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This study investigated adolescents' perception of 

parental behavior toward them and its relationship with sex, 

delinquency, and security. The subjects chosen for the 

study were sixty boys and sixty girls from eleventh grade 

English classes, and sixty boys and sixty girls from two 

institutions for juvenile delinquents. All subjects were 

white, they ranged in age from fifteen through eighteen 

years, and they had two living parents. The subjects were 

administered the Father Form and the Mother Form of the Roe-

Siegelman Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (PGR) and 

the Maslow Security-Insecurity Inventory (S-I Inventory)• 

The PGR attempts to measure the child's perception of 

parental behavior toward him. It contains ten scales, seven 

of which were utilized in this study. The S-I Inventory was 

used to obtain the measure of feeling of security. The most 

secure and the least secure subjects were the subjects whose 

scores fell in the lowest third and the highest third, 

respectively, when they were administered the S-I Inventory# 



The following conclusions are based on the general 

patterns which were revealed by the findings of the study: 

1. One cause of delinquency is that delinquent adoles-

cents cannot expect consistent behavior from their parents. 

2. There is a relationship between adolescents' 

security and their perception of their parents' behavior 

toward them as loving or rejecting. 

3. Adolescent boys and girls perceive paternal behavior 

toward them as more discriminating between the sexes than 

maternal behavior toward them. 

I(.. Adolescents' perception of paternal behavior toward 

them contributes to their delinquency or nondelinquency to 

a much greater extent than does their perception of maternal 

behavior toward them, 

5. Adolescents—and their subgroups based on sex, 

security, and delinquency—perceive paternal behavior toward 

them as more consistent than maternal behavior toward them. 

Based on the findings of this investigation, the 

following are recommended: 

1. Further investigation needs to be made in order to 

establish the relationship between adolescents' perception 

of parental behavior toward them and parents' perception 

of the same, and also between adolescents1 perception of 

parental behavior toward them and parents' actual behavior 

toward their offspring. 



2. The development of security in children should 

become a major goal of the public schools. Educators need 

to devise means which will place an emphasis on security 

in the everyday school program. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This investigation was concerned with adolescents1 

perception of parental behavior toward them and its rela-

tionship to sex, delinquency, and security. A number of 

investigators (15* 25, 29) have tried to determine the 

parent-child relationship; however, the Investigators who 

have attempted to determine adolescents' perception of 

parental behavior toward them have been few (6, 22). This 

has been a new field of investigation. Moreover, despite 

the theoretical writings in the area of security-insecurity 

(21, 26) no systematic research seems to exist which brings 

out the relationship between security-insecurity and delin-

quency- nondelinquency. The extant literature does not 

establish any clear relationship among adolescents' 

perception of parental behavior toward them and their sex, 

delinquency, and security. Since the importance of the 

aforementioned factors was stated in the literature (6, 8, 22) 

the present study was an .attempt to systematically inves-

tigate the existence and the extent of such a relationship. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study wa3 adolescents' perception 

of parental behavior toward them. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine 

1. The relationship among adolescents' 

a. perception of parental behavior toward them 

b. sex 

c. delinquency-nondelinquency 

2. the relationship among adolescents' 

a. perception of parental behavior toward them 

b. security-insecurity 

c. delinquency-nondelinquency 

In the course of investigating these problems, the 

following subpurpose was included: to contribute to the 

validity of The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire. 

Hypotheses 

A. Significant relationships will exist among the 

following variables regarding adolescents' 

1. perception of parental behavior toward them (as 

measured by The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire) 

2. sex 

3. delinquency-nondelinquency 

I)., security-insecurity (as measured by The Security-

Insecurity Inventory) 

Subhyp o the s e s 

1. Adolescent boys and adolescent girls' perception 

of paternal behavior toward thems 



a. Boys will score significantly higher than girls 

in the following categories: Casual and Symbolic-

Lore Reward. 

b. Girls will score significantly higher than boys 

in the following categories: Loving, Protective, 

and Rejecting* 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of boys and girls in the following cate-

gories: Demanding and Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

2« Adolescent boys and adolescent girls' perception of 

maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Boys will score significantly higher than girls 

in the following category: Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b. Girls will score significantly higher than boys 

in the following category: Demanding. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of boys and girls in the following cate-

gories: Casual, Loving, Protective, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

3# Nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent adolescents' 

perception of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent adolescents will score signifi-

cantly higher than delinquent adolescents in the 

following categories: Loving, Protective, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. 



b. Delinquent adolescents will score signifi-

cantly higher than nondelinquent adolescents in 

the following categories: Demanding, Rejecting* 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment, 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent adolescents 

in the following category: Casual. 

ij., Nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent adolescents' 

perception of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent adolescents will score signifi-

cantly higher than delinquent adolescents in the 

following categories: Loving and Protective. 

b. Delinquent adolescents will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent adolescents in the 

following categories: Demanding, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent adoles-

cents in the following categories: Casual and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. 

5. Nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than delinquent boys in the following 

categories: Demanding, Loving, Protective, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. 



b. Delinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys in the following 

categories: Rejecting and Symbolic-Love Punish-

ment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent boys in 

the following category: Casual. 

6. Nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than delinquent boys in the following 

categories: Demanding and Loving. 

b. Delinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys in the following 

categories: Casual, Protective, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent boys 

in the following category: Symbolic-Love Reward. 

7. Nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls1 perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than delinquent girls in the following 

categories: Casual, Loving, and Symbolic-Love 

Reward. 



b. Delinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than nondeliquent girls in the following 

categories; Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent girls in 

the following category: Demanding. 

8. Nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than delinquent girls in the following 

categories: Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b« Delinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent girls in the following 

categories: Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent and nondelinquent girls in 

the following categories: Casual and Demanding. 

9. Nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls1 per-

ception of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent girls in the following 

category: Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b. Nondelinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys in the following 



categories: Casual, Protective, and Rejecting, 

c. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores of nondelinquent boys and 

girls in the following categories: Demanding, 

Loving, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

10. Nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls' 

perception of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Nondelinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent girls in the following 

category: Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b. Nondelinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys in the following 

categories: Casual and Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores of nondelinquent boys and girls 

in the following categories: Demanding, Loving, 

Protective, and Rejecting. 

11. Delinquent boys and delinquent girls' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Delinquent boys will score significantly higher 

than delinquent girls in the following category: 

Rejecting. 

b. Delinquent girls will score significantly higjher 

than delinquent boys in the following categories: 

Loving and Protective. 
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c. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores of delinquent boys and girls 

in the following categories: Casual, Demanding, 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

12. Delinquent boys and delinquent girls' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Delinquent boys will score significantly 

higher than delinquent girls in the following 

category: Casual, 

b. Delinquent girls will score significantly 

higher than delinquent boys in the following 

categories: Demanding, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of delinquent boys and girls in the 

following categories: Loving, Protective, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward, 

13, Most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents' perception of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. Most secure adolescents will score significantly 

higher than least secure adolescents in the following 

categories: Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward, 

b. Least secure adolescents will score significantly 

higher than most secure adolescents in the following 

categories: Casual, Protective, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, 



c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of most secure and least secure adoles-

cents in the following category: Demanding, 

lij.. Most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents' perception of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Most secure adolescents will score signifi-

cantly higher them least secure adolescents in 

the following categories: Loving and Symbolic-

Love Reward, 

b. Least secure adolescents will score signifi-

cantly higher than most secure adolescents in the 

following categories: Demanding, Protective, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores of most secure and least secure 

adolescents in the following category: Casual, 

15. Least secure nondelinquent boys and most secure 

delinquent boys1 perception of paternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. Least secure nondelinquent boys will score 

significantly higher than most secure delinquent 

boys in the following categories: Demanding, 

Protective, and Symbolic-Love Reward, 

b. Most secure delinquent boys will score signifi-

cantly higher than least secure nondelinquent 

boys in the following categories: Casual, Loving, 
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and Rejecting. 

c. There will be no significant difference 

between the scores of least secure nondelinquent 

and most secure delinquent boys in the following 

category: Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

16. Least secure nondelinquent boys and most secure 

delinquent boys' perception of maternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. Least secure nondelinquent boys will score 

significantly higher than most secure delinquent 

boys in the following category: Demanding. 

b. Most secure delinquent boys will score signifi-

cantly higher than least secure nondelinquent 

boys in the following category: Symbolic-Love 

Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of least secure nondelinquent and most 

secure delinquent boys in the following categories: 

Casual, Loving, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Reward. 

17. Least secure nondelinquent girls and most secure 

delinquent girls' perception of paternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. Least secure nondelinquent girls will score 

significantly higher than most secure delinquent 

girls in the following categories: Loving and 
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Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b. Most secure delinquent girls will score 

significantly higher than least secure nondeli-

quent girls in the following categories; Casual 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of least secure nondelinquent and most 

secure delinquent girls in the following categories! 

Demanding, Protective, and Rejecting, 

18. Least secure nondelinquent girls and most secure 

delinquent girls' perception of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. Least secure nondelinquent girls will score 

significantly higher than most secure delinquent 

girls in the following categories: Demanding and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. 

b. Most secure delinquent girls will score 

significantly higher than least secure nondelin-

quent girls in the following category: Symbolic-

Love Punishment. 

c. There will be no significant difference between 

the scores of least secure nondelinquent and most 

secure delinquent girls in the following categories: 

Casual, Loving, Protective, and Rejecting. 

The diagrammatical representations of the aforementioned 

hypotheses and subhypotheses are shown in Figure A and 

Figure B. 
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Background and Significance of the Study 

A review of the literature demonstrates that there is 

a lack of research in two areas: (a) a child's perception 

of his parents' behavior toward him, and (b) the relation-

ship of such perception to security-insecurity, delinquency-

nondelinquency, and the sex of the child. A number of 

investigators (2, l5, 31# 3&) have focused their attention 

on the parent-child relationship and its connection with 

delinquency-nondelinquency, but few have studied the 

delinquency-nondelinquency syndrome and its relationship 

with a child's perception of parental behavior toward him. 

Also, a great deal has been written in regard to security 

and insecurity (7» l!+» 21, 3l|.); however, very little 

methodological investigation exists to support the proposed 

theories. 

The dearth of research in the aforementioned areas 

is astonishing in light of the importance which many have 

attributed to them. Schaefer (30) points out that (a) a 

child's perception of parental behavior is perhaps more 

related to his adjustment than is the parents' actual 

behavior, (b) the way a child perceives his parents' 

behavior toward him affects his perception of himself and 

others, and (c) his perception as an adolescent is an 

extension of the perceptions formed earlier in his life. 

Piaget (27» p» 207) gives further credence to the importance 

of this topic by stating that the experience and the resulting 
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perception of a developing child when associated with parents 

who are loving, domineering, understanding, cruel, and the 

like will tend to make him assimilate all other individuals 

to his parents' scheme* 

A child's perception of parental behavior toward him 

seems to be complex, depending on a multitude of variables; 

Serot and Teevan's study (33$ P* 377) in this area leads 

to the following conclusions: "(a) a child's adjustment 

is related to his perception of his relationship with his 

family, (b) the child's perception of the relationship is 

unrelated to his parents' perception of the same, and 

(c) the parent's perception of the relationship is unrelated 

to his offspring's adjustment," Whether such perception, 

the importance of which Serot and Teevan's study clearly 

brings out, is related to the sex of the child is demonstrated, 

to some extent, by Jurovsky (16, p. 99) whose study led him 

to state that a girl's perception of her father, and to 

some extent of her mother, is significantly more favorable 

than a boy's; in addition, boys and girls frequently perceive 

their mothers as more intimate than their fathers. Dropple-

man and Schaefer (8, p. 653) conducted two studies and their 

conclusions provide further information in this area. They 

found that (a) there is a tendency for the same-sex parent 

to use more direct and overt control, (b) mothers use more 

control with both boys and girls than do fathers, and 

(c) mothers are more loving and affectionate, and less 
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Ignoring and neglecting than fathers. It is to be noted 

that the two aforementioned studies deal mainly with the . 

parent-child relationship, and only to that extent do they 

and similar studies point out that the sex difference and 

its relation to a child's perception of parental behavior 

is in need of verification, A study which is more akin 

to the present undertaking was conducted by Medinnus (22) 

who compared delinquent and nondelinquent boys1 perception 

of their parents' behavior toward them. The present study 

will shed some light on his conclusions. 

Despite an abundance of writing in the area of security 

and insecurity, little attempt has been made to investigate 

through research, the existing theories; the lack of 

research is disconcerting in light of the importance of 

this topic. Menninger and Leaf (23, p. 162) have stated 

that parents cannot make their children feel secure unless 

they are secure themselves. Security is also a product of 

the parent-child relationship according to Lehner and Kube 

(17* p. 1*26) who see the extent of acceptance and love an 

adolescent receives as a child as a significant contributor 

to his development of a sense of security. Talcott Parsons 

(26, p. 38) attributes a child's security to his early 

attachment to his mother and, according to him, the father 

seems to play a less important role in the security of 

children of both sexes. Despite the aforementioned 

importance of an adolescent's perception of his parents' 
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behavior toward him and its haphazard correlation with 

the actual parental behavior and, furthermore, the signifi-

cance of such a relationship in his security or insecurity, 

any research dealing with these factors simultaneously does 

not seem to exist. If a child's security is instrumental 

in his later development and interactions with others, as 

many leading theorists and investigators claim—noteworthy 

here is Maslow's (21) comprehensive theoretical treatment 

of the security-insecurity syndrome—then it appears that 

this area merits systematic Investigation in order to 

determine the presence and extent of such relationships. 

The dearth of systematic investigation is also preva-

lent in the area of delinquency-nondelinquency and its 

relationship with security-insecurity and the adolescent's 

perception of parental behavior toward him. The literature 

regarding delinquency-nondelinquency seems to evade discussion 

of security-insecurity. In a comprehensive and much quoted 

anthology which was edited by Glueck (10) no mention of 

insecurity is made, and security is discussed in two 

separate paragraphs in a very general form. In the Gluecks' 

book (11), which was the result of extensive investigation, 

several references are made to security-insecurity. Their 

study showed that in the family life of a nondelinquent, 

when compared with the delinquent, there is a greater 

evidence of cohesiveness and loyalty to the family unit, 

both of which contribute to a greater security in the 
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individual (11, p. 115). On the other hand, based on the 

Rorschach, they found that a "general vague or unconscious 

feeling of insecurity and/or anxiety (11, p. 221) was found 

in both groxrps in considerable numbers, and it was found 

to a slightly greater extent in the nondelinquent than in 

the delinquent. The conclusions reached by the Gluecks 

are to some extent contradictory and further research is 

needed in order to shed light on these discrepancies. 

