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| -styles of watchxng telev1s1on and to explore the

U amsTmaCT

The present study.was*designed to exam1ne chxldren s
L]

,' relatxonsh1p between thls and certa1n gualities of the home

~env1ronmentr Tharty«mothers were rated on the basis of their

responses to 1nterv1ew quest1ons, to the 16PF Quest1onna1re,

and .on the bas1s of thelr behav1ours in an observed

1nteractlon thh the1r ch1ld The purpose of the study was

to examzne the follow1ng questions:

1. what are the styles of watching television exempl1f1ed in

the sample?
: Ve
2. Howsdo the parenting;styles as well as personality

dimensions of mothers relate to the children's styles of
watching -television?
3. How does the participatory nature of the interaction

between mothers and their children relate to the watching

- style of the child? = -

To answer these questlons, correlations wete calculated

L/between all measures. The results showedsyhat the construct.

of styles of television watching (Blshop, 1983) could be-

applied to the present~sample of children, ‘and that the

.majorlty (56. 67%) watched in the pa551ve, sustain mode.

There was no consistent relat1onsh1p between the
mother's childrearing and the child's watching in either
flow or sustain styles. However, mothers of children who

segment were found to be somewhat less concerned, and

lacking in appropriate protectiveness.
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grothers of children watching in the flow manner were
foun

to be more.abstract thznklng, more euot1ona11y stable

and controlf:gwwto show ‘more ‘sensj,

YT 3
others, and to be more 1magznat1ve. Mothe

children were more thhdrawn and careful,'while being more

1goa1 directed, tough minded and unsentimentai.“Children vho

segment were found to have mothers who were less
perseverant, more conservative and coniventional, and less

emotlonally stable in terms of lower frustrat1on tolerance

and greater 1rrxtab111ty.

No conszstent.relatlonship was found between the
¥ Tu - ) . .
chilaren's styles of watching and the observed interaction

with their mothers.
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LA, Background to the Study : _\xl'jy““

. Malaysia, for example, educationallﬁelevision program,

(\\_ | 1. INTRODYCTION AND'INTENTION

S

Among. the cOmmun1t1es of the world f ev,. though some,

still remain relatively unexposed to the 1mpact of

mass med1a technology. For example, one’ lesser developlng
counﬁry, Ethlopla, was serviced -by tén Educatlonal Broadcast lw“
Radro Stat1ons cover1ng nlnety percent of the country w

>
(Booroff ‘1982) Developlng countries. face ‘the issue of

' whether to ‘imitate: Western models for 1nstruct1onal
wtelev151on, or to undertake the format1ve researéh necessary

to determ1ne objectives and assess the culturally unlque p .

aud1ence needs and characterlstlcs (Adklns, 1982). .In °®

P
L]

jon. revealed that when video cassettes were”used as

evalp

to direct transmigsion viewing in primary
'

oppos’
classrooms, v1ew1ng levels and teacher ut1llzat10n incrleased -

’n

threeford (Gallagher,‘1982). The Central Broadcast1ng

Television'University of China, set up in 1979,_offers

% o — Ty
- seventeen courses ranglng reem sc1ent1f1c and technical

SUbJeCtS to humanltlts and soc1al sc1ences. A newly proposed

Engllsh as a Forelgn Language course- faces .many culturally

similar prpblems‘concernlng audience d1ver51ty, prodnct1on L
technlcalltles, and bureaucrat1c 1ssues (Flower, 1983).

wIn countrles such as *he Unl\ed States, 51m11ar trends

‘are shown. In Br1ta1n, Gunter (1982) d1scusses ev1dence on

the negatxve effects of telev151on on readlng development.

t
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.a trend towards a more d1rect analy51s of viewer attrlbutes /

In Australia, Holman and Braithwaite (1982) examined the
relationship-hetween»aspects of family life and children's
home television usage. Guhterd(]?éZ) reported research which

\investig&ted the relationship between television and

cogn1t1ve skill development. These current 1ssues represent /

/

and processes of v1ew1ng (Colllns, 1981) which appears to be

‘international.

B.-Reasons for the Study S Ve
In previous research, Bishop (1982, 1984, 1985)/found .
that there were dlfferences in the ways. children yatched
/

that some ways of watchlng were more

telev1S1on
. ¢ @
/élscr;mlnatlng

discriminating than others, and that the more
i

seemed to correlate with what and how chlldren learned

(B15hop,41985) Exam1n1ng the ways 1n whlch children v1ewed

telev151on, he identified three styles of operat1on, which

seemed to be consistent with the ways the same chlldren

played and performed at school Two styles of watchlng vere -’

1dent1f1ed in confﬁﬁflon w1th the ch11dren s, v1ew1ng of

’telev1s1on. A third sghool worklng style appeared 1n the

~

classroom, which was not observed in the telev151on watchlng -

process. Bishop (1983 p. 283) deflned these stylés of

any 1dent1f1ab1e pattern of actlon expressed

operation as
B1shop‘

durlng ‘the course of watching, playlng, or work1ng

(1983, p. 283) theor;zed that the styles of Watchrng and .
By this he sqkms (oo

"modal signatures of actiqg;.

-

. working are

-

3



to suggest dxtferent legels of 1nvolvement, and var1at1ons
,“1n the mechan1sms by whzch ch1ldren engage themselves in
~""-’expemence and are affected by it.
| To datefvthe home - env1ronments of chlldren have not
been studred from this perspect1ve. The major goal of ‘the
‘-pvesent—study was to f1nd Qut “how the env1ronments of |

~.

ch1ldren who flow w1th theb,elev1s1on d1ffer~£rom the

env1ronments of those ch1ldren who sust in or segment whlle'

vthey watch The general hypothesxs was’ hathd1fferehces in

this kind of competence may to somel te “explalned by
" S

systematic dlfferences in the env1ronments these ch1ldren

,?m . -.~.

'encounter. A correlatlonal study suehwas thls~cannot prove
- ‘that d1fferent1a1 enV1%onments cause subsequent d1fferences
in operat;onal style, nor, on he other hand"\that
: . ~
t>ause in the development of

° r

these dlfferent\ptyles. However, the‘alm was to sp 1fy

television itself is the major
whlch aspects of the env1ronment appea‘@d to be d1551m11ar‘
. between those children who-flow, sustaln, and segment vhile

watching;

Ct”Definition of Terms

Chlldren S styles of watthlng ‘television were deflned
in the manner out11ned in preV1ous studies (Blshop; 1983)
e N Bishop states: = ',. R
L'If a pattern comprrsed moyements that connected to
' the medium portrayed and whereln the actions were

beyond those necessary yet still fitted re11g1ously



to the task at kand, these behaviours were called
“Elow! p. 283). | '
\If the ch1ld consolldates h1s focus1ng, glu1ng hxs eyes and
body to the visual display", and "focusxng 1ntensely |
(Blshgp, 1983, p.283), the child i called a 'sustainer'.
'Segment' means that the "child's actions:are disjointed,
with no smooth flow between_attention, the processing of
material, the organization for aetion, the consequences and
their monitoring" (Bishop, 1§83 284) . ‘

In'the present pro;ect - the home env;ronment was
deflned as the psychologlcal dlmdn51ons of the home, which
ate related to human 1nteract10n. Parentlng style was
‘Qeflned as a system of rewards, pnnlshments, and asp1rat1ons

“ that parents have for their children in their interactions

with them over time.. - ’ _ - ' /

\D.'Organization and-Design | ‘ ‘;ft /
The intent of the present study was to expose the

'sallent events in the ch11d S 11fe whlch.foster’the
constructlon of a style of operation for apprehendlng
re;l1ty. Thus, the purpose was to explore‘several dlmensions
'Qt'the}famiiy environment, and particularly,.the'style5of‘
motheting The.general research aim was;lthereforef to
relate -the quallty of motherzng to the ch1ld S style of

: telev151on watch1ng |

Spec1fIcally then, the present study addressed 1tself

to the follow;ng questxons:
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1) What are the styles of watching exemplified in the .

sample? .

2) How are the parentxng styles as well as- personal1ty
d1mensxons of mothers related to the styles of atch1ng?

3) How ‘does ‘the part1c1patory nature of the interaction
between mothers and their ch1ldren relate to the watch1ng-J
style of the chlld? ,

To measure. the styles of watch1ng, home 1n€grv1ews vere
carrxed out durxng which each chxld was v1deo-taged as he or
she watchei’teleV151on. These portlons of the chlld s .

behav1our were then scored on the ba51s\of Blshop s (1984,

~

'1985) descrzptxons. ' : o ~

<~
To answer the second questlon, an interview schedule.w

7% . <
~e

was developed (see Appendix I) and administered to the
‘ mothers of:children in the sample.ydn the basis of these
responses, observers rated the style of the mothers on each
- of eight scales. The scales5nere derioed following a ‘

j;sprocedure siyilarﬂto‘that used by Baumrind (1967, 1971a),

-and MbsYchuh~k1969) To measnre objective personélit}v
‘d1mens1ons,‘each mother completed the 16PF quest19nna1re.

(Cattell 1970). \ S

To answer the th1rd questlon, the mother- ch11d

\ @U'
- interaction was observed on a puzzle form board act1v1ty,

e and ‘scored by a. tlme sample procedure. Th1s observat1on
prov1ded 1nformatlon regardxng how dec1slons were made, and

who part1c1pated in. their process.

-
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Limitations and Delimitations - Ia
-~ :
¢ The present study was l1m1ted to study1ng the

: mother ch1ld 1nteract1on as representat1ve of the home

env1ronment. That 1s> the 1nf1uence of fathers was excluded
from measurement in the study. No control was made of the

telev1sxon program that the child watched at the.mlme of the

_home visit, Home visits were not 11m1ted to a: spec1f1c and

un1form t1me of day. Add1t1onally, sinte parents

_agree to part1c1pate 1n this study, the sampl as one of a .

".volunteer nature.» L S S . fl*

]

ThlS study.was aleo limited by'thev:estrictions'of,any

léotrelational study, in that it could not justifiably infer

tausality, Therefore, the aim was not tqg determine if a j-»?gi

paftidular style of mothering caused-a.child to develop a

“partiCUlarfstYIe of watching, nor on the other hand, that

the television was the ‘major détermlnant in the development

of style. As prev1ously stated the aim was to spec1fy whlch~

\aspects of the environment appeared to be d1551m11ar among

groups of children with different styles of watching

television.



' gustomary reviews

‘Dorr (1980), and ‘Warte
E"become specialized, resul
‘diverse.areas and obviating

of children's relationship

A. Current Perspectzves ‘on Vzewxﬁg

11. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

rk_'The;profusio of new research fihdings on children and

~telev§sion in recdnt years is burgeoning so quickly that

L

f the literature become an overwhelming

task. For'exampie, many complete and recent books on the

A

'subject may be c1ted Bryant & Anderson. (4983) Palmer &

“1a (1979). Beseatdﬁ has also rap1dly

ny rntegrated “or holistlc view
‘ th teléV1s1on (Frazer, 1981).--

w,

This review‘Has been divided into sect1ons considering the

current perspectj on processes of v1ew1ng, the role of

1parents in the chxld~ﬁelev1s1on 1nteract1on, and the 1ssues‘

>

concerning theory arnd measurement of parent—chlld-

- Y B -
S K

interaction.

- ' A

R H1stor1cally, most research relat1ng to ch1ldren and -

television has attemptedwtovdeterm;ne the effects heavy
. ’ o R - "'\r . :‘
television viewing may have on the cognitive and social

behaviour of‘thildren. Studiee conéerned with cognitive

effects have covered a d1verse range of 1nterests from the..

'

effects telev1ew1ng _may have on the patterns of reading

) behav1our ‘and attaxnment (Gunter, 1982 Corder Bolz,,1980),

‘the development of 1mag1natlon (Singer & S1nger, 1976), and .-

the development of retention and comprehen51on SklllS (Welch

.. & Watt, 1980;-Collxns, 1981). Educ&tors.have er1t1c1zed the

ing in fragmented f1nd1ngs in - b
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~ . : R 8

fast paced format of Sesame Street as a possxble contrxbutor
to hyperact1v1ty, 1mpulsxv1ty ‘and behav1our Jproblems in the
5lower paced env1ronment of the public school
(Bronfenbrenner, 1976; Singer and Singer,~19?9).

 Studies concerned with'Social effects have covered
51m1larly diverse 1nterests rang1ng from the effects of
telev1ew1ng on soc1al behav1ours such as cooperation and
help1ng acts (Frzedrlch and Ste1n, 1975 1979) and

‘aggression (Sheehan, 1983; Eron, Huesmann, Brice, Fischer, &

Mermelstein, 1983), to the development of social mistrust

’»(Gerbner & Gross, 1980) or trust (Gunter;l1982), and the

construction of social reality (Hawkins & Pingree, l§81).

. From these_studieslitfwould appear that heavy )
telévision viewing carries with it the possibility of having
detrimental effects on.the development of creative,

analytic, and linguistic skills. Furthermore, the influence

' of television may pervade. to other aspects of development

A

including soc1al and personal development. . However, recent

‘. research issues represent an advance from,the original

television violence-viewer aggression linkage question, and

L , .
an extension of investigative interest that looks beyond ©

- these simplexeffects.

A,

B. Processes of,viewing

Collins (1981) states, "Together theSe trende have :
served to d1rect attentlon away from an exclusive focus on:?
program content and outcomes of viewing and toward an

g .
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analysis of the cognitive tasks involved in viewing
particular programs, and the ways in which vieweérs...might ‘
accomplish those tasks"™ (p. 328). These studies begin to

take into consideration the activities and . interpretive

‘processes which ogcur concurrently with instances of viewing

.

involvement. . °

- "' .
Attentional Processes

im

. N 3 ‘
In the current effort to'define the construct of

television viewing, the corollary question arises concerning
. . 4 " ‘\ . N
the nature and definition of the processes of attention and

4
v

involvement. Numerous studies measuré€ attention as a

function of ‘the child's visual contact with the screen, and

L

the effects of attention are measured in ;efms of

)

comprehension of content.

;
/

Welch and Watt (1980) investigated the effects of

‘attention on learning for preschdoiers watching half-hour

segments of, "Sesame Street". Retention was measured. by
posﬁ-test queetions selected td4determine if children gained
the specific content the program was designed to teach The
findings sugg ted that v1sua1 attentlon wag, 1ndeed related

to the learning of vxsually presented information, but not

necessarily to the learning of aurally presented

information,
This inconsistent or selective recall ability of

preSchoolers and‘yduhg‘graae séhooL children could be e’

"function of-age‘and experience. If this were the case, the



general structures according to which storYg»

~information fit basic cat

&f

than did first-graders, e:zecially,when thé\missing

ories of story structure the

/

older children had already mastered

Collins (198 ) agrees that chxldren as old as exght

years retain a relatively small proportxon of dep1cted

actions, events and settings in typical programs but that

memory for information important to plots. improves

dramatically with age. He states that young viewers attend

to information that is obviously salient and potentially

informative, but even when they know the important

explicitly presented information™ from which inferences are

to be drawn, they are significantly less likely than older

children to "go beyond the information given™ to infer

implicit content.

Merlngoff (1980) compared a telev1sed version of a

story with a picture-book version. The results indicated

that the televised version constrained reasoning about the

narrative, The book-version
‘own personal experience and
the explicit details, while

more on details provided in

children seemed to draw on their
general knowledge to go beyond
the television viewers relied

the presentation itself.
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" Rice and wartella (1981) Suggest that younger children

(4 to 6 years of age) loem to be ‘more susceptible to the

attention aropsing effects of certain perceptually salient
features of teleyision such as high intensity, movement;\
sudden chanée, and other special visual effects.

In obherMQtudies reported by Husson (1982); yéung
children typically attended to ohly one dimeﬁsion of a
visual stimulus, while ‘older children were cdbable of
"decentering” éﬁeir perception to attend }o more than one
visual»configuration contained in a siﬂglé picture. Rice and
Wartella's (1981) perspective on children's.attention to the

screen is explained in terms of cognitive processes related

" to perceptual boundedness. They elaborate several

fepresentational codes of television, and assert that the

first kind, iconic representation, is presumably the easiest . -

to process.
An earlier study by Levin and Anderson (1976) 1led these
researchers to assert that children's visual attentibh*to

the teleV151on screen occurred because of the association

-—— -

‘Aw1th sound and auditory effects. They found that a range. of

aud1tory attributes - such as cha(acters voxces, lively
mugic and sound effects - were very effective at e11c1t1ng

the attention of childrern when they were not watching the

. screen. Their study found less consistent results relating

I
to which program attributes would maintain attention if the

children, were alteady‘ﬁatching.,Bishbp (1982) asserts that

children learn to use certain auditory cues, which then
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become markers" for their connection with significant

on- screen content. This process then enables even very young
children to monitor a television set while engagingvin other
activities, and to shift their attentjon to the screfn in
response to certain auditory'or peripheral vision'gges. |
Bishop (1984) asserts that learning co use these markers and
percepcnally Salient features enhances an overall attenﬁion
to propert1es and an exaggerated dependence on the concrete
rather than the thematic dimensions of the medium,

Lorch and Anderson (1979) maintain that
comprehensibilify“influences at:ention, and that what
children brihg to the «viewing experienceiin terms of
previous knowledge and experience will influence their
attention and retention of the proéram content. Thesge
fesearchers proceeded to measure the attention-levels‘of
children given two dlfferent v1ew1ng condltlons, either in
the presence of a varlety of toys, or without. toys. The
results showed that although visual attention tb‘the
television in the no-toys group was nearly twice that of the
- toys group, there’were no between group differences in °
ncomprehension. Thac is, despite the lower attention levels
in a viewingvenvironment in which children could engage in
eiternative activities, comprehension of the program-wa;mnot
significantly different from that of children with high
levels of visual attention. The authors interpreted}the

results as indicating that the primary causal direction is

from comprehension to attention, rather than the converse,
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and that variations in cimprehensibility of the program may

determine variations ig | ildren'g attention to the
possibility that :y:iion or -offéthe screen is inadequate as
a measure_of level of inVOlvgment in a program, and'thgt
active . processing of»conteht'ma;'also oceur during the
eyes-off period. . .

