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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF MESOSYSTEM COMPATIBILITY:
PARENTS' AND TEACHERS' ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS
REGARDING CONTROL AND ACCEPTANCE OF CHILD CONDUCT
(AN EXPLORATORY STUDY)

by

Helen Edla Hagens

This study served as an exploratory effort aimed at
investigating the socialization of young children in the
microsystems of home and school. It described and compared
parents' and teachers' attitudes, projected socialization

practices and actual socialization practices.

The participants in the study were 18 female kindergarten and
first grade teachers and 36 mothers of children from their
classes. The participants were volunteers from school
districts in suburban communities surrounding a medium sized

midwestern city.

Attitudes of acceptance of children were measured using the

Porter Acceptance Scale, a multiple choice instrument



]

measuring adults' attitudes regarding children as separate and
independent individuals. Projected behaviors were measured
using the Sensitivity to Children Survey which asks adults to
write down what they hypothesize they would say or do in
difficult socialization situations. Actual socialization
behaviors were measured using the Sensitivity to Children
Observation. Adults were asked to help two children complete
a difficult task. Their actions were.videotaped and then coded

for control and acceptance behaviors.

Within group comparisons using Chi-square indicated that the
attitude measure was not a good predictor of either projected
or actual behaviors for teachers or parents. MANOVA (repeated
measures multivariate analysis of variance) was used for the
between group (teachers by parents) comparisons of projected

and actual behaviors.
The analysis resulted in support for the following hypotheses:

1. There was no difference between parents' and teachers'
attitudes of acceptance of children.

2. The measure of attitude was not a good predictor of
either projected or actual behaviors.

3. Both parents and teachers used more positive
statements than negative statements in both the
projected behaviors and the actual behaviors. However,

teachers were less likely to use power and non-



acceptance statements.

There was considerable congruence among the adults in the
children's mesosystem regarding attitudes toward children.
However teachers' training and/or experience appears to have
led them to use fewer power and non-acceptance statements than

parents.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Even though human infants are social beings born with the
capacity and the need to interact with others of their
species, they are not born socialized. It is only through
ongoing interactions with persons in their near environment
that young children learn appropriate social behavior as
defined by the culture in which they live (Rosenblith & Sims-
Knight, 1985; Yarrow et al, 1971). It is primarily adult
attitudes and behaviors that communicate societal expectations
to children. For example, children learn much of what they
know about their society's standards indirectly by observing
and imitating the behavior and attitudes of significant
others. Adults also engage in more direct instruction by
reinforcing and coaching appropriate behavior. How effective
adults are in influencing children's 1long term behavior
depends not just on the specific information presented to the
child but also on the manner in which the socializing
information is communicated (Baumrind, 1972; Brookover et al,

1979; Goffin, 1989; Hoffman, 1979; Kostelnik et al, 1988).
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During their early years, children's primary socializing
systen is their family system (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Even for
children who are cared for outside the home during the
workday, parental figures remain the predominant influence
(Rosenblith & Sims-Knight, 1985). Parents and other family

members are the first arbiters of appropriate behavior.

As children grow older, they begin to participate in
additional systems outside the family (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
In the United States, school is the second most important
socializing institution. Most American children spend a large
proportion of their time in formal school settings. While
school provides children with opportunities to interact with
peers it also requires that they learn to interact on a
sustained basis with adults other than their parents.
Throughout the primary school years, children's classroom
teachers act as important socializing agents (Goffin, 1989;

Shaffer, 1985).

PROBLEM STATEMENT

In order to better understand the development of young
children it is important to look at them in an ecological
manner. Examining and comparing the settings in which children

must function is basic step in this process. Children act as
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the linking agents between the home and school environments,
interacting directly in both the family system and the
educational system. The adults in the family system and school
system on the other hand, seldom participate actively in both
settings and may have very disparate ways of communicating
their differing expectations to children. In order for
children to function successfully they must understand and
meet the requirements of both systems (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
This study will make an initial investigation of the role
demands made on young children in the microsystems of home and

school.

The compatibility of role expectations has a direct effect on
the successful development of young children. Bronfenbrenner
(1979) states that "the developmental potential of settings in
the mesosystem is enhanced if the role demands in the
different settings are compatible and if the roles,
activities, and dyads in which the developing person engages
encourage the development of mutual trust, a positive
orientation, goal consensus between settings and an evolving
balance of power in favor of the developing person." Many
studies have investigated socialization in the home (Baumrind,
1966, 1967, 1970, 1972, 1977; Hart, et al, 1990; Hoffman,
1967, 1970, 1975; Kucznski, 1984; Parke, 1969; Yahraes, 1978)

and some work has been done describing the social climate in
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classrooms (Prawat, 1985, Prawat, 1988; Soloman et al, 1988,
Wittrock, 1986). However, since there have been few studies
involving a simultaneous investigation of the socialization
practices utilized both at home and at school, professionals
have little information about the compatibility of these two
systems which have such an effect on the successful

development of young children.

CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS

In order to clarify the terminology used in this study a

number of terms are defined in the following section.

1. Socialization: Adult behavior influences how children learn
to become functioning members of society. Socialization
includes a relationship dimension which helps children form a
personal identity and a behavior management dimension which
teaches children how to interact appropriately with others in

the society.

2. Acceptance: In this study the relationship dimension of the
socialization process was acceptance. Accepting adults
recognized children as separate and unique individuals. They

respected and supported children's feelings and ideas. Non-
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accepting adults denied or played down children's feelings and
points of view and often treated children with coldness or

disapproval.

3. Control: The behavior management dimension of the
socialization process in this study was power. The two poles
of this dimension are induction and power. Inductive control
includes giving children clear statements of expectations,
reasons, and self-disclosure. Power includes commanding,
moralizing or threatening with children expected to submit

without choice or question.

In order to explore the sogialization dimensions of acceptance
and control, three different manifestations of socialization
were measured in this study. They are attitudes, projected

behaviors and actual behaviors which are defined as follows.

4. Attitudes: Adults' affect for or against the acceptance of

children as individuals.

5. Projected Behaviors: The actions and/or words that
individuals say they would use if confronted by particular
hypothetical situations involving the socialization of

children.
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6. Actual Behaviors: The actions and/or words that adults
employ when confronted by real children in a socialization

situation.

PURPOSE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

This study served as a exploratory effort aimed at
investigating the socialization of young children in the
microsystems of home and school. It described and compared
parent and teacher attitudes, projected parent and teacher
socialization practices, and actual parent and teacher
socialization behaviors. The information gathered will serve
as a first step in understanding whether the expectations for
children's behavior at home and at school are communicated in

a similar or dissimilar manner.

In order to describe the expectations of the young child's
mesosystem the following three research questions were

investigated.

1. What are parents' and teachers' attitudes, projected
behaviors and actual behaviors toward child

socialization?
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2. What are the relationships between socialization
attitudes, projected behaviors and actual behaviors among

parents and teachers?

3. What is the degree of congruence between parents' and
teachers' attitudes, projected behaviors and actual

behaviors toward the socialization of children?

The primary limitations on the study as proposed were due to
the necessity of using a volunteer sample. The subjects, both
teachers and mothers, were self selected. Volunteer samples
such as this, tend to be better educated, have higher social
class, and be more sociable than non-volunteer samples. Of
particular interest in this study is that volunteer samples
tend to be less authoritarian than non-volunteers (Borg &

Gall, 1983).

The effect of the volunteer sample on this particular study is
twofold. First, careful attention must be paid to the
demographic data in order to acknowledge the nature of the
sample. Consequently, generalizations to other populations
must be limited. Secondly, since these volunteer subjects are
likely to be less authoritarian than the general population
they may not represent the entire spectrum of control and

acceptance attitudes or behaviors. Differences between
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teachers and parents are likely to be small. In order to look
at these small differences and because of the exploratory
nature of this study, a relatively high alpha level (alpha =

.10) has been chosen.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Individual persons do not exist in isolation but function
within an interconnecting web of systems. In order for human
beings to grow and develop there must be an ongoing mutual
adaptation of the individual and the settings in which he or
she functions. Human Ecological systems theory helps us to

consider individuals in these contexts.

Bronfenbrenner's theory of the ecology of human development
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977) postulates that each individual
functions within a set of systems. These systems are nested
within one another and can be represented by a set of
concentric circles with the individual at its center as
illustrated in figure 1. The environments where face-to-face
interactions take place make up the layer closest to the
individual and are called the microsystem. Microsystem
environments include patterns of activities, roles and
interpersonal relationships. Families are generally the first

microsystem within which children function.
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Figure 1

The Human Ecological System

Exosystenm

Microsystem

Individual
Mesosystem

Macrosystem

The second layer of the human ecological system is the
mesosystem. The mesosystem consists of the interrelations
between the environments within the microsystem. For example,
when children begin to participate in a school setting
(another microsystem) the school-family relationship is a part
of the child's mesosystem. When interrelations in the

mesosystem are harmonious or compatible the potential for

human development is enhanced.

The exosystem includes settings in which the individual does
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not directly participate but which impact on the settings in
which the individual does participate. For a child in school,
these could include the teachers' union or the local school
board. For the child in a family microsystem, the parents

place of employment is an example of an exosystemn.

The outer most layer is identified as the macrosystem. The
macrosystem refers to the belief systems or ideology that lead
to consistencies within a culture or subculture. For example,
in the United States at the present time a predominant set of
beliefs exists emphasizing the value of treating students as
individuals and allowing them certain kinds of freedom within
classroom groups. This belief system leads to the creation of
different kinds of classrooms than those created in cultures
that do not hold those beliefs (Tobin et al, 1989). The
ideology of the macrosystem impacts on all other levels of

systems within the cultural or subcultural group.

Few studies have been carried out addressing the various
elements in the young child's mesosystem (Grossman, 1992).
This study focuses on the congruence of adult behavior and
expectations within the mesosystem of kindergarten and first
grade children. The socialization practices of the family
microsystem and the classroom microsystem are described and

compared. Consequently literature in the areas of the
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socialization process and effective socialization practices,
parents and teachers as socializers and exosystem influences

on socialization have been reviewed.

THE SOCIALIZATION PROCESS

Socialization is the process by which social beliefs, values
and behaviors are instilled in members of a social group.
Socialization takes place through the efforts of social
institutions such as the family, the educational system, the
church and other 1less formal groups such as peers. The
institutions which contribute most to the socialization of
children under the age of eight are the family and school

(Curry & Johnson, 1990; Shaffer, 1985).

Socialization serves two primary purposes. First, it teaches
people how to become effective, functioning members of
society, including learning how to regulate one's behavior in
keeping with the roles and mores of one's culture, and how to
interact with others in a socially acceptable manner.
Secondly, socialization facilitates the formation of each
individual's personal identity. This includes developing a
sense of self and a sense of how the unique self fits into the

social order. Both of these functions serve to perpetuate the
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social order since well socialized adults pass on to the next
generation the skills and values they have learned (Damon,

1983; Shaffer, 1985).

In this day and age there is great concern about how parents
and teachers can more effectively contribute to the
development of young adults who are self-reliant and
independent while still being able to relate to others in a
responsible and cooperative manner. Addressing this concern
requires scientists to gather more information about the
attitudes and behaviors of the two most important socializers

of young children, parents and teachers.

EFFECTIVE SOCIALIZATION PRACTICES

In studies of group behavior and parenting styles, the adult
behaviors that foster long-term affective and social goals
such as self-discipline and helpfulness are variously called
democratic (Lewin et al, 1939), inductive (Hoffman, 1967,
1970, 1975), or authoritative (Baumrind, 1966, 1967, 1970,
1973, 1977). These adult behaviors include high expectations
for children and clarity of communication, as well as the
involvement of children in appropriate, reasoned decision-

making. Inductive methods appeal to the child's pride, desire
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for mastery, concern for others.

Power assertion and love withdrawal are other widely used
socialization techniques. They have proven less effective in
terms of helping children achieve self-discipline and
helpfulness. Power assertive discipline includes deprivation
of privileges or material objects, or the threat of or actual
application of physical force. It focuses on the physical
power and control of material resources by the adults rather
than relying on the inner resources of the child. Love
withdrawal is a direct but non-physical expression of the
parents' anger or disappointment in the child's behavior but
is similar to power assertion in that it contains a punitive
element. Love withdrawal techniques include ignoring or
isolating the child, threatening abandonment, or overt
statements of dislike for the child (Hoffman, 1967, 1970,

1975) .