A great many articles and books point out the close 

relationship between delinquency and parental behavior 

toward the child. These writings, in general, attempt to 

depict that insecurity, which is apparently a primary cause 

of delinquency, is caused by parental rejection of the 

child and thus they try to establish a link between parental 

rejection of the child, his subsequent insecurity, and the 

product which Is delinquency. Gibson (9, p. 23ft) found a 

moderate relationship between lack of parental concern 

and delinquency in boys. Bowlby's findings (3, p. Sk) point 

to the conclusion that rejected youth are significantly 

more delinquent than loved youth. Madoff (19, p. 520) 

reported that mothers of juvenile delinquents expressed 

more authoritarian, punitive, and controlling behavior. 

McCord (18, p. 121) states that parental affection seems 

to protect children against subcultural influences. In 

light of these Investigations Nye's research (25» p* 123) 

deserves particular attention because he found, contrary 
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to others, no significant differences between parental 

rejection in delinquent and nondelinquent adolescents. 

These studies represent a typical sample of what one finds 

in reviewing the literature concerned with the etiology 

of delinquency. There are a number of theories and researches; 

however, a systematic effort does not seem to exist which 

has tried to ferret out the relationship among insecurity, 

delinquency, and the child1s perception of parental behavior 

toward him. 

In brief, research does not appear to exist which 

proves the existence of the relationship, if any, among the 

above-mentioned fators. The investigation of these 

variables is the subject of the present study, in addition 

to determining the differences in an adolescent's perception 

of parental behavior toward him in relation to his sex and 

delinquency or nondelinquency. By ferreting out the 

dependence or lack of it of the aforementioned variables, 

recommendations can be made as to how and to what extent 

these variables are interrelated. 

It is hoped that this study will also contribute some 

information regarding the validity of The Parent-Child 

Relations Questionnaire. The questionnaire is a unique 

teat; other tests constructed in this area deal primarily 

with the parent-child relationship and do not concern 

themselves with the child's perception of his parents* 

behavior toward him. The validity of this questionnaire 
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has not been clearly established thus far, and because of 

its importance it should be established. The conclusions 

of this study and their comparison with the relevant 

literature will contribute to the validity of this ques-

tionnaire. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions 

were established: 

1. Juvenile delinquent "refers to an individual who 

has been . . . brought before a juvenile court, either 

because he has committed a criminal offense, or for some 

other reason within the jurisdiction of the court," 

(2l|., p. 52) and is now in an institution for juvenile 

delinquents. 

2* Security is "the evaluation of the environment 

as essentially helpful and friendly, leading to a feeling 

of safety and acceptance," (21, p. 608) as indicated by 

the low score on The Security-Insecurlty Inventory. 

3* Insecurity is "the evaluation of the environment 

and of other people as rejecting, threatening, dangerous, 

or hostile, leading to feelings of rejection or isolation," 

(21, p. 6O3) as indicated by the high score on The Security-

Insecurity Inventory* 
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Limitations of the Study 

1. This study was limited in that the person who was 

completing The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire could 

see the purpose of the questions and, therefore, he might 

or might not have chosen to tell the truth. Furthermore, 

his answers on The Security-Insecurity Inventory depended 

on self-knowledge, and information about himself of which 

he was not consciously aware would not be revealed through 

the test, even when the testee was consciously honest. 

2. The attempt to establish the validity of The Parent-

Child Relations Questionnaire was limited to the extent 

that the outside criterion consisted of the existing 

literature, which was inconclusive. 

Description of the Instruments 

The Parent-Child Relations Questionnaire (PCR) was 

utilized to obtain the measure of the parental behavior 

as perceived by the child. The PCR, devised by Anne Roe 

and Marvin Siegelman (28), is composed of 130 questions in 

regard to the child's perception of his father's behavior 

toward him and an almost duplicate of the same questions in 

reference to his perception of his mother's behavior toward 

him. In the two forms eleven questions differ. The subject 

was asked to reflect on his perception at or before age 

twelve. The instrument contains ten categories, each of 

which is related to either ten or fifteen questions which are 
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scattered throughout the questionnaire, and the subject is 

not provided any information in this regard. On the answer 

sheet the subject is asked to answer each question by 

checking one of five options, from very true to very untrue# 

receiving from five points to one point, respectively, for 

each question. The sum of these scores comprises the subject's 

rating for each category. 

The categories included in the PGR are Casual, 

Demanding, Direct-Object Punishment, Direct-Object Reward, 

Loving, Neglecting, Protective, Rejecting, Symbolic-Love 

Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. The reliabilities 

obtained by using the Tryson formula for father and mother, 

respectively, were as follows: .81 and ,80 for Casual, 

. 8 3 and . 8I|. for Demanding, . 79 and .77 for Direct-Object 

Punishment, . 78 and .80 for Direct-Object Reward, .90 and 

. 87 for Loving, .87 and .75 for Neglecting, .78 and .76 for 

Protective, .85 and .76 for Rejecting, . 69 and .76 for 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, and .76 and . 7 1 for Symbolic-Love 

Reward (28, p. 358). These reliabilities are based on the 

administration of the PCR to a group of seniors at Harvard 

University. 

Goldin (12) reported reliabilities from a number of 

sources for the PGR scales. The reliabilities obtained by 

Siegelman for ninth grade students are reported here because 

the age of these students is closer to the age of the subjects 

used in the present study. These reliabilities for father 
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and mother, respectively, are as follows: .75 and .73 for 

Casual, .77 and ,79 for Demanding, .80 and .81 for Direct-

Object Punishment, . 8 9 and . 8 3 for Direct-Object Reward, 

. 8 8 and . 8 9 for Loving, . 8 3 and . 8 5 for Neglecting, .81 

and .73 for Protective, .79 and . 8 3 for Rejecting, .61 and 

.66 for Symbolic-Love Punishment, and .79 and .86 for 

Symbolic-Love Reward (12, p. 229). 

The result of the factor analysis of the PCR has shown 

Neglecting to be similar to Rejecting and Direct-Object 

Punishment and Direct-Object Reward to be lacking in signifi-

cance. Therefore, Neglecting, Direct-Object Punishment, 

and Direct-Object Reward were not utilized in the present 

study ( 2 8 , p. 3 6 1 ) . 

The Security-Insecurity Inventory (S-I Inventory) was 

utilized to obtain the measure of feeling of security by 

discovering pertinent information about all the individual 

variables which compose the security-insecurity syndrome. 

Its aim is to reveal inner conscious feeling, and therefore, 

it is not a behavior measure. This inventory was devised 

by Abraham H. Haslow and his co-workers (20). It consists 

of seventy-five questions for which the subject is instructed 

to choose one of the three answers, yes, no, ? (undecided)j 

the subject is to choose the answer which is nearest to the 

truth. The number of unweighted insecure responses compose 

the total score for the subject. It has been devised for 

use in grades nine through sixteen. 
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The S-I Inventory is conceived by Hanawalt (i\.f p. 191) 

as a carefully constructed test and has been highly recom-

mended. It has a split-half reliability of .91 £ .01 

(20, p. 3^) > an(* it has been validated by subjects' opinions, 

obtaining a coefficient of validity of about .90 (20, p. 29)• 

Also noteworthy is Gough's finding (13, p. 261) that this 

test is unrelated to socio-economic status, intelligence, 

or academic performance when used with a group of high 

school senior students. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

The PCR and the S-I Inventory were administered to 

sixty white boys and sixty white girls in the eleventh 

grade who had two living parents. The subjects were in 

English classes in the said grade. The PCR and the S-I 

Inventory were also administered to sixty white boys and 

sixty white girls, age fifteen through eighteen, who were 

confined in institutions designated for delinquent adoles-

cents and who had two living parents. 

The boys in high school, as well as those in institu-

tions, were divided into three equal groups according to 

their scores of the S-I Inventory. The same procedure was 

followed for the girls. Those receiving the lowest scores 

on the S-I Inventory were designated as most secure, those 

receiving the highest scores were classified a3 least secure, 

and the remaining subjects were designated as average secure. 
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Treatment of the Data 

1. Three way analysis of variance was used to compare 

the mean scores of 

a. adolescent boys and adolescent girls 

b. nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent 

adolescents 

c. most secure adolescents and least secure 

adolescents 

d. nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys 

e. nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls 

f. nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls 

g. delinquent boys and delinquent girls 

h. least secure nondelinquent boys and most 

secure delinquent boys 

i. least secure nondelinquent girls and most 

secure delinquent girls 

on the following categories of the PCR: Casual, Demanding, 

Loving, Protective, Rejecting, Symbolic-Love Punishment, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward, for each parent, 

2. The Scheffe P test was applied to the P scores to 

find which P score(s) contained significant variance. 

3. The .05 level of significance was required through-

out the study. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1, Bandara, A. and R. H, Walters, Adolescent Aggression, 
New York, The Ronald Press, 1959. 

2. Bell, A. B., "Role Modeling of Fathers in Adolescence 
and Young Adulthood," Journal of Counseling, XVI 
(January, 1969), 30-35^ 

3• Bowlby, J., Forty-Four Juvenile Thieves: Their Charac-
ters and Home Life, London, Bailliere, Tindall, and 
Cox, 1956. 

4. Buros, 0. K., editor, The Fifth Mental Measurement 
Yearbook, Highland Park, Hew Jersey, The Gryphon 
Press, 1959# 

£. Burt, C,, The Young Delinquents, New York, Appleton-
Century-Croft s Company, 1925. 

6. Chwast, J., "A Study of the Relationship Between Boys' 
Perception of the Parental Attitudes and Their 
Pre-Delinquency," Dissertation Abstracts, 1957» 
n. 893. 

7. DeRoche, E. F«, nA House is not a Home," Education, LXXXV 
(January, 1965)* 303-306. 

8. Droppleman, L. F. and F. S. Schaefer, "Boys and Girls' 
Reports of Maternal and Paternal Behavior," Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, LXVII (December 
1963), 6I|.8-65U. 

9. Gibson, H, B., "Measurement of Parental Attitudes and 
Their Relation to Boys' Behavior," British Journal 
of Educational Psychology, XXXVIII (November, 1965), 
233-239. 

10. Glueck, S«, editor, The Problem of Delinquency, Boston, 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 19^9. 

11. and E. Glueck, Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 
1950. 

12. Goldin, P. C., "A Review of Children's Reports of Parent 
Behaviors," Psychological Bulletin, LXXI (March, 
1969), 222-2W. 

2k 



25 

13. Sough, H« G., "A Note on th© Security-Insecurity Test," 
Journal of Social Psychology. XXVIII (November, 
I9PTT25T-20U 

11\.. Heyns, R. W., The Psychology of Personal Adjustment, 
New York, lie Dryden Press, Inc•, 195^• 

15. Itkin, W., "Relationships Between Attitudes Toward 
Parents and Parents' Attitudes Toward Children," 
Journal of Genetic Psychology, LXXXVI (Jane, 1955)* 
339-352. 

16. Jurovsky, A., "Relations of Older Children to Their 
Parents," Pedgogical Seminary, LXXII (March, 1914-8), 
85-100. 

17. Lehner, G, P, and £. Kube, The Dynamics of Personal 
Adjustment, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1955. 

18. McCord, W., et al., Origins of Crime, New York, Columbia 
University Press, 1959. 

19. Madoff, J. M., "The Attitudes of Mothers of Juvenile 
Delinquents Toward Child Rearing,n Journal of 
Consulting Psychology, XXIII (December, T959T, 
5iB-£k>. ri ~ — 

20. Maslow, A, H., et al., "A Clinically Devised Test for 
Measuring Psychological Security-Insecurity," 
Journal of General Psychology, XXXIII (July, 19l|-5)» 
21-ip.. 

21. and B. Mittelmann, Principles of Abnormal 
Psychology: Dynamics of Psychic Illness, New York, 
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 19i|l. 

22. Medinnus, G. R., "Delinquents' Perception of Their 
Parents," Journal of Consulting Psychology. XXIX 
(December, 1965)» 5^2-593. 

23. Menninger, W. C. and M. Leaf, You and Psychiatry. 
New York, Charles Scribner's Sons, I9I4.8. 

2I4L. Mitchell, G. S., editor, A Dictionary of Sociology. 
Chicago, Aldine Publishing Company, 1968, 

25. Nye, F. I., Family Relationships and Delinquent Behavior, 
New York, Wiley and Sons, 1958 



26 

26. Parsons, T., Social Structure and Personality, New 
York, The 'Free*"Press of $lencoe, 196l|.» 

27• Piaget, J., Play, Dreams, and Imitation in Childhood, 
New York, Norton and Company, 1951* 

28, Roe, A. and M, Siegelman, "Parent-Child Relations 
Questionnaire," Child Development, XXXIV (June, 
1963), 355-369. 

29« Schab, F., "Adolescent Attitudes About Parental Controls," 
Journal of Home Economics. LXII (January, 1970), 
5^-56. 

30. Schaefer, B, S,, "Children's Reports of Parental Behavior: 
An Inventory," Child Development, XXXVI (1965). 
1*13-1*214.. 

31. Schiamber, L., "Some Socio-Cultural Factors in Adoles-
cent-Parental Conflict: A Cross-Cultural Comparison 
of Selected Cultures," Adolescence, IV (Fall, 1969)» 
333-360. 

32. Schindler-Rainman, E., "Communicating with Today's 
Teenagers: An Exercise Between Generations," 
Children, XVI (November, 1969), 218-223. 

33* Serot, N. M. and R. C. Teevan, "Perception of the 
Parent-Child Relationship and its Relation to 
Child Adjustment," Child Development, XXXII (June, 
1961), 373-378. 

111. Stapcner, R.. Psychology of Personality, New York, 
McGraw-Hill Book cJm^Sby, Inc./ 19&8. 

35* Symonds, P. M., The Psychology of Parent-Child Relation-
ships, New York, Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1939. 

36. Troll, L. E., et al., "Similarities in Values and Other 
Personality Characteristics in College Students and 
Their Parents," Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior 
and Development.. V (October, 19&9), 323-335. 

37# Tsubouchi, K. and R. Jenkins, "Three Types of Delinquents: 
Their Performance on MMPI and PCR," Journal of 
Clinical Psychology. XXV (October, 1969), 353-358. 



