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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Historically the ability to create was considered the 

exclusive power of the divinely chosen few. No amount of 

human effort could alter these divinely preordained powers. 

Therefore, man made little effort to study and understand 

the mysterious creative processes. 

Today man views the creative process in a different 

light. What is new is the realization that creative poten-

tial is not something confined to a gifted few and determined 

at birth. The many Intricate and complex facets of creativity 

are now open for investigation. 

The future of the present culture may depend upon man's 

success in understanding and liberating his creative potential. 

Rogers feels that 

. . . with scientific discovery and invention pro-
ceeding . . . at a geometric rate of progression a 
generally passive and culture-bound people can not 
cope with the multiplying issues and problems. 
Unless man can make new and original adaptations 
to his environment as rapidly as his science can 
change the environment, our culture will perish 
(8, p. ?0), 

Consequently, the investigation of the processes of creativity 

and the conditions under which these processes occur is of 

the upmost importance. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the comparison of 

selected perceived parent-child relations and creative 

thinking ability. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if selected 

perceived parent-child relationships were differentially 

associated with an individual1s capacity to demonstrate the 

intellectual processes of creativity. Specifically the study 

confined itself to the following question: did two groups of 

college students, dichotomously designated on the basis of 

demonstrated verbal fluency, flexibility, and originality, 

perceive selected parent-child relationships significantly 

different? 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were formulated and tested by 

statistical analysis of the data collected: 

Hypothesis 1. The high creative group will score signif-

icantly higher than the low creative group on the casual scale 

of the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (hereafter referred 

to as PGR). 

Hypothesis 2. The high creative group will score 

significantly higher than the low creative group on the 

loving scale of the PGR. 



Hypothesis 3. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

rejecting scale of the PCR. 

Hypothesis 4. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

neglecting scale of the PCR. 

Hypothesis 5. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

demanding scale of the PCR. 

Hypothesis 6. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

protecting scale of the PCR. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

There are basic principles which underlie most of the 

research on creativity. A brief review of these principles 

provided a theoretical framework for the present study. 

All studies of creativity are undertaken in the belief 

that creativity is essential to man. The creativeness of man 

is not viewed as something culminant, which merely adds to an 

already well functioning personality; rather, creativeness is 
\ 

an indispensable aspect of human existence and behavior. 

Yamamoto (13) believes creativity is so essential to human 

existence that survival without it is inconceivable. 

When creative ability is conceived as essential to the 

survival of every man, then the distribution of the potential 



for creative behavior is conceived as universal. The poten-

tiality for creativeness is given to all human beings at 

birth but is often lost, buried, or inhibited as the person 

becomes enculturated (10). The idea is repeatedly expressed 

by writers, such as Torrance (12) and Rogers (8), that 

creativity is a fundamental characteristic inherent in the 

nature of every man. 

The universal potentiality for creativity is conceived 

as a multi-dimensional component of personality. Creativity 

involves a fundamental change in personality. The change 

occurs in the direction of fulfillment (3). Personality 

dynamics can best serve as the unifying agency for the entire 

creative process. 

Since the creative process has generally been 
analyzed into either discrete stages of activity, 
or sharply differentiated strata of psychic levels 
or into distinct types of mental functions, some 
explanation must be given as to why such diverse 
operations mesh so efficiently and move forward in 
the creative act so effortlessly. A unifying prin-
ciple is necessary, and the factor of personality-
in-motion serves as this principle (3, p. 7). 

Several researchers (2, 5. 9) have investigated the 

many complex relationships between personality and creativity, 

These researchers identify personality traits such as 

originality, sensitivity, flexibility, independence, and 

tolerance to ambiguity which are related to creative ability. 

Numerous investigations have been conducted in an attempt to 

discover the conditions which lead to the development of the 

personality traits generally associated with creativity. 



Contemporary personality theories attach great impor-

tance to the role parents play in determining personality 

traits. The primacy, Intimacy, and extensive protraction of 

parental influences are likely to render them crucial to per-

sonality development. Clinical data gathered "by utilizing 

parental reports and direct observational techniques, has 

offered support for the theory of a correlation between 

parent-child relations and the development of specific 

personality traits associated with creativity. Often, how-

ever, the research utilizing parental reports and direct 

observational techniques have produced Inconclusive results. 

Ausubel (1) theorized that "although parental behavior is an 

objective event in the * real1 world it affects the child's 

ego development only to the extent and in the form in which 

he (child) perceives it." Hence, the child*s perception of 

parental behavior is more relevant to personality than the 

"actual" parental behavior. Accordingly, Serot and Teevan 

(9), Mussen and Kaggan (4) as well as Ausubel (1) have 

reported significant correlations between perceived parent-

child relations and personality factors associated with 

creativity. 

When creativity is.conceived as one facet of personality 

development as suggested by Baker (2) and Torrance (11) and 

when perceived parent-child relations are viewed as directly 

related to personality development as suggested by Serot (9) 

and Peterson (5), then it is logical to expect that some 



relationship exists between creativity and perceived parent-

child relations. Both Roe (7) and Richardson (6) report 

experimental evidence which tends to support the theorized 

relationship between creativity and perceived parent-child 

relations. 

Little, if any, research has been conducted to inves-

tigate directly the theorized correlation between creative 

ability and perceived parent-child relations. The present 

study was significant because it put to the test the theorized 

relationship between creativity and perceived parent-child 

relations. Findings related to the theorized relationship add 

to our knowledge about the development of creative thinking 

ability. The lack of information pertaining to the environ-

mental aspects of creativity increased the significance of 

this study. 

Definition of Terms 

In order to facilitate understanding of terms used in 

this study, the following definitions are offered. 

Creativity.--Such things as the process of becoming 

sensitive to problems, deficiencies, gaps in knowledge, miss-

ing elements, disharmonies; identifying the difficulty; 

searching for solutions, making guesses, or formulating 

hypotheses about the deficiencies; testing and retesting 

these hypotheses and possibly modifying and relisting them; 

and finally communicating the results (12, p. 6). 



Perceived ^parent-child relations.—Retrospective reports 

of the child's view of his interactions with his parents. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limiting factors should be kept in mind 

in considering the results of the study. 

1. This study was limited to college students who were 

enrolled in beginning psychology classes in a state university, 

2. Only subjects who lived with their parents until 

they were age twelve were used in this study, 

3. The criterion of creative thinking and perceived 

parent-child relations was restricted to the instruments used 

and was limited by the validity of these instruments. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OP RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Creativity was a topic which received meager and 

sporadic attention from researchers until the early 195°fs. 

The spark which Ignited the bonfire of current research on 

the topic was an address delivered to the American Psycho-

logical Association by J. P. Guilford (29). Guilford 

emphasized the need for research by pointing out that only 

186 studies of creativity had been conducted prior to 1950. 

Since that time there have been more than a thousand studies 

conducted which directly or indirectly concern creativity. 

An exhaustive review of all the recent research 

concerning creativity is beyond the intended scope of this 

chapter. Only selected studies which were relative to the 

present study are reviewed in this chapter. 

The review of related literature was presented in the 

following manner: 

1. Review of creativity studies 

a. The need 

b. The definition and identification 

c. The characteristics of the creative individual 

d. The creative environment. 

10 
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2. Parent-child relationship studies 

a. Parental relation and the development of the 

individual 

b. Parental relations and creativity. 

3. Summary. 

Creativity Studies 

The Need 

The urgent need for the development of a more creative 

world population is emphasized by several authors (21, 57. 

59. 80, 8?). "Survival in today1s world is dependent upon 

a creative oriented society." This creative society can be 

achieved only when each individual is allowed to live in a 

climate which encourages his creative potential to emerge 

into creative products (21, p. 320). Dye's belief that man's 

survival is dependent on creative action taken by creative 

individuals is echoed by Torrance (99, P. 3)»who states, 

"Threats to man's survival challenge us to consider what 

man may become, at his best, and to search for new ways of 

helping children realize their creative potential." 

"Unless man can make new and original adaptations to his 

environment as rapidly as his science can change the environ-

ment, our culture will perish" (66, p. 70). Statements by 

such well informed people as Dye (21), Rogers (67), and 

Torrance (79) leave little doubt that man's survival is 

dependent on the development of the creative potential of 
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our society. Never before has the world society been so 

pressed for new and better solutions to its numerous unsolved 

problems. The best hope for achieving acceptable solutions to 

world problems lies in promoting the development of human 

creative potential. 

The actions taken by our society at this particular 

time in history are especially critical. Peet (59) states 

that "we are living in a period of changing values and of 

extended horizons." It is a critical time in our history in 

which there is need in all walks of life for creative indi-

viduals. Rapp (62) stresses the critical position of our 

society by asserting that "more than ever in the world's 

history the creative process is needed." Traditional methods 

of operation in attempting to solve problems in the areas of 

international affairs, space exploration, and personal adjust-

ment are not fully meeting the challenges of our world, our 

society, or our personal lives. "New outlooks, new ideas and 

creative imagination must be forthcoming to give us the new 

answers to our problems or the answers related properly to meet 

the constantly changing needs of a rapidly changing society" 

(62, p. 164). "Whatever helps us to release creativity will 

help us to release a force far more powerful than nuclear 

fusion or fission" (63, p. 170). "The future progress of 

civilization depends on the quality of the creative thinking 

in the world during the years to come" (58, p. 193). 
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. . . a process of becoming sensitive to problems, 
deficiencies, gaps in knowledge, missing elements, 
disharmonies; identifying the difficulty; search-
ing for solutions, making guesses, or formulating 
hypotheses about deficiencies; testing and retest-
ing these hypotheses and possibly modifying and 
relisting them; and finally communicating the 
result (81, p. 6). 

Although not everyone would accept this definition as ad-

equate, there should be no doubt as to what is meant when the 

term "creativity" is used in the present study. 

The agreement upon a working definition of creativity 

leads to the selection of some method of identifying creative 

ability. There are three general approaches to the problem. 

Guilford (28) takes the theoretical approach and utilizes 

factor analytic studies to identify creative potential. 

Taylor (77) and McKinnon (^6) advocate the use of biographi-

cal materials, personality traits and personal interviews as 

means of identifying creative potential. Torrance (81) pri-

marily emphasizes measuring creative potential through specific 

tests. Many investigators, such as Getzels and Jackson (2*0 

utilize a large variety of measurement techniques in assessing 

the creative potential. The use of several measuring devices 

is generally thought to yield a better estimate of the true 

creative potential of an individual than can be obtained from 

any single measurement technique. 

The Characteristics of the Creative 
Individual 

The utilization of numerous research methodologies 

and testing techniques have resulted in identification of 
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a large number of characteristics or traits associated with 

I high creative potential. 

Creativity is "a fundamental characteristic inherent in 

human nature, a potentiality given to all or most human be-

ings at birth which is often lost, buried or inhibited as 

the person becomes enculturated" (73. P. 3). The concept of 

the universality of creative potential is constantly espoused 

by numerous writers (1, 22, 67, 80, 87). The traits or char-

acteristics indicative of creativity are actually traits or 

characteristics of individuals who do not lose their inborn 

creative potential in the process of becoming enculturated. 

