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INTRODUCTION

Crime rates ths world over have increased considerably in this
last decade and crimes of a violent nature are of an increasing con-
cern of both developed and developing countries. In a comparative way
it has been pointed out that,

"Most developing countries in Latin America and Africa

as well as a few in Asia, have extremely high rates of
criminal homicide. On the whole Latin American countries
have high rates and European countries low: 8 out of the
25 and 5 of the 8 highest are Latin American countries.
Finland has a higher rate-than an{ other European country,
and Ceylon the highest for Asia."

Furthermore, it 1s interesting to note that 'several studies found
that offenders who engage in crimes of violence in developing countries
are usually young males in their twenties‘”z

Hong Kong, a unique remment of the colonial system and a stepping
stone next to China indicates a rather general trend in this direction.
(See Table I on page 2) However, with the exception of crimes related
to drug traffic and use of drugs, the overall crime rvate is comparatively
low.

The author, having spent a number of years teaching in Hong Kong3
has had an unusual opportunity to observe this trend first hand through
newspaper reports and discussions with law enforcement agents. Although

the crime rate is considered low, considerable concern was voiced by

Hong Kong officials and the public regarding the increase in crimes of

1Cinard and Abbot, Crime in Developing Countries, p. 59.
21bid, p. 60. '

5The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Social Work Department.



Robbery with
aggravation

Assault
occasioning
actual bodily
harm

Larceny

Forcible Rape

Muarder

Total#®*®
Under 16
16-21

Total

‘Under 16

16-21

Total
Under 16
16-21

Total
Under 16
16-21

Total
Under 16
16-21

1963

148
46
49

544
66

3524
694
492

D OO

Statistics For Crimes Committed By Persons

Table 1

Under 16 And 16 To 21 Years (Q1d%

1964

196
76
79

873
92
168

3620
986
574

40
4
18

1965

292
98
113

817
74
131

4550
1237
668

[l e

N |

1966

319
99
133

919
73
143

4401
1029
744

o o3

I8

10

1967

699
182
352

803
o4
155

3875
871
653

QN

64

18

1968

1021
152
427

890
57
167

4338
655
682

o

51

25

1569

1233
246
550

1027
63
262

- 4014

737
668

o 00

63
27

*From Hong Kong Police Department Statistics.

*%Total refers to total prosecutions irregardless of age. (i.e. includes those over Z1 as well)



a violent nature. This grouwing concern as well as the author's previous

social work experienc34 and familiarity with Hong Kong led to the devel-

opment of this study. The study is an attempt to investigate some of the

possible causes for violent crimes committed by adolescents in this Asiah}

city and is part of a larger research effort conducted by The Chinese

University Social Research Center aimed at analyzing sociolqgical trends

in the rapidly developing complex of Kwun Tong. (See map, page vil an& #iii)
However, before discussing the nature of the study itself, it is

necessary to describe, in brief fashion, some of the unique features of

Hong Kong in order that the rising crime vrate can be viewed within the

larger societal context that makes Hong Kong what it is.

The Population Growth of Hong Kong

Any increase in the crime rate must be viewed, to some measure,
against a corresponding increase in population., In the case of Hong
Kong, a strategic trade center of Asia, the greatest population increase .
occurred at the end of Wbild War II. The population increased from 600,000
in 1945 to over 4 million in 1971. "In 1931 approximately 49 percent of
the population lived on Hong Kong Island and only 3 percent resided in
New Kowloon. Today over 36 percent reside in New Kowloon while only 28v
percent are on Hong Kong Island."® The reason for this shift in populafion
is due te the availability of land on the Kowloon side for development of
industry and housing accomodations. At this time "more than 80 percent of
the total population of the colony live in the metrdpolitan -area (Hong Kong

Island, Kowloon and New Kowloon)'.® There is curTéntly 4 large and gfowing

4social group worker in a detention facility for boys; psychiatric
social worker.

SHopkins, Keith; Hong Kong: The Industrial Colony, p. 30.
6Ibid, p. 31.




metropolitan area in the New Territories named Tsun Wan and it is antic-
ipated that it will eventually have a population of 1 million peopleek
Additional industrial and housing developments are plenned for the New
Territories.

The population densities in the urban parts of the Colony are among
the highest in the world ' reaching in 1961, extraordinary levels of
238;00 persons per square kilometer in the Sheung Wan district and 209,000
persons per square kilometer in the Wen Chi district, both on Hong Kong
Island.”’ On an international scale, "in 1966 only West Berlin exceeded

nd Moreover, approximately

‘Hong Kong, except Monaco which is a special case.
50% of the population are under age Z0.
Population projections for the future ave difficult to ascertain, but

nd This

the "highest projection for 1976 is 4,926,000 and 1981, 5,706,000.
is based on the fact that there will be ''30% more women in the child bearing
years 15-44 compared with 1966 and for the birth rate to remain at its prés-
ent level of about‘20>p¢r‘1QQO population it would require a considerable
decline in number of children born. However, ther is some evidence that

suggest that such a trend is taking place«”lo

Housing the Population

Naturally, the newcomer to Hong Kong or one unfamiliar with population
densities of this nature has a difficult time imagining how and where all
these people live in the space of 400 square miles...considerably less than

Long‘Island’(1,682‘squarébmiles). It also must be remembered that much of

7Ibid, p. 32
81bid, p. 32
9Ibid, p. 50

10"Hong Kong: The Continuing Fertility Decline, 1967".



this land is on vertical terrain and it is only on the Kowloon side,
particularly in the New Territories that one encounters spatial relation-
ships more common to a westerner. It is for this reason that the largest
and most numerous housing projects undeftaken by the British Government in
Hong Kong, have been in the fast developing industrial sites on Kowloon side.

It is a truly amazing fact that the government has, "in the last 15
years evicted over 750,000 squatters and has rehoused them and their descen-
dants in multi-story resettlement estates and other low cost housing so that
by 1969 two fifths of the metropolitan population lived in government housing.
(The population of resettlement estates in 1969 was 1,030,022)."11 1t is
here that one feels the tremendous impact of crowded living conditions. The
noise level alone more than matches the nearby éuto traffic, The?e is an
average of 440,000 people in each estate, shelteved in twenty buildings of
6-7 stories high. These blocks are without elevators and on the ground
floor of each building are shops. The standard room is only 10 feet by
"12 feet or amn allocation of Z4 square feet per adult, this means that two
parents, one child over ten years and four children vnder iO years (children
count as half adult)...seven persons in all live, sleep, study, play and
talk in this one room.

Low Cost Housing is amother type of housing developed by the goverﬁ;

ment for families who eamn at least $70.00, but less than $150.00 per month.
This type of housing is somewhat more spacious, allowing 35 square feet per

person and will be a major focus of future housing developments in Hong

Kong.

11Hopkin39 Keith, Hong Kong: The Industrial Colony, p. 272.




Tenement housing is often no less crowded as it 1s not usual for
several families to share pathroom and narrow stairways. There are still
thousands of such apartments on Hong Kong Island and in the crowded areas
of Kowloonn

The lack of space and corresponding crowdedness leave many a newcomer
to ?he scene quite bewildered. Many often remark that they cannot under-
stand how it is that there is not more violence, What the outsider often

forgets is that these are the only circumstances the majority of the pop-
ulation have experienced. Furthermore, control over one's emotions while
living in crowded conditions are a must if some sense of order is to be
maintained. However, this does mot mean that the Chinese in this city
never exhibit or demcnstrate anger. On the contrary, it is not uncormon
for a considerable amount of verbal anger to be displayed by the people |

on crowded buses, shops and other places where people convene. However,
where the situation demands a control of tempers and emotions, this can be
readily summoned as the commmist riots of 1967 demonstrated. The unusual
restraint and discipline of the police, for example, during these riots
enabled the colony to ward off chacs and confusion. The author has wit-

- nessed riots in other settings, Asiz included, and it is the lack of control
by the police that often promotes chaos. It must also be said that the |
people of Hong Kong displayed the same kind of control during the riots.
Thus, control when demanded by those in suthority is usually respected and

complied with.

Educating the Population

In 1869 nearly ''750,000 children were enrolled in primary schools and

another 250,000 were in secondary schools, while there were over 37,000



w12 The actual expenditure on education for this 1%68-

active teachers.
1969 period was over 61 million dollars and this does not include private
expenditure or voluntary and missioner bodies. It is important to note
that all students must pay for schoel fees, text book and school activities
although government grants and subsidies reduce the expenditure for poor
families.

As one can note in the preceding paragraph, the educational opportun-
ities become drastically limited the higher one attempts to rise in the
educational system. Children and adults alike feel the economic and emo-
tional stresses of this system. To ensure success in this system many
parents, particularly middle class pavents, attempt to place their children
in the best private primary schools. It is not uncommon for a child of
three to begin the discipline needed for memorizing and writing Chinese
characters as preparation for an "entrance exam'' at age 5, to one of the
primary schools. This exam usually takes the form of the headmistress or
teacher asking the child some questions which include the identification of
Chinese characters and writing of characters. The degree to which many of
these childfen at age 5 can write legible and wvery neat Chinese characters
is truly remarkable. The effort a child must expend to continue learning
Chinese is considerable in view of the fact that he must also learn English
at the same time as English is required. It is not wmusual for a middle
class child of age 6 through 12 to spend most of the evening preparing his
lessons. . .which can mean staying up as late as ten or eleven at night.

Thus, one can imagine how the learning of the language implants an
garly sense of discipline in the child. This is all the more so as educa-

tion achievement has always been a highly esteemed value in Chinese society.

121bid, p. 43



However, as Mitchell has pointed out this is also related to social class
values in Hong Kong.13 Upper class families are much more likely to
encourage their children to advance educationally and subsequently many
youngsters of ages 12 to 18 begin their employment in factories or as
apprentices in some skilled occupation. (Education is not required at
these ages as it is in America).

Although economic hardship is a factor in adolescents going to work
at an early age, the examination system in Hong Kong also encourages a
sense of defeat and failure for many at an early age. At age 12, for
example, all children must take the secondary entrance exam for entrance
to a secondary school. Those who pass are fortunate in being able to enter
the better, more prestigious schools. Those who do not pass have the option
of atténding other secondary schools, but these are not recognized as among
the better schools. Thus, at age 12 or 13 5 child's future is, to a.con-
siderable extent, ' fairly well set. Students attending the better secon-
dary schools often are able to enter the University or attend higher educa-
tion abroad. But many at the secondary level are not able to enter the
University as the entrance exams and the available places for students are
very limited. Many of those who do not enter the University are employed
as office workers or enroll in vocational schools. " However, at this time
there is not much opportunity to enroll in a vocatiomal school as such
schools are not many in number. In 1969 for example, there were only 1900
full time students in the Hong Kong Technical College. Nevertheless, the
govermment has recently moved toward development of more technical training

opportunities and by 1974 they hoped to have a Polytechnic college with

13Mitche11, Robert E., Pupil, Parent and School - A Hong Kong Study.




4,000 full time students and 20,000 part time students.

Community Consciousness and Identity

There are some signs that a sense of community consciousness
has been developing more recently in Hong Kong. Both the govermment
and commmity leaders have been encouraging this development. However,
for a youngster growing up in Hong Kong, a personal, social and politi-
cal identity can be somewhat of a problem. Part of this is due to the
nearness of China on the one hand, the colonial government as the sole
decision making body on the other hand, and the fact thaﬁ the bulk of
the population are totally engaged in surviving amidst an extremely
Cgmpetitive environment,

Most of the youth in Hong Kong have never visited China and remain
within the confines of a colonial system. However, even those of more
educated status are prone not to ''rock the political boat" for fear of
the danger to Hong Kong'’s economic future. The precariousness of its
future is crucially tied to the fact that its survival depends on its
industrial exports to the countries of the world. But more amazing is
that Hong Kong is without natural rvesources. Therefore, all of its
success in survival is due to the hard working Chinese who must produce
exportable items in the World's competitive market. This market becomes
increasingly competitive everyday, with the encroachment of Japan, Taiwan
and Korea. Labor can be had more cheaply in Taiwan and Korea. Even at
this writing the knit goods indu$£ry has lost out more and more to Korea
and Taiwan and some BEuropean businessmen are turning to their own coun-
tries for knit products.

In spite of the fact that Hong Kong has had considerable problems
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with population expansion, housing the population and economic survival
as a central concern, they have been able to promote a rather fantastic
rate of economic growth since the end of World war II. Yet, this growth
requires, as do all forms of growth, that something must be given up for
gorwth to continue. To what extent these unique features of Hong Kong
will affect what its youth have had to give up remains to be seen. It

is hoped, however, that this study will provide the reader with a glimpse
of a few of Hong Kong's youth who have not fared so well. Why they have

not fared so well is the topic for the research study. I turn now to a

discussion of the study itself.



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Considerable progress has been made in studying delinquent
quent behavior, and such studies have generally emerged from two majo’r
sources. ..parent-child relationship studies and studies concerned with
theoretical issues dealing with the effects of certain child training
procedures on the behavior‘of children. The former have a Freudian
perspective and the latter a behavioral psychology emphasigw This

research effort is based on a study, Adolescent Aggression, by Bandura

and Walters (1959) in which both of these framework; are utilized.

The Freudian position views hostile actions as a result of driving
forces whose energy must be released in one manner or another. Behavior-
ists, however, stress that there must also be a stimulus in the form of
a frustrating event that creates aggression. Thus, the socializing aspects
must also be considered as well if the source of the stimulus is to be
examined.

Dollard, et al (1939), Miller and Dollard (1941; and Whiting, 1941)
centered their research on the notion of frustration as a'response to
interference with an ongoing goal directed activity. In this perspective
"hostility is directed primarily toward the perceived locus of the frus-
tration."2¢ However, other writers point out that not all aggression is
the result of frustration and that every frustration does not necessarily

lead to increasing the instigation to aggression. Berkowitz (1962) points

ZOBerkowitz, Leonard; Aggression: A Social Psychological Analysis,
p- 48. :



out two other variables that must be recognized in conceptualizing
frustration. Namely, that frustration produces an emotional state of
anger, but 'whether aggressive responses are performed, depends on the
presehce of suitable cues and stimull associated with the anger insti-
gator."?l Thus, the strength of the anger and the interpretation given
to the source of frustration are felt by Berkowitz to be necessary
ingredients in disucssing frustration - aggression theories.

Miller (1948) also formulated hypotheses concerning the target for
aggressive responses. These formulations were based on Freud's notion of
displaced aggression. In these formulations Miller predicted that,

"If the angered individual is prevented from attacking

his frustrater solely because of the frustrater's

absence, his strongest hostile tendencies will be

directed against those available people who are

"closest'" or most similar to the instigator. However,

if the angered person cammot attack the frustrater

- because he is afraid of punishment, he will be most likely

to display overt hostility against some_object of inter-

mediate similarity to the instigator.”

Thus, '"the stronger the aggressive tendency relative to the
restraints against aggression, the more similar this object will be to
the frustrator, while the substitute target will be less similar to the

instigator the stronger the inhibitions relative to the aggressive ten-

dencies."?3 Investigations that have yélidated this theory have often

" 2l7bid, p. 49
221pid, p. 130.

231pid, p. 130.
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been concerned with tapping the fantasy configurations of respondents.
For example, Sears [1950,‘1951) obtained results that verified this
hypothesis when he examined the fantasy thinking of nursery school
children when they engaged in doll play. He found that,

'"the moderately punished children (punished at home)

had a higher frequency of overt aggression than the

. less punished preschoolers, but that the highly

punished youngsters were no more hostile than this

low-punished group. However the fantasy behaviors

of the highly punished group during doll play dem-

onstrated a much higher degree of aggression."

The Bandura and Walters study utilized the previous theoretical
material extensively and at various points of their findings, as they
centered around hypotheses of aggression, dependency, restrictions,

‘demands, discipline, and intemnalization of controls. These hypotheses

will be discussed more extensively in the findings of this study.

A Summary of Bandura and Walters Central Ideas

The central notions related to the above rvesearch and from which
Bandura and Walters base their hypothetical assumptions are that ''the
socialization process requires the learning of habits or response
associations which requires the presence of a drive or motivating
factor combined with the occurrence of a reward or reinforcement.”zs
Thus, any action sequence can be analyzed in terms of instrumental acts

that lead toward the final drive-reducing goal response.

Central to the socialization process, of course, is the tremendous

241bid, p. 122.

ZSBandura and Walters, Adolescent Aggression, p. 23.
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importance of parental training. Parents encourage and discourage
certain habits and offer rewards and punishments in obtaining the
desired results. The active and repeated punishment by a parent toward
a socially disapproved act provokes anxiety in the child as he antic-
ipates the punishment. If the anxiety is severe enough, he will inhibit
- his aggression. However, in situations where the threat of aggression
is weaker, the aggressive action may reappear again. Habits then, can
generalize to other situations such as school or employment situations
wherein an aggressive child may manifest evidence of aggression through
direct or indirect hostile acts.

The aggressive boys in this sample were selected so that they would
be regarded as representing an extreme group of adolescents in respect
to aggressive behavior of an antisqéial kind, It is assumed that this
aggression was learned over a period of years...initially through inter-
action with parents and later with authority figures. It is also assumed
that conditions for the establishment of such aggressive behavior can be
found in the parents' past and current handling of their children.

When boys' parents are extremely rejecting and extremely punitive,
a child may remain almost completely unsocialized (Hewitt and Jenkins,
1946). Another well known problem that may result in resentment, hostil-
ity or confusion is the inconsistency between parents concerning the
discipline of the children (Glueck and Glueck, 1950). The extent to which
parents' values conform (parental models) to cultural models also has an
important effect on the socialization process. The amount and kinds of
disciplinary techniques and reward system are also important. Thus, the

hypotheses that Bandura and Walters attempt to test are related to these
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assumptions and are derived from a consideration of ways in which the
socialization process might be disrupted and encourage aggressive ten-

dencies,

The General Framework of Bandura and Walters HYpotheses

To summarize then, thevnumefoué hypotheses developed bnyahdurar'; '
and -Walters are based upon the preceding assumptions about the social-
ization process. However, their central hypotheses on which their study
is anchored postulates that thé7primary,source,oflaggression is developed
from a disruption of a child's aebehdenéy needé'by the'pa;ents. In
addition to this central thesis; they develop several specific hypotheses
concerning the behavior of aggressi&e boySqas,cOntrastéd~with‘the nbn_
aggressive boys (independent Vériébles)‘in tefms of the extent to which
these adolescents demonstrate dependency, aggression, sex, restrictions
and demands and internalization'of'controls (deﬁéndsnt variables). These
specific hypotheses, their operationalization and measurement, will be
discussed briefly in separate chapters devoted to each of the dependent
variables. Finally, it should be emphasized that the hypotheses and

variables utilized by Bandura and Walters, were also used in this study

in an identical fashion.



THE PROBLEM AND METHODOLOGY

This study attempts to seek answers as to why adolescents of
similar age, intelligence and social background should differ in their
behavior to the extent that some of them commit crimes of a violent
nature (murder, stabbing, and robbery with oggravation). ‘In.this
respect the approach and methodology is similar to Gleucks (1950).
waever; Bandura and Walters study, upon which the methodology and
design is based, extended the Gleucks approach by controlling for the
influence of sociological factors (disadvantaged areas) and constitu-’
tional factors (retardation). From a western perspective, as I have
mentioned earlier, the areas from which the boys in this study come
would be considered disadvantaged. However, within the context of the
Hong Kong situation one must be reminded that two-fifths of the popula-
tion reside in govermment housing and in extremely crowded conditions.
There is a relatively small middle and upper class and this is also true
of China in a historical sense; Thus, the boys in this study are exposed
to very similar sociological conditions and therefore one cam ask, as did
Bandura and Walters, whyAthese boys, no more disadvantaged than others,
show anti-social behavior of a very aggressive nature. The approach

then, is to examine the socialization factors that may contribute to

this anti-social behavior. -

Comparative Methodology

Insofar as possible, the methodology utilized by Bandura and Walters
in their study were also applied in this research. There are differences,

however, and these are discussed below.
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First, the sample size in the Bandura and Walters study is some-
what larger than this study: 50 adolescent boys and each of their
parents compared to 40-adolescent boys, 34 mothers and 26 fathers.

In the Bandura and Walters study the aggressive boys sample was obtain-
ed from schoois) guidance centers, probation department and Juvenile
detention facilities. In this study the aggressive boys sample was
obtained exclusively from the Prisons Department in Hong Kong. These
boys héd committed crimes of a violént nature (murder, stabbing and rob-
bery with aggravation). As such, nearly all of the aggressive boys were
detained in one of the Prison Department's training centers. This
represents a significant departure from the Bandura and Walters study
wherein only a few boys were selected from the institutional environment.
In this sense, Bandura and Walters selected‘a broader representation of
aggressive boys (from mild to serious) and they were able to avoid the
bias one might encounter in a totally institutionalized group. At the
same time, it should be stressed that the non-aggressive samples in both
studies were gained from high schools in the community.

The original intention of the author was to have included a broader
representative sample, but due to time and manpower limitations this was
not possible. Thus, all the aggressive boys were selected from three
training centers. None of the boys interviewed at the training éenters
were told in advance of our coming. They were only told on the day that
we arrived and were separated from one another after each orme had been
interviewed. It was also intended that boys from the aggressive group
would come from the Kwun Tong area, but only a few of the boys in the

training centers who had committed violent offenses were from that area,



18.

Thus, offenders from other areas of Hong Kong were selected. However,
since other sections of Hong Kong are not drastically different from the
Kwun Tong area, this is not considered to be a serious problem in sample
comparisons.

Another significant difference in the two studies is that the
Bandura and Walters sample includes a greater number of professional
and middle class families, whereas this study includes primarilyvlower
middle class and lower class (i.e. artisans, factory workers, and
laborers). This is the major reasoﬂ for it not being possible to hake
rigorous cross-cultural comparisons.

The interviews with each boy and each parent was conducted simul-
taneously, but separately in the Bandura and Walters study, whereas in
this study this was not always possible due to the fact that the aggres-

_sive boys were institutionalized. Nevertheless, interviews with parents
of both aggressive and non-aggressive boys were done simultaneously in

‘a large number of instances. All interviews were tape recorded as in the
Bandufa and Walters research.

The rating scales (Appendix C and D) used were identical to those
in the Bandura and Walters‘study. Raters were trained in interpreting the
scales and each interview was rated by two independent raters, as in the
Bandura and Walters study. As such, this represented a replication of
the hypotheses tested in the Bandura and Walters study.

The assessment of rater reliability was different from Bandura and
Walters in that rater reliabilities in the Bandura and Walters study
were analyzed in terms of correlations, whereas this study found it

necessary to resort to ascertaining the mean percentage score of rater
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agreement. This was a result of the finding that a majority of raters
scored at the lower scale values (1, 2, 3) which meant that there was
an insufficient range from which to cbtain meaningful correlations.
Finally, it should be pointed out that Bandura and Walters were
able to administer a projective instrument (Themantic Deviation Picture
Test) to their adolescents. This made it possible for them to tap
adolescent fantasy and situational reactions which was most helpful in
supporting their findings from guestiomnaire vesponses. This was not
possible in this study due to the lack of availability of such tests

that would reflect the Hong Kong setting.