FIGURE A 

Diagrammatical Representation 

of Hypotheses 

D N-D 

B 

M s > 

/ 
4 

/ 

\
 \
 \
 \
 \
 \

 

\
 

—
 

—
 

_
 \
 

v i 

! / 
i / 

x'~~ 
/ 

/ 
s 

i 
i / 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

> 

/ 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 

Bt Boys 
Q: Girls 
D: Delinquent 

N-D: Nondelinquent 

As: Average secure 
Ls: Least secure 
Ms: Most secure 

27 



FIGURE B 

Diagrammatical Representation 

of Subhypotheses 

B D N-D 

1,2 3 A 

11,12 

5,6 

Bj> 6D 

BN-D °N-D 

7,8 

9,10 

r ^ - D ^i-D -I 

Ms 

13,11* 
15,16 17,18 

B: Boys 
G: Girls 
D: Delinquent 

N-D: Nondelinquent 

Ls: Least secure 
Ha: Most secure 

28 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OP RELATED LITERATURE 

For the purpose of this investigation the related 

literature is limited to four areas of major concern. 

These are (1) children's perception of parental behavior 

toward them and its relationship to their personality 

development, (2) children's perception of parental behavior 

toward them as related to their sex, (3) children's percep-

tion of parental behavior toward them as related to other 

factors, and (ij.) the relationship between security and 

delinquency. 

Children's Perception of Parental Behavior 
Toward Them and its Relationship to 

Their Personality Development 

A child's perception of his parents' behavior toward 

him is of paramount importance in his personality develop-

ment. Stott (ij2, p, I4II4.) administered a questionnaire to 

1,878 subjects and reported that for the adolescent boy in 

particular, parental behavior and especially the behavior 

of the mother and its perception by him was shown to be 

an important factor related to personality development. 

Parental conduct and its perception by their children was 

seen to contribute significantly to children's personality 

development. 

29 
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An early study by Hartshorne and others p. 27k) 

led to the conclusion that even though children may dislike 

and resent certain modes of behavior and certain attitudes 

in their parents, they may and perhaps often do adopt those 

same modes of behavior in spite of their conscious dislike 

for those behaviors when they observe them in their parents. 

Ross (3lf, p. 1^3) gave credence to Hartshorne's statement 

by pointing out that it is certain that the early attitudes 

of the young child toward his parents are extremely important, 

Throughout the child's life, he added, these early attitudes 

tend to color his emotional relations with other people. 

In another study of l\$0 adolescents, Stott p. ll|7) 

observed that entirely different effective environments 

were constituted in the same family situation for various 

children. This was seen to occur as the result of children 

assuming their own particular roles in the family. The 

family life interrelationships became prime factors in 

determining the direction of an individual's personality 

development. 

Parental treatment and behavior are not the only causes 

of children's attitudes toward their parents. This statement 

is supported by Stagner and Drought's study (39, p. 175) 

which pointed out that a child's own personality was a prime 

factor in determining his attitude toward his parents. 

When children reported their perception of parental behavior 

toward them they revealed their own personality. Phares 
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(33* P. 390), for example, found that subjects who were low 

in authoritarianism listed a higher proportion of negative 

parental qualities than did those who were high on that 

scale. 

Children's perceptions of parental behavior toward them, 

and the parental behavior in general, have been found to be 

very accurate. Although, as Bronson and others (6, p. 152) 

pointed out in studying 100 families, this accuracy was not 

a generalized ability because perceptual accuracy in the 

several areas is not interrelated. Furthermore, children's 

attitudes and perceptions were much more related to parental 

and family influences than to their intelligence of socio-

economic status. This was a conclusion reached by Stogdill's 

comprehensive survey (IjJL, p. 293) of studies of children's 

attitudes toward their parents, covering the years l89lj-

1936. 

Siegelman (38* p* 502) studied a child's perception of 

parental behavior toward him and its relationship with the 

introvert-extrovert syndrome. Children's opinions about 

parental treatment and classmates' ratings of pupil person-

ality led him to conclude that extroverted children frequently 

describe loving parents and' introverted subjects tend to 

portray rejecting parents. He conducted a similar study 

(37, p. 561) with older adolescents and took more factors 

into consideration. His conclusions were significant and 

extensive. Some of the more salient points which he brought 
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out were: (a) extroverted females reported loving fathers, 

(b) anxious and introverted males reported rejecting mothers 

and fathers, (c) warm, enthusiastic, adventurous, dependent, 

and conscientious sons reported having had loving parents, 

(d) neglecting fathers had nonpersistent, aloof, and tense 

sons, (e) a casual father was associated with responsiveness 

in the son, a demanding father with shyness, and an overpro-

tective father with low ego strength, and (f) a loving mother 

had composed sons, a neglecting mother had serious and 

unconventional sons, and a demanding mother had suspicious 

sons. 

A child's perceptions of acceptance-rejection and 

intrinsic-extrinsic valuation by his parents were investi-

gated, in their relation to various components of their 

ego structure, by Ausubel and his co-workers (1, p. 195). 0 

Their findings pointed out that (a) girls, more than boys, 

perceived themselves as significantly more accepted and 

intrinsically valued by parents (b) children who perceived 

themselves as extrinsically valued tended to disagree less 

with their parents' opinions, to be more independent, and to 

be less able to postpone hedonistic gratification, and 

(c) it was hypothesized that self-perceptions of rejection 

and extrinsic valuation would be related to a more omnipo-

tently conceived self-concept, to higher levels of ego 

aspiration and goal frustration tolerance, to greater 

independence from parents, and to less advanced levels of 
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personality maturity; these assumptions were partially 

proved for subjects who perceived themselves extrlnsically 

valued by parents, but not for those who perceived them-

selves as rejected. 

Children's Perception of Parental Behavior 
Toward Them as Related to Their Sex 

Children perceive parental behavior toward them differ-

ently depending 011 a variety of factors, one of which is 

their sex. Kagan's study (21, p. 258) in this area revealed 

that boys and girls saw their father as less friendly and 

more dominant, punitive, and threatening than their mother. 

He and Lemkin conducted a second study (22, p. ijlj-7) and 

found that girls labeled their father as both more affec-

tionate and more punitive, although they expressed a desire 

to be like their mother. Kagan stated that this might be 

the result of an anxiety arousing identification, since a 

girls' identification model is perceived as the less 

competent of the two parents. 

In a study which included subjects from three socio-

economic levels Meltzer reached a variety of conclusions, 

some of which follow: (a) girls reacted to both parents 

with a more pleasant feeling than did boys, (b) reactions 

of boys and girls toward their mothers were more pleasantly 

toned than toward their fathers, and (c) boys averaged more 

hostile responses to the father and girls more to the mother. 
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Droppleman and Schaefer (9> p« 650) provided extensive 

conclusions based on their study of 165 seventh grade boys 

and girls who were administered a parent behavior inventory. 

Some of their more unique findings included such points ast 

(a) on the scale of rejection, neglect, and ignoring girls 

reported their father as clearly higher while boys reported 

their father as only slightly higher, (b) both sexes reported 

that their mother used covert and indirect methods of control 

more frequently than their father, (c) neither group reported 

a significant difference between the mother and the father 

on strictness and punishment, although there was a slight 

tendency for the opposite-sex parent to be reported as using 

more direct said overt methods of punishment, (d) the opposite-

sex parent granted more antonomy, (e) both parents were 

reported to give significantly more hostile and negative 

treatment to boys than girls, (f) boys reported that both 

parents, especially the father, used more direct and indirect 

control on them than on girls, and (g) indirect means of 

control such as guilt and possessiveness were used more by 

the mother than the father with both boys and girls. 

In a study of 6li+ males and females in their late teens 

Williams and Williams (Ij.6, p. 1̂.8) reached such conclusions 

as: (a) the subject's image of the mother was that she was 

more restrictive and authoritarian than she really was, 

(b) subjects were more aware of the attitudes of the parent 

of the opposite sex than of the attitudes of the same-sexed 
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parent, and (c) girls were more aware of their parents' 

attitudes than were boys. Ratzeburg and Beier's investi-

gation (3, p. 572) attracted attention because of the method 

which they utilized in gathering data. They administered 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory to a group 

of students in the age range of eighteen to twenty-three 

and asked them to answer the inventory the way they thought 

their parents would have answered it. He concluded that 

girls identified more readily with the mother whereas boys 

identified more readily with the father; furthermore, a boy 

who ascribed more than average femininity values to his 

mother identified strongly with his father. Finally, in 

the area of children's perception of their parent's behavior 

toward them as related to their sex, Henry (17» p« 72) 

provided these findings: girls were more likely than boys 

to perceive the mother as the disciplinarian, and fathers 

tended to punish sons while mothers tended to punish 

daughters. 

Children's Perception of Parental Behavior 
Toward Them as Related to Other Factors 

As it was discussed in the preceding chapter a child's 

perception of his parents' behavior toward him has signifi-

cant bearing on his interaction with others, his intelligence, 

his performance in school, and his view toward punishment. 

Hurley, in one study (19, p« 292), found that more 

intelligent students had mothers who tended to be more 
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accepting and less dominating in child rearing attitudes 

than mothers of less intelligent children. In a second 

study (20, p. 29) he came to the conclusion that parental 

acceptance-rejection differences might account for mor© 

than thirty per cent of the variance in the IQ, scores of 

their children. A study by Baldwin and his associates 

(2, p. 5 ) led them to state that the most highly intelli-

gent children came from families that were accepting, 

democratic, and indulgent in child rearing practices, while 

more autocratic and rejecting families tended to produce 

less intelligent children. 

A child's attitude toward his parents and his perception 

of parental behavior toward him is closely related to his 

interactions with others, as pointed out by Cox (7, p. 827). 

He conducted two studies in a suburb of a large Australian 

city. His subjects were pre-adolescent boys and girls who 

were administered the Thematic Apperception Test and a 

sociometric scale. His conclusions pointed out that for 

the establishment of a warm and competent relationship with, 

peers a positive attitude toward the parent of the same sex 

was a necessary condition. Furthermore, he found a positive 

correlation between the attitudes toward parents (or parent 

figures) and the extent of peer group acceptance. 

Children's perception of parental behavior toward them 

seems to have significant effects on their scholastic perform-

ance. Rubin (35, p. 1220) studied the relationship of such 
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perception with the a ch i e vl ng - n on a chi e v i ng syndrome. The 

achieving girls, according to Rubin, placed themselves 

farther away from both parents than did the achieving boys, 

and underachieving girls placed themselves closer to the 

father than achieving girls or underachieving boys. Rubin's 

data pointed to the fact that a child's reaction to his 

parents involved social patterns which were a function of 

both his sex and achievement. 

Some of the investigations accomplished in this field 

were focused on patterns of attitude which children expressed 

about their parents and did not concern themselves with the 

sex of the child. For example, Gardner's study (11, p. 26) 

resulted in these conclusions: (a) there was a general 

decrease of criticisms of the father from the tenth through 

the twelfth years, (b) children rated the parent of the 

opposite sex somewhat higher in character and disposition, 

although they listed more attributes for the parent of the 

like sex, (c) there was a slight tendency for the parent to 

punish the child of like sex more often, (d) the mother was 

easier on the child than the father, and (e) both parents 

used physical punishment more often with boys and scolded 

girls. Gulo (13, p. k$2) conducted research along similar 

lines. His subjects included 978 boys and girls in grades 

seven through twelve who took a rating scale. He found that 

the father was primarily viewed in an evaluative manner and 

as an authority figure whereas attitudes toward the mother 
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were more complex and oriented in terms of how the child 

perceived the mother to respond to his needs. Lasko's 

findings (23* p. 301) confirmed the conclusions of others 

already cited. He stated that parents who consulted with 

their children and explained the rules had children who 

were socially outgoing and more active in intellectual 

curiosity, originality, and constructiveness. 

Boyer (5# P» 3kS) administered a questionnaire to 590 

students from upper high school grades who represented all 

socio-economic classes, age levels, religious groups, and 

sexes. His findings indicated that (a) sixty-four per cent 

had completely satisfactory relations with their parents; 

of those dissatisfied, slightly more were boys, (b) there 

was a small increase in dissatisfaction as age increased, 

(c) complaints were expressed regarding parental strictness, 

and (d) the main concern was for more understanding, Hawkes 

and his co-workers (15» p« 391) had thirteen judges rank 

each response of a group of boys and girls along a continuum. 

The result obtained was that most of the subjects perceived 

control of their behavior as nonthreatening or not unduly 

restrictive, and the home conditions relating to the control 

of the behavior of most of these children were perceived 

as corresponding to those deemed desirable from a mental 

health viewpoint. In relation to attitudes twoard parental 

control and the social adjustment of children, Stogdill 

(ij.0, p. 3&i|) found that youth who thought they were severely 
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punished as children endorsed strict parental control, while 

students who resented having been punished or who had parents 

who were too moralistic endorsed more lenient control then 

the average for the group. Schab's study (36, p. 55) of 

1,000 students, fourteen to eighteen years old, led him 

to state that girls received more control than boys and 

boys were punished more often than girls; although in 

general, most of them were satisfied with their homes. 

Stott's findings (14.3, p» ij27) were also along the same lines. 

His subjects were 1,878 high, school students, one-third of 

whom reported having been recently scolded or punished, 

slightly more boys than girls; scolding was the most common 

method of punishment and two-thirds of all the punishment 

was reported to have been done by mothers. He also found 

that punishment was slightly related with low scores on 

certain tests of personal adjustment and appreciation of 

home life. Elder (10, p. 6I4.) used random samples from 

19,200 white high school students and reported that ambitions 

and effectiveness outside the family were fostered by moderate 

or low parental power. 

Relationship Between Security 
and Delinquency 

In light of the fact that a child's perception of 

parental behavior toward him may or may not depict an 

accurate description of the parents' actual behavior, it 
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is significant to note that Maslow and Mittelmann saw 

parental rejection, whether perceived and/or actual, as 

" . . . the method par excellence for creating insecurity 

in the child, an insecurity that is likely to persist through 

life unless something is done about it" (27, p, 2I4.9). Symonds 

gave support to Maslow1s statement by reviewing related 

studies and stating that the rejected child was likely to 

demonstrate " . . . such delinquencies as truancy, thieving, 

and lying and may find satisfaction in having his mother 

upset about him . . . " (lj.5* P«> 45) • Along the same lines 

Healy and Bronner (16, p. 122) found that ninety-one per 

cent of a delinquent group against thirteen per cent of a 

control group had come from homes with an atmosphere that 

was dominated by emotional disturbances. The aforementioned 

discussion takes on added significance when viewed from the 

perspective that parental rejection may be perceived by the 

offspring with or without its actual existence and it, in 

turn, leads to insecurity and delinquency. Hepner claimed 

that the conducive atmosphere for emotional growth depended 

on the child's knowledge " . . . that he is accepted by his 

parents" (18, p. 266). 