Power assertion and love withdrawal may lead to compliance
over short periods of time but since they rely on the
children's fear of the adults' behavior they are not likely to
be internalized into the children's moral system (Baumrind,
1967, 1970, 1972, 1973; Hoffman, 1967, 1970, 1975 Parke,
1968). On the other hand the use of inductive discipline

appeals to children's cognitive abilities, helping them to
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understand the situation and control their own behavior
accordingly. This cognitive element also allows children to
independently apply the principles learned in one situation to
another similar situation. Inductive discipline is an
important component of promoting long term prosocial behavior
and self-discipline in children (Hoffman, 1967, 1970, 1975;

Parke, 1969; Rothbaum, 1986; Yahraes, 1978).

While recognizing that all human relationships are reciprocal
and therefore the inborn characteristics of children as well
as their previously learned behaviors may influence the
behavior of the socializing adults, the general direction of
moral internalization is from adult to child. This is because
of the inherent power differences between adults and children.
The behavior of the adult especially the parent or other
authority figure has a greater influence on the dependant
child's behavior than the reverse (Goffin, 1989; Hoffman,
1975). In the study of the adults who influence child
socialization, certain configurations of parent behavior are
related to differences in the behavior of their children
(Baumrind, 1967, 1970, 1977; Rothbaum, 1986). While most
studies of parent influences on child socialization look at
the outcomes in childhood, there is evidence that parental
behavior related to the themes of socialization has long term

effects. For example, Crook, Raskin and Eliot (1981) found a
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relationship between clinical depression in adults and
parental rejection during childhood and Holmes and Robins
(1988) found a strong relationship between adult alcoholism

and harsh punishment by caregivers in childhood.

The most effective methods of socialization are democratic or
inductive discipline combined with high levels of warmth
(Baumrind, 1967, 1970, 1972, 1973; Hoffman, 1967, 1970, 1975).
Inductive discipline practices are child-centered. They focus
on mutual problem solving and the principles underlying the
rules. Not only do parents of competent children use these
methods (Baumrind, 1970) but competent teachers as defined by
Kounin (1970) are more likely to use guidance and discipline
strategies which incorporate these democratic/inductive
behaviors than are teachers rated as less competent (Solomon

et al, 1988).

PARENTS AS SOCIALIZERS: THE FAMILY SYSTEM

The first socializing institution in children's lives is the
family. Through the processes of attachment, infants become
emotionally linked to their parents (Bowlby, 1969). This
intensity and the duration of the parent-child relationship,
makes it the primary socializing influence. Even if children

spend a portion of their days in group child care, the family
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microsystem remains primary (Rosenblith & Sims-Knight, 1985).

Studies of childrearing have identified several themes that
underlie decisions regarding how to teach children to be
appropriate and effective members of their society. In western
societies including ours, there is a conflict between the
traditional cCalvinist belief and the more positive views
espoused by John Locke and John Dewey. The Calvinist tradition
holds that children are inherently evil and must be forced to
accept societal order. The more liberal view is that children
are basically good or at least neutral and therefore must be
guided towards acceptable behavior with kindness and reason.
These underlying attitudes towards children color adults'
interpretations of children's behavior and misbehavior and
influence their responses to that behavior (Hoffman, 1975;

Howick, 1984).

A second theme in the parenting literature is the underlying
quality of acceptance or rejection of children as persons.
This dimension of socialization, also called warmth, is often
defined as the amount of affection and/or approval parents
display for their children but also includes acceptance of the
child as a separate individual with needs and a viewpoint that
may differ from the adult's. Accepting parents show their

affection and respect for their children and invite closeness
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in return. Parental warmth especially in the early years binds
children to their caregivers and makes them care what these
significant others think of <them. Parental warmth also
provides children with the emotional security necessary to
eventually be able to consider the needs of others. (Fisher

& Fisher, 1986; Hart et al, 1990; Shaffer, 1985).

The third theme is that of adult control. Adults who expect
children to obey without question or explanation and assume
that the child should think and feel as the adult does, are
intrusive. Non-intrusive adults may still expect conformity
with rules but give explanations for their requests and
include the <child in age appropriate decision making

(Baumrind, 1966; Fisher & Fisher, 1986).

TEACHERS AS SOCIALIZERS: THE SCHOOL SYSTEM

In the United States the school is the second most influential
socializing institution for most children (Curry & Johnson,
1990) . School is generally compulsory after age six and 90% of
children attend school for at least one year before the
compulsory age (Spodek, 1986) American children typically
spend about five hours per day, five days each week in school
(Shaffer, 1985). In the early grades, most of this time each

year is spent with a single teacher. Given the amount of time
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spent with the classroom teacher and their authority, teachers

become powerful socializing agents (Curry & Johnson, 1990).

While there has been much interest in how teachers beliefs
impact on their classroom behavior, the behaviors studied most
often are in the area of academic decision making (Solomon et
al, 1988). Wittrock's Handbook of Research on Teaching (1986)
includes only a few studies on the social climate in
classrooms. However, teachers recognize that fostering intra-
personal goals such as self-esteem and positive attitude
towards learning, as well as inter-personal goals such as
cooperation and positive interactions with others are an
important part of their role as teachers of young children.

For instance, teachers' assessments of children's progress in
the early grades focus heavily on classroom conduct (Curry &
Johnson, 1990) and half of the elementary teachers interviewed
by Prawat (1985) indicated that affective goals for children
were their most important concern. Socialization may not be a
formal part of the curriculum, but teachers recognize and
value their influence on children's social development

(Prawat, 1985).

Teachers find that the focus on the affective outcomes of
their work leads to role conflict which is not present to the

same degree in other professions (Rasche et al, 1985). Other
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helping professions such as lawyers, physicians, and social
workers are encouraged to keep a "professional" distance from
their clients and not to become too emotionally involved with
them. For example, lawyers are not expected to personally like
or respect their clients. Yet teachers' sincere liking for
children is seen as a prerequisite for entering the teaching
field. Teachers, especially those who work with young
children, must be emotionally involved with their students in
order to be effective (Grace, 1972). Additionally, while
teachers may recognize the importance of affective outcomes,
school systems do not often measure them (Raver & 2Zigler,
1991). The success of students, and by inference the success
of their teachers, is most often measured by student scores on
standardized tests of academic skills. Given the institutional
focus on academic outcomes , it is no wonder that teacher
education programs spend little time teaching future teachers
how to effectively foster positive social outcomes in their

students (Goodwin, 1987).

CULTURAL EXPECTATIONS: THE EXOSYSTEM

The specific attitudes and behaviors that socializing agents
attempt to teach vary from family to family and teacher to
teacher but also depend to a large extent on the culture and

time in which the child lives. In the Middletown studies in
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1924 researchers Lynd & Lynd found that parents most valued
obedience, conformity and respect for home and church as
attributes for their children. Early studies on teachers
(Harvey, 1970) found that the general U.S. population and
teachers especially, valued authoritarian behaviors and had a

strong rule orientation.

When the middletown study was replicated in 1978 (Caplow,
1978) the particular traits that American adults wished to
instill in children had changed dramatically. Parents endorsed
very different values. Instead of obedience they wanted their
children to be independent, tolerant and socially minded. This
radical shift in desired outcomes has complicated the tasks of
families and teachers leading to some contradictions between
attitudes and behaviors (Oakes & Caruso, 1990; Raffini, 1980).
Indeed Prawat (1985) found that teachers who most valued
affective goals were also those with the most rules regarding
"quietness". This seemingly contradictory finding may indicate
that while holding democratic beliefs, adults have difficulty
implementing them and therefore rely on more traditional

autocratic methods.

Parents are at a disadvantage in dealing with these changes in
cultural attitudes because few parents receive training in how

to best influence the social development of their children.
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They must rely on the knowledge they have gained from
observing their own and other parents or on other informal
sources of information. Teachers on the other hand are
expected to be professional socializers of the children in
their classrooms. Although many teachers receive little or no
training in social development (Goodwin, 1987), training alone
does not necessarily change teachers' behavior. Solomon et al
(1988) provided training for teachers in facilitating
prosocial behavior. Although the teachers in the experimental
group did somewhat better in general, the more competent
teachers in both the experimental and control groups were more
likely to use inductive discipline practices than were the
less competent teachers in either group. It can be concluded
therefore that both teachers' and parents' attitudes and
choices of socialization techniques include elements of their

own attitude system rs well as training.
THE ISSUE

Attitude can be defined as "affect for or against a
psychological object" and it is usually measured by a survey
instrument asking the subject to respond to a particular
statement or proposition (Thurstone, 1928)._ However, a
person's attitude towards a particular thing is not

necessarily a good predictor of behavior. Even survey



23
questions that ask for hypothetical behaviors or what one
thinks one's behavior will be in a particular situation, do
not necessarily predict what one will actually do in a
particular circumstance (LaPiere, 1934). Situational variables
intervene (Mueller, 1986). This study was designed to consider
separately the adults' attitudes towards child behavior,
adults' projected behavioral responses to open-ended
situations focusing on child socialization, and adults' actual

behaviors as observed in a laboratory situation.

Projected and actual behaviors will be evaluated in terms
defined by the previously cited literature. The Acceptance and
Induction constructs represent the democratic directions in
the socialization process. The Power and Non-acceptance
constructs illustrate authoritarian attitudes or behavior. Of
particular interest was the congruence between adult attitudes
and behaviors as represented by the primary actors in the home
and school microsystems. These comparisons of teachers and
parents indicate the compatibility of the role requirements in

the children's mesosystem.

The information gathered in this study is a rudimentary step
in understanding the complex interplay of the beliefs and
behaviors of parents and teachers. The results may eventually

contribute to systems of childrearing and teaching that will
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lead to more positive affective outcomes for children.



CHAPTER III

METHODS

SUBJECTS

The subjects of the study were 36 mothers and 18 teachers of
kindergarten and first-grade children. They were recruited
from five school districts surrounding a medium sized city in
Michigan. The individual districts vary in size but all serve
as bedroom communities for the larger city. Since the vast
majority of teachers in the early grades are female it was
decided not to include male teachers or fathers in order to

reduce the variability of the population.

All of the subjects (teachers, parents, and children) were
caucasian. The majority of the adult participants were married
with the exception of two parents who were divorced and one
teacher who had never married. Additional demographic data can

be found in Chapter 1IV.

In order to limit variability the following steps were taken

in the selection of subjects.

1. All adult subjects (teachers and parents) were women.

25
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2. Each adult subject worked with a pair of children, one
male and one female.
3. Each pair of children was acquainted with each other
since they were classmates.
4. Adults were familiar with the children.
A. Teachers interacted with children from their
own classrooms.
B. Parents interacted with their own child and

one of her/his classmates.

Procurement of Subjects

Permission to contact teachers was sought from the
superintendents of the school districts who informed the
researcher of the appropriate research procedures for their
district. Generally the principals of the elementary schools
were contacted next and again the researcher followed the
procedure suggested by the principal. In one district the
researcher was invited to make a presentation at a staff
meeting requesting participation. In three others, a special
meeting was set up between the kindergarten and first grade
teachers and the primary researcher to discuss the project. In
the remaining district, the principal distributed the

information and the researcher was contacted directly by the
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interested teachers (refer to Appendix A for a copies of the

information provided to teachers).

When a teacher expressed interest in participating in the
project, a day and time for videotaping were scheduled. Parent
participants were recruited by contacting families in each of
the volunteer teachers' classrooms and inviting them to
participate at the time and date selected by their child's
teacher. The number of volunteer parents varied from six in
one class to two in several others. From each class, one
family with a male child and one family with a female child
were selected from among those willing to participate.
Families were sent reminder letters one or two days before the
research session. Other willing families were thanked and
placed on a waiting list in case one of the selected families
was unable to participate (refer to the Appendix B for copies
of the information sent to parents). In two cases alternate
parents were called when the original volunteer was unable to

attend due to illness.

DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTS

Two survey instruments were administered to all the selected

subjects: The Porter Parent Acceptance Scale and the
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Sensitivity to Children Survey. These instruments measured the
adults' attitudes towards children and how the adults believed
they would behave in rule setting situations. In addition all
subjects were videotaped participating in an activity with
children in a classroom in their child's school. The focus of
the videotaping was each adult's actual behavior with children
in a socialization oriented situation. A criterion referenced
instrument entitled the Sensitivity to Children Observation

was developed to measure these adult behaviors.