These individuals are referred to as highly creative. 

Guilford (29) utilizing the factor analytic approach has iden-

tified fluency, flexibility, sensitivity to problems, orig-

inality, elaboration, and the ability to transform meanings 

as traits of high creative individuals. The same character-

istics were found when a comparative approach was taken (18). 

Taba (76) describes highly creative individuals as having a 

high theoretical and aesthetic interests. 

Rogers (67) emphasizes openness to experience internal 

locus of evaluation and ability to toy with elements as major 

characteristics of creative persons. Havinghurst (32) de-

scribes the highly creative person as a divergent thinker who 

seeks the novel or experimental. Maslow (^3)»using the trait 

approach to research, has identified spontaneity, tolerance of 

ambiguity, expressiveness, effortlessness, and ability 
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to reconcile opposites as characteristics of the highly-

creative. 

High creative junior college students were found to be 

more autonomous, dominant, verbally adept, aesthetically-

oriented than were less creative students. The highly crea-

tive students also achieved a significantly higher grade point 

average (31). A recent study at the University of California 

provided data which allowed the researcher to conclude that 

. . . the creative person is intelligent, though 
not necessarily at the upper reaches of human intel-
ligence. He is independent, curious, skeptical, 
emotionally committed to his work, energetic, aesthet-
ically sensitive, introverted, nonconformist, occa-
sionally egotistical, almost always actuated by a 
sense of destiny. He is not greatly interested in 
detail (61, p. 72). 

The results of a study conducted by Holland (36) suggested 

that "creative performance at the high school level occurs 

more frequently among students who are independent, intellec-

tual, expressive, asocial, continuously original and who have 

high aspiration for future achievements.11 

Of particular importance for our society is the indication 

that highly creative individuals have less concern for property 

and less adhesion to social standards and dictates than do a 

control group of average creative ability (19). Several 

other authors (3» 24, 26, 48, 77) have reported the findings 

of traits similar to those reported here. The identifying of 

traits characteristic of highly creative individuals is there-

fore a first step in increasing the creative functioning of a 
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society. By fostering the development of traits characteris-

tic of creative individuals, a society may increase the level 

of creativity present in that society. 

The Creative Environment 

Creativity is inherent in human nature, a potentiality 

given to all or most all human beings at birth (73). The 

environment must be the determining factor in the develop-

ment of an innate human potentiality. Creativity is no 

exception. "The human animal is not a passive organism, wait-

ing like a lump of clay to be molded by the accidents of 

environmental circumstance." Rather, the individual is an 

Integral part of the environment. For each individual 

selects from the environment certain elements with which to 

respond on demand. The only situation which learning takes 

is one in which the individual is required to take action 

(84, p. 408). The environment in which a large number of 

elements seem to call for action by the individual is desired 

if learning is to take place. Motivational environmental 

elements are necessary but are not sufficient conditions for 

the realization of creative potential. 

The realization of creative potential is facilitated by 

an accepting environment. An environment conducive to crea-

tivity needs should be based on trust in others and faith in 

self. Individuals must have freedom to make mistakes as they 

try new ideas (9, 16). 
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. . . too much order and too little freedom hampers 
the creative act; too little order and too much 
freedom impedes the actualizing of the creative 
act into creative product. There must be enough 
freedom to challenge the individual's creative 
potential and enough order to provide him the 
means to actualize this potential. Such a balanc-
ing of freedom and order generated a nurturing 
climate for creativity (21, p. 320). 

There are two environmental structures which are instru-

mental in realizing the creative potential of the individual. 

These two structures are the school and the home. The 

educational system of any society is inevitably charged with 

the responsibility for producing citizens who possess skills 

and values which are necessary for the improving and sustain-

ing of the society. "How to identify and nurture creativity 

at all levels of the educational process is one of the most 

pressing educational problems of our time" (85, p. 1*0. 

"With today's tremendous impetus toward creating new ideas, 

and new and frequently bizarre approaches to problems and 

solutions, the school faces a most formidable problem" 

(73, P. 5). 

"One of the most justifiable charges that can be leveled 

against our educational system is that it has neglected and 

all too often suppressed the natural creativity of the young" 

(39, P. 77). Carpenter (11) believes that "the weakest single 

phase of the American educational effort is the matter of 

developing the creative abilities of children." This para-

lyzing weakness in promoting creative development is reflected 
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"by our general Inability to form new interpretations which are 

demanded by our domestic and international affairs. 

The important educational goal, of providing an environ-

ment in which the creative potential of children can develop, 

may be realized only after the identification of the necessary 

conditions for the development of creative ability. "The 

task of teachers and parents . . . is to provide an environ-

ment favorable for the development of these creative traits" 

(3, P. 467). How does the school provide such an environment? 

Day (18) believes the answer lies in demonstrating trust and 

confidence. When the students feel secure enough to engage in 

the quest for the new and experimental, then creativity may be 

fostered. "There are two ways of introducing creativity into 

formal education. One is to teach it as a new subject or 

skill. The other is to modify the present curriculum" (39, 

P. 77). 

Parnes (56) conducted a study to determine if a specific 

course in increasing creative function would be successful. 

He concluded that students taking the course made a substan-

tial gain in factors such as originality, flexibility, fluency, 

and sensitivity to problems. Parnes reported similar results * 

when the technique of modifying the current curriculum was 

utilized. Torrance (89) states that creativity can be increased 

if the teacher will be respectful of unusual questions or ideas, 

value students' ideas, provide for non-evaluative practices 

and tie evaluation with cause and effect. Many other writers 
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(22, 33, 38, 59, 62, 69, 76, 79, 8*0 report .methods of 

Increasing creativity in the schools. 

Parent-Child Relationship Studies 

Parental Relations and the Development 
of the Individual 

The school does not generally get the child until he is 

five or six years old. The family provides the foundation on 

which the school must build. "The primacy, intimacy and the 

extensive protraction of parental influences are likely to 

render them crucial to the formation of the personality 

tendencies" (60, p. 119). Wade (82) indicates that as a result 

of her Investigation of the influences of the environment on 

intelligence and creativity there is evidence to suggest that 

no intellectual development is independent of psychological 

support in the home. 

A large number of studies have been conducted to inves-

tigate the influence of the family on the development of the 

child. Blum (7) found that In a normal sample the child's 

relative rigidity-flexibility pattern was positively related 

to the same variable in his parents. Bayley (5) concluded, 

as the result of a longitudinal study, that boys tend to do 

well if the mother is loving at an early age and at adoles-

cence also grants autonomy. Bartlett (4-) compared the mothers 

of boys with a high need for achievement. The mother of 

high-need achievement boys more often expressed love as a 
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reward and made fewer demands than did the mother of low-need 

achievement boys. 

Bing (6, p. 6^7) reported that the findings of her 

research led to the general conclusion "that discrepant 

verbal ability is fostered by a close relationship with a 

demanding and intrusive mother, while discrepant nonverbal 

abilities are enhanced by allowing the child a considerable 

degree of freedom to experiment on his own." Cross (1*0 

compared the family interdependence of high and low con-

ceptualizing boys and found that the parents of high con-

ceptualizers were more nonauthoritarian and more likely to 

grant autonomy. The parents of the high conceptual level boys 

also were more warm and accepting. Parents of high curiosity 

boys differ significantly from parents of low curiosity boys 

in respect to fostering dependency, seclusiveness, and 

utilization of harsh punishment. Studies by Medinnus (51, 52), 

Kirk (38), Hoffman (35). Hurley (37) and Watson (83), and 

others (^0, 53. 5^. 63, 66) have yielded additional support to 

the importance of the parent-child relations in human develop-

ment. 

All of the previously reported studies utilized parent 

reports of the parent-child relations. Ausubel (2) believes 

that "although parent behavior is an object event in the real 

world, it affects the child's development only to the extent 

and in the form in which he perceives it." Mussen and Kaggan 

(55), utilizing the child's perception of the parent-child 
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relationship, found that conformists perceive their parents 

as harsh, punitive, restrictive and. rejecting. Serot and 

Teevan (72) found that a child's adjustment is related to his 

perceptions of his relationship with his parents. However, 

no relationship was found between either parent perceptions 

and child perceptions or parent perceptions and child adjust-

ment. An adolescent's perception of his parents' attitude 

toward him is casually related to his own self acceptance (^9). 

Heilbrun (3*0. Pangrac (58), Richardson (63), and Medinnus (50) 

have successfully utilized the child's perception in investigat-

ing parent-child relationships. 

Rosen (68) has found that boys from middle class families 

tend to perceive their parents characteristically different 

from the boy from the low class. Social class may be a con-

founding variable when using this type of data. Bronfenbrenner 

(9) has shown that differences among social classes with 

regard to their child-rearing practices have diminished in 

the last two decades. Bronfenbrenner feels that the differ-

ences among social classes in child-rearing practices are due 

to differences in value held and not to social class differ-

ences as such. The belief that parent-child relationships are-

influential in the development of human potential is evidenced 

by the large number of studies relating to this topic. 

Parent-Child Relations and Creativity 

Parent-child relations are just as important to the 

realization of creative potential as they are to the 
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realization of any other personality trait. "Even with the 

increasing number of studies dealing with creativity, there is 

still a paucity of investigations of the family origins of 

creative behavior" (40, p. 83). Weisberg and Springer (85) 

tested the theory that a certain set of family relationships 

may encourage or inhibit the development of creative poten-

tial. Family characteristics of expressiveness, without 

domination, acceptance of regression and a lack of dependency 

on each parent on the other were to be related to the crea-

tivity of the child. Highly creative children came from homes 

in which the disciplinary atmosphere was consistent and the 

child was encouraged to be independent and to achieve by one 

or both the parents (1?). Parents of highly creative chil-

dren are more prone to report negative characteristics in 

themselves and their spouse than are parents of low creative 

children (20). Parents of highly creative children show 

extraordinary respect for the child as evidenced by the early 

granting to him of unusual freedom to explore his universe 

and make his own decisions. There is "a lack of intense 

closeness between the parent and child that neither over-

dependence was so fostered nor a feeling of rejection expe-

rienced. The family evidenced a clear and precise standard 

of conduct and an idea as to what was right and wrong" (46). 

Not all studies of the effect of perceived parent-child 

relations and creativity are in agreement. Chambers (13) found 

little relationship between family data and the creativity 
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of the child. Roe was able to find only socio-economic class 

and ordinal position as family factors related to creative 

ability of the child. 

Additional research is needed in the area of parent-

child relations and creativity before any strong conclusions 

can be drawn. 

Summary 

Creativity is universally distributed but poorly 

developed. There is a great need for more creative solutions 

and more creative people. The many traits characteristic 

of the creative individual may be cultivated in each individual. 