Collins (1981) examxned how individual dxfferences An
‘cogn1t1ve processzng 1nf1uence the effects (in terms of
Acomprehensxon) of television viewing. H1s reqearch indicated
that young children were less effect1ve than blder chxldr;n
at d1scr1m1nat1ng between central and per1phera1 aspects of
program materzal. He suggested that the ab111ty to link © -
_ program events conceptually probably affects the type of‘v'
1nformatxon on wh1ch these children focus while v1ew1ng.

. Thisg led Husson ( 82) to postulate that if the conceptuai*"
framework that ch11dren bring to televzslon affects ‘how they
tselect and organ1ze 1nformatxon com1ng from the screen, then

. younger ch11dren might show h1gh atqentxon to program.
sequences that are perceptually 1nterest1ng but that don t

provide much 1nformat10n, vhereas older chzldrgn might

ignore such sequences in favor of those providing plot

information.

The above discussion indicates that thete are man;~ -
factors that should ‘be cons1dered when"evaiuatthg children' s

attentlon tg tglev151on. In partlcular, attentxonal

'prowilidt lpplar to be influenced by program stxmulus “
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attributes as well as by the”childfs level of cognitive
development. Both conceptual framework and experienco
influence conprehensibilxty of content as well us ehe
child 8 knowledge of programmxng codes and cues. j' ~
When descrzblng differences in televxsiSﬁ\xnteractxon,’
references are made to the concept of 1nvolvement rather

. than attention. Lindlof (1982) summarxzes the common

7 ((s*\ behav1oural measures of 1nvolvement as be1ng. trequency of.

“ concurrent activities whxle vxewxng, time of eyes*on choen,

- nonverbal 1ndices of interest or or1ent1ng reaction, and
strength of V1ew1ng attentxon through the use of distractor
dev;ces. Lindlof (1982 p. 85) re1terates,_“Rece1ver states
have tradxt1onally been ignored in:pre and post test ' .
desngQN_Rarely 1s any evidence presented té justxfy ¢e. the ©®
assumption of conetancy of rece1Ver state In conjunction -

v with thls quest1on of 1nvolvement, the 1ssue of whether

telev1ew1ng is an active 61’ a passwe process contmues tO

Be dehted ) ' - - : - ‘x J

S

Some researchers affirm that television encourages

"Kctive versuys Passive Processes

- pass1ve, nonengaged wvatching (Marc, 1984) Others argue that
1; is. an act1ve process.
_The trad1§;onal model of communication presumes an
interaction between the speaker (the television) andhthe-
:,lictenerd(the'vjewer). This requires a’reciprocal_exchanécv ,

‘of messages. This model is evident in the frequent aseertion



"that telev151on view1ng in not 1nteract1ve, that the ch11d

is @ captlve audlence who can only passively receive what is

presented. Brbﬁd¥¢£<279) compounds the 1mportance of the
o ’ : ‘ : _ ro .
child-television,int‘raction by suggesting that in the

watching experienCe 7meaning is not built from audﬁtory
language, but from pro;ected 1mages. According to Broudy,
meanxng has certaln rule and structural properties that are

1gnored 1n current telev1s1on programs, and he warns that

_chlldren just rece1v1ng these messages dev01d of verbal
'meanlng w1ll not- be actlvely 1nvolved in the process.
~Postman (1979) aLso character1zes telev1s;on as a strjng.of

.visual images". o D

’ Others have argued that televiewing is an active

-
-~ >

process. Riceg,and Wartella (1981)f'for examp}e,'takeﬁ%pe

' position that the internal process of interpretation itself -

@ reveals'theﬂchild‘aS'an active participant‘ Workihg from the

construct of . televlslon as a medlum of communlcatlon, they
v

_poszt that act1ve part1c1patlon takes place in two senses'
3f1rstly, in the sense of - 1nterpretat10n of messages, whlch

:1nf1uences 1nterpretatlon ‘of subsequent messages, .and -

' secondly, in the sense that knowledge of one kind of media

code influences 1nterpretat10n of others.

o

Slnger (1979) agrees that if chlldren are to learn more

0

_effect1vely from telev1§ﬂ%n ~they need the oppor%unlty to

rehearse the plcture materlal whether through the1r own -

verba11zatlon of the content or through parental medlatlon.

., This dual processxng will énable children ‘to develop .

s

&
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language and to apply these Sk111§4f0 reading. Singer and
Singer (1976 1979) focueed on telev151on and the
development of 1magination in preschoolers. Comparing groups
. of children who watched withr%r withoutwan adult, to those
who watched no telev1s;on but partigipated 1n make believe
games, they found that children who engaged in 'make- believe
»_play made .the largest gains- 1nﬂ1magination~fc’¥@wed by -
childrenTwho watched_programs medﬁated by a: ad@;“;1fhese
Hauthors;agree tbat'a participatory,andiinterac;£Ve level of
.involvement appearg"notuonly tovenhanCe”the learning eifects
of television but also to decrease the?detrimental effects.
| Collins (1981)arques that telewision,wiewing may shape
‘the way in which non-television information is processed,
and that social;familial.relations‘may be approached:
differently as-a gﬁﬂ;;;zn of social expectations derived 3
from,stereotypical t 151on,portrayals. Collins (1981,
p.333)‘v1ews ‘the social stimuli purveyed by television as
[being'at‘the center "of a causal configuration, in which
prior soc1al and " cognitive growth shapes what chiLdren
select and remember about the portrayals‘they observe, and |
the resulting repreéentations in turn mediate. the social*

0

sequelae of viewing" .

Gerbner (1980) asserts that heavy telev151on viewers.
tend to 1nd1cate a greater fear of being victims of crime
'and,v1olence, greater mistrust of authority and'less hope
. for the future than do light viewera. Hawkins & Pingree

(1981) summariZe Gerbner's position on social effects: "If
' ‘ ' ]
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.viewing a blased pxcture of the world ‘on telev1sxon has led

4

someone o . bel1eve that the real world matches those b1ases,d
the overest1mates of v1olence, law enfordem;nt occupat1ons '
'and so on, w111 general1ze to bel1efs'such as personal fear
of v1olence, acceptance of author1ty and ;50 on" (p. 349)

What seems to be 1mportant here, is not attltudes towards

television, but the,style of:v1ew1ng.and“level of personal

-

involvement while watching. Hawkins and Pingree (1981) agréeg\;
that it may be that 'inactivefvvieuing,is necessary for

social reality effects, or that:Tactive"viewing'inhibits

the influence of the'teievision"viewing.

It is pos51ble that both extent of v1ew1ng and -

fearfulness or mlstrust are a functlon of some thlrd

t_var1able such as an underly1ng personallty character1st1c.

i

For . example, another study (Gunter and Wober, 1982) based on
a Brlttéhmsample showed that whzle fear of belng a v1ct1m of

dcrlme correlated 51gnif1cant1y with telev1glon v1ew1ng

1

f‘inltlally, thlS relatlonshlp dxsappeared when the 1nfluence
,o% percezved 1nternal external control was partlalled out.
| tMore recently, Gunter and Wober (1982) tested the opp051te
‘;hypothe51s that 1f telev151on d1storts real1ty at all :1t is

as l1kely to be tazards feel1ng of greater securlty than

» danger, s;nce typical programmlng_features the trlumph of
“'ébod-oVer evilduThey obtained support for a cultivationj ,
effectfof ]USt world‘ ‘beliefs. The . dlrectlon of causahtyluf

remazns an 1ssue in th1s l1ne of study, however, as people
(]

[¢who bel1eve that the world is a ]uSt place may turn to



ar storylines as further reinforcement and -

clarification .6f their beliefs.

In general, these studies‘point~to a cdrrent-interest
in 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences in proce551ng television, Although’ '
most would agree that telev1sxon seems to encourage pa551ve
nonengaged watching, the majority of the forego1ng
researchers also posxt that actzve part1c1patory watchlng
helps to overcome or even to negate the detr1menta1 effects )
of,telev1ew1ng In this regard Bxshop $ ‘studies are unlque

in that he postulates three 1dent1f1able styles of watch1ng,

one of Whlch is a part1c1patory style.

Three Styles of Operatxon }:‘_‘_ } S g ;Jyl
Blshop s (1982, 1983 1984) research contrlbutes greatly

to;ards thelformulat1on of.theoretlcal concept1on5’of the

viewing exberience, and formSuthe basis'for”the present' |

research. In prev1ous research he found that there were

dlfferences 1n the ways chlléﬁin watched telev1s1on, that

(1 9

I"some ways of watchlng were more dlscr1m1nat1ng than others,

~and that the more dlscrrmlnatlng ways seemed to correlate
with what and how children learned (Blshop,.1985) Examining
the‘nayshin which children viewed télevision,,Blshop'
identiried three styles-of~operation,.whiéh seemed to be
consistent with the ways the,same children played andf.
performed at school Two'styleslof watching.were identified
1n connectlon with the telev151on, and a third school

worklng style appeared as well, which has not as yet beer



'tohseryed’in'theltelevision watching process, Bishop (1983)
defxnes these styles of operat1on as "any identifiable

. pattern of act1on expressed durlng the course of watchlng,

¥ '”'r,

'play1ng, or.: workxng (p. 283). Cf the three styles '
1dent1f1ed "flow" sustain_, and segment", the~frrst,two
styles appeared to surface w1th greater frequency. |
. In the style characterlzed by a sdstalnlng ‘pattern,
~the child consol1dates hzs focus1ng, glu1ng his eyes ‘and
r-bodyrto the vrsual display" (B1shop, 1983, p. 283) Them
.1pattern of movement exp{essed by the susta1n1ng ch1ld links
’ only part1ally to the’ task (of watching), and t?qu act1ons
. seem frozen .and catatonlc, with the Chlld fused into. a o
- trance-like state" (Bishop, 1963, p. 284). As they. watch
'televisioni'they sit;motionless facing the screen; bent: .'{
slightly forwara\from.thelwaist,-headsetilted forward, and
“éyes glued to the screen.. Often their "chins are:dropped y
" with jaw muscles slack, causing the mouth to hang open in'
bthenshape of-an.'of? (Bishop, 1983,.p.284).’AtAschool,
chiidren exhihiting the sustain style of operatﬁon'nere also

found to sit "absorbed in the globality of the lesson

".(B1shop, 1983, p. 284), and to miss most of the act1on around

them due to the exclu51v1ty and profundlty “of thelr focus on -

‘one’51ngular task at a tlme. ’

| ‘"The flow style of operation, on the other hand,nya‘mpre

"fleijle,.and the patterns of movement arekconnected’topthe["
medium portrayed. The behaviours called "flow" are comprised

'of‘actions ;heyoﬁd the n;Zessary,'yet still fitting the task



at hand"(Blshop,‘198§“ p. 283). Flowing.children may
converse w1th others at hand while watch1ng, and seem to
.;ant1c1pate the consequences of the story to follow. Flow—ers
vrehearse as they watch talk to the characters, argue - w1th
newscasters, and g1ve answers to quiz show contestants.
These ch1ldren are socially ingquisitive and active. In

| prev1ous studles, these ch1ldren also seemed to retaxn more
‘from what they watched as they played out. more themes

: appearlng in the show nhan~d1d sustalners..The essentlal

':‘*characterlstlc of this style is partxcipatxon, and engaged

1nvolvement in. the world These are the children who play as

»h'they watch

The th1rd style of behav1our employed bglchlldren

R watch1ng,and worklng ‘at school is-the segment1ng pattern

. Thls Style 1s detached from the task. Bishop descrlbes thls
ch11d as a "comm1ttee who functlons in spurts and hops,
completelyvunahle.to act in a consequential manner. The
segmenterhs'actions are diSjointed' with no smooth flow
between. attentlon, the proce551ng of materlal the
organlzatzon for actlon, and the monitoring of consequences
(Blshop, 1983, PP.. 284) _He compares this style of operation
with the behav1ours usually falling under the hyperact1ve

rubric, but makes the d1st1nct1on that segment 1s "not a

L

71

coe

concept of tempo, but one wh1ch accounts for a dlsruptlon 1n
‘the quality of behav:our, where the flow between 1ntent1on,
actlon and consequence does not exist" (Bishop, 1983

.p 284) The characterigtic dxfferentlatlng the sustalnvfrom
R
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the flow style is that sustain is passive nonengaged . ',
watch1ng Bishop (1983, p. 285) states, . ~ .
those children who seem curlous and competent seem

.to flow in all they do. This process is not a

- ’

function of efficient causatlon, but a
holistic...process of thinking, and acting. To
Hachleve this super functlon all actions agd thoughts
must be symphonically coord1nated such that all

_actlons become poetic and en11ghtened

L v«—v
I .

These observations suggest that operat1onal styles of
watch1ng,are 1ntu1t1vely and behav1ourally identifiable
constructs whlch differ from perSon to person. Theorles of

cogn1t1ve proce551ng, wh11e 1nvok1ng a generallzed L

ccmpetency, do not address the style of,operatlon involved

e

in effective action and interaction. "Flow" is the only way,

according to Bishop (1983), of accurately accounting for the

"poetic adaptation of an individual to an individual worlgd"

(p. 285). He further theorizes that the styles of watching

and working are "modal signatures of action, which seem to

- suggest different levels of involvement, and variations<in

the mechanisms by whlch children engage themselves 1n

experience and are affected by it! (p.286).

t

Previous researchers have looked at such things as

[ .

amount of t1me the chxld watches, the fr1ends and fam1ly

" members present dur1ng the watch1ng se551on, the prograpsx

watched and the character1st1cs of these programs has also .

been stud;ed. However,’the dynamics between the program andg

= ¥y -
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the/child engaged in the process of watching has not been

investigated.

Frazer (1981) attempts to place the aspect of viewing

!

telev1s1on in the context of the overall soc1a1{l1fe of the-

child. Through naturalistic observat1on, he describes the

!
‘nature and character of 1mmed1ate soc1al variables in the °

'3
v1ew1ng experience. Although the sample consisted of only

Six famllles, excerpts from case examples demonstrate that

wthe chlldren were act1ve1y 1nvolved in forming and relatxng

the teleV151on exper1ence to‘the1r own social world’ in

o

u51ng it to generate conversat1on tOplCS, and to ma1nta1n
social interaction’.independent of telev151on. Re1d and
Frazer (1980) observed ten fam111es and asserted that all
the children were d1scont1nuous viewers who'frequently

engaged in other activities while watching television. They

.used this finding ta-suggest that television watching is an

active and interactive process. Their observations of
different types of viewing behaviour led them to distin- -
between two types which seem to have similarities wit}

sustain and flow styles. In program-oriented interact -, *

the child "uses. the program as a barrier of involvement . ¢

block out other social interaction, creating a parallel

-social context, In free-form interaction, the program is

1

used as a stimulus for improvisational play, creating an

1nteract1ve soc1al context with s1bl1ngs and parents. Frazer

(1981) declares,‘"Whlle it is dlff1cu1t to say with o )

spec1f1c1ty #hat portion of Chlld v1ew1ng ‘is soc1ally
/

/ ' ° e
/ .
/ ) . ».

!
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ﬂt_éonsistent’with Salomon's (1983) idea that what children

N . . ’ 23
interactive and what portion more fixedly attentive, the
observations demonstrate the‘importance of multiple '’
dimensions of wiewing experience.ﬁ‘(p.319). Frazer

' ' .
emphasizes that the child's involvement with the television

19 i

, * R N
material and actions towards it are what create an

.+ educational context even though the material is not being

learned. He states, "It is not the specific content of

television but what the child brings to it and the actions

the éhild'and the others involved take toward it which gives

it meaning" (p. 317).

This description of operational levels of involvement

in the 'viewing context is similar to Collins' and Wellmans®

(1982) idea that children's conceptual framework and prior

'social experiences underlie differences in their

comprehension of television narratives. It is also

B

get

from the viewing experience is influenced by the amount of.

mental effort they bring to the task. Again, it is

‘tonsistent with Rice and Wartella's (1981) assertion that

television :watching may be an active and interactive
process, and that levels of involvement in watching may
determine-the effects of television programming (Hawkins &

Pingree, 1981).
@ *‘K
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C. Question Two - Dimensions of the Parent ; .
Recoghation of the'potency of television as an

influential medium has highlighted the need to identify
interveni;g variables which, if appropriately manipulated,
would maximize the positive consequenées and minipige tbe
negative. There still remains a lack in provision of a
coherent account of which aspects-of family life are‘most
important. The majority of studies in which parents ‘or
siggificant others enter into the research scenario are‘

. concerned with gheir role as mediators or interpreters of
what children view. The bresent research is concerned with
more structural and stylistic aspects of,parent—child
interaction than those limited to the televiewing qontexg.

Watkins, Huston-Stein, and Wright (1980) added to the
research on the process of childreﬁ's televiewi&g by
demonstféting that the presence of an adult who sits with
the child and makes interpretative comments during thé
pauses in the programs can be very helpful in enhancing both
selective attentiéﬁ and comprehension of the material

‘ viewed. This could help fhe young viewer's comprehension by
providing, phrough verhal éses; an organizing structure
allowing the child to interpret viewed.events with meaning..

