in roles
9. 19,M no things arsund dafine rales sufficiently
i0, 10,7 ro tried treat as individuals,no sex d4iff,
¥nen srall spank didn't rmatier M/F
11, 244 don't think s» older didn't think spanitipz thing da
12, 14, F no expect to pind whether H/F
13. i4,F no
14, 2,F a0
scme people inirk pave 1o beat up bDOYs &
15, 16,¥ 1o ireat girls kirder, need treat alike

Hot applicable speculative

aren't any differences, but may want to

16, _&5,K kaep rn/f restraints
mignt exiitit different kinds of bepaviors
17. 25,8 not think of anvthine specific
: sex snould pot nave anything o 4o wWith
18, 17.™ speculate- would be differance in what thick and what havorens discipline but cmicht
style discipline same, but mignt
19. _8M exaibit different tvoes of bemaviess
20, 224 ng distincticns
21, 297 stronmly motivated toward nonsexist child rearing
22, 4™ no
sore say Iepmales respond differeatly,
23, _6,F hope not have a different soul -
24, 7,F doubt 14 chanced generatlons, strict stereotvolng
25. 12,F pot avrlicable
personality and age only
26, 26,F not think rake dlstinctioes not put alot thourht into it

27. 1LF

trend chanred not as strict with stersotypes

alot people let bovs get awav with more
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Fhenposenclogionl Analysis of Response Fatterns for Question fl:
Tros uhere would you say Your posltion on pucishment eriginatea?

111

Code #, Sex ; Categuries
Farents Observation Books Religion Relation with TV, Riso,
Expezisnce fpouse — m——
too harah
t« 2,F wnat learned from own family
not punien liks perents
faElly,fatnel 100 rarsh (poinciple diseipline BUsY be baled cut)
2. 2L gbeervaiion cthers
pareats, gounding mart
30 ZE alot,
parents RAYran, noL g8
Ly 22,F hacer wr parenis
sppreciale wnal par- friends ailng
S 11,F ests did tad Job,not let
oun kide got avay wiih wa such
Tareatls EROY ROSe OLOEIVELIION OWners & Penkvior of
6, 22,¥ damelplire benaficin) treir chlldren
jareate,sdopt Wnelr oooervatlon- way peopaw fis .
7e Z5¥ views Loto mocietv
pareats,follow poaerve Irienis with children
B, _1,F tnetr advice ous, arperients
fanily, broucht up
9, _P.F mirict house [compan pense noi Jet kids Ton pll pver you)
farily lacr slrusiurs,coservallons, experience Dooxe, Tellgion
19, B.¥ with own eniifren {roe froma
experierce worxing tooks eniid
1. 12,7 Tetarced rearing, Dr, Spock =
toons |\ Spoek,booson,ELe, )
12, 6,r Mhen pregnant resd evarything
eswld get ranik of
paTerlLE EOOd PAYCHOLO- Pooks, educalinn
13, 20,Frista, densczetie prlls,
parents dlan't belleve a#xp. ib Bonooli books, Lr, Spock religion, bwling
14, 16,k  pevers punish, up children high
yrinciples
family, Just as sizict Telifien, try trirg Wp
15, 24 ¥ a5 _good christlans, respect slders
diflerent fron fazily rellglon, verme Bjare rod epoil reiation with
16, $3,F pot spank like child, if mecept pothing will not  spouse, not dip-
ba abls accart Chrigt a—we front kids
oteervation,sany punish Bt L
17._19,F pwn conveniance, bad for ohild
reaction With PETeAls AKATENSSE Oihel cultUlea wlth apoune discuss LOK
18, 26, pood erswrisance sirict, lenient, eto,
Eeme philos, &3 fazlly,educatlon with spouse dlsCuss
1§,_25,F have zhildren endoy Jiving with ronding theoretical
fenlly strongly influenced sducation
20, 234 by posttive att, of motiner
ferily, strici punimn T.¥. shov right
20, 4N fighting wmy, Want be ancthar
¥ard Clesver, taucht right
arXpaTlience developed beaic pnlle,
g2 3o, r relizier, ehuweh wilh ppouns
educktiion & obs. Jovrnals
e3,__ 5 M rasacines t.v, better
exparlence
T b readings research all g£o out window with 16 po, baby