Description of Aggressive Boys Sample

A statistical breakdown of the aggressiﬁe'sample indicates that:
The largest number of aggressive boys committed wounding offenses (10),
followed by assault (5), and murder (5). In no instance were any of
these aggressive acts committed by a boy alone. In each instance the
boy was aCCOmpénied by one or more boys of his own age groub, Of the
twenty offenders, nine had previous cdnvictioﬁs and four of these were
violent crimes. Six of the offenders admitted that they were members
of one of the triéd societies. A triad society is similar to organized
crime groups in the States. They are a historical part of China and
some of the rituals and oaths of loyalty are not unlike other criminal
groups the world over. In Hong Kong they operate as protection rackets
involved in prostitution, drugs and gambling.

Only two of the offenders had progressed to the secondary level of
education while the remainder had usﬁally completed primary school. Their

employment records indicate that most of them had been employed, often at
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several different jobs: eight were casual workers (waiters, laborers..
..part time); four were apprenticeship workers; four had been factory
workers; one was a laborer, and three were unemployed. The attitude of
these boys toward work indicated that eight were interested in their
work, five were not interested and seven of them did not give answers
at the time of intake to detenticn.

While employed, seven of the boys contributed all of their income
to the family; one boy gave half; three occasionally; four did not give
anything, and for five this was unknown. DMost of the offenders lived
with their families (13), six stayed at home occasionally and one never
- returned home.

" A review of the offenders' motives for their aggressive acts indi-

cates the following:

Table 2

Motivation For Offense

Motive | Planned Act Unplanned Act Totals
Gang revenge 5 5 10
Robbery , 2 6 8
Resisting arrest 1 1
Plan to use weapon 1 1

8 12 20

It is interesting to note that 60% of the acts committed were
wnplanned and that 50% of the motives were of a gang revenge nature.
This suggests that groups or gangs are well formed and constitute a

major source for aggressive outlets,
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The control boys were selected from two secondary schools in the
Kwun Tong area. One school was a private church sponsored school and
the other was a government school. The principals of both schools
offered the author a list of boys who had been in no difficulty with
the law. From these lists 20 of these boys were matched with the
aggressive boys in respect to age, intelligence, father's occupational
status and number of children in the family. (See Table 3)

It should be mentionsd that matching for intelligence comparisons
were difficult to make because most schools in Hong Kong do not conduct
intelligénce tests. However, the training centers do have a form of
evaluation in which they can assess intelligence levels. The principals
gave each student's average grade level and this was compared with the
boys in the institution. Clearly, this is not as rigorous a comparison
as it should be, but it was thg only alternative available.

Family size was controlled as much as possible in matching proce-

dures and the comparisons are indicated below:

Table 4

Family Size

One Two-Three  Four-Five 8Six-Seven Eight-
Child Children Children Children Nine
Aggressive Group 1 1 7 10 1

Non-aggressive Group 1 1 7 9 2

Large families are the rule in these families with 35% of the
families having from four to five children and 48% of the families have
six to seven children. In most of these families more than one member

of the family contributed to the.total family income.
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Sociclogical Characteristics of the Control Boys Environment -
The Kwun Tong Area ‘

Although the Kwun Tong area is not drastically different from
other areas of Kowloon and Hong Kong, a brief description of the Kwun
Tong area seems appropriate here since all of the non-aggressive boys
in the sample, as well as a few»of thé aggressive boys who committed
violent offenses are from this-locale. Xwun Tong is one of Hong Kong's
most recently developed urban areas and is situated on the east coast
of the Kowloon penninsula (see map, page vi). Prior to 1953 the area
was virtuaily a waste land. However, by 1953 the industrial boom had
reached a stage whereby new lana was needed for industrial purposes.
Hillsides near Kwun Tong were levelled into terraces and the land filled
into the bay. This development resulted in a rapid expansion of hous-
ing facilities, industrial plants, schools and various social and medi-
cal services within the area.

At present there are more than 450,000 persons living in Kwun' Tong,
and about l,600lfactories which employ about 100,000 workers. Seventy-
seven point four percent of the total population in this area are living
in government housing (low cost and resettlement estates)..

In one of the studies concerning the Kwun Tong area,14 respondents
living there were asked the extent to which juvenile delinquency and
violence were a problem. -The results are indicated in Tables 5 and 6

on the next page.

14Shively, Aliza M. "Kwun Tong L ¥e Quality Study Data Book',
February 1972 (umpublished) page 57.



Table 5

Extent To Which Tne Amount Of Violence Is A Problem In Kwun Tong Area

N %
0. No problem at all 71 6.7
1. Somewhat a problem 234 22.0
2. A problem 252 23.7 M=2.18
3. A severe problem 285 26.8
4, A most severe problem 132 12.4 $.D.=1.154
Don't know 18 1.7
No answer 73 6.9
Totals 1065 100.2
Table 6

Extent To Which Juvenile Delinquency Is A Problem In Kwun Tong Area

N %
0. No problem at all 48 4.5
1. Somewhat a problem 159 14.9
2. A problem ) 262 24.6 M=2.44
3. A severe problem 284 26.7
4. A most severe problem 196 18.4 S5.D.=1.138
Don't know 17 1.6
No answer 99 9.3
Totals 1065 160.0

These tables indicate that the respondents who answered the
questions felt that juvenile delinquency and violence were a severe
problem at least one-fourth of the time and a problem one-fourth of
the time. In short, approximately 50% of the respondents living in

Kwun Tong believed these were significant problems. However, these

24.
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same respondents also felt that transportation and noise were more
significant than juvenile delinquency and violence. Juvenile delin-
quency rtanked fourth as the biggest problem of the arsa while violence
was far down the list when viewad in an overall sense.l> Neveitheless
juvenile delinquency can be considered to be a serious concern of the

residents.

The Interviews

Originally it was intended that we would interview three members
of each family (the boy and his two parents) separately. However,
because many of the parents Wérekunablé to be reached due to their
work schedules we'wefe unable’té inferview és many parents as we
intended to. There were'dlso‘a few‘refﬁsals'by'pérents.

Interviews with théfaggfeséive boys" gfdup were conducted within
the institutional setting. As péintéd out previously, none of the boys
knew they were to be interviewed until we arrived at the training center.
On being told, they were separated from the rest of the institutional
population. After being interviewed they did not return to talk with
other boys waiting to'be interviewed.

Interviews with fhe non-aggressive boys were held in their respec-
tive schools during the evening. The principal of each school was
instrumental in gaining the cooperation of both boys and parents.

The parents of the aggressive boys were informed of our interest

to interview them by correspondence. Interviews with these parents

151bid, p. 66.
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were held during the evenings and in various community centerst® near

the parents' homes. The majority of the parents were most cooperative
and helpful and in only a very few instances did they demcnstrate resis-
tance or refusal to be interviewed.

The parents of the non-aggressive boys were interviewed during
the evenings in secondary school. Again, most parents were very willing
to assist us although somé of them appeared more apprehensive and sus-
picious than parents of aggressive boys. However, after it was explained
to them that we wanted to learn about boys and their families who were
getting along well in school and in the community, they were much less
suspicious.

All respondents were interviewed by a person of their own sex.
The majority of the interviewers were graduates of the Social Work
department at the Chinese University although a few were students in
the Social Work or Sociology program. Graduates who interviewed the
boys and their parents had accumulated from one to five years social
work experience and thus, were experienced interviewers. None of the
interviewers were from the prison department so as to maintain objec -
tivity in interviewing.

Interviews were recorded on small portable tape recorders in full
view of the respondents. The interview schedules were translaie& from
English into everyday Cantonese by a.Univeristy professor. Both parent

and adolescent interview schedules were of a semi-structured type in

16Community centers are similar to what we would classify as a
neighborhood settlement house in function. Nearly all resettlement
estates had at least one commmity center in the area.
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which respondents were encouraged to answer as completely as possible.

The Rating Scales

The rating scales were those used by Bandura and walters (1959).
The parent interviews were rated on 61 five-point rating scales
(Appendix C), "many of which were modeled on those used by Sears, Maccoby,
and Levin (1957). The adolescent scales also were defined by a five-
point scale (Appendix D).!'17 Since two raters rated sach interview and
their ratings were combined for the final gnalysis of results, the
measureé that were used in this analysis fell on a ten-point scéle,
ranging from 2 to 10 for each measure.

"Since most scales were designed to measure particular aspects of
behavior, ratings could ordinarily be made from fairly well-defined
sections of the interviews. Other scales, however, referred to more
general aspects of the child-training process, or to fairly generalized
attitudes or feelings on the part of one or another member of the fam-
ily,"18

"The scale points were, as far as possible, defined by reference
to fairly specific classes of behavior. This insured that they would
be given a consistent interpretation by the raters ana undoubtedly was

an important factor in producing high inter-rater agreement.”lg

17Bandura and Walters, Adolescent Aggression, p. 16.

181bid, p. 17.

O1pia, p. 18



Z8.

Rating Procedures In This Study

Experienced social workers as well as currently enrolled students
from social work and sociology were trained and utilized as raters.
Raters were divided into pairs and each pair was assigned to rate one
or more of the sets of the interviews, i.e., mother interviews, father
interviews, and adolescent interviews. In this way, through the use of
independent interviewers and independent pairs of raters, any possibility
of the content or ratings of the interview of one member qf the family
influencing the content or ratings of the interview of aﬁother member
was eliminated.

Ratings were made directly frdm recordings. The rater was supplied
with rating sheets bearing the numbers of the scaies. Each rater listen-
ed to the interview alone and made ratings as he listened. He was per-
mitted to hear the interview as many times as he wished and to adjust
ratings already made in light of relevant information which came from
a later portion of the interview. Such ratings have the advantage over
transcripts in that they allow’the listener to take into account the
tone of voice and other indicators of emotion. (See rater scales in

Appendix C and D; also scoring sheets, Appendix E)




STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA

- Reliabilities of Ratings

The reliabilities of the interviews were estimated in a descrip-
tive way by determining the percentage of agreement among raters.
Because it was thought that perhaps inclusion of rater agreement among
the extreme group'(due to rater bias) might have artificially raised
reliabilities, a sample of agreement based on ratings of the control
parents was obtained. However, both sets of boys were also evaluated

for agreement between raters.

Among the mothers of non-aggressive boys the raters demonstrated
a range of 37% agreement to 100% agreement with a mean score of 68.6%
agreement. The range for the raters of the non-aggressive fathers
group was also 37% to 100% agreement with a slightly higher mean score
of agreement at 73%. Among the aggressive boys group the raters had
a range of 42% to 100% agreement with a mean score at agreement of 69%.
Interestingly, raters of non-aggressive boys group had a somewhat lower
mean score of agreement at 56.7%. This might be due to the fact men-
tioned above, that the rater agreement among the extreme group might
be somewhat biased.

As mentioned previously, this method of determining the extent of
rater agreement is different from Bandura and Walters in that they

utilized the person-product correlation method.
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Differences Between Groups

The significance of differences between the mean ratings of the
groups of mothers, fathers, and adolescents was estimated by means of
the t-technique. In most instances a specific hypothesis was being
tested as in the Bandura and Walters study. Whén this was done a one-
tailed test was used. However, some scales were not used for purposes
of prediction and when this was done a two-tailed test was used. Un-
less otherwise stated in tables of results, a one-tailed test was

used. I turn now, to a discussion of the findings.

A Methodological Summary

Before embarking on a discussion of the hypotheses related to
each of the dependent variables in the next section dealing with the
findings, it is necessary to recapitulate how the methodology was
developed and handied so that the reader can ascertain the logic of
the operationalization and measurements.

‘The questiomnaires include two interview schedules, one for the
parents and one fof the boys. Subsequently, each parent of each boy
was interviewed so as to note consistencies and inconsistencies in
relation to specific child rearing practices. Thus, the aggregate
responses of both fathers and mothers were compared. The interview
questions for fathers and mothers are identical. The interview ques-
tions for the boys are identical for both aggressive and non-aggressive
boys, but the type of questions asked are different from the parent
interview schedule. The differences occur due to the basic intentions
of the two schedules. The parents schedule is aimed at eliciting re-

sponses that demonstrate how parents handled their boys, whereas, the
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adolescent schedule was aimed at learning how boys responded to the
handling of them in the presence of parents or significant others.
However, bath sets of questionnaires are designed so as to tape Te-
sponses that allow for measurement of key variables.

The measurement of the variables is achieved through the method
of rating each parent and each boy's responses to the interview schedule.
Each rated item (See Appendix C and D) is based on a five point ordinal
scale with the number 1 indicating, for example, the loweét level (no
parental demands) ‘to number 5, (frequent parental demands). The rater
is assisted in this important task in two ways. First, each scale item
'is followed by a specific recognition of the question or questions in
the&inteTViewachsdule that pertain to that particular scale. Secondly,
by use of ‘a score sheet the rater marks down his judgement for that
particular item. (See Appendix E) Generally, the interview schedule
and the scaling of items proceed in a parallel fashion so as to facil-
itate the rating process. Each interview was rated twice by two separ-
ate and independent judges of the same sex.

These individual scores were then transferred to master sheets
which documented the two separate ratings for each subject interviewed
and for each scale item. There were 61 séale items in the pareht
schedule and 89 in the adolescent schedule.

From these master sheets comparisons could be made on six sets of
responses: aggreésive boys vs. non-aggressive boys; mcthers'of aggressive
boys vs. mothers of non-aggressive boys; fathers of aggressive boys vs.
fathers of non-aggressive boys. These sets of responses then, were com-
pared for each scale item. For example, scale in the parents interview

(Level of schonl achiewmment desired of boy by parent) was compared in
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terms of how parents of aggressive boys responded vs. parents of non-
aggressive boys. These comparisons were accomplished by obtaining the
mean, S.D. of each scale item for each set of responses and the differ-
ence calculated by a t-test for twoe groups. The comparisons which are
discussed in.ﬁhe next chapter, represent a clustering of scale items
concerned with a particular behavior and particular hypotheses.

It should also be mentioned that at the conclusion of each section
in the findings, comparisons between the Hong Kong study and Bandura
and Walters study will be ﬁade. Although one can not make reliable
comparisons between these two studies due to differences in the com-
position of the two samples, some interesting inferences can be pointed
out to demonstrate similarities and differences in outcome of the studies.
The most precise and_yisualiy helpful mamner in which to make these éom—
parisons would be bx»insgrtipn‘ofv;omparative tables in the two studies.
However, this would have the unfortunate effect of increasing the length
of this report and that is why the author has chosen to insert only one
such comparative table (Table 10). This particular table highlights
one of the major differences in the study outcomes and is important in

that respect.



DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The hypotheses presented in each of the following sections on
aggression, sex, restrictions, and internalized controls are presented
as they were in Bandura and Walters study. However, so as to present
the findings in as concise a marmer as possible, the discussion of the
findings in each of the areas mentioned above will be treated in a more

abbreviated fashion.

Dependency
The underlfiﬁgvtheme of Bandura and Walters assumptions is that

the priméry soﬁfﬁgwofyanti-social aggression originates from the dis-
Tuption of a child's dependency needs through a lack of affectional
nurtﬁranée on‘the‘part of one or more parents and this provides the
basis:féf anAinstigation toward hostility and aggression.

'wlgiéétheses: A number of studies have been undertaken to discern
relationships between neglect, rejection and affectional deprivation.
However, Bandura and Walters' specific predictions were developed from
the theory and research of Sears and his associates. One set of
hypotheses was concerned with aspects.of’the parents' behavior that
might contribute to the development of the dependency motive. It was
predicted that the parents of the aggressive boys would, in general,
show less warmth and affection toward their sons and would be more
tejecting than the control parents. It was predicted that parents of
the aggressive boys would be less perﬁﬁssive of dependency behavior and
- that they would be more punitive when such behavior occurred. In

addition, it was expected that aggressive boys would feel more rejected
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by their parents than control boys and that they would display more

anxiety in depending upon them.

Measure: A boy's emotional dependency was assessed in terms of
the frequency of behavior that seemed to be aimed at securing a
nurturant response from others. The categories used were seeking help,

seeking praise and seeking the company of others. Dependency énxiety

is difficult to measure but it was done on the basis of a boy's anxiety
in being placed in a dependent role. Thus, indices such as resistance
to seeking help, resistance to spending time in the company of 6thers,
and reluctance to trust or confide in them were considered signs of
dependency anxiety.

In an effort to ascertain early child training practices and the
crucial role of murturant behavior in the development of dependency,
scales were utilized to measure the parents’ carvetaking activities and

affectional interaction level.

Results From Parent Interviews

Child Training Factors Related To Dependency: It is interesting

to note (Table‘;;% that mothers of both aggressive and non-aggressive
boys have rated themselves as less warm and affectionate than fhe
fathers rate them. It may well be that the mothers may be playing

down their role so as to be more humble, a Chinese characteristic that
Tepeats itself often. Mothers of aggressive boys are significantly
more warm toward their boys than the mothers of non-aggressive boys.
Why this is so is not clear, but it may indicate that these mothers

are more permissive than the mothers of non-aggressive boys. It should

also be recognized that the level at which the mothers of aggressive
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boys demonstrate warmth is of a very mild or moderate level (Mothers'
Interviews). It is_also conceivable that mothers of aggressive boys
exhibit more warmth due to the fact that the fathers of these boys are
more rejecting, thus, compensating for the lack of attention the father
gives them.

Mothers of non-aggressive boys rate their husbands as significantly
more affectionate than do the mothers of aggressive boys. And both
mothers and fathers of non-aggressive boys are significantly less
rejecting than are parents of aggressive boys. (A higher score indicates
less rejection.) Mothers of non-aggressive boys indicate a significant
difference from aggressive mothers in that they demonstrate more affec-
tion.

The most important finding here is the amount of rejection and
atfection on the pért of aggressive parents. Both findings are con-
sistent with hypotheses predictions at the beginning of this section.
The level of rejection can be characterized as from ambivalent to strong.
Another interesting and somewhat unexpected finding in the table points
out that fathers of aggressive boys report a higher degree of caretaking
during the boys infancy. This may have been due to the fact that both
parents worked. However, this must also be viewed at the level of only
occasional help and nothing regular. In this sense, this may not be a

significant finding.
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Table 7

Child Training Factors Relating To Dependency:
Differences Between Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys?®

Scales Aggressive Control
(Fathers Interviews Data) Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P
**%(35) Mothers' warmth to boy 6.23 1.73 7.46 1.71 -1.81 .05
(36) Fathers' warmth to boy 6.15 2.03 6.61 1.85 -0.60 N.S.
(59) Fathers' rejection to boy 7.83 1.43 9.46 0.87 -3.40 .005
(18) Fathers' caretaking in
infancy 4.69 1.43 3.76 1.16 1.79 .05
(20) Fathers' affectionate ‘
interaction in childhood 5,23 1.30 6.00 1.77 -1.25 N.S.
(19) Mothers' affectionate
interaction in childhood 7.38 1.89 7.84 2.51 -0.52 N.S.
Aggressive Control
(Mothers Interviews Data) Group Group

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P

(35) Mothers' warmth to boy 5,05 1.78 3.06 1.34 3.61 .0005
(36) Fathers' warmth to boy 5.70 1.44 6.87 1.85 -2.02 .025
(59) Mothers' rejection to boy 6.93 1.73 8.81 1.37 =3.39 .005
(18) Fathers' caretaking in

infancy : 3.35 1.45 3,06 1.06 0.65 N.S.
(20) Fathers' affectionate :

interaction in: childhood 3.58 1.17 4.00 1.54 0.86 N.S.
(19) Mothers' affectionate

interaction in childhood 4.8 0.92 6.56 2.39 -2.68 .01

*Based on N=17, mothers group; N=13, fathers group. Alsc note that
the mean scores should be divided by two to obtain the actual scale
score (l.e. two raters scores were added together to calculate the
t-scores).

#*Thé number in parentheses refers to the scale item in Parent Scale
Sheets or Adolescent Scale Sheets in Appendix C and D. Thus, the reader
can quickly determine the type of scale used by referring to the
scale item.
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Boys' Dependency on Parents: The data fran the parent interviews

r‘l

(Table }jﬁ indicate that aggressive boys show less emotional dependency
on their fathers than do the controls. It is more rare for aggressive
boys to spend time in their father's or mother's company and this is

at a significant level. Non-aggressive boys seek‘help fram their
mothers significantly more than do aggressive boys. This means that
the parent is supportive or directive when the boy asks for hslp but
that the parent still expects the boy to work things out for h;mself
whereas the aggressive boys are expected by their parents to stand on
their feet and receive»help only.in emergencies. Also significant is
the extent to which noﬁ-aggressive boys spend more time with their

mothers.

Table 8

Boys' Dependency on Parents: Differences Between
Aggressive and Cantrol Boys

By
%

Scales
(Fathers' Interview Data] Mean S.D. t P
(31) Extent boy seeks help from
father 4,69 1.43 5.38 2.10 -0.98 N.S.
(27) Time spent in fathers'
company 4.30 1.54 5.84 1.72 -2.39 .025

(Mothers' Interviews Data)

(31) Extent boy seeks help from '
‘mother 3.94 1.78 5.06 1.38 -2.00 .025
(27) Time spent in mothers’ o
company 4,11 1.57 6.06 2.08 -3.03 .005
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Boy's Amxiety About Dependency On Pavents: As can be inferred

in Table 16, the resistance to help on the part of the aggressive boys
is significantly greater than it is for the non-aggressive boys, as
far as the parents are concerned. Thus, it appears that the aggressive
boys are more anxious about their depemdency upon their parents than
are the non-aggressive boys. This is consistent with the findings en
rejection received fram parents of aggressive boys. Thus, a boy who

is rejected by his parents will not likely seek ocut their help or spend

time with them.

Table-§ -

Boys' Anxiety About Dependency On Parents:
Differences Between Aggressive And Control Boys

Scales AggressiVe - Contyxol
(Fathers' Interviews Data) .__Group Group

“"Mean 'S.D. Mean S.D. t P

(34) Boys resistance to fathers'

help . ... .. 523 1.55 3.46 1.19 35.27 .005
(30) Boys resistamce to fathers' -~

comparty a 5.84 1.81 2.61 1.19 5.35 .000S

(Mothers' Interviews Data)

(34) Boys resistance to mothers’
help : 5.65 1,78 3.06 1.34 3.61 .0005
(30) Boys resistance to mothers’ ,
company ' 4.18  1.93 3.25 1.65 1.46 N.S.
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Results From Boys' Interviews

The results fram the boys' interviews are not as revealing in
terms of dependency behavioral differences and differences in the
extent of rejection the boys from the two groups felt. However, there
are significant differences with regard to the apparent anxiety exhibited
in relation to dependency. Because of this, only the table reflecting
these differences will be included here.

The only difference yecorded in dependency behavior was the extent
that non-aggressive boys sought he.lp fram their mothers. They sought
help significantly more (.005) than did the aggressive boys. Thus, one
can not generalize shout the. significance of dependency to teachers or
pe«ers. One could not generalize about the differences in seeking praise
parents or others either. However, it is of interest to note that both
groups of boys socught praise from their peers much more than from their
parents or teachers. This would be cnnéistent with the fact that peer
graups are the major referent group at this age. |

The findings concerning the extent to which boys felt rejection
are not very conclusive . Cn the other hand, perhaps the boys would
not want to admit such a fact in the presence of an interviewer for it
would be an admission of the worst kind.