The Porter Parent Acceptance Scale

The Porter Parent Acceptance Scale (Porter, 1954) was used to
measure the adult participants' attitudes about appropriate
child behavior. Copies of the Porter-P and the Porter-T can
are located in Appendix C. This scale was designed in 1954 to
measure four constructs related to adult acceptance of
children as individuals. The four constructs include 1)
respecting the child's right to have and express feelings, 2)
valuing and fostering the uniqueness of the child in a
positive manner, 3) recognizing the child's need for autonomy,
and 4) providing unconditional 1love. The wording of the
instrument was slightly modified by the researcher for the

version administered to teachers ("my child" was changed to "a
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child").

The Porter Parent Acceptance Scale consists of 40 multiple
choice questions. Participants choose from a set of five
possible answers to each question. There are 10 questions
pertaining to each of the constructs; feelings, uniqueness,
autonomy and unconditional love. Some questions are repeated
with two sets of answers. One set of answers asks the adults
to express their feelings towards the child's behavior and the
second type of answer determines the adults' proposed course

of action.

Responses are weighted from 1 to 5 representing least
accepting to most accepting. Answers are all phrased in
positive terms and are arranged randomly in order to avoid the
impression that they are a part of a continuum of more and
less desirable responses. A total score is determined by
totaling the weights of the chosen responses. Scores can range

from 40 to 200.

The Porter Parent Acceptance Scale was field tested by its
authors using 100 parents who had at least one child between
the ages of 6 and 10. Reliability was assessed using the
split-half method and a correlation of 0.766 raised by the

Spearman Brown Prophecy formula to 0.865 was obtained (Porter,

AN
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1954). Validity was determined by the ratings of expert
judges. The judges rank ordered the answers from most to least
accepting. At least three out of five judges agreed on the
rating for all of the questions. The Porter has also been used
with parent substitutes such as Cub Scout leaders (Conter et
al, 1980) and foster parents (Guerney, 1977) and was found to
yield satisfactory data related to adult acceptance of child

behavior.

The Sensitivity to Children Survey

The Sensitivity to Children Survey (STC-S) measure (Stollak,
1968) consists of 16 vignettes describing children's behavior.
The vignettes represent rule setting situations ranging from
children interrupting an adult, to children expressing racism,
to children experimenting with sexual behavior. Respondents
are asked to imagine that they are an adult who is responsible
for the children in question and to write down the actual
words and behav;ors they think they would use in such a
situation. In previous research (Conter et al., 1980; Guerney,
1977; Kostelnik, 1978;) the STC-S's 16 vignettes were divided
into two separate versions of eight vignettes each. The two
versions were found not to differ significantly and therefore

to adequately represent the responses one would obtain using
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the entire battery. In order to shorten the time necessary for
the administration of this instrument, one of the shortened
forms, the STC-S-II was used. Copies of the STC-S-II are

located in Appendix C.

The STC-S was scored using categories set forth by D'Augelli
and Weener (1975). This is a criterion referenced system based
on positive and negative communication techniques as
identified by researchers studying interactions between
parents and children (Baumrind 1966, 1967, 1970, 1972, 1973 &
1977; Hoffman 1967, 1970, 1975) and between teachers and
children (Curry & Johnson, 1990; Prawat, 1985) Each statement
in the responses is placed into one of 10 categories; 1)
empathic responses, 2) "I" messages, 3) structuring, 4) limit
setting, 5) supporting, 6) probing, 7) logical responses and
rational requests, 8) adult power, 9) evaluation, 10)
exhorting. In addition to a score for each category each
respondent's answers were grouped into two larger
classifications; 1) control, and 2) acceptance. The control
and acceptance groups are further subdivided into two
subgroups each. The control subgroups are a)induction and
b)power assertion. The acceptance group was divided into
a)accepting and b)non-accepting behaviors. The composition of

these groups and subgroups is as follows:
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1) CONTROL
a) Induction b) Power Assertion
"I" messages parent power responses
structuring exhorting responses

limit setting

logical responses

2) ACCEPTANCE

a) Accepting b) Non-accepting
empathic responding probing responses
supporting responses evaluative responses

The inductive responses include statements that provide
children with information regarding the consequences of their
actions and with reasons for compliance with adult requests.
This category also includes the adult's owning their own
feelings and clear behavioral expectations for the child.
Power assertive responses include deprivation of objects or
privileges, application of force, or direct or indirect

threats of any of these.

Accepting responses include recognizing the child's feelings,
encouraging communication and expressing acceptance. Non-
accepting responses are invasive, brusque, critical or

autocratic. They are not sensitive to the child's point of
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view nor are the requests justified with reasons (Peters &

Kostelnik, 1981).

The Sensitivity to Children Observation

Actual adult-child interactions were assessed using the
Sensitivity to Children Observation (STC-0). Observations were
conducted in pre-arranged video-taping sessions at elementary
schools in the participating districts. Sixteen of the
observation sessions took place right after school or in the
early evening at the participants' convenience. The remaining
two sessions took place during the day (one in the morning and
the other in the afternoon) during scheduled half days.
Adults completed the survey instruments during a portion of

the same session.

The goal of the videotaping was to observe the control and
acceptance behaviors of the adults, consequently tasks had to
be difficult enough to force the adults to participate with
the children. If the children found the tasks exciting and
could complete them easily, the adults could become observers
rather than interacting with the children. Consequently tasks
were chosen to be slightly difficult and not particularly
interesting to kindergarten and first grade children.



34
Three adults and two children were invited to come to the
school for a 90 minute period. Each adult was videotaped for
ten minutes, participating individually in a task with the two
children. The other two adult participants waited in another
room until it was their turn to participate. Since the
children participated with all three adults in the triad,
three tasks were designed. All three tasks required the adult
to help the children use a drawing as a model to recreate a

three dimensional construction.

All of the sessions were videotaped to minimize observer
effect on the adults and children engaged in the task. The
videotaped information was later coded using the same
categories developed by D'Augelli and Weener (1975) that were
used to code the Sensitivity to Children Survey. The use of
the same coding system for both instruments allowed for
comparisons between adults' projected behavior and adults'

actual behavior with children.

Demographic Information

In addition to the written and recorded data described
demographic information was collected from the parents and

teachers participating in the study (see Appendix C). The
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following information was requested in order to be able to

describe the sample more completely.

Parents: Teachers
Year of birth Year of Birth
Marital Status Marital status
No. of Children at Home No. of Children at home
Ages of Children at Home Ages of Children at home
Level of Education Level of Education
Income Grade taught
Age child entered daycare Number of Years Teaching
Years in daycare/school Number of children in class

Coder Training and Reliability for Each Instrument

The coders were trained in the following manner. The coders
reviewed the D'Augelli and Weener coding manual. Next they
coded STC-Ss that were completed by MSU students untrained in
child development or early childhood education. The codes were
compared and discrepancies discussed. The coders also
practiced coding with videotapes of adult-child interactions
in a pilot use of the Sensitivity to Children Observation.
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In order to establish intrarater reliability the coders re-
coded five of the STC-Ss several weeks after the original
coding. The two trial codings were compared using Cronbach's
Alpha to determine intrarater reliability. Cronbach's alpha is
particularly appropriate for computing reliability for
instruments where items have many possible answers such as the
open-ended responses to the STC-S or observation instruments
(Borg & Gall, 1983). The alpha correlations for the two sets
of responses yielded the following results; acceptance
(.9111), non-acceptance (.7407), induction (.8308), power

(.9485).

Cronbach's Alpha was also used to determine interrater
reliability. When the coders had become confident in the
coding system, a final set of 18 STC-Ss was coded and
compared. The following correlation coefficients were
calculated for each of the subgroups: accepting (.8799), non-

accepting (.8200), induction (.8631), power assertion (.8175).

Field Testing

Different materials (blocks, tinker toys and geometrically

shaped plastic tiles) were used in each trial. All three tasks
had been field tested with first grade children. Five first
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graders attempted each task. None of the children were able

to complete the task unaided in less than 10 minutes.

The procedures were also field tested by the researcher and
three M.S.U. students in order to determine if the children
would be willing to participate sequentially in all three
tasks without undue frustration. One pair of children engaged
in all three tasks with the researcher. Each of the other two
pairs of children engaged in each of the three tasks with a

different adult. See Table 1.

Table 1

Field Testing

TASK A TASK B TASK C

| CHILD PAIR A Researcher Researcher Researcher

CHILD PAIR B Adult 1 Adult 2 Adult 3

| CHILD PAIR C Adult 5 Adult 6

The tasks were introduced to the adults at the beginning of
each 10 minute session as follows: "Here is a drawing of a
block (or tinker toy or tile) construction. Your job is to
help the children build an exact replica of this drawing using

these materials. Please encourage the children to work
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together. You have ten minutes to complete this task" These

field testing situations were videotaped for coding practice.

During the field test it was discovered that although children
could not complete the tile design by themselves, it was easy
for the adult to give directions allowing for the completion
of this task in considerably 1less than ten minutes.
Consequently another task, crystal builders, was substituted
for the tiles. This replacement task was field tested by the
researcher with three five year old children in their
classroom. While cooperative, none of the children were able
to complete the task in' the allotted time even with the help

of the researcher.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

The objective of this research was to investigate questions
regarding the relationship between adults' attitudes and
behaviors regarding the socialization of children. The degree
of congruence between parents' and teachers' attitudes and
behaviors was also of interest. Specifically, answers to the

following questions and hypotheses were sought.

Question 1. What are parents' and teachers' attitudes,

projected behaviors and actual behaviors toward child
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socialization?

Question 2. What are the relationships between socialization
attitudes, projected behaviors and actual behaviors among

parents and teachers?

Hypothesis 1: Parents who are more accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of induction and
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to cChildren

Survey.

Hypothesis 2: Parents who are less accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Survey.

Hypothesis 3: Parents who are more accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of induction and
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

Hypothesis 4: Parents who are less accepting of children
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as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

Hypothesis 5: Teachers who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of induction
and acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Survey.

Hypothesis 6: Teachers who are 1less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of power
and non-acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to

Children Survey.

Hypothesis 7: Teachers who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of induction
and acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

Hypothesis 8: Teachers who are 1less accepting of

children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
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percentages of responses in the categories of power
and non-acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

Hypothesis 9: There will be no difference between
parents' projected behaviors as measured by the
Sensitivity to Children Survey and their actual
behaviors as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

Hypothesis 10: There will be no difference between
teachers' projected behaviors as measured by the
Sensitivity to Children Survey and their actual behaviors

as measured by the Sensitivity to Children Observation.

Question 3. What is the degree of congruence between parents'
and teachers' attitudes, projected behaviors and actual

behaviors toward the socialization of children?

Hypothesis 11: There will be no difference between the
parents' attitudes of acceptance of children as measured
by the Porter-P and the teachers' attitudes of acceptance

of children as measured by the Porter-T.

Hypothesis 12: There will be no difference between
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parents' and teachers' levels of induction as measured by
the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

Hypothesis 13: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of power as measured by
the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

Hypothesis 14: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of acceptance as measured
by the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity

to Children Observation.

Hypothesis 15: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' 1levels of non-acceptance as
measured by the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the

Sensitivity to Children Observation.

DATA ANALYSIS

This study was descriptive and comparative in nature.

Its

first purpose was to identify the attitudes, projected

behaviors and actual observed behaviors of parents and
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teachers of young children in the areas of control and
acceptance of children's behavior. Descriptions of attitudes
towards appropriate child behavior were measured by the two
forms of the Porter Parent Acceptance Scale (Porter-P and
Porter-T). Higher levels of acceptance result in higher scores

on this measure.

Projected behaviors were measured using the Sensitivity to
Children Survey (STC-S). Frequencies were calculated for the
ten scoring categories as well as for the behavior groups of
control (power assertion and induction) and acceptance
(acceptance and non-acceptance). Proportional scores for
acceptance and control were obtained by dividing the number of
responses in each group by the total number of responses

creating a percentage of responses in each group.

Actual behaviors were measured using the Sensitivity to
Children Observation (STC-0). Frequencies for the ten scoring
categories and the behavior groups were calculated in the same

manner as the projected behaviors.

The second purpose of this study was to compare attitudes,
projected behaviors and actual behaviors within the parent
and teacher groups. In order to accomplish these goals Chi-

square analysis and dependent paired T-tests were used to
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compare the scores from the Porter Parent Acceptance Scale,
the Sensitivity to Children Survey groups, and the

Sensitivity to Children Observation groups.