25 1B,k

Anatinet
tench young live

Just dlecipline

26, 15, with spouse dincuss Bproop, ne ides

parents, Biappad junt * eXparisnce books,
27+ 14,F like them becasue that BAERLTinGR

was the way it wea donay

sried charge




APPENDIX C 112

STATISTICAL ANALYSES



113
TABLE 2

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 2:

“In what ways do you think things were harder when you were a child?"

How life was harder in the mast by sex of resvyondent

Categories of Response Fregquency

Group rdiscinline economically 1life not harder
Male (n=13) 6 5 2
Fewale (n=13) 8 3 2
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TABLE 3

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Questlon 3:
"What was the most severe punishment or the worst thing that

you can remember that happened to you when you wWere a child?"

Parent®s most zevere punishment

Categories of Response Frequency by Sex of Respondent

physical other forms of no severe
Group punishment punishment experience
Hals (n=13) 8 3 2
Female (n=14) 8 5 1

N.S.
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TABLE &4

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Questlon A4

“What types of things did you get in trouble for when you were a child?

Types of Behaviors Parents Repoxrt Getting in Trouble for When

Youngexr by Sex of Parent

Frequency Reporting Bchavior

Male (n=13) Female {n=14) )
1. Problem siblings 3 5 N.S.
2. Talking back 3 6 NS
3. Yot home time h ) N.S.
L, Destructive behavior 3 2 By
5. Not doing work 2 2 N.S.
6, lMisc. 8 5 N.S.
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TABLIE 5

Chl Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 5¢

"How do you typically react when angry?"

0
H

Types of Parentol Reactlons when Anzry by Sex of Parent

Frequency Used Mode of Expression

Male (n=13) Ferale (n=14) .
1. Keep anger inside 9 7 N.S,
2. Verbal reaction 9 12 NS
3. Physically b 5 N.S.
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Table 6

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 6:
"Under what circumstances do you feel it 1s necessary to punish

children? And under these clrecumstances what did you actually do?™

Circumstances under which Punishment is appropriate by Sex of Parent

Frequency Reporting Circumstance

Male (n=13) Female (n=14) A
1. child's welfare in danger 3 3 N.S.
2, violation of family rules 1 12 N.S.

3, no circunstances 1 0 N.S,
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TABLE 7

Chi Squarc Analysis of the Response‘Patterns for Question 7:
"Can you remember the most recent experience that you had disciplining a

child? What did you do to handle the situaticn?”

Most recent discinlipary situation by sex of respondent

Categories of Response Freguency

Group dangerous to welfare violation of family norms
Kale (n=9) 1 8
Female (12) 3 2

NS,
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TABLE 8

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 8:
“Have you ever punished your children too much? That is, have you

you ever lost your temper or been too extreme?"

Experience Beins Extreme by Sex of Respondent

Categories of Response Frequency

Group no yes
¥ale (13) 6 7
Female (14) 4 10

N.S.
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TABLE 9

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 9:

“Generally how do you feel when punishing?"

Feelings about punishing by sex of respondent

Categories of Response Frequency

Bad for var- Social res- Range of
Group iety of reasons ponsibllity feelings
Male (n=12) 7 4 1
Female (n=13) 10 ' 2 1

N.S.



TABLE 10 bel

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 10:

"Do you ever regret having punished?"

Regrets over punishing by sex of respondent

Categories of Response Frequency

Group .yes' no
Male (n=10) 5 5
Female (n=14) 3 11

N.S,
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TABLE 11

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Pattern for Question 11:
"Have you made any distinctions between punishing your children

at different ages?"

Distinctions Vade on Basis of Child's Age by Sex of Parent

1.