Singer and Singer (1976) also found marked contrast in

e

children's watching‘patterns when an adult was present

. _ A C 4 -
during television vi#wing. There were indications of better
concentration, much more interaction and involvement with

the program, and fewer incidences of wandering away from the
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program.‘ | : '

Corder-Bolz (1980) pursued the issue of parental
involvement in chiqugn'S'televiewing with a particula;:
focu% on the ways(pa}ents controlled the amount and kind of:
programming theif children viewed. He offers an important

# E
ingsight into how television programming can socialize
viewers by distinguishiﬁéibéﬁween primary and secondary
socialiZzation agents. Primary socialization agents,‘sucb as
parentsvand parent surrogates, can be thought ofeas active
and responsive~}ﬁ*€ﬁ%ir role as communicators of social
information (facts, values, expectations) and as‘prqviders
of conééquences in response to children's actions‘goncerning
'those values and expeétations; Seconda}y social agehts such
as televiéion, are primarilyipassive anq afé limited to the
'role of providing social information but cannot respond té
éctions of the child, nor imposé consequences.ﬂCorder—Bolz
(1980) ‘asserts that the role of television as a social agent
is greatly increased when parents do not provide informétion
other thah éggzﬁgzgvided by television or when they fail to
confirm or disconfi;mbéertain issues. In other words,
according to Corder-Bolz, the need for parents to pursue
actively their roles as primary socialragents-becomes even
more critical, and that they can do this by encouraging
purposeful viewing. | ’ | |

Among the aspects of family lifestyle to be considered
as influential are fahilykéommunication patterns. A set of

studies by Chaffee, McLeod, and Atkin (1971), although

:t'
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somewhat dated! are Aﬂre directly related to the purpose and -
approach of the present study. These studies set the
precedent for a number of studies which follow. Chaffee et
al. (1971) began with the assumption"that children's

patterns of media use were shaped by social influences in

the home. Taking the idea of 1nfluence a step further than
the direct modeling hypotheses, they theorized that it is

the structure, not the spec1f1c content of parent—child ’
communication that .the child learns ﬁo geneﬁalize. From this
research, an identificarion of‘fsmily‘types'energed, based
on differential characteristics 6f parent-child
communication styles. " ‘

Chaffee et al. (1971) conceptualized families on a two
dimensional.basis, termed "socio-orientation" and
"concept-oriertation". In socio—oriented families, parents
.encourage their children to maintain harmonious personal
relatlons, avoid controversy, and repress feeIxngs on
extrapersonal topics There is an emphJSis on obedience to
parental authorxty at the expense of individual expression.
Concept-oriented families, on the other hand, encourage
their children “to express ideas and to challenge other's
beliefs. There is an emphasis on free inquiry and individual
expression. These two types of families diftered on’EE;eral
dimensions of television use, which Chaffee and his
colleagues studied with a focus on the amoun; and type

‘(program preference) of watching
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Basing his re arch’on a similar family typology, Lull
(1980) explored(the ways in which socio-orientéd'&pd
concept-oriented audience membefs differed in £heir usesiof,

television as a resource for the accomplishment of

_interpersonal objectives at home. That is, television was

‘used by socio-qrienté& family members to help construct an

actively interdépendent communicativé environmengé being
ugsed for various affiliative purposes, as a resource for
conversational topics, and as a social learning device
generally. Concept-oriented families, on the other hand,
rejected the uqili;y of television as a device for
est;blishing, sustaining or»impréving social rela;ions at ¢
home and generélly reflected extreme diSrégard'fo;
television as a significant contributor to family
communication. Instead, they reported ukilizing the medium
in order to transmit family values, to regulatéfthe
childfen‘s éxpetiences, andigz facilitate arguments. These

are actions which, according to Lull, are concerned more

with ideas than with social relationships.,These studies are

similar to the present project in that they are not limited

to the viewing context, but include elements of the greater

family atmosphere and take into perspective the nature and -~

influencevof‘inte;action patterns.

Other researchers (Messaris & Kerr, 1983) found that
e . ‘
concept orientation was associated positively with mother's
exploration of moral issues raised by television programs in

discussions with their children, and as:-an occasion for
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giving their chilcten infcrmatidh\pbout historicel

geographic or sciéentific details pertinent to the program.,
Concept oriented mothers frequently made Btatementa that
.things on television were make- belxeve, and mades

ngndirective critical- commentsupn the behavxour ot

television characters. These researchers hypotheaized that
the family's concept orientation may be related to” the

child s-greater avareness of television's potential as a .
"window on the novel and the unfamiliar”(p. 190) ®and with a .
more critical atti de, ‘on the chi}d's part, toward the
relationship between telcvision and reality. Socio
,orientation could be assoc1ated with the child's greater
acceptance of television as an accurate rendition of

ceality. ; )

o Collins (1981) said that prior socxal experiences
underlie differences rn children s telev151on 1nteractionsh
Chaffeé et al.’(1971) agceed that it is plau91b1e to assume’
that a child's patterns‘cﬁ medi@a use haxe been shaped by
social influences in thc home.,While Cbliihs sttudied how
children watch television in an attempt to define individual
differences in watching and perhaps identify more functional
ways of watching, he did-not attempt to measure theHmore
global social and familial influences which might pose as
antecedents of differing styles of watching Chaffee et al.,
while focusing on social 1nfluences on media use, in terms

of communicatory behaviour of parents, did not ekpand

individual media use beyond program cholce and frequency of
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viewing., The present research is an attempt’to unite these
. two bodies of rfesearch. W
D. Theor;es of Parent1ng StYle
‘ v -, . A
o It will be recalled that questlons two and three 1n the

“Zf'pnesent study deal wlth the 1nf1uence of parent ch1ldrear1ng y“
style, personal1ty, and level of part1c1pat10n in L :'rAQ

~interaction on the development ofpthe ch11d s operatlonal ‘7
watchlng style. To approach the task of conceptuallz1ng .
,parental characterlstlcs, the direction of sevenal theor1sts
1s followed. | | ’ | .

Many of the tenets of Werner s (1957) orthogenetlc

theory of development are, formally appllcable to a

conceptuallzat1on of the developmental processes 1nvolved in

N

motherlng Werner states' P

Developmental psychology postulates one‘regulative
“principle of development.’ft is an)orthogenetic

‘ principle which states that wherever developmentxw

occurs it ;roceeds from a State of relatlve % o

globallty and lack of dlfferentlatlon to awstate of

1ncrea51ng dufferentlatlon, art1tu1at1on and‘~

h1erarch1c 1ntegrat1on. Accordlng to this pr1nc1p1e,4 IR
’; state 1nvolv1ng a relat1ve lack of d1fferent1atlon
" between subject and- object 1s developmentally prior:
to one in which there is polarlty between subject
k'and object (p. ’9)

. 1f we substitute 'mother’ for subject in Werner's

v

@
(v}
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,def;n1t10n, and chlld' for object, then a hlghly
functlonlng mother child relatlonsh1p would be one in which
there is increasing differentiation and_polarrty. That is,
in the gourse of‘development towards higher or more _. :
.'facilita"it‘ive leVels'—Wof mother functioning,— there is an ‘
1ncrea51ng polarlzatlon between mother and Chlld anA ’
'1ncrease in 1nterpersonal dlstance, whlch allows the Chlld

IS

to dlfferentlate and 1nd1v1duate. v

An important corollary of this principle, accordlng to
Werner (1957) 1s-that the mother becomes increasingly less
dominated by the 1mmed1ate, concrete 51tuatlon, That is, she
1s-less stlmulus bound', and less impelled by her own o
affeetive.states. In/the present 1nterpretat1on to be
stimulus’bound 'as would be the less dlfferentlated mother,

ﬂwould be. to focus on the child's concrete actions and’
leSIble accomplxshments, “on what the child actually does,
witholUt inferences regarding possible intentions. thislleyel
of*functioning wouldhconquuently neglect,.or fail to take
advantage‘of the opportunities for faciiitat%on of the -
child's goals and unseen intentions. y
" The mother s construlng of differences and ggmllarltles
rhetween herself and her child is crucial. Partlcularly
har ful to development is the lack of any overlap‘Petween
?the‘mother's concepts of herself and her children,~as well
- as a -total sharing of construets.‘ | -
Conversely, the more differentiated and highly

>

functioning mother would be able to infer intentions, and
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_thus to facilitate goai acconpifshment'and”build a more

-

2 perpetuat1ng cond1t1on for competence. Werner further'

N clar1f1es that "a consequence of th1s freedom (from

domxnatlon by 1mmedlate concrete 51tuatlon) is the clearer
understandlng of goals, the poss1b11ty of employ;ng
substxtut;ve means and alternatlve ends" (p. 126) Thus,
optlmal funct;onlng is seen as the parent 5 ab111ty t0'f
dlfferentlate between 1nner and outer aspects between
behav1oural and mot1vatlonal aspects of the chlld s
personal1ty, between the Chlld s’ 1ntentlons and the «
consequences of the act1ons.:“ ‘

Thls process was'referred to’ by Mahler (1979) as

decenterlng ThlS 1s a psychoanalyt1c concept referrlng to

the process of separat1on anq 1nd1v1duatlon Based on

Werner s formulatlons, it is ent1re1y concelvable that the

£

mother, as well as the 1nfant goes through a formally

51m1Lar process of separat1on and decentratlon. Mahler
&

(1979) states-_ . . 3

‘ The mothe? too has. toﬂ.ﬁjust to the ant1c1pated

- cruci event of that 1nescapable separat1on .-
'Str1k1ng a balance between motherlng w1thout undue .
frustratlon on qpe hand, and without 1ntrusxon or
stlfllng the 1nfant s 1nd1v1dual 1nborn rhythm of
needs on the otheﬁmhand is a task not ea51ly |
achleved by the average mother’ in our culture.
Opt1mal evolutlon of the infant' ss%.. separatlon and
-1nd;v1dnat10n prqgesses, 1s:e1ther fac111tated or

.{‘y - Lot

a
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hindered.by the:conscious and more particularly, the
unconselous attitudes of the mother (p. 6.
S1nce dlfferences between styles of operatxon are
essentlally developed herein as dlfferences in the level of
' 1nvolvement or, depth of engagement in the process of
’1nteract10n, it would seem most cons1stent to approach the
'parent ~child relatlonsh1p also in terms of levels of

| 1nvolvement. Lloyd DeMause (1974) ma1nta1ned that the o
hlstory of childhood is a serles of closer appfbaches’
between adult and ch1ld, with each clos1ng of pgych1c'
‘dlstance produc1n fresh anxlety. Parental, anx1tt1es and
unconscious m‘ 1vatxons, as Mahler prop ,; work to 11m1t
their ab111t1es or freedométo differentlate‘thelr own needs

~ from. those. of the chlld The oomparlson between Werner

(1957) and Dghause (1974) is 51mp11f1ed with the B

cler1f1catlon that "closer™, in DeMause S terms, requlres_
:increased polariiation d1fferent1atlon, ahd decentrat1on 1n
the relatlonshlp. DeMause s (1974) definition of empathlc

reactlon’clar1f1es. ‘ . . A -',' \5

.It is:the adult's ability to reoress to the level of
' j@x the child's need and correctly identify 1t without
' an admixture of the adult s .own projections. The'“iv
adult,must then be eble to maintain enoughfdastance‘
‘from the need to'be able to satisfy it (p. 67).
:;DeMeuse's-theory implies that an emotional'maturityvis‘_
:needed to see the child .as a person»separate from}self, and.
' ggto_achieVe en empathic, differentiated level of

. / wt
! . . N t -

[



‘Textracted from DeMause (1974) theory are app

\ o ,
I

. : 7 ' \ . ' <
relat1onsh1p : ‘ . T

\
The upper three levels or modes of chxldkiarlng
1

icable here.

Beglnn1ng w1th the lowest level, DeMause deflneS\the

| Intrus1ve Mode in.. terms of parents' attempts to app;oach
_closer to their children, and to cofitrol their chil_ren's’

- minds, their emotions, their needs, their will, In this type

of relationship, children are“made to obey promptly, with

threats and guilt. The defining characteristic of this mode
\

is'control.'ln'the-Socialization Mode, raising children |
' \

becomes less a process of conquering their 'wills than of -
training,Vguiding}_teaching conformity, .and socializing.

This mode; according to DeMause (1974), is still thought of

'by_manyfpeople'as the only'model within which discussion of

child;careacan}proceed. Thisllevelnof parentingistyle has

formal characteristics similar to the socio-oriented. family -

"style described by Chaffeé et al. (1971). The'hi’ghest level

or mode of relat1onsh1p, called the Help1ng Mode, 1nvolves

- the propos1t10n that chxldren know better than therr parents

what. they need at each stage of llfe. Parents work to

vempathlze Wlth and fulf111 thelr chlldren s/’ partlcular and

‘expandlng needs. Ch1ldren are nelther struck nor scolded,

and are apologized to if yelled at under stress., “

K

Ideally, this Helplng Mode of ch11drear1ng results in

ch1ldren who are gentle, s1ncere, never depressed, never

1m1tat1ve or grdup-or1ented but who are strong w1lled and

-

un1nt1m1dated by authorlty, Help1ng chlldren reach the1§
(( S .
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'daily goals means continually responding to them, playing

'w1th them, tolerat1ng regress;ons, being their servant

rather than the other way around 1nterpret1ng their

emotional confl1cts,.and prov1d1ng the objects specific to

their evolving 1nterests.

R

A further poznt wh1ch DeMause (1974) makes serves to

explaln why developmental stages are not necessarlly

‘age related or predetermined. He states, “S1nce some people

st1ll k;ll, heat, ‘and abuse children, any attempt to

(historically) periodize modes of childreariné must first

‘ jadmlt that psychogen1c evolutlon proceeds at different rates

“in dlfferent families, and that many people . appear to be.

stuck' 1ndearl1erfh1stor1cal modes" (p. 68).

Ke ~

In the course 99 deve&opment towards hxgher or more
facilitative levels of functioning;,there is an increasing
polarization between the mother and child, and anwihcrease_

in interpersonal distance which allows the child to

differentiate and individuate. Parents, as their chlldren

age, or as the number of children increases, also, along
with the'ch;lé, go through a similar process of separation.
Some parents, due'ho hheir,own childhood'experienCes,
personalitiee;vunconscious canflicts, motivations, and.

- _
expectations, do not separate or differentiate as easily,
(‘5\. - . .

and continue to see the child as an extension of their eelfl

It will be recalled that question two in this study

also deals with various measurable personality diﬁénsionsrof

4 \ , : _
-mothers and the influence these may exert on the child's

»
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develcpment of operational style. Personqlity dimensions are
»'d15t1ngu1shed from parenting sty&e by the 1nd1rect nature of

,thexr 1nf1uence, and the fact that they are cons1dered

outszdevof or in ., addxt1on to, the parentlng fole. Thus, in

}th1s regard the mother is cons1dered as a tota11ty and not

.'j;gsolely in relat1onsh1p to the ch1ld Personallty

characteristics are connected, albeit indirectly, to

children's experiences and may affect\their deveiopment of

operational style.

Question Three - Participatory Interaction

Question three in this study deals with the level of
part1c1pat1on in the mother-child 1nteract10n. in.White and

Watts' (1973) research, the key factorws1gn1f1cantly -

‘discriminating the experiences of well-developing children"

from those of less well-developing children was the parent s
d1rect participatory involvement 1n the ch11d s experlence.

Mothers of well- develop1ng chlldren 1nteracted more w1th -
them, engaged them in more st1mu1at1ng act1v1t1es, taught

them more often, encouraged them more often, and 1n1t1ated

Amore act1v1t1es for them. Deflned as. such the part1c1patory

nature of 1nteract1on can be seen as a further aspect of

'level of 1nvolvement, and is consistent w1th prev1ously

elaboraxed theor;sts. White and Watts used an‘qbaborate and’

. LTy ¢"‘.° . . o
extensive observational model to-reach this conclusion.,
In:the_present_atudy, this participatérg'interaction'is

el

considered as a qualitative aspect of the.relatfcnship;'The
: - . ’ 153 .

,s"
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assumpt1on was made that it would be pervasive throughout—
the parent- ch11d style of 1nteract10n. Thus, a brief,
time-sample measurement of behavxour would allow for
“classxflcatlon of each mother-ch1ld pa1r onto a cont1numm
"between part1c1patory and non- part1c1patory levels of
1nvolvement Doing so - would allow for a better understand1ng

t

of the interaction process. ' g .