The findings concerning the differences in dependency anxiety are

indicated in Table 17,



Table 10

Differences in Dependency Anxiety Between Aggressive and
Control Boys: Data From Boys Interviews

Scales

Resistance to receive help from:

(8) Teachers
(17) Peers

Resistance to parents company:
{35) Mother

(36) Father

Resistance to accounting for
activities to:

(71) Mother
(70) Father

Aggressive Control
Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean §S.D.
4,30 1,12 3.40 1.39
4,35 1.%0 3.40 1.31
4.95 2,45 3.65 2.00
5.40  3.39 4.00 2,65
7.30  1.75 4,63 1.53
7.40  1.93 4.89 1.59

L3

2.24
2.28

40.

P

.025
.01

.05
N.S.

.0005
.0005
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Discussion: The finding suggest that there is some basis for the
development of dependency conflicts in the aggressive boys. This is
particularly so in the degree of affection and rejection differences
as‘reported by the parents. In both the parent and boys interviews
there is evidence indicating that there may be some anxiety in response
to dépendency needs. However, it may well be that these particular |
indices do not really reflect amdety. It is conceivable that an
adolescent bay would be naturally less interested in the amount of time
spent with parents, since the peer group appears to have become the main
referent group. It is also important to recognize that most of the
aggressive boys achieved some independence through working.

Generalization of dependency needs did not demonstrate significant
differences to those outside the family.. Finally, it should be stressed
that in the oriental setting, dependency behavior by children is encour-
aged in relation to parents. Thus, where there has been a significant
movement toward non-dependency among aggressive children one can imply
that théy have indeed Jjeopardized the relationship with their parents.

Camparisons between the Bandura and Walters study and this study
relating to dependency behavior indicate similarities rather than
differences. Of particular importance is the finding that rejection
of aggressive boys by their parents is at a significant level 1n both
studies. Dependency manifestations of the aggressive boys in both
studies indicate that they show less dependency on their parents and

at the same time seem to have more dependency anxiety.
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gggression

theses: 1t was hypothesized that, on the basis of the princi-
ple of generalization, the aggressive group of boys would display more
direct aggression than would their controls, whether this aggression was
expressed toward parents, toward teache;s, or toward peers, and that they
would express more hostility during the interviews. It was also predicted
that the aggressive group would show less anxiety concerning aggression.

Purthermore, if a child develops a consistently aggressive pattern
of behavior, one may suspect that in some way his aggressioﬁ has been
encouraged and reinforced. In sﬁort, aggression is allowed to occur.
Thus, it was predicted that parents of aggressive boys would be more per-
missive of aggression than would parents of the control boys.

Since there has been evidence fram other studies that parents
encourage aggression in their children in both direct and more subtle
ways, it was predicted that the parents of the aggressive boys would
encourage aggressive behavior more actively than would the control parents.

Measures: There were nine main scales (see Appendix D) for the
assessment of aggressive behavior. Ratings of aggression toward parents
were made both from the parent and from the adolescent interviews; aggres-
sion toward teachers and peers was assessed from the adolescent interviews
only.

The scale measuring physical aggression took account only of direct

physical attacks, such as fighting, stricking with fists or weapons, or

throwing objects calculated to produce bodily injury. Direct yerbal

aggression included any form of attack which involved a face-to-face

interaction and an undisguised expression of attack or defiance. For
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example, name calling or saying derogatory things, hurtful criticism or

refusals to obey adults. Indirect aggression included less direct dis-

plays of verbal aggression, such as defamation, refusing favors and incit-
ing others to aggressiom.

Estimates of the boys' aggression were also obtained through scales
which measured the boys hostility. These estimates were based on the
extent to which, during their interviews, the boys made disparaging
remarks about their parents, teachers and peers, respectively.

Three aspects of the parents’ han&ling Oflthe boys' aggressive behav-

ior were measured. Ratings were made of the parents permissiveness of

aggression, punitiveness for aggression, and encouragement of the boys'

aggression outside the home.

Results From Parent Interviews

Boys' Aggression Against The Parents: As might be expected, due to

social controls within the Chinese family, there was no physical aggression
reportéd toward fathers or mothers of either aggressive or control boys'
groups. (Table 11) However, the fathérs of the aggressive boys report

a statistically significant difference fram fathers of non-aggressive

boys in that both verbal and indirect forms of aggression are reported
more often. Mothers of aggressive boys report the same tendency, but

ﬁot as significantly as to fathers, which seems to suggest more anger

is éirected toward the fathers of aggressive boys. However, it must

be Sfressed,that this is of a very mild nature.
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Table 11

Boys' Aggression Against Parents: Differences
Between Aggressive and Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P
(75) Physical aggression toward
father 2.07 0.27 2.60 0.00 1.00 N.S.
(73) Verbal aggression toward
father 4,15 1.72 2.23 0.59 3.79  .0005
(77) Indirect aggression toward A
father » 4,46 1.8% 2.96 1.03 2.95 .005
(74). Physical aggression toward
mother 2.18 1.04 2.00 0.00 0.71 N.S.
(72) Verbal aggression toward
mother 3.23  2.07 2.37 1.03 1.48 N.S.
(76) Indirect aggression toward

mother 4.23 2.38 2.62 1.40 2.34  .025

Parental Handling of Agoression: The predictiqh that parents of

aggressive boys would be more permissive of aggressive behavior was
partially confirmed. The fathers of aggressive boys are significantly
more permissive of aggression toward themselves than are fathers of non-
aggressive boys. Mothers of aggressive boys tend to demonstrate some-
what more permissiveness in genmeral than do fathers of the same boys.
This is particularly so for siblings and peers and this is significantly
different from the non-aggressive mothers. Again, it must be ﬁointed out
that such differences indicate very mild displays of aggression t&ward
parents or others. In view of this qualification, we must say, that in
general, parents of both groups do not seem to allow very much aggression

demonstrated toward themselves or others. This would be very consistent
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with the Chinese way of handling discipline and aggression and is sim-

ilar to parents in the Bandura and Walters study.

Table 12

Parents Permission For Aggression: Differences B=tween
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive  Control
Scales Group Group

(Data from fathers' interviews) Mean S.D. Mean S.D,
Permissiveness for aggression

[t
o

toward:

(13) Father 4,07  1.07 3.07 0.95 1.84 .05
(43) Other adults 5.08 1.24 3.61 0.86 -1.25 N.S.
(41) Siblings 2.91 0.99 2.46 0.77 1.27 N.S.
(39) Peers 2.83 0,71 2.46 0.9 1.08 N.S.
(Data from mothers' interviews)

Permissiveness for aggression

toward:

(13) Mother 4.43 1.89 3.66 1.98 1.10 N.S.

(43) Other adults 5.68 1.35 5.18 0.91 1.22 N.S.

(41) Siblings 5.1z . 0,88 2.33 0.61 2.8  .00S

(39) Peers 3,37 1.70 2.43 0.62 2.06 ,025

Parental Punitiveness For Aggression: Fathers and mothers of aggres-

sive boys are generally more punitive (scolding and reprimanding) than
fathers and mothers of non-aggressive boys, but it is the fathers of
aggressive boys that show significant differences, especially in regard
to o;ﬁer adults and peers. This appears contradictory to the previbus
findings on permissiveness wherein parents of aggressive boys are more

permissive about aggression toward those outside the family. This may be
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because parents might feel they do not have as much control over events
outside the home, thus scoring higher for permissiveness in this regard.
However, parents of both aggressive and control boys show a similar

amount of punitiveness toward the boys when aggression is directed against

the parents.
Table 13

Parental Punitiveness For Aggression: Differneces Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive  Control
Scales Group ‘Group

(Father Interviews Data) Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

{eh
I

Punitiveness for aggression
toward:

.84 1,77 5.30  2.09 0.70 N.S.
.50 1.935 4.60 1.25 2.80 .005
.50 1.00 5.76 1.36 1.51 N.S.
.50 1.24 5.38  1.44 2,05 .025

(14) Father

(44) Other adults
(42) Siblings
(40) Peers

NN

(Mother Interviews Data)
Punitiveness for aggression

toward:

- (14) Mother 5.50 1.31 4.75 1.23 1.65 N.S.
(44) Other adults 5.6 1.35 5.18 0,91 - 1.22 N.S.
(42) Siblings 6.06 0.92 5.66 0.61 1.38 N.S.
(40) Peers 5.93 1618 5,31 1.91 1.48 N.S.

Parental Encouragement of Aggression: In both aggressive and control

groups, parents offer very little evidence of encouraging aggressive
behavior. This is quite consistent with standards of behavior encouraged
within the general value system of the Chinese family. The Bandura and

Walters study indicate about twice as much evidence of encouragement of
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aggression on the part of parents in their sample as compared with the
results in the table below. In addition, they show significant differences
between parents of aggressive and non-aggressive boys in this regard.

Such evidence suggests differences in cultural values about aggression.

Table 14

Parents Encouragement Of Aggression: Differences Between
Parents Of Aggressive and Control Boys

‘Aggressive Control

Scales "~ Group - Group
Hong Kong Study: Mean S.D. Mean ~'S.D, t P
(38) Father's encouragement of
aggression 3.16 1.58 2,76 1.42Z 0.66 N.S.
(38) Mother's encouragement of
aggressian 573  1.83 3.81 1.97 -0.11 N.S.

Bandura and Walters Study:

38) Father's encouragement of
g

aggression 6.64 1.85 5.06 1.81 2.80 .01
(38) Mother's encouragement of
aggression 5.37  1.95 4.12  1.25 2.51 .01

Results Fram Bovs Interviews

Boys Aggression Toward Teachers: The aggressive boys display more

aggression toward teachers, but it is primarily confined to mild forms of
verbal and indirect types of aggression. The only significant differences
between the two groups is in the verbal aggression category. Overall,
there are no significant differences between aggressive and non-aggres-

sive boys. This would be consistent with the position of authority that
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the teacher commands in the Hong Kong setting. Teachers are generally
very strict and even an aggressive boy would be likely to control most

forms of aggression.
Table 15

Boys Aggression Toward Teachers: Differneces Between
Aggressive and Control Boys

Aggressive  Control

Scales  Group " Group
Mean S.D. Mean  S.D. t P
(2) Physical aggression 2.30 0,80 2.25 0.71 0.20 N.S.
(1) Verbal aggression 3.85 1.5 3,05 1.35 1.7z .10
(3) Indirect aggression 5.20 2.35 4.15 1.72 1,60 N.S.
(5) Guilt for aggression 4.65 1.69 4.63 2.33 0.00 N.S.

' This scale was not used for prediction. N=20 Aggressive Group,
N=20 Control Group.

Boys Agpression Toward Peers: The results indicate that the hypothesis

concerning aggressive boys stood up better in relation to peers than it
did for teachers, Aggression toward peers in both physical and verbal
forms are statistically significant and suggest more aggressive NOIms
among the aggressive group. Although not statistically significant, the
score for diTect types of aggression reflects a tendency for aggressive
boys to engage in more direct fﬁrms of aggression (i.e. expresses aggres-
sioniopenly, freely, etc.). Indirect aggression is also used quite often
by both aggressive and control groups. Non-aggressive boys demonstrate

- somewhat more guilt in respect to their aggression toward peers.
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Table 16

Boys' Aggression Toward Peers: Differences Between
Aggressive and Control Boys

Aggressive  Control

Scales Group __Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t
{(11) Physical aggression 5.50  2.28 3,10 1.20 4.15 001
(12) Verbal aggression 5.85 1,46 4.65 1.34 2,70 .01
(13) Indirect aggression 5.05 1.39 4.95 2.08 0,17 N.S.
(14) Directness of aggression 5.60 1.84 4.70 1.7 1.58 N.S.
(15) Guilt for aggression 4.21 1.84 5,26 2.28 -1.56 N.S.

This scale was not used as a basis for prediction.

Boys' Aggression Toward Their Parents: Overall, aggression demon-

strated by the two groups shows few statistically significant differences.
The only exception pertains to verbal aggression toward the mother, which,
interestingly is more prevalent among the control group. Why this is so,
.1s not clear, but it may be that commmication in general is better between
‘mothers and boys of the control group, so that verbal aggression is not
unusual. The aggressive group demonstrates more indirect verbal aggression
toward the fathers and this is consistent witht he findings reported by

the parents. Thus, both the results from parvents and boys interviews

point to the fact that overt aggression was effectively inhibited.



Table 17

Boys' Aggression Toward Parents: Differences Between
Aggressive and Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scales A  Group " Group
Mean S.D. ‘Mean S.D. ot

(75) Physical aggression toward

father 2.35  0.74  2.26 0.73 0.36
(74) Physical aggression toward

mo ther 2,20 0,61 2.10 0.3 Q.59
.{(73) Verbal aggression toward :

father 4.30 2.20 4.42 1.67 - -0.19
(72) Verbal aggression toward

mother 4,00 2,17 5.00 1.45 -1.67
(77) Indirect aggression toward : :

father 5.95 1.93 4.83 1.72 1.87
(76) Indirect aggression toward

mother 5.40 2,06 5.11 1.90 0.44
(79) Directness of aggression

toward father 4,30 1.75 4.61 1.64 -0.,56
{(78) Directness of aggression

toward mother 6.25 2.63 5.05 1.62 1.11
(89) Hostility toward father 4,95 2.30 4.00 1.31 1.45
(88) Hostility toward mother 3,85 1.63 4.05 1.39 -;.02
(81) Guilt toward father 5.5 4.88 6.72 4.18 -0.78
*80) Guilt toward mother 4.20 1.43 4.66 2.14 -0.75

N.S.
N.
N.

S.
S.

.05

.05

N

2
nmwnnhomom

.S.
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Discussion: From both sets of interviews it is learned that
parents in both groups succeed in inhibiting their sons' physical and
direct aggressive behavior in the home. There was, however, some indi-
‘zation of aggressive boys demonstrating more verbal and indirect means
of hostility toward their fathers. Nevertheless, they were also appar-
ently fearful of expressing more hostility toward them which could imply
that they would displace some of their aggression to people outside of
the home. This was frue to some extent with teachers and peers, although
teachers received very mild and infrequent forms of éggression from the
boys. The aggressive boys utilized more physical aggression toward peers
whereas the control group resorted to indirect expressions of aggreésion
toward peers. FBurthermore, as might be expected, control boys felt more
guilty about aggression toward their peers.

Finally, it is sighificant that the amount of aggression encouraged
by parents in Hong Kong is extremely small as compared with the results
in Bandura and Walters sample. This ié very supportive of the observation
that aggression is very well controlled by parents in Hong Kong and as
such represents a major cultural difference in the extent to which aggres-
sion is controlled and expressed in Chinese and American cultures. Inso-
far as similarities occur in the two study outcomes, it is interesting to
note that in both studies parental punitiveness among the aggressive and
non-aggressive parent groups show little differences and the most preva-
lent forms of aggression against parents take the form of verbal or indi-

rect expressions of anger.
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Sex

Since aggressive boys were expected to present a defective conscience
development they were expected to eﬁpfess their sexual, as well as their
aggressive, impulses with greater freedom and less consequent guilt than
the control boys. Some studies have indicated a relationship between

xcessive masturbation and feelings of rejection and unmet dependency needs.

D

¢

However, it is this author's fesling that aggressive boys in this study had
little inhibitions due to the particular norms established within their‘group,
and this may well have intensified during institutionalization. The only
hypothesis suggested by Bandura ana Walters in regard to sex was that it was
predicted that the aggressive boys would show less guilt and anxiety about

their sex behavior than would the control boys.

Results From Parents Interviews

Parents Handling Of Boys' Sex Behavior: From the data in Table 18,

one can observe that significant differences occur primarily between
mothers of aggressive and control boys. However, the non-aggressive boys
fathers' demonstrate significantly more punitive behéviar regarding sexual
activity than do fathers of aggressive boys. Consistent with this finding
is the fact that the mothers of control boys veveal less permissiveness

and more punitive action against the boys’ bshavior. In regard to sexual
anxiety, fathers of control boys are significantly move anxious than fathers
of aggressive boys. Howsver, mothers of aggreséive goys are significantly
more anxious than mothers of the control boys group. Considering the \
amount of resistance to restrictions and demands (next section), it is not
- surprising that mothers of these aggressive boys would have more apprehen-

sion toward their sons.
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Table 18

Parents Handling Of Boys' Sex Behavior: Differneces
‘ Between Parents Of Aggressive And
Control Boys

Scales , Aggressive Control
(Fathers' Interviews Data) Group Group
Mean 8.D. Mean S.D. t E

(22} Permissiveness: A

masturbation 2.38 0.76  2.53 0.77 -0.50 N.S.
{(23) Permissiveness:

heterosexual behavior ‘3,23 2.16  2.38 0.76 1.32 N.S.
(24) Punitiveness 5.38 2.06 6.61 0.76 -2.01 .0S

(Mothers’ Interviews Data)

(22) Permissiveness:

masturbation 2.73 1.38 1.93 0.25 2,19 .05
(23) Permissiveness:

heterosexual behavior 4,05 2.13 2.68 1.01 2.33 .0S
(24) Pumitiveness 5.06 1.73 6.46 2.47 -1.96 .05

Table 19

Sex Anxiety Of Parents In
Aggressive And Contyol Boys

Mean §.D. Mean S.D. t P
(25) Fathers' sex anxiety 5.38 -2.2% 6.15 1.28 -1.06 N.S.
(25) Mothers’ sex anxiety 07.50 1.31 5.93 1.52 3.10  .005

Note: Neither of the above scales were used for prediction and thus a
two-tailed test was used.
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Results Of Boys' Interviews

Boys' Sex Behavior: As was expected, the aggressive boys were much

more active in their sexual behavior. Interviews with these boys also
pointed out their overall lack of anxiety in discussing sexual topics.
In a mumber of instances, they spoke openly about thelr experiences.
Table‘ZO) There also appeared to be little guilt associated with their
activities. Most of the aggressive boys felt it nommal to engage in
heterosexual activity. There was guilt among both groups cancerning_mas-
turbation although much less so among the aggressive group. Homosexual
behavior is not mentioned at all although one wonders about this in view
of the institutional situation in which the aggressive boys find themselves.
Interestingly, some of the male interviewers who interviewed the hon-aggres-
sive boys doubted that many of them spoke the truth about their behavior
in this regard. However, this would be perfectly natural in view of the
fact that sex is not openly discussed among strangers and little or no
information'about sex is given the boys by their parents.

Interestingly, and contrary to the expected prediction, non-aggressive
boys do=not evidence a significantly greater degree of sexual aniiety than
aggressive boys. Aggressive boys, as a result of morebsexual experience
and the influence of peer values, would not be expected to evidence sexual
amciety. Although one would expect a greater amount of sexual anxiety on
ths_part of non-aggressive boys. The fact that there is not may be account-
ed for by these boys not having any sexual activity to be guilty about.

(Table 21)



Table 20

Boys' Sex Behavior: Differences Between

Aggressive and Control Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales Group Group

Mean S.D. Mean

(25) Masturbation behavior

5.40 1.6 2.60
(24) Heterosexual behavior 3.95 2.66 2.55
(26) Homosexual behavior 2.05 0.23 1.95

Note: No prediction used in these scales, therefore a two-tailed test

was used,
Table 21
Boys' Sexual Anxiety Differences
Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
(28) Sex amxiety 5,00 2.24 5.35 1.95
‘Table 22
Sexual Information From Parents
Aggressive Contyol
Scales Group Group

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

- (27) Amount of sex information 2,05 0.22 2.20 0.69
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Discussion

The major differences among the parents in the handling of sexual
behavior occurs with the mothers of these boys. Mothers of aggressive
boys show significantly more permissiveness in the case of heterosexual
behavior and masturbation. It may be that these mothers feel they have
no control over this behavior. But again, it must be pointed out that
the level of permissiveness being discussed here is at a very mild level.
Certainly, the fact that there exists among the control parents a clear
tendency to be more punitive toward the boys' seaxual behavior is an indi-
cation of stronger conscience formation in this regard. It is not common
for the Chinese to discuss sex openly, and thus it is not surprising that
the boys report no information from their parents. Like boys the world
over, they must find out through their friends, magazines, pormography and
their own experimentation. |

The aggressive boys demonstrate clear differences in comparison to
the control boys in that they are more active sexually, particularly as
pertains to masturbation. Part of this may be due to thg fact that these
aggressive boys are institutionalized. On the other hand, it would seem
likely that the norms of such boys would encourage this type of behavior.
Thus, it may be that these boys exhibit a "machismo’ type behavior found
in other young males in other parts of the world.

Comparisons between the Bandura and Walters study and the Hong Kong
study point out very similar sexual behavior among the aggressive boys.
In both settings they express their sexual impulses to a significantly
greater extent than did their non-aggressive counterparts. However, it
is important to note that the control parents in the Hong Kong group

appear to be more punitive than their American counterparts concerning
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sexual behavior. This may reflect the generally more repressive expres-

sion of sex among parents in the orient as contrasted with American.

Restrictions, Demands, And Disciplinary Techniques

AThis section deals with restrictions and demands not related to
motivations already discussed such as aggression, dependency, and sexual
behavior. Restrictions involve placing limitations on adolescents or
children in ovder to prevent them from engaging in disapproved activities.
Parental demands, on the other hand, are concerned with ihe fostefing of |
behavior that the parent considers to be socially desirable. Techniques
of discipline are the methods of obtaining compliance with restrictions
and demands.

Hypotheses: The Ban@ura and Walters study, insofar as- restrictions
are concerned, made exploratory rather than predictive hypotheses. How-
ever, they did provide predictions concerning obedience and disciplinary
techniques, For example, they predicted that the parents of the aggres-
sive boys would make fewer demands for cbedience and would be less consis-
tent in following through with these demands, than would the control parents.

The theory on disciplinary techmiques relied on Whiting (1954). The
disciplinary techniques were, in his schéme, divided into two broad cate-
gories: Love-orientated disciplinary techniques and non-love-orientated
techniques. Love-orientated techniques are those forms of discipline that
- reward the child with love and punish by withholding this love. Non-love
techniques imnvolve physical methods, the use of tangible rewards, and
deprivation of privileges. On the basis of this theory it was predicted
that the parents of the aggressive boys would, in disciplining their sons,
rely more on physical punishment, deprivation of privileges, and ridicule,

than would the control parents.
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Results From Parents INterviews

Parental Restrictions: The prediction that the aggressive boys would

prove more resistant to the socialization demands made on them by their
parents was confirmed as indicated in Table 23 below. In both fathers'
and mothers' interviews, the same results are obtained at a significant

level;

Table 23
Parents’ Account Of Boys' Resistance To Restrictions And
Demands: Differences Between Parents Of Aggressive And
Control Boys
Aggressive  Control
Scales Group Group
(Fathers'’ Interviews Data) Mean S.D. Mean S.D, t P
(5) Boys resistance to fathers'
restrictions . 6,23 2.27 3.46 1.26 3.83 .000S
(10) Boys resistance to fathers' ‘
response 4.61 2.02 3.23 1.23 2,10 .Q025

(Mothers' Interviews Data)

(5) Boys resistance to mothers' '
restrictions 5.6 1.93 3.43 1.26 3.85 .000S

(10) Boys resistance to mothers'

response 5.11- 1,99 3,68 1.30 2.41 .01

Obedience Demands: Both groups of fathers demanded and expected

obedience, although the fathers of the comtrol gruop tend to have some-

what higher expectations. Mothers of the éggressive boys made fewer demands
and it méy be that their sons might tend to ignore their demands more than

' the;mcherS of the control groups. These findings confirm that parents of

the aggressive boys would be less demanding of obedience.
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Table 24

Obedience Demands: Differences Between Parents Of
Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control-

Scales Group Group
(Fafhers' Interview Data) Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2 P
(11) Obedience demands 6.00 2.08 7.23 1.73 -1.63 N.S
{12) Consistency of demands 6.61 2.78 6.76 2.71 -0.14 N.S
(Mothers' Interviews Data)
(11) Obedience demands 4.64 2.05 6.06 2.14 -1.,93 ,005

(12) Consistency of demands 5.00 2.15 6.56 1.93 -2.19 .025

Achievement Demands: There was a marked difference among the two
groups. The difference brobably reflects the parents' concern foi success
in school as with most Chinese families. However, the parents of the
aggressive boys, by this time, had probably given up on their boys achiev-
ing any kind of educational success, since most of them héd anly_finished
primary school. Overall, the boys in the control group were performing
well in school and were conforming to their parents' expectations in this

regard.
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" Table 25

Achievement Demands: Differences Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales : 4 Group Group
(Fathers' Interviews Data) Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P
(1) Achievement demands 3.84  1.21 5.84 2.70 -2.43 .02
(Mothers' Interviews Data)
(1) Achievement demands 3,70 1.44 5,06 0.92 -3.17 .01

Note: These scales were not used for prediction amd thus a two-talled
test was used.