The environment is the determining factor 'in the realization 

of creative potential. The school and the home are both 

charged with the responsibility of helping individuals realize 

their creative potential. The exact influence of the home in 

the development of creativity is largely unknown. The initial 

five years of life are thought to be most influenced in the 

development of the potentialities of the individual. There 

is then a great need for more and better knowledge of the role 

of the parent-child relations in the development of creative 

potential. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Research Design 

This study was largely descriptive in nature. There are 

numerous ways to describe any phenomenon or event. In this 

particular study a multivariate design was utilized to de-

scribe how highly creative and noncreative students perceived 

their relations with their parents. The multivariate design 

was particularly applicable for it allowed the simultaneous 

consideration of numerous factors involved in this complex 

phenomenon. 

Description of the Subjects 

The subjects included in this study were all enrolled 

in Psychology 163 or 165 in a state university during the 

spring semester of 1969. Both Psychology 163 and 165 are 

courses designed to be taken during the freshman year; however, 

there is generally a small number of upper classmen enrolled 

in such courses. The subjects participated on a volunteer 

basis. There was no attempt made to secure an equal number 

of men and women in the sample population. There were forty-

five women and fifty-five men included in the study sample. 

(See Table I.) The subjects were restricted to those students 
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who lived with their parents for the first twelve years of 

the student's life. No restriction was imposed in regard 

to the size of family or ordinal position of the subjects 

in their family. The family size ranged from one to seven, 

but the mean size was approximately three. The ordinal 

position of the subjects ranged from eldest to youngest 

(Table I). No specific consideration was given to either 

age or race of the subjects. However, there was only a 

small number of students from minority races (six Negro; 

four Mexican-American) in the sample population. There was 

no indication that the sample population differed in age 

from the expected age (18-20) of a group of college freshmen. 

TABLE I 

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA CONCERNING SEX, FAMILY SIZE 
AND ORDINAL POSITION OF THE SUBJECTS 

Men Women 

Mean Number 
of Children 
in Family 

Mean 
Ordinal 
Position 

High 
Creative 26 2k 3.20 1.76 

Low 
Creative - 29 21 2.98 1.68 

Total 55 24.5 3.09 1.72 
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Description of the Instruments 

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking: 

Verbal Form A 

This test was utilized to determine the creative think-

ing level of each subject. Verbal Form A is composed of five 

subtests. (See Appendix A.) Each subtest yields one or more 

measures of the four intellectual processes which Torrance 

identifies as elements in creative thinking. The scores are 

derived in the following ways: 
1. The number of relevant responses a subject 

produces will determine the ideational fluency 
score. 

2. The number of shifts in thinking or number 
of different categories of questions, causes or con-
sequence gives one measure of flexibility. 

3. The statistical infrequency of the questions, 
causes, consequences or the extent to which the 
response represents a mental leap or departure from 
the obvious and commonplace gives one measure of 
originality. 

4. The detail and specificity Incorporated 
into the questions and hypotheses provide one 
measure of ability to elaborate (8, p. 11). 

Torrance (8) lists the elaboration factor of the test as 

optional. However, the Scoring Service sponsored by Tor-

rance does not score the test for elaboration. Although this 

factor may contribute to a better estimate of a person1s 

creative thinking ability, it was not used in this study 

because of the lack of agreement on a workable scoring method. 

The Ask and Guess Activity.—-This activity is designed 

to capture the essence of creative thinking. The asking 
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activity requires the subject to demonstrate the ability to 

ask pertinent questions which can not be answered by merely 

looking at a picture. The ability to ask such questions 

demonstrated the Individual's awareness of gaps in knowledge 

and sensitivity to what is unknown. The Ask and Guess 

Activity yields fluency, flexibility, originality and 

elaboration scores. 

'b The Guess Causes and Guess Consequences Activities. — 

These activities primarily reveal the subject's ability to 

formulate hypotheses concerning causes and effect (8, p. 11). 

For many centuries, western scientific thought has been 

based on two concepts: causal conditions and the conse-

quences of these causal conditions. The ability to guess 

causes and the consequences of these causes are important com-

ponents of creative thought. 

The Product Improvement Activity.—This activity is 

the most easily understood and most dependable of the five 

subtests. Despite being easily understood, the Product 

Improvement Activity is a complex task with a high degree 

of face validity. This particular activity requires the sub-, 

ject to list all of the possible ways in which a stuffed toy 

might be improved. According to Torrance (8) this task permits 

the subjects "to 'regress in the service of the ego' and . . . 

play with ideas that they would not dare express in a more 

serious task." The Product Improvement Activity yields 

fluency, flexibility, originality, and elaboration scores. 
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hThe Unusual Uses Activities.—These activities appear to 

be direct modifications of Guilford1s Brick Uses Test. 

Torrance (8), however, substitutes cardboard boxes in place 

of bricks because not all children have access to bricks in 

their everyday play situations. This task requires the indi-

vidual to free his mind of a well established set and list as 

many unusual uses as possible for cardboard boxes. The 

"unusual uses," like the previously described tests', yield 

four scores. 

U The Unusual Questions Activity.—This activity was adapted 

from a technique devised by Robert C. Burkhart.(19&1). The 

subject is asked to list unusual questions about cardboard 

boxes. This activity elicits a "divergent power factor" which 

is essential for creative achievement. The task yields only 

fluency and originality scores. 

V; The Just Suppose Activity.—This activity is an adapta-

tion of the consequences type test in Guilford's (1959) 

battery. The subject is asked to predict possible outcomes 

of improbable situations by introducing new and previously 

unknown variables. To successfully complete the task, "the 

subject must 'play with' the possibilities and Imagine all 

the things that would happen as a consequence" (8, p. 13). 

The Just Suppose Activity scoring procedures are similar to 

the Ask and Guess Activities. This activity yields fluency, 

flexibility, and originality scores. 
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Reliability and Validity of the Torrance Tests of 

Creative Thinking.—There is a limited amount of informa-

tion concerning the reliability of the Torrance Test of 

Creative Thinking. According to the 1966 Norms-Technical 

Manual (8), there have been two studies which reported 

test-retest reliability coefficients for college students. 

These two studies report test-retest correlations between 

Form A and Form B rather than correlations between two test-

ings of Form A. Dalbec (1966) reports test-retest reliability 

coefficients of .59 for Verbal Fluency, .35 for Verbal Flex-

ibility and .72 for Verbal Originality. The relatively low 

correlations may be due to the fact that three years elapsed 

between the initial and final administrations of the tests. 

Sommers (1961) reported test-retest reliabilities for battery 

totals. Sommers tested and retested two samples of college 

students with an elapsed time between testings of ten weeks. 

He reports reliabilities of .9? and .80 for his tiro samples 

(7, P. 21). 

Torrance (8, p. 23) does not believe that anyone can now 

specify the number and range of test tasks necessary to give 

a complete or even an adequate assessment of a person* s poten-

tialities for creative behavior. Therefore, the concept of an 

overall validity coefficient is not appropriate. The author 

suggests that the problem of validity is approachable if crea-

tivity is conceptualized as a process. When creativity is 

regarded as a process, investigators may then consider the 
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quality and kinds of products resulting from the process as 

well as the environmental characteristics that facilitate or 

impede the functioning of the process. 

Although an overall coefficient of validity is inappro-

priate, data concerning the content, construct, concurrent 

and the predictive validity have "been reported. "To ensure 

content validity a consistent effort has been made to base 

the test stimuli, the test task, instructions and scoring 

procedures on the best theory and research now available. An 

effort has also been made to keep the test task free of 

technical or subject matter content" (8, p. 24). 

The construct validity of the Torrance Test of Creative 

Thinking; is supported by Yamamoto (1963) who found correla-

tions of .49 and .51 between composite creativity scores and 

originality in the imaginative stories of elementary chil-

dren. Fleming and Weintraub (1962) examined the relationship 

between rigidity and creativity and found a correlation of 

-.41. The attitudinal rigidity score also correlated -.37, 

-.40 and -.32 with the originality, fluency and flexibility 

scores respectively. 

The concurrent validity of the Torrance Creative Think-

ing; Test is supported by evidence collected in studies of 

peer and teacher nominations, sales productivity and achieve-

ment. Yamamoto (9) found significant, but low (.24), cor-

relation between peer nominations and the Creative Thinking 

Test. Wallace (19&1) found that salesmen in "creative 
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service departments" scored significantly higher on fluency, 

flexibility, inventiveness and originality than did sales-

women in "non-creative departments." Bish (1964) found 

positive correlations, ranging from .36 to .42, between 

verbal measures of creativity and the California Achievement 

Test. Yamamoto (1963), Duerik (1966), and Perry (1966) have 

all reported significant correlations between differing types 

of educational achievement and the Creative Thinking Test. 

There are very few long-range studies of predictive 

validity. Erlckson (1966) reported that college graduates' 

total creativity scores correlated significantly with the 

majority of the individual creative activities of a check 

list. The check list contained such items as "received a 

research grant," "published scholarly paper," "subscribed to 

professional magazine," and "wrote a book." 

Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire 

^The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (PGR) was 

devised by Roe and Siegleman (2) to obtain a measure of the 

characteristic behavior of parents toward thier children, as 

experienced by the child. 

The PCR was developed in accordance with the hypothet-

ical model of the realm of parent attitudes shown in the 

following figure (3, p. 2): 
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PROTECTING DEMANDING 

LOVING COLD REJECTING WARM 

CASUAL NEGLECTING 

Fig. 1—-Hypothetical model of the realm of parent 
attitudes. 

Fifteen items were constructed to form a scale for each of 

the six categories shown; Loving, Protecting, Demanding, 

Rejecting, Neglecting and Casual. Appendix B contains a 

complete description of each of the six categories. Accord-

ing to Roe (3), the scales are discrete along a warm-cold 

continuum; however, one category is considered to shade 

into another. 
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In addition to the six subscales previously described, 

1 the PCR contains four subscales which pertain to the Reward 
j 

and Punishment atmosphere of the home. Appendix C contains 

a complete description of each of the four subscales. The 

subscales were modeled after the categories of SearS, Maccoby 

and Levin (6). Each of the four subscales contains ten items. 

A larger number of items of the PCR was adopted from the 

literature while others were constructed to fit the categories. 

The items were then submitted to four judges along with the 

descriptions of the categories. Complete agreement of all the 

judges was the criteria used for the selection of items to be 

Included in the questionnaire. All of the items of the PCR 

refer to specific behavior and not to attitudes. This tech-

nique was employed to reduce some of the difficulties derived 

from the uses of retrospective data (2, p. 356). 

The initial version of the PCR was given to a small sam-

ple of male college students. Computation of reliabilities 

and item analysis led to changes in twelve items. The present 

revised version of the questionnaire was administered to a 

random sample of Harvard students whose mean age was twenty-

one years with a range from nineteen to twenty-two years. 

Subtest reliabilities ranged from .72 for neglecting to .90 

for loving. Roe (2) reports interparent correlation for the 

subtest range from .̂ -0 to .57 for the college sample. A sam-

ple of adults yielded somewhat small interparent correlations. 