Et Meesuring énmiroﬁments' |

Complex and.comprehehsiye dimensions ot home and family
qre difficult to evaiuate and measure effectively. Breaking
comolem behevioorsfinto component parts entails the risk of
discpvering that parts are meanimgless in isolation.
Conversely, parentihé.style possibly covers so many
dimensions’that,»without a bettern allowimg deffnition, too
'broad a comceot is also psychologically meaningless.
.. in summhrjzimg a review ofietudies concerned with
._i;easuring home environments, Mosychuk (1969) found that a
vnumber of.écales measured chgraoteristics of the environment
which he termed dynamiolorocess yariables. Among the studies
he mentioned, Searé; Maocoby, and Levin (1957) vastly
improved‘our‘understanding of the complex structure of
childrearing pract1ces. Many other 1nvestigat1ons, 1nclud1ng
Baumrind (1967 1971a, 1971b), Dielman and Barton (1983) and_'

. A :

Mosxchuk‘(lQGgﬂ, utili%ed'the Sears' interview'items and

.- - *
variables.
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different mental abilities of children. A raiing.scale
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y

OgserverS‘in Baumrind's (1967, 1971a, 1971b>“s£udies,
could summarize their impressions of a family by rating the
family on ;5 childrearing dimensions. The rater's task was
described as being to decide first which of two contrasting
aiternatives characteriied the family being rated, aﬁd thén
to rate the degree to which th%(family was characterized by

;

Mosychuk (1969) devéloped an inst;uméht for identifying
and measuring the home environment differentially in terms
of ;dynamic brocesé characteristics", and examined the

]

relationship between these environmental variables and

b N .
designed for each variable consisted of a seven point
scoring key with verbal.construct definitions o;\the types
of behaviours or home conditions that warranted particular

ratings. As in Baumrind's (1967, 1971a, 1971b) studies, the

~families' ratings on these ten wariables were evaluated

through an intervigw schedule. :

These instruments can be considered to have provided

,modéls for the present interview and the Rating Scales

measuréé. The general procedure these researchers followed
was to develob an interview schedule, and then to develbp a
series of Rating Scales on which the intervieQ responses
cotld be evaluated and subsequent}y‘coded. The interview

-

schedule in the present study (see Appendix I) consists of

f ;wpnty one questions taken from the Sears et al. (1957)

Ainterview, and revised in the light' of Mosychuk's (1969) -
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intétview. As in Mogychuk's'(1969) study, the Raﬁihg Scales
in the presenf gtudy (see Appendix I1) consist of a seven -
point scoring key, with verbal constrhcts devéloped from all
of the studies mentioned. The use of seven points in‘each‘
Scale was judged more discriminatory than the method used by
Baumrina_(1967, 1971), which utilized onlyftwékcbntrasting
alternétibesT’Thesé measures are further discuséed in the

following section.



111. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This study was an exploratory study utilizing a
correlational desién. The major objective of the
investigation‘yas'to study, as systematically as possible,

'associated with children's styles

- parental characteristics
of watching television. In this research,'the'basic question
'being asked.was: what are the relationships between the
pa:ent~child lnteraction and the child-television

interaction?
.. A. The Sample : \

Selectxng Subjects ' :
 The sample in the present study cons1sted of families éi
who volunteered responding to a poster which was distributed
to community Public Health Clinics. Response forms were
received by the individual admlnlstrators of each'Health
Unit,‘ana then forwarded to the University. Total,fesponses
numbered 65, from which a random sample of 30 were selected.

- Borg and Gall's (1979) suggestions for increasing the
rates ofivolunteering and thus‘reducing volunteet bias were
~ap§lied intthe following ways. The poster distribnted.to
Health Clinics was attractlve, nonthreatenxng, and did not
carry any 1mp11cat10n of the evaluative nature of the study.'~‘

The request was-enhanced with the status and respectability

T o 39
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asgioned to the University of Alberta insignia, and:its

Placement in Public Health Clinics made it's'appeal more

personalized and normative. On the condit{on that

”

participation might not have been perceived to be normative,

4 J
G ¢

the conditions of private commitment tomperticipate in terms
of submitting the response forms were considered optimal.
Furthermore, the opportunity to promote the well-being of :

their children through informational feedback was oonsidered“

to be rewarding. T o

B.»In#truments Used

rInterview Schedule

Various methods of obtaining information for the soales,
were considered 1nclud1ng the Q-sort, the incomplete
sentences blank, and the 1nter 1ew.,' ‘

The-use of the interview/as a research method is unique
in tpat’it involree direct verbal irteraction between |
individuals. This direct interaction, however, has been
cited as the source of both the main advantages and
aisadvantages of the interview as a research technique (Bdrg
& Gall, 1979). The interview has certain advantages that
other methods, such as questlonna1res, do not have. For
example, the interview 51tuat1on permzts much greater depth
than other methods. In the semi-structured 1nterv1ew, the

interviewer can probe for reasons for given responses.

Researchers can go below the surface of responses, to
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determine r;asons, motives, and attitudes. As contrasted

with the questionnaire, which provides no immediate

feedbaakk the interview permits the interviewer to follow

the leads of the: subject and thus obtain greater clarity and -
depth of respénse on which to base judgments.

The. degision to hse thé interview as ihe data gathqriﬁg
procedure was based, thén,,od\the expecta;ions that: (a) the
interview situation allows the possibility of eliciting a ,
high degree of cooperatior on the part qf the- interviewee,

" (b) the oppoftunity to ask additié?elvquestions when
necessary permits much greater depth of information than‘

- other methods, (c) the scope of the infotrmation obtained
from oral responses is broader and p:ovides a greater amount
of detail.

The interview schedule in the present study was

developed and revised from the well-established model

provided be Sears, Rau, and Allpe:t (1965). This same
instrument was also used.by Baumriﬂ!hé1967, 1971a, 1971b) in
he; studiegfof'parenting styles, and was consulted by '
Mosychuk (1969). The original r;th;} exhaustive list of
interview Questions was'pa;ed down to those items which, at
- face value, had appliqability and cont;nt'directed towards
those aspects of parentai behaviou; hypothesiz?d'to be
releVah; or infl;ential in the development of the child's
operationa1 sty1e. The schedule cqhsisted of specific .

questions about particular types of’behaviour and conditiéns

in the home which would be representative of the eight
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scales Thus the purpose of the zntervxew was to obtain a
qualltative.measure of style of motherxng. In addition, each
mother wa§ asked to disclose certain demographic

1nformat10n, such as her age, the father's education and

occupation levels, the bined family income, and whether

the family received . cable or pay television

channels.

Rating Scales
The construction of the Rating Scales was assisted by

consulting exlstlng scales such as Baumrind's (1967 1971),

*

Sears et al. (1957 1965), and Mosychuk's (L?GQ). A

+

p;;Ziminary draft of the schedule was examined by two

»

exgerts in the field. The revised draft was then
B admlnlstered to four graduate student mothers who had
children aged 2 to 4 years. Follow1ng the analys1s of these

- 5

responses, certain questlons were added while irrelevant or \ -
duplicate questions were deleted. The-final schedule
consisted.of 12 questione with 3 to ¢ eub-items in each
guestion which hllowed the rnterv1ewer to rate 6 dlfferent
aspects of the parent- Chlld relatlonshxp.

On the basis of)Selected research on the influence of
parental st;le, characteristics, and level of invoftement,
eight aspects of parent-child interaction were regarded as
beihg important to tée developmeﬂt of the child's

operational style. *\;—



Variable 1 was designed to rate the language usage
dur1ng “the 1nterv1ew, Wlth a focus on the ‘level of

v
conceptual quality and abstractness of the mother s .

references to her ch1ld " The 11m1tatlons of this study

. prohibited a detalled study of language in. terms of

‘characterlst1cs such as maturjty and complexlty, measured by

implication through the length of commun1catlon units.
In;tead this scale was a crude measure Qf the mother's
artxculateness and 1mp11es the degree of differentiation and
separatron between-herself and her child. This variable was
measured by exam1n1ng the level of abstract1on of each

communzcated response to alI questlons of the 1nterv1ew,

Varxable 2 corresponds to Mosychuk s env1ronmenta1

43”

process characterlstlc reptesent;ng the authorltarlan home

varlable ‘Whereas r1g1d parental behav1our demandLng -aﬁﬁr

L Y J

unreserved obedience. ,1nflex1ble rules,.zntolerance of‘ J"f

" '

aggress1on towards parents,.a parental role baSed on power ds

and the ch;ld s responses based’ on featﬁyere characterlstlc

‘of hlgh scores on Mosychuk s var1able,:1n this studylvthese -

. \ t
attltudes wére'characterlst;c pf the lowest ratang on this

4
L SN

va;:able.

o

Varaable 4 utlllzes Chaffee, Mcleod and Atkln s (1971)

L 4

typology of famlly communlcatlon patterns. In the f

enﬂlronment characterlzed bf’hlgh scores on th1s varlable,, '
\ ,

A

-0 The dec1slon to develop varlable 3. c?gﬁ aﬁna )
consequence of ev1dence from Baumrind's ( , 1971a, 1971b)’
L B S 4 .
Studles. o '”"‘ : - ‘ ' . -A ’ o . . "r
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the children were stfmulated to exgress their ideas,lwere'
exposed to controyersy, and encouraged toljoin arguments. In
addition, critical behaviour was valued and the'children.
‘'made up their own” minds w1thout fear of endanger1n3 soclal
relat1ons with thelr parents. The converse, representaﬂxve
of low scores on thls variable, was characterized by a style
of parenting which stresses repre551ve rather than ratlonal
means to reason, and proh1b1ts express;on of dxssent. ‘ |
Varlable 5 follows Chaffee et al.'s (1971) deflnltion,;

and was representa¢1ve of~DeMause s (1974) theory, which

placed emphasis on’ the development of 1nd1v1dua11ty and

differentletlon. The hlghest value for thls variable

/to themselves. Lower scores represented Chaffee and his

»;a,

N colleagueswconsensual erlentatlon, and DeMause s soc1allz1ng~

famlly, where the chlldﬂwas exposedito controversy, whlle

paradox1caI1y constra1ned to develop concepts that were

| -

»consonant with exlstzn? socio-relations, or to adopt

parents values. The lowest value was represented by homes
,where the chlldren vere expected to defer to parents in
.their roles as parents, and conformity was valued above

1nd1vgdua11ty ‘[ } ) o

Varlable 6. was used to examlne the mother's f& ’

S \
t.

~wcharacterlst1c of dependency foster1ng,x1n which degree of !

differentiation and separatlon wasrrnferred. It corresponds

f:;to'MOSYChuk's variable seven; repreSenting dependency:



- a hlgh score on thlS varlable.

’ and usage of program content

fostering and 0verprotection. Evidence of*ConSistentf

cautlousness tra1n1ng, and structur1ng of the env1ronment

‘for the. ch1ld to. avo1d potent1a1 dangers were construed as\

an overprotectlve.env1ronment and recelved'loy—scores on

this variable. Characterlstlcs of the home such that the
. ‘V

child was permltted to try new act1v1t1es, to. go to more*

distant and-varled\places at early age, where'anxlety was
) s

-low thh respect to exposure\to dangerous elements, and

where the ch11d S 1mperfect performance vas tolerated
contr1buted to hlgh scores on th1s var1able. '

Varlable 7 corresponded to Mosychuk s varlable 3
o)

represent1ng the language press varlable and to Baumrlnd s

v

encougagement of verbal ab111ty var1able, and was purported'\f”

to measure the home env1ronment in termJ/bS the 51tuat10ns-

de51gned by parents to encourage verballzat1on. ngh scores
[

_were characterlzeddby taklng full opportunlty of naturally

ocCurrlng sx;uat1ons té promote verbal 1nteract1on, SUCh as .

mealfﬁme and adult soc1al conversat1on, as well as both

P33

X La$ “ ¥
of the I me promotlng a. h1gh degree of verbal Ireedom and
Y Y3 ‘q :
express1veness, 1nclud1ng perm1551veness for some verbal

) N

readlngﬂégg d15cussron¢o£ Wkadlng materlals. Characterlstlcs

"aggre551on on the part of the ch1ld \11kew1se contrlbuted to

b . - ; -‘\‘
Varlable 8 vas a measure of the level of actlve
’envolvement in the chlld's telev1ew1ng experlence. H1gh

scores represent parent reports ‘of d15cussron, role playlng,

-

2

and themes. Low scores were L
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representatlve of. parental enforcement of restract1ons on

o .
telev1s1on usage, 1n the absence of d1scu551on or anut from
the child. w3
.l

s

16PF Questionnaire -

_ The . 16PF (Form.C) consists of 105 items and was .

%

purported to measure as much of the total personalxty as

n can be covered by a,quest1onna1re (Cattell 1970, p. 3).
v The personality factors such ‘as domlnancew enthu51asm an:

4

u'%so forth are not pecullar to'the 16PF, andwhave been- -8

~established as "unitary, psychologically meanlngfuirentities

v, which enter lnto general pSychological theory"(Cattell,

?ﬁw- .. 1970, p. 4). Form‘C in particular7uas designed to be as freev
-as possible of*"value‘ 1mp11cat1ons,Aso that the person S
would not be tempted to answer 1n any particular direction.
for the sake. of social. approval This form was also chosen
because it took less time to cdmplete. ‘ |

Cattell (1970) found dependablllty coeff1c1ents (the |
correlat1on between two'admlnlstratzons of the same test
rwhen“the~lapse of time is insufficient for the people
themSelves to change with respect to-what" 1s ‘being measured)
to range from .58 to .90. » )
| All 16PF protocols were scored by the 1nvestlgator and
“all were' 1ncluded in the analys1s. Mot1vat1onal Distortion

,fsl scores (MD) were computed and all were found to be within

Aa cegtgble 11m1ts accordlng to the manual (Cattell 1970).




Y

i

Striuctured Observation Sequence

The structured observatlon was deV1sed to present the

. mother- ch11d pair with standard st1mu11 de51gned to e11c1t

influence and dec1s1on makxng attempts by,the mother, and

1ndependence, cur10u51ty, and dec151on maklng attempts by

“the ch1ld The 1nteract1ve score on thls measure was o

‘des1gned to expose the part1c1patory ‘nature of the parent

ch11d dynamic. A copy of the scor1ng §h1de is avaxlable»ln
Appendix III. Each obs&cvatlon was "~ scored by tife- sampllng

procedure us1ng four segments per minute-across. three.

l

~m1nutes. The scor1n¢‘£orm descrxbed each behaV1our so that -

the observer could mark its' occurrance. Development o§ the

- scoring form was a551sted by consultiﬁg a szmllar form,

in previous research (Bishop,_1981)r As shown, the lowest

based on the same theory of part1c1patory 1nteract1on, sed

scores would be obtained if the mother assumed a modeling

‘role, and attemptedvall the actions while the child merely

hypothes1zed that this style of. 1nteract10n would foster

‘observed. ConCurrent-with Bishop"s theory,’it was

_pa551ve, susta1n1ng operatlonal style on the part of the

_ohild: Conversely, the hrghestjscores would be obtained by
‘the mother-child palrfwhpvexhibited a participatory'Style,of

interaction, characterized by attempts to work.together and

.

to verbally interact so as'to create meaning simultaneously.

Materials ‘selected-to initiate mother-child interaction

were‘minimally'struotured in order to make the‘interactionm,

. patterns similar tqlthoSe in daily life Situations. The toy
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materials consisted of a metal template and magnetic colored
wooden shapes which oould be arranged into various designs

or patterns. Sample”pictures were available on the lid of

-the case.

”’Operé;fonAIVWatching Style

‘During the home visit, each ch1ld was’ v1deotaped as he
or she ‘watched relev151on in the natural home sett1ng..Due "
to the 11m1tat1ons of the study, the programs watched. varied

among subjects.. For each subject, the .observer returned to

the investigator ‘a tape conta1n1ng approx1mately six minutes

of watchlng tlme. These were then scored and coded by the
investigator and two senior observers; Thegscoring
procedures followed'that of Bishoo's preVious stddies, with
close consultation and simultaneous scorlng with a senior
observer who had part1c1pated in those studles.

Each video was scored in one quarter minute segﬁents,
eccording to which style thegoﬁild used during that segment.

The total score than represented a frequency count; that is,

the humber- of times over the entire period that the child

-used each style of ﬁatching. Thus the child's watching score

represented the number of times,- or the frequency, of .

-

. watching in flow style,.sustain style, and segment style.

¢



~and Counse111ng and were exper1enced in 1nterv1ew

g . ) 49 ,
- C. Data Collection Procedures

r//‘
Observers L

Observers were predomlnantly graduate students, wzth

two being at the senior undergraduate level Graduate -4

students had advanced backgrounds in Educatlonal Psychology
"'
i

procedures. Undergraduate *students had teach1"fexperience
'and were. within months of completing thelr Bachelor of

- Education degree. All observers were trained ‘regarding the
theoretical concepts ot parenting underlyrng the Interv1ew
»Scales, and had previous knowledge of Bishop's (1983)
concepts of watching styles. qﬁ their first home visit, each
observer was accompanied by one senior (Graduate) observerr
For that family, the observer and. the senior observer'rated
the interview scales independently for subsequent comparison
and discussion to establish rgliability. Only one set af
interview Scale ratings of each parent. made inﬁconjunction
with the senior observer, was returned to the researcher,

and no statistical estlmate ol interrater re11ab111ty was
avallable. This techn1que prov;ées less preclse scientific’ _»
data and may be prone to the lrmltat1ons of observer bias. -
In part:cu}ar, this method-lsﬂaore susceptible to the 'error
of leniency', wherein observers have a tendency to‘assign
f%he sahe nating-bo the majority of research subjects even‘
'when there‘are obv1ous 1nd1v1dual d1fferences among them, ‘or -
%o rate most subjects at’ the hlgh end of the scales.

- | . Qf
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| To’évoid this tendency, a double -set of precautions
* were taken'toieﬁsure the likelihodd that raters would be
discriminant in Lhexr ratlngs of the mother, and that

observer effect would be m1n1maa Durlng the tra1n1ng '
sessions,_an empha51s was malntaxned on-the mer;ts of each
style of motﬁefing and level of ﬁhe scales, rather than
placing any evaluative stafementeﬂx&iehewould lead<¢§
prefe;ential seoring tehdency. Secondly, .once observers wefe
traihed['ho&é visits were cerried out within one;week, to
maintain the common frame ‘cf reference established during '
tra1n1ng Contlnual re;resher sessions between the o
researcher and the’ sehuor observer served to. ma1nta10.a

1
.common frame of reference during the home visit., The .

v

. decision to have the observers complete the rabfngs of each
- .
“family was based on the state of knowledge at the time of
data colleEtion, and on the preference to refrain from
making pos;—collection jedgmenfs based on "cold" data. In

B refrospect; however, and in future studies, it would be
preferable to obtaln transcrlpts of the’ 1nterv1ew either
taped or written, for the’ purposes of overcoqlng some of

. . ) ¢ - .
these limitations of observer bias or halo“effect, and to

" establish interrater reliability more broadly.