Results From Boys' Interviews

Boys' Resistance To Demands And Restrictions: Although parents of

aggressive boys appear to place significantly less demands or restrictions
on the boys than the control group's parents, the aggressive boys demon-
strated significant levels of resistance. One factor for this may be that
the aggressive boys had become increasingly difficult to control and had
approached a more independent status since many of them had worked prior
to their comvictions. Alsbg the influence of the aggressive boys' peers
may have been an added force to resist parents in compliance with group
norms. Finally, if the aggressive boys dependency and affectional ties

are not strong, it may be more difficult to conform to parental demands

(Table 26).
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Table 26

Boys' Resistance To Demands And Restrictions: Differences
Between Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive - Control

Scales Group Croup
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t B
(49) Resistance to fathers'
responsibility demands 4.65 2.13 3,70 1.34 1.68 .05
(48) Resistance to mothers’
responsibility demands 4.80 2,04 3.80 1.28 1.85 .0%
(69) Resistance to fathers' A
, restrictions: 5.75  1.61  4.57 1.60 2.26 .025
(68) Resistance to mothers'

restrictions . 5.65 1.59 - 4.57 1,50 2.15 .025%

Results From Parents Interviews

Methods Of Punishment: Methods of punishment refer to child training

practicés primarily although parents were also asked to discuss current
methods as well. Thus, physical punishment as a method refers primarily
to childhood vears. The findings in Table 27 indicate that fathers' of
aggressive boys demonstrate a significantly greater use of physical punish-
ment, withdrawal of love, use of ridicule and nagging and scolding than do
control fathers, Mothers of aggressive b@ys.shsw greater use of physical
punishment and deprivation of priviledges. It appears then, that mothers
and fathers of éggresSive boys utilize methods of punishment to a greater
degree than control parents and this may imply, aé suggested earlier, that
they u$e=a more harsh and rejecting marmer, which, in turn could result in
the aggressive boys having difficulty in fulfilling their dependency needs,
At the same time, it is interesting to note that mothers of both groups use

withdrawal of love and scolding and nagging to about the same extent. This
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would seem to fit the pattern in Hong Kong, as mothers utilize such methods

quite commonly and extensively, as do their American counterparts.
Table 27

Use Of Metnods Of Punishment: Differences Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales Group Group

{Fathers' Interview Data) Mean S.D. Mean .S.D. t B
(50) Physical punishment 4.41 1.92 3.07 1.03 2.18 .05
(54) Withdrawal of love 4,50 1.83 2.76 1.53 1.15 .05
(51) Deprivation of priviledges 3.50 1.62 2.76 1.53 1.15 N.S.
(52) Use of ridicule 3.58 1.56 2.53 ©0.87 2.08 .05
(53) Nagging and scolding 4.08 1.44 3.00 1.4% 1.8 .10

(Mothers' Interview Data)
(50) Physical punishment 4,06 1.18 3.25 1.06 2.04 .05
(54) Withdrawal of love 3.37  1.40 2.37 0.71 1.10 N.S.
(51) Deprivation of priviledges 3.37 1.58 2.43 0.89 2.06 .05
(52) Use of ridicule 2,68 0.87 2.37 0,71 1.10 N.S.
(53) Nagging and scolding 4.00 1.93 3,50 1.26 0.86 N.S.

Note: This table was not used as a basis for prediction. (Used as a two-
tailed test.) '

Use Of Rgasoniﬁg: The use 0f~feasaning as a method of dealing with a

boy's behavior is far more prevalent among the control parents. The use of
réasoningxindicates that the boys are no 1onger perceived as children and}
can be dealt with in a manner that reflects this change. Such reasoning |
prevents hostile feelings from developing, maintains the relationship between
the children and théir pafents, and ailows for dependency needs gpwbe met

as fear and hostility are reduced or eliminated.
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Table 28

Use Of Reasoning: Differences Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group

Mean S.D. Mean  S.D.

{et
o

(55) Fathers' use of reasoning 5.33 1.87 7.53 1.5 -3.20 .005
(55) Mothers' use of reasoning 5.80 2.30 7.8Y 1.42 -2.94 .005

Parental Agreement: The prediction that parents of aggressive boys

would demonstrate greater disagreement concerning child rearing practices
was confirmed in respect to the fathers' perceptions but not to the mothers'

erceptions, This seems to suggest that it is the fathers', who, for some

ey

frd

eel there is greater disagreement. It may be that the fathers'

Teason,

B )

source of disagreement with themothers' is that the fathers are basically
more punishing'toward the boys which the mothers resent. On the other hand,
the fact that mothers of aggressive boys demonstrate no significant differ-
ences with contrél mothers may be misleading. It is conceivable, for instance,
that two things may have occurred. First, the mother would not want the
interviewer to know that she disagreed with her husband due to Chinese
custom. Secondly, it may be that she would not disagree to any great extent
with her husband due to traditional role relationships among the Chinese.

Or it could be that the fathers of aggressive bbys disagree with the mothers
‘because the mothers do not meet the expectations of the fathers. This may |
be because they are more permissive with the boys. It is also possible that

the fathers want to project blame for the boy's problems onto the mother.
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Parental Agreement: Differences Between Parents
Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales Group Group

(Fathers' Interview Data) Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t
(6) Agreement: Rules 7.38 2.06 8.69 1.10 -2.01
(9) Agreement: Responsibilities 7.53 2.20 9.53 0.77 -3.32
(57) Agreement: Discipline 6.83 2.32 8.46 1.26 -2.19

(Mothers' Interview Data)
(6) Agreement: Rules 7.47 2.06 7.62 1.89 -0.22
(9) Agreement: Responsibilities 7.43 2.60 6.93 Z2.57 0.4
(57) Agreement: Discipline 7.12  2.02 7.62 2.15 -0.67
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Boys' Resistance To Discipline: Im Table 30 below, it can readily be

observed that aggressive boys resist both fathers and mothers significantly

more than the control boys. However, this resistance is of a very mild nature.

Table 30

Parents Account Of Boys' Resistance To Discipline:

Difference

Between Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group
Mean  S.D. Mean S.D. t
(56) Resistance to fathers dis-
cipline 4.83 1.74 3.53 1.80 1.81
(56) Resistance to mothers' dis-
cipline , 4,68 1.77 1.20 2.09

3.56

.05
.025
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Methods Of Discipline: Results From Boys' Interviews

Boys' Accounts Of Their Parents' Disciplinary Practices: The differ-

ences reported in Table 31 indicate that the aggressive boys feel that
their fathers utilized physical punishment somewhat significantly and
scolding-nagging significantly more than the control boys. However, it is
interesting to note that the control boys indicate that their mothers use
ridicule more often than do the mothers of aggressive boys. Why this is
S0 isAnot clear except that ridicule may be more effectively used in a
situation wherin there is a stable parent-child relationship. In such a
situation it may not endanger the rélationship as the boy is certain of
the mother's love in a number of other ways. . It is of importance to noté
that the control boys report that reasoning is used by both their mothers

and fathers to a significantly greater extent than the aggressive boys.
Table 31

Boys' Account Of Their Parents Disciplinary Practices:
Differences Between Aggressive And Cantrol Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales ' Group Group
Mean S.D.. Mean S.D.  t P
Father's use of:
(50) Physical punishment $.00 2.05 395 1.76 1.73 .10
(52) Deprivation of privileges 5.45 4,81 3.60 1.27 1.65 N.S.
(54) Ridicule 3.60 1.95 3.35 1.53 0.44 N.S.
(56) Scolding-nagging 6.35 4,56 3,40 1.66 2.71 .01
(58) Withdrawal of love 4.00 2,20 3.05 1.73 1.51 N.S.
(60) Reasoning 4.20 2.09 4.% 1.50 ~-1.27 N.S.
Mother's use of: ‘
{50) Physical punishment 4,60 1.63 3.95 1.35 1.36 N.S.
(52) Deprivation of privileges 570 z.84 3,55 1.57 0.20 N.S.
(54) Ridicule 3.65 1.92 5.45 4,22 -1.73 .10
(56) Scolding-nagging 6.05 3.66 4.45 1.53 1.80 .10
(58) Withdrawal of love 5.00 4,09 2.75 1.25 2.35 .05
(60) Reasoning 4,20 2.09 6.15 3.99 -193 .10

Note: This scale is not used as a basis of prediction. A two-tailed test.
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Resistance To Parents' Discipline: Interestingly the boys of both

groups report only mild forms of resistance to their parents' discipline

and when they do there are no significant differences between the two groups.
Table 32
Boys' Resistance To Parents Discipline

Aggressive Control

Scales Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P
(62) Resistance to fathers' ' ,
discipline 4.80 2.83 4.47 1.46 0.44 N.S.
(62) Resistance to mothers' ' '
discipline 4.15 2,05 4.73 1.48 -1.08 N.S.

Discussion: The findings in this section indicate in a rather con-
sistent fashion that aggressive boYs weré subjected to less socialization
pressures as indicated by their resistance to restrictions and demands as
wéll as obedience. This resistance, may, in part, be attributed to the
hostility the aggressive boys feel for their parents. Furthermore, by
the time they had reached adolescence the aggreésive‘boys had taken as
a primary referent group their peer associates. This is confirmed in both
the parent and boys interviews. Often the parents report that "he associates
with bad boys or teddy boys". Also most of the aggressive boys had already
had some experience working and were more independent boys in this sense.
These factors would conﬁribute to a loosening of ties and influence of
the parents toward the boys and would make it difficult for them to enforce

the kind of control they would like. In addition, since the boys have
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already gotten into difficulty there might be a tendency for the parents
to exert more control over their boys or at least appear to do so in the
interviews. But whatever the reason, it is clear that the aggressive boys
demonstrate more vesistance to their parents than do the control boys.

It is of interest to note that reasoning is more commonly used by
parents of control boys (significant in parent interviews and somewhat
significant in boys interviews.) This would seem to imply that relation-
ships between the control boys and their parents are typically more warm,
understanding and encouraging of dependency relationships. .However? it
is also clear that fathers of aggressive boys are reported in both parent
and boys interviews as being more strict than control fathers, This con-
firms earlier findings about the element of rejection that aggressive
boys' fathers exhibit. =

At the same time it is important to point out that boys in both
groups report only mild forms of resistance to their parents' methods of
- discipline. However, it may be that in the interview situation, these
boys would not want to admit this to the interviewer. Or it may be likely
that they feel their parents do control the situation and they must respect
their control for the most part. This would be more typically Chinese in
the sense that children are taught early to obey their parents and this
is reinforced in many ways during the child rearing years.

These results also compafe in a very similar manney with the Bandura
and Walters study in that aggressive boys in both societies demonstrate
more resistance than do the non-aggressive boys. The methbds of’p;nish~.
ment and the extent of utilizing them are also very similar in the two
studies. The parents of aggressive boys utilizing more physical punish;
ment scolding, and ridicule, whereas control parents demonstrate a signif-

icantly greater use of reasoning.
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Intetrnalization Of Controls

According to psychoanalytic theory the development of internal controls
is achieved largely through the process of identification as stressed by
Sears {1957) originates in the dependenty relationship, particularly with
the mother at first and later with the father. One means that the grow-
ing child uses to gain approval is to imitate the behavior of the parents.
In this sense the child learns to conform to the rules as established by
his parents, and these rules are a reflection of cultural norms.for
approved behavior.

Hypothesis: Previous clinical studies point out that aggressive
anti-social boys have, as an outstanding characteristic, a defective
conscience development. On the basis of thié assumption, it was pre-
dicted that the group of aggressive boys would present weak internal con-
trols because they had not internalized their parents' standards. This
suggests that control boys would be deterred from socially disapprdved ‘
acts by guilt, whereas an aggressive boy would be deterred by fear of
punishment.

In addition, identity formation is also influenced by the parents’
level of affection for each other, the kinés of sexual roles that the
parents encourage in their boys, and the corresponding degrees of affec-

tion and identification with their parents.

Results From Parents Interviews

Parents' Affectional Relationships: In previous sections it has

been reported that the relationships between the aggressive boys and
their parents was strained, and there appeared to be less affection of the

fathers toward the aggressive boys. In Table 33, the affectional ties
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between the parents of aggressive boys also appears weak, There is less
warmth and more hostility toward one another than among control parents.
The level of disharmony recorded by aggressive parents would tend to

decrease a positive identification of the boy with his parents.

Table 33

Parents Affectional Relationships: Difference Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

‘ Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group

Mean S5.D. Mean S.D. t P

(37) Wife's warmth for husband 5.05 2.65 6.75 2.17 -1.99 .0§
{37) Husband's warmth for wife 4.92 1.65 7.61 1.89 -3.85 .0005
(61) Wife's hostility to husband 4.18 ~ 1.68 3.31 1.13 1.72 .105
(61) Husband's hestility to wife 3.41 1.16 2.69 1.39 1.45 N.S.

Masculinity Demands: There was no difference on the part of fathers

of both groups of boys for masculinity demands. However, the mothers of
control boys emphasized this aspect more than mothers of aggressive boys.
Thus, it may be inferred that the mothers of the control boys made extra

efforts to insure that their sons would become responsible adults.
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Table 34

Masculinity Demands: Differences Between
Parents Of Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scales Group Group
Mean S§.D. Mean 5.D. t P
(45) Mother's masculinity
demands 3,93 1.61 5.12 2.Z27 -1.70 .05
(45) Father's masculinity

demands 4.75 1.42 4.69 1.93 0.8 N.S.

Results From Boys' Interviews

Affection For Parents: Consistent with findings in previous sections,

the relationship between the aggressive boys and their fathers appears
strained for there is significantly less affection between them than between
the control boys and their fathers. However, the amount of warmth among
both groups of boys for their mothers is not different. This may be due to
the fact that it is the mothers of these boys who show the most concern for

them in both situations.
Table 35

Boys' Affection For Their Parents: Differences
Between Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control
Scalés Group Group
| Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t p
(82) Warmth toward mother 6.00 2.42 6.36 1.80 -0.53 N.S.
(82) Warmth toward father 4.65 2.15 5.89 1.88 -191 .05



Boys' Identification With Parents: Interestingly, there was no

reported difference in the boys' identification with their parents, It
was expected that there might have been a greater identification of the
control boys with their fathers since other results indicate a strained
relationship between the aggressive boys and their fathers. Perhaps,
the lack of a clearer pattern of identification does not emerge as a
result of stronger identities with the peer group at this stage of their
development. At the same time, it must be recognized that the measures
for identification may not be as useful as same of the other measures,

as identification is a very complex concept to quantify.
Table 36

Boys' Identification With Parents: Differences
Between Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive Control

Scales Group Group

Mean . S.D. Mean S.D. t P
(86) Identity to mother 3.15 1.08 3.73 1.44 -1.43 N.S
(86) Identity to father 4.45 2,11 4.68 1.24 -0.41 N.S

Guilt Reactions: Again, no significant differences were reported

among the two groups of boys as to the extent of guilt felt for trans-
gressian of acts (measured by frequency of indications of admissions of
wrong doings against parents). On the one hand, one would not expect the

control boys to register much guilt in the first place since they cannot

be considered to be anti-social, and this may account for their low scores.

Yet, even though there is no major difference indicated, the tendency for

guilt is somewhat higher among the controls. Aggressive boys show little
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guilt and certainly less than the controls even though not significantly
different. It must also be mentioned that in this study it was not poss-
ible to make use of projective picture tests as did Bandura and Walters.
It may be that the use of such projéctive tests might have demonstrated

higher levels of guilt among the controls, as it did in the Bandura study.
Table 37

Feelings Of Guilt: Differences Between
Aggressive And Control Boys

Aggressive  Control

Scales Group Group
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. t P
Guilt over aggression toward:

(80) Mother 4,20 1.43 4.66 2.14 -0.79 N.S.
(80) Father 5.55 4,88 6.72 4.18 -0.78 N.S.
(5) Teachers 4.65 1.69 4.63 2.33 0.00 N.S.
(15) Peers 4,21 1.84 5.26 2.28 -1.36 N.S.
(29) Guilt over anti-sééial

behavior 3.50 1.8 4.07 2.59 -0.69 N.S.
(28) Anxiety over sex behavior - 5.00 2.24 5.35 1.95 -0.52 N.S.

Discussion: The findings in this section‘confifm-what has been
reported in previous sections to some extent, but in other respects the
findings are inconclusive. For example, the parents of the aggressive
boys demonstrate less affection and more hostility for each other than do
the control parents. It may be a problem, therefore, for the aggressive
boysito internalize parental values in an atmosphere of disharmony.

It is interesting to note that the mothers of the control boys are
more Consclous bf masculinity demaﬁds, This is interperted to mean that

there is a conscious attempt on their part to insure that their sons are
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responsible. From the author's experience and observation, it wouid

seem that th:is is & fairly typical trait among Chinese mothers in Hong
Kong. That is, they are extremely conscious of their role in maintaining
conformity to expected behavior. Although the boys interviews do not show
strong evidence for more guilt among control boys and there appear to be

no differences in identification, there is a significant difference between
aggressive and control boys in regard to their affection for their fathers,
which is consistent with reported problems between father and son in the
previous sections.

These results demonstrate very similar findings when compared to
Bandura and Walters study. In both studies pérents of aggressive boys
demonstrate less affection and more hostility between themselves than do
- parents of the non-aggressive boys. Aggressive boys also show less affec-
tion for their fathers than do non-aggressive boys. Such findings support
the notion that it might well be especially difficult for the aggressive
boys to become identified with their fathers and to internalize their

controls to the extent that the non-aggressive boys do.



SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Limitations Of Study

The major limitations in a study of this nature are two-fold. On
the one hand, the sample size is too small for generalizaticns to be
made, but equally seriocus is the fact that the sample of aggre;sive boys
is taken solely from the most extreme group of aggressive boys (i.e. having
been involved in a violent crime).

At the outset of the study it was intended that a broader spectrum
of aggressiveness be included in the sample. However, since there were
comparatively few violent offenders in relation to other types of offen-
ders, the author wished to study as many boys of the more extreme type
as possible. Furthermore, both the lack of time and mahpower limitations
thwarted the possibility of providing a more representative sample, and
one that could more effectively utilize& the cross-cultural comparison.
At the same time, the value of obtaining a sample of more extreme offen-
ders should not be overlocked as it provides an interesting and useful
comparison, particularly with reference to the Hong Xong sceﬁe and in
reference to future cross-cultural comparisons as well.

In addition to these major factors were problems encountered in
implementation of the research activity. As indicated previously, inter-
views with aggressive boys were without prior warning, and they were sep-.
arated from thuse who had not yet been interviewed. ‘However, in the case
of the non-aggressive boys and their parents, it was noted that there was
more Suspicion and resistance evidenced. Part of this was naturally due
to the unfamiliarity of these people with research interviewers, and part

of it can be attributed to the suspicion that is initially aroused from a

74
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stranger, even though prior supporf and sanction of the school princi-
pals was obtained. Moreover, the fact that the interviewers were unabie
to interview the non-aggressive boys and their parents on the same day
and in one effort, implied that some of thése‘boys or their parents might
have discussed the contehts of the interviews with their schoolmates who
were scheduled fof interviews later. This may have contributed to a more
inhibited résponse onvthe part of theSe boyé and their parents. |

Another methodological difficulty that must be considered is the
potential bias of both interviewers and raters, since they were aware of
who the respondents were. However, some of this bias may have been less
serious since they were not aware bf the theoretical or hypothetical
assumptions and because of ihe systematic bias that occurred.

The matching of non-aggressivé'with aggressive boys was not main-
tained as objectively as in Bandura and Walters stﬁéy because of the lack
of intelligence tests. It is felt that the overall matching of occupa-
tional groups is fairly adeq‘uate, although precise information cdnqerning
income levels in both gfoups was not obtained.

The fact that the aggressive boys represented an institutionalized
sample, may wéll have influenced their responses to questiomnaire items.
In a similar fashion, the fact that the boys were institutionalized might
also have caused biased resporises on the part of their parents. In both
éases the responses (the boys and their parents) might have tended to
reflect stereotyped responses. '

‘It would have been interesting and helpful to obtain projective
responses (Themantic Deviation Test) to specific situations through the
use of picture cards. These type of responses are another means whereby

the hypothesis concerning aggression can be further tested. Unfortunately,
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the lack of time and availability of picture cards that reflect an orien-
tal setting were barriers to this possibility.

In spite of these limitationsg some initial comparisons and infer-
ences can be’drawn from this study. Further research in the Asian setting
may, hopefully, benefit from the issues discussed here.

. Comparative Inferences: Although one camnot make reliable compari-

sons between Bandura and Walters étudy and this study due to the differ-
ences in the composition of the aggressive boys sample, some inferences
can be discussed in ter@s of what appear to be similar or dissimilar
findings in both studies.

As pointed out previously the major differemce between Bandura and
Walters study and this Study is the extent to which aggressiveness is
encouraged by parents. Clearly, parentérof aggressive boys in the Amer-
ican study demonstrated a much greater encouragement of aggression and
the aggreséive sons of these mothers revealed‘more aggression in all
respects, than did the Hoﬁg Kong boys‘ This difference is an important
reflectlon of cultural contrasts among the two populatlons under study.

A51de fvom thls ma3or dlfference there are mary similarities in
the two studles Whlch suggest that the methods of handling c ildren and
the correspond;ng behag}orwevldsnced'by the boys in the two cultures,
are not at éil different. Rejection by the7aggréssive boys pérents, the
greater sexual activity am@ng the - aggre531ve boys, the resistance to
restrictions and demands among the aggressive boys the 1ower degree of
affection and greater hostility among parents of aggressive boys are all

very similar in both studies.
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The fact that there were considerably more similarities than differ-
ences in the findings of these two studies suggests that the social-psycho-
logical theoretical framework of Bandura and Walters supports the notions
of frustration-aggression theorists, particularly in relation to frustrated
dependency needs. On the other hand, the findings of this study must also
be viewed with a recognition of the sampling limitations mentioned earlier
which means that it is difficult to provide, at this juncture, a more Tig-
orous cross-cultural comparison. Finally, other research'approaches to
the problem of violence among youth should be considered so as to give a
more balanced theoretical perspective concerning the many complex issues

involved.