Finally, in order to compare teachers and parents projected
and actual behaviors MANOVA (repeated measures multivariate
analysis of variance) was used to compare the parents and
teachers scores on the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the
Sensitivity to Children Observation in each of the constructs:

induction, power, acceptance and non-acceptance.

DATA COLLECTION

Three measures were used in this project; two written survey
instruments (The Porter Acceptance Scale and the Sensitivity
to Children Survey) and one observational measure, The
Sensitivity to cChildren Observation. Participating adult
triads were selected and scheduled as previously described in
this chapter. An adult triad consisted of a female teacher and
two mothers from her classroom. One triad participated in each
session. Each adult completed all three measures during the

testing session.

To avoid having the adqults participate in the observation
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session in a particular order, (for example teacher, parent 1,
parent 2) a color rotation (red, yellow and blue) for
participation was established before the study began. Upon
their arrival, one of the children was asked to pass out the
name tags to the adults. For each session there were three
name tags (one red, one blue and one yellow) with the session
number marked on them. The order in which the adults would be
videotaped was set by the predetermined color rotation and the

assignment of name tag color by the children.

A toy rotation had also been established before the beginning
of the research so that the order of the tasks varied for each
participant group. Both the color rotation and the toy
rotation were instituted in order to control for any effect

that might be caused by participating first, second or last.

All three adults also filled out permission slips for
themselves and the parents also completed permission slips

their children before the videotaping began (see Appendix C).

The two adults who had been assigned the second and third
positions for the observation tasks waited outside the room
where the videotaping was taking place most often in another
classroom but occasionally in the hall. All adults were

instructed not to discuss what they have done during the
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observation task until the taping was finished. The third
adult and the two children associated with the triad were

taken to a classroom where the video equipment was set up.

The children were not the actual subjects of the study but
acted as stimuli to elicit adult behavior. The children in
each observation session were the natural or adopted children
of the participating parents and the students of the
participating teacher. All the children who participated were
considered developmentally normal. Each pair of children

included one boy and one girl.

Before the videotaping began, the researcher talked to the
children explaining that they would be engaged in three
separate tasks with each of the three different adults. They
were told that the tasks were very difficult and that it was
alright if they were not able to complete them in the time
allotted.

When each adult entered the taping room, they were shown the
building material and given the following instructions:
Here is a drawing of a block (tinker-toy, crystal
builder) construction. Your job is to use these
materials and help the children build one as much

like this drawing as you can. Please encourage the
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children to work cooperatively. You have ten

minutes to complete this task.

The videotape equipment had been set up in advance. It was
turned on before the instructions were given. After the
instructions, the researcher and the video assistant left the

room.

After ten minutes had elapsed the researcher interrupted the
construction task, thanking the children for their hard work.
The materials were put away. Adult A was taken out of the room
and reminded not to discuss the task until the other adults
had a chance to finish. Adult B was taken into the observation
room and presented with the second construction task and the
same oral instructions. After the allotted time had elapsed,
the process was repeated, and adult C was brought into the

observation room.

When the adults had completed the interaction with the
children, they were asked to complete the two survey
instruments. They were instructed to read the written
instructions which accompanied each instrument and to do them
in the order in which they were presented (Porter followed by
the STC). They were given as much time as necessary to

complete all the items. All the adults finished the written
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instruments within the planned time period.

The survey instruments and permission slips were coded with
the session number, and color. The color and session number
matched the adults' name tags. Survey instruments, permission
slips and videotapes were also dated. For example the adult
wearing the yellow nametag was recorded on the videotape
marked with a particular date and session number. This
individual then completed the survey instruments with the same
date and session number which were marked in yellow. This
allowed the coder to identify the adult on the videotape using
only the nametag color, the date and the session number while
maintaining the participants' confidentiality. This system
also allowed all three instruments to be re-grouped for entry
into the computer without including the participants names on

anything other than the permission forms.

The children were thanked for working so hard on such
difficult tasks and asked if they have any questions. As a
small thank you for their participation, they were then
invited to choose two books from a selection appropriate for
kindergarten and first grade children. During the time that
the adults were completing the survey instruments children
could play with the materials if they were not being used by

another triad.
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The participating teachers were given a $25 gift certificate
from a local teacher store as a token of appreciation. All the
participants were thanked, reassured of their anonymity and
given an opportunity to ask questions. A summary of the
results of the study was also offered to all the adults and

will be sent to those who expressed interest.



CHAPTER 1V

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

RESULTS

This section is devoted to a presentation of the results in
relation to each of the research questions and hypotheses.
First, the demographic data regarding the sample will be
presented. Secondly, results from each of instruments will be
presented in answer to question one. Finally, comparisons will
be made within and between the parent and teacher groups in

answer to questions two and three.

Demographics

The sample consisted of 18 female teachers and 36 female
parents. All of the participants were white including the
children who took part in the videotaped sessions.

The teachers were an experienced group with an average of
between 11 and 15 years of classroom experience. Eight
teachers were teaching kindergarten and ten were teaching
first grade. The average class size was 22 children. Of course
all the teachers had college degrees, in fact all but three

held advanced degrees. The average age was 40 and none were

50
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under the age of 30. All the teachers were married at the time
of the study with one exception and she was engaged to be

married within the year.

The parents were somewhat younger with an average age of 34.
All were married with the exception of one divorced parent.
The vast majority (34) had other children besides their
kindergartener or first grader at home. The families were
middle class with incomes averaging between $30,000 and
$45,000 per year. The mothers' educational levels were more
varied than the teachers although all had completed high
school and most had attended college. Two-thirds of the
children (24) had attended daycare or nursery school before
entering kindergarten most often for one or two years begining

at age three.

Complete demographic data is provided in table 2.
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Table 2

Demographic Data

1Variable Teachers Parents

Age
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59

| Marital Status
Married
Divorced
Never Married

No. of Children
] at Home

RPERENWWWOo

7
0
1

oOCOoONMWOLOWL

Education
Hi School Grad
Some College
College Grad
Graduate Degree
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Table 2 (cont'd)

Teachers | Mean

Parents

{ Income

Under $15,000
$15,000-30,000
$30,000-45,000
$45,000-60,000
$60,000-75,000
$75,000 and up

$30,000 to
$45,000

Did Child Attend
| Daycare
‘ Yes
No

| Age Child Began
Daycare
less than 1
1 years old
2 years old
3 years old
4 years old

| Number of years
in Daycare

: less than 1

1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

5 years

‘ =
NONM®R
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Table 2 (cont'd)

| variable Teachers Parents | Mean | Total

Grade Taught
Kindergarten
First

Number in Class
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

NBWUIBRRHROOK

Years of

Teaching
5 or less
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
more than 25

Questions and Hypotheses

Question 1: What are parents' and teachers' attitudes,
projected behaviors and actual behaviors toward child

socialization?

In order to describe parents' and teachers' attitudes

regarding the acceptance of young children, the ranges and
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means on the Porter-P and Porter-T were calculated. The range
for parents was 117 through 176 with a mean of 149.389. For
teachers the range was 125 through 176 with a mean of 153.667.
only one teacher and four parents fell into the low acceptance

group as described by Porter (1954).

Adult projected behaviors were measured using the Sensitivity
to Children Survey (STC-S) (Stollak, 1968) and scored using
the categories delineated by D'Augelli & Weener (1975). These
categories were than grouped as described earlier into
statements expressing induction, power, acceptance or non-
acceptance. Since the STC-S consists of open ended
socialization situations, the number of statements written in
response to each of the situations varied. In order to be able
to compare subjects the raw scores in each group (induction,
power, acceptance and non-acceptance) were converted to a
percentage of the total number of responses. Means were then
calculated for each group and are reported in table 3.
Parents' responses in the positive groups (induction &
acceptance) accounted for 68.8% of the total and negative
responses (power and non-acceptance) for 31.5%. Teachers'
positive responses made up 74.8% of the total and negative

responses 25.2%.
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Table 3

Percentages of Groups on the STC-Survey

INDUCTION ACCEPTANCE | NON-
ACCEPTANCE

25.1% 43.5% 16.8%

24.3% ] | . | 12.5%

In all cases positive statements (induction and acceptance)
were more frequent than less positive statements (power and

non-acceptance) .

Teachers' and parents' actual control and acceptance behaviors
were determined by using the Sensitivity to Children
Observation. Since the observations were 10 minutes long, many
more statements were made than were written on the STC-Survey.
The Sensitivity to Children Observation was scored using the
same D'Augelli & Weener (1975) categories applied to the STC-
Survey The responses were also divided into four groups
(induction, power, acceptance and non-acceptance) and a
percentage of the total number of statements was calculated
for each group. The mean percentages for each group are
reported in Table 4. Parents' responses in the positive groups
(induction & acceptance) accounted for 95.1% of the total and
negative responses (power and non-acceptance) for 4.8%.

Teachers' positive responses made up 98.9% of the total and
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negative responses 1.2%.

Table 4

Percentages of Groups on the STC-Observation

INDUCTION ACCEPTANCE | NON-
ACCEPTANCE

53.8% 41.3% 0.9%
47.3% 51.6% 0.5%

Again in all cases induction and acceptance statements were
more frequent than were the less positive groups of power and

non-acceptance.

Question 2: What are the relationships between socialization
attitudes, projected behaviors and actual behaviors among

parents and among teachers.

In order to compare the scores on the Porter Acceptance Scale
with the groups on the STC-Survey and the STC-Observation, the
scores on the Porter were divided using the levels described
by Porter (1975). Porter considered a total score lower than
129 to indicate low acceptance. Scores between 130 and 157
were considered mid-acceptance and scores of 158 and above
were catagorized as high acceptance. Given the small number of
subjects in the study and the very few scores in the low

acceptance group (1 teacher and 4 parents), two groups (lower
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acceptance and higher acceptance) were formed by dividing the
medium group in at its midpoint. Scores above 144 constituted
the higher acceptance group. Six teachers and 13 parents fell
below the midpoint into the lower acceptance group and 12
teachers and 23 parents had higher acceptance scores of 144 or

more.

Scores on each group (induction, power, acceptance and non-
acceptance) in the STC-Survey and the STC-Observation were
divided at the mean to create two groups; one higher and one
lower on each construct. In this manner, lower and higher
acceptance as measured by the Porter could be compared with

the constructs on the STC-S and the STC-O.

The Porter was compared to the groups on the STC-Survey and

the STC-Observation using the Chi-square statistic.

Hypothesis 1: Parents who are more accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the catagories of induction and
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

survey.

No significant realtionships were found between the scores on
the Porter-P and the percentage of inductive or acceptance

statements made by parents on the STC-Survey (alpha = 0.10).
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Hypothesis 2: Parents who are less accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Survey.

No significant relationships were found between the level of
acceptance on the Porter and the percentage of power or non-

acceptance statements made by parents on the STC-Survey.

Hypothesis 3: Parents who are more accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of induction and
acceptance as measured Fy the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

Parents who made more inductive statements to children during
the observation period were more likely to score in the medium
to high range on the Porter-P (Chi-square .08896 alpha =
0.10). Similarly parents who made more acceptance statements
to children during the observation period were more likely to
score in the medium to high range on the Porter-P (Chi-square
= ,05241 alpha = 0.10).
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Hypothesis 4: Parents who are less accepting of children
as measured by the Porter-P will have higher percentages
of responses in the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

No significant relationships were found between the scores on
the Porter-P and the percentage of power or non-acceptance
statements made by parents on the STC-Observation (alpha =

0.10).

Hypothesis 5: Teachers who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of induction
and acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Survey.

Given the small number of teachers who participated in this
project, there were often chi-square cells with fewer than the
requisite number to make a statistical projection. Therefore

the directional trends will be reported.

Teachers who made more inductive statements on the STC-Survey
were more likely to score in the higher acceptance group on
the Porter-T (Chi-square .01842 alpha = 0.10). Teachers who

made more acceptance statements on the STC-Survey were more
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likely to score in the higher acceptance group on the Porter-T
(Chi-square .06281 alpha = 0.10).

Hypothesis 6: Teachers who are 1less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of power
and non-acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to

Children Survey.

No significant relationships were found between the scores on
the Porter-T and the percentage of power or non-acceptance

statements made by parents on the STC-Survey (alpha = 0.10).

Hypothesis 7: Teachers who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of induction
and acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to Children

Observation.