' Home Visits

The home visit consisted of a standard sequence of

,»activities'carried'out with.bqth mother and child,
sepafateiy and'in_inferaction, the'primary function of which

-
.



1985, .

was to obtain four measures of each mother-child pair.
Availability of observers necessitated two differing_‘
collection"periods, one set taking place between January and

April, 1985, and the second set occurring in June/July;

Treatment of the Data

One‘sfatistica17software package was‘u8ed for the dafae
analy51s. the: Statlst1cal Package for the Soc1al Sciences -
Rev1sed (SPSS- x), avallable through Comput1ng Serv1ces at ‘
the Unlver51ty of Alberta. All correlatlons were calculated
between all variables. In add1t10n, a total score fbr\the‘
Interv;ew”Varlablescwas_caiculated and correiated, to eheekj

for differential‘reéeits.
"



IV. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The ﬁreceding chapters provided a description of the
variables* used iﬁ this study. This chapter explains the
analyéiéﬁused with the data and the significant relatioships
which %ésultéd, PresentedAare three main sections
éorresﬁgnding'to the researcﬁ questions posed in Chapter One

(see page 4). These questions examined, respectively, the

styles of &atchiﬁg exemplified in the sample; the

]

relatiénsﬁip between each child's style of watching and the
mother's style Qf childreafing and her personality .
dharacteris&ics:ﬁand ffhally, thé‘re;ati%nshipvbetween the
child's watching and the participa%ory quality of Fhe

mother-child interaction. These questions were related to

the variables of this study. .

A. St&les of Watching ‘

Wgﬁt are the styles of watching exemplified in the
sample? In preliminary studieé of \this natﬁre‘ Biéhop (1982)
stated that out of 28°'cases, 6 were unscorabie. He also |
expléined that, although the classification was naive and
primitive, obséfvers appeared to agrée in their rating 95 to
99 percent of the ti;e; In the‘presenévstudy, all cases were
scored according to the procedures outliqu in Chapter‘

Three,.and to the operational definition explained in

.Chapter Two. In a preliminary analysis based on 23 cases,

o

rater agreement was 95 percent. i v .

52 .
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.fabip'1. RelatxonqhxpT Between Watchxng Style and
+ Demodgraphic Varxables

- Vaqiabie ' .: r' _ Style of Watching
Flow Sustain Segment
Child Sex = - | .22804 . 0504 -.2329%
‘Child Age - -.0146 .2203% -.2035%
Mother Age L1337 -.0448 -.0635
. Father Education‘g '}131#} . 1456 -.2410%
' Father Occupation 1181 21628 -.3180%+
Combined Income . L1261 ‘ . -.092¢ -.0021
Channels Received 1363 -.1816 .0071
) + .Pearson Product Moment Correlation
' " & Correlations significant at ps<.14
*sCorrelations significant at ps.05
-
> 4%
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The sample was evehly distributed for sex, having 15

boys and 15 girls. The averagé age of thé children was 3.9
years. | » |

On‘Table,I the correlatibns (Pearson Product Moment)
are provided between operational watching style and the
‘dﬁmographic informa;}fn examined. Table 1 indicates'thaf the
child's watching in/a flow style was mildly related to sex.
That is, as the frequency of wétching in flpv style

increases, the child is slightly more likely to be male.

Watching in sustain form was mildly related to the child's
.age, indicating that as frequency of watching fn sustain
style.increasedzithe age of children in the sample also
increased. This sustain pattern was alsé related to the
father's occupation level.‘Tbus, as the frequency of
watching in sustain style increased, the occupational level
.pf Fﬁe fathers increased towards -the professional anq
fmanagerjal groups. ‘ |

Table 1 élsd illustrates that as the frequency of théi
child's watching in segment style increased,>tﬁemfather's
occupational and educational f@bels decreased tbwaréé ;he
semijskilled'or unskilled groups. In addition, as segmeﬁt
style incréaséd in frequency, Qhe“chances of the child being
younger and female were more }ikely. o

- Although the magnitude of this correlation is rather

Y
Aoy

low, it is possible that segment style of watching is more '
likely to occur in younger children because thiey have not

developed the maturational proceSSes'necéSsary for a more



“

Table 2. Correlationst Between Three Styles of Watching

Style of ' - Style of Watching '
Watching - ' ' ’ : .

Flov ' Sustain © Segment SRR
Flow ° | . -.45248 -.3826 .
Sustain  -.4524s e | \-';q-ﬁ,,alat_a,_,
Segment  -,3426 -.6818:
tPearson Product Moment CTorrelation f;k S ﬁfﬁéi
sCorrelations significantly different™at, ps.05

- u
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involved mode of watchzng. This result would then be

consistent w1th Rice and WArtella 8 (1981) notion that

itfihcreases. It may be that as attentional processes
mature,. the child's style of watchxng matures dynamically,

which may eventelly 1nc1ude a shift to greater 1nvolvement.

Table 2 shows the values of the correlatxons betwoen

fStyle 1 (flow) Style 2 (sustaxn),'aﬂd Style 3 (segment)

That each way of watching is reasonably- exclusxve of the

DY
other styles is shown by the magnxtude of the correlatlonal

q‘

vaIUes, as well as by the”ﬁegﬁ$1Ve orientation of these gl

values. Table -2 also shows that, as the relative £r7kuehcy

of the child's watching in one style 1ncreases,_the\
"frequency of watching in the other ways decreases. That is,

‘as the child becomes more flow-11ke, act1ons become less of

the sustain and segment categories.

Table 3 provides a breakdown of the,samplé in térms of
proportion of children who ex?@bited the styles of flow,
sustaln, and segment, as well as a fourth category which
1nc1udes styles which were mixed. Since each child received
; score for-t;me spent watching in each of the threezforms,

it was possible to arbitrarily establish a number value

_ Y ' .
above which the child §puldfbe said to watch in one style

fairly cbnsistently. For example, Case A watched 13 times in

flow, 3 times'in sustain, and 0 times in the segmenting

form. Using an arb1trary cutoff of 10 times out of a

t§?551b1e 16, this Chlld could be said to datch fairly -

-

.

-
children learn how to watch television as their exposure to

R e B
o
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'%qu'Sample

No. o£ Cabes

N

Syt

-

e

J-o

TTqbfé 3. ‘Pfoportion‘of Samplet Wétching.in'Each Style -

‘Propertion .

. Flow

»Sustéin

‘Style of Watching

.
¥

'Ségment7

‘Mixed

A

-u‘/v.,

“*

" i
ek

s

6.67

) -t 2

- 56,67 10

* .
17" 3

26

ki3 r"‘}
.

{ sample N = 30

®



. i . ,
number. They represented 10% of the sample. ,//F;
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- : ' |

‘consistently'in a flowiway; bnly 2 dren in the sample

watched con51stently in the flow style, and represented but
6.67% of the sample. A | |

U51ng Case B in a'similar exemplary way, this child

watched 2: tlmes in flow style, 10 times in susta1n style,

<

and 4 times in segment style, and could be sald to watch

f“?coh51stently in the sustaining fashlon. Sustain behaviours

were much more common .in the sample, with 17 cases

hﬂadisplaying scores at thi% level for this focused style. ThlS

. represented 56, . 67% of the sample. Those chlldren scoring

|

con51stently in theisegment style of watchlng were 3 in

ad

B
o

To'account for'th( remalning 26.7% of the sample, it

hmust ‘be must be nroted that :the remalnder of the children

?

watched at a level of/con51stency below 10 tlmes in all dk
/

_the three styles. For/example,»Case C watched 0 t1mes in

flow style, 9 times %n sustaln style, andl7 t1mes in segment."

style. Thls m1xed style of watch1ng was found in 8 chlldren

“in the sample. The stat1st1ca1 procedures used in thls study‘
dld not allow for further d15cr1m1nat10n of thlS group Thatf“t

is,_1nformat10n regardlng ‘the mother S character1st1cs could,-”

not be related to the style of televrsxon watchxng for
1

;ch1ldren with a mlxture of styles.,

These ‘cases 1llustrate not- only the proportﬁon of
'chlldren watching in each of she three styles, but alse the
'varlab111ty of each Chlld s sceres. ThlS would. 1nd1cate that'
the.preseht results arelln agreemenégglth BIShQPg§ l1984)5

§

-
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statement that ch1ldren move, into and out of the style

'1nherent to their operatlonal Sepert01re. In 83 33% of the‘

[y

,ch11dren ‘in thls sample, however, there was also consistency

of watchlngfr;sone'style.'Thus it can be-stated that, using

.the,procedure in the present study‘and for the majority of

.the children in this sample, styles of watchlng appear to be

observable, hence, 1dent1flable patterns of actlon AN .

gexpressed durlng the course of watchlng (Blshop, 1983) v

]

B. Mother Varxables

';4 How : does the mother s chlldrearlng and her personal1ty

relate to the watchlng patterns of the Chlld? The two parts

o i

caeparately. dhfidrearing'styLes were measnred.through”the

=1nterv1ew Ratlng,&cales, and perso@pilty dlmen51ons were

measured through responses to the 16PF. o .

»

’Q."

~ Parenmting Style 5 ; , R -

Table J prov1des the correlatlons between style of

»watch1ng and mothers' scores on the Intervzew Ratlng Scales.

The strengt% of the assoc1at10ns found between the child's

I

: across'alllscales for styles flow and~sustain, That is, as

frequency ﬁwwatbhing scores varied with flow and'suseain,

_'there was ‘not a con51étent sxmllar var1at1on in parent1ng.‘

I

However, some 51gn1f1cant results were 1nd1cated for-

I -

l‘chlldren watch1ng frequently 1n @he segment mode.. As

'/ : ' . : , . P
i @ S S : SRR

. . . . .o R
. Lol . e N
i oo LR . )

"score and dhe mother ratlng_varlables rema1ned low in value
. C ~ . . ‘

- -
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. 6. Independence - -.1609 . 'fv5.1659Q.“ -

'vs. Dependence - - AR
Cw : . <, ) - . 1’:;5‘"‘1'..-‘

7. Encouragement ~'9992l?t
- of Verbal Ability - o/

8. Active Use of  .0390 . 4 =-.1911

=y . /
Table 4. Aspects of Parénting Style Relatedt ﬁ//_
o ~to Watching Style , /
Lo , y
_ | _ . /
. Scale - .-Style of Watching /
. . . //
_Flow .+ Sustain* Segment
o / .
1. Articulateness .0179 . -.1352° /% . 1562
. o y <
o , v/
2. Accommodative .1439 -.0178 ~ /  -.0821
. vs. Restrictive -4 /
3. Warmth 0813 -.0817 .0463
4. Use'qf“Reannsg -.1099 ., -:1722 .2912t{{
5. Individuality  -.0445 - -,1277 . 1881
- vs. Conformity ST L i v
- s

Television = . R " -
[ . -
. ) \‘ v ’
' tPearson, Product. Moment Correlations o
*Correlations significant at ps.05- v o
«- R
3w 3
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frequenoy of watching in segment style increased, the

"o

. "~

61

mother's retings on Scales 4 and 6 also increased. Higher

scores on Scale 4 were proposed to described a mother who
encourages. use of reason such that' she values critical
behaviour and expression of the child's opinions. According

T to high scores.ph Scale 6, the mother would promote
Y N .

A N
& indepenégﬁx experimentation, encourage self assertion and be
Wt 25 . . )
-.tﬁlerqnt bf ‘the child's imperfect performance. The
f x519n1f1cance “of these ﬁlndzngs is further elaborated

throughout the foiloW1ng presentat1on of the 16PF f1nd1ngs.

! >
o L oY
. P

"A
\

Eersonal:ty Characterastzcs . R ) .

Pe

f

: ‘Of the s1xteen characteristic dimensions measured by
the 16PF,: 'anly those w1th correlat1ons in the S1gn1f1canv‘
rapge are pro;1ded in Table 5. Descr1pt1ve statements used
?to expla1n these dimensions are those commonly used to “
k1nterpret 16PF proflles (Cattell 1970). Examination.of th1s
table reveals, that the child's operational watchlng style

77

lscore is" related to several of the mother s personality

‘qlgharaqterzstlcs. As the child's frequency of flow increases,

hthe mother's scores on 16PF Factors B, C, I, M, and Q3 also
‘tend to rncrease, -while “scores on Factor L (susp1c1ousness)
show a tendency to decrease. ngh scores on Factor B —
(1ntelllgence) are descrrpt1ve of persons who have higher-

’soverall mental capac1ty or are more perseverlng, have better

]udgment and more var1ed 1nterests. People scorind’h1gh on

', Factor C are descrxbed as being emotlonally stable, having: @

2

-
.-
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Table 5. Mother's Personality Dimensions Relatedt
to Watching Style ,

s

62

. 16PF Factor L Style of Watching
' \ ‘Elow_ " sustain Segment
e B(Intelligence) .3190%s. - ,1112 -,3930%=

C_(Elilot. Stab_ility’) . 2967 %% © 0 ..0191 -.2475»

" @(Conformity) _ L -.1474 -.1126 .2322¢
H(Boldness) .1409 . -.3054x# .2149%
I(Sensitiviﬁyi ‘ ' .3335%% ~.2257% -.0458

- L(Suspiciousness) ?.30%1## "l-.0361 | ,.2959*f
M(Imagination) _ .2338% - . .0328 -.2275%

 Q1(Radicalism) .1383 - ©.1930 -.3109%s
Q3(seélf-discipline) .2347% .0117 -.2176%
Q4 (Tension) -.1598 -.1778

Lo .

.3099%x

v

tPearson Product Moment Correlatidmns
sCorrelations significant at- ps.10 ‘
**Correlations significant at p<.05 o

mm;‘
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~in sustagn style shows a tepdency to score low on Factors H

“restra1ned ruleboundﬁieareful and alert to danger, yet
,conds1derate* In add1t!on she also shows'tendenc1es.‘of
: be;ng tough-mlndéd (C&ttell »Q??O) self rellant‘andf
_ umsentxmental rathe

'cynxcal yet. ptactzcal QOaJ d1r

63

. . N 4 ’
; . f
. : : - - . o

"cdnstancy of temper and control of affect. High scores on

Factor Q3 show a- stronger ab111ty to b;nd anx1ety, to be
socially precise and controlled w1th exactlng will power.
Low scores on Faotor L show tendencies towards be1ng
trustful and accept1ng, adaptable, tolerant and ¢
understand1ng. ‘These characterlstlcs are cons1stnt with h1gh

sgores on Factor I, wh1ch indicate an emotlonal sen51t1v1ty

-

-.and overprotectedness with a tendency towards insecurity and

1ndulgence; but with aesthetic and 1maglnat1ve 1nterests.
Factor: M aiso fhdicates imaginativeness, with tendenoies
toward unconvent1onal1ty, and absentmlndedness.

In summary, the pattern of scor1ng ‘which makes up the
profile of. mothers with ch1ldren who use flow style
1nd1cates that this mother is more 1ntellectually ,
persevering, emotionally stable and cgnt;o}led, more‘ i

. P L . . X
trusting and sensitive, with tendencies towards
. D " . . ,v \

‘imaginativeness and unconventionality.

The mother of the Chlld watching w1th greater frequency

‘f_and 1. Thus she would be descr1bed as w1thdrawn and’ somewhat o

o

wNyg, . ﬁ ’ : &
”-han trusﬁ@ng gnﬂ acceptrng; :

l\;ed aq’&&mbltxousw hxsf

. _M;,

-prof1le is qulte dlstlnct from thah.of mothens w1th flow

chlldren on the ﬂzmen51on portrayed by Factor*I That is, -¢:
’c- " N U  . i: | N
o



‘direction on Factotsag, C, M, Q1, and Q3. Low scor%rs on

- immediate issues.

whereas mothers of flow children tended to be more

¢

'sen51ti e, “mothers of sUstain children tended to be lower in.

h ’ . ‘_5 "k \
sen51tiv1ty. : A \
Further eXaminatiOn of Table 5’shows that ehildren
<\
watching 1n segment style have mothers scoring in a positive

,directron on Factors G H, L, and Q4, and in a negative

e E .

FRN

L . . . . . . .‘ . .
Factor Q1, G and M, are described-as being of conservative

temperament,” conscientious, conventional, and concejned with

'Low scOres on Factor B while indicating lower ability .

to deal with abstgact problems, are also representative of

.l'

persons lower 1n2?erseverance. Persons scoring low on Factor
. C are described as being more labile, prone to give up and

‘hav1ng lower frustration tolerance, while low scores on

Factor Q3 describe one as- being 1mpu1$1ve and careless. High

. scores on Factors H and L similarly describe a person w1th

tendenc1es tpwards 1rr1tab111ty and being ea51ly frustrated'

demanding and controlling; yet bold and carefree, being

. sociable and not alert to danger.