Other Theoretical And Research Considerations: The influence of

peers among these offenders canmot be underestimated in view of the fact
that the motive for committing a violent offense was of a gang revenge
nature in 50% of the offenses. One half of these acts were planned while
the remainder were umplanned. Furthermore, slightly over one third of
these adolescent offendefs admitted being involved with triad societies,
and it.is not certain how many other boys were associated with a triad
group, but denied it. These data illustrate that there are both organized
as well as more loosely knit small groups or gangs that are a decisive
influence in implementation of the violent act.

The interviews with the offenders also indicate that the majority of
them cite boredom as a major precipitation factor in encouraging them to
seék some form of excitement, which‘very often took the form of "getting
even' with another individual or rival group (unplanned acts of violence
occurred in 60% of the acts). Acts of violence then, appear to have
excitement as a deeper underlying motive and for some of these adolescents,

the chance to be a hero among peers is noted. This seemingly senseless
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rather than premeditated violence is seen by Yablonskyzo and others as
a "quick, almost magical way of achieving power and prestige'.

Since the peer influence appears considerable as indicated in'our
interviews with‘these adolescent offenders, respectful consideration
must be given to theoretical, research, and treatment aspects of this

issue.

The Gang And Sociological Theory: Albert Cohen, in his book Delin-

quent Boys, views peer influence within the gang as "a collective effort
onthe part of youth to resolve adjustment problems proﬁuced by disloca-
tions in the larger society."21 " In this perspective, the gang offers boys
a legitimate means (violence) of dealing with their status-frustration
prableﬁﬁ.

Bloch and Niede;hoffer‘szz views are samewhat different in that they
view the gang behavior as a universal and normal adolescent striving for
adult status. Thus, all cultures demonstrate this phenomenon as an urge

toward manhood. In this sense, the adolescent gang provides support,

courage and struggles for power among rival groups.

zaYablonsky, Lewis, The Violent Gang., The Macmillan Company, 1962.

21C0hen, Albert, Delinquent Boys: The Culture Of The Gang. Glencoe,
Illinoisgz'The Free Press, 1935. ’

i ZZBloch, Herbert and Niederhoffer, Arthur, The Gang. New York, The
Philosophical Press, 1958.
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Walter Miller?3 emphasizes a lower-class adolescent theory of gangs
which is similar to Cohen's view. He stresses that different lower class
boys have varying achievement aspirations, and those youth who are con-
fronted with the largest gap between aspirations and possibilities for
achievement are most delinquency prone. The results of this particular
study seem to confirm this assumption in that the control boys parents
have higher aspirations for their boys, and these boys have progressed to
middle school level whereas the aggressive boys were only, for the most
part, able to finish primary school.

Yablonsky, in his study of New York gang behavior describes three
types of gangs that appear in '‘gang neighborhoods': (1) the delinquent |
gang (2) violent gangs (3) social gangs.

"The ''delinquent gang' is dominated by activities such
as stealing or assault with material profit as the
essential motive. The '‘violent gang'' activity is dom-
inated by sociopathic themes of prestige-seeking vio-

lence (for kicks) as the goal. The "'social gang' is
a group comprised of tough. youths who band together.™

24
Yablonsky points out that some gangs are a mixture of the three
types above, but that each provides a dominant motive or thems. He
further asserts that the "violent gang" has some permanence for its
members, but that it is much less cohesive than is ordinarily assumed.
He indicates that membership is constantly in flux aﬁd that marginal

delinquent or social types of individuals may move away or toward the

more sociopathic members of the violent gang.

25yalter Miller, in W. C. kvaraceus and W. B. Miller, Delinquent
Behavior, Washington, D.C.; National Education Association, 1959.

24Yablonsky, Lewis, The Violent Gang, p. 149.
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Yablonsky makes an important observation when he breaks the gangs
and their membership into different typologies that reflect different
motives. Such a typology implies that not all gangs. are violent, nor
are all the members of the gangs of a violent nature. Such a descrip-
tion is important to acknowledge as one often encounters a more recent
popularization of the notion that there is a subculture of violence
among some groups in society. No doubt there is a tendency among some
groups, such as described in this study, for violence and some theor-
ists such as Wolfgang and Ferracutti are proponents of this notion. 2>
Thus, it is important to make a-distinction based on empirical evidence
and, thus far, we do not have enough empirical evidence to suggest that
some groups are prone to violence. In fact there is evidence to the con-
trary.26 What is needed is a continuation of research into gang behavior

and in particular more data gathered on the nature of violence as well

as the frequency of violent acts committed.

Future Research: It is important to recognize that both family
relatidﬁships as well as peer influences play an important role in the
promntién of delinquent and violent behavior. However, a larger sample
of bothvaggréssive youth and non-aggressive youth is needed for further

testing of hypotheses mentioned in this study.

2SWolfgang M. and Ferracutti, F., The Subculture Of Violence.
London: Travistock Paperbacks, 1967. : '

>26Miller, Walter and et. al. (1961) in a study of violent gangs
in Boston, found that the overwhelming majority of aggressive acts in
the groups studied was of low intemnsity and limited to non-physical
forms. ‘
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Tt is also important to consider research efforts directed at the
gangs now in operation in Hong Kong. It is noted»thaf the aggressive
youth in this study had known their peers for as many as eight or more
years in many instances. They had grown wp together in the same neigh-
borhood and initially seemed to fulfill the needs of a ''social gang".
Howgvery it is clear that several became identified with the delinquent
type gang (triad society) and in some instances with a violent type
motive, but this more often seem associated with a revenge»meiive,

It would be important to imvestigate how thése social groups grad-
ually evolved into delinquent aﬁd violent types of activities; If vio-
lent acts in themselves are to be investigated than it would seem bene—A
ficial to do' in depth interviews with youths who have committed repeated
violent offenses with a veiw toward substantiating that such individuals
may be prone to violent dispositions due to personality factors. It

‘would be helpful to ascertain the extent to which the boys in this study
continued crimes of a violent nature. It is the opinion of this author
that the majority of them might not involve themselves in violence, but
could very well resume delinquent activities upon returning to their
groups in the cammunity. Moreover, this return to the commnity might
well offer additional opportunity to observe and research gang behavior
among these youth.

Finally, of serious impartgnce is the issue of how to deal with
such problems of youth in Hong Kong especially in view of the fact that
"the incidence of violent crimes in this city has more tham tripled since -

1969, 27

Z7”Hong Kong, '"Pearl Of The Orient,'" Hit by Recession, The Asian
Student, December 21, 1974.
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Treatment Considerations: Dentention for youth offenders in Hong
f)

Kong 1s the primary mode of punishment, although scme first offenders
are placed on probation ifor less serious offenses. The detention facil-
ities in which these boys were residing at the time of our interviews
provide classroom, recreational and group activities. The primary
treatment emphasis is casework. A rather unique feature of the casework
approach in Hong Kong is the fact that a boy is assigned thé same case-
worker during hisdgenton period as well as upon release for follow-up. ,
In this way the caseworker hes an opportunity to maintain continuity in
the relationship, and he alsoc becomes a key person in assisting the boy
In his re-establishment of family ties. Such continuity is often lack-
ing in other major cities of the world. However, the geographic com-
pactness of the colony and its easy access to all forms of transport
make this possible.

At the time the study was conducted there was very little group
work within the training centers and in the commmity. It may be that
more efforts have been made since then for in view of the significance
of the gang influence’it should be one of the major modes of treatment
for youngsters of this.kindq |

This is not to say that no effort has been made in this direction.
In 1966 there was an organized effort to introeduce detached workers into
various parts of Kowloon. 28 Recommendations from this experience suggested
a strong need for expansion of such services and that continued experimen-
tation with the method be promoted.

Tﬁé experiences cited by Yablonsky and detached workers in New York
are invaluable not only because they point out some success in such work,

but because they are realistic in their appraisals of the dangers and pit-

28 e Thiam Swee, "An BExperiment in Detached Work', Hong Kong Feder-
ation of Youth Groups, 1969. (Unpublished Report)
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falls of the detached worker's assumptions, role and methodology. Any

endeavor by proponents of this method should find Yablonsky's observa-

tions and suggestions helpful. Among the guidelines he cites for a more

effective utilization of the detached worker approach are:

a) 'It is necessary for the detached gang worker to be

b)

d)

trained to dlagnose accurately several types of gang
structure. Different approaches are required for the
social, delinquent, and violent gangs.

The accurate diagnosis of the violent gang reveals
different degrees of participation and involvement.
Marginal members may be worked with through more
conventional treatment approaches; core violent-gang
particiapnts and leaders require a different and more

intense form of treatment.

A violent gang can be further integrated by working
through the leaders. The detached gang worker should
avoid giving the leader credence since this may rein-
force violent gang structure. Providing the socio-
pathic leader with “official" status and activity
opportunities for his gang tends to defeat rather
than achieve sound corrective goals.

The detached gang worker, as an official representative
of the more inclusive soCiety, must avoid sanctioning
or participating in deviance to gain what will turn out
to be false acceptance and rapport. He should serve as
an adequate law-abiding adult role model. In this way
he may become a bridge or vehicle for bringing the
larger society's constructive values and norms to the

gang.”zg

In essence, Yablonsky's approach is to accurately diagnose the type

of gang and the members of the gang followed by an effort to get marginal

members back into constructive activities while dealing with the core

leaders through arrests and placing them in an intensive group treatment

aimed at modifying their attitudes so as to be resocialized into society

again. In short, he seeks to gradually break up the gang so that it can

no longer provide the milieu from which aggression can be sanctioned.

29Yablonsky, Lewis, The Violent Gang, p. 244-245.
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The type of intensive group treatment suggested by Yablonsky is that
which is accomplished at Synannon, a halfway house for drug addicts, in

P

California. >

Yablonsky's experience as well as other brave souls who have become

detached workers requires a considerable amount of courage and maturity,

It appears that this ingredient is little discussed in the literature

on detached workers. To neglect this element is to avoid 'coming to terms
‘with the difficulties of the work and the type of individual who can best
deal with such problems. Unquestionably, prior training is essential but
in the final analysis training camnot be a substitute for clear thinking
when dealing with complex delinquent behavior. No less important is that
such detached workers should receive a salary commensurate with such
abilities and substantial psychological support from their immediate super-
visors.

This is not to éa;y that the detached worker approach is the only
approach in dealing with such gangs. More punitive measures can be intro-
duced, but punitive measures do not change the structure of these groups.
The neighborhood gang remain intact and welcome the offender upon his
return frem a detention. facility. Much more experimentation and effort
in detached work should be encouraged in the Hong Kong scene. But such
effort mist receive considerably‘ rore finencial and commmity support than

it now does.

30Yaft)lonsky , Lewis, Synannon.
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Conclusion: This study, insofar as it goes, demonstrates that
faulty socialization patterns within the Hong Kong families, as in their
American counterparts, can be a strong force in the loosening of family
ties which, in turn, promote a lack of internalized parenfal and societal
values. It may, then, be further hypothesized that youngsters from such
families have a stronger predisposition toward taking oﬁ the values of
their peers to the extent of performing delinquent or violent acts as
the norms of the group or gang dictates. To further test this assumption
a much larger sample study should be undertaken to include a broader
spectrum of aggressive youth, In addition, much more attention should be
given to both research,and_ccrrectionél approaches with groups and gangs
of young meﬁ in the colony. It is;%he.authof‘f.impression that some of
this gang activity in Hong Kong coulé be channéled into more constructive
goals, particularly since the origin of such groups appears to be founded
on a social rather than delinquent or violent level to begin with. That
is, the aggressive boys all indicate in interviews that their friendships
with the boys they committed the crimes were originated several years ago
in their neighborhoods. At that time it is assumed that most of the boys
~had not involved themselves with serious cirmes, although we cannot be
certain that they were not already involved in petty criminal activity.
However, further experimentation with group work along these lines requires
considerable maturity of the worker along with a great deal of supervisory
support and adequate salary.' Sﬁch efforts would require considerably more
comminity support before expansion of such work could be accomplished.

In spite of the limitations of this study it must also be recognized
that the presence of many significant findings give strength to the pat-

terns found. Equally interesting is the fact that the comparisons between
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Bandura and Walters and this study point to a considerable number of
similar findings, particularly as they pertain to the aggressive boys
and their parents. Moreover, the most significant finding insofar as
comparative differences are concerned occurs in the considerably less
aggression expressed by the Hong Kong boys (both aggressive and non-
aggressive) when contrasted to theif counterparts in America. This
lower expression of aggression may well account for the lower crime rate
in general among the Hong Kong population. This rather remarkable fact
is éonsidered by the author to be a result of greater social control by
the Chinese family although the influence of neighborhood groups may also
play a part in such social control.

The resulﬁsrcf this study indicate that the family is the primary
environmental factor contributing to the aggressive anti-social behavior
of these boys. Thus, overly punitive parents, imitation of peers or
leaders and insecure male identification are all factors that might pre-
dispose an adolescent toward violent behavior. There are obviously
other factors not touched upon very much in this paper which also must
be considered. Individual or group expectations that are not met can
: also result in violence and Hong Kong has been witness to such occurrences.
More subtle influences in promoting violence are such things as a precip-
itating event, a low expectation of pumnishment, boredom, group contagion
and strong obedience to authority.

" It is hoped that this study has made a beginning‘effort in assessing
'fheAcagses and circumstances under which a youth commits a viclent offense’
in Hong Kong. When one considers the fantastic population growth of the
colony in contrast to its relatively low rate of violence, this is truly

remarkable. Certainly the Chinese people of Hong Kong have much to be
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proud of in being able to keep the level of violence as low as it is.
Nevertheless, the more recent trend toward a greater incidenée of vio-
lence in the colony deserves more research and effort to combat the prob-
lems of these youth.

Although the task is very great and many wouid:égfée without solution,
it should be remembered that not all gangs are v1olent nor.-are their mem-

bers; violent behavior can be learned; and perhaps frustratlons limited

and constructive alternatives found if.. ..the cammunlty 's w1111ng to pro-

vide the necessary support for the hard work to be don
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APPENDIX A
PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

“mat school or schools has attended in recent years?

2. How have you felt =zbout 's progress in schoolwork dur-
ing the past few years? (‘inat have you said to him?)
he Considering 's ability, are you sztisfied with how he
is doing in his schoolwork?
c, Have you expressed this feeling to him? (ihat have you said?)
d, ‘How far would you like to go with his schooling?
(iny particular college?)
e, ©hat kind of job would you like him to get?
f. Does know what you expect of him?

Hou well does get along with people his own age?
a. (IF NOT WELL) ¥%hat have you done about this?
b, (IF WELL) Has he ever had difficulties in mixing?

How about sports? How 1mportant do you think it is for a boy
to do well in these?

a, If does well in sports, what do you say or do about it?
b, What if he does not do too well?
c. Has does as well as you would like him to in sporis?

d. How much have you encouraged him to take part in sports?

Now, we'd like to get some diesa of the sort of things is
allowed to do and the sort of things he isn't allowed to do.
nat are some of the restrictions you have for him?

as Bow about going out at night?

b. Docs he have to check out or be in at a certain time?

¢. Do you expect him to let you know what he has been doing?

d, Are there any things you forbid him from doing when he ;s
with his friends? Places you forbid him going?

es Are there any of his friedns with whom you have discouraged
him from associating? '

£, Is allowed free use of the family car?

g, . How about smoking and drinking, how do you feel about these°

h, How about using bad language?

i, Can use the radio and TV as freely as he likes?

Js Are there times when has to do his homework?

ko Are there times when he has to refrain from being noisy
"about the house? v

In general, do you znd your {husband, wife) agree about what re-
strictions you place on 7
a, (IF NCT) On what do you disagree?
(IF YBS) Are there any thirgs of this sort about which you
disagree? _ :
b. Do you and your (husband, wife) follow through equally in -
5ettln¢ him to do as you wish? ' ’
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c. Does geem to accept the restrictions you place on him
or does he resent them? Does he try to get around them in
anv way? Does he ever ignore them completely? How often?

4, Do you feel in general that ‘ is frank »nd open with you
about where he has been and the sort of things he doe oute
side the home? Does he ever seem to resent your asking him
about these things? Avoid telling you about them?

How does get his spending money?

2. Does he have a regulsr allowance? (Did he ever?)

b, On what basis is the allowance given to him? Does he have
to earn it?

ce Does earn extra money by taking on part-time jobs?
%as this of his own choice or did you encourage him to earn?

d. About how much of his total spending money does he get this
way? (Very little, most, etc.) A

es -nat does do with the money he gets? How does he use
it?

vf@ To what extent do you have a say in this?

ge ‘ho vays for his clothes? Picks them out? Do you let him
wear what he likes or are there some things you object to his
wearing? What do you do about this? What does he do when
you object? :

he. Does ever coune to you for extras money? What do you
usually do about this? Does his. (father, mother) usually
know about this?

To what extent do you think a boy of . 's age should be. nade
responsible for taking care of his room or his place in the

home?

a. “hat kinds of respomsibilities does have?

bs How long has he been expected to do these things? ,

ce How did you go about getting him to do these things?

d. How much do you keep after him to see that these things are
done?

e. To what extent does . try to get out of doing these
things? Does he ever-seem to resent having to do them?

f. Do you and your (husband, wife) agree about the sorts of
things should be responsible for?

e Do you and your(husband, wife) agree on the extent to,which
you expect to carry out these responsibilities? ‘

Some (mothers, fathers) expect their children to obey immedi-

ately when they tell them to do something; others don't think
it is terribly important for a child to obey right away. What
is your feeling about this?

If doesn't do whet you ask, .do you ever drop the subject,
or do you always see to it that he does it?

When gets angry at you, whet does he do?

a. Does he ever shout or swear at you? Answer back? How
often? ‘

b. Has he ever struck you? Thrown things around the house?
How often? : : v B

c. Stamped out of the house? Slammed doors? How often?

d. How much of this sort of thing have you allowedf ‘What do you
da?
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13.
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15.

16,

iow, I'd like you to think back to when | was a baby. Yoo

took care of him for the most part?

a. Did you have any one to help you on.a regular basis?

b. How much did (you, your husband) do in taking care o1
whep he was a baby? Did (you, husband) every change the
baby's diabers? Feed him? 8ive hinm a bath? How often?

(guestion applies to both husband and wife.)

Did you have time to spend with when he was a small child

hesides the time that was necessary for feeding him, changing

him, and regular care? ‘ :

2. Tell me about what you did in this time? How much did you
play with him and that sort of thing?

b, Did you find some time every day for this sort of thing, or
was that impossible? What about week ends?

c. And what about your (husband, wife), how much time did (he,
she) have for things like this? o :

Then _ was a smali child, how did you feel about lettingA

hinm run dout indoors without his clothes on? '

a. “hat did you do whern you noticed him playing with bimself?
b. Suppose you found him doing this now, how would you feel
about it? What would you do?

How about sex play with other childien, did this ever come up?

a. (IF Y8S) What happened and what did you do about it?
(IF NO) “ould you have allowed this or do you think you
‘would have done something abomt it? :

b Suppose you found that had now begun to go around with

girls, how would you feel about it?

¢« How about petting, how do you feel about that?

d. How do you feel about young fellows who go all the way with

- girls? ' : A

ca Does know how you feel?

f. How has he become aware of this?

ge Are there any things which might do in this way that
would make you particularly upset? .

he Do you think is worried at all about matters that have
to do with sex? : ' .

Yhat is the best way, do you think, for a young fellow to learn
about sex?

2. From whom do you think it is best for a boy to get informa—

, tion and advice about sex matters? o

b, To what extent has come of his own accord and asked you
things? 7 -

Co. "at sort of information xave you given?

one {mothers, fatuners) feel that boys of s age should
go places with their families; others think it is better that
they should go off with their friends. How do you feel about
this? ;

2. Have you expressed your feelings about his to 2  (What
have you said?) .

(V3]
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b. Hhe
&

ot does usually do?

¢, Yhat family activities such as visiting or week-eng trips
i do you eoxpect to take part in?

d, Has ever objected to taking part in these? Yhat have

you done about this? . .

e, How much time does spend at home with the family?

f, How much have you encouraged him to do this?

g (I ZHCOURAGEMENT) How have You gone abgut deing this?

~ {IF NG ENCOURAGEMENT) Would you tell me a little more about

hovwi you feel about this?

L

Do you feel that you spend as much time with as other
(mothers, fathers) do with their BONS, Or more?

2s When ycu and he are alone, what sort of things do you do?
b. Do you often take him shopping or to shows or to anything
like that? (Hew eften?) : .
Yhen you do this, does your Chusband, wife) usually accole
pany you, or do you and go alone?
do What kind of hobbies does - have-the sort ef things that
can keep him interested when he's at home? ‘ S
es Do you have much time to help him in these or show him
how to do things? What are you able to do in this way?
fo How about when he was in grade school, what kind of things
did you do with him =and how wmuch time dig you spend with
him then? Was it any different? :
go In general, do you like having around you, or do you
think it is better for him to £0 off with his friends?
h. How do you suppose feels about doing thingw with
you, or being out in your company? A
i, Have there been any times when you've felt that he wanted
- to be too much in your company? How about when he was
- younger? . What did you do about this?

Co

When is in difficulties, does he ever come to you to talk

things over?

2e What kind. of things»has he come to you about? Yhat do you
do, say?

b. Suppose he is worried about something, or has gotten into
4 scrape, does he come to you then? What do Yyou do,; say?

c. Are there any (other) ways in which he asks you to help him
out? - '

d. How about asking you for help on his schoolwork? ‘“%hat do
you say, do?

es How muck have Jou encouraged him to come to you for help in
things like these? Have Jou ever discouraged him from
coming because you felt he should stend on his own feet a
little nmore? :

¥ren has a decision to mzke, say about buying something
or deciding what he should do for an evening, to what extent
does he talk this over with you? ‘Yhat might he say in a case
like thig?

as Yhat (other).sortsof things might he seek your opinion on?-
Does he discuss his friends with you, for eXample? Vhat do
you say? :

b. How much have you and he discussed his future? What have -
you said to him about this?

¢, How much notice do you expect him to take of your sugges—
tions or opinions? Do Jou ever tell him he should work

things out for himself and not rely too much oq_gigupgtgn;s?,»
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“hen you offer advice or make a suggestion to him,
ghst doss he do? Does he usually follow it right awuy?
Do you feel that he does the very opposite of what you
suggest just because you suggested it?

d.

20, I'm wondering if you could tell me wmore about the mlationshiyp
between you and .Do you show your affection toward eacih other
quite a bit, or are you fairly reserved?

2. Are there sowme things about that you really enjoy and
make you like doing things with him?:

b, How well do you think you and - . know and understand one
another? Do you think you usually know how he feels, and
does he seem to understand how you feel?

¢. In what way do you get on each other's nerves?

21. Can you tell me something about the relationship between
and h's (father, mother)? How much affection would you say
they show towards each other?

a. How well do you think and his (father, mother) under=-

stand each other? A
‘be In what ways do they get on each other's merves?

22, ilould you tell me also about the relationship between you and
your (husband, wife)? Do you express affection towards each
other freely or are you somewhat reserved?

a. Do you spend much time together? What sort of things do
you do together? : '

b. Do you enjoy one another's company?

¢. How well would you say you and your {husband, wife) get
along together?

de In what ways do you get on one another's nerves?