A factor analysis done for each test group yielded very 

similar results. Three factors were identified for each 
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group. The three factors were called Loving-Rejecting (LR), 

Casual-Demanding (CD), and Overt Concern (0). Both the LR 

and CD factors were found to be bipolar while the 0 factors 

were shown to be unipolar. The LR factor had high positive 

loadings (.75 to .81) for the Loving scale and high negative 

loadings (-.70 to -.84) for Neglecting and Rejecting scales. 

Factor CD had high positive loadings (.66 to .72) on Casual 

scale and high negative loadings (-.49 to -.78) on the Demand-

ing scale. Factor 0, while less clearly defined than the 

other factors, produced high loadings (.22 to .60) on the 

Protecting scale (3, P. 2). Cox (1966) used a sample of 

sixth-, seventh™, and eighth-graders and reported similar 

factor loadings for all three factors. 

Roff (4), Milton (1), and Schultz (5) utilizing obser-

vation, interview and child perception techniques respec-

tively, have identified factors which closely resemble those 

associated with PGR. A copy of the PCR Questionnaire (for 

both mother and father) may be examined in Appendix D. The 

general scoring scheme of the PCR is simple and direct. The 

examinee is asked to respond to each statement by marking 

one of the four categories: VERY TRUE, TENDED TO BE TRUE, 

TENDED TO BE UNTRUE AND VERY UNTRUE. If none of the cate-

gories Is appropriate, the examinee may mark between the two 

categories closest to his true perception. 

Complete agreement with all of the items of a scale 

would produce a score of 75. Total disagreement with a scale 
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would produce a score of 15. The total score for each scale 

will consist of a sum of the score made on the separate 

questionnaire for the father and mother. Appendix E contains 

a complete scoring guide and sample score sheet. 

Procedure for Collecting Data 

The data for this study were collected from a sample 

population consisting of 160 volunteers enrolled in 

Psychology 163 or I65 in a state university. A group of 

120 students was randomly selected from the original popula-

tion. The sample of 120 students was each administered the 

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking; Verbal Form A. 

The creativity tests were administered during each 

student*s regular class time. The size of the test groups 

varied "but never exceeded classroom size. Test time for the 

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking was approximately forty-

five minutes. The test was scored by the Personnel Scoring 

Service, which utilizes scorers trained by Torrance. The 

Scoring Service generally reports coefficients of reliability 

for scoring in excess of .90. 

The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire was administered 

to each of the randomly chosen students in the sample popula-

tion. The students responded to the questionnaire during 

regular class time. The questionnaire had a response time of 

approximately one hour; however, there was no fixed time limit. 

The PCR was scored according to the guide provided by Roe ( 3 ) . 
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All of the questionnaires were administered and scored by 

the same person. 

To encourage free response to the test instruments, 

the students did not sign their names to the answer sheet. 

For identification purposes each student was requested to 

give three numbers: First, the student wrote the number 

representing the total of the children in his family; 

second, he wrote the number corresponding to his ordinal' 

position in the family; third, he gave the last four figures 

of his social security number. The numbers attached to each 

of the test instruments allowed comparisons and still guar-

anteed anonymity. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

For the purpose of treatment the data were organized in 

the following manner: 

1. A composite creativity score for each of the sub-

jects was obtained by summing the composite fluency, flex-

ibility and originality scores. 

2. For the purpose of comparison two groups were formed. 

The high creative group consisted of the fifty subjects with 

the highest composite creativity scores. The low creativity 

group consisted of the fifty subjects having the lowest com-

posite creativity scores. The middle twenty scores were 

eliminated from further consideration. This action was taken 

to insure that the two groups were significantly different 

on the criterion variable. 
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3. The mean and standard deviation were computed for 

each group on each of the variables. 

4. A Fisher's t test was run to determine if the two 

groups are significantly different with regard to their 

demonstrated creative ability. 

5. The scores of the two forms (mother and father) of 

"the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire were summed in order 

to obtain a composite score for each of the six subscales. 

The hypotheses of this study were tested in the follow-

ing manner: 

2 

1. Hotelling's T was computed to determine if there 

was a significant overall difference between the two test 

groups (Program 5013)• 

2. The .05 level was required for significance through-

out the study. 

All statistical analysis was performed at the North Texas 

State University Computer Center. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

This chapter is devoted to the presentation and discus-

sion of the findings of this investigation which compares 

perceived parent-child relations and creative thinking abili-

ty. The retrospective reports of an individual's perceptions 

of his early familial relationships have been of major con-

cern in the comparison of two groups of individuals dichot-

omously designated on the basis of demonstrated creative 

thinking ability. The investigations conducted by Roe (3), 

Cox (1), and Torrance (b) provided a broad theoretical frame-

work for the formulation of specific expectations of the 

present investigation. This study was specifically designated 

to test the following hypotheses; 

Hypothesis 1. The high creative group will score 

significantly higher than the low creative group on the causal 

scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 2. The high creative group will score 

significantly higher than the low creative group on the 

loving scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 3. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

rejecting scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

46 
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Hypothesis *J-. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

neglecting scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 5. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

demanding scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 6. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

protecting scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

These a priori predictions were intended to indicate the 

general direction of this investigation. Additional analy-

sis of the data relevant to, but not directly involved in 

testing those hypotheses, was included in the findings. 

For the purpose of this study creative thinking ability 

was determined by responses of the Torrance Test of Creative 

Thinking Ability. The perceptions of early parent-child 

relationships were determined by the responses on the PCR 

Questionnaire. 

To facilitate the presentation and discussion of the 

results, this chapter has been arranged as follows: 

1. Preparation of the data 

2. Major analysis pertaining to the research hypotheses 

3. Supplementary analysis 

4. Related analysis 

5. Summary. 
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Preparation of the Data 

A composite creative thinking ability score was 

obtained for all subjects (N = 120) by summing the fluency, 

flexibility, and originality scores on the Torrance Test of 

Creative Thinking Ability. The fifty highest composite 

creativity scores were placed in Group A and the fifty low-

est creativity scores were placed in Group B. The mean 

creativity score for Group A was found to be significantly 

higher (Fisher's t = 18.02) than the mean creativity scores 

of Group B. (See Table II.) 

TABLE II 

FISHER'S t—A COMPARISON OF THE MEAN CREATIVITY 
SCORES OF GROUP A (HIGH CREATIVITY) AND 

GROUP B (LOW CREATIVITY) 

Mean 
Creativity 
Score 

Standard 
Deviation 

Obser-
vations Comparisons 

Group A 200.82 28.67 50 * * * * 

Group B 111.5** 
• * • • 

19.53 
• • • • 

50 
« • # « 

* * • t 

Fisher's t 
18.02* 

*Signi: ficant beyond the .001 level. 

The mean and standard deviation were computed for both 

of the groups on each of the variables of the PCR Question-

naire. The scores of the two forms (Mother/Father) of the 

PCR Questionnaire were summed to obtain a composite score 

for each of the six subscales. (See Table III.) 
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These preliminary preparations shaped the data to 

increase its amenability to complex statistical analysis. 

; Major Analysis 

An F of 1.73 (P >.05) was obtained from the Hoteling's 
2 

T when the two dichotomously designated creativity groups' 

responses to the PGR Questionnaire were compared. (See Table 

IV.) 

TABLE IV 

HOTELING'S T 2—A COMPARISON OP HIGH AND LOW 
CREATIVE GROUPS ON THEIR RESPONSES 

TO THE PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Group A Group B Comparison 

Protecting 
Mean 
S.D. 

Rejecting 
Mean 
S.D. 

Casual 
Mean 
S.D. 

Demanding 
Mean 
S.D. 

Loving 
Mean 
S.D. 

Neglecting 
Mean 
S.D. 

High 
Creativity 

83.64 
12.99 

52.12 
17.06 

92.84 
15.40 

86.58 
13.24 

120.00 
18.29 

49.54 
12.58 

Low 
Creativity 

Hoteling's 
fp2 

83.70 
13.17 

53.44 
13.47 

83.94 
15.56 

89.50 
18.48 

118.16 
16.55 

52.14 
14.10 

10 Tsqr 
F=1 

.966 
73* 

df 

1=6 
2=93 

*F,95 (6,93) = 2.21 
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All of the previously stated research hypotheses 

predicted that the high and low creative thinking groups 

would differ significantly in their responses on the PGR 

Questionnaire. The insignificant F obtained for the 

Hoteling's T^ comparisons indicated that such was not the 

case. A cursory examination of the means of the two groups* 

responses to the PGR Questionnaire scales revealed that dif-

ferences did exist. Mean differences ranged from a low of 

.06 for the Protecting score to a high of 5.90 for the 

Casual score. These differences were all in the direction 

predicted by the research hypotheses, but were of insuffi-

cient magnitude to be considered statistically significant. 

The research hypotheses were all rejected on the basis of 

the statistically insignificant P obtained from Hoteling*s 

computation. 

It was theorized that the use of composite data in 

computing the Hoteling's T^ might have prevented the detec-

tion of differences which would otherwise have been found. 

It was possible that the composite data used for both the 

PCR Questionnaire and the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking 

Ability were produced by an extremely high score on only one 

of the subscales of the composite variables rather than on 

an approximately equal score for all of the subscales com-

prising the composite score. If this occurrence was system-

atic rather than random, a new and uncontrolled bias might 

have affected the results of previous statistical analysis. 
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Supplementary analysis was deemed necessary to provide a more 

detailed examination of the data. 

Supplementary Analysis 

The•findings, revealed in the major analysis of the 

data (p. 50). were strengthened by the additional findings 

resulting from the supplementary analysis of the data. 

No specific set of hypotheses was advanced concerning 

the supplementary analysis of the data. There was one basic 

expectation with regard to the supplementary analysis of the 

data. It was expected that a supplementary analysis would 

produce results which, though more detailed, would be very 

similar to the results produced by the previous major 

analysis. 

For the purpose of supplementary analysis, each variable 

(fluency, flexibility, and originality) of the Torrance Test 

of Creative Thinking; Ability was considered an Independent 

criterion variable. Identical but independent treatment was 

applied to each of these criterion variables, For each 

criterion variable the sample population was divided into 

two groups. Group A, for each criterion variable, was 

composed of the individuals having scored highest on the 

variable being considered. Group B was identically deter-

mined except that it contained the fifty individuals having 

scored lowest on the variable under consideration. As 

reported in Table V, page 53, a highly significant 
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Fisher's t (P 001) was obtained when the high score group 

for a particular criterion variable was compared with the 

low score group for the same variable. 