Menniger and Leaf's theoretical treatment of security 

was based on the premise that "security is one of the pillars 

upon which mental health rests" (30, p„ 161). Parents were 

perceived as being instrumental in providing the security 

that children needed and the parents' own feeling of 
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security was a determining factor in provision of a condu-

cive atmosphere for development of security in their children. 

The relation of provision of a secure and loving atmosphere 

as seen from the child's viewpoint, and the proper growth of 

the child was borne out by studies and the theoretical 

discussions of Bowlby (I4.), McCord, et al. (2£), Madoff (26), 

Peterson, et_ al. (32), Medinnus (28), DeRoche (8), and 

Lehner and Kube (2ij.). 

The aforementioned studies generally concur that parental 

behavior toward the child, or its perception by the child, 

significantly contributed to his development and can generate 

feelings of security or insecurity in the child depending on 

the specific behavior or perception of it. Furthermore, 

these theorists and investigators agree in stating that 

insecurity is almost always a major vmderlying cause of 

delinquency in boys and girls. The exceptions to these 

findings are few and are best described by Nye (31, p. 123) 

who found no significant differences between the rejection 

of parents in delinquent and nondelinquent adolescents, and 

by Gibson (12, p. 238) who found only a moderate relationship 

between lack of parental concern and their authoritarianism 

and delinquency in boys. 
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CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OP DATA 

This study investigated adolescents' perception of 

parental behavior toward then and its relationship to 

sex, delinquency, and security. The subjects chosen were 

sixty boys and sixty girls from eleventh grade English 

classes in a west Texas city (they comprised twenty-seven 

percent of the students in the eleventh grade English 

classes), sixty boys from an institution for juvenile delin-

quents in north-central Texas, and sixty girls from an 

institution for juvenile delinquents in north Texas (they 

comprised twelve percent and sixty-eight percent of the 

white students in these institutions, respectively). All 

subjects were white, they ranged in age from fifteen through 

eighteen years, and they had two living parents. The subjects 

at the high school were chosen because of their presence in 

five eleventh year English classes (all five classes were 

taught by the same teacher), the delinquent boys who served 

as subjects for this study were chosen because they lived in 

two particular cottages, and the subjects at the institution 

for delinquent girls were chosen on the basis of their avail-

ability from all the classes which girls were attending at 

the time of the administration of the tests. The subjects 

14-6 



bl 

were administered, three tests: PGR-Pather Form, PCR-Mother 

Form, and S-I Inventory, (For a description of these tests 

see pages 19-21.) A three way analysis of variance was computed 

at the North Texas State University Computing Center. The 

.05 level of significance was required throughout the study. 

In the following pages the data resulting from the 

comparisons of the different groups and subgroups used in 

this study are reported. A summary of the results for the 

main effects (sex, delinquency, and security) is seen in 

Table I. These results relate to hypotheses 1, 2, 3, ij., 

13* and llj.. The P score is recorded in Table I under the 

group for which a significant difference occurred. 

It was found that adolescent boys perceived their 

father as more Casual and as administering more Symbolic-

Love Punishment, and their fathers and mothers as more 

Rejecting, than did adolescent girls. Adolescent girls 

perceived their fathers as more Demanding and more Loving9 

and their fathers and mothers as more Protective, than did 

adolescent boys* 

It was found that delinquent adolescents perceived 

their fathers as administering more Symbolic-Love Punishment, 

and their fathers and mothers as more Casual, more Protective, 

and more Rejecting than did nondelinquent adolescents. 

Nondelinquent adolescents perceived their mothers as admin-

istering more Symbolic-Love Reward, and their fathers and 

mothers as more Loving than did delinquent adolescents. 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR MAIN EFFECTS 
(SEX, DELINQUENCY, AND SECURITY) 

I4.8 

Father Form B G D N-D " Ma I* 

Casual 0 . 0 5 2 1 0 . 0 0 0 2 

Demanding 0 . 0 0 8 1 4 . 

Loving O . O l j . 2 2 0 . 0 2 8 1 0 . 0 0 2 2 

Protective 0 . 0 0 0 6 0 . 0 2 6 9 

Rejecting 0 . 0 0 0 1 0 . 0 0 0 1 O.OOOlj . 

Symbolic-Love 
Punishment 0 . 0 2 2 1 0 . 0 0 0 1 ; 0.0019 

Symbolic-Love 
Reward 0 . 0 0 3 0 

Mother Form 

Casual 0 . 0 0 0 2 

Demanding 

Loving 0 . 0 0 0 1 0 . 0 1 6 1 * . 

Protective 0.0037 O . O J 4 J I 

Rejecting 0 . 0 2 1 0 0 . 0 0 0 1 0 . 0 0 1 2 

Symbolic-Love 
Punishment 

Symbolic-Love 
Reward 0 . 0 1 ^ 3 5 

B: Boys 
G: Girls 
D: Delinquent 

N-D: Kondelinquent 

Ls: Least secure 
Mg: Most secure 
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It was found that most secure adolescents perceived 

their fathers as administering more Symbolic-Love Reward, 

and their fathers and mothers as more Loving, than did least 

secure adolescents• Least secure adolescents perceived 

their fathers as administering more Symbolic-Love Punishment, 

and their fathers and mothers as more Rejecting, than did 

most secure adolescents* 

A summary of the conclusions concerning the subgroups 

is contained in Table II. These results relate to hypotheses 

5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, and 18. There was 

no significant interaction among any of the main effects 

except Symbolic-Love Punishment for the maternal form. 

Therefore, these conclusions are based on the differences 

found in the main effects. 

It is to be noted that in obtaining the most secure 

adolescents and the least secure adolescents (and also in 

the subgroups which are based on the main effects, namely 

subhypotheses 15, 16, 17, and 18) the only data which are 

presented are those which were needed in order to accept 

or to reject the hypotheses and the subhypotheses which 

were made in Chapter I. Therefore, these tables do not 

include the data pertinent to the average secure group. 

It must be indicated that the Scheffe test was computed 

for least secure nondelinquent boys and most secure delinquent 

boys and for least secure nondelinquent girls and most secure 

delinquent girls on all scales of the PGR. On both the 



TABLE II 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR SUBHYPOTHESES 

50 

Father Form 
N-D 
B 

D 
B 

N-D 
G 

D 
Gr 

N-D 
B 

N-D 
G 

D 
B 

D 
G 

*-s 
N-D 
B 

D 
B 

N-D 
G 

M-
D 
G 

Casual X X X X 

Demanding 

Loving X X X X 

Protective X X X X 

Rejecting X X X X 

S-L P X X X X 

S-L R 

Mother Form 

Casual X 

Demanding X 

Loving 

Protective X X X X 

Rejecting X X X X 

S-L P 

S-L R 

X: 

B 
G 
D 

N-D 

Hie group which scored significantly higher 
than the group with which it was compared 
Boys 
Girls 
Delinquent 
Nondelinquent 

M 
S-L PL 

S-L R 

3' 

Least secure 
Most secure 
Symbolic-Love Punishment 
Symbolic-Love Reward 
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Father and Mother Forms of the PGR no significant difference 

was found between least secure nondelinquent boys and most 

secure delinquent boysj the same result also occurred when 

least secure nondelinquent girls were compared with most 

secure delinquent girls on the Father Form of the PGR. On 

the Mother Form of the PGR the following conclusions were 

reached: 

1. Most secure delinquent girls (x - 1+7 .5) scored 

significantly higher than least secure nondelinquent girls 

(x = 39*0) on Casual. 

2. Least secure nondelinquent girls (x = 51*8) scored 

significantly higher than most secure delinquent girls 

(x = I4J4..5) on Demanding. 

3. On the remaining scales of the PGR no significant 

differences occurred between least secure nondelinquent 

girls and roost secure delinquent girls. 

The data which demonstrate the results of the analysis 

of variance for each of the individual scales of the PCR 

(Father Form and Mother Form) are presented in the following 

tables. 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Casual are presented in Table III; the following conclusions 

are based on this table: 

1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls. 
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2. Delinquent adolescents (x = 14.6,5) scored signifi-

higher than nondelinquent adolescents (x = ip.,2) 

3. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents. 

I4.. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-CASUAL 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 367.514- 3.71 0.0521 

Delinquency 1 1690,70 17.08 0.0002 

Security 2 70.65 0.71 0.501^6 

Sex-Delinquency 1 9.20 0,09 0.7587 

Sex-Security 2 63.65 0,6lj. 0.5315 

Delinquency-Security 2 2l|6,61 2.I4-9 O.O83O 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 101.61 1.03 0.3611 

Within 2 28 93.98 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Demanding are presented in Table IV; the following conclusions 

are based on this table: 
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1. Adolescent boys (5 = 1|8.6) scored significantly 

higher than adolescent girls (x = • 

2. There was no significant difference between delin-

quent adolescents and nondeliquent adolescents. 

3. There was no significant difference between most 

secure adolescents and least secure adolescents. 

Ij.. There was no significant interaction, 

TABLE IV 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-DEMANDING 

Source df Mean Square F p 

Sex 1 617.60 7.05 0.008I1. 

Delinquency 1 102 .70 1.17 0 .2796 

Security 2 1^0.26 1 . 6 0 0 . 2 0 2 1 

Sex-Delinquency 1 136.50 1.56 0 .2106 

Sex-Security 2 177.95 2 .03 0.1313 

De1inquency-Se curity 2 85 .28 0.97 O . 6 I 8 9 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 126.00 1.14}. 0 .2380 

Within 228 87 .60 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Loving are presented in Table V; the following conclusions 

are based on this tables 
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1. Adolescent girls scored significantly higher than 

adolescent boys. 

2. Nondelinquent adolescents scored significantly 

higher than delinquent adolescents, 

3. Most secure adolescents scored significantly 

higher than least secure adolescents. 

ij.. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE V 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-LOVING 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 620.82 14-07 0.014.22 

Delinquency 1 728.02 li.77 0.0281 

Security 2 995.88 6.52 0.0022 

Sex-Delinquency 1 308.27 2.02 0.1529 

Sex-Security 2 267.18 1.75 0,171*0 

Delinquency-Se cur ity 2 95.78 0.63 0.5398 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 23.93 0.16 0.8557 

Within 228 152.66 

Total 239 

The means for the significant differences for sex and 

delinquency on the Father Form-Loving are presented in Table 

VI. Since there was no significant interaction between the 
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factors, it can be concluded that 

1. Nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher 

than delinquent boys. 

2. Nondelinquent girls scored significantly higher 

than delinquent girls# 

3. Nondelinquent girls scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent boys, 

lu Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

delinquent boys. 

TABLE VI 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-LOVING 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys U7.7 53.5 50.6 

Girls 53.2 53.8 

Total 50.1}. 53.9 

The means for the significant differences for security 

and delinquency on the Father Form-Loving are presented in 

Table VII. Since there was no significant interaction 

between the factors the Scheffe test was computed. The 

result of the test indicated that there was no significant 

difference between these groups. 



TABLE VII 

MEANS FOR SECURITY AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-LOVING 

56 

Most Secure 
Delinquent 

Least Secure 
Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 11-8.5 52 .1 50.3 

Girls 58 .1 51.U 51J..8 

Total 53-3 51 .8 

TABLE VIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-PROTECTIVE 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 1325.^0 13.18 0.0006 

Delinquency 1 W . 35 M 5 0.0269 

Security 2 105.79 1.05 0.3518 

Sex-Delinquency 1 0.1)2 0.01 0.9^73 

Sex-Security 2 138.01 1.37 0.251*3 

Delinquency-Se curlty 2 17.59 0.17 0.8^08 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security . 2 36.58 0.36 0.7009 

Within 228 100.5Lj. 

Total 239 
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The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Protective are presented in Table VIII j the following 

conclusions are based on this table: 

1. Adolescent girls scored significantly higher than 

adolescent boys. 

2. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent adolescents. 

3. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adolescents. 

ij.. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE IX 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-PROTECTIVE 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 14-3.0 1*0.1 1*1.6 

Girls 14.7,6 1*6.3 

Total k$.3 1*2.5 

The means for the significant differences for sex and 

delinquency on the Father Form-Protective are presented in 

Table IX. Since there was no significant interaction between 

the factors, it can be concluded that 

1. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

delinquent boys. 
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2. Nondelinquent girls scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent boys. 

3. Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys. 

1|. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent girls. 

TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-REJECTING 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 3+116.81 31.32 0.0001 

Delinquency 1 57^2.82 1-1-3.69 0.0001 

Security 2 1162,83 8.85 O.OOOLj. 

Sex-Delinquency 1 1|21.35 3.21 0.0710 

Sex-Security 2 3U2.00 2.60 0.07!^ 

Delinquency-Security 2 36.80 0.28 0.7601 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 109.1+6 O.83 0.5601}. 

Within 228 131.1+6 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Forra-

Rejecting are presented in Table X; the following conclusions 

are based on this table: 
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1. Adolescent boys scored significantly higher than 

adolescent girls. 

2. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent adolescents. 

3. Least secure adolescents scored significantly higher 

than most secure adolescents. 

I}.. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE XI 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-REJECTING 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 3U.0 1+0.2 

Girls 35.5 28.1* 31.9 

Total 1+1.0 31.2 

The means for the significant differences for sex and 

delinquency on the Father Form-Rejecting are presented in 

Table XI. Since there was no significant interaction between 

the factors, it can be concluded that 

1. Delinquent boys,scored significantly higher than 

delinquent girls. 

2. Nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent girls. 

3. Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys. 
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l±. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent girls# 

TABLE XII 

MEANS FOR SECURITY" AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-REJECTING 

Most Secure 
Delinquent 

Least Secure 
Nond e1inquent Total 

Boys *1-5.9 ij.8.7 ltf.3 

Girls 28.6 38.3 33.5 

Total 32.3 14-3.5 

The means for the significant differences for security 

and delinquency on the Father Form-Rejecting are presented 

in Table XII. Since there was no significant interaction 

between the factors the Scheffe test was computed. The 

result of the test indicated that there was no significant 

difference between these groups. 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Symbolic Love Punishment are presented in Table XIII; the 

following conclusions are based on this table: 

1. Adolescent boys scored significantly higher than 

adolescent girls. 

2. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent adolescents. 
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3® Least secure ado le scen t s scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

h i g h e r than most secure a d o l e s c e n t s . 

I4.. There was no s i g n i f i c a n t i n t e r a c t i o n . 