No significant relationship was found between the scores on
the Porter-T and the percentage of inductive statements made
by teachers on the STC-Observation. The trend for teachers
measured as high acceptance on the Porter-T was to produce
more acceptance statements on the STC-Observation (Chi-square

= 03390 alpha = 0.10).
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Hypothesis 8: Teachers who are 1less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will have higher
percentages of responses in the categories of power
and non-acceptance as measured by the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

No significant relationships were found between the scores on
the Porter-T and the percentage of power or non-acceptance
statements made by parents on the STC-Observation (alpha =

0.10).

Paired t-tests were performed between each of the groups
(induction, power, acceptance and non-acceptance) on the STC
and the same group on the Observation Rating Scale. Separate
tests were performed within each of the subject groups:;

teachers and parents.

Hypothesis 9: There will be no difference between the
parents' projected behaviors as measured by the
Sensitivity to Children Survey and their actual behaviors

as measured by the Sensitivity to Children Observation.

Significant (alpha = 0.10) differences were found between the
parents' projected behaviors and their actual behaviors on all

of the groups except Acceptance (f = .404).
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Hypothesis 10: There will be no difference between the
teachers' projected behaviors as measured by the
Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

Significant (alpha = 0.10) differences were found between the
teachers' projected behaviors and their actual behaviors on

all of the groups except Acceptance (f = .785).

Question 3. What is the degree of congruence between parents'
and teachers' attitudes, projected behaviors and actual

behaviors toward the socialization of children.

Hypothesis 11: There will be no difference between the
parents' attitudes of acceptance of children as measured
by the Porter-P and the teachers' attitudes of acceptance

of children as measured by the Porter-T.

A t-test indicated that there was no significant difference
between the mean for parents and the mean for teachers on the
Porter Acceptance scale. This finding indicated that the
attitudes stated by the parents and teachers in this group

were equally accepting of children as separate individuals.



64
The Repeated Measures Multivariate Analysis of Variance or
MANOVA was used to determine congruence between parents and
teachers on the STC-Survey and STC-Observation for each of the
constructs (induction, power, acceptance and non-acceptance).
The repeated measures test is particularly appropriate because
the scoring systems for the STC and the Observation Rating
Scale were identical, providing two measures for each of the

constructs.

First it was determined that there was homogeneity of variance
between the STC-Survey and the STC-Observation within each
subject group (teachers and parents) which indicated that the
Manova was an appropriate statistic. Each Manova compared the
scores on the STC and the scores on the Observation Rating
Scale for both teachers and parents and determined whether

there was a significant difference between the subject groups.

Hypothesis 12: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of induction as measured by
the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

There was no significant (alpha = 0.10) difference between
parents and teachers regarding induction. Parents and teachers
used similar proportions of inductive statements such as "I"

messages, structuring , limit setting and logical responses.
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Hypothesis 13: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of power as measured by
the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity to

Children Observation.

Parents were significantly (alpha = 0.10) more likely to use
power responses than were teachers. Power responses include
lecturing, threatening, directing and offering no choices to

the child (see table 5).

Table 5

STC-S Power x STC-O Power x Subject Group

STD.DEV.
PARENT - observation .039 .058 36
TEACHER-Observation .007 .018 18
ENTIRE SAMPLE-Observation .028 .051 54
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Hypothesis 14: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of acceptance as measured
by the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the Sensitivity

to Children Observation.

The were significant differences (alpha = 0.1) between
teachers and parents levels of acceptance. Teachers were more
likely to use the empathic and supporting responses which make

up the acceptance construct than were parents (see table 6).

Table 6

STC-S Acceptance x STC-O Acceptance x Subject Group

STD.DEV.

] PARENT - observation .136
i TEACHER-Observation .170
ENTIRE SAMPLE-Observation .154

PARENT-STC
TEACHER-STC
| ENTIRE SAMPLE-STC
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Hypothesis 15: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' 1levels of non-acceptance as
measured by the Sensitivity to Children Survey and the

Sensitivity to Children Observation.

Teachers were less likely than parents to use non-acceptance
statements. Non-acceptance includes criticism, denial of

feelings and abrupt or brusque responses (see table 7).

Table 7

STC-S Non-Acceptance x STC-O Non-Acceptance x Subject Group

PARENT - observation
TEACHER-Observation
ENTIRE SAMPLE-Observation

1 PARENT-STC
| TEACHER-STC




CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS AND
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

DISCUSSION

Porter defined acceptance as including four dimensions. These
were; respecting children's feelings, valuing children's
uniqueness, recognizing children's need to separate themselves
from their parents and giving unconditional love. When dealing
with an abstract valuing of children, both the parents and the
teachers in this sample were equally accepting of children.

There was little congruence between acceptance scores on the
Porter-T or the Porter-P and either the projected or actual
behaviors of the parents or teachers. This indicates that
adult attitudes toward children are not necessarily related to
either their projected or actual behaviors toward children.
This finding must be thought of as tentative given the small
size of the sample and the lack of variability on the Porter.
However, it does indicate that when looking for information
about behavior regarding control and acceptance, instruments
which more specifically ask about behavior are more likely to

yield valid information regarding actual performance.
Comparisons between projected and actual behaviors were

difficult because it was not possible to impose a situation

68
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for the observation that was as demanding as those described
in the STC-S. Situations in the STC-S dealt with emotion laden
predicaments such as sex play and stealing, which were
impossible to duplicate in an experimental setting. Although
the observed tasks were hard and the children rarely completed
them, the adults did not feel a great deal of pressure to
change the children's behavior. The children were very
cooperative. The unusual nature of being a part of a research
study and their established role as student contributed to
their willingness to cooperate. Consequently very few power or
non-acceptance statements were elicited from the adults. Both
parents and teachers used a higher percentage of power
statements and non-acceptance in the hypothetical situations
on the STC-Survey than on the STC-Observation even though
inductive and accepting statement were always more common (see

table 8).

Table 8

Percentage of Groups on the STC-Survey and STC-Observation

INDUCTION ACCEPTANCE | NON-
ACCEPTANCE

24.8% 45.8% 15.4%
51.6% 44.8% 0.8%
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The three instruments in this study measured slightly
different constructs. While the Porter has previously been
found useful in assessing adult acceptance of children as
autonomous individuals, in this case it was not a good
predictor of either actual or projected adult behavior towards
children. It may indicate a willingness on the part of adults
to behave in an inductive manner but does not necessarily
indicate how an individual will behave in a difficult
situation. The fact that the adults in this study generally
scored in the middle to high acceptance on the Porter may be
related to the high level of positive responses on the STC-
Survey and the STC-Observation but without considerably more
variability on the Porter, we are unable to draw this

conclusion.

In order to compare the projected behavior with actual
behavior, observations must be made in situations that more
closely approximate thé challenge of the situations on the
STC-Survey. This would be difficult to manage in contrived
circumstances. Kostelnik (1978) found that adults in a skills
training program for child care workers gave more positive
responses on the STC-S than they did in actual interactions
with children in their classrooms. It is interesting that in
this study the opposite was found. Adults gave a larger
percentage of negative responses on the STC-S than they did in

actual interactions. This may be attributed to the difference
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between the observed situations in the two studies. In the
Kostelnik study the observed adults were in their regqular
classrooms where they were responsible for the children. In
this study the adults were not in a situation where the
children were likely to challenge them or where the adults

found it necessary to require compliance from the children.

The most interesting finding was that the teachers were
somewhat 1less 1likely to use power and non-acceptance
statements with children than were the parents. This supports
the assumption that teachers' training or experience
facilitates positive interactions with children. It is
important to note that the teachers in this sample had an
average of over 10 years of experience in the classroom and it
may be that experience rather than training is the significant

factor.

Although some differences were found between teachers and
mothers use of the more negative statements, in general the
two microsystems, school and home, as measured by this study
were not vastly incongruent. This indicates that at least for
children in the type of families who participated in the study
(white, middle-class, suburban) who attend schools in middle
class suburban communities, social expectations are not widely
discrepant within the mesosystem of school and home.

Consequently the developmental potential of the mesosystem of
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school and home is enhanced for these children.
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Table 9

Summary of Hypotheses

Hypothesis

Supported/Not
Supported

1: Parents who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-P will
have higher percentages of responses in

| the categories of induction and
acceptance as measured by the STC-Survey.

not supported

2: Parents who are less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-P will
| have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the STC-Survey.

not supported

3: Parents who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-P will
have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of induction and
acceptance as measured by the STC-
Observation.

supported

4: Parents who are less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-P will
have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the STC-
Observation.

not supported

| 5: Teachers who are more accepting of

1 children as measured by the Porter-T will
have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of induction and

€‘accggtance as measured by the STC-Survey.

supported by trend |

| 6: Teachers who are less accepting of

| children as measured by the Porter-T will
| have higher percentages of responses in

| the categories of power and non-

| acceptance as measured by the STC-Survey.

not supported

| 7: Teachers who are more accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will
have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of induction and

| acceptance as measured by the STC-

LObservation.

|
|
|
|

supported by trend
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Table 9 (cont'd)

8: Teachers who are less accepting of
children as measured by the Porter-T will
have higher percentages of responses in
the categories of power and non-
acceptance as measured by the STC-
Observation.

not supported

9: There will be no difference between
the parents' projected behaviors as
measured by the STC-Survey and their
actual behaviors as measured by the STC-
Observation.

not supported

10: There will be no difference between
the teachers' projected behaviors as
measured by the STC-Survey and their
actual behaviors as measured by the STC-
Observation.

not supported

11: There will be no difference between

the parents' attitudes of acceptance of

children as measured by the Porter-P and
the teachers' attitudes of acceptance of
children as measured by the Porter-T.

supported

12: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of
induction as measured by the STC-Survey
and the STC-Observation.

supported

13: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of power as
measured by the STC-Survey and the STC-
Observation.

not supported

14: There will be no difference between
parents' and teachers' levels of
acceptance as measured by the STC-Survey
and the STC-Observation.

not supported

| 15: There will be no difference between
| parents' and teachers' levels of non-

| acceptance as measured by the STC-Survey
and the STC-Observation.

not supported
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PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS

The most difficult part of this study was recruiting the
teachers to participate. The researcher began by contacting
larger school districts assuming that large numbers of
teachers could be recruited in a few districts. In reality, it
was more difficult to gain entry into larger districts than

into smaller ones.

The smaller districts often had only one elementary school
which meant working directly with a single principal. This was
also true when a larger district had grouped all of its young
children in a single building. Districts in which an Early
Childhood Coordinator or Curriculum Director acted as
gatekeeper were the most difficult. Policy allowed the
researcher to contact only the administrator who then took it
upon him or herself to act as intermediary with the principals
who then talked to the teachers. Since the sample was limited
to kindergarten and first grade teachers the administrator was
often dealing with several principals each with only two or
three teachers in the appropriate grades. The more direct
contact the researcher had with the principal and teachers,

the more likely teachers were to volunteer.

Another variable in the success of recruiting was the

enthusiasm shown by the principal in a particular building.
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When the principal expressed interest in the project, teachers
were much more likely to volunteer. Colleagues also encouraged
each other to participate. Almost without exception, if one
teacher in a building was willing to participate, other
colleagues would also be willing to give it a try.

After the teachers were recruited it was not difficult to
recruit parents and their children. Since teachers decided who
to send the letters home with, they often chose parents that
they knew would be available or likely to participate. There
was always a good response to the letters. It appears that
when parents knew that their child's teacher was interested in
participating in the study it alleviated any anxiety that
parents might have felt about taking part on their own. One
parent did express concern about whether she would be able to
understand the written instruments. She indicated that she had
difficulty dealing with printed material. The researcher
offered to read the instruments to her but when she saw them
she was able to complete both written instruments without

assistance.

All the participants, including the children, found the tasks
interesting and even fun. Many of the children asked if they
could continue to use the materials after the videotaping was
completed. They did not continue to work on the assigned tasks

that had been videotaped but instead experimented with using
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the materials to construct other things.

Using books as incentives for the families' participation
worked extremely well. The children were always presented with
a selection of books and allowed to choose the ones they
wanted. The children were excited and pleased with this
choice. They often spent considerable time pouring over the

books while their parents filled out the written instruments.

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Given the results of this study, there are two major
recommendations for replication of this research. First, in
order to study actual behavior, one must observe that behavior
in settings that are as close to natural as possible. I
believe that more accurate assessments of teachers could be
obtained by recording their everyday classroom interactions on
either video or audio tape. Spontaneous family interactions
would be more difficult to record but worthwhile in order to
get a truer picture of parents' behavior in real 1life

situations.