A summary profile of the mothers of children who' -
4 _

',segment would 1nd1cate conserVative conventionality, less

emotional stability in terms of low frustration tolerance
and greater lability or irritability.
' Comparing mothers of segment children and mothers of

N

flow children on several dimensions revealed that the

-mothd¥s of flow children showed greater intellectual

5
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perseverance, emotional stab111ty and control, greater’
trust1ngness, 1mag1nat1veness, and self- d1sc1p11ne. Mothers
of segmenting children showed lesser of these gualities:
.Mothers with chlldren who segment wh1le watch1ng
contrast with mothers Wlth sustaining children nartlcularly
~on the d1mens1on of social boldness. Mothers of sustain,
children seemed more withdrawn and careful. Mothers of
’segment children tended'to‘be more bold, adventurous and
energetic,‘and not particularlyvalert to danger:

. . In snmmary,‘correlations stplayed‘in Table 5 are of
sufficient value to posit mild‘to'moderate relationships
between the described personality dimensions of mothers and
the style of tHe Chlld s watching. As well each pattern
becomes distinct from the others and _on some dimensions,
-presents a d1fferent and unxque cl1n1cal picture of the«@@%
mothers. Personallty factors are viewed by some researchers
as having only an indirect effect on a Chlld s development

- The present results indicate a slight relatlonshlp between

the mother's personality and the child's styﬁg f watching

television. : _ @@, :
A ‘b
vgs
Secondary Results o @ﬁ'
. A separate l1ne of analysis revealed that the mother's
personallty characterlstlcs showed mild levels of . %uyuwgﬁﬁ

relat10nsh1p w1th her parentlng style. Although the major1ty
of the Ratlng Scales showed weak* levels of relatlonshlp to v

“the Chlld's watch1ng style, several of the personallty
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factors which vere relatec to watching style also showed
relatlonsh1p to the Ratzng Scales. These relat1onsh1ps were
cons;dered secondary because they were relat10nsh1ps between
16PF and parént Interview Scales, and thus represent two
measured dl;en51ons of the mother, not the watching’ 'child.

To achleve greater clar1ty of presentation, separate tables
are provided to dellneate each g;oup of mothers accordzng to
their chilgd" s watchlng style. Tables 6, 7, and 8 present
only the relevant 16PF Factors and the correspondlng related

Interv1ew Scales. . ]

Preliminary'examination'of Table 6 shows that

<
“

discrepant results occurred with respect to Scales 3 and'7;

Scale 3 was related positively to<Factors I and C, yet

negatively to Factor B, while Scale 7 was related positively

1

to Factor I and negatively to' Factor M.’ Since these

relationships-are secondary to watching style, whereas 16PF

dimensions have been shown to relate more directly, those

scales showing discrepant and conflicting results will be

¢

relegated as requiring further research for clarification,

and will not be elaborated upon.

rMothers of Flow Children

Mothers of flow ch1ldren were found to score high on

v'Factors B, C 1, M “and Q3, and low scores on Factor L.

‘Exam1nat10n of Table 6 shows ‘that the f1rst of these, Factor

o

' B, is in turn related to Scales 5 and 8 That is, as

mother’ silntell;gence and perseverance 1ncreased, she tended -
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Table 6 Personality. Factors relatedt to Chlldrearzng
Styles of Mothers of Flow Children.

16PF i 5 Scalet

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 7 ‘ 8‘
B+ - -.2166%  -.3062¢ . -.2135%
c+ .2551% .4522% |
I+ .2293%  .4209s -.2225% .2783% 21618 1
M+ . 3 o -.2814s
LT3 : S ) . -.205:
I | o 29818 29224

*Correlations significant at ps.10
tPearson Product Moment Correlat1ons
¢Sca1e Descriptors:
Scale 1: Articulateness of Intentions
Scale 2: Accommodative in Discipline
-Scale 3: Warmth and Empathy
Scale 4: Encourages Use of Reason
%‘-‘ Scale 5: Promotes Individuality vs. Conformity
: Scale 6: Promotes Independence vs. Overprotective
Scale 7: Encourages Verbal Ab1l1ty
‘Scale 8: Participates in Child's Use of Telev151on

Factor Descriptors:

B+ : Intelligent, Perseverant
- C+ : Emotional Stability
I+ : Tendermzndedness, Sensitivity
M+ : Imaginative
N, Q3+: Control, Social Precision
L-

Trust1ng, Accepting
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Vo
to stress harmonious sdcxo relations and, to promote social
»conformlty more than 1nd1v1dua11ty. In addltion, she was/
«nonpart1c1patory in ways the child used‘telev151on (Scale
8)r"Factors L, Q3, and B eheﬁ similar relatibhships with
Scale 8, Further examination of Table 6 shows that as
mdther'a scores on Factor C (emotional stability, control of
affect) increased, the scores on Scales 2 (accemmOdatibe
éiscipline) and 3 (warmth) increased. Thus, as this mother
:became,more emotionally stable}rshe also became £§£e,‘
accomodative aqg flexible,;with more'teierance tor:the
"child's aggression.'Discreﬁancies Qgcurred with respect to
tﬁe’correlations?between emotioqal stability and Scale 3
(warmth). This correlation was of sdfficient magnitﬁde to
conclude a siéhificant relationship between emotioaal
stability and the mothdr's warmth and nurturance. ‘

Increases on Factor I 5hovea'that as the flow child's
mother became more sensitive, she showed more flexibility
‘(Scale 2), more ability to articulate her child's intentions
(Scale 1). As well, mothers of flow children tended to
encourage'their.childre;'to‘use reason:wheqjconfronting
problems (Scale 4). r§%3 o

In summary, mothers of flow chiidren; according to.

relationships between 16PF dimensions and Rating Scales,

tended to score higher on Scales 1 to 4, lower on 5,

~
-

inconsistently on Scales 3 7 and 8, and no relationship
emerged for Scale 6. That 15, she tended to be rated as more

articulate of her child's 1ntent10ns, more accommodative 1n o

s ) ' o
\



and sensitive. In turn, these characteristics, as shown in

‘The scales related to. low scores on Factor I (less
' sen51t1v1ty) 1nd1ca&that this mother was rated as focusmg '
more on hou the child does: th1ngs as opposeé\\‘rwhat his- or |

8

her'disciplihary manner, as showing éreater warmth and
‘empathy,.and as encouraging the child to use reason’and
logic to solve problems. Conversely, she was rated as

promoting some degree of social conformity in terms of

encouragmentﬂﬁo adopt parent's ideas and values, such as an -

achievement orientation. Although the mothers of flow
children did not score at the high end of all scales |
consistently as g;edicted‘at the outset of this study, there
vere indicgtions of a treﬁd to score at the high end of

Scales 1 'to 4.

Mothers of Sustain Cﬁildren*‘ - «

Table 7 depicts the relationships (between 16PF
dimensions and parentjng style scores) for mothers of
sustain watchers. As indicated, this g;oup of mothers were
found to score low on Factors H 'and I, andhthus were
described as tending to be more withdrawﬁ and carefu;, as

well as more suspicious and self reliant, and less trusting
L . : 04 . :

. . /:/
Table 7, were related to lower ratings on Scales 1, 2, 3, /4,

/

and 7' and higher rat1ngs on Scale 6. As thls mother*tended
rto ‘be. more withdrawn, she was more” llkely to promote /
1ndependence, exper1mentataon, and self assert1on, wh1ch may

reflectxa psycholog1cal lack of ava11ab111ty to the Chlld.

B /f'

i

\4
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Table 7. Personalxty Factors Related* ‘to Chxldrear1ng
- . Style of Mothers of 5usta1n1ng Children. i
"
16PF, i o _ Scale T
Facbot R v 2 -3 4« - 6 . 1
¥ .;A”‘s b" E . - . “\
H=- ' * ' . 2501 5
" , ' - . )
gr- "7 1.2293  .4209 - .2972  .2783 © L2161 -
- : ‘i_“r : A ! ' 2t . .
2 "‘ . t Ve,

fscale Des% ptors: o !
. a

.. {s Sgale 1'::Articulateness. of Child's Intentions
-“<ﬂ§’237 ™. Séale 2 + AccommoBetive vs. Authoritarian
vt Scale 3 : Warmth and Empathy

A ; v ' Scale ¢ % ﬁncouraglng Use of Reason .

‘% . . . Scale 5 :\ Promotes’ Individuality vs. Conformity’
et ) .Scale 6 : #romotes Independence vs. Overprotectxveness
“{. 5 . Scale 7 :. Encourages-Verbal Ability -

- ;?Agw .. Scale 8 : Part1c1pates in Televxslon Use

. -‘ Factor Descr1 tors: | ' o - -

e j H- : Withdrawn, Shy, Threat Sens1t1ve

. + I'= ¢ Tough Minded, Self-Reliant

. : ‘ ) TN
B \ , ; "
N 4 8 ¢

s B .



'emot1onally stable, less petspverant, and more conservatlve,

. .
,.fp .

A ! \
.....
v

Q

her parental power role, have less empathlc understand1ng

rqgard1ng ach1evement and verbal express1veness.

-

; : ¥ : e
- j - . N . S . .
' NP . : | SRR o :

Mothehg of Segmentxng Chlldren o —f«- .
"The - relatlonshlps between 16?F Fact®rs and the

,‘Ihtervxew Scales on the mothers of segment1ng ch1ldren are.

_presented in Table 8 These mothers were descrlbed as less*

[ ’

@

Examlnatlon of Table 8 shows tnst the ‘scales dlsplaylng

g dlﬁhrepant or conf11qt1ng results in thlS group are 3, 5 .~

and 8 f'ke remalnlng scalegﬁrelated to the persona11ty

v

‘1charac erlstlcs of these mothers (Scales 2,¢7, and 6)

. C -
. 1nd1cate that thxs mother st 1n t%rn rated as mgre

. A

_;authorrtarlan rather than accommodatlve, requ1r1ng obedlence

V

7based on the parental role, rather than based on empathy and¢

__understand1ng Th1s characterlstlc tended towards dependencyd'

) Vo

nfosterlng and overbrotectlveness. Slnce Scalé 6 (dependency

fzgter1ng) was dlrect{y related to the chﬁ{)ds manners of "f

3"ﬂwatch1ng, .85 dlscussed rn Sectlon B and rnrthe d1rect10n of

RS

‘~cdntradxctory and d1ff1cd!t to under

:_g; Interactxon as Measurbd by the Observat1on Sequence

» =

théqmother 5 promotlng 1ndependence, thrs last result 1s

e \ , SRS
‘( . L ’ B “...‘_ # ’l‘ /

.“\ ’”!

Hov‘gqes the nat“rﬁ of the mother Chlld 1nteractlon-‘“

VA 2
’
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[ .
R . .
h“‘ . . il - e N .__W M
B — - o —r 3 %
. . ) . .

]
&

) o s - ‘ K ‘-& 9 ‘
«  16PF - 5 _ Scale} " !& ‘
"Factor - . 2, . . 3 5 6

RY
s

. . "

LB RERT 2166 -.3062 .+ i . o =—42135 %

ct . . \;..2551’; .4522 Sl n .
M=ot . T Co-.2814° A

o Ygi-r o L2a27 . 21600 13638 2752
Q3T e Lo ézf" -.2045
“ > Q o ‘ ",’z .‘.\"1 : '.“Q‘yﬁ‘# ¢ ‘ o . ' . w . » g’
;ﬁ%@oszﬁnggﬂﬁl. IR S R

' B X T | ’ ,‘ ‘ 2151 o ‘.v;_‘29224

H+ . v ) x> - <‘h. 250 1 ?
£ G 3603 " -.2225 - p
* e » f\ '
- 1

‘tsee Table“8 foT\ScalQ”Descriptions., C o o
. Factor.pescrlptors..; o ' ' ’ ' o
- - B~ : Less Abstract Thinking,” Les& Perseverant -
- -+ .. €% : Less Emotionally. Stable, Easily Upse?
s ... M. practical, Down to Earth Concerns.
£ e SN R ,Conservatgve, Trad1t1onal
~+ » - . Q3r: Undisciplined,fFollovs Own Urges el
BT Q4+ Tense, Frustrated, Drzven - SN e
S e "L+ : Suspicious, Hard to Fan .
el T “,Hﬁ ‘Venturesome, Socially Bold I
o "4+ : Conscientious, Moralzst1c "__,%;‘

eo o0 0 02 s oo oo 00

_ A <
\ 0 ':; . -, R '
SR . y Ea



73

W ™ .

'theﬁchildfs watching style score aﬁalthe'participatory

gualftﬁ}ﬁ? mother-child interaction’ as measured by the

Structuged Observation Sequence. The value of the

correlation between theéé two measures was -.0514 (p=.394).

Thét‘is, the level ofheduivaient gartiéipatibn in

mothér-child;intgra¢;ibn did not Showﬁany'signifi ant

relatibnqhip'with the child'sibperational watching stylél'
I " ° e . ) . B e

score:'Itvwa§~tblt}$h5he9er, that this result waé due to

“inadequacies in-the’instrumént, of to the activity éhésen'”

for observation. Thesebpossibilitiés are elaboratéd in

o . . . . : e . 2
Chapter Five. ° T, SR R
. A . | . | . o ! . .‘: ’ |
Chapter !blir ‘Summary - '_ }
SRt . . ) , o

It Qéhld"appeaﬁ‘tﬁat'thé‘;ays in Which"child:én watched

television. 'were distinct from each other, .and that these

 wereé s;ylés of watching. In the presgnt §§mpié, the majority

" occupational groups;fM§thers~df {hésé childrenvscorgdk;

 16PF asibéing more withdraWnJgnd careful, yet more

- and imaginative interests. T -

”;tqugh-minded,;géal,diﬁ;éféqﬂéﬁa”uﬁSéniimental.‘ﬂ

(56.67%) of Childrén‘ﬁatched‘iifthe,sq§taining'ﬁode. Flow
) _ ey _ .

chilérensub}g.found more often to be male, aﬁd‘to have

L

mothers:&hq scored on the 16PF -as being more abstract

-‘thinking, more emotionally stable and controlled, as showing

A

moreisensitivity'and trust towards others, with aesthetic '

)

_Children who sustaingwhile watching were, found to bes

S v DR . ' .
}slightly older and to have fathers employed in upper o)

R
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,

greater lability or

Those children watching in the segment mode, while

[}

Lending more often to be female and younger, had fathers
employed in the lower occupat1onal groups These chxldren
had mothers who were rated as belng more prone to encourage
problem solvzng by reasonlng, and’ to promote 1ndependence.

e Pl em

These mothers scored on the 16PF as being less abstrac'

»

th1nk1ng, more conserva%ive ‘and conventlonal and loss‘hf

emotaonallyistable %'f

\-rms of: low frustratlon tolerance and s

[ B

iy
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’ ’ V. Conclusions and Implications
The present studf was:designed to examine children's "
styles of watching televzslon and to explore the | ¢ .
relat1onsh1p between this and certaln qualities ?f the home,
: kenv1ronment. Qua11t1es studzed 1ncl.d parenting style,

<1

rent perSonaLety factors, and parent child interaction.
:ﬁrty motl‘i!,‘rs were rated ,on the basis of the1r responses to

PR

1nterv1ew qubstloﬁg$ @me 16PF Questlonna1re, and on th

basis of thelr behav1agzs in an observed Lvent. Each t

thlrty chlldren wasygldeotaped watchi“% telev151on, and was
- ) '

asszgned a frequency score accord‘%ﬂ to|¢he stﬁggs in wh1ch

~ he or she watched televxs1on. Thls score was used as the

oy

MU criterion measure, with which all other measures were -

3 3 “ '-.. . . - . : s
. . . ' . ) w

' correlated. , ' ¢ : J

v . .
. (

L
v . . . -
A. Styles of Watching - ’
! )

y | © ~ ' The }ntentzon o; the analys:s of thlS questlon was to
. < o

h examlne whether t chlldren hatch1ng telev151on could be
- conSistentlyfo?se to watch in a ‘styl dharacterlzed as _
L s-~_!flow;_§ustarn"or segment: The constructféf styles of |
watchlng is a pattern 1nduced to enhance understandlng ‘and
conceptuallzat1on@§f a certaln behav1oural phenomenon or set
of _prqcesses. - The current analys1s\;§pp0rts the f1nd1ng that
thzs construct ‘can: be appl1ed £o other groups of chlldren in’_f
s f" order to ﬂnderstand the processes of 1n~olvement in . "
- telev151on watchzng Chlldren in th1jlsample were found to

' watch con51stently 1n one style, the maJor1ty watched in the

A ”)

" ~Av- ¢ L3 . . ‘ R
Ay
| . L s .
. - - ) ' . . ' . ' , ¢ .
N

- . B ° \

T
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focused; sustained mannzr. Theseafindings WOu1d appear,tQ;Etf
contrary to th%@e of Frazer (1981) in whose sample the " ;

0‘
. majorlty of chlldren were ‘discontinuous v1e§§rs Bishop

3 .

. .

Ly .
; ‘ ﬂme implications of Blshop ] (1984) previous research
;(were that styles were moda; signatures of action which

‘ appeared to also. be observable in ciissroom workingf

. situations. A study’(Johnson, 1§85 being presently
T \Q' . g o - f
\&\completed seems also to support the conclus1on that styles

are observable in other env1ronments, such as the classroom,

‘fA ;.- ‘and .that some styles appear to be more successful than S
. (; ot"he% ‘ v " .
15}" , kn 1mp11¢at1on of the current research would.bén

'_therefore, parents 1ntervent10ns wh;ch result in-a ‘change

¢ E1n thg style of $§tch1ng telev1§lon may alSo make ‘a fa;ther f}~1'

?

1; ,‘~.queach1hg 1mp, f on theochlld s ways of 1nteract1ng in other
'X\'g T 'settlngs.‘ o | , h : _f

Media interaction can be studied in many ways. ‘Salomon

5

and Cohen (1978) call attenfﬁon to the problems that ar1se

K 'when a generléﬁvarlable of televiewing is commonly ﬁmeated
D“Wv
as a descr1pt1ve aspect of behav1our Wlth seem1ngly

self ev1dent val1dxty, and w1thout exp11cat1ng uhat 15 mejpt

‘- » . e . )
L ' . - . * T e
. ‘ s .