TABLE XII I 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 2I4.6.OIJ. 5 .20 0.0221 

Delinquency 1 703.8l|. II4..88 0.000^ 

Secur i ty 2 316.85 6 , 6 9 0.0019 

Sex-Delinquency 1 175.10 3.70 0.0525 

Sex-Secur i ty 2 lj.1.^5 0 .88 0.5793 

Del inquency-Secur i ty 2 79.85 1 . 6 9 0.1853 

Sex-Delinquency-
S e c u r i t y 2 2k . 32 0 . 5 1 0.60ij.6 

Within 228 l t f . 3 1 

To ta l 239 

The means f o r the s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s f o r sex and 

del inquency f o r the Fa ther Form-Symbolic Love Punishment 

a r e p re sen ted i n Table XIV. Since t h e r e was no s i g n i f i c a n t 

i n t e r a c t i o n between the f a c t o r s , i t can be concluded t h a t 

1 . Del inquent boys scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y h igher than 

nonde l inquent boys . 

2 . Del inquent g i r l s scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y h igher than 

nonde l inquent g i r l s . 
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3. Nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondeliquent girls, 

4. Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

delinquent girls. 

TABLE XI? 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 31.7 26.5 29.1 

Girls 27.9 26.2 27.1 

Total 29.8 26.4 

TABLE XV 

MEANS FOR SECURITY AND DELINQUENCY 
FATHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

Moat Secure 
Delinquent 

Least Secure 
Nondel inquent Total 

Boys 31.6 30.0 30 .8 

Girls 25.0 29.4 27.4 

Total 28 .3 29.7 

The means for the significant differences for security 

and delinquency on the Father Form-Symbolic Love Punishment 

are presented in Table XV, Since there was no significant 
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interaction between the factors the Scheffe test was computed. 

The result of the test indicated that there was no significant 

difference between these groups. 

TABLE XVI 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
FATHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE REWARD 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 2514-. 20 3.52 0.0586 

Delinquency 1 27.31* O.38 0. 5U.61}. 

Security 2 i&1.8i|. 6.11 0.0030 

Sex-Delinquency 1 53.20 0.71* 0.6038 

Sex-Security 2 U2.83 0.59 0.5589 

Delinquency-Security 2 I04-.614- 0.62 0.5^51 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 90.38 1.25 0.2877 

Within 228 72.27 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Father Form-

Symbolic Love Reward are presented in Table XVI; the following 

conclusions are based on this tables 

1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls, 

2. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of delinquent adolescents and nondellnquent adolescents. 
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3. Most secure adolescents (x = 35*5) scored signifi-

cantly higher than least secure adolescents (x = 31.5) 

ij.. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE XVII 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER PORM-CASXJAL 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 33.00 0.25 0.6219 

Delinquency 1 2202.20 16.86 0.0002 

Security 2 20 0.16 0.8559 

Sex-Delinquency 1 61.00 0.1+7 0.5023 

Sex-Security 2 16.07 0.12 0.881*2 

Delinquency-Security 2 10.87 0.08 0.9197 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 11*5.72 1.12 0.3300 

Within 228 130.65 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-Casual 

are presented in Table XVIIj the following conclusions are 

based on this table: 

1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls• 

2. Delinquent adolescents (x = 14.7.6) scored signifi-

cantly higher than nondelinquent adolescents (x = [(.1.6). 
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3. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents* 

k. There was no significant interaction, 

TABLE XVIII 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-DEMANDING 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 156.82 l.ij.1 0.231+3 

Delinquency 1 62.02 0.56 0.5373 

Security 2 295.15 2.65 0.0707 

Sex-Delinquency 1 1^5.07 0.i£ 0.5323 

Sex-Security 2 19k.28 1.75 0.171}.6 

Delinquency-Se curity 2 320.10 2.88 0.0566 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 32.28 0.29 0.7526 

Within 228 111.21 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Deiaanding are presented in Table XVIII; the following conclu-

sions are based on this table: 

1. There was no significant difference between the scores 

of adolescent boys and adolescent girls. 
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2. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of delinquent adolescents and nondelinquent adoles-

cents. 

3» There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents* 

1*. There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE XIX 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-LOVING 

Source df Mean Square P P 

Sex 1 I4..82 0 . 0 3 0.81*87 

Delinquency 1 3182.82 22.30 0.0001 

Security 2 59I+.2S L*.l6 0.0161* 

Sex-Delinquency 1 10l*.02 0.73 0.6013 

Sex-Security 2 21*3.1$ 1.70 0.1823 

Delinquency-Security 2 93.83 0.66 0.5239 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 16.88 0.12 O . 8883 

Within 228 11*2.71* 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Loving are presented in Table XIX; the following conclusions 

are based on this tables 
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1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls. 

2. Nondelinquent adolescents scored significantly 

higiher than delinquent adolescents 

3. Most secure adolescents scored significantly 

higher than least secure adolescents. 

Ij., There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE XX 

MEANS FOR SECURITY AND DELINQUENCY 
MOTHER FORM-LOVING 

Most Secure 
Adolescents 

Least Secure 
Adolescents Total 

Delinquent 52.9 1*9.6 51.2 

Nondelinquent 62.2 5U.6 58.1* 

Total 57.5 52.1 

The means for the significant differences for security 

and delinquency on the Mother Form-Loving are presented in 

Table XX. Since there was no significant interaction between 

the factors the Scheffe test was computed. The result of 

the test indicated that there was no significant difference 

between these groups. 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Protective are presented in Table XXI; the following conclu-

sions are based on this table: 
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1. Adolescent girls scored significantly higher than 

adolescent boys, 

2. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent adolescents. 

3. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adolescents, 

lj.» There was no significant interaction, 

TABLE XXI 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-PROTECTIVE 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 817.70 8.76 O.OO37 

Delinquency 1 362.60 3.88 O.Oltfl 

Security 2 121.58 1.30 0.2731 

Sex-Delinquency 1 105.3k 1.13 0.2893 

Sex-Security 2 3.03 0.03 0.9685 

De1inquency-Se curity 2 63,03 0.68 0.5114-8 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 6.91 0.07 0.9282 

Within 228 93.38 

Total 239 

The means for the significant differences for sex and 

delinquency on the Mother Form-Protective are presented in 

Table XXII. Since there was no significant interaction 
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between the factors, it can be concluded that 

1. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

delinquent boys, 

2. Nondelinquent girls scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent boys. 

3. Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys. 

i*.. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent girls. 

TABLE XXII 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
MOTHER FORM-PROTECTIVE 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys H5.7 1*0.1 1*1.6 

Girls 14-7.6 IUN9 1*6.3 

Total 1*5.3 1*2.5 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Rejecting are presented in Table XXIII; the following 

conclusions are based on this tables 

1. Adolescent boys scored significantly higher than 

adolescent girls. 

2. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent adolescents. 
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3« Least secure adolescents scored significantly higher 

than most secure adolescents. 

There was no significant interaction. 

TABLE XXIII 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-REJECTING 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 693.60 5.30 0.0210 

Delinquency 1 7752.06 59.18 0.0001 

Security 2 961.85 7.3ij- 0.0012 

Sex-Delinquency 1 86.1|0 0.66 0.5770 

Sex-Security 2 208.95 1.60 0.2033 

Delinquency-Se curity 2 3^2.07 2.61 0.0737 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 0.65 0.01 0.995*4-

Within 228 130.99 

Total 239 

• i 

The means for the significant differences for sex and 

delinquency on the Mother Form-Rejecting are presented in 

Table XXIV. Since there was no significant interaction 

between the factors, it can be concluded that 

1, Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys. 

2. Nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher 

than nondelinquent girls. 
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3, Delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 

delinquent girls. 

I4.. Delinquent girls scored significantly higher than 

nondeliquent girls. 

TABLE XXIV 

MEANS FOR SEX AND DELINQUENCY 
MOTHER FORM-REJECTING 

Delinquent Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 1*3.9 31.1* 37.7 

Girls 39.3 29.2 31*. 3 

Total 111. 6 30.3 

TABLE XXV 

MEANS FOR SECURITY" AND DELINQUENCY 
MOTHER FORM-REJECTING 

Most Secure 
Delinquent 

Least Secure 
Nondelinquent Total 

Boys 1*3.8 36.9 1+0.3 

Girls 35.3 35.8 35.5 

Total 39.5 36.3 

The means for the significant differences for security 

and delinquency on the Mother Form-Rejecting are presented 

in Table XXV. Since there was no significant interaction 



72 

between the factors the Scheffe test was computed. The 

result of the test indicated that there was no significant 

difference between these groups. 

TABLE XXVI 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 10. 1+2 0.21 0.6531 

Delinquency 1 7U9.07 15.02 0 . 0 0 0 3 

Security 2 31+6.67 6.95 0.0016 

Sex-Delinquency 1 0.1+2 0.01 0.921+5 

Sex-Security 2 99.17 1.99 0.1373 

Delinquency-Se cur ity 2 171.02 3.11-3 0.0331 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 0.07 0.01 0.9986 

Within 228 1+9.89 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Symbolic Love Punishment are presented in Table XXVI j the 

following conclusions are based on this table: 

1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls. 

2. There was significant interaction between security 

and delinquency. 
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MEANS FOR SECURITY AND DELINQUENCY 
MOTHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

73 

Most Secure 
Adolescents 

Least Secure 
Adolescents Total 

Delinquent 30.1 32,2 31.1 

Nondelinquent 25.9 31.8 28,3 

Total 27.6 32.0 

TABLE XXVIII 

SCHEFFE'S F TEST 
MOTHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE PUNISHMENT 

LSD MSN-D LgN-D 

MSD 0.3536 1.3810 0.2ij.56 

LSD 3.1322* 0.0098 

MSN-D 2.7912* 

*.05 level of significance 

D: Delinquent adolescents 
N-D: Nondelinquent adolescents 

Mai Most secure 
L„: Least secure 

The data in Tables XXVII and XXVIII demonstrate that 

most secure nondelinquent adolescents scored significantly 

lower than least secure delinquent adolescents and least 

secure nondelinquent adolescents. Therefore, the apparent 

significant differences between delinquent adolescents and 
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nondelinquent adolescents and between most secure adolescents 

and least secure adolescents were caused by the extremely 

low scores of most secure nondelinquent adolescents on this 

scale* 

TABLE XXIX 

ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 
MOTHER FORM-SYMBOLIC LOVE REWARD 

Source df Mean Square F P 

Sex 1 101.lj.0 1.5U 0.2135 

Delinquency 1 261}.. 60 i*.02 0.01*35 

Security 2 170.03 2.58 0.0760 

Sex-Delinquency 1 18.15 0.28 0.6068 

Sex-Security 2 25.89 0 .39 0.6813 

Delinquency-Security 2 23.1^9 0 .36 0.7059 

Sex-Delinquency-
Security 2 8.26 0 .13 0.8821 

Within 228 65.89 

Total 239 

The analysis of variance data for the Mother Form-

Symbolic Love Reward are presented in Table XXIX; the 

following conclusions are based on this table: 

1. There was no significant difference between the 

scores of adolescent boys and adolescent girls. 
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2, Nondelinquent adolescents (x = 35*5) scored signifi-

cantly higher than delinquent adolescents (x 33.1+). 

3, There was no significant difference between the 

scores of most secure adolescents and least secure adolescents, 

Ij.. There was no significant interaction. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

This study Investigated adolescents' perception of 

parental behavior toward them and its relationship to 

sex, delinquency, and security. In the following pages 

the findings of the study are reported and discussed* 

Findings 

The findings of the study are reported separately for 

each of the eighteen subhypotheses which were included in 

Chapter I. The table in which the finding was reported in 

Chapter III is indicated. 

The findings are as follows: 

1. Adolescent boys and adolescent girls' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that adolescent boys would 

score significantly higher than adolescent girls 

in the following categories: Casual and Symbolic-

Love Reward. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Casual (Table III). It was rejected for Symbolic-

Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that adolescent girls would 

score significantly higher than adolescent boys 

in the following categories: Loving, Protective, 

77 
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and Rejecting. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Loving (Table V) and Protective (Table VIII)• It 

was rejected for Rejecting (Table X), 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

adolescent boys and adolescent girls in the 

following categories: Demanding and Symbolic-Love 

Punishment. The hypothesis was rejected for Demanding 

(Table IV) and Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table XIII). 

2. Adolescent boys and adolescent girls' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that adolescent boys would 

score significantly higher than adolescent girls 

in the following category: Symbolic-Love Reward, 

The hypothesis was rejected for Symbolic-Love 

Reward (Table XXIX). 

b. It was hypothesized that adolescent girls would 

score significantly higher than adolescent boys in 

the following category: Demanding. The hypothesis 

was rejected for Demanding (Table XVIII). 

c« It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of adoles-

cent boys and adolescent girls in the following 

categories: Casual, Loving, Protective, Rejecting, 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Loving (Table XIX) and Symbolic-Love 
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Punishment (Table XXVI). It was rejected for 

Casual (Table XVII), Protective (Table XXI), and 

Rejecting (Table XXIII). 

3. Nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent adoles-

cents' perception of paternal behavior toward them: 

a« It was hypothesized that nondelinquent adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than 

delinquent adolescents in the following categories: 

Loving, Protective, and Symbolic-Love Reward. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Loving (Table V). It 

was rejected for Protective (Table VIII) and Symbolic-

Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent adolescents 

would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

adolescents in the following categories: Demanding, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Rejecting (Table X) 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table VIII). It was 

rejected for Demanding (Table IV). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

delinquent adolescents and nondelinquent adolescents 

in the following category: Casual. The hypothesis 

was rejected for Casual (Table III). 

I4.. Nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent adoles-

cents1 perception of maternal behavior toward them: 
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a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than delin-

quent adolescents in the following categories: 

Loving and Protective. The hypothesis was accepted 

for Loving (Table XIX). It was rejected for 

Protective (Table XXI). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent adolescents 

would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

adolescents in the following categories: Demanding, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Rejecting (Table XXIII). 

It was rejected for Demanding (Table XVIII). The 

direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment could not 

be determined (Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of delin-

quent adolescents and nondelinquent adolescents in 

the following categories: Casual and Symbolic-Love 

Reward. The hypothesis was rejected for Casual 

(Table XVII) and Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XXIX). 

5. Nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent boys 

would score significantly higher than delinquent 

boys in the following categories: Demanding, 

Loving, Protective, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 
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The hypothesis was accepted for Loving (Table VI). 

It was rejected for Demanding (Table IV), Protective 

(Table IX), and Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent boys would 

score significantly higher than nondeliquent boys 

in the following categories: Rejecting and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Rejecting (Table XI) and Symbolic-Love Punishment 

(Table XIV). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of delin-

quent boys and nondelinquent boys in the following 

category* Casual. The hypothesis was rejected for 

Casual (Table III). 

6. Nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent boys 

would score significantly higher than delinquent 

boys in the following categories: Demanding and 

Loving. The hypothesis was rejected for Demanding 

(Table XVIII) and Loving (Table XIX). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent boys would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent boys 

in the following categories: Casual, Protective, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Protective (Table XXII) 
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and Rejecting (Table XXIV). It was rejected for 

Casual (Table XVII). The direction for Symbolic-

Love Punishment could not be determined (Table XXVI). 

c« It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

delinquent boys and nondelinquent boys in the 

following category: Symbolic-Love Reward. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Symbolic-Love Reward 

(Table XXIX). 

7* Nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than delinquent 

girls In the following categories: Casual, Loving, 

and Symbolic-Love Reward. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Loving (Table VI). It was rejected 

for Casual (Table III) and Symbolic-Love Reward 

(Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent girls would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent girls 

in the following categories: Protective, Rejecting, 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Protective (Table IX), Rejecting 

(Table XI), and Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table XIV). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 
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delinquent girls and nondelinquent girls in the 

following category: Demanding. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Demanding (Table IV). 

8. Nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls' perception 

of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than delinquent 

girls in the following categories: Loving and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. The hypothesis was rejected 

for Loving (Table XIX) and Symbolic-Love Reward 

(Table XXIX). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent girls would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent girls 

in the following categories: Protective, Rejecting, 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Protective (Table XXII) and Rejecting 

(Table XXIV). The direction for Symbolic-Love 

Punishment could not be determined (Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of delin-

quent girls and nondelinquent girls in the following 

categories: Casual and Demanding. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Casual (Table XVII) and Demanding 

(Table XVIII). 

9. Nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls1 

perception of paternal behavior toward them: 
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a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent boys 

would score significantly higher than nondelin-

quent girls in the following category: Symbol!c-

Love Reward. The hypothesis was rejected for 

Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

boys in the following categories: Casual, Protec-

tive, and Rejecting. The hypothesis was accepted 

for Protective (Table IX). It was rejected for 

Casual (Table III) and Rejecting (Table XI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls in the 

following categories: Demanding, Loving, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Demanding (Table IV). It was rejected 

for Loving (Table VI) and Symbolic-Love Punishment 

(Table XIV). 

10. Nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls1 

perception of maternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that nondelinquent boys 

would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

girls in the following category: Symbolic-Love 

Reward. The hypothesis was rejected for Symbolic-

Love Reward (Table XXIX). 
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b. It was hypothesized .that nondelinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

boys in the following categories: Casual and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

rejected for Casual (Table XVII). The direction 

for Symbolic-Love Punishment could not be determined 

(Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent girls in the 

following categories: Demanding, Loving, Protective, 

and Rejecting. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Demanding (Table XVIII) and Loving (Table XIX). 

It was rejected for Protective (Table XXII) and 

Rejecting (Table XXIV). 

11. Delinquent boys and delinquent girls' perception 

of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that delinquent boys would 

score significantly higher than delinquent girls 

in the following category: Rejecting. The hypoth-

esis was accepted for Rejecting (Table XI). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than delinquent 

boys in the following categories: Loving and 

Protective. The hypothesis was accepted for Loving 

(Table VI) and Protective (Table IX). 
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c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of 

delinquent boys and delinquent girls in the 

following categories: Casual, Demanding, Symbolic-

Love Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. The 

hypothesis was accepted for Demanding (Table IV) 

and Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XVI). It was 

rejected for Casual (Table III) and Symbolic-Love 

Punishment (Table XIV), 

12. Delinquent boys and delinquent girls' perception 

of maternal behavior toward therat 

a. It was hypothesized that delinquent boys would 

score significantly higher than delinquent girls 

in the following category: Casual. The hypothesis 

was rejected for Casual (Table XVII). 

b. It was hypothesized that delinquent girls would 

score significantly higher than delinquent boys in 

the following categories: Demanding, Rejecting, 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

rejected for Demanding (Table XVIII) and Rejecting 

(Table XXIV). The direction for Symbolic-Love 

Punishment could not be determined (Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of delin-

quent boys and delinquent girls in the following 

categories: Loving, Protective, and Symbolic-Love 
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Reward. The hypothesis was accepted for Loving 

(Table XIX) and Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XXIX). 

It was rejected for Protective (Table XXII). 

13. Most secure adolescents and least secure adoles-

cents' perception of paternal behavior toward them: 

a. It was hypothesized that most secure adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than least 

secure adolescents in the following categories: 

Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Loving (Table V) and Symbolic-

Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that least secure adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than most 

secure adolescents in the following categories: 

Casual, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love 

Punishment. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Rejecting (Table X) and Symbolic-Love Punishment 

(Table XIII). It was rejected for Casual (Table III) 

and Protective (Table VIII). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of most 

secure adolescents and least secure adolescents in 

the following category: Demanding. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Demanding (Table IV). 

li}.. Most secure adolescents and least secure adolescents* 

perception of maternal behavior toward them: 



88 

a. It was hypothesized that roost secure adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than least 

secure adolescents in the following categories! 

Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Loving (Table XIX). It was 

rejected for Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XXIX). 

b. It was hypothesized that least secure adoles-

cents would score significantly higher than most 

secure adolescents in the following categories: 

Demanding, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. The hypothesis was accepted for 

Rejecting (Table XXIII). It was rejected for 

Demanding (Table XVIII) and Protective (Table XXI). 

The direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment could 

not be determined (Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of most 

secure adolescents and least secure adolescents 

in the following category: Casual. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Casual (Table XVII). 

Least secure nondelinquent boys and most secure 

delinquent boys* perception of paternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. It was hypothesized that least secure nondelln-

quent boys would score significantly higher than 

most secure delinquent boys in the following 
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categories: Demanding, Protective, and Symbolic-

Love Reward. The hypothesis was rejected for 

Demanding (Table IV), Protective (Table VIII), and 

Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XVI). 

b. It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent 

boys would score significantly higher than least 

secure nondeliquent boys in the following category: 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. The hypothesis was 

rejected for Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table XV). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of least 

secure nondelinquent boys and most secure delin-

quent boys in the following categories: Casual, 

Loving, and Rejecting. The hypothesis was accepted 

for Casual (Table III), Loving (Table VII), and 

Rejecting (Table XII). 

16. Least secure nondelinquent boys and most secure 

delinquent boys1 perception of maternal behavior toward 

them s 

a. It was hypothesized that least secure nondelin-

quent boys would score significantly higher than 

most secure delinquent boys in the following cate-

gory: Demanding. The hypothesis was rejected 

for Demanding (Table XVIII). 

b. It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent 

boys would score significantly higher than least 
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secure nondeliquent boys in the following category? 

Symbolic-Love Punishment* The direction for 

Symbolic-Love Punishment could not be determined 

(Table XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of least 

secure nondeliquent boys and most secure delin-

quent boys in the following categories: Casual, 

Loving, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love 

Reward. The hypothesis was accepted for Casual 

(Table XVII), Loving (Table XIX), Protective 

(Table XXI), Rejecting (Table XXV), and Symbolic-

Love Reward (Table XXIX). 

1?. Least secure nondelinquent girls and most secure 

delinquent girls' perception of paternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. It was hypothesized that least secure nondelin-

quent girls would score significantly higher than 

most secure delinquent girls in the following 

categories: Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

The hypothesis was rejected for Loving (Table VII) 

and Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XVI )• 

b. It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent 

girls would score significantly higher than least 

secure nondelinquent girls in the following cate-

gories: Casual and Symbolic-Love Punishment* 
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The hypothesis was rejected for Casual (Table III) 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table XV). 

c. It was hypothesised that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of least 

secure nondelinquent girls and most secure delin-

quent girls in the following categories: Demanding, 

Protective, and Rejecting. The hypothesis was 

accepted for Demanding (Table IV), Protective 

(Table VIII), and Rejecting (Table XII). 

18. Least secure nondelinquent girls and most secure 

delinquent girls' perception of maternal behavior toward 

them: 

a. It was hypothesized that least secure nondelin-

quent girls would score significantly higher than 

most secure delinquent girls in the following 

categories: Demanding and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

The hypothesis was accepted for Demanding (Table XVIII) 

It was rejected for Symbolic-Love Reward (Table XXIX). 

b. It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent 

girls would score significantly higher than least 

secure nondelinquent girls in the following cate-

gory: Symbolic-Love Punishment, The hypothesis 

was rejected for Symbolic-Love Punishment (Table 

XXVI). 

c. It was hypothesized that there would be no 

significant difference between the scores of least 
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secure nondelinquent girls and most secure delin-

quent girls in the following categories: Casual, 

Loving, Protective, and Rejecting. The hypothesis 

was accepted for Loving (Table XIX), Protective 

(Table XXI), and Rejecting (Table XXV). It was 

rejected for Casual (Table XVII). 

Discussion 

The eighteen subhypothese3 which were investigated in 

the study are presented below. In each subhypothesis the 

findings are pointed out, the outcomes which did not concur 

with the predictions are discussed, and the supportive 

theoretical statement and/or experimental finding upon which 

the prediction was based is indicated. 

Subhypothesis One 

In comparing adolescent boys and adolescent girls' 

perception of paternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the outcomes concurred in Casual, Loving, and Protective. 

However, the outcomes did not correspond with the predictions 

in Demanding, Rejecting, Symbolic-Love Punishment, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Demanding it was predicted that there 

would be no significant difference between adolescent boys 

and adolescent girls, whereas it was found that adolescent 

boys scored significantly higher than adolescent girls. 

According to Droppleman and Schaefer (8, p. 657) boys 
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reported that fathers used more direct and indirect control 

on them than on girls. Since they did not define the term 

control, and because no other term was found that resembled 

Demanding, their conclusion was taken as the basis for this 

prediction. 

Adolescent girls were thought to score significantly 

higher than adolescent boys in Rejecting, whereas it was 

found that adolescent boys scored significantly higher than 

adolescent girls. Droppleman and Schaefer (8, p. 650) 

reported that on the scale of rejection girls reported 

fathers as clearly higher than did boys. This was the basis 

for the prediction in the present study. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Punishment no significant 

difference was predicted between adolescent boys and adoles-

cent girls whereas adolescent boys scored significantly 

higher than adolescent girls. According to Gardner (9, p. 27) 

there was only a slight tendency for a parent to punish 

the child of like-sex and this slight tendency was thought 

to mean no significant difference. 

It was hypothesized that adolescent boys would score 

significantly higher than adolescent girls in Symbolic-Love 

Reward, but it was found that there was no significant 

difference between the two groups on this scale. No research 

was found that stated a conclusion pertinent to this scale* 
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Subhypothesis Two 

In comparing adolescent boys and adolescent girls' 

perception of maternal behavior toward them it was found 

that the predictions and the findings were the same in Loving 

and Symbolic-Love Punishment. However, the predictions 

and the outcomes did not concur in Casual, Demanding, Protec-

tive, Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

It was hypothesized that adolescent boys would score 

significantly higher than adolescent girls in Casual, whereas 

the finding indicated that there was no significant differ-

ence. Meltzer (22, p. 325>) stated that girls thought of their 

mothers in emotional and economic terms; this statement 

was the basis for the inference that the combination of 

emotional and economic would most likely lead to what Roe 

and Siegelman defined as Casual (as stated in subhypothesis 

one). Accordingly, adolescent girls were assumed to score 

significantly higher than adolescent boys on this scale. 

On the scale of Demanding adolescent girls were 

predicted to score significantly higher than adolescent 

boys, whereas the finding indicated that there was no 

significant difference. According to Dropplemand and 

Schaefer (8, p. 650) girls reported that mothers were more 

demanding and more restrictive than fathers; this statement 

served as the basis for the prediction. 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference between adolescent boys and adolescent girls in 
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Protective; It was found, however, that adolescent girls 

scored significantly higher than adolescent boys* The 

prediction was based on the finding by Gulo (13, p» k$2) 

that boys and girls1 perception of the maternal attitude 

toward them is complex and is oriented in terms of how the 

adolescent perceives the mother to respond to his needs. 

This was a rather general finding and since Protective seemed 

to be more of a perceptual than a tangible phenomenon, the 

prediction was based on this finding. 

On the scale of Rejecting no significant difference was 

predicted between adolescent boys and adolescent girls; 

however, the outcome indicated that adolescent boys scored 

significantly higher than adolescent girls. Kagan (lij., p. 258) 

reported that adolescents consistently viewed the parent of 

the same sex as more rejecting; however, Droppleman and 

Schaefer (8, p. 65l) pointed out that both parents were 

significantly more rejecting of boys than of girls. Because 

of the contradiction in these findings it was decided that 

no significant difference would be assumed for these two 

groups on this scale. 

It was hypothesized that adolescent boys would score 

significantly higher than adolescent girls on the scale of 

Symbolic-Love Reward; however, no significant difference 

was found between these two groups. No research was found 

which could serve as a basis for this scale. 
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Subhypothesis Three 

In comparing nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent 

adolescents1 perception of paternal behavior toward them 

the predictions and the outcomes were the same in Loving, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment, However, the 

predictions and the findings did not correspond in Casual, 

Demanding, Protective, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that there 

would be no significant difference between nondelinquent 

adolescents and delinquent adolescents. However, the finding 

indicated that delinquent adolescents scored significantly 

higher than nondelinquent adolescents on this scale. 

Medinnus (21, p. 593) reported that a father's casual atti-

tude toward delinquents and nondelinquents and the adoles-

cent's perception of this casualness was only slightly 

different. Because of the insignificant statistical results 

in Medinnus' study it was thought that no significant 

difference should be assumed for the two groups on this 

s cale. 

It was hypothesized that delinquent adolescents would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent adolescents 

in Demanding, whereas no significant difference was found 

between the two groups. According to Levy (17* p« 652) 

demanding fathers are responsible for delinquency In adoles-

cents; this finding was the basis for the assumption. 
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On the scale of Protective it was assumed that nondelin-

quent adolescents would score significantly higher than 

delinquent adolescents. However, It was found that delinquent 

adolescents scored significantly higher than nondelinquent 

adolescents. The prediction was inferred from Symonds' 

statement (28, p. 1$) that overprotection leads to delin-

quency; although no evidence was found upon which the 

hypothesis could be based, It was assumed that a reasonable 

degree of protectiveness would lead to nondelinquency. 

It was hypothesized that nondelinquent adolescents 

would score significantly higher than delinquent adolescents 

in Symbolic-Love Reward; however, no significant difference 

was found between the two groups on this scale. Such 

Intrinsic rewards as praise and respect for adolescents were 

assumed to lead to nondelinquent behavior, although no 

research finding was found on which the prediction could be 

based. 