Secondly, efforts should be made to recruit a more diverse
group of subjects. This small volunteer sample was very
homogeneous on many variables. All of the participants were

white, middle class and suburban. Future comparisons should
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look at a much broader range of subjects. including adults of
other ethnic and racial groups, different socio-economic
levels and in different settings (urban, rural). It would be
beneficial to repeat all or portions of the study with a much

more varied sample.

To 1limit the bias of self-selection, school wide participation
or the random selection of teachers and parents should be
sought. All of the teachers in this group had many years of
experience and were confident enough in their practices to
volunteer for the study. Parents were also confident and
comfortable with the school setting. Many of them participated
routinely in classroom activities. Randomly selected teachers
and parents might demonstrate a broader range of control and

acceptance behaviors.

Related research could investigate teacher groups to try to
determine whether the teachers' use of fewer control and non-
acceptance strategies resulted from training or experience.
The measures could be repeated comparing less experienced
teachers such as first and second year teachers or even
practicum students with teachers with five, ten or more years
of experience. It could be hypothesized that beginning
teachers' behavior relies on their more recent training and
that teachers with years of practice rely on their experience.

In a similar way, comparisons between families with a single
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child and families with several children could explore the

role of experience in parenting practices.

Teachers may also self-select during their careers. Teachers
who are able to manage their classrooms using positive
controls may find teaching more rewarding and consequently

remain in the profession longer.

The present research effort has indicated that there are some
interesting comparisons to be made within childrens'
mesosystens.

Further exploration into the compatibility of home and school
socialization practices could include comparing parents' and
teachers' expectations of appropriate behavior, their 1long
term and short term goals for children, strategies for
handling conflict between peers or siblings, and approaches to
the development of healthy self-esteem. Mesosystem studies
could contribute information that professionals and family
members could use to design systems that support optimal
growth and development for children.
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September 15, 1992
Dear Teacher:

I am a graduate student at Michigan State University pursuing
a Ph.D. in Family and Child Ecology. I am especially
interested in the education of children in the early grades.
Currently I am studying communication patterns between young
children and their parents and teachers. Ms. Pastuszka, your
principal, has given me permission to contact the kindergarten
and first grade teachers in your district to ask for
participation in my study.

Participation will take place at your convenience after
school, in the early evening or on a Saturday. Participation
in the project will take about an hour and a half. In exchange
for your time you will be given a $25.00 gift certificate for
classroom supplies from The Michigan Products Teacher Store.

Each teacher will participate with two mothers and their
children. who will be recruited from the teacher's classroom.
Participation involves meeting with the two parents and their
children either at your school or at the MSU Child Development
Laboratories. During the meeting, you will £ill out two survey
forms and engage in a short activity with the children.
Teachers who have already participated in this study have
found the participation to be fun and not difficult.

I have enclosed a project information sheet with additional
details about the project. If you have any questions please
feel free to contact me.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Helen E. Hagens, M.A.
1243 Lilac Ave.,

East Lansing, MI 48823
(517) 337-8259
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PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET
PARENT AND TEACHER COMMUNICATION RESEARCH

WHAT I8 THIS PROJECT ALL ABOUT?

The goal of this project is to describe the communication that
takes place between young children and the adults who are most
important to them; their parents and teachers.

WHY SHOULD I BOTHER?

Although there are no guaranteed personal benefits, your
participation is this study will add to our knowledge of how
children interact with their teachers and parents. Such
information along with the findings of other studies can help
Early Childhood Education professionals develop programs that
optimally meet the needs of all children. In addition, as a
small thank you gift for your participation, you will be given
a twenty-five dollar gift certificate from a local teacher
supply store.

WHO I8 RUNNING THIS PROJECT?

This research is being conducted by Helen Hagens who is a
doctoral candidate in the Department of Family and Child
Ecology at Michigan State University. All doctoral candidates
must conduct original research as a final requirement for
their degrees. Ms. Hagens' project is being supervised by a
committee of MSU professors led by Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik,
Department of Family and Child Ecology. She can be contacted
at (517) 355-1900.

HOW MUCH TIME WILL THIS TAKE?

Your participation in this study should take approximately one
and a half hours. The research will be conducted at a time
arranged to suit you and the other members of your group. Your
group will consist of yourself, two children from your class
(one boy and one girl) and their mothers.

WHAT WILL I BE EXPECTED TO DO?

During the hour and a half that you spend with the researcher,
you will be asked to do three things. Two tasks require you to
respond to written questions about how you communicate with
young children. In the third task, you will be asked to help
the two young children to complete a simple project. During
this phase of the research the children's communications with
you will be videotaped.
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WHO ELSE WILL BE PARTICIPATING?

You will be participating with two children from your class
and their mothers. At other days and times different groups
will complete the same tasks but you will not meet or interact
with the other participating groups.

WHO WILL HAVE ACCES8 TO THIS8 INFORMNATION?

As with all research, the results of this project are strictly
confidential. The videotaped interactions will be coded and
then erased. All the data will be reported in an aggregate
form so that no individuals can be identified. Only the
researchers directly involved in the study will ever have
access to the names of the participants. If you wish, we will
send you a report of the study's conclusions.

WHAT IF I CHANGE MY MNIND?

Although we would like all of the participants to complete all
oi the parts of the study, it is your right to withdraw at any
time.

It is important that during each testing period we have one
teacher, two parents and their children present. Therefore, if
you decide to withdraw please let me know as soon as possible
so that the other members of your group can be notified of the
cancellation.

WHERE WILL THE RESEARCH BE HELD?

In order to make your participation as easy as possible, we
will come to your school building after school hours, in the
evening or on a Saturday, whichever is most convenient for you
and the mothers in your group. If you would prefer a different
location, the research can also be done at the MSU cChild
Development Laboratory School on the Michigan State campus.

WHAT I8 THE NEXT STEP?

If you think you would be interested in this project, please
contact Helen Hagens. She will then provide you with letters
and information sheets to send home to some of the parents in
your class. When we have recruited 2 mothers and their
children, the session will be scheduled at your convenience.

WHO SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE ANY QUESTIONS?

You may contact the primary researcher, Helen Hagens (337-
8259) or Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik, Program Director of the Child
Development Laboratories (355-1900) if you have any concerns
or questions about your participation or about the study in
general.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE!
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October 4, 1992
Dear parent;

I am a graduate student at Michigan State University pursuing
a Ph.D. in Family and Child Ecology. I am especially
interested in the education of children in the early grades.
Currently I am studying communication patterns between young
children and their parents and teachers. Your child's teacher
has expressed interest in being a part of this study.

In order for a teacher to take part in the study, two children
from her class (one boy and one girl) and their mothers must
also volunteer to participate. Participation involves filling
out two survey forms and participating in a short activity
with the children. This participation will take place at a
time convenient to you and your child's teacher and will take
about one and a half hours. In exchange for your time your
child will be given a two children's books. Parents and
children from neighboring districts who have already taken
part have found this project to be fun and not at all
stressful.

Your child's teacher has suggested a day and time as indicated
on the attached form. If you are available at that time and
would be interested in participating, please take a few
minutes to £ill out the attached response letter and return it
to your child's teacher as soon as possible. Expressing
interest at this time does not obligate you to complete the
project.

I would very much appreciate your cooperation and assistance
with this project. I have enclosed a project information sheet
with additional details about the project. If you have any
questions please feel free to contact me.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Helen E. Hagens,

1243 Lilac Ave.,

East Lansing, MI 48823
(517) 337-8259
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PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET
PARENT AND TEACHER COMMUNICATION RESEARCH

WHAT IS8 THIS PROJECT ALL ABOUT?

The goal of this project is to describe the communication that
takes place between young children and the adults who are most
important to them; their parents and teachers.

WHY SHOULD I BOTHER?

Although there is no guaranteed personal benefits, your
participation is this study will add to our knowledge of how
children interact with their teachers and parents. Such
information along with the findings of other studies can help
Early Childhood Education professionals develop programs that
optimally meet the needs of all children. In addition, as a
small thank you gift for your participation, your child will
be allowed to choose two books from a selection appropriate
for kindergarten and first grade children.

WHO I8 RUNNING THIS PROJECT?

This research is being conducted by Helen Hagens who is a
doctoral candidate in the Department of Family and cChild
Ecology at Michigan State University. All doctoral candidates
must conduct original research as a final requirement for
their degree. Ms. Hagens' project is being supervised by a
committee of MSU professors led by Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik,
Department of Family and Child Ecology.She can be contacted at
(517) 355-1900.

HOW MUCH TIME WILL THIS8 TAKE?

Your participation in this study should take approximately one
and on half hours. The research will be done at a time
arranged to suit you and the other members of your group. Your
group will consist of your child's teacher, you and your
child, and another mother and her child.

WHAT WILL I BE EXPECTED TO DO?

During the time you spend on the project, you will be asked to
do three things. Two tasks require you to respond to written
questions about how you and your child communicate. In the
third task you will be asked to help your child and one of his
or her classmates to complete a simple project. During this
phase of the research the children's communications with you
will be videotaped.
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WHO ELSE WILL BE PARTICIPATING?

You will be participating with your child's teacher and
another mother & child from your child's class. At other times
different groups will complete the same tasks but you will not
interact with the other participating groups.

WHO WILL HAVE ACCESS TO THIS INFORMATION?

Like all research, the results of this project are strictly
confidential. The videotaped interactions will be coded and
then erased. All the data will be reported in a combined form
so that no individuals can be identified. Only the researchers
directly involved in the study will ever have access to the
names of the participants. If you wish, we will send you a
report of the study's conclusions.

WHAT IF¥ I CHANGE MY MIND?

Although we would like all of the participants to complete all
of the parts of the study, it is your right to withdraw at any
time.

It is important that during each testing period we have one
teacher, two parents and their children present. Therefore, if
you decide to withdraw please let me know as soon as possible
so that a replacement can be found.

WHO SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE ANY QUESTIONS?

You may contact the primary researcher, Helen Hagens (337-
8259) or her faculty supervisor, Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik (355-
1900) if you have any concerns or questions about your
participation or about the study in general.
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October 19, 1992

Dear Parent;

Thank you so much for volunteering to participate in the
Parent and Teacher Communications Project. I am looking
forward to meeting you and your child at the time listed
below. We will meet at the elementary school near your
teacher's room.

I really appreciate your willingness to participate in this
study and hope that you will find it to be both interesting
and fun. If you have any questions or concerns about your
participation please feel free to call me at any time.

Sincerely,

Helen E. Hagens

1243 Lilac Ave.,

East Lansing, MI 48823
(517)337-8259
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October 1992

Dear parent;

Thank you so much for volunteering to participate in the
Parent and Teacher Communication project. So much interest was
shown that we had more volunteers than we can use.
Consequently we drew 1lots to select those who will
participate. Unfortunately your name was not chosen.

To show how much we appreciate your willingness to volunteer,
we are sending a small token of our appreciation for your
child. I hope you will enjoy the book and accept our sincere
thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Helen E. Hagens
1243 Lilac
E.Lansing, MI 48823
(517) 337-8259

TV LTI
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ADULT PERMISSION SLIP
I have read and undeéétand the information sheet regarding the
Parent and Teacher Communication project. I understand that I
can withdraw at any time without explanation or penalty. I

voluntarily agree to participate in this research project.

(signature & date)

I choose not to be involved in this project at this time.

(signature & date)
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CHILD PERMISSION
I have read and understand the information sheet regarding the
Parent and Teacher Communication project. I hereby give

permission for my child to

participate in this project. I understand that I can withdraw
this permission at any time without explanation or penalty. I
agree voluntarily to allow my child to participate in this

research project.

(signature & date)

I choose not to allow my child to be

involved in this project at this time.

(signature & date)
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Date:

PORTER - P

Listed below are several statements describing things which
children do and say. Following each statement are five
responses which suggest ways of feeling or courses of action.

Read each statement carefully and then place a circle around
the letter in front of the one response which most nearly
describes the feeling you usually have or the course of action
you most generally take when your child says or does these
things.

It is possible that you may find a few statements which
describe a type of behavior which you have not yet experienced
with your child. In such cases, mark the response which most
nearly describes how you think you would feel or what you
think you would do.

Be sure that you answer every statement and mark only one
response for each statement.