2.

3.

Frequency Made Distinction

Male (n=13) Female (n=14) ¥.*
Use physical punishment when 7 6
child is younger N.S.
ot use physical punishment on 2 b
younger child, btut older N.S.
Distinctions based on develop- 3 b
mental differences . N.S.
No distinctions 2 , 0 N.S,
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TABLE 12

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 12:
"Have you made any distinctions in punishing your children btased on

their birth order?"

Distinctions in Punishment on the Basis of Birth Crder by Perent's Sex

Categories of Response Frequency

Group No Yes
¥ale (n=9) L 5
Female {n=13) 6 7

N.S.
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Chi Square Analysis of the Response Patterns for Question 14:

“From where would you say your position on punishment originates?”

Sources Cited as Influencing Punlshment Attitudes and Practices

by Sex of Parent

Frequency Reporting Source

Male (n=13) Female (n=14) 77~
1. Observation 9 8 N.S.
2. Family 8 1 g,
3. Books b 5 N.S.
L, Mise, 6 5 N.S.
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TABLE 14 B

Chi Square Analysis of the Response Pattern for Question 14:

"From where would you say your position on punishment originates?"

Sources Cited as Influencing Punishment Attitudes and Practices

by Bducational Background

Frequency Reporting Source

Ph,D, (14) Masters (3) 'Bachelors (6) High School (#))l%‘

1, Observa- 9 g . 5 . . 2 N.S.
tion

2, Family 10 R . b 4 N.S

3, Books L 3 1 1 N.S

4, Misc. é 2 2 -1 N.S
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The purpose of this study is multifaceted. First, since there
are no clear cut "scientific" guidelines for child rearing at the level
of discipline and control, and folklore or the prevailling social norms
are contradictory and unclear, prior research on punishment and child
abuse Has reviewed in order to ldentify sources of confusion. Second,
individual feelings, rationales and reported actions’of parents were
examined through in-depth interviews. It was anticipated that this
procedure allowed exploration of the different techniques used to dis-
cipline children., Parental feelings, rationales, and repdrted actions
were also explored for thelr implications to chlld abuse, A modified
phenomenclogical method was employed to analyze results,

Twenty-seven parents, 13 males and 14 females, each from a separate
family were randomly selected from the Kansas State University community
so that diverse professional and educational backgrounds could be repre-
sented, Subjects were interviewed in-depth with questions designed to
explore various dimensions of punishment including its historical,
affectional, behavioral, perceptual and symbolic meanings.

4 quasi=~phenomenoclogical data analysis was conducted on the transcrib-
ed interviews, Initially in this analysis, individual responses were
broken down according to their central themes, Then individual res-
ponses were contrasted for each question to explore common-or contrast-
ing conceptualizations‘or patterns, Here, the potential relationshipé
between general child rearing practices and child abuse were examined,
Chi square analyses Were utilized to test for significant differences
between male and female respondents.

_ In general, the material from the interviews offers dramatic support



for the idea that punishing children is a complex éctivity that creates
ambiguous dilemmas for virtually every parent. The ambigulties in prac-
tices and attitudes appear to run so deep that no outstanding distinctions
were observable in the study with respect to the demographic variable of
sex., The chaotlc and confusing literature,which seems practically use=~
less at the applied level, 1s matched by chaotic and confusing exper-
iences as reported by the parents.

Generally, the study suggests that diverse punishment practlces re-
flect a combination of complex rationales, characteristics of the child
and background experiences. The study also suggests that there is a
close relationship between parental practices and emotional feelings
having little to do with the child's.behavior. Also, while the study
does not demonstrate that the relations between child abuse and “ordinary"
force is a continuum, it does suggest that if there is any dichotomy it
is very hard to define or distinguish,

Methodologlcally, the quasi-phenomenclogical aﬁalysis of in-depth
interviews was successful in ylelding a good description of the types

and qualities of meanings that parents associate with punishing children,