Subhypothesis Pour 

In comparing delinquent adolescents and nondelinquent 

adolescents' perception of maternal behavior toward them 

It was found out the predictions and the findings concurred 

in Loving and Rejecting. However, the predictions and the 

outcomes were contradictory in Casual, Demanding, Protective, 

and Symbolic-Love Reward. The direction for Symbolic-Love 

Punishment could not be determined. 
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On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that there 

would be no significant difference between nondelinquent 

adolescents and delinquent adolescents, whereas it was 

found that delinquent adolescents scored significantly 

higher than nondelinquent adolescents. Medinnus1 finding 

(21, p. 593) was used for making the prediction. According 

to his finding there was no significant difference between 

these two groups on this scale. 

It was hypothesized that delinquent adolescents would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent adolescents 

in Demanding. However, the finding indicated that no 

significant difference existed between the two groups. 

Madoff (19» p* f>20) found that more controlling and demanding 

attitudes were expressed by the mother of delinquent adoles-

cents. Madoffs statement served as the basis for the 

prediction. 

On the scale of Protective it was assumed that nondelin-

quent adolescents would score significantly higher than 

delinquent adolescents. It was found, however, that delin-

quent adolescents scored significantly higher than 

nondelinquent adolescents. Levy (17, p. G$0) stated that 

overprotective mothers caused delinquency in adolescents. 

Based on this statement It was predicted that protective 

mothers, when such protectiveness was not overemphasized, 

would cause nondelinquency in their offspring. 



It was predicted that delinquent adolescents would score 

significantly higher than nondelinquent adolescents in 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, whereas the direction could not be 

determined. The prediction was based on the finding by 

Madoff (19» p« 520) that mothers of delinquent adolescents 

expressed more punitive attitudes than mothers of nondeli-

quent adolescents. 

It was hypothesised that there would be no significant 

difference between nondelinquent adolescents and delinquent 

adolescents on the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward. However, 

it was found that nondelinquent adolescents scored signifi-

cantly higher than delinquent adolescents on this scale. 

Ho research could be found to serve a3 a guide for this 

prediction. 

Subhypothesis Five 

In comparing nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys' 

perception of paternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the outcomes were the same in Loving, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. However, the predictions and 

the findings did not correspond in Casual, Demanding, 

Protective, and Symbolic-Love Reward# 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of nondelinquent boys and 

delinquent boys on Casual. It was found, however, that 

delinquent boys scored significantly higher than 
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nondelinquent boys. The supportive basis for this hypothesis 

was derived from Kedinnus» finding (21, p. 593)• According 

to his finding there was no significant difference between 

the two groups on this scale. 

On the scale of Demanding it was hypothesized that 

nondelinquent boys would score significantly higher than 

delinquent boys, whereas no significant difference was found 

between the two groups. No concrete evidence could be found 

as to which direction, if any, this prediction was to be 

made. 

On the scale of Protective it was predicted that 

nondelinquent boys would score significantly higher than 

delinquent boys, whereas delinquent boys scored significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys. The prediction was based 

on Medinnus' finding (21, p. 593) that nondelinquent boys 

had scored significantly higher than delinquent boys on this 

scale. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward nondelinquent 

boys were assumed to score significantly higher than 

delinquent boys; however, the finding pointed out that there 

was no significant difference between the two groups. The 

prediction for this scale was based on the assumption that 

praise and intrinsic reward would cause boys to become 

psychologically mature and to avoid delinquent behavior. 
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Subhypothesis Six 

In comparing nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys* 

perception of maternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the findings concurred in Protective, Rejecting, and 

Symbolic-Love Reward. However, the predictions and the 

outcomes did not correspond in Casual, Demanding, and Loving. 

The direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment could not be 

determined. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that delin-

quent boys would score significantly higher than nondelinquent 

boys, whereas no significant difference was found between the 

two groups. The prediction was based upon the finding by 

Covan (6, p„ 112) that delinquent boys scored significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys on a similar scale. 

It was hypothesized that nondelinquent boys would score 

significantly higher than delinquent boys in Demanding. The 

finding indicated that there was no significant difference 

between the scores of the two groups on this scale. The 

findings of Medinnus (21, p. 593) served as the basis for 

the prediction. 

On the scale of Loving it was assumed that nondelin-

quent boys would score significantly higher than delinquent 

boys, whereas no significant difference was found between 

the two groups. Covan's study (6, p. 112) served as the 

basis for this prediction. In his study the aforementioned 

difference was significant. 
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It was hypothesised that delinquent boys would score 

significantly higher than nondeliquent boys on Symbolic-

Love Punishment, The direction could not be determined. 

According to Madoff (19» p. 520) more punitive attitudes 

were expressed by mothers of delinquent boys. Madoff did 

not elaborate on the types of punitive attitudes; his state-

ment seemed to be sufficiently broad to embrace the concept 

of Symbolic-Love Punishment, 

Subhypothesis Seven 

In comparing nondelinquent girls and delinquent girls1 

perception of paternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the outcomes were the same in Demanding, Loving, 

Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Punishment. The 

predictions and the findings did not correspond in Casual 

and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Gasual it was hypothesized that non-

delinquent girls would score significantly higher than 

delinquent girls, whereas delinquent girls scored signifi-

cantly higher than nondelinquent girls. No theoretical 

statement or experimental evidence existed which could 

become the basis for the prediction. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward it was hypothesized 

that nondelinquent girls would score significantly higher 

than delinquent girls, whereas no significant difference 

was found to exist between these two groups. No concrete 

evidence was found for this prediction, although it seemed 
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reasonable to assume that paternal praise and support would 

be a deterrent to delinquent behavior. 

Subhypothesis Eight 

In comparing nondeliquent girls and delinquent girls' 

perception of maternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the findings concurred in Casual, Demanding, Protective, 

and Rejecting, However, the predictions and the outcomes 

did not correspond in Loving and Symbolic-Love Reward. The 

direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment could not be determined. 

On the scale of Loving it was hypothesized that nondeli-

quent girls would score significantly higher than delinquent 

girls, whereas no significant difference was found between 

the two groups. The support for the prediction was derived 

from McCord and others (18, p. 121) who stated that affection 

from parents, and especially from mothers, seemed to have 

the effect of innoculation against subcultural influences. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward it was hypothe-

sized that nondelinquent girls would score significantly 

higher than delinquent girls, whereas no significant differ-

ence was found between the two groups. It appeared logical 

to assume that intrinsic reward would serve as the basis for 

psychological maturity and, consequently, it would become a 

deterrent to delinquency, but no concrete evidence was found 

to support this assumption. 



loll. 

Subhypothesis Nine 

In comparing nondelinquent boys and nondelinquent 

girls' perception of paternal behavior toward them the 

predictions and the findings concurred in Demanding and 

Protective. However, the predictions and the outcomes did 

not correspond in Casual, Loving, Rejecting, Symbolic-Love 

Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that non-

delinquent girls would score significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys, whereas nondelinquent boys scored 

significantly higher than nondelinquent girls. Due to the 

fact that the term casual was seldom used in the literature, 

no supportive statement could be found for this prediction. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of nondelinquent boys and 

nondelinquent girls in Loving, However, nondelinquent 

girls scored significantly higher than nondelinquent boys 

on this scale. Kagan's conclusions (ll}., p» 258) were used 

as supportive basis for this prediction. 

On the scale of Rejecting it was predicted that 

nondelinquent girls would score significantly higher than 

nondelinquent boys, whereas nondelinquent boys scored signifi-

cantly higher than nondelinquent girls. The supportive 

statement for this prediction was provided by Kagan and 

Lexakin (15, p. kl\l) who stated that girls labeled fathers 

as both more affectionate and more rejecting than mothers. 
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It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of nondellnquent boys and 

nondelinquent girls in Symbolic-Love Punishment, whereas 

nondellnquent boys scored significantly higher than nondelin-

quent girls. The prediction was based on one of the findings 

by Droppleman and Schaefer (8, p. 650) who found no signifi-

cant difference in the extent of the punishment that boys 

and girls received from their fathers. 

It was hypothesized that nondellnquent boys would score 

significantly higher than nondellnquent girls in Symbolic-

Love Reward. However, no significant difference was found 

between the scores of the two groups on this scale. No 

theoretical statement or experimental evidence was found 

to support or to reject this prediction. 

Subhypothesis Ten 

In comparing nondellnquent boys and nondellnquent 

girls' perception of maternal behavior toward them the 

predictions and the outcomes concurred in Demanding and 

Loving. However, the predictions and the findings did not 

correspond in Casual, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-

Love Reward. The direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment 
9 

could not be determined. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that 

nondellnquent girls would score significantly higher than 

nondellnquent boys, whereas no significant difference was 

found between the two groups. No evidence was found which 
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could serve as a guide for this prediction. 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of nondelinquent girls and 

nondelinquent boys on Protective. However, the finding 

indicated that nondelinquent girls scored significantly 

higher than nondelinquent boys on this scale. Gulo's 

finding (13, p, I4.52), that boys and girls' perception of 

maternal attitude toward them is complex and is oriented 

in terms of how an adolescent perceives the mother to respond 

to his needs, served as the supportive basis for this predic-

tion. Despite its generality Gulo's finding was the closest 

evidence upon which this hypothesis could be based. 

On the scale of Rejecting it was hypothesized that 

there would be no significant difference between the scores 

of nondelinquent girls and nondelinquent boys, whereas 

nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher than nondelin-

quent girls. Schaefer (8, p. 651) reported that boys were 

more rejected by both parents than were girls and Kagan 

(llj., p» 258) stated that adolescents viewed the parent of 

the same sex as more rejecting. Since these findings are 

contradictory to some extent, it was assumed that these two 

groups would not differ significantly on this scale. 

It was hypothesized that nondelinquent girls would 

score significantly higher than nondelinquent boys on 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, whereas the direction could not 

be determined. Droppleman and Schaefer (8, p. 653) stated 
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that indirect means of control through guilt were used by 

mothers more on girls than on boys. This statement was the 

basis for the prediction. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward it was predicted 

that nondelInquent boys would score significantly higher 

than nondelinquent girls, whereas there was no significant 

difference found between the two groups. No supportive 

evidence was found for this prediction. 

Subhypothesis Eleven 

In comparing delinquent boys and delinquent girls' 

perception of paternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the findings concurred in Demanding, Loving, Protective, 

Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love Reward. However, the predictions 

and the outcomes did not correspond in Casual and Symbolic-

Love Punishment. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that there 

would be no significant difference between the scores of 

delinquent boys and delinquent girls, whereas delinquent 

boys scored significantly higher than delinquent girls. The 

prediction could not be supported or refuted due to a lack 

of treatment of this scale in the literature. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of delinquent boys and delin-

quent girls in Symbolic-Love Punishment. However, the 

finding indicated that delinquent boys scored significantly 
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higher than delinquent girls. The findings by Kagan 

(l!j.# p. 258) served as the basis for this prediction, 

although it must be mentioned that his findings were 

rather general. 

Subhypothesis Twelve 

In comparing delinquent boys and delinquent girls' 

perception of maternal behavior toward them the predictions 

and the findings concurred in Loving and Symbolic-Love 

Reward. However, the predictions and the outcomes did not 

correspond in Casual, Demanding, Protective, and Rejecting. 

The direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment could not be 

determined. 

On the scale of Casual it was predicted that delinquent 

boys would score significantly higher than delinquent girls, 

whereas no significant difference was found between the two 

groups. The finding by Williams (29, p» 1+95) served as the 

supportive statement for this prediction. Williams stated 

that girls thought of mothers as more restrictive than did 

boys. 

It was hypothesized that delinquent girls would score 

significantly higher than delinquent boys in Demanding. 

However, the finding indicated that there was no significant 

difference between the two groups on this scale. Kagan 

(II4., p» 2f>8) found that adolescents viewed the parent of the 

same sex as more dominant and demanding. Kagan's conclusion 
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was the basis for this prediction. 

It was predicted that there would be no significant 

difference between the scores of delinquent boys and delin-

quent girls on Protective. The finding indicated that 

delinquent girls scored significantly higher than delinquent 

boys on this scale. No evidence was found which could serve 

as the basis for this prediction. 

On the scale of Rejecting it was predicted that delin-

quent girls would score significantly higher than delinquent 

boys, whereas delinquent boys scored significantly higher 

than delinquent girls. This prediction was based on the 

finding by Burt (Ij., p. $l\2) that delinquent girls perceived 

mothers as more rejecting than did delinquent boys. 

It was hypothesized that delinquent girls would score 

significantly higher than delinquent boys in Symbolic-Love 

Punishment. The direction could not be determined. Burt 

(Ij., p. 520) found that mothers tended to punish their 

daughters more than their sons. Burt's conclusion was used 

as the basis for this prediction, 

Subhypothesis Thirteen 

In comparing most secure adolescents and least secure 

adolescents' perception of paternal behavior toward them 

the predictions and the findings concurred in Demanding, 

Loving, Rejecting, Symbolic-Love Punishment, and Symbolic-

Love Reward. The predictions and the outcomes did not 
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correspond in Casual and Protective. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that least 

secure adolescents would score significantly higher than 

most secure adolescents, whereas no significant difference 

was found between the two groups. No evidence was found 

which could serve as the basis for this prediction. 

It was predicted that least secure adolescents would 

score significantly higher than most secure adolescents in 

Protective. However, the outcome indicated that there was 

no significant difference between the two groups on this 

scale. No concrete evidence could be found to support or to 

refute this hypothesis. The closest evidence was provided 

by Arsenian (1, p. 2l|.8) who made some conclusions which 

could support this hypothesis, although her research involved 

young children. 

Subhypothesis Fourteen 

In comparing most secure adolescents and least secure 

adolescents1 perception of maternal behavior toward them 

the predictions and the outcomes concurred in Casual, Loving, 

and Rejecting. However, the predictions and the findings 

did not correspond in Demanding, Protective, and Symbolic-

Love Reward. The direction for Symbolic"-Love Punishment 

could not be determined. 

On the scale of Demanding it was hypothesized that 

least secure adolescents would score significantly higher 
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than most secure adolescents, whereas no significant differ-

ence was found between the two groups. DeHoehe (7? p* 301}.) 

provided theoretical support for the prediction by indicating 

that demanding parents caused insecurity in their offspring. 

It was hypothesized that least secure adolescents would 

score significantly higher than most secure adolescents in 

Protective. However, the finding indicated that no signifi-

cant difference was found between the two groups on this 

scale. The prediction was based on the finding by Arsenian 

to which reference was previously made on page 110. 