TABLE V 

FISHER'S t—A TEST OF THE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
TWO SETS OF SCORES DERIVED PROM RESPONSES TO THE 
FLUENCY, FLEXIBILITY, AND ORIGINALITY SCALES 

OF THE TORRANCE TEST OF CREATIVE 
THINKING ABILITY 

Criterion . 
Variable Group A Group A Fisher's t 

Fluency 
Mean 104.60 56.70 • • * • 

S.D. 16.15 10.38 17.46* 

Flexibility 
49.09 Mean 49.09 31.60 * » • * 

S.D. 5.64 5« 26 15.86* 

Originality 
48.92 Mean 48.92 21.52 f • « • S.D. 11.76 4.90 15.05* 

^Significant beyond the ,001 level. 

A similar highly significant Fisher's t was obtained in 

the major analysis when mean composite creativity scores 

were used as the criterion measure for grouping. (See Table 

II, page 48.) 

Table VI contains the means and standard deviation 

for the PCR Questionnaire responses for each of the criterion 

variables. 
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£ <D • 00 CO CA On O CO •H rH CO rH rH rH 
*d rO CO *d rO 
£ cd o CM CM O NjO NO Gj *H 
6 k 

a o- CO VT\ rH CA -3" Gj *H 
6 k d • • • • • • 

0 ed 0 H NO CA njD On 
P > P-~« -3* 00 -3" CO 

H o NO VA -A- CM ca • IN- «H CM VA ON 
P • • • • w » 

iH 0 « CO ON ON 00 cd H CO H rH 
£ rO £ rO 
to d CM NO CO CO oa O 
aJ *H C -3- i—I vn CA 
a ̂  cd • • • • « • 

cJ 0 O- vs CM -3- CA 00 t> *5* -3* On CO 

On -3- CA CA o-
CM • On NO On CM H NO 

W) P • • • • * • 

£ 0 • {N~ H {N- 0- CM 
•H i—! CO rH H rH 
-P rO -P rO o aJ CO CO NO -̂3" CN? NO 
CD *H a H NO o- r{ 00 *r"-) JH cd • • • m m • 

o cd 0 *A CO CA VA Cv. CM ££ > S CM CM \T\ CM CNI *A 

NO •3- O CM ON tuOH • iH VA NO H NO £ P * • m • it • 

•H 0 • <N- CO CM CO 00 -3" -P H CO rH t—f 
O ,0 O ,0 
a) of NO O 00 00 NO 
-P *H c rH ON H ON HI H 
O *4 cdE • • • • « r • 

cd 0 CM ON CM CM CM VA 
PH k5*" S CA CO -3* -3" 00 

0 0 • 4̂  * -P 
< *H PQ •H u u to U to & 0 0 O P-i 0 0 O 
2 & fb o -p 4̂  O -P 4̂  S 

O cd O u o cd O o s PM o PH o 

2 
o 
u 
t*D 
•3 o cd a> 
C 
•H 
W 
O 
•P 
ctf > 
U 
0 
V) 

rO 
o 
o 
*A 
• 



5? 

Multiple Hoteling1s T^'s were computed to allow the 

comparison of the PGR Questionnaire responses of the two 

groups representing the two levels of each of the criterion 

variables. Each form of the PCB Questionnaire (Mother/ 

Father) was first compared separately for each of the crite-

rion groups and then summed to allow additional comparisons. 

The results of the Hoteling1s computation for each com-

parison on each of the criterion variables are shown in 

Table VII, page 58. 

The F obtained from the Hoteling's T^ computation was 

statistically (P >>.05) insignificant in all cases. Although 

the range in the level of F obtained was fairly large, none 

of the differences was significant. These results confirm 

the previously stated expectancy that the results of supple-

mentary analysis would be highly similar to the results of 

the major analysis of the data. 

Basically the two approaches to the treatment of the 

data provided an opportunity to test the possibility that the 

use of composite data in this study introduced an uncontrolled 

non-random error. The close similarity of the results of 

the two approaches using composite and non-composite data 

seems to preclude the existence of a non-random error in 

the use of composite data. If an error is introduced, it 

seems to be random and insignificant when the sample is of 

sufficient size (N = 100). 
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TABLE VII 

HOTELING'S T 2—THE COMPARISONS OP THE PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONSES OP THE TWO GROUPS FOR EACH OF THE CRITERION 

VARIABLES, FLUENCY, FLEXIBILITY, AND ORIGINALITY 

GROUP A 

PCR Form High Fluency 
Protecting Rej ectinq Casual Demanding Loving Neqlecting 

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Mother 43.76 25.12 47.28 42.78 61.12 23.76 

Father 40.92 27.44 46.36 44.80 57.58 26.30 

Composite 84.68 52.56 93.64 87.58 118.70 50.06 

High Flexibility 

Mother 42.96 25.78 46.30 43.52 60.92 24.14 

Father 40.28 27.54 45.22 44.48 57.46 26.44 

Composite 83.24 53.32 91.52 88.00 118.38 50.58 

High Originality 

Mother 42.16 25.48 47.42 41.70 60.90 24.60 

Father 39.94 28.18 45.16 44.82 57.34 26.84 

Composite 82.10 53.66 92.58 86.52 118.24 51.44 



TABLE VII—Continued 

GROUP B 
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Low Fluency 
Protecting 'Rejecting Casual Demanding Loving Neglecting Hotelingr s F-Level 

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
42.50 26.28 43.64 43.80 60.54 24.06 4.72489 .74730 

41.90 27.66 42.96 46.76 56.22 28.68 10.81015 1.70976 

84.40 53.94 86.60 90.56 116.76 52.74 8.70478 1.37677 

Low Flexibility 

43.32 26.18 44.10 43.10 60.60 24.28 3.13499 .49584 

41.42 27.62 42.76 47.18 56.34 28.54 9.84804 1.55759 

84.74 53.80 86.86 90.28 116.94 52.82 7.56022 1.19575 

Low Originality 

42.98 25.74 44.78 43.10 62.02 23.96 4.31242 .68206 

42.18 27.12 43.52 46.36 57.18 27.72 8.14994 1.28902 

85.16 52.86 88.30 89.46 119.24 51.68 6.71451 1.06199 
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Related Analysis 

The related analysis deals with the individual's 

responses on the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking Ability 

and the reward and punishment scales of the PCR Questionnaire, 

A composite creativity score was computed for each of 

the individuals in the study population. The fifty individ-

uals having the highest score and the individuals having the 

lowest score on the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking; 

Ability were placed in two separate groups. The resulting 

means and standard deviations as well as the corresponding 

Fisher's t comparison of the two criterion groups reported 

in Table II, page 4-8. 

Each individual responded to the reward and punishment 

scales of the PCR Questionnaire. The means and standard 

deviations were computed on the responses of 'the members of 

both criterion groups of the reward and punishment scales 

of the PCR Questionnaire. Each form of the PCR Question-

naire (Mother/Father) was treated separately. A composite 

reward score and a punishment score were obtained by sum-

ming the responses to the mother and father form of the 

PCR Questionnaire. The results of these computations are 

presented in Table VIII, page 61. 
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TABLE VIII 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE TWO-CRITERION GROUPS— 
A DESCRIPTION OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONSES TO 

THE REWARD AND PUNISHMENT SCALES OF THE 
PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Reward-
Symbolic 
Love 

Reward-
Direct 
Object 

Punishment-
Symbolic 
Love 

Punishment-
Direct 
Object 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Group A 

Mother 2 6 . 1 6 6.50 2 5 . 2 0 7.95 3 6 . 6 2 4.92 2 9 . 7 8 7.44 

Father 2 3 . 8 2 5.4 0 23.32 7.93 33.56 6.75 2 5 . 8 0 7.18 

Composite 49.98 10.46 48.52 14.23 70.18 9.29 55.58 1 2 . 8 8 

Group B 

Mother 2 6 . 5 6 4 . 6 0 25.24 6 . 0 1 35.00 6 . 2 3 29.04 7.63 

Father 25.16 6 . 3 9 25.14 7.72 34.32 5.31 2 5 . 7 2 7.11 

Composite 51.72 9 . 2 2 50.38 11.78 69.32 8.99 54.76 13.04 

A cursory examination of the two groups revealed that 

small differences existed on each of the variables. The 

significance of the differences between the two groups on 

each of the variables was tested by computing a Hoteling's 

T^. The F level obtained from each of the Hoteling's T^'s 

was statistically insignificant (P ̂ >,05). The exact F level 

for each of the comparisons is reported in Table IX, page 62. 



62 

TABLE IX 

HOTELING'S T 2 — A COMPARISON OP TWO GROUPS OF RESPONSES 
TO THE REWARD AND PUNISHMENT SCALES OF THE PCR 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

A Comparison of Group A and Group B 
PCR Form Variable df Hoteling's T^ F-Level 

Symbolic Love-
Reward 

Mother 

Direct Object-
Reward 

Symbolic Love-
Punishment 

Direct Object-
Punishment 

df 1= 
4 

df 2= 
95 

Tsqr.=2.3691 F=.574l 

Symbolic Love-
Reward 

Father 

Direct Object-
Reward 

Symbolic Love-
Punishrnent 

Direct Object-
Punishment 

df 1= 
4 

df 2= 
95 

Tsqr.=2,6584 F=.6442 

Symbolic Love-
Reward 

Composite 

Direct Object-
Reward 

Symbolic Love-
Pun is hmnet 

Direct Love-
Punishment 

df 1= 
4 

df 2-
95 

Tsqr.=1.0764 F=.2609 
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Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine if perceived 

parent-child relationships were differentially associated 

with an individual's capacity to demonstrate the intellectual 

process of creative thinking. 

The purpose was achieved by comparing the PGR Question-

naire responses of two groups of students dichotomously 

designated on creative thinking ability scores. A cursory 

examination of the means of the PGR Questionnaire scores 

for the two criterion groups revealed that differences did 

exist in the direction predicted by the research hypotheses, 

page 46. The statistical magnitude of these differences was 

tested by the use of the Hoteling's T^ statistical technique 

(5). The F statistic obtained (1.73) from the Hoteling's 

T^ comparison indicated that the observed mean differences 

between the criterion groups was no greater than the differ-

ences which might be obtained by chance. 
p 

The results of the Hoteling's T comparison was 

considered in relation to each of the research hypotheses 

previously stated. Each of the research hypotheses predicted 

that one of the criterion groups would score significantly 

higher than the other on a particular PGR Questionnaire 

scale. All of the hypotheses were rejected. The Hoteling's 

T^ analysis indicated that no significant differences existed 

between the two criterion groups on any of the PGR Question-

naire scales. 
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The Hoteling1s T^ on which the rejection of the research 

hypotheses rested was computed from composite data. The 

possibility that the use of composite data introduced an 

uncontrolled non-random error was rejected when a more 

detailed statistical analysis based on non-composite data 

yielded results comparable to the results achieved when com-

posite data were used. 

A comparative analysis of the responses to the reward 

and punishment scales of the PGR Questionnaire revealed that 

the two-criterion groups did not differ significantly with 

regard to their reported perceptions of the reward and 

punishment practices of their parents. 