."spent in th1s act1v1ty as. *pmpared to other 1ensure

by the term" (p. 265). In many stud1es, the var1able of
teleview1ng 1s measured by assessing the amount of tlme‘.
act1V1t1es (e. g, Holmdn & Braithwaite, 1982). It is

. bedoming 1ncreas1ngly clear, however, that medla effects may

=
“in

’not be solely a functlon of propor qe of watch1ng, but

jisather that modes of watch1ng, an 3 rtzcularly, that the

level of involvement in the 1nterad5lbn may be the more

1mportant factor. : . . - .
‘ n’ * ” ‘“ ‘
Conclus1ons based on the results of this ‘stio‘n are-
, subject to the 11m1tatlons of m&hy s1m11anutheo icdl
g -

- constructs, 1n that the operat1ona1 def1n1t1on requ1res .
<

g
jurther ref1nement. In the present study,'understandlng of "

-

the criteria for }nclu51on in or exclusion from o!’ style or.,

another were dependent on the tra1n1ng and experleﬁEe of

'senlor oBservers. thh the presentistudy commenced the'

F

'-styles weré broadly deflned?as syndromes, and the Judgements

'-were based upon at tlmes 1ncomplete understandlng of an

=

abstract and tenuously deflned construct. o o " _.v|

This 11m1tatlon is also prevalent 1n the w1der body of"°°h

"
research ‘as the constructs of active or - passzve v1ewrng

"have yet tb be coherently formulated Pastg?esearch ha; mad%
i ¥

generalizataons whxch‘ when subjected*to more spec1flc

study » become quest1onable. For example, the construct of

1,‘ch11dren ] attentlon to telev1s1on is currently undergo1ng

revision, as it has, been dqmohstrated (Lorch & AndersonA

©1979) that eyes on and off the screen is- 1nadequate as a

:

! o

”
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..?'Childrearing ‘Style

N

-f

. ‘s?.‘ '

' measure of thxs process. ‘Thus for more accurate assumpt1ons

f

zbe nfade,. operational lSef.'mlta,ons of each style need to be:

‘specrflcally clarxfled ' N

*(w ﬁ'é\ _,'tl;e ,ass“xgnment of children to styles of watchmg was -

subjett to a further 11m1tat1on. The: prese?ce or absence of
49

ol 2SO
. other people 1n the v1ew1ng env1ronment was nox» eon&lose;egt

i oE

for all subjects. Atwthe outset, the 1ntent of this: analy51s

»
L)

'-belng,that mothers of -flow children would receive higher:

‘ segment. The results of the current qnalysm d1d not support'

. such a’'contention.

"B. Variables of *iother"

&

was to observe the ch1ld 11’the naturally occurrzng

Y

env1ronment Ho‘ver th1s l1m1tatlon was not cruc1al ’I‘hat

is, by najlllelly occurw:mg what was meant. was that the

context o‘f”m“v_lewxng was unique for each individual chjild.

T2
[

The intention of the analysis of this question was to

} _examine the rela,tionsh“ip between the child"s watching style

and t‘h’“\:childreari'ng -pat'tern of the mother, th& assumption

e

1 «

- .scores on the fnterview scales than mothers of those who

2
-

In fact, mothers hWildren uatching more frequently

2

~in segment style rece‘hlgher ratings on Scales ‘4 and 6.

It may be posSsible ‘to surmise- then, that the tendency to

L4

promote 1ndependence and to encourage the ch1ld s-. owh

dec1sxon makrng is more complex ‘than antxc1pated Perhaps

L4

@ . R

"y,

N

FC‘)

.



this was a function of contact tlme. ;

R

a'yﬁ&@e phe intent1on of Scales 6 and 4 was ‘to have high

, scores rdpq.sent more ideal states, mothers scoring high on

les vere seen ds tending towards bexng unconcerned

thesef‘”

'<ﬁn¢w%av apd 1ack1ng‘%g appropr;ate protectlveness. When deal1ng with -

'

« A
,¢~hscele§;

b a
e

-

dichote

is 8 ml

'dimensions of parenting, in many cases the 1deal

or balance score, iWthh is a weakness 1n ‘the
4hqt‘1s,'1n these scales the hxgh scores d1d not
necesstédry represent positive behav1ours.

”G&”'In addition, there was a lack of 51gnjf1cant
{ ok

'EﬁaionShlp between the flow and susta1n styles, and the
Gﬁgfﬁent1ng As ment1oned prev1ously, the absence of

’scrluﬁ;JJwerv1ew responses méde the Rating Scales -

-~

scores subject to the ‘observers' Judgements, and therefore,

.,u’ o 1,

. subjeit to the1r blas. Having another person evaluat;ng
y

R

would have been more helpful because each observer sould

-

have "then been required to take only the role of -

L. >4

interviewer. The. present procedure required the observer to

also be an evaluator. By playing two roles, the observer S,

"’ob]ect1v1ty may have been 11m1ted

To summarize the’ results of thlsgpart of Questlon One:

.There was no consistent ‘relationship between mother's\n

weré found to be unconcerned and lacklng in appropriate

ch11drear1ng and the ch1ld's watchlng in elther flow or

sustain styles. However, mother s of chlldren yho segment

protect1veness, ‘such that they encouraged 1ndependence in

thelr children, and allowed-them;more)than-ample freedom to .

A\ d
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ke‘the1r own decisions..This result is contrar» to what
Y
was originally proposed ¢

1

Personaﬁﬁty Dimensions ' v "‘

‘

i Results of the analysis of the relat1onsh1p between the

»chlld s watching style and the mother's personality

X .
d1mens1ons were mlloly significant and indicated a unzque

-

cl1n1cal pﬂ§f1le of mothers. Mothers of ch1ldren watching in

the flow manner were féund to be more abstract thinking,’

, more emotlonally stable and controlled, as showing more’ "

sensitivity‘and trust towards others, and towhév%'morec,

aesthetic interests and imaginativeness. Mothers of sustain

children were found to be more withdrawn and careful,;while:

being more tough-minded, goal_d{rected and unsentimental -

(terms used h& Cattell,'1910)} Childrgn who segment were
r e

found to have mothers who were less perseverant, more

C fi] .

. R ) . ;
in terps of low frustration tolerance and greater

irritability.

. Although there are studies relatlng style of parenting

to personallty drmen51ons of ch1ldren (e.qg. D1elman &
Barton, '1983) the research is lack1ng in the area concerning
the relationship betﬂeen parent personality cheracteristics
and those of children. A direction for forther research ’
implied in this line of analysis would explore the

relationshipibetween the parent's and the child's styles of

. . . . x r -
“watching television. A study of this nature-would also serve
- . { - Al

e

h

. conservative and conventional, and less emdtionally stabler

!

N

-
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v o
to further elaborate the eonstruct of modes of watching.

To summarize the results of Qhestion Two: Mothers of «-

-

flow chxldren were shown by dlrect relatlonshlp to be more

~

persevéranb'and abstract thinking, more tvustlng and
”3@ns1t1wg, and mgye 1maglnat1ve. Through analys1s of
1nd1rgct :elatlonsh1ps, ‘she was'also found to encourage her

child to reason through p:obloms~rather than to force

dec§§3ons based on her role of authority 's able to

(Al . . S . N ’ - .
demonstrate much warmth and empathic under ing of her

child suéh that‘sﬁe ;ould“mgéo.artioulatelyi3§§oribb the
intentiohé undorlying“his actions.
Mothers of sustain children were shown to be more
withd 'wn and»careful{ and through thig!laoL of :/
psych:SBgical availability, to encourage: their children to
be 1ndebendent. ‘These mothers were-“also -found to be less
sen51t1ve tﬂén the mothérs of the flow ch1ldren, not as
aware of’ thelr ch11dren s intentions as they vere of the‘

actions, Further analysis of 1nd1rect relationships in this

study revealed these mothers to be more authoritarian and -

LN . . [
less empathic A{ were also less likely to promote verbal
’ , . L

~-

Y

mothers of segmenting childr

expreséivenes
In turn
) ' "
be conserva ive,” and less emotionally stable in terms of

greater la ility and irrithbility. These mothers wefe found

!

to encourage 1ndependence and use of reason to solve

problems. Ana1y51s of 1nd1rect relat1on§h1ps on the
>
dimension of protectiveness and encouragemen%<q£ h ‘

. . . !

) : . » ‘
L’ ) - - < ) % 9 ' oy
. . - . X . - N
. N » ‘ .
. . - A o r- * L ‘

en werewﬁouﬂd to
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‘not have been*discriminative in terms of'disting,jﬂﬂ?hg~‘

»responSe. If the instrument does not have discriminatory ﬁop

:Esres obta;ned soiely frbm thé £1rst half mlnute segmﬂﬁggi 3

independence yielded conflicting results,

| /
. , . .
C. Obgervation of Mother-Child Intaraction
The analysis of the rel:txonship between the ghxld 8
watch1ng and the interactional quallty of the mother and

child work1ng on a puzzle boqrd,gct1v1ty yielded no

significant results. A
' . o , : i
It is possible that “¢his| finding resulted from . \

inadeguacies'in the instrumeht. In other measures designed .
to examine quality of responsé the qpper end of the scales \‘
must discriminate the most highly functioning level of | \,\
K
vaiues, it is said to have a low ceiling. ™™e instrument ﬁ
ysed in the present study appears to be l1m1ted by th1s S ¢
factor.

In addltlon, the 1nstrument was designed to yield one
total score baéed on the duration of the .observed eveﬁ%
did not allow for separate scores for the 1n1t1at10n, mxddle

- I [
sequence or term1nat10n of th ‘event. That is, perhaps

‘/1'_'

would have shoup the dtffegenge between the' 1nteract1on‘iof‘:‘

mothers with flow ch1ldren and those of mothers of

-

susta1n1ng or segment1ng,ch11dren.

t

e . ’ A N v
‘A further consideration is that the activity j{self may

5.
highly partigipatory mothers from those involved in a

different) manner. It may have been that the interacfion

SN
o
fu
v
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consisted of behaviours other than those specified on thqﬂ5é¥5
scoring form. As well the level of dxfhculty-of the '
desxgns ‘chosen may have been a dxst1nguxsh1ng fegtoz//Th1s g

..
was not recorded in any way

o

In summary, the level of participation in the '

mother-cRild interaction was found to be unre;ated to the

v, @

chzli g’ixyle of: watchzng. Thzs fxn‘hng may have beeanSe to
1nadequ£§ies 1nherent in the measurement process, or to the
1nappropr1ateness of the act1v1ty%chosen for observat1on.

Tﬁie,'specifid cénclusions could mot be drawn,

'**,'.] ‘.‘,."' 4 . . . m

-

- D. Sommary' : ~r‘< . B/’“—‘ - ‘

In g?g present study, three q gions were posed Flrst

L]

}
it was dxscovered that the construct of s;yles of watch1ng

could be applzed to the present sample, and that theﬂzf;or1ty
i

of children tended to sustaln whlle watchxng This b2 nding
vas consxstent with prev1ous research (Blshop, 1982, 1983,
. ‘ - :

1985) », T e S

. ..._ N

r.

‘fo .

Ve
i

xt, it was £oun&aﬁﬁ§t ch;ldren wﬂé segmenf wh1le

tlme encourag1ng 1ndependent experlmentatlon. This was
thought to represent less c¢oncern rather than a p051t1ve
behav1our.‘ | L |
Further, . for ngtnerg of chil jeq,watchlng in each of f
the three modés Qﬁi”‘

basis 6t/the1r“¥6_

b
'f' - . v

e
P

PR . e,
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children vere found to be more perseverant, emotzonally

¢ atable, sens1t1ve, and 1magxnat1ve They were also tound to
Aencourage reason1ng through problems to be warm and’ |
empeth1c{_ond able to descrxbe the 1ntent1ons,0f their
children:'Mother$~of sustain children vere found to be .

. . ‘ . A ,
-withdrawn,’and less-sensitint They were found to be more .

authoritarian, and moreaconcerned with fhe actions of their
chlldren than with thelr 1ntentlons. The ‘were less - empathic‘
and promoted .less verbal expresszveness in their ch1ldren.

|
Mothers of segmentxng=ch11dren were'fouhd‘to be

conservat1ve and conventxonal They were less perseverant
‘showing less emot ional stab111ty and greater boldne s than-
either of the other groups of mothers. Conflicting results/c

vere found conce:nlng the tendency of these motherss. to

/

promote 1ndependence ?r be overprotectlve, as we
tendency to encOurage problem solv1ng by the us; of -

1 as the

- . Y
‘reason1ng skllls. Th1s requzres further,stud{//,‘_; . *",r‘
ﬁm\ ﬁ?ﬁfélmglxcatxons for Further Research o . :

The results . of the present study, suggest the need for

further conceptual1zat10n ‘and research. The weaknesses o
u- ﬁ\ + *0 ’
‘1nclude the following: ’ .

3

: A N v R . L
1. The pehavioural aspects of each style”otlvatch;ng were

def.ined but .required much interencing’on‘the,partlof the
- v . . ‘ s s ' 1 ' . ( . ' ! .’
obsérvers in their judgments of the chlld's\stylehot

y
¥*
i

watching. o _ , o L -

2. The presefice or absence of pthers in the natural watching
. » b _."—//, . i b a7 R o L

-

"»‘ A . . . Y

~

'

H

1 . X .

. o - w0 ..

v e | . a® . . - [ LRI A
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s o ss

':,env1rom;|ent was noq controlled and may have 1nf1uenced the

Y

+
,sgyle whlch the Chlld adopted durlng the’ scor1ng period.

- 3. The absence of 1nterv1ew transcr1pts requ1red the

L ' . ¢
-

researcher to rely on the judgments of rnterv1ewers, wh1ch
. 3 .
‘may have been subject to b1as. . , : : -

[+, The Rating Scales were abstract and’requzred the

f-observers to make evaluat1ve judgments, perhaps too far

. -y P

hremoved from the everyday responses of the mothers.

o | ' ‘

. 5. Informatlon from the puzzle board act1v1ty was limited by

.

1nadequac1es in the 1nstrument, renderlng it 11m1ted in

'gdlscr1m1natory power. a. :
. B

6. The sample was subj t'to bias. It consisted of

‘volunteers rather than a random chozcegof famllles.y,
\ . .
‘These limitations lead~to the following directions for -

.;§\ \\T*further research:
~71. BEach of the modesfof watching reouiresva~specific and
clarlfled operat10na1 def1n1tlon. ~ | |
2. The 1nfluence of others in the watchlng env1ronment needs'

%

to be exam1ned further to explore the poss1b111ty of
‘[dlfferentlal adopt1on of styles, dependent on- thls factor.»
3. The 1nterv1ew Rat1ng Scales need rev151on 1n ways that
- would make them more dlscreet from ‘each other, and less
abstract As well, ; range of the‘p0551ble responses and the
ways in whlch they would be categorlzed needs to be
_prov1ded In future studles, transcrlpts should be collected
: for th1s purpose.

4, The puzzle board scorlng form needs to be rev1sed to



PP

o \1~»;"j L B ?\; o o
,1nclude dlscr1m1natory top values, as well as to account for
"the de31gns chosen, for brlefer dUratlons oﬁ t1me and for
other behav1ours of the mother - chlld éaxr szch may have *

been 1nvolved oo // R
5. Other scoring systems need to be used to examine

\ / ‘ Y
characterlst1cs of the mothérs such as. measures of f1eld

. .!s

~

o deg}ndence or 1ndependence. : / el . .
oA

6. A selectzon procedure Wh1ch;1dent1f1es a sample‘

””representatlve of the t$he\var1at1on in the population needs

to be. used ih future studles. ‘ ‘
w - N ) /

~7; The concept of modes ofﬂwatch1ng needs to- be stud1ed in -

!

ch1Ldren of other cultures. This " notlon may have a cultural‘

bias. ““ S § ‘
o S { P

hTY

{;F Conclud1ng Remarks

;\

\ The value of thls study l1es 1“ its 1mp11cat10ns for

\ -

,ch11drear1ng. At/the outset, we sought to define in an _
\ / .

exgdoratory way, varylng characterlst1cs of mothers

accordlng to uhe ways the1r ch1ldren watched television.
3 . ’

yMothers of these chlldren have been shown, through th1s

study; to have qualltles of emotlonal stablllty,

sen51tmv1ty, and an. act1ve 1maglnat¢on as well. ,

Tﬁr mothers of children who flowaere found to show

greate; emotzonal stablllty. A maJOr flndlng in Carew Chan,,

vand ﬁalf?r s (1976) research concerned the many forms of
/-

I
pos1t1ve\1nvolvement 1n chlldren S experlences that have

benef1c1aX effects on. the1r development They state, "Even '

\\ . ... . - . e . . \.,L
A . - - Sy - ;oo
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'apparently>1neffect1ve attempts at teach1ng may be helpful
Wso long as they do not cut oﬁf the chxld s act1ve problem
solv1ng " (p 62) Theée authors 1llustrate by contrast, the
emotlonally charged atmosphere that appears deleterlous to
~children's development. The personallty of these mothers was
desc1bed as. “hlghly emot10na1 frequently hoStlle, g1ven to *
sudden changes in mood, and often 1nterrupt1ng her Chlld s
play w;th arbltrary restrictions.,” (Carew et al., 1976,
" P 127) .' o ‘ | o
Children watchlng 1n.the flow mode had mothers who were'
~found to be trustful and sen51t1ye, in that they were_
‘.tolerantp.acceptingandnunderstanding. In add1t1on tqo having
a muchsggtter,underSFand?ngkofﬁthé.value of1certain]types af;.
activitles’for chlldren,fthejhighlg_functionfng mothers in
" White and Watts‘ l1973) study‘Seemed to observe and listen :

“more carefully. They would more often think. about what the

.. child was say1ng and d01ng, arfd’: respond accordlngly ‘The

results of the Carew et .al. (1976) ‘study are also 1n accord

vw1th thoSe\gf\the present study\ These authors agree fhat‘

' mothers of well- developlng children have an understandlng of

the demelopmental 51gn1f1cance of children's 1ntellectual
and imaginative act1v1t1es Thls 1nvolves sen51t1v1ty and an t

ability to cue into the 1ntent1ohs promoting a ¢hild's

D

.actlons. Thls allows the Chlld to explore further than he

\ i

otherw1se -would.