It was predicted that least secure adolescents would 

score significantly higher than most secure adolescents on 

Symbolic-Love Punishment. The direction could not be 

determined. In light of the findings and discussion by a 

number of investigators (16, 20) it seemed that the scale 

of Symbolic-Love Punishment closely resembled the scale 

of Rejecting and, therefore, the prediction was based on 

that inference. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward it was predicted 

that most secure adolescents would score significantly higher 

than least secure adolescents, whereas the outcome indicated 

that no significant difference existed between the two groups, 

It was assumed that such a psychological reward as emotional 

support would lead to security, although no theoretical 

statement or experimental evidence was found to support or 

to refute the prediction. 
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Subhypothesis Fifteen 

In comparing least secure nondelinquent boys and most 

secure delinquent boys* perception of paternal behavior 

toward them the predictions and the outcomes concurred in 

Casual, Loving, and Rejecting. The predictions and the 

findings did not correspond in Demanding, Protective, 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Demanding it was hypothesized that 

least secure nondelinquent boys would score significantly 

higher than most secure delinquent boys, whereas there was 

found no significant difference between the two groups# 

DeRoche (7* p. 3OI4.) provided theoretical support for this 

prediction to which reference was made on page 111. 

It was hypothesized that least secure nondelinquent 

boys would score significantly higher than most secure delin-

quent boys in Protective. However, the outcome indicated 

that there was no significant difference between the two 

groups on this scale. Hedinnus' finding (21, p. 593) that 

nondelinquent boys scored significantly higher than delinquent 

boys in perception of paternal protectiveness was the 

experimental basis for this prediction, although he did not 

take into account the security-insecurity syndrome. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Punishment it was hypothe-

sized that most secure delinquent boys would score significantly 

higher than least secure nondelinquent boys, whereas the 

finding indicated that there was no significant difference 
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between the two groups. This prediction was based on the 

findings of Gibson (10, p. 238) and Schwarz and Ruggieri 

(27, p. ISO) who found some relationship between paternal 

punishment, delinquency, and insecurity. 

It was hypothesized that least secure nondeliquent 

boys would score significantly higher than most secure 

delinquent boys in Symbolic-Love Reward. The finding 

indicated that no significant difference existed between 

the two groups on this scale. No theoretical statement or 

experimental evidence was found to support or to refute 

the prediction. 

Subhypothesis Sixteen 

In comparing least secure nondelinquent boys and most 

secure delinquent boys1 perception of maternal behavior 

toward them the predictions and the outcomes concurred in 

Casual, Loving, Protective, Rejecting, and Symbolic-Love 

Reward. The prediction and the finding did not correspond 

in Demanding. The direction for Symbolic-Love Punishment 

could not be determined. 

On the scale of Demanding it was hypothesized that 

least secure nondelinquent boys would score significantly 

higher than most secure delinquent boys, whereas no signifi-

cant difference was found between the two groups. The 

supportive basis for this hypothesis was derived from the 

findings by Medinnus (21, p. 593) and DeRoche (7» p» 3OI4.) 
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whose investigations provided seme guidance in formulating 

this prediction, 

It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent boya 

would score significantly higher than least secure nondeli-

quent boys in Symbolic-Love Punishment, whereas the direction 

could not be determined. Gibson (10, p, 238) found that 

unreasonable punishment of adolescents led to delinquency 

and the Gluecks (12, p. 115) reported that delinquency and 

insecurity were closely intertwined. 

Subhypothesis Seventeen 

In comparing least secure nondelinquent girls and most 

secure delinquent girls' perception of paternal behavior 

toward them the predictions and the outcomes concurred in 

Demanding, Protective, and Rejecting. However, the predic-

tions and the findings did not correspond in Casual, Loving, 

Symbolic-Love Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesised that most 

secure delinquent girls would score significantly higher than 

least secure nondelinquent girls, whereas no significant 

difference was found between the two groups. No theoretical 

or experimental basis was found for this prediction. 

It was hypothesized that least secure nondelinquent 

girls would score significantly higher than most secure 

delinquent girls in Loving. However, no significant differ-

ence was found between the two groups on this scale# 
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Carpenter and Elsenberg (5# p# 13&) found that unloving 

fathers caused delinquency in girls; thair finding was used 

as the basis for the prediction. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Punishment it was 

predicted that most secure nondeliquent girls would score 

significantly higher than least secure delinquent girls, 

whereas no significant difference was found between the two 

groups. The supportive finding for this prediction was 

provided by Gibson (10, p. 238) who stated that excessive 

punishment led to delinquency. 

It was predicted that least secure nondelinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than most secure delinquent 

girls in Symbolic-Love Reward. However, no significant 

difference was found to exist between the two groups on 

this scale. No statement was found which could support or 

refute the prediction. 

Subhypothesis Eighteen 

In comparing least secure nondelinquent girls and most 

secure delinquent girls' perception of maternal behavior 

toward them the predictions and the outcomes concurred in 

Demanding, Loving, Proteotive, and Rejecting. The predictions 

and the findings did not correspond in Casual, Symbolic-

Love Punishment, and Symbolic-Love Reward. 

On the scale of Casual it was hypothesized that there 

would be no significant difference between the scores of 
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least 3ecure nondelinquent girls and moat secure delinquent 

girls, whereas most secure delinquent girls scored signifi-

cantly higher than least secure nondelinquent girls. Medinnus 

(21, p. 593) reported that there were few differences between 

delinquent adolescents and nondelinquent adolescents1 percep-

tion of their mothers' behavior toward them. Medinnus' 

finding served as the basis for this prediction. 

It was hypothesized that most secure delinquent girls 

would score significantly higher than least secure nondelin-

quent girls in Symbolic-Love Punishment. However, no 

significant difference was found between the two groups. 

The Gluecks (12, p. 116} stated that delinquent adolescents 

received more unexplained punishment from their parents than 

did nondelinquent adolescents; furthermore, Droppleman and 

Schaefer (8, p. 650) pointed out that mothers used covert 

means of punishment on their offspring. The aforementioned 

findings were used to arrive at the prediction. 

On the scale of Symbolic-Love Reward it was hypothesized 

that least secure nondelinquent girls would score signifi-

cantly higher than most secure delinquent girls, whereas 

no significant difference was found between the two groups. 

No theoretical or experimental evidence was found which 

supported or refuted the prediction. 
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CHAPTER V 

5 ^ " CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The conclusions and the recommendations based on the 

findings of the study comprise the content of this chapter. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the general 

patterns which were revealed by the findings of the study. 

1. Delinquent adolescents perceived parental behavior 

toward them as more protective and more rejecting than did 

nondelinquent adolescents. It may be that one cause of 

delinquency is that delinquent adolescents cannot expect 

consistent behavior from their parents. 

•'f 2. 'Most secure adolescents perceived parental behavior 

toward them as more loving than did least secure adolescents, 

whereas least secure adolescents perceived parental behavior 

toward them as more rejecting than did most secure adolescents. 

The conclusion can be drawn that there is a definite relation-

ship between adolescents* security and their perception of 

their parental behavior toward them as loving or rejecting, 

3»Adolescent boys perceived paternal behavior toward 

them as more rejecting and as administering more psychological 

punishment than did adolescent girls, whereas adolescent 

girls perceived paternal behavior toward them as more 

120 
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demanding, more loving, and more protective than did adoles-

cent boys. The significant differences between adolescent 

boys and adolescent girls' perception of maternal behavior 

toward them are not as distinct as their perception of paternal 

behavior toward them: adole_scent boys perceived maternal 

behavior toward them as more rejecting and less protective 

than did adolescent girls. The conclusion can be drawn that 

adolescent bagra and adolescent girls perceive paternal 

behavior toward them as being more discriminating between 

the sexe.s„,thSli>,,maternal behavior toward them. 

k.. In comparing nondelinquent boys with nondelinquent 

girls and delinquent boys with delinquent girls, girls 

perceived paternal behavior as more loving and more protective 

than did boys, whereas boys perceived paternal behavior as 

more rejecting and as administering more psychological 

punishment than did girls. Using the same groups, girls 

perceived maternal behavior toward thera as more protective 

and less rejecting than did boys; however, neither group 

perceived maternal behavior as more loving. Consequently, 

adolescents appear to perceive paternal behavior toward 

them as more consistent than maternal behavior toward them, 

5. In comparing nondelinquent boys and delinquent boys 

and also in comparing nondelinquent girls and delinquent 

girls' perception of paternal and maternal behavior toward 

them the results are identical in both comparisons: nondelin-

quent boys (and nondelinquent girls) perceived paternal 
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behavior toward then as more loving than did delinquent 

boys (and delinquent girls)* whereas delinquent boys (and 
i 

delinquent girls) perceived paternal behavior toward them 

as more casual, more protective, more rejecting, and as 

administering more psychological punishment than did nondeli-

quent boys (and nondelinquent girls)# Delinquent boys (and 

delinquent girls) perceived maternal behavior toward them 

as more protective and more rejecting than did nondelinquent 

boys (and nondelinquent girls), whereas nondelinquent boys 

(and nondelinquent girls) did not perceive maternal behavior 

as significantly different from delinquent boys (and delin-

quent girls). It can be concluded that nondelinquent boys 

and delinquent boys—and nondelinquent girls and delinquent 

girls—perceived paternal behavior toward them as much more 

discriminating between the sexes than they perceived ma^eMll ' 

behavior .toward them. Therefore, adolescents' perception 
********* f t 4 .» > ^ 1 , ^ f „ 

of paternal behavior toward them contributes to their delin-

quency or nondelin̂ uency...to a much greater extent than does 

their perception of m t ^ them. 

6. Least secure nondelinquent boys did not perceiv® 

paternal or maternal behavior toward them as significantly 

different than did most secure delinquent boys. The 

conclusion can be drawn that since these groups were chosen 

according to two factors which are not cause and effect-

security and delinquency--their perception of parental behavior 

toward them is not the prime cause of their relative security 
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and delinquency or insecurity and nondelinquency. 

7, Least secure nondelinquent girls did not perceive 

paternal behavior toward them as significantly different 

than did most secure delinquent girls, whereas least secure 

nondelinquent girls perceived maternal behavior toward them 

as more demanding and less casual than did most secure delin-

quent girls. The conclusion can be drawn that adolescents— 

and their subgroups based on their sex, security, and delin-

quency—perceive paternal behavior toward them as more 

consistent than maternal behavior toward them. 

Re c ommendat i ons 

Based on the findings of this investigation, the 

following are recommended: 

1. Further investigation needs to be made in order to 

establish the relationship between adolescents' perception 

of parental behavior toward them and parents' perception 

of the same, and also between adolescents' perception of 

parental behavior toward them and parents' actual behavior 

toward their offspring, 

2. The development of security in children should 

become a major goal of the public schools. Educators need 

to devise means which will place an emphasis on security 

in the everyday school program. 
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PGR QUESTIONNAIRE - FATHERS 

Ro 8-S i e gelman 

Below are a number of statements which describe different 

ways that 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. 

On the separate answer sheet there are five columns with 

blank spaces below in which to check your answer. Each column 

is labelled either VERY TRUE, TENDED to be TRUE, TENDED to be 

neither TRUE nor UNTRUE, TENDED to be UNTRUE, VERY UNTRUE. 

Check the blank beneath the heading that indicates how true 

you think each statement was of your father. Use a / (check) 

mark to indicate your answer. 

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: 

TENDED TENDED TENDED 

Mv f->th^r • V E R Y t o b e t o b e to be VERY 
, 1 . ^ TRUE TRUE neither UNTRUE UNTRUE 1. never let me off 

easy when I did TRUE nor 
UNTRUE 

something wrong. ^ ^ 
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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 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 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 affairs. 

9. kept forgetting things he 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 wasn1t wanted. 

14. set very few rules for me. 

15. compared me favorably 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. 

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. 
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PGR QUEST10MNAX BE 

My father 

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 rewards. 

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

32. punished me 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. 

38. encouraged me to do things on my 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 affectionate way. 

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

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 disappointments. 

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

56. punished me without any thought or hesitation when I misbehaved, 

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 my favorite foods 
for me as a reward. 

61. made others give in to me. 

62. frightened or threatened me when I did wrong. 

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

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. 



PCR QUESTIONNAIRE 12<^ 

My father 

73. ridiculed and made fun of me. -

74. let me do pretty much what I wanted to do. 

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 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 
inconvenient 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 embarassing. 

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 his reasoning. 
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tdy father 

97. punished me for riot taking me on trips, 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 him. 

100. gave me new things as a reward, such 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 home when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete control over 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 he had company. 

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

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

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

112. left me alone when I was upset. 

113. worried a great deal about my health. 

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 things. 

119. wanted to know all about my experiences. 
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My father 

120. believed a child should he seen and not heard, 

121. did not bother much about enforcing rules. 

122. was full of advice about everything I did. 

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

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 xay homework. 

128. allowed me to make only minor decisions. 

129. said nice things about me. 

130. did not care whether I had the same kind of clothes as 
other children. 

131 
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*Z?, QttSSTXOFKAXSE - MOTHERS 

Roe- 3 i egelmarv 

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 12, 

On the separate answer sheet there are five columns with 

blank spaces below in which to check your answer. Each column 

is labelled either VERY TRUE, TENDED to be TRUE, TENDED to be 

neither TRUE nor UNTRUE, TENDED to be UNTRUE, VERY UNTRUE. 

Check the blank beneath the heading that indicates how true 

you think each statement was of your mother. Use a / (check) 

mark to indicate your answer. 

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 TENDED 
My mother " VERY to be to be to be VERY 
1. objected when I was TRUE TRUE neither UNTRUE UNTRUE 

late for meals. TRUE nor 
UNTRUE 

1. / 
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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 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 affairs. 

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. 

17. slapped or struck me when I was improper. 

18. made me feel wanted and needed. 

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. 
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My mother 

25. told me hew 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 rewards. 

31. couldn't bring herself to punish me. 

32. punished me 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. 

38. encouraged me to do things on my 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 affectionate way. 

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

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. let me eat what I wanted to. 

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

56. punished me without any thought or hesitation when I misbehaved, 

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 my favorite foods 
for me as a reward. 

61. taught me not to fight under any circumstances. 

62. frightened or threatened me when I did 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 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 she was when I misbehaved. 
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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 increased my allowance. 

31. preferred to have me play at home than to visit other children. 

82. compared me unfavorably with other children when T 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 
inconvenient for her. 

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 embarassing. 

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. 
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My mother 

97. punished me by not taking me on trips, visit's, 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, such 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 home when I went out. 

104. wanted to have complete control over 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. 

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

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

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

112. left me alone when I was upset. 

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

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 things, 

119. wanted to know all about my experiences. 
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Ry mother 

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 her. 

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 my homework. 

128. allowed me to make only minor decisions. 

129. said nice things about me. 

130. did not care whether I had the same kind of clothes as 
other children. 
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