While responding to the questions please think of your
kindergarten or first grade child. Please answer all
questions. If you cannot give the exact answer to a question,
answer the best you can.
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1. When my child is shouting and dancing with excitement at a
time when I want peace and quiet, it:
a. makes me feel annoyed.
b. makes me want to know more about what excites him.
c. makes me feel like punishing him.
d. makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.
e. makes me feel like telling him to stop.

2. When my child misbehaves while others in the group he is
with are behaving well I:
a. see to it that he behaves as the others.
b. tell him it is important to behave well when he is in
a group.
c. let him alone if he isn't disturbing the others too
much.
d. ask him to tell me what he would like to do.
e. help him find some activity that he can enjoy and at
the same time not disturb the group.

3. When my child is unable to so something which I think is
important for him, it:

a. makes me want to help him find success in the things

he can do.

b. makes me feel disappointed in him.

c. makes me wish he could do it.

d. makes me realize that he can't do everything.

e. makes me want to know more about things he can do.

4. When my child seems to be more fond of someone else
(teacher, friend, relative) than me, it:
a. makes me realize that he is growing up.
b. pleases me to see his interest widening to other
people.
c. makes me feel resentful.
d. makes me feel that he doesn't appreciate what I have
done for him.
e. makes me wish he liked me more.

5. When my child is faced with two or more choices and has to
choose only one, I:
a. tell him which choice to make and why.
b. think it through with him.
c. point out the advantages and disadvantages of each,
but let him decide for himself.
d. Tell him that I am sure he can make a wise choice and
help him foresee the consequences.
e. make the decision for him.
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6. When my child makes decisions without consulting me, I:
a. punish him for not consulting me.
b. encourage him to make his own decisions if he can
foresee the consequences.
c. allow him to make many of his own decisions.
d. suggest that we talk it over before he makes his
decision.
e. tell him he must consult me first before making a
decision.
7. When my child kicks, hits or knocks his things about, it:
a. makes me feel like telling him to stop.
b. makes me feel like punishing him.
C. pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
d. makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this

stage.
makes me feel annoyed.

8. When my child is not interested in some of the usual
activities of his age group, it:

a.
b.

c.
d.

9. When
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

makes me realize that each child is different.

makes me wish he were interested in the same
activities.

makes me feel disappointed in him.

makes me want to help him find ways to make the most
of his interests.

makes me want to know more about the activities in
which he is interested.

my child acts silly and giggly, I:

tell him I know how he feels.

pay no attention to him.

tell him he shouldn't act that way.

make him quit.

tell him it is alright to feel that way, but help him
find other ways of expressing himself.

10. When my child prefers to do things with his friends rather
than with his family, I:

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

encourage him to do things with his friends.
accept this as a part of growing up.

plan special activities so that he will want to be
with his family.

try to minimize his association with his friends.
make him stay with his family.
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11. When my child disagrees with me about something which I
think is important, it:
a. makes me feel like punishing him.
b. pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
c. makes me feel like persuading him that I am right.
d. makes me realize he has ideas of his own.
e. makes me feel annoyed.

12. When my child misbehaves while others in the group he is
with are behaving well, it:
a. makes me realize that he does not always behave as
others in his group.
b. makes me feel embarrassed.
c. makes me want to help him find the best ways to
express his feelings.
d. makes me wish he would behave like the others.
e. makes me want to know more about his feelings.

13. When my child is shouting and dancing with excitement at
a time when I want peace and quiet, I:

a. give him something quiet to do.

b. tell him that I wish he would stop.

c. make him be quiet.

d. let him tell me about what excites him.

e. send him somewhere else.

14. When my child seems to be more fond of someone else
(teacher, friend, relative) than me, I:
a. try to minimize his association with that person.
b. let him have such associations when I think he is
ready for them.
c. do some special things for him to remind him of how
nice I am.
d. point out the weaknesses and faults of that other
person.
e. encourage him to create and maintain such
associations.

15. When my child says angry and hateful things about me to my
face, it:
a. makes me feel annoyed.
b. makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.
c. pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
d. makes me feel like punishing him.
e. makes me feel like telling him not to talk that way to
me.
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16. When my child shows a deep interest in something I don't
think is important, it:

a.
b.

c-
dO
el

makes me realize he has interest of his own.

makes me want to help him find ways to make the most
of this interest.

makes me feel disappointed in him.

makes me want to know more about his interests.
makes me wish he were more interested in the things I
think are important for him.

17. When my child is unable to do some things as well as other
in his group, I:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

tell him he must try to do as well as the others.
encourage him to keep trying.

tell him that no one can do everything well.

call his attention to the things he does well.

help him make the most of the activities which he can
do.

18. When my child wants to do something which I am sure will

lead to
a.

b.
c‘
da.
e.

disappointment for him, I:

occasionally let him carry such an activity to its
conclusion.

don't let him do it.

advise him not to do it.

help him with it in order to ease the disappointment.
point out what is likely to happen.

19. When my child acts silly and giggly, it:

b.
c.
d.
e.

makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.

pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
makes me feel like punishing him.

makes me feel like telling him to stop.

makes me feel annoyed.

20. When my child is faced with two or more choices and has to
choose only one, it:

makes me feel that I should tell him which choice

to make and why.

b.

makes me feel that i should point out the advantages
and disadvantages.

makes me hope that I have prepared him to choose
wisely.

makes me want to encourage him to make his own choice.
makes me want to make the decision for him.
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21. When my child is unable to do something which I think is
important for him, I:
a. tell him he must do better.
b. help him make the most of the things which he can do.
c. ask him to tell me more about the things which he can
do.
d. tell him that no one can do everything.
e. encourage him to keep trying.

22. When my child disagrees with me about something which I
think is important, I:

a. tell him he shouldn't disagree with me.

b. make him quit.

c. listen to his side of the problem and change my mind

if I am wrong.
d. tell him maybe we can do it his way another time.
e. explaining that I am doing what is best for him.

23. When my child is unable to do some things as well as
others in his group, it:
a. makes me realize that he can't be best in everything.
b. makes me wish he could do as well.
c. makes me feel embarrassed.
d. makes me want to help him find success in the things
he can do.
e. makes me want to know more about the things he can do
well.

24. When my child makes decisions without consulting me it:
a. makes me hope that I have prepared him adequately to
make his decisions.
b. makes me wish he would consult me.
c. makes me feel disturbed.
d. makes me want to restrict his freedom.
e. please me to see that as he grows he needs me less.

25. When my child says angry and hateful things about me to my
face, I:

a. tell him it's all right to feel that way, but help him

find other ways of expressing himself.

b. tell him I know how he feels.

c. pay no attention to him.

d. tell him he shouldn't say such things to me.

e. make him quit.

_—

Tro
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26. When my child kicks, hits of knocks his things about, I:

a.
b.

C.
d.
e.

make him quit.

tell him it's all right to feel that way, but help him
find other ways of expressing himself.

tell him he shouldn't say such things to me.

tell him I know how he feels.

pay no attention to him.

27. When my child prefers to do things with his friends rather
than with his family, it:

a.
b.
C.

d.
e.

makes me wish he would spend more time with me.
makes me feel resentful.

pleases me to see his interests widening to other
people.

makes me feel he doesn't appreciate us.

makes me realize that he is growing up.

28. When my child wants to do something which I am sure will

lead to
a.

b.

disappointment for him, it:

makes me hope that I have prepared him to meet
disappointment.

makes me wish he didn't have to meet unpleasant
experiences.

makes me want to keep him from doing it.

makes me realize that occasionally such an experience
will be good for him.

makes me want to postpone these experiences.

29. When my child is not interested is some of the usual
activities of his age group, I:

a.

try to help him realize that it is important to

be interested in the same things as others in his
group.

call his attention to the activities in which he

is interested.

tell him it is all right if he isn't interested in the
same things.

see to it that he does the same things as others in
his group.

help him find ways of making the most of his
interests.

30. When my child show a deep interest in something I don't
think is important, I:

a.
b.
c.
da.
e.

let him go ahead with his interest.

ask him to tell me more about this interest.

help him find ways to make the most of this interest.
do everything I can to discourage his interest in it.
try to interest him in more worthwhile things.
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR CHILD

Many parents say that their feeling of affection toward of for
their child varies with his behavior and with circumstances.
Will you please read each item carefully and place a check in
the column which most nearly describes the degree of feeling
of affection which you have for you child in that situation.

— -

a a
much little | the little | much
check one column more more same less less
for each item below than than than than
usual | usual usual usual

1. When he is obedient.
2. When he is with me.

3. When he misbehaves
in front of special
guests.

I I S E——

4. When he expresses
unsolicited affection
"you're the nicest
mommy in the whole
world"

5. When he is away from
me.

6. When he shows off in
public.

7. When he behaves
according to my highest
expectations.

8. When he expresses
angry and hateful
things to me.

9. When he does things
I have hoped he would
not do.

10. When we are doing
things together.

INEEE
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION - P

1. What year were you born?

2. Which of the following best describes your marital status?
Married Divorced Widowed Never Married

3. How many children live in your household?

4. What are the ages of the children living in your household?

5. What is your level of education? Check the highest level
attained.

Some High School

High School Graduate

Some College

College Graduate

Graduate or Professional degree

6. Which of the following most closely matches your yearly
family income?

Under $15,000

$15,000 to $30,000
$30,000 to $45,000
$45,000 to $60,000
$60,000 to $75,000
$75,000 to $90,000
$90,000 and above

7. Did your child who participated in this study attend
daycare or nursery school?
YES NO

8. If yes, at what age did your child begin daycare or nursery
school?

9. How many years did this child attend daycare or nursery
school?

5 years or more

4 years

3 years

2 years

1 year

less than one year
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Date:

PORTER - T

Listed below are several statements describing things which
children do and say. Following each statement are five
responses which suggest ways of feeling or courses of action.

Read each statement carefully and then place a circle around
the letter in front of the one response which most nearly
describes the feeling you usually have or the course of action
ym; most generally take when a child says or does these
things.

It is possible that you may find a few statements which
describe a type of behavior which you have not yet experienced
with children. In such cases, mark the response which most
nearly describes how you think you would feel or what you
think you would do.

Be sure that you answer every statement and mark only one
response for each statement.

Before responding to the questions please think of a
particular child in your class. Keep this particular child in
mind while you respond to the questions. Please answer all
questions. If you cannot give the exact answer to a question,
answer the best you can.
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1. When a child is shouting and dancing with excitement at a
time when I want peace and quiet, it:
a. makes me feel annoyed.
b. makes me want to know more about what excites him.
c. makes me feel like punishing him.
d. makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.
e. makes me feel like telling him to stop.

2. When a child misbehaves while others in the group he is
with are behaving well I:
a. see to it that he behaves as the others.
b. tell him it is important to behave well when he is in
a group.
c. let him alone if he isn't disturbing the others too
much.
d. ask him to tell me what he would like to do.
e. help him find some activity that he can enjoy and at
the same time not disturb the group.

3. When a child is unable to do something which I think is
important for him, it:

a. makes me want to help him find success in the things

he can do.

b. makes me feel disappointed in him.

c. makes me wish he could do it.

d. makes me realize that he can't do everything.

e. makes me want to know more about things he can do.

4. When a child seems to be more fond of someone else (another
teacher, aide,) than me, it:
a. makes me realize that he is growing up.
b. pleases me to see his interest widening to other
people.
c. makes me feel resentful.
d. makes me feel that he doesn't appreciate what I have
done for him.
e. makes me wish he liked me more.

5. When a child is faced with two or more choices and has to
choose only one, I:
a. tell him which choice to make and why.
b. think it through with him.
c. point out the advantages and disadvantages of each,
but let him decide for himself.
d. tell him that I am sure he can make a wise choice and
help him foresee the consequences.
e. make the decision for him.
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6. When a child makes decisions without consulting me, I:

a. punish him for not consulting me.

b. encourage him to make his own decisions if he can
foresee the consequences.

c. allow him to make many of his own decisions.

d. suggest that we talk it over before he makes his
decision.

e. tell him he must consult me first before making a

decision.

7. When a child kicks, hits or knocks his things about, it:
a. makes me feel like telling him to stop.
b. makes me feel like punishing him.
c. pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
d. makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.
e. makes me feel annoyed.

8. When a child is not interested in some of the usual
activities of his age group, it:

a. makes me realize that each child is different.

b. makes me wish he were interested in the same
activities.

c. makes me feel disappointed in him.

d. makes me want to help him find ways to make the most

of his interests.

e. makes me want to know more about the activities in

which he is interested.