Several factors may have contributed to the rejection 

of the research hypotheses of this study. The five-point 

responses scale of the PGR Questionnaire may not have been 

definitive enough to allow sufficient delineation of the 

responses of the sample population. The uncontrolled social 

desirability factor may have increased the homogeneity of 

the responses of the two-criterion groups. Socio-economic 

level might also be a confounding variable which contributed 

to the rejection of the hypotheses of the investigation. At , 

the time of this investigation, some of the sample population 

lived at home with their parents while others lived away from 

their parents in college housing facilities. This factor 

may have increased the likelihood that the two-criterion 

groups would respond to the PCR Questionnaire in a like 
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manner. Some of the small, but consistent, differences 

observed in the study may be of such nature that the use 

of a larger sample population would increase their signif-

icance. 

Finally, it is possible that a group of individuals 

who demonstrated a high level of creative thinking ability 

may not differ from a group of individuals who demonstrated 

a low level of creative thinking ability with regard to 

their perceptions of their relations with their parents. 

Such a statement could not be accepted summarily without 

more extensive testing of the alternatives. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purposes of this chapter were to summarize the 

findings of this study, to draw conclusions based on the 

findings and to make pertinent recommendations. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine if selected 

perceived parent-child relationships were differentially 

associated with an individual's capacity to demonstrate the 

intellectual process of creativity. Specifically this 

study confines itself to the following question: do two 

groups of college students, dichotomously designated on the 

basis of demonstrated verbal fluency, flexibility, and 

originality, perceive selected parent-child relationships 

significantly different? 

The following hypotheses were formulated and tested by 

statistical analysis of the data collected: 

Hypothesis 1. The high creative group will score 

significantly higher than the low creative group on the 

casual scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 2. The high creative group will score 

significantly higher than the low creative group on the 

loving scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

67 
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Hypothesis 3- The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

rejecting scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 4. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

neglecting scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

demanding scale of the PCR Questionnaire. 

Hypothesis 6. The high creative group will score 

significantly lower than the low creative group on the 

protecting scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

The sample population of this study consisted of 

160 students enrolled in beginning psychology courses in a 

state university during the spring semester of 1969. The 

subjects participated on a volunteer basis. There was no 

attempt made to secure an equal number of men and women. 

The subjects were restricted to students who lived with 

their parents for the first twelve years of their lives. No 

restriction was imposed in regard to the size of family or 

ordinal position of the subjects in their family. No specifi,c 

consideration was given to either age or race; however, there 

was only a small number of students from minority races 

(six Negro and four Mexican-American) in the sample population. 

The instruments utilized in this study were the Torrance 

Test of Creative Thinking Ability: Verbal Form A (2) and 
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the Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (1). The Torranoe 

Test of Creative Thinking Ability: Verbal Form A (2) was 

utilized to determine the creative thinking level of each of 

the subjects. Verbal Form A consisted of five subtests. 

(See Appendix A.) Each subtest yielded one or more of the 

four intellectual processes which Torrance identifies as 

elements in creative thinking. These four intellectual 

processes were fluency, flexibility, originality and elab-

oration. Although the elaboration factor may contribute to 

a better estimate of a person's creative thinking ability, 

it was not used because of the lack of agreement upon a work-

able scoring method. 

The scores of the three remaining subscales were summed 

to obtain a single score estimate of each person's creative 

thinking ability. Each of the 120 students randomly selected 

from the original population was administered the creativity 

tests. The creativity tests were administered during the 

students' regular class time. 

The size of the test groups varied but never exceeded 

classroom size. The creativity tests were scored by the 

Personnel Scoring Service which utilizes scorers trained 

by Dr. Torrance. 

The PCR Ques11onnaire (1) was devised by Roe and 

Siegleman to obtain a measure of the characteristic behavior 

of the parents toward their children, as experienced by the 

child. For the purpose of testing the hypotheses the scores 
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on the Loving, Protecting, Demanding, Rejecting, Neglecting, 

and Casual scales of the PCR Ques11onnaire were utilized. 

Appendix B contains a complete description of each of the 

six subscale categories. 

The PCR Questionnaire has a form for each of the parents. 

The scores on these two forms of the PCR Questionnaire were 

summed to obtain a single score indicative of the subject's 

perceptions of his relations with his family. Each of the 

randomly chosen students in the sample population responded 

to the questionnaire during regular class time. All of the 

questionnaires were administered and scored by the same per-

son. 

When a Hoteling's comparing the familial perceptions 

of the two-criterion groups (high and low creativity) was 

computed, the resulting P statistic indicated that none of 

the observed differences was statistically significantly 

different. A cursory examination of the PCR mean scores for 

the two criterion groups indicate that small differences did 

exist. These differences were all in the direction predicted 

in the research hypotheses. All of the research hypotheses 

were rejected on the basis of the insignificant F obtained 

for the Hoteling's T^. 

The Hoteling's T^ on which the rejecting of the research 

hypotheses rested was computed from composite data. The 

possibility that the use of composite data introduced an 

uncontrolled non-random error was rejected when a more detailed 
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statistical analysis based on non-composite data yielded 

results comparable to the results achieved when composite 

data were used. 

Related analysis of the data revealed that no signif-

icant differences existed between the high and low crea-

tivity groups with respect to their responses on the reward 

scale and punishment scale of the PGR Questionnaire. 

Conclusions 

From the data previously summarized in this chapter 

the following conclusions were reached: 

1. Parents of high creative students are not more 

casual with regard to their children than are parents of low 

creative children. 

2. Parents of high creative students are not more 

loving with regard to their children than are parents of 

low creative children. 

3. Parents of low creative students are not more 

rejecting with regard to their children than are parents of 

high creative children. 

4. Parents of low creative students are not more 

neglecting with regard to their children than are parents of 

high creative children. 

5. Parents of low creative students are not more 

demandingwith regard to their children than are parents of 

high creative children. 
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6. Parents of low creative students are not more pro-

tecting with regard to their children than are parents of 

high creative children. 

Within the limits of the present study it may be con-

cluded that the familial environment of the high creative 

student does not differ significantly from the familial 

environment of low creative students. 

Any factor which may have affected the results of the 

analysis of the data may have also affected the conclusions 

based, upon the analysis of the data. For this reason these 

conclusions must remain tentative until further investigations 

either support or negate them. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings of this study it is 

recommended that 

1. similar studies be conducted using a more compre-

hensive battery of instruments to ascertain both the creative 

thinking ability of the students and the familial percep-

tions of the students , 

2. consideration be given to investigating the total 

perceived familial atmosphere rather than specific parental 

actions in regard to its relation to the development of crea-

tive ability, and 

3. further investigation be conducted to determine the 

possible effects of socio-economic factor on the development 

of creative ability in the familial environment. 
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APPENDIX A 

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking Ability-

Verbal Form A 

7^ 
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Activities 1-3: ASK-ArTD-GUiLbb 

The first three activities will be based on the drawing below. These activities will give 
you a chance to see how good you are a t asking questions to find out things t h a t y o u 
don ' t know and in making guesses about possible causes and consequences ° ^ p p e n i n g s . 
Look a t the picture. Y/hat is happening ? Y hat can you tell for sure. A c.o you 
need to know to understand what is happening, what caused it to happen and wnat will 

be the result? 

~ N < S - , m ^ 

!fiS»C5* 
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; Activity I. ASKING. On tliis page, wrile out all of the questions you can think of 
about the picture on the page opposite this one. Ask all of the questions you would need 

l to ask to know for sure v/bat. is happening. Do not ask questions which can he answered 
i just by looking at the drawing. You can continue to look hack at the drawing as much 

as you want to. 

3._ 

4 _ 

5— 

6—_ 

7— 

8 

9— 

1 0 . _ . 

l l . _ 

12— 

13 

14— 

15— 

16 

17 

18.__ 

19—. 

20 

21.__. 

22.__ 

23— 

GO OK TO NEXT PACK 

3 
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24._ 

25._ 

26._ 

27._ 

28._ 

29._ 

30._ 

3 1 

3 2 

33. 

3 4 

3 5 

36.„ 

37._ 

38._ 

39— 

40 

41— 

4 2 

4 3 

4 4 

4 5 

4 6 

47.. 

48. 

49 

50 ._ 
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Activity 2. GUESSING CAUSES: lu the spaces below, list as many possible causes 
as you can of the action shown in the picturc on page 2. You may use things that might 
have happened just before the things that are happening in the picture, or something 
that happened a long lime ago tha t made these things happen. Make as many guesses 
as you can. Don' t be afr.aid to guess. 

4 _ 

6 — 

7 . 

8._̂ _ 

9 — 

10. 

1 ] 

12.„_ 

13__ 

14— 

15— 

16 ._ 

17.. „ 

18.___ 

19.„. 

2 0 . „ . 

21 ._ 

22._ 

23._ 

GO ON TO N E X T PACK 

5 
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24.. 

25._ 

26.__ 

27._. 

28 

29— 

30._ 

31. _ 

32._ 

33.. 

34._ 

35.. 

36._ 

37.. 

38.. 

39.. 

40._ 

41.. 

42.. 

43.. 

44... 

45._ 

46._ 

47.. 

48._ 

49._ 

50._ 
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Activity 3.. GUESSING CONSEQUENCES: In the spaccs below, list as many possi-
bilities as you can of what might happen as a result of what is taking place in the picture 
On page 2. You may use things that might happen right afterwards or things that might 
happen as a result long afterwards in the future. Mate as many guesses as you can. 
;Don't he afraid to guess. 

1 

2 

3 1 

4 . 

5.. : 

6 

7 , _ j . 

8 : : ^ 

' 9 ^ 

10 

11 

13 : : 

14.. . 

15.. ; ' : 1 

16 ! . 

17.. __ . 

18 : _ 

1 9 J : . : 

2 0 ; i_ _ 

21.__ : J - — : 

22 : 

2a. ' . _ 

24.. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

25 _ 
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Activity 4 : PRODUCT IMPROVEMENT 

i f ™ t k i n d * » - » b u > ' 
about a half pound. In the spaces 0 t his m l ; ' n $ l x , m c l l e s l a I 1 and weighs 
interesting and unusual ways you can think&

0f'for rh° n o : U ° ' ' e : ' ! S l cleverest, most 
children will have more fun playin" with it Dn .>->1 d n g l n ^ l 5 n s t o y elephant so that 
™ M cos, o„ I y ^ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4.. 

5.. 

w v J O (J 

\W® 

Z5>, ; 
" &X 
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Activity 5: UNUSTJAL USES (Cardboard Bo:;cs) 

Most people throw their empty cardboard boxes away, bxit they have thousands of in-
teresting and unusual uses. In the spaces below and on the next page, list as many of 
these interesting and unusual uses as you can think of. Do not limit yourself to any 
one size of box. You may use as many boxes as you like. Do not limit yourself to the 
uses you have seen or heard about; think about as many possible new uses as you can. 

1 - 1 

2 . _ U • i _ : 

3.. ; _ 

5._ _ 

6. : 1 L__ 

7 „ ' : 

8 _ , : ; 

9. _ _ 1 _ : _ _ 

10: ^ . 