2%, Some people think it is very important for o boy to be able to
stand up for himself, others think boys are only too ready to
do this.. How do you feal about this? (If asked what we mean
by “stand up for himself,V say, "assert himself when he feels
he is right.') :

as Have you ever had to encourage to stand up for himself?
iMat precisely have you done to encourage him?

b, Have you ever encouraged to use his fists to defend
himself? Yhat precisely have you done to encourage him?

¢, Has he ever come to vou and complained that another fellow
was glving him 2 rough time? S

d, (IF YBS) !Mmat have you advised him to do about it?
(IF ®0) Suppcse he did, what would you say to him?

e. If got into a fight with one of the mneighbor's boys,
how would vou handle it? How far would you let it go?
f. Yhat would you do if you found teasing another fellow

or calling hi= bad names? How far would you let it go?
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27.

28,

30.

(¥ NOT AN ORLY CIILD) How well would you say gets along
gith bhis brother(s) and/or sister(s)?

How do you handle things if they quarrel?

Buppose - strikes hlo brother or sister, what do you do°
Hov do you deal with it if is unpleasant to them in
other ways? ‘hat do you say to him?

de *low do their squabbles usually start?

e, ho do you think is usually to blame?

QO o o
®

L4

Has ever complained that a teacher or another adult was
being unfair to him?

a2, (IF YBES) What did you do? Say? )
(IF NO) Suppose this happened, what would you do? Say?

be Have you ever encouraged to stand up for himself against
an adult? ‘

ces What would you do 1f you discovered ‘was giving a teacher
a hard time? W%hat would you say?

Some youngsters play hooky from school; what about ?

a.(IF YES) How did you find out about this? W¥hat did you say
(IF NO) Suppose "wanted to stay home from school, what
yould you do? Say?

Host (mothers, fathers) want their sons to grow up into very
manly persons. What do you expect of your boy in this way?

aa Are there things you would expect of him that you might not

expect of a duaghter?
be Do you think bays should have different responsibilities in

the hcme from girls? .
¢. How have you gomne about teaching things that are expected

of him as a boy?

e have been talking about how you handle in many differ-
ent situations. WNow we'd like to know something about how you
go about correcting and getting him, in general, to
behave the way you want hiw to. Do you have any s¥stem of
rewvarding him for good behavior? .

as. Do you ever reward him with money or speciel privileges?

b, How else might you reward him? . :

¢. Do you always reward him when he does something good or only
on certain occasions? ‘ ‘ o '

- Sone (mothers, fathers) prﬁﬂse their children quite a bit when

they are good; others think thet you ought to take good behavior
for granted and that there is no point in prﬁlslng a child for
it. Hov do you fecl about that?

2. What if he juaps up to do something you've asked him to do,

what do you say?
be What if does something very nice, like glVlnv you or his
(father, rother) A pleasant surprise, what do you do then?

In training have you ever said, "Your father does it thls
way'? Under what clrcumstances might you say this?

2. hor else have you held up as an example - older brother or
sister? Grandparcnts? Other relatives? Friends?
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bs Is there anJone you mention as an exaaple of what not to
do? TFor instance, 'You're acting just like so and so-you
wouldn't like to be like him, would you?"

pick up bad habits pretty quickly from people whom

c. Boys can
around a lot, Have you ever moticed doing

they are
+His9
d. Yhat have you said to him abont 1t?

Suppbs has been behaving very badly and giving you or his
(father, mother) a hard time, what kind of things do you say
to him? Can you give me soms examples?

a. Are there any other things you might say?
b, ¥het do you find most effective in this situation?

What other ways have you used to discipline since he has
bean in high school?

a. How often have you found it necesszary to slazp hlm or give
him a licking? Once a year? How about when he was younger?

b, ¥What about deprivirg him cf privileges? How often would you

" say you have done this? Once a month? WUhat about stopping

his allowance or not letting him do things he wants to?

¢o 'That about making him look ridiculous in front of other
people? In front of the rst of the fmily? Do you find it
helps to be sarcastic?

d, How often do you have to scold him or grumble at him? Do

you find you have to keep on nagging at him until he does
things?

e, Do you sometimes igunore him or refuse to speak to him until
he does as you wart? Tell him you don't want any more to
do with him until he changes? Tell him he doesn't behave
like a son of yours? Try to make him feel ashamed of hin-
self by pointing out that he is ungrateful or doesn't
appreciate what you've done for him? (Hou often? Once
a month, weelk, ?) ,

f, Are there any other ways in which you'’ve gone about discipline-
1ng ?

5. “hich of these things areayou most llkely to do‘7 Which do
you find most effective?

For what is most freqﬁently rebuked or punished? How
do you handle = this? . .

“hen you punish or tell khim off, how does he react? Do you
thinli he resents being purished?

a. Docs he get over it quickly?

b, Some (mohters, fathers), after having to punish a boy,
think it best to try to smooth things over, while others
think it better to do nothing about it and let the boy
cet over it on his own. Fhat do you feel sbout this?

In general, how well-would you say-do you and your (husband,
2

vife) agree about the best way to handle ?
. Can you give me an idea about the kinds of things you and
your (husband, wife) might not agree about entirely?
b, Do the children know that you and your,(husband, wife)
disagree? How do they know this?

3}
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“hen has to be disciplined, who usually does it, you
or your (husband, wife), assuming both of you are there?

2, Do you {or does your husbard, wife) punish him at all?
On whet occasions? : :

. How strict is your (husband, wife) with

c. Does (he, she) ever do cnythlwg in dlsc¢p71nlng that
vou'd rather (he, she) didn't do? Did (he} she) ever in

the past?

?

lie are wondering who makes the main decisions about the

children? In some families it's the father, =znd in others the

mother. How does this work out in your family? :

a, How much do you consult your (husband, wife)? - OR How much
does (he, she) consult you? :

ihen theré s a-family decision to be made, like deciding where
to go for an outing, or what sort of lothing or household
1tem such as a radio or TV to buy, how is this usually reached?

2s Suppose there's a disagreement in the family about a matter
like this, how i$ it usually reaolved°

Do you think has been especially difficult or easy to

. bring up compared with other children?

a. (IF MOT AN ONLY CHILD) How does he compare with his brother(s)

and/or sister(s)?
b, What especially makes him that way?

WJhom would you say is most like, personality-wise?

2. What makes you say that?
b, In what ways, if any, do you think he resembles you?
c. Whet about your (husband, wife)?

Now, Jjust a few more general questions about . Do you
think has had a fair chance in life? ‘

a., Would you tell me why you think that?
be Wnat sorts of things have been hard on him? -

If you had your time over and had to bring up again,
would you do things any differently from the way you have done
them?

2. What sort of things might you change?

b. Why do you feel this way?

Cs, Are there any ways in which you would espec1ally like to
" see him change?

d. ¥ould you wish your (husband, lee) to chanbe in any 1ay°

If your fondest dreams could come true, what things would you
wish for vhen he grows up? '

a. Does know you feel this way?
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APPENDIX B

*ADOLESCEHT INTERVIZY SCHEDULE

Have you lived with your parents all your 1ife?

a. (IF NO) How did that come about?

b. How long were you away from your home (mother;, father)?

c. Have you been scpzrated from either of your parents at
any time? (For how long? How about during the war?)

What grade schools have you attended?

2. And what high schools?

How do you feel about your (high) school? How zre things coming
along there? '

a. What kind of grades do you get?

b, Have you ever felt you'd like to move to another school?

ce How about the teachers you've had? How do you feel about
them?

'd. Do you think high scheol teachers are interested in helping

~ you? {(Why do you feel this way?)

ee Are there any teachers you especinlly dislike, and find it
aifficult to get along with? (What have you disliked about
them?) :

£, Have there been teachers you've really enjoyed working with?
(What did you like about them?) .

How often have you felt that a teacher has given you an unfair

grade?. o , )

a. Ave there any(other) ways you've felt teachers have treated
you unfairly? v ' ’ '

b, When this sort of thing happens, what do you do? Say?

ce Suppose a teacher punishes you unjustly, what do you do -
about it? (What do you say?) oo

3. What if he gives you too much homework? Tells you to do

something you think is unreasonable? (Do you_express your
feelings about this to him? What do you say?

If you dislike a teacher, do you ever itry to get back at him?
(Vhat do you do? How often?)

ihen did you last get mad at a teacher? (What did you do?)

Yhen was the time before that? (TThat 4id you do then?)

b, Have you ever struck or thrown something at a teacher?

(How often?) :

oo Slammed doors or desks and things 1ike that? (How often?

d, Sworn at them? Answered them back?

e How often would you say you got mad at a teacher?

£, What have you found the best way of dealing with a teacher
you don't like? : )

g. Have you ever. transferred out of a class because you didn't
like a teacher? (Complained to the vice-principal or a
counselor?) : ’

h., Yhen you've done something to annoy A teacher,; how do you

feel about it afterwards? (Do you just forget about 1t,

or do you sometimes try to make up for it in some way?)

ae
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Do you sometinmes do things openly in school for which you
know you'll get told off or punished?

a. imat sort of things? (How often?)

b. Have you ever been told.off for clowning in class? (What
sort of things have you donc? How often?)

¢. How about asking silly questions on purpose? HMaking funny
remarks?

4, Are there any other things of this sort that you've done?

How do you feel about going to a teacher or counselor to tallk
over problems? (How often would you say you did this?)

a. Vhat sort of things mlght vou ask about? (What about asking
them for help with schoolwork?)

be Do you think in general teachers can be helpful to you in
these ways? What .about counselors? (Why do you say this?)

¢e Does it ever make you feel uncomfortable if you have to get
help)from a teacher or counselor? (%What makes you feel this
Wc.yr) . ' .

d. If a teacher or counselor offers you advice, or makes a
‘suggestion, do you generally follow it, or do you prefer to
work things out for yourself?

ee Do you ever feel like doing something quwte different from
what a teacher suggests, just because he suggested it?

(Yhy might you feel this way?)

How importént would you say it was for a teacher to praise a
fellow for doing something good?

as Do you find it makes much difference to you if you get a
teacher who says nothing when you've done your best?

b. Do you :think .a fellow should have any (other) kind of reward
for good work or good behavior? (What would you suggest?)

ce 'How important do you think it is to get good grades in
school?

ds How about getting "good" or something like that on an a551gn~
ment?

e. How do you feel if you 0et poor grades? (What about getting
Tpoor! on an a581gnMent°)

f. That kind of a fellow do you think a teacher llkes best?
(How much do you try to be this way?)

Now,,I“d like your opinion of the fellows you've met at'high
schocl. How, in general, do you feel about them° (Do you
enjoy their company?)

a. #hat kind of things makes you like a fellow?

b. ¥hat kind of things makes you dislike a fellow° (How do

. you deal with this kind of guy?)

ce How do you deal with the kind of guy who lies pushing his
weight around? W¥hat do you do if he starts on you? (Suppose
he keeps on at you?)

de “hat about the sort of fellow who blows his top at you or

says things about you you don't like? (How do you deal
with him?) ' .
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vinen did you last hit a guy? (How did that come out?
How . often do you find you do this?
£, How often have you gotten into a fight s nce you've been
at high school? (How about grade school?
o. Heow about blowing your top at a guy? ‘hen was the la.t time
you did that? (How often does this happen?)
h. Do other fellows ever get mad at you because of things
vou've said to them? (Examples?) How often?
i, Do you ever feel like doing something mean to snother fello
(hat sort of thing makes you feel this way?) What do you
do when you feel this way? (How often does this happen?)
%hen you've got mad at a guy and hit him, how do you feel
afterwards? (What if you've said something unpleasant to
him?) 'Yhat do you usually do in a case like this?

w?
Je

Suppose some fellow plays & real dirty trick on you. How do
you go about getting even with him? (Can you give me some ex~
anples? ) :

2, hat have you found the best way of dealing with a guy who
gets you into trouble? (Suppose he did this on purpose?)
Suppose you were in trouble and necded help. How many friends
your own age have you to whom you could go in a case like that?

a. How do you feel about asking favours of friends, liké lending
you money or fixing you up with a date? (What if it were
a favor you couldn't return?) A

b. %Whet other sort of things might you ask them to do for you?
(how often?) ‘ ' _

¢, How frequently would you szy you do favers for them? (¥hat
sort of things do you do?)

‘de. How often would you say you went to your_friends for sugges-

tions on how to do things?
e. How about getting them to help you with your schoolwork?
{how often-do you do this?)
f., Do you ever talk to them about what courses you should take?
About what you should say to your teachers or parents?
g. Yhen & friend suggests something to you, do you generally
do what he suggests, or do you prefer to work things out for
yourself? (How much notice do you take of what your friends
say?) . _ : ;
h., Do you ever feel like doing the opposite of what a friend
of yours suggests, just because he suggested it? (How often?)
i, Does it ever make you feel uncomfortable if you have to get
helv from another fellow or can't mske up your mind for
' yourself? (¥hat mekes you feel this way?) ’

o do you prefer to spend your time, alowme or in the company

of friends? )

2. hat .sort of thines do you prefer to be alone to do?

b, Does being alone ever make you feel restless or unhappy?
“hat do you do in a case like this? (How often do you
feel this way?) ‘ :

- ¢, ‘hen you are with a group of friends, whot kind of things

do you like to do?
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d, How do you come to decisions about how you will spend the
time and so on?

e. How muhh do you express your opinions about what the group
should do? (Do you sometimes argue the point or do you
usually just go along with the others?)

f. Supvose you disagree with the decision, do you usually go

along with them, or do yot go off by yourself and do

what you want to do?

Do you care very much what other guys think of you” (ﬁhat'
about your really close friends?)

a. How do you go about trying te get them to like you?
b. Among the fellows you go around with, what sorts of things
make a guy respected and looked up to° {How much do you
" try to do these things?)
c.‘II your friends don't like some ways you act, do you try
to change, or do you think that's your business and not
theirs? '

" d. Do you ever find that you can't be quite honest to your

frieunds about things you've done or how you feel, because
- they might dislike you if you were? (About what sort
of things?) : , :

" Some fellows like very much to have friends with whom they

can talk things over and whom they can trust in. Others think
it best %o rely on no one but themselves. How do you feel

“about this? (Are there any sorts of things you prefer to
. keep to yourself?)

~a, How much do you think you can trust other guys? (Confide

in them?)

“be Do you enjoy having very close- 1":m.endshlps with other

fellows your own age, or do you feel it's better to. avoid
»hese°

Have there ever been times when you felt you weren't wanted
by your friends? (What,made you feel that way?)

a. Have you ever been thrown out of a group because the other
people didn't want you? (Tell me about that.)

Do you find you have difficulty in keeping friends?

as Yhy do you think this is?
bo Do you think on the whole that other huys like you?
G. that makes you say that°

Ye haven't said much about girls yet, How do you feel about
them?

as hat about dstes? How often would you say you dated a
girl? :
b, dow about pettinz? How far have you gone with this?
cs “hat do you think of a fellow who goes all the way with
girls? .
d. 'That about girls who go all the way? How do you feel about
" thenm?
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¢, Have you ever gone all the w2y with o girl? Hhen was the
lazst time you did th 1157 How did 1t come about?) How often
wauld you say. you'd gone 211 the way?

f. Suppose a friend of yours got s girl you knew into troub
what would you think of hin?

g. Suppose you go farther tran usual (all the way) with a
girl, how do you feel about thig? {(How do you feel after-
wards?)

he. Do you talk with your friznds much about the sort of things
vaulve been telling mc?

af

%, Yhat do you usually tell them about these matters? Do you
evnr tell them you've had more(or less) sex experience than
you've really had?

How do you feel about playing with vourself?

s, When did you first leavrn about this? (How did you find
out?) .

b, When did you last do this? (How often would you say you

say you did this 7) .

Ce Hﬂue you always done this slone, or have there sometimes
peen other fellows around? :

d. Has any adult spoken to you about this sort of thing?
(het did they say?) Do you think this’ has influenced Lik
way you feel about it? {Does this sort of thing ever get
vou worried? )

¢, Do you ever talk about this to your friends? (7hat do you

tell them? The same sort of thing as you've told me or

something different?)

“CI

sve you sometimes ﬂelt you'd liYe to have had more se
errlﬁncc than you've had so far? {ih=t sort of t
you s&y this?)

a. Have you ever had the chance of going a all the way with 2
girl and deliberately held yourself back from doing so?
{How often?) ‘

b. Have you ever felt like playing with "Gurself‘and deliberate~
1y held yoursslf back from doing this? ‘ '

Frow whom have you got most of your information about sex?
2. How mueh have you got from your parents? (¥hat have they

told you?) From books? Friends? Older boys?

t's talk about something else now, Do you like to take
?t n sportc like swimming, football, and boxing and 50
? ny do you feel this way?)

Qg b
'L"NU)

¢ How do you SUppPOsSe you coupare UhYSlC¢lIy Wlbh othpr Buys
your age?
b, If you could change your appearance in any way, would you
yant to do so? (Hoz*} ire there sny other ways?
c. Have you ever felt embarrassed because ybu‘ve had to strip
in front of other people? (7hat made you fecl that way?)

]

ere sver been times when you've felt you've gotb to
>thing follish just for the fun ot it, for example
g a window, or starting & fight, ‘or bresking up a
party? (How often? How do you feel afterwords?)

@
¥



N
\H
)

25.

26.

Let's suppose your rmother was living in one place and your
father in anothor, which would you choose to live with?
(Suppose all other things were equal.) ’

a. Yhat makes you prefer to live with your ?

How often would you say you went to your father to talk fhings‘
over? - (How about getting him to help you with your school-
work?)

a. 7hat (other) sort of things have you talked over with him?
(How about if you are worried about something or have gotten
into a serape? Do you go to him then?)

bs How good do you think he is at helping you out?

¢», When vyour father makes a suggestion, do you usually accept
it, or do you prefer to work things out for yourself?

(How much notice do you take of whzt he says?)

ds How about your mother? How often do you go to her to talk
things over? (Schoolwork?) '

ee Wnat (other) sort of things have you talked over with her?
(How about if you are worried over something or have got
into a scrape?)

_ f, If your mother makes a suggestion, do you generally accept

it, or do you prefer to work things out for yourself?

g. If your mother suggests you do something, do you ever feel
like doing something quite different, Jjust because she ‘
suggested it? ‘ -

h. %hat about if your father suggests something?

i, How often do you feel this way with your father? (And wigh-
your mother?) : '

To what extent do you discuss your friends with your mother?
Do you like to get her opinion of your friends?

a. "hat about your father? Do you discuss them much with him?

b, Suppose your mother objected to your going around with some=-
one? what would you do in this case?

¢, How about if your father objected? ' .

Sone fellows go around with their parents quite a lot, for
example, on trips or to movies. Others don't like this much.
How do you feel about this?

a. How about going places with your father? (Do you go places
regularty with him or only on special occasions?) '

b, Whet sort of things do you and he do together? (How often?)

What about when you and he are both at home? Are there

. any things you do together then? (How often?) :

¢. How do you feel about going places with your mother? (How
often do you go places with your mother?)

d. Thet sort of things do you do together? (How often?)
"hat about when you and she are both at home? Are there
things you do together then? (How often?)

e. With whom do you usually go for trips or vacations?
(Have you ever been away on a trip or vacation without
your parents?)

f. Do you ever deliberately avoid going out .with your mother,
or being seen in her company? (How often do you do this?)

.-Rs.Hbat about your father? (How often?)
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What sort of things does your mother like seszing you do,

(2

bs
Cx

the sort of things that make he

{(Hos

r really plezsed with you?

miuch do you try to do thzse things?)

Arc there any things you do just in order to please your
mother, things you know she'll really appreciate? (How
about doing favors for her, or giving her a pleasant
surprise?) How often do you do something of this sort?
“hat does She do in a case like this? (Say®)

‘Men you do something that she asks right away,; what does
she usually do? (Say?) (Vhat if you don't do it?)

On the whole, would you say your mother pralsed you readilly
vhen you do something good or tried to please her, or does
she sgem to take things like that for granted?

Does she have any {(other) ways of showing that shd's pleased
with you, 1like giving you money or special privileges,
when you do something that pleases her? (How often dowsu
ghe do thibgs like this?)

What sorts of things does your father like seesing you do,
the sorts of things that make him really pleased with vou?
(How much do you try to do these things?)

Are there any things you do just in order to please your
father, things you know he'll reslly appreciate? (How
often do you do something of this sort?) .

fhat does he do in a case like this? (Say?)

¥hen you do something thzt he asks rlvhf away, what does
he usually do? (Sav?) .

¥ould you s=y your father prazided you readily when you do
something good or try to please him, or does he sesem to
take things like that for granted? :

Does he have any {other) ways of showing you he's pleased,
like giving you money or special privileges? (How often
does he do things like that?)

Hov do you get your spending money? (Do you get a regular
allowance from your parents?) :

Ao

b

LY

de

b

Do you earn any wmoney by part~time jobs? (How much of
your spending money dc you get this way°} :
Suppose you run short of cash, what do you do? (Suppose
you need some extra money urgentlyv) ‘

How do you feel about going to your mother for extra
money? (To your father?)

How much freedom do you get to spend your money as you. like?
{Are there (any) things your parents ebject to your spend-
ing it on?)

How much do you consult your mother obOLﬁ how you should
spend your money? (Do yOL usually do what she suggests?)
dow much do you consult your father about this?. (Do you -~

usually do what he suggests?)

that happens when you need some new clothes? How is this han-~
dled in your home?.

55

Yho pays for them? (Uho picks them out?) Are there any
things your mother won®t let you wear? (Your father?)
Dozs your mother ever criticize your taste in clothes?
{(What do you do in this case? Say?)

Yhat 1f your father criticizes? (V¥hat do you do? Say?)
What hoppens if you disagree with your mother about what
you should wear?

“hat if you and your father disagree?
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that kind of jobs does your mother meke you responsible for
around the home? (Does whe expect you to look after your
ogn room? The garden? Clean the car?) %hat about your father?

@

°

toy long have you besn expected to do these jobs?

How much does your mother keep after you to see that you
do them? (hat if you fail to carry them out?) And your
father? -

How do you feel about having to do them? (Do you ever try
to get out of doing them? How?)

ithen you do something your perents don't like, or .haven't done
something you should have done, who usuzlly handles this,
your mother or your father?

e

Do
Co

do

If you do gomething your fzther doesn't like, something

‘he thinks wrong, what sort of thlngs does he do? {(What

if you don*t cbey him?)

Has he ever slapped you or given you a licking? (How
often? How about when you were younger?)

Taken sowmething away from you or stopped you doing some-
thing you wanted to do?

Made you look silly in front of other people? {(Called you
a baby or stupid or dumb and things like that”) (lrled to
make you feel ridiculous?)

Does he grumble at you very much? Keep on nagging you
about things until you do as he wants? {(About waht things?
How much?) - :

Has he sometimes ignored you or refused to speak to you
until you did as he wanted? Told you you were ungrateful
or that you didn't appreciate him enough or told you all
He's done for you? Told you he didn't want to have any more
to do with you until you changed?

Yhen he's displeased with you which of these things is he
mast likely to do?

If you do somethlng your mother doesn't lWKe, what sort of
things does she do?

Has she ever slapped you or given you & licking? (How
often? How about when you were younger?)

Taken something away from you or stopped you doing some-
thing you wanted to do?