9. When a child acts silly and giggly, I:
a. tell him I know how he feels.
b. pay no attention to him.
c. tell him he shouldn't act that way.
d. make him quit.
e. tell him it is alright to feel that way, but help him
find other ways of expressing himself.

10. When a child prefers to do things with his friends rather

than with the class as a whole, I:
a. encourage him to do things with his friends.

b. accept this as a part of growing up.
c. plan special activities so that he will want to be

with the whole group.
d. try to minimize his association with his friends.

e. make him stay with the group.
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11. When a child disagrees with me about something which I
think is important, it:

a.
b’
c.
d.
e.

makes me feel like punishing him.

pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
makes me feel like persuading him that I am right.
makes me realize he has ideas of his own.

makes me feel annoyed.

12. When a child misbehaves while others in the group he is
with are behaving well, it:

b.
C.

d.
e.

makes me realize that he does not always behave as
others in his group.

makes me feel embarrassed.

makes me want to help him find the best ways to
express his feelings.

makes me wish he would behave like the others.
makes me want to know more about his feelings.

13. When a child is shouting and dancing with excitement at
a time when I want peace and quiet, I:

a.
b.
c'
d.
e.

give him something quiet to do.

tell him that I wish he would stop.
make him be quiet.

let him tell me about what excites him.
send him somewhere else.

14. When a child seems to be more fond of someone else
(another teacher, aide) than me, I:

a.
b.

try to minimize his association with that person.
let him have such associations when I think he is
ready for them.

do some special things for him to remind him of how
nice I am.

point out the weaknesses and faults of that other
person.

encourage him to create and maintain such
associations.

15. When a child says angry and hateful things about me to my
face, it:

a.

makes me feel annoyed.

makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.

pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
makes me feel like punishing him.

makes me feel like telling him not to talk that way to
me.
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16. When a child shows a deep interest in something I don't
think is important, it:

a.
b.

c.
da.
e.

makes me realize he has interest of his own.

makes me want to help him find ways to make the most
of this interest.

makes me feel disappointed in him.

makes me want to know more about his interests.
makes me wish he were more interested in the things I
think are important for him.

17. When a child is unable to do some things as well as other
in his group, I:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

tell him he must try to do as well as the others.
encourage him to keep trying.

tell him that no one can do everything well.

call his attention to the things he does well.

help him make the most of the activities which he can
do.

18. When a child wants to do something which I am sure will

lead to
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.

disappointment for him, I:

occasionally let him carry such an activity to its
conclusion.

don't let him do it.

advise him not to do it.

help him with it in order to ease the disappointment.
point out what is likely to happen.

19. When a child acts silly and giggly, it:

b.
c.
d.
e.

makes me feel that I will be glad when he is past this
stage.

pleases me that he feels free to express himself.
makes me feel like punishing him.

makes me feel like telling him to stop.

makes me feel annoyed.

20. When a child is faced with two or more choices and has to
choose only one, it:

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

makes me feel that I should tell him which choice
to make and why.

makes me feel that i should point out the advantages
and disadvantages.

makes me hope that I have prepared him to choose
wisely.

makes me want to encourage him to make his own choice.
makes me want to make the decision for him.
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21. When a child is unable to do something which I think is
important for him, I:
a. tell him he must do better.
b. help him make the most of the things which he can do.
c. ask him to tell me more about the things which he can
do.
d. tell him that no one can do everything.
e. encourage him to keep trying.

22. When a child disagrees with me about something which I
think is important, I:

a. tell him he shouldn't disagree with me.

b. make him quit.

c. listen to his side of the problem and change my mind

if I am wrong.
d. tell him maybe we can do it his way another time.
e. explaining that I am doing what is best for him.

23. When a child is unable to do some things as well as others
in his group, it:
a. makes me realize that he can't be best in everything.
b. makes me wish he could do as well.
c. makes me feel embarrassed.
d. makes me want to help him find success in the things
he can do.
e. makes me want to know more about the things he can do
well.

24. When a child makes decisions without consulting me it:
a. makes me hope that I have prepared him adequately to
make his decisions.
b. makes me wish he would consult me.
c. makes me feel disturbed.
d. makes me want to restrict his freedom.
e. please me to see that as he grows he needs me less.

25. When a child says angry and hateful things about me to my
face, I:

a. tell him it's all right to feel that way, but help him

find other ways of expressing himself.

b. tell him I know how he feels.

c. pay no attention to him.

d. tell him he shouldn't say such things to me.

e. make him quit.
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26. When a child kicks, hits of knocks his things about, I:
a. make him quit.
b. tell him it's all right to feel that way, but help him
find other ways of expressing himself.
c. tell him he shouldn't say such things to me.
d. tell him I know how he feels.
e. pay no attention to him.

27. When a child prefers to do things with his friends rather
than with the whole group, it:
a. makes me wish he would spend more time with the group.
b. makes me feel resentful.
c. pleases me to see his interests widening to other
people.
d. makes me feel he doesn't appreciate us.
e. makes me realize that he is growing up.

28. When a child wants to do something which I am sure will
lead to disappointment for him, it:
a. makes me hope that I have prepared him to meet
disappointment.
b. makes me wish he didn't have to meet unpleasant
experiences.
c. makes me want to keep him from doing it.
d. makes me realize that occasionally such an experience
will be good for him.
e. makes me want to postpone these experiences.

29. When a child is not interested is some of the usual
activities of his age group, I:
a. try to help him realize that it is important to be
interested in the same things as others in his group.
b. call his attention to the activities in which he is
interested.
c. tell him it is all right if he isn't interested in the
same things.
d. see to it that he does the same things as others in
his group.
e. help him find ways of making the most of his
interests.

30. When a child shows a deep interest in something I don't
think is important, I:
a. let him go ahead with his interest.
b. ask him to tell me more about this interest.
c. help him find ways to make the most of this interest.
d. do everything I can to discourage his interest in it.
e. try to interest him in more worthwhile things.
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR CHILD

Many adults say that their feeling of affection toward
children varies with their behavior and with circumstances.
Will you please read each item carefully and place a check in
the column which most nearly describes the degree of feeling
of affection which you have for a child in that situation.

a a
little little
check one column more less
for each item below than than
usual usual

1. When he is obedient.
2. When his is with me.

3. When he misbehaves
in front of special
guests.

4. When he expresses

unsolicited affection

"you're the nicest

teacher in the whole
f world®

5. When he is away from
me.

l 6. When he shows off in
public.

7. When he behaves
according to my highest
expectations.

8. When he expresses
angry and hateful
things to me.

9. When he does things
I have hoped he would
| not do.

10. When we are doing
1 things together.
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION - T

1. What year were you born?

2. Which of the following best describes your marital status?

Married Divorced Widowed Never
Married

3. How many children live in your household?

4. What are the ages of the children living in your household?

5. What is your level of education? Check the highest level
attained.

Some High School

High School Graduate

Some College

College Graduate

Graduate or Professional degree

6. What grade are you teaching this year?

kindergarten
first grade
kindergarten/first grade split
second grade

first/second grade split
other - explain

7. How many years have you been teaching?

8. How many children are in your class this year?
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Date:

STC - P
Instructions:

A series of situations will be found on the following pages.
You are to pretend or imagine you are the adult in charge of
the child or children described. All of the children in the
following situations are considered to be of elementary school
age.

Your task is to write down exactly how you would respond to
the child or children in each of the situations, in a word, a
sentence or a short paragraph. Write down your exact words or
actions but please do not explain why you said or did what you
described.

Again, write down you exact words or actions as if you were
writing a script for a play or movie. For example, do not
write "I would reassure or comfort him" instead write " I
would smile at him and in a quit voice say, 'Don't worry Billy,
you'll do better next time.'"
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1. Just before school is to begin, you are having a friendly
talk with another adult. Carl rushes up to you and begins to
interrupt your conversation with a story about a friend.

2. After hearing a great deal of giggling coming from the
basement, you go there and find Mary, Clark and Sharon with
their underwear off. It appears that they were touching each
other's sexual parts before you arrived.
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3. Barbara, who is normally bright-eyed and gay, has just
arrived silent, sad-faced and dragging her feet. You can tell
by her manner that something unpleasant has happened to her.

4. There have been complaints of children missing some money.
Upon returning to the classroom after recess, you find Lillian
putting down another student's wallet with a quarter in her

hand.
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5. You are helping Bruce with his arithmetic homework and he
seems to be having difficulty with a particular problem. He
suddenly exclaims; "I am so stupid. I never know the answers
to the questions. I don't want to go to school anymore."

6. As the children are leaving, Fred comes over to you and
asks in a quiet concerned voice, "Do you love me?"
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7. Al is full of anger. His class has been scheduled to go to
the zoo for weeks and he was very eager to go. However, it
rained today and the trip had to be rescheduled. He angrily
exclaims in front of a number of children, "I hate school.
Just because it rained we couldn't go."

8. Upon arriving home, Joe excitedly tells you about how his
friend Gary, who is in another class, was pushed into a rain-
filled puddle by some older boys. Joe says that they were just
walking to school when all of a sudden three sixth graders ran
up from behind and shoved Gary into the puddle and ran away
laughing.
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Date:

STC - T

Instructions: !

A series of situations will be found on the following pages.
You are to pretend or imagine you are the adult in charge of
the child or children described. All of the children in the
following situations are considered to be of elementary school
age.

Your task is to write down exactly how you would respond to
the child or children in each of the situations, in a word, a
sentence or a short paragraph. Write down your exact words or
actions but please do not explain why you said or did what you
described.

Again, write down you exact words or actions as if you were
writing a script for a play or movie. For example, do not
write "I would reassure or comfort him" instead write " I
would smile at him and in a quit voice say, 'Don't worry Billy,
you'll do better next time.'"
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1. Just before school is to begin, you are having a friendly
talk with a fellow school teacher in your room. Carl rushes in
and begins to interrupt your conversation with a story about
a friend.

2. After hearing a great deal of giggling coming from a rear
corner of the gymnasium during recess, you go there and find
Mary, Clark and Sharon with their underwear off. It appears
that they were touching each other's sexual parts before you
arrived.
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3. Barbara, who is normally bright-eyed and gay, has just
arrived silent, sad-faced and dragging her feet. You can tell
by her manner that something unpleasant has happened to her.

4. There have been complaints of students missing some money.
Upon returning to your classroom after recess, you find
Lillian putting down another students wallet with a quarter in

her hand.
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5. You are helping Bruce with an arithmetic problem and he
seems to be having difficulty. He suddenly exclaims; "I am so
stupid. I never know the answers to the questions you ask. I
don't want to come to school anymore."

6. As the students file out after class, Fred comes over to
you and asks in a quiet concerned voice, "Do you love me?"
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7. Al is full of anger. The class has been scheduled to go to
the zoo for weeks and he was very eager to go. However, it
rained today and the trip had to be rescheduled. He angrily
exclaims in front of a number of children, "I hate school.
Just because it rained we couldn't go."

8. Upon arriving in school, Joe excitedly tells you about how
his friend Gary, who is in another class, was pushed into a
rain-filled puddle by some older boys. Joe says that they were
just walking to school when all of a sudden three sixth
graders ran up from behind and shoved Gary into the puddle and

ran away laughing.
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UCRIHS APPROVAL



MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OFFICE OF VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN © 48824-1046
AND DEAN OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

March 3, 1992

Helen E. Hagens
Department of Family and Child Ecology
Central School-MSU

RE: A COMPARISON OF PARENTS’ AND TEACHERS' ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS REGARDING
CONTROL AND ACCEPTANCE OF CHILD BEHAVIORS, IRB #92-004

Dear Ms. Hagens:

UCRIHS' review of the above referenced project has now been completed. I am
pleased to advise you that since reviewer comments have been satisfactorily
addressed, the conditional approval given by the Committee at its February 3,
1992 meeting has now been changed to full approval.

You are reminded that UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. If you
plan to continue this project beyond one year, please make provisions for
obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval one month prior to February 3, 1993.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by the UCRIHS
prior to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified promptly of any
problems (unexpected side effects, complaints, etc.) involving human subjects
during the course of the work.

Thank you for bringing this project to our attention. If we can be of any future
help, please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely,

David E. Wright
Chairman
University Committee on Research
Involving Human Subjects

DEW/deo

cc: Dr. Marjorie Kostelnik

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution
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