11 _ _ 

1 2 . _ __ . 

13. _ : 1 , 

14.__ _ ' 

1 5 ; l . 

1 6 L j i 

i7._ : : : ; 

18 ' J 

19.— _ - , " -

2 0 _ _ . ; 

2 1 __J ; ; " 

2 2 , ' 

23. • • 

10 
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Activtty 6: UNUSUAL QUESTIONS 

In this activity, you arc to think of as many questions as you can about cardboard boxes. 
These questions should lead to a variety of different answers and might arouse interest 
and curiosity in others concerning boxes. Try to think of questions about aspects of 
cardboard boxes which people do not usually think about. 

1 : _• _ 

2 . : ' 

3 : : 
? 

4 L 1 _ _ _ : 

5 : ' , 

6 : : 

8 • : 

10.__ 

1 1 •. ' 

12 J 1 ; 

i s j : : 

16 , 

18 1 L 

•'19 i 

20 ; 

21 1 : . 

22 . , : l _ 

23 . : . 

12 
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Activity 7 : JUST SUPPOSE 

You will now be given an improbable situation—one that will probably never happen. 
You will have to just suppose ibat it has happened. This will give you a chance to use 
your imagination to think out all of the other cxciting things that would happen IF tin's 
improbable situation were to come true. 

In your imagination, just suppose that the situation described were to happen. THEN 
thin.v of all of the other things that would happen because of it. In other words, what 
would be the consequences? Make as many guesses as you can. 

Hie improbable situation JUS I SUPPOSE clouds had strings attached to them which 
hang down to earth. What would happen? List your ideas and guesses on the next page. 

c: o 

v . f * 

t~r (j /} 

7 

14 



1 8 6 
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3 : . 

4 ^ 

5 . _. 

6 i_ 
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8 _ _ 

9 ' 

JO 
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i 2 . i : . 

1 3 J 

1 4 -

1 5 

1 6 . : : : 

1 7 . 

1 8 j . 

1 9 _ 

2 0 . 

21 ^ 

22 , 

2 3 

2 4 1 _ 

2 5 

2 6 
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APPENDIX B 

Description of Categories 

Protective.--This category includes parents who give the 
child's interests first priority. They are very indulgent, 
provide special privileges, are demonstratively affectionate, 
and may be gushing. They select friends carefully, but will 
rarely let him visit other homes without them. They protect 
him from other children, from experiences in which he may 
suffer disappointment, or discomfort or injury. They are 
highly intrusive and expect to know all about what he is 
thinking and experiencing. They reward dependency. 

Demanding;.—Parents in this group set up high standards 
of accomplishment in particular areas, manners, school, et 
cetera. They impose strict regulations and demand unques-
tioning obedience to them, and they do not make exceptions. 
They expect the child to be busy at all times at some useful 
activity. They have high punitiveness. They restrict 
friendships in accord with these standards. They do not try 
to find out what a child is thinking or feeling; they tell 
him what to think and feel. 

Re leeting.—Parents in this group follow the extremer 
patterns*of the preceding group, but this becomes rejecting 
when their attitude is a rejecting of the childishness of 
the child. They may also reject him as an individual. They 
are cold and hostile, derogate him and make fun of him and 
his inadequacies and problems. They may frequently leave 
him alone and often will not permit other children in the 
home. They have no regard for the child's point of view. 
The regulations they establish are not for the sake of train-
ing the child, but for protecting the parent from his 
intrusions. 

Neglecting.—These parents pay little attention to the 
child, giving him a minimum of physical care and no affec-
tion. They forget promises made to him, forget to do things 
for him. They are cold, but are not derogatory nor hostile. 
They leave him alone, but do not go out of their way to avoid 
him. 

Casual.--These parents pay more attention to the child 
and are mildly affectionate when they do. They will be 
responsive to him if they are not busy about something else. 
They do not think about him or plan for him very much but 
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take him as a part of the general situation. They do not 
worry much about him and make little definite effort to 
train him. They are easy-going, have few rules, and do not 
make much effort to enforce those they have. 

Loving.. —These parents give the child warm and loving 
attention. They try to help him with projects that are 
important to him, but they are not intrusive. They are 
more likely to reason with the child than to punish him; 
but they will punish him. They give praise, but not 
indiscriminately. They try specifically to help him 
through problems in the way best for him. The child feels 
able to confide in them and ask them for help. They invite 
his friends to the house and try to make things attractive 
for them. They encourage independence and are willing to 
let him take chances in order to grow toward it. Distinc-
tion between Loving and Casual categories can be difficult. 
A basic differentiating factor is the amount of thought 
given to the child's problem. 



APPENDIX C 

Symbolio-Love Reward.--The parents using this kind of 
reward praise their children for approved behavior, give 
them special attention, and are affectionately demonstra-
tive. 

Direct-Ob.iect Reward. —These include tangible rewards, 
such as gifts of money or toys, special trips, or relief 
from chores. 

Symbolic-Love Punishment.--Such punishments include 
shaming the child before others, isolating him, and with-
drawing love. 

Direct-Ob .iect Pun! shment.—These include physical 
punishment, taking away playthings, reducing allowance, 
denying promised trips, and so on. 
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APPENDIX D 

Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire 

Mother and Father Forms 
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PCR QUESTIONNAIRE—MOTHERS 

Roe--S.iegelman 

In this folder are a number of statements which describe"different 

ways that mothers act toward their children. Read each statement 

carefully and think how well it describes how your mother acted while 

you were growing up. Think especially about the time before you were l: 

Before each statement there are four lines. These are labelled 

VERY TRUE; TENDED to be TRUE; TENDED to be UNTRUE; VERY UNTRUE. Put an 

X on the line that indicates how true you think each statement was of 

your mother. If none of these descriptions seems quite right, you may 

put the X between two of the lines. 

For example, if your memory is that your mother always objected if 

you were late for meals, you would mark the item as follows: 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

X 

My mother 

1. objected when I was late for meals, 

Number 

Date 



Page one PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 92 

VERY 
TRUE 

TENDED TENDED 
to be to be VERY 
TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

1. tried to get me everything I wanted. 

2. complained about me to others when I 
did not listen to her. 

3. made no concessions for my age. 

4. let me spend my allowance any way I 
liked. 

5. discussed what was good about my 
behavior and helped to make clear the 
desirable consequences of my actions. 

6. punished me hard enough when I 
misbehaved to make me sure I wouldn't 
do it again. 

7. took away my toys or playthings when 
I was bad. 

8. was genuinely interested in my affair 

9. kept forgetting things she was 
supposed to do for me. 

10. took me places (trips, shows, etc.) 
as a reward. 

11. spoiled me. 

12. made me feel ashamed or guilty when 
I misbehaved. 

13. let me know I wasn't wanted. 

14. set very few rules for me. 

15. compared me favorably with other 
children when I did well. 

16. made it clear that she was boss. 
r 

17. slapped or struck me wl|en I was 
improper. 

18. made me feel wanted and needed. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

19. was too busy to answer my questions. 

20. relaxed rules and regulations as a 
reward. 

21. was very careful about protecting me 
from accidents. 

22. nagged or scolded me when I was bad. 

23. thought it was my own fault if I got 
into trouble. 

24. let me dress in any way I pleased. 

25. told me how proud she was of me when 
I was good. 

26. thought I should always be doing 
something. 

27. took away or reduced my allowance as 
punishment. 

28. made me feel what I did was important, 

29. did not care if I got .into trouble. 

30. gave me new books or records as rewarc 

31. couldn't bring herself to punish me. 

32. punished rae by ignoring me. 

33. did not spend any more time with me 
than necessary. 

34. let me off easy when I did something 
wrong. 

35. treated me more like a grown-up when 
I behaved well. 

36. pushed me to excel in everything I 
did. I 

37. wouldn't let me play with other 
children when I was.bad. 



Page three PGR QUESTIONNAIRE ^ 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

38. encouraged me to do things on my ow: 

39. paid no attention to what I was doi: 
in school. 

40. let me stay up longer as a reward. 

41. protected me from teasing or bullyi 
by other children. 

42. made me feel I wasn't loved any mor 
if I misbehaved. 

43. did not want me to bring friends ho 

44. gave me the choice of what to do 
whenever it was possible. 

45. praised me before my playmates. 

46. told me how to spend my free time. 

47. spanked or whipped me as punishment 

48. talked to me in a warm and affec-
tionate way. 

49. did not take me into consideration 
making plans. 

50. rewarded me by letting me off some 
my regular chores. 

51. did not want me to play rough outdo 
games for fear I might be hurt. 

52. shamed me before my playmates when 
misbehaved. 

53. disapproved of my friends. 

54. let me eat what I wanted to. 
i 

55. expressed greater lovp for me when 
was good. ! 

56. punished me without any thought or 
hesitation when I misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

57. gave me extra chores as punishment. 

58. tried to help me when I was scared o 
upset. 

59. did not care whether I got the right 
kind of food. 

60. gave me candy or ice cream or fixed 
favorite foods for me as a reward. 

61. taught rae not to fight under any 
circumstances. 

62. frightened or threatened me when I d 
wrong. 

63. went out of the way to hurt my 
feelings. 

64. let me do as I liked with my time 
after school. 

65. gave me special attention as a rewar 

66. demanded unquestioning respect and 
deference. 

67. punished mo by sending me out of the 
room or to bed. 

68. did not try to tell me everything, 
but encouraged me to find things out 
for myself. 

69. left my care to someone else (e.g./ 
nurse or relative). 

70. let me go to parties or play with 
others more than usual as a reward. 

71. taught me to go for help to my 
parents or teacher rather than to 
fight. 

72. told me how ashamed she was when I 
misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

73. ridiculed and made fun of me. 

74. let me choose my own friends. 

75. praised me when I deserved it. 

76. always told me exactly how to do my 
work. 

77. took away my books or records as 
punishment. 

78. respected my point of view and 
encouraged me to express it. 

79. acted as if I didn't exist. 

80. rewarded me by giving me money or 
increasing my allowance. 

81. preferred to have me play at home 
rather than to visit other children, 

82. compared me unfavorably with other 
children when I misbehaved. 

83. complained about me. 

84. let me work by myself. 

85. made me feel proud when I did well. 

86. pushed me to do well in school. 

87. punished me by being more strict ab< 
rules and regulations. 

88. let me do things I thought were 
important, even if it were incovenif 
for her. 

89. paid no attention to me. 

90. hugged me, kissed, me,; petted me wh< 
I was good. ' 

91. didn't let me go places because 
something might happen to me. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

92. reasoned with me and explained 
possible harmful consequences when 
I did wrong things. 

93. compared me unfavorably to other 
children no matter what I did. 

94. did not object to my loafing or 
daydreaming. 

95. praised me to others. 

96. would not let me question her 
reasoning. 

97. punished me by not taking rne on tri 
or visits etc. that I had been 
promised. 

98. tried to help me learn to live 
comfortably with myself. 