Made you look silly in front of other people? (Called
you babyish or dumb or anything like that? (Tried to make
you feel ridiculous?)

- Does she grumble at you very much? Keep on nagging at you

until you do as she wants? (About what things? How much?)
Has she sometimes ignored you or zefused to speak to you
until yeou did as she wanted? Told you you were ungrateful
or didn't appreciate her erough or told you all she's deune
for you? Told you she didn't want to have any more to o
with you until you changea°

Yhen she's displeased wit? you, which of these things is
she most likely to do?

How do you feel about the way your mother has dealt with
you in regard to punishmert? (Do you think she's been
pretty reasonable, or do you think she's given you a
rough time?)

And your father? How do you feel about him?
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“nef sort of things does your mother forbid you to do around

the house?

e

bo

Ce

de

Se

1
Tle

s

e

Does she =ver insist that .you be quiet? Does she le* you
listen freely to the radic and TV?

Does she have any rules about when you should do your
homevork?

‘That about smaking or drinking? Using bad lrnguage?

“hat sort of things does your mother object to your doing’
when you are out with your friends or on your ovn? (Are
there any things she prefers you not to do?) :

Yoy about staying out late at night? Staying overnight

at the homes of your friends? :

Does she expect you to check out or be in at a certain

time? Stay away from certain places or certain people?

“mat sort of things does your father forbid you doing around
the house? , . : ‘
How much does he insist on quiet? Limit your use of the
radio or TV? , ‘ A :

Does he have any rules about when you should do your home-

vork? - ° )
How does he feel about smoking or drinking? Using bad
language? . : - :
“hat sort of things does your father object to your doing

vhen you are out with your friends or by yourself? (Are
there things he prefers you not to do?) g

How does he feel about your staying out late or remaining
away from home for a night? _ :

Docs he expect you to check out or be in at a certain .
time? Stay away from certain places or people? '

Do you ever feel like doing something your mother forbids
just in order to assert yourself? {How often do you feel
this way? How often do you actually do this sort of thing?)
Yhat about your fathzr? How often do you feel this way
with him? (How often do you actually do this?)

How do you feel about your mother's attitude about the
things you should do and the things you shouldn't do?

(Do you think she's pretty ressonable oxr do you think she
gives you less freedom than other fellows get?)

Lnd what about your father's attitude? ‘

How honest do you feel you can be to‘your mother about where
vou have been and what things you have done? '

e

b

d.

e,

How honest do you feel you can be to your father?
Does it ever seem especlally important not to tell your
mother where you have been and what sort of things youfve

_ been doing, even though you know she won't disapprove?

(How often do you feel this wsy?)

Do you sometimes feel this way with your father? (How
often?’ : , ‘ )
After you've done '‘sometking that your mother disapproves
of without her knowing about it, do you ever feel sorry
and go and tell her afterwvards?

#@hat if you feil to do something you were supposed to do,
kov does this make you feel? What do you say? Yhat do
you do?

Yhat if you do something you know your father disapproves
of? (Do you ever feel sorry and go and tell him afterwvards?)
that if you fail to do something you were supposed to do?
Yhat do you do? What do you say?
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I puess everybody gets engry with their parents sometinmes.
“Mat sort of things muke you angry with your father, for
example?

a. Uihat do you usually do when you get mad at him?

Have you ever struck your father? Thrown things around
the house? Sworn at him? Shouted at him? Talked back?
Stomped out of the house? Slammed doors and things lile
that? .
¢. %hat sort of things mzke you angry with your mother
d. Ynat do you us unlly do when you get angry with her°
e. %Yhat other sort of things have you done when you 've been

angry with her? (Repoat probes used for father.)

?. How often would you say you get angry at your mother?
g, After this happens, do you sometinmes feel very sorry and
try to make it up, or deo you usually 3ust 1et thlngs go?

(How do you do this?) ,

?

v‘hu How. often .do you get angry with your father?
i. Do you sometitas feel very s6rry after getting angry with

him and try to make it up? (How?)

' (IF NOT AN ONLY CHILD) How do you get along with your brothers

and sisters?

2. Do you think your mother treats you all allke

be. And your father?
c. {IF NOT) How do you feel about this?

.Are there times when you feally enjoy your mother? Are there

thlags you espe01a11y like about her and that make you happy
in her company? } , B
a., How do you go about showing her you feel this way?
b, How much do you feel she understands you? Does her best
_ to Help you? How much does. she enjoy having you around?
How ruech interést do you think she takes in you?
c. Are there things you really enjoy about your father? Things
that make you happy in his company? -

- d., How do you ge sbout showing him how you fee1°

eo How much do you feel he understands you and tries to help
you? (Enjoys having you around? How much interest do you
think he takes in you?)
fo In goneral would you say you and your ‘mother got along well
together? (What makes you say this?)
g. And how well would you say you nnd your father got along
" together?

Of all the people ybu‘know, whom do you most want to be llke‘
yhen you get older? (¥hy do you choose ____?)

a, How about your father? In what ways would you like to be .
like him? (How much do you think you are like him already?)

b. And in what ways would you like to be like your mother? :

. (How much do you think you are already like her?)

c. %hom do you think you are more like in your ways, your
mother or your father?

Suppose.you could change anything in your life, what would
you first like to cheﬂge° (%hy do you put this first?)

a. Are there any other things you'd very ‘much like to chan
be. Are there any (other) things about yourself you'd very
much like to change?
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Are there things about yourself you're proud of, and wouldn't
want to change?

ds Are there things abo
or ashamed?

Ce

ut yourself that make you feel angry

tlost parents have some plans for their sons, about what they'd
1ike them to do and be and so on. WYhot, in this sort of way,

Lave your parents expected of you? (How well do they expect

you to do in schoolwork? In sports? In other school activitics?)

a, Do you feel, in generzl, that you've come up to their
expectations? v ' o

b, Are there any ways in vhich you feel you've let them down?
(How do you think this came about?) '

c. hat have you done about this? (Havé you tried to.make up
for it in any way? Tried to be different?) :

d., How do you feel about it now? ;-

0, K, Just one more question. Suppose you had three cholces

you could make for yourself for the future. 'Yhat are the
three things you'd most like to happen?



APPEMDIX C
RATING SCALES: PARENT INTERVIEWS

Scale 1. Level of school achievewent desired of boy by parent. (Q. 1)

1. Unimportant.

2. Expects boy to get high school dipleoma.

3. Expests boy to go to college.

4, Expests boy to go to college with selestive entry requirementis, or
expects boy to get job imvelying graduate work (include school
teaching heres

5. Bxpects boy to go to college with selective entry requ;rements, and
to get job involving gradumte work (include school teaching here,
if prestige school).

r= .97 (M); 89 (M)F
Scale 2., Pressure parent haz placed en boy for school achievement. (Q. 1)

1, Parent has not put any pressure on boy for school achisevement and
would not do so, regardless of whether or not boy's work is up
to expectations.

2s Parent hes not put pressure oz bsy because boy has been doing work
up to expsctations. Indication that pressure of some form would
be applied 1if boy's wmork fell belew expsectations.

3. Mild pressure has bsen applied for bey to live up to expectatlensa

Lk, Medsrate pressure has been applied fairly regulariy for beoy to live
up to expectations,

5. Strong or conatant pressure has been applied for boy to live up to
expectatione. Perhasps a demand fer boy to do present work better
than necessary for ultimate expsetations.

T o= 093 (H)i PYe (F)
Scale 2. Restrictioms imposed on bey outside home (Q. 4a, b, ¢, d; e, f)

Taks into account rules about staying out at night, restrictioas
on cheoice of friends and activities imsofar as these are carried on
outside the home. Also take into zcsount restrictions placed on way

boy spends money (Q. 6f); what boy wears, if there are actual restrictions

placed on this as opposed to criticisms or suggestions (Q. 6g)

1. No restrictions. Boy comes and goes as he likes, can stay out over-
night; boy's friends and choice of activities are his own coneern.

2., Few restrictions. Boy expested to let parents know if he is going
19 be unususlly late, his aspproximate whereabouis, stc, Otherwise
no restrictions impeosed,

3. Moderate restrictions, Limits on bey's staying out late, although
some variability. BExpect te kwnow where boy has been and with
whome May restriet some of hls shelice of friends and activities.

bk, Striet. Boy expected to eheek out, be in at certain times, with
very little latitude. Seums limitatlon on boy's free choice of
friends and sctivities.

5. Strict rules, rigidly enferc@ds Has to be in at a certain time, -
except on very rare occaslons; has to let parents know what he
is going to do or has done. Parents forbid a number of activities

- and pressure boy in matter of cheise of friends, ete.

P = 387 (ﬁ); 666 (F)

a, Relisblility of ratings for mother and father interﬁiews, respectively.
(Only for Bandura snd Walters Study)



Gestrictions placed on boy inside home. (5. 4z, h, i, Je)

Take into account use of radic, TV; smoking or drinking in

howe; nolse; bad language; enforcement of homework hours, etc.

1.
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No restrictions. Parent would interfere only if someone else
was being upset by boy's behavior.

Fey restrictions. Some minor limitations set on boy's behavior.

tioderate. Parent sets limits to boy's activities in all or

most areas, but some latitude allowed.

Strict rules in some areas, Limitations set in all or most
others but with some latitude allowed.

Strict rules, strictly enforced. Boy has to be quiet around
house (must not disturb rest of fa amily), restrictions on
use of radio and TV, puritanicel attitude about drinking,
swenring, etc.

r = .88 (M); .77 (F)

.. 5, Parent's account of boy's resistance to restrictions. (Q. 5)

Accepts restrictions completely. No resistance in any area.

On infrequent occasions .tries to 01rcumvent restrictions. Gen-
erally acceptant. :

Triec sometimes to circumvent restrictions.

Often oircumvents restrictious. Ignores them completely on
occasion.
Extremely resistant., Completely unW1111ng to accept restrﬂotlons.
Goes ahead and does vhat he likes.

.97 (M); .89 (M)

6., Agreement between parents on enforcement of rules. (Q. 5.)

Parent feels he (she) gets no support from other parent in
enforcement of rules, or feels that the other is much too
.demanding of obedience.

In general, feels spouse not backing him (her) up, er is too
demanding. Occasionally will get support or feel that he
(she) is supported. _

Both follow through equally well in enforcing rules, although
may sometimes feel that spouse is not giving sufficient '
support or is going too far.

For the most part,»onforCe rules equally; on rare occasions
feels that spouse is not giving sufficient support or is
going too far. ’

Both enforce rules equally. Never feels that support is lacking
or that spouse is going too far.

r = ,9% (M)y; .78 (F)

7. Extant to vhich boy earns own spending money. (Q. 6)

Boy earans all own spending money, for the most paft pays for
owmn clothes. Does not ask for money expect in case of energeucv.

Earns most of his spending money, but on occasion money is
given or loaned by parent. . .

Regular allowance given by parents, sufficient for general ex-
penditures. Boy earns money for extra expenditures, though
additional money may be given on specizal occasions.

Regular allowance given boy. Supplemented whenever boy needs
more for specific expenditures., "Boy earns very little.

Boy gets as much money as he wants and when he wants it. Dods
not earn.



Scale 8. Pressures toward responsibility. (2. 7)

1. Low demands, low pressure. Little or nothing expected of boy
in the way of performing jobus.

2. Some demands, low pressure; or low demonds, some pressure.
No regular jobs, but encourages helping. One or two small
jobs, not time-consuming.

3, Moderate demands, moderate pressure.

L, Moderate demands, high pressure; or high demands, moderate
pressure. ,

5, High demands, high pressure. Msny Jjobs, some time-consuming,
expected to be performed.

B4 (M); .81 (F)

Scale 9. Agreement on giving boy responsibilities. (Q. 7)

1. Complete qlsaareement as to how much responsibility should be
given boy.

2. Agree that boy. should have some re5p0n51b111t1es, but no
agreement on what these should be or how responsible he should
‘be held for these. th;ngs. -

3. In general, dgree that boy should be g1ven responSLbllltles in
certzin areas,-but some.diszgreement on these areas or on
degree of responSLblllty expected.

L, Agree on what responsibilities are to be given bOj, may not
.show complete agreement in degree of responsibility expected.

5. In complete agreement about giving boy responsibilities,; what
"these should be, and about degree of responsibility expected
of him. .

‘r = .90 (M); .82 (F)

Scale 10, Boy's resistance to Hccepting responsibilities in home,

Q. 7)

1. No resistance whatsoever.

2. Boy tries to evade these on infrequent occa51ons, but in
general accepts. ‘ .

3., Tries to evade demands. On rare occasions refuses to comply.

L, Considerable resistance. Frequently evades responsibilities,
sometimes refueses to accept them.

5. Extremely resistant. IEvades responsibilities whenever possible
Unwilling to accept them.

SO (M); L74(F)

Scale 11. Demands for obedience. (Q., 8)

1. Does not expect obedience., May say he (she) thinks one. should
not expect it of a boy of his age, etc.

2. Ixpects some obedience, but will spesk several times. Parb
cannot expect boy to obey immediztely. Tolerant of noncom-,
pliance. _

3. Will under some circumstances tolerate delay, on others not.
Depends on situation. Will overlook noncompliance on
occasion.

L, Generally expects obedi ence, but will sometimes tolerate dnlay.
Bompliance enforced for the most part.

5. Bxpects instant obedicnce, and will not tolerate noncorpllancn
under any circumstances.

r = .90 M) .77 (F) .
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12. FParent's consistency of demands - Does parent ever
drop subject, or does ne (she) =zlways carry through?
(. 9)

Yery often drops subject.

uonbbimes follows through but more often drops 1it.

Sometimes drops suogecc but will follow through more oten
than not. _

Usuzlly carries through, occasionally drops subject,

Practically always carries through, mekes strong effort.

r=..97 (); .88 (F¥)

1%, Permissiveness for aggression against parents. (Q. 10)
Include sassing, deliberate disobedience, shouting,
ete. : ‘

Not at all permissive. Always attempts to stop boy immediately.
Never ignores it. Should not be permitted under any circum-
stances. ‘ , a

Generally nonpermissive. Discourages rather firmly, but would
expect some aggression inevitably to occur and is not as in-
tolerant as 1. , -

Hoderately permissive. Sometimes overlooks, sometimes reftrains,
depending on circumstances. ‘

Cenerally permissive. %Would usually overlook this unless

violent {(e.g., direct verbal abuse, or displaced physical

aggression likely to involve domage, or direct phy51cal

attack) or very persistent.

Very permissive. Would not restrszin boy unless boy was likely
to hurt parent.

= .88 (M); .84 (F)

1k, Punitiveness for aggression against parents; (Q. 10)

Has never punished and would not punish even though aggres-
sion may be shown.

Has not punished because incidents hkave not occurred. Indication
parent would punish if aggression were shown.

Alld punishment for agrre351on. Prlmarlly scoldlngs and reprl—

nds.

moderate punishment. Perhaps deprivation of pr1v11eges,

threats of more severe punishment.

Severe punishment, may include physical punishment. Parent

nay become emotional,

r = .84 (M); .82 (F)

15. Parent's account of boy's physicz2l aggression toward
parent. (9. 10)

{0 incidents reported.

Cne or two incidents of this kind.

& few incidents.

Geeurs often (three or four times every year).
Cccurs very often.

r = .91 (M); 1.00 (F)
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16, Parent's account of boy's verbal agsression toward parent. (&.10)
No instance.
Some instances, mild,
Occasionally objects or argues with mother (father).
Frequently objects, protests, argues. May express anger.
Frequent strong verbal protests. Loses control.

r= .95 (M); .88 (F)

17, Parent's report of indirect aggression tovard parent. (4. 10)
Tuke account of any show of anger or resentment which does

not involve direct face-to-face, physical or verbal aggression,
e.g., walking out of house, slamming doors, saying derogatory
things to other parent passive resistance.

/]U
2.
3.

Lf‘-
Sv

Scale
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No instances.

Cne or two instances.

Some instances, but no indication that technique is frequently
used. _

Severz] instances.

Several instances. Parent explicitly says that boy does
this sort of thing often.

r = .93 (M); .84 (F)

18. Amount of time father spent in care»taklng during boy's
childhood, &s compared with mother. (&, 11)

None at all,

Helped occasionally with feeding or changing diapers, nothing
regular,

Helped considerably, but did not do as much as mother - perhaps
some regular responsibilities such as feeding or bathing
at certain times.

Shared equally with mother.

Did more than mother.

r= .92 (M); .83 (F)
19. Amount of time mother spent in affectionate interaction
(playing, taking out, etc.) with boy in infancy and
early childhood. (Q. 12)

None.,

A little, occasionally. Not much time for this.

Some time almost every day, although only brief periocds.
No time specifically set aside for this.

Considerable time every day, more on weekends. May or may

.- not set specific time aside for this.

A great deal of time. Some time set aside for this every
day. Good deal of time on weekends.

r = gg'] (M); 087 (F)

20. Amount of time father spent in affectionate interaction
with boy in infancy and early childhood. (G. 12)
None.
A little, occasionally. Not much time for this.
-Some time almost every day, although only brlef perlods. No
time specificully set aside for this.
Considerable time every day, more on weekends. May or may
not set specific time aside for this.
A great deal oif time. Some time set aside for this every
day. Good deal of time weekends.
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2l. Parent's permissivencss for sex; early years. (Q. 13, 14)

Honpermissive., Stepped in and stopped any activity at once.
Considered wrong, harmful.

111dly permissive., May consider sex behavior wrong or harme~
ful, but tries not to make an issne of such incidents.

Hoderate. YWould let things go, up to a point. As long as
it does not become a habit, oceur often. May intefere
occasionally.

Generally permissive, but would interfere in some circumstances,

Batirely permissive. HNatural, just curiesity, would not
attempt to stop. ‘

ro= .94 (M); .78 (¥)

22. Permissiveness for masturbation: present attitude.

B (Q. 13b)

Completely nonpermissive, Parent would tolerate no masturbae
tion. ¥Wrong, harmful.

Fildly permissive. HMay consider masturbation wrong or harmful,
but tries not to make an issue of such incidents.

Moderate. Thinks some masturbation inevitable, but would
discourage it. .

Tolerant of masturbation ("part of growing up"”), but would
perhaps talk to the boy about this. V A

Entirely permissive. WWould not talk to boy about it except
perhaps to see he knows dangers and has infofmation.

r= .9 (M); .93 (F)

23. Permissiveness for heterosexual activity: Present attitude.

(Q. 14)

Completely nonpermissive. Parent would tolerate no sex behavior
of any kind. ‘Yrong, harmful. ) .
Mildly permissive. May consider sex behavior wrong or harmful,

but tries not to make an issue of it.

Hoderate. Might allow some necking provided this doesn't Eo
too far. ’

Tolerant attitude. Expects some petting, but would not
condone premarital sex relations,

Entirely permissive., Expects boy to experiment with girls.
No interference, except possibly to make sure that boy knows
dangers and has information. :

r = .95 (M); .84(F)

24, Punitiveness for sexual behavior. (9. 13, 14) s

Noﬂpunishment, though incidents have ococurred. {lay distract
or reason, but would not scold or make an issue of it. S

Mild. BSome scolding, not intense; some expression of disapproval.
More likely to distract, etc. _

lioderate. Some scolding, warning about consaquences, but not
with great intensity. No show of emotion.

Scolding, threats, etc., applied const~ntly.

Severe punishment, Boy beaten, thre~tened with extrene con-
fequences, strong expressions of rejection. Farent becomes
emotional.

r = .94 (M); .83 (F)
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S5cale 25. Parent's sex anxilety. (2. 13, 14, 15)

1. Mone evident, katter-of fact. Willing to answer boy's questions
freely, without evesion. May fiud incidents mildly amusing.

2. Some anxiety shown by setting limits on boy's behavior. or
admission that some things would cause worry, but generally
non-ermotional in handling of incidents that have oocurrecd.
¥illing to give information freely.

%, Moderate anxiety. Indications of discomfort about masturba~
tion, sex play, either through handling of situations or
expression of parent's feelings about these, but parent
does not become emotional or unduly disturbed. Some evasion
in matter of giving information,

L, Purent emotional in handling of situations, avoids giving
information.

5., ts for (4) with the addition of evidence of shock or dlsgust
or difficulty in talking about subiect in interview situation.

r = .94 (1) .72 (F)

Scale 26, Parmmi's estimate of boy's sex anxiety.' (Q. 1¥)

1, Hot 2t all worried. s

2. A 1little. !I think he may be puzzled over some thlngse

3, Some worry. '"About the same as any other boy."

L, Mother (father) feels boy is quite anxious.

5. Very worried. Mother (father) gives definite evidence to
support her (his) view.

. N . r = .96 (i); .98 (F) o ‘ I

Parent's account of amount of time‘boy'spends~iﬁ his
R . (her) company. (Q. 16, 17)

This scale assumes both boy and parent go for trips and
vacations. If neither do, take account only of part of scale
referring to remainder of situations. :

l. Never spends time with parent other than inevitable inter-
action at mezl times, etc. If at home, boy in own room
or elsewhere in house, or following own pursults. Boy and
parent never go for trips or vacations together.

2. -n occasional evening in company of parent, interacting;
go places together very rarely, only on occasional visits
to family or to buy something for which parent is paying,
etc, Trips together very rare.

3. Some evénings at home, in interaction. Go out together some= .
times, sharing activities other than those listed under
(2). Some trips, vacations toge er.

L, 5pend a good deal of time together. Regular trips in addltloa
to activities included urnder (3) , 4

5, Host of leisure time spent in parent’'s company. Many evenings
spent in interaction; visits, trips, vacations, etc.
frequent or regular.

r = .88 (M); .79 (F)



Scale 20,

3 Parentis permissiveness for boy's spending tiwe in his
(her) company. (G. 16, 17)

1, Not at all permissive. Prefers him to go off by himself, not
stay ot home or be with parents.

2. Boy can please himself about this. No encouragement to -spend
time with parents.

3, Doy expected and encouraged to spend some time with parents,
but also to go out or away with friends.

I, Doy expected and encouraged to spend time at home and with
parent. Tries to make home attractive to him, etc. No
active discouragement of going with friends.

5, Actively encoursges boy to spend time with parent. Hay reward
nim for doing so. Discoursges him from going on trips, etc.,
without parent.’ :

r o= ,79(M); .73 ()

Scale 29. Parent's punitiveness for boy's wanting to spend time in

' his (her) company. (Q. 16, 17)

1, None evident. -

2. Once or twice has scolded or ridiculed boy for this.

3., Bvidence for some punishment of this kind of behavior in

earlier or recent years. .
L, Clear evidence that parent scolds, ridiculés or uses sarcasm

(or has done so) on occasions, e.ge, Vlaven't you got any

friends of your cwn?!
. Farent punishes or has punished on man occasions in any of
b ; .
the above ways. May have used more forceful methods when

YOUngers
r = .84 (M); .00 (F)b

Duc to lack of variability of the ratings of one rafer.

Scale 30, Boy's resistance to spending time with parents. (q. 16,

18, 19)

If parent say boy seems uncomfortable, even though not openly
resistant, rate up one point.’
1. No resistance reported.
2. Sone indication of resistance; may not be directly expressed.
3, Resists sometimes.
L, Often resists. :
5. Avoids going out with parent whenever possible.

r o= .85 (M); .87 (F)

Scale 31, Extent to which boy goes to pargnt_for>helpg,iaegg gets

.advice suggestions, reassurances. (n. 18, 19: also.
note 23c, 25)

1f contacts with parent are purely on matters not of personal
signfficance to boy, rate down one point.