. . - . \4' v tety .
Mothers of flow children were also found to be more
. o . , e , -
imaginative. Carew et al. (1976) describe the mothers of

Y

N
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well developlng children sim1lar1y as belng “flexlble,

7versat11e, and able to move e8811y from the dxdactxc mode to f}

fothers less structured more open ended more 1mag1nat1ve

(p.85). This qual1ty seems related to the ab111ty to suspend

s
_.adult approaches to problem solvxng for ones that are a
 better match to the child's present way of th1nk1ng Y

"Imagznatzveness, and poss1b1y a concom1tant freedom from

R

rconvent1onal1ty, helps the mother to take a. more actlve

s

.1nvolvement in the young ch1ld 8 exper1ence.<

AR

Throughout thls,the51s,_the concept of levels<of
involvement in intefactioﬁ has been elaborated and

clar1f1ed. The value of the observatlons employed was that
4

they enable us to spec1fy what was meant by qual1ty of

contact t1me. Whereas quan?lt} .of time was the length of
t1me a mother engaged in {nteractlon w1th her chzld qual1ty
-of t1me was dependent on the depth of that engagement The
‘guest10n before'us, then,‘1s‘tg,construct ways in which the
capacity'for full quagement can be facilitated in ways W

mothers develop inf”“\;irtiwith'their children.

PP
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‘i:? Interview Schedule

Demographic Data - - . ‘ (

1 vould first like to ask you some background information.

You need not feel obliged to answer these questions 1f you
want to keep the information private,

1.

2.

How old are you? When is your child's birthday?:

what is the last grade your husband completed in hxs
education?

a. Graduate ﬁ‘ofe551onal training
b. Standard college or university graduation

c. Partial college/junior college/vocational school
. High school graduation

. Partial High school (10 ort1)

. Junior High School (7 or9)

. Elementary school (6)

. Less than 6 years of school ~ .

-

D

O Mo Q

What is your husband's work occupation?

a. Executive (large firm) and upper Professional
b. Executive (small firm) and lower profess1ona1
c. Technical and supervisory
. White collar

Skilled blue collar

. Semi-skilled

. Unskilled

. Unemployed ~
I3 - -

Would you mind tclllng me your comblned famxly income?
a. over 50,000

b. 40,000 to 50,000 . N

c. 30,000‘to 40,000 ‘ ‘

d. 20,000 to 30,000

e, ' under 20,000

Do you have: 0 , :

a. pay TV .
b. -Cable TV

c. public channels onlg

95
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6. HOV easy is it for. you to talk to your child?
a. Does he or she ask gquestions and listen for your .
answer? -

b. How do you uiﬁiily answér these_guestions? , _.
¢. how much do you think he or she understands what you.
say? . ,

7. What things do you most enjoy doing with your child?

a. Do you read to him or her or. tell him or her
stories? ' . : -~

b. While you are reading does he or she ask guestions
about the story and do you talk about it when
finished? =

c. Do you allow him or her to help with chores such as’
sorting laundry, cooking, raking leaves, etc.2-

e

8. Some parents expect their child to obey immediately when
they tell them to be guiet or to pick something up;
others don't think 'it's terribly important for a child
to obey right away.

a. _I1f you ask him or her to do something and he or she
jumps up away, how do you react? ‘

b. Do you say someéﬁing to him or her?

c. If he-or she doesn't do what you ask do you ever
just drop the subject or do you see to it that he or
she does it? = o :

d. Would you give him or her extra teasons why he or
she should do it? . :

k)
.

9. Do you keep tratk of where your child is and what he or
she is doing most of the time or do you let him or her
watch out for him or herself? o
a. How'often do you check? Y 2

b. Do you give him or her a time when he or she should
‘ be back? ‘ ‘ ’ p

{ \ *
"10. Some families like silence at the dinner table and other
" families encourage conversation. -

a. Which would you say you enjoy more?

b. (If conversation)Can you think of some topics you
talked about yesterday or today? ,

c. Does your child usually talk easily about day care .
or play experiences with you, or is he or she
reserved? : _

d. Do you talk about your day with him or her?

g ——

W
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"11, Are there times when you: child gets his or hir vay, '
about. somcthing 3
a. Can you think of an example? - b
b.. Are.there times vhen he or she challenges xour
decisions ‘without bcing detiant?

12, Does your child have amy voice in maiing rules that
apply to him or her? : :
a. What are some' of the rules you have for your child?
b. _How about bedtime? i
c. “How about the amourit of time he or she can spend

watching television?,

d. What are some of the rules surrounding mealtime?

: e. How about chores around the house?

~ " f. How are thése rules decided on? ‘ -

~

-

*

13. Does he or she ever offer to take responsibilities that
you feel are beyond him or her at this.age, such as
stay1ng alone or crossaing busy streets?
What do 'you do in this situation? .

b. When your child ‘disagrees or challenges—yGu dn some,
rule, what- do you do? /

c, Do you ever find time to play with gour child just
for, your own pleasure?

d. When he or she is dawdling, what do you do?

e. If your child asks for help with something you think’
he or she is capable of- doing, what do you do?

-

(S

14, Does your child get an allowance or do you usually buy

him or her something when you go shopping?

a. (I1flallowance)Does he or she buy whatever he or she
likes, or do you try to quide the purchase?

b. Does he or she‘help pick out the clothes that you
-purchase for -him or her?

c. Does he or she dress him or herself in the morning?

d. Does your child choose what. he or she wears or does
he or she prefer that you do;this?

e. What other decisions does he make for himself?

15. Could you tell me. more about how you and your child get
along? What things d4 you enjoy in your childz
16. Have you encouraged him or-her to go out and play thh
other children? , :
a. How did-the subject come up? )
b. What dodes your child do‘when he or she gets bored?
- What do you do?

v .
7. Before your chald starts kxndergarten or play sdhool ~
” @ .

5



N e - 2

- : . . I . . -~

i -

have you taught h1m or her th1ngs 11ke reading words or

letters, drawing, or telling time?
a. What\other things do you think are’ 1mportant “for
your h11d to learn from you?

| B. Do yol encourage him or her to talk to othew adults

18,

BT

or friends of the family?
c¢. Do you think it's important for him or her to learn
to conform to author1ty? :

¢ ) J" ‘ _0 - ﬁ

Can you th1nk of a problem that your Chlld had that youa
‘helped him or her solve recently? What happened?

Do you regulate whlch television shows your: Chlld
watches? ‘How much, he or she,watches? "

" a. What do you think ‘he or she gets out of watch1ng,

for example "Sesame Street"’

{

Which programs that he or she thches do you 11ke "to
- watch?. ’

a. (If part1c1pat10n)What sorts of th1ngs do' you say

, ‘durlng the program?
. . Do you. ever talk about the characters or ask

' questions about the program?

c. Are there some characters in programs that you don't
like? Do you talk about them?

il choose “which programs to watch, which ones
tch, and what-you will watch together?

= 4
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/ - - ~ APPENDIX 1II

Rating Scales
Scale 1

3- N . 8 ‘ v ,‘
Parents reﬁponégs are aimed at,elaboratingfwglarifying,
and making meaning explicit. Answers are conceptual, with
references to the intentions of the child. Parent is
'aﬁticulate. . : A - : e T
p ; L ¥

p

' 2. ‘ . . ‘ o a ce T Ce
" Explanation is attempted but limited to d q
properties; focus is on How child does things.
' ) ‘ ‘ ) ,“ RPN
Limited to yes and no answers. '
. ;. ‘

-«
- .

100 .
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Scale 2 - Accommodative vs. Reﬁtriétive'

7. : N :
; Child does not fear parents and feels comfortable asking
questldns, breaking into adult conversat1on or making
squestlons. ‘Mos't forms of..aggression towards parents as
“‘'well as' non-adult behav1our are tolerated and accepted.
Rules and standards are flexible but constant.

— -

W

6.

5 ~
Obedience is a result of the display of respect and
understandlng. Parents are willing to involve the child in
conversations involving planning and rule setting of -
agxlons rather than intentions. Parents begin to accept
child's socially imperfect non-adult behaviour. Exerts
firm control at points of parentschild divergence, but
does not hem child in w1th restrictions. Parent uses
authqalty <

\

. /3. ’ N
Obed1ence of a more differential nature is demanded 3
although still based on power as part of the parent role.
'Situational factors determine the obedience shown, but. -
-parent has final word. Child is seen as active in.
assert1ng hlmself and parent encourages thxs.

A
_»’/ / l

1 ~

3

Parent attempts to shape, control and evaluate behav1our
.and attitudes of child in .accordance with "absolute”

~ standard of. conduct. Parent values .obedience as a-virtue
and favors punitive," forceful measures to 'curb self-will
at p01nts where child's actions or beliefs conflict with
what is "right" tonduct. Rigid parental behaviour
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' 'dehanding undifferentiéted;obedience. Aggression towards
parents is .forbidden. Rules are inflexible for varied
situations. or. for different children. Child responds

mainly as a result of fear.

. P .
. o ) - s . -
. . i N
A R . " i v
- o K ’ 4 \
i, ‘ . : . .

. il .
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Scale 3 - Accepting vs. Rejecting (Warmth)
. 7,- . * ' e e T s ‘
" Parents are respons1ve and supportive. Ch11d is treated
with extfeme warmth and nurturance b: parents who reveal

- profound empathlc understanding of his’ individual ways and
“needs. Pos1t1ve evaluatron of Chlld, expresses affection,

2

¢ oo .. . . . ¢

5. | - :
Passive” acceptant. Parent shons gentle manner and
emotional involvement. Decisions are-parent induced b

' never forced. Accept child as long as he conforms ¢
- standards. Ach1evement demand1ng }

i
- » . 3 . )
4 - ! LA

Lo E .
L. . \
A B e s Q .
H - - ! & . "
4. o - : S t
- = . < ) L - . A3

Sees child as but one aspect of total famlly scene, lacks
"empathic understandlng Parents are emotionally .
' unresponsive and unsupportive, neglecting, ignoring.

Child is treated boldly or harshly. Hostility
_ predominates. Child's problems are insignificant, parent's
nquz(;ake precedence. C Child's interruptionsg are seen as
regative and demanding. Rejectlng, perce1ves ch11d as a
bother. Use of fear control. = .
| o\
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Discourages Use of Reason

Scale 4 - Encourages vs.
{

7. ‘

ourages chlld to express’ op1n1ons.

troversy and encouraged to join in.

mepts by offering ad itioral

ging a back and forth banter, so

. that the c¢hild is free tQ choose his course of action.
Parents value critical behaviour, and believes child
should look at both sides)\of argument before making up his
mlﬁd ., L _

- Parent asks for and en
Child is exposed to co
_Parents handle disagre
' explanatxons and encou

6l T

i

Parent shares some dec1s1on making processes with the
child. Parent believes ¢ ngéen hould make only minor
decisions for themselves, and other decision are. reserved
“for parent. Reason follows a set pattern- that is, parent
may proV1de gu1del1nes for the Chlld s thlnklng '

-
-

. —~— & ‘
L4y R ~ )
: . "‘\“ & ' -

2' ‘. "‘.vf;‘

i

1. . ‘ _
Parents do not g1ve ch11d reasons for thelr d1rect1v or
actions, using a repressive rather than a rational means
.to reason. Parent does not allow talking back Makes use
"of God as. the great dec1des.- . ‘

104
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Sca}é 5 - Promotes Individuality vs, Social Contormity

7. S B . :

! Parents believe child should think for himself rathe than
defer to an established authority or to themselves, just
because they are his parents. In addition, they feel that
as he gets older he should not accommodate to ' | .

" institutional rules with which he disagrees. parents
encourade child to be individualistic and expressive
rather than -achievement oriented and socially acceptable.
Child can make up his own mind without fear of endangering

socio-relations with his parents. '

6'

5. : o .
Achievement oriented. Child is encouraged to excel within
the bounds of acceptable socio-relations. Child is exposed
to controversy while paradoxically constrained to develop
“concepts that are consonant with existing .socio-relations.
.In effect, he is encouraged to adopt parent's ideas and
values. 3 '

4,

-

v » (‘"
3. ' _ -
Parents stress harmonious socio-relations. Child is
encouraged to get along with others, avoid controversy,
‘repress his feelings on extrapersonal topics. Child is
given chance to encounter information on which he might
- base his own views, but based on those of the parent. .
. - . : ’

%’2' ¥

1 . ) , bt
Parents wish child to respect established authority which
is fixed and unchanging, and to defer to them in their
- roles as parents. Parents clear) discourage :
- individuality, conform to commpnity norms in child
%%%ggo ' rearing, and have a stereotyped view of what a child is.
v like.
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scale 6 - Promotes Independence vs. Dependence

7. A :
Parents encourage self assertion and independent
experimentation, Allow child to try new activities or go
to more distant and varied places at an early age. Do not
" feel overly anxious when child is in foreign place. Not
concerned about over-exposure of child to degrading or
dangerous elements. Pressure for responsibilities.

. . ’* A )
~\~// Child's performance standards and expéctations are kept at
- ' a level in line with child's development. No structuring
of safe situations, however caution in the naturally
aR L occurring ones is exercised. Will often help child perform
S e in new aseas rather than do tasks for him. Encourages
oppositional behaviour within limitations, however
limitations vary.

3. \
. Aspects of environment are presented as potentially
dangerous. Reference to naturally oecurring dangeérous
situations. Parent reminds child of inadequacy of -
performance rather than allowing child to attempt certain
tasks. Consideration given to some of child's decisions,
overindulgent.

2.

1. co o ‘ . .
Parents frighten chjld about possible consequences of risk
taking, make referempce to potential ‘dangers of
environment. Discoufages experimentation and s
self-assertion. Parent expresses an unrelenting vigilance
over child's play and other activities. Mother provides -
frequent moral or physical support for -the child in his
confrontations with peers. Parent refrains from asking
child to do certain tasks because he cannot do them well



enough, maintains control through dependeney;‘Pefm:u

LR

dependent clinging, overprotective, and possessive.,.

~




s

8;;10:7 - tncouragol‘vl.‘Qilcouragos Verbal Ability

v

7 L) ! ‘ ' N
Parent shows high degree of interest in child's sharg of
aesthetic experiences, is responsive to child's questions,
encdura?es good speech‘habit.,Permissiveness for verbal
aggression, participation in mealtime.conversation,
permissiveness to listen to and join in adult _
conversation. Emphasis on verbal fluency, verbal freedom.

6 . - . ' - :
Parent offers corrective verbal feedback in gentle manner.
Not only reads books, and watches programs together, but
also discusses them with the thild, Use .of encyclopedig
and word games. : ' ;

5. ’ .o
Parent anxiously emphasizes correct verbal speech.
Punishfhent for verbal aggression. Books/programs are
read/watched together, but little or n discussion of them
occurs. Convention-oriented, elabora ut not aesthetic.

*

4. ) ‘

-

Discouraging sociability. Children should be seen bu not
heard. Children should accept parent's word for what is
right. Language would be limited in that words and phrases
would be ‘short. - . . .

o ) “ ) (
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-~ Scale 8 - Participation in Media Usé

"

7. » ' ‘ , .
Participatory - parent and child watch to ethér and |
converse about the program, usxngﬁzerbal abels and |
clarification ¢r 1ntetpretat1on. arent asks comprehenpxon

quest1ons, gives: explanatxons of actions.

-

6.

5.
Parent and ch1ld negotlate what prdgrams to watch, child
glays a part in dec1d1ng. .

L»-'/ 4 . . .
‘ Parent is aware of child's w
characters, but is not invo
alone or with little inter
characters.

ching, of programs, plots,
ed. Child usually watches
tion regarding content or

W

3.
Parent is uninvolved,
unaware of programs,

k|

oes not know what child watch
lots, characters.

1.
Authoritarian (projective) - Parent restricts time spent
wvatching and programs watched. ’
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. APPENDIX IT1 .
Observation Guide I
N S ) N »‘ *

1 - Mother . .Y Choosing design " .
2 = Chila - 7 . .2 Choosing tomponent shapes
3 - Mother/Child. ' .3 Placing shapes together.
S ; .4 Verbal interection —~

A

A ]

—

1.1 Mothef‘chooges<debi§n

1.§/Mct£er chooses compopents - aE

1.3 Mother places shapes together . «
1.4 Mother gives verbal directions, | . \

»

or acknewledges completion -

Child chqozes designe

Child chooses components

Child places shapes together —
Child asks for guidance, or

(NEXY VYN
» e . 8 .
B> WN -

or acknowledges completion .

Both concur on design -

‘Both choose .shape, parts T =
Both put parts together -

wWwwww
. L ] . -
o WN -

Both acknowledge completion
: ,,\_}

Total

2]