99. ignored me as long as I did not do 
anything to disturb her. 

100. gave me new things as a reward, sue! 
as toys. 

101. hated to refuse me anything. 

102. thought that it was bad for a child 
to be given affection and tenderness 

103. did not tell me what time to be hom< 
when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete control ovej 
my actions. 

105. was willing to discuss regulations 
with me, and took my point of view 
into consideration in making them. 

106. did not care who my friends were. 

107. worried about me when I was away. 

108. did not want me around at all when 
she had company. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

109. did not object when I was late for 
meals. 

110. taught me that she knew best and tha 
I must accept her decisions. 

111. encouraged me to bring friends home, 
and tried to make things pleasant fo 
them. 

112. left me alone when I was upset. 

.113. would not let me try things if there 
were any chance I would fail. 

114. expected children to misbehave if 
they were not watched. 

115. was easy with me. 

116. expected prompt eind unquestioning 
obedience. 

117. taught me skills I wanted to learn. 

118. did not try to help me learn things. 

119. wanted to know all about all my 
experiences. 

120. believed a child should be seen and 
not heard. 

121. did not bother much about enforcing 
rules. 

122. kept the house in order by having a 
lot of rules and regulations for me. 

123. made it easy for me to confide in hei 

124. forgot my birthday. 

125. did not want me to grow up. 

126. avoided my company. 

127. did not check up on whether I did 
homework. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My mother 

128. allowed me to make only minor 
decisions. 

129. said nice things about me. 

130. did not care whether I had the s< 
kind of clothes as the other 
children. 
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1 PCR QUESTIONNAIRE—FATHERS 

Roe-Siegelman 

Below are a number of statements which describe different ways th£ 

fathers act toward their children. Read each statement carefully and 

think how well it describes your father while you were growing up. 

Think especially about the time before you were 12. 

Before each statement there are four lines labelled VERY TRUE; 

TENDED to be TRUE; TENDED to be UNTRUE; VERY UNTRUE. Put an X on the 

line that indicates how true you think each statement was of your fathe 

If none of these descriptions seems quite right, you may put the X 

between two of the lines. 

For example, if your memory is that your father often let you off 

easy when you did something wrong, you would mark the item as follows: 

VERY 
TRUE 

TENDED TENDED 
to be to be VERY 
TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

X 

My father 

never let me off easy when I did som< 
thing wrong. 

Number 

Date 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

1. tried to get me everything I wanted. 

2. complained about me to others when I 
did not listen to him. 

3. made no concessions for my age. 

4. let me spend ray allowance any way I 
liked. 

5. discussed what was good about my 
behavior and helped to make clear the 
desirable consequences of my actions, 

6. punished me hard enough when I 
misbehaved to make sure that I 
wouldn't do it again. 

7. took away my toys or playthings when 
I was bad. 

8. was genuinely interested in my affaii 

9. kept forgetting things he was suppose 
to do for me. 

10. took me places (trips, shows, etc.) a 
a reward. 

11. spoiled me. 

12. made me feel ashamed or guilty when I 
misbehaved. 

13. let me know I wasn't wanted. 

14. set very few rules for me. 

15. compared me favorable with other 
children when I did well. 

16. made it clear that he was boss. 

17. slapped or struck me when I was 
improper. 

18. made me feel wanted and needed, 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

19. was too busy to answer my questions. 

20. relaxed rules and regulations as a 
reward. 

21. was-very careful about protecting me 
from accidents. 

22. nagged or scolded me when I was bad. 

23. thought it was my own fault if I got 
into trouble. 

24. gave me as much freedom as I wanted. 

25. told me how proud he was of me when I 
was good. 

26. never let me get away with breaking a 
rule. 

27. took away or reduced my allowance as 
punishment. 

28. made me feel what I did was important. 

29. did not care if I got into trouble. 

30. gave me new books or records as reward 

31. believed I should have no secrets from 
my parents. 

32. punished rae by ignoring me. 

33. did not spend any more time with me 
than necessary. 

34. let me off easy when I did something 
wrong. 

35. treated me more like a grown-up when 
I behaved well. 

36. pushed me to excel in everything I did 

37. wouldn't let me play with other 
children when I was bad. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

38. encouraged me to do things on ray own. 

39. paid no attention to what I was doing 
in school. 

40. let me stay up longer as a reward. 

41. protected me from teasing or bullying 
by other children. 

42. made me feel I wasn't loved any more 
if I misbehaved. 

43. did not want me to bring friends home 

44. gave me the choice of what to do 
whenever it was possible. 

45. praised me before my playmates. 

46. told me how to spend my free time. 

47. spanked or whipped me as punishment. 

48. talked to me in a warm and affectionai 
way. 

49. did not take me into consideration in 
making plans. 

50. rewarded me by letting me off some of 
my regular chores. 

51. did not want me to play rough outdoor 
games for fear I might be hurt. 

52. shamed me before my playmates .when I 
misbehaved. 

53. disapproved of my friends. 

54. expected me to take everyday dis-
appointments . 

55. expressed greater love for me when I 
was good.. 

56. punished me without any thought or 
hesitation when I misbehaved. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

57. gave me extra chores as punishment. 

58. tried to help me when I was scared or 
upset. 

59. did not care whether I got the right 
kind of food. 

60. gave me candy or ice cream or fixed rrr 
favorite foods for me as a reward. 

61. made others give in to me. 

62. fr-ightened or threatened me when I 
did wrong. 

63. went out of the way to hurt my feel.inc 

64. let me stay up as late as I liked. 

65. gave me special attention as a reward. 

66. demanded unquestioning respect and 
deference. 

67. punished me by sending me out of the 
room or to bed. 

68. did not try to tell me everything, 
but encouraged me to find things out 
for myself. 

69. left my care to someone else (e.g., 
a nurse or relative). 

70. let me go to parties or play with 
others more than usual as a reward. 

71. taught me to go for help to my parents 
or teacher rather than to fight. 

72. told me how ashamed he was when I 
misbehaved. 

7.3. ridiculed and made fun of me. 

74. let me do pretty much what I wanted 
to do. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

75. praised rrte when I deserved it. 

76. always told me exactly how to do my 
work. 

77. took away my books or records as 
punishment. 

78. respected my point of view and en-
couraged me to express it. 

79. acted as if I didn't exist. 

80. rewarded my by giving me money, or 
increased my allowance. 

81. wanted me to have at least as large 
an allowance as my friends. 

82. compared me unfavorably with other 
children when I misbehaved. 

83. complained about me. 

84. let me work by myself. 

85. made me feel proud when I did well. 

86. pushed me to do well in school. 

87. punished me by being more strict 
about rules and regulations. 

88. let me do things I thought were 
important, even if it were inconvenig 
for him. 

89. paid no attention to me. 

90. hugged me, kissed me, petted me when 
I was good. 

91. tried to keep me out of situations 
that might be unpleasant and 
embarrassing. 

92. reasoned with me and explained 
possible harmful consequences when 
I did wrong things. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to bo to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

93. compared me unfavorable to other 
children no matter what I did. 

94. did not object to my loafing or 
daydreaming. 

95. praised me to others. 

96. would not let me question his 
reasoning. 

97. punished me by not taking me on 
trips, visits, etc. that I had bee 
promised. 

98. tried to help me learn to live 
comfortably with myself. 

99. ignored me as long as I did not dc 
anything to disturb him. 

100.. gave me new things as a reward, su 
as toys. 

101. hated to refuse me anything. 

102. thought that it was bad for a chil 
to be given affection and tenderne 

103. did not tell me what time to be ho 
when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete control ov 
my actions. 

105. was willing to discuss regulations 
with me, and took my point-of view 
into consideration in making them. 

106. did not care who my friends were. 

107. worried aboi.it me when I was away. 

108. did not want me around at all when 
he had company. 

109. did not object when I was late for 
meals. 



Page seven PGR QUESTIONNAIRE 

TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

107 

My father 

110. taught me that he knew best and the 
I must accept his decisions. 

111. encouraged me to bring friends home 
and tried to make things pleasant i 
them. 

112. left me alone when I was upset. 

113. worried a great deal about my heaH 

114. expected children to misbehave if 
they were not watched. 

115. was easy with me. 

116. expected prompt and unquestioning 
obedience. 

117. taught me skills I wanted to learn 

118. did not try to help me learn thing, 

119. wanted to know all about my 
experiences. 

120. believed a child should be seen an 
not heard. 

121. did not bother much about enforcin 
rules. 

122. was full of advice about everythin 
I did. 

123. made it easy for me to confide in 
him. 

124. forgot my birthday. 

125. did not want me to grow up. 

12 6. avoided my company. 

127. did not check up on whether I did 
homework. 

128. allowed me to make only minor 
decisions. 
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TENDED TENDED 
VERY to be to be VERY 
TRUE TRUE UNTRUE UNTRUE 

My father 

129. said nice things about me. 

130.. did not care whether I had the se 
kind of clothes as other childrer 



APPENDIX E 

PCR Questionnaire 

Roe—Siegelman 

Below are a number of statements which describe different 
ways that mothers act toward their children. Teach each state-
ment carefully and think how well it describes how your mother 
acted while you were growing up. Think especially about the 
time before you were 12. 

Before each statement there are four lines labelled 
VERY TRUE}TENDED TO BE TRUE} TENDED TO BE UNTRUE; and VERY 
UNTRUE. Put an X on the line that indicated how true you 
think each statement was of your parents. If none of these 
descriptions seems quite right, you may put the X between 
two of the lines. 

For example, if your memory is that your mother often 
let you off easy when you did something wrong, you would mark 
the item as follows s 

TENDED 
VERY TO BE 
TRUE TRUE 

TENDED 
TO BE 
UNTRUE 

VERY 
UNTRUE 

My mother 

1. never let me off easy 
when I did something 
wrong. 

SCORES 

Number, 

Date 
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SCORING SUES:' 

MOTHERS 

FOR PGR 
n o 

Case No.. Date. 

PRO 

1 

11 

21 

31 ' 

41 

51 

61_ 

71 

81 

91 

101._ 

107 

113 
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2 

12. 

2 2 . 

32 

42 

52 

62 
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82 

92 
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23. 

33. 

43. 

53. 
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93. 
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14. 

24. 

34. 
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54. 

64. 
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5 
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25 

35 
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REW 
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6 . 

1 6 . 
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1 1 6 . 

122 
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7. 

17. 

27. 

37. 

47. 

57. 

67. 

77. 

87. 

97. 

8. 

1 8 . 

28. 

38. 

48. 

58. 

68. 

78. 

88. 

. 98. 

105. 

111 

117. 

123 

129. 

9 . 

19. 

29. 

39. 

49. 

59. 

69. 

79. 

89. 

99. 

106 . 

. 1 1 2 . 

118. 

_124. 

_ 130. 

. 1 0 . 

. 20. 

. 30 
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. 50 

.. 60 
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. 90 _ 

100 _ 
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D-O LOV NEG REW 
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