1. Nevdr goes to parents.

2, Only on rare occasions.

3, Sometimes, not frequently.

L4y Often.,

5. Consults parent and seeks hélp or advice over widc range of
topics. Goes to him (her) for help and reassurance when in
difficulties. .



Scale 32, Parcnt's encouragenent for seeking help. (Q. 18, 19;
also 6h, 235, 25) : :

1. Fot at all permissivé. Actively discourages boy from coming
for help or advice of any kind, Boy should learn to stand
on own feet, must solve ovn problems.

2. Slightly permissive. Will be supportive or directive only
in emergencies. Boy generelly should stand on own feet,

make own decisions.

5. Parent expects boy to work out most things for himself. Little

encourageoment to come for help, although may be supportive

or directive when boy does come for help.

L, Generally permissive. On rare occasions encourages boy to

’ work out things for himself. Usually encourages coming to
parent. .

5. Intirely permissive. Always encourages boy to come for help
and advice. Always supportive or directive.

r = .70 (M)s .80 (F)

Scale 33. Parent's punitiveness for seeking help. (Q. 18, 19, 6h
23¢, 25)

1. Not at all punitive. Parent never impatient, never scolds,

ridicules, or uses sarcasn. (Encouragement of boy to be
. self-reliant is not punitive if done in positive manner.)

2, Some evidence of mild scolding, ridicule, or similar type of
reaction on rare occasions.

3. Parents sometimes respond positively, sometimes scald, etc,

L. Evidence of frequent punitive responses.

5. Parent frequently punitive; on occasions scolds severely,
is very disparaging or sarcastic.

r = .83 (M); 1.00 (F)

Scale 34. Boy's resistance to accepting suggestions from parent,

(. 18, 19)

If resistance is rational rather than emotional, i.e., boy
evaluates advice before acting on it, rate down one point.

1. No resistance. .

2. Very little resistance.

3. Some resistance. Sometimes resists and rejects parent's
suggestions; usually follows them. '

4, Considerable resistance. Often resists parent's suggestions,
on occasions does the opposite of what is suggested.

5. Very resistant. Takes 1lkttle notice of what parent says and
definitely prefers to go own way. Will do opposite of what
parent suggests quite ofter.

r=,90 (#); .74 (F)

Scale 35. ‘Warmth of mother toward bvoy. ({(Q. M20, F2l, DModify
rating in light of answers to previous and later
questions.,) i ’

This scale is concerned with the extent to which the mother dem-
onstrates her affection for her son. Take note particularly of
the extent to which she shows pleasure in the boy's accomplish-
ments to the boy, shows sympathy and understanding, is supporting
and comforting, takes pleasure in his company, and lets hin

see thzat this is the casc.
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1. Very little warmth; mother matter~of-fact, nor demonstrative.

' Gets 1ittlc pleasure or enjoyment from interaction with
BOoYys

2. Some evidence of warmth. . Not as matter-of-fact as (1), but
in general is undemonstrative and enjoys interacticn only
under limited circumstances.

%, lModerate degree of warmth. Enjoys boy's company for the most
part, but is not very demonstrative.

L4, Very warm, loving. Shows similar characteristics to wmother
rated (5), but is more restrained in expression of her
feelings. :

5. Extremely warm, loving. Shows plessure in boy's accomplishe- .
ments, sympathetic when boy in difficulties. Injoys interact-
ing with him. Spontaneously and frequently shows affection
for him.

Note: In ordsr to be considered demonstrative a parent nead
not indulge in overt. dlSleys of affection which would be obvious -
to onlookers. It is suffiéient that her response be recognigable

by the boy himself.
= .92 (M); .72 (F)

Scale 36. Warmth of father toward boy. (Q. M2l; F20, Hodify
rating in light of answers to previous questlono°)

(Same as for Scale 75)

= .93 (M); .85 (F)

Scale 37. Warmth toward spouse. (Q. 22. Modify rating in light
of rest of interview.) '

1. Very little warmth, natter-of-fact, Gets little pleasure or .

, enjoyment from company of spouse.

2. Some evidence of warmth, séldom demonstrative. Enjoys com-
pany of spouse on limited occasions only.

3, Hoderate degree of warmth. Enjoys company of spouse, al-
- though some reservations. Sometimes demonstrativé, sometlmes

: not, ov onlj mildly demonstrative.

L4, Warm and loving, although not completely-free in expresszing
feelings.  Shows plecasure in accomplishments of spouse,
enjoys his (her) company. V ‘

5. Very warm, loving. Enjoys time they can spend together. Feels
they communicate their feelings freely, understand each other.

r= .90 (M); .80 (F)

Scale 38, Parental encouragement of aggression. (Q. 23, 24, 35)

- This scale meacures the extent to which the parent directly
or indirectly encourages or condones combatant, defiant behavior:
in relation to peers or authority figures.

l. Parent never encourages or ccndones zggression.

2. Very little evidence of encouragement and condoning.

%, Moderate encouragement and condoning under some circum-
stances. ’

Considerable encouragement and condoning but with some reser-

vations.
5. Strongly encburages and condones sggression under almost all

circumstances. »
= .90 (M); .94 (F)

®



- 11 -

Scale 39. Permissiveness for aggression toward peers. (Q. 23)

1, Mot at all permissive. Parent always discourages boy fronm
fighting, proveling others into armuments, etc. ‘Would
restrain him“whenever possible.

2, Gensrally nonpezruissive. Would definitely discourage him from
all but the mildest forms of aggression,

3. Will not generully interfere, unlwss someone is getting hurt
or very upsct; would restrain or discourage him if this is
likely to occur. :

Lk, VYould interfere only in an emergency, e.g., if neighbors com-
plained or serious consequences are likely to result.

5. Entirely permissive. '*ould newer interfere or discourage boy.
Thinks fighting natural for boys this age,

r = .89 (M); .89 (F)

Scale 40, Punitiveness for aggression toward peers. - (Q., 23)

l. Has never punished and would not punish even though aggres-
aion may be shown.

2. Has not punished because incidents have not occurred.
Indication parent would punish if aggression were shown.

3, Mild punishment for aggression. Primarily scoldings and
reéprimands. .

L, Moderate punishment. Perhaps deprivations of privileges,
threats of more severe punishment.

5. Severe punishment, may irnclude physical punfkshment. Parent
rnay become emotional.

r = ,88 (M); .74 (¥F)

Scale 41, Permissiveness for aggression toward siblings. (Q.24)

1. Not 2t all permissive. Parent always discourages boy from
fighting with siblings, provoking arguments, etc.
Steps in right away.

2. Usually interferes. . Hay ignore mild disputes, etc.

3. Interferes if someone is getting hurt or very upset.

b, Would restrain only in an emergency, i.e., if serious
consequences are likely to result.

5. Never interferes. Fighting natural. Lets them fight it
out among themselves.

r o= .92 (M); .64 (¥)

Scale 42. Punitiveness for aggression toward siblings. (Q. 24)

1, HMas never punished and would not punish even though aggres-—
sion may be shown, ‘ .

2. Hes not punished because incidents have not occurred, Indica-~
tion parent would punish irf aggression were shown., -

3. Mild punishment for aggression. Primerily scoldings and
reprimands,

e, Toderate puniszhment, Perhaps deprivation of privileges,
threats of more severe punishmeant.

5. Severe punishment, may include physicel punishment. Parent
may become emotional.

r = .93 (M); .78 (F)



Scale 43, Permissiveness for aggression toward adults other thun
parents. (Q. 25, 26)

1. Not at all permissive. Boy should respect elders, will not
listen to boy's complaints about them. Tolerates no defiance
of authority

2. Generally nonperM1ﬁ¢1rv; Would definitely discourage him
from any direct asggression, but will let boy heve say and
allow possibility that he may be in the right.

3. Somewhat permissive. ‘“ould not interfere, unless boy wus
clearly being disruptive, insolent, flagrantly defiaut.

Hould not 1et thirgs go too far.

k, ‘ould interfere only as last resort. Only if boy was persistent
or causing serious trouble.

5. Would never interfere. Not my business.

86 (i) .73 (F)

Scale 4L, Punitivenesss for aggression toward adults other than par-
ents. (Q. 25, 26) : '

1. Has never punished and would not punlbh even though aggros-=.
sion may bo shown.
2. Has not punished because incidents have not occurred. Indica-
tion parent would punish if aggression were shown. .
Hild punishment for aggression. Primerily scoldings and repri- &
mands .
4, Yoderate punishment. Perhaps deprivation of privileges, threats
of more severe punishment,
5. Severe punishment, may include phy510ﬂl punlshment° Parent
may become cmotional -

ro= .95 (H); .86 (F)

Se

Scale L45. Demands for masculinity. (. 27)

1. Parent puts little value on specifically masculine activities,
stresses characteristics esteemed equally in .both sexes.
Believes there should be little difference ln "household
responsibilities for boys and girls, :

2. In general, as for (1), except that parent spontaneously
mentions some specifically mesculine cheracteristics, or
thinks there should be some differentiation in respon-

, sibilities. No specific training.

3. Parent interested in boy being masculine, but doesn't train
in wide range of areas. Emphasizes characteristics esteemed
in both sexes as well as purely masculine roles. Some
differentiation in respect to housechold responsibilitiese.

L, Considerable demands for masculine characteristics, some
specific training. Definite differentiation in respect to
responsibilities, and also in some other kinds wof activities.

5. Parent stresses and trains for wide differentiation in wide
range of arcas. Dress, activities, manners, &tc., must all
be appropriate to child's sex. References throughout inter—
view to what is manly, boyish.

r = .93 (M); . 84 (Fj



- 13 -

Scale 406, Use of rewards. {Q. 28)

1. None.

2. Rare, only for somecthing exceptional.

3. Occesional rewards.

4, TFrequent rewards.

5. Frequent and generous rewards, Regular for some kinds of
behavior. ' '

r= .92 (M); .85 (F)

Scale 47. Use of praise. (§. 29)

1. Practically never praises; just takes good behavior for granted,
2. Praises now and zgain; seldon. ’

3., Sometimes pralges; sometimes not.

Lo Usually praises, shows appreciation, admires.

5. Praises regularly, very appreciative, admiring.

r = .93 (M); .78 (F)

Scale 48, Use of positive models. (Q. 30)

1. No use. May say these are undesirable. No reference to .
‘"modeling in interview, o
2. Does this rarely. : -
3. Some use, but does not do this often.
4, Uses fairly frequently.
5. Freguent use. Ixamples given which suggest emphasis on this
technique. :

r = .97 (M); .93 (F)

Scale 49, Use of ﬁegatng nodels. (9. 30)

1. Tries to avdid this. Believes undesirable. Neo suggestions
of use in interview. :

2. Does not uee, but no statement that this is specifically
avoided or felt to be undesirable.

3« Uses on rare occasions.

L. Some use, not regular, :

5. Uses fairly often, or regularly in some contexts.

r = .95 (M); .85 (F)

Scale 50, Use of physical punishment. (Q. 32)

Take account of whole period, including earlier yesars, If
physical punishment is still administered, rate up one point.
: )

1. Mever uses. Has never used in past.
2. Occasional cuffing in past, Nothing more.: .
“3. Real spanking at infrequent intervals. Occasional cuffs on
-~ slaps.
L, Bistory of frequent cuffing. Occasional real spanking,
5. History of frequent and severe physical punishment.

r o= .88 (M); .84 (F)
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1.
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2o
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Use of deprivation., (Q. 32)

Hever used.
Used rarely, only to control deviations connected with use of

privileges.

Jood sometimes but with moderation. Small privileges taken
awsy, but not for long periods of time.

In general as for (3), but technique is used more frequently
or applied in more severe manner.

Frequently controls defimnt behavior by depriving boy of
highly valued privileges for long periods of time.

52

r = .81 (M); .85 (F)

Use of ridicule. (Q. 32)

Never uses. - .

S1ight use. One eor two instances given, not intense.

toderate use. Several incidents reported; no indication Lhat
there is special emphasis or frequent use.

Much use. Several incidents reported, and evidence that ‘the
+echnique is emphasized, considered effective, or used
guite frequently..

As for (4), but parent extremely derogatory. '

53

.89 (M)s; .83 (F)

Use of scolding, nagging, lecturing.  {(Q. 32)

Minimum use.

Some
Nags
Hags
Cons

-~ be

5he

scolding, nagging, about one or two thlngs.

in limited areas, but in these areas is fairly per318uentg
about a number of thlags, but not as extensively as (5).
tantly scolding end magging about many thlngs. "Have to
after him 21l the tlme 1

91 (D) .76 (F) T
Hithdrawal of love. (9. 32) ' h ‘

Never refuses to speak to boy, ignore him, or any other
technique of this kind. No instances inm interview.

Used
in
Sone
Uses
he

rarely, or one or two instances of this kind of techmnique
interview. o '

use of the technigues, or several instesnces in interview.
techniques fairly often. Include here, if parent says
makes some use, only if other examples occur in interview.

Frequent use of techniques. Include here some use of techniques,

if

these are sald to be especially effective or several

examples of use of these occur elsewhere in interview.

55,

.90 (1); 93 (F)

Use of reasoning as technlcue of discipline.. (Q. 31,

32, 3))

This includes explaining why boy should not do things,
listening to his arguments, and trying to give an answer on the
nmerits of ths case, describing consequences of action, etc.

1, Hever uses reasoning, explicit evidence that it is not used.
HIt's no good to reason with him"



Scale

2

L,
Se

Scale

1.
2o

Scale
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Minimal use. On rare occasions tries to explrsin to boy why
e should do certain things or not do them. ’

”'1We resasoning is not the rerulur pattern, parent will often
listen to boy's reascns and eXplain.

tiuch use of reesoning. Jsed freguently, but not to the
exclusion of other methods.

ligh, regular use. FParent always tries to re~son before
using any other technigue of coercion or restr=int,

r = .85 (M); .69 (F)

56, Parent's account of boy's attitude to discipline. (Q. 34)

Acceptant. Does not complain.

Generally noncomplaining. Doesn't seem to resent it very
much, -

Boy resentful at times.

Generally resentful. » :

Very resentful. Doesn t get over 1t eas;ly.

r = .91 (m)pi,ezfﬁg),_

57. hgreement between parents on quest1ons of dlSClplanu
(w' 35) :
‘Rate down one point if boy is aware of disagreement.

No agreement as to when and how ooy should be punlshedg

Some disagreement as to techniques used, occasions when boy
should be punished, and to severity of punlshment hoy .
deserves; or considerable disagreement in one or two of these
areas. (If considerable in all three, rate down one,)

For the most part in agreement on technigues, but in specific
instonces feels that spouss is too lenfent or severe; or
punishes or omits punishment inappropriately.

Lgree on techniques and ways of handling boy in matters of dis-
cipline. Feels that spouse may occaslonally have bee too
strict or lenient, but not consistently so.

Complete agreement.

r = 9% (M)s; .89 (F)

58. Family authority, policy setting. (Q. 37)

This scale refers to the making and enforcing of specific

decisions with regard to the children.

1.
2
5.
b,
S

One parent sets over-gll policy., Other leaves all this to
spouse. '

For the most part, one parent sets policy, but other parent

' occasionally has some say.

One pzrent sets policy for most part, but seeks agreeneat from
other and takes note of views.

In general, both parents set policy. jointly, but one parent
has more influence in setting policies than other.

Both parents set policies jointly. Have equal s~y in matter,
vork things out together.

r = ;95 (N); .85 (F)
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59. Ag¢ceptance~rejection of boy. (Q; 39, 40, 42c, whole

interview)

Complete regpctlor, expressed through excessive criticism of
son's behavior and characteristics, even 1f these are wide-
spread among adolesceants; use of unfavorable comparisons;
feeling of not wanting son, that he interferes with activities
or with relationship to spouse, etc.

Strong rejection; in general shows similsr attitude to parent
rated (1), but modifies statements by mention of positive
characteristics, etc.

Some rejection: parent zmbivalent, e.g., may recognize positive
characteristics in son while criticizing him in some respects,.

S5light rejection: in general show attitude similar to paredt
rated (5), but with some minor reservations.

Mo rejection; complete zcceptance of boy for what he isg
respects child as an individusl. M=y be aware of boy's
-limitations, but is prepared to accept these. '

r= .90 (M); .80 (F)

60. Hostility to boy.
Heasure by ratio of favorable to unfaVQrab’e comments.

(Entire interview)

1.
2.
3
b,

. 5 ¢

Scale

UnEformly favorable,

Generally favorable with a few reservations.

Eoual number of favorable and unfavorable comments. .

Generally unfavorahle comments but some favorable ones or
some comments implying some degree of regard.

Uniformly unfavorable comments.

r=,91 (M): .77 (F)

61. Hostility to spouse. (Entire interviéw) (Same as for
Scale 60) :

r = .93 (M); .77 (¥)



Scale

thinpgs 2t him, or other sirm

14

2a .

Scale

or counselor, 1nc;»1ng of others withou! directly participating
fiimself, deliberate avoidance responses, etc. Displiaced aggression,
€:8., slamming doors, may be considered serldlrccto :
1. Yo instances in interview.
2. Onc or two instances, : z
5. Some instances, but nc indication that this is a freqguently
used techrnigue. - '
“. Several instances in interview. : v ‘
5. Several instances. Boy expli citly says he ddes this sort of
thing freguently. - -
r =.72
. i . ) .
Scale & ~D1roc+noso~indirectness of z2gressive responses to teachers.

APPENDIX D

RS

vort of diresct vertzl nggression against teacher,

This scale measurcs the extent to whicn boy expresses aggressio
ractly %o tsacher by Vurb?l msans, e.5., swearing, argulngs
cle, relusing directly to obey orders, protesting ngainst treat-
nt, atc.
Ko instances.
~ L3 3 £ -
Some instzances; infreguent, wild. .
Qccasionzlly vbjectc or aruges with tescher. _
Trequently objects, protests, zrgues. M=zy express anger.
Treguant strong verbsl protests. Loses control.
a
o= 390
an >

ort of direct physical aggression tuwarm teacher.
vy irstances of boy's striking teacher, or throwing
ilar 'farmg of physics1 atback.

o instances. .

One or two incidents of this kind.

A few incidentn. ,

Occurs often; three of four times every ylar.
Occurs very often.

3. Boy's repo niirect o~ semidirect nfgr9351ve responses
against teacher. (Q. &, 5;

Include instances of defenmntion, couplaining to prireipal

.

(2. &, 35)

Ignore absolute ireqguency of responses.

S0y expresses aggression only in a very indicret manner, €.3,
Sy deliberatsly avoiding contact with teacher, by saying
things absut teacher (to othersz). :

e
pe

1
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Bov usuelly expressos mggressicn indirectly, but sometimes aggres-
sion is semidirect, e.g., not carrying out orders properly or
otnerwise passively resvstluga

Boy somctimes directly, sometimes indirectly, expresses aggres-

s or typlically expresscs aggression in a senidirect way.
scnetimes exvresses aggression openly, dreely, and immedi-

hs .

|-

oW tw
O
“1 O

ic ally expresses azoression openly, freely, and immedi~

<o

J
ely, (Zxpressions need .ot be explosive or violent.)

r = .78

o O cf
d'c\
L/
’TJ

. . .
L

Scale 5. Indications of guilt feelings concerning aggression agains

teacher. {(Q. 4, 5)

1. Mo 1PdlCathﬂu.
2. Some indications, e.5., boy says ho feels he acted childishly,
but does nct attempt to wake up for this. UWot defensive when
roporting agression. ; : '
3, Some indication of disconfort about aggression, defensiveness,
or attempts to make up <o teacher. (Rate 2 if 2 single indication
only occurs, % if &ll turee indications occur to some degree.)
4. See 3. Rate 4 also if boy indicates guilt strongly through
one or other of above cucs.
5, Clear indications of guilt, Boy feels uncoufortable, tries
to make up to teacher. Is defensive; rationalizes when report-

ing aggression.
r = .82

Scale 5. Negative attention-getting behavioer. (Q. 6)

1, Boy denies any behavior of this kind.

2. Doy admits to a few rare instances of this klnd of behavior.

3. Some behavior of this kind admitted '‘nmow and again,' but not

a wide range of incidents of this kind. ‘

Admits to three or four sorts of disruptive behavior Vsometimes"

or to fewer kinds fairly often. :

5. f£dmits to several kinds of disruptive, attentlon—vé+t1ng
behavior, and says these occur frequently.

r = .91

Scale 7, Fxtent to which boy seeks advice, help from teachers.

(Qo?)

1., Mever seeks advice, help.

2. Seceks advice, help rarely-only when in difficulties ccncern~
ing schoolwork.

3. Sometimezs goes to teacher for advice on schoolwork., One or
two other things mentioned. .

4, Seeke help, advice over wide range of problems, often for
schoolwork, but not infrequently for other things. :

5¢ Seclis help, advice over wide range of problems frequently,
in all areas.

r=’?7



Scale

Se

Scale

L.

Scale
1.

2e

\n

tion of zffort tc please teachs
‘Not very important; way heop sor
s

‘COn'
"hadeo effort to ple

8. kesistance to sceling, acceprting help or advice from teacher.
' .
/ .

No Sign of resistance, though doy may ev-luate ndvice before

accep -ing 1it.

S1light indication of resistzance. Boy definitely prefers to
work out some things for himself., W¥-y shov some Gisconfort
soout Taving to ask for help. .

Modera.e resistance; some discomfort. On rare occasions feels

T

cher suggec

initely feels uncomforuaola
Teels like doing opposite of

c 1
1ike duoing oppositz of what
Coneiderabld resistance. D
about coceking help. Someti
what tc'ckpr suggests.
Resistec sir gly Does not 1lix
resists 3 ug tious from teachs

B(D

asking for help; sirongly
sometimes does opposite,

9. Bxtert to which boy looks for praise, recegnition from
teach:r. Q. &

Praise, yszwards unimportant. Grades do not matter. No indica-

[y

retimes. Grades only important
to get into 0071ege, etc. No speciel attempt to please

teacher, .
Praise, good grades, etc., helpful. ' No emphasis. HNo other
tokens of recognition suggested. No special attempts to

‘pledse teaﬂhcr

Sts one or more types of reward involving

recobjﬂuloﬂ or eﬁnlicit'v rays he tries to please teacher,
ig; s
as

derable emphas e, rewards defin-.tely important,

r = .76

10. Boy's attitude toward teacher, (Q. 1 through 6)

Boy uniformly favourable to, and acceptir .of, teachers. No
-nonconstructive criticism, ) : -

Boy. expresses mainly favorable attitudes., but makes some un-
favorable remarks about teachsrs in gneral or about particular
groups of teachears, :

Approximately equal number of favorable and unfavorable state-
nents; thinks some teachers good, some teachers bad. Hay avoid
statements about teachers in general and stress individual
differences. :

Bxpresses mainly unfavorable rzmar s,
teachers may be erjoyable or interest-d in Helplng«
teachers the exception. :
Sxtremely unfavo*ﬁb;c opinions axprersed. Has never liked
vorking with any teacher; teachsrs nit interested in helping,
etc,

out allows thet some
”f‘oodl’

r= .31



report ol physical aggression against peers (fist-
3

Scale 11. bBoy
£ tting, pushing, ¢tc.). (Q. 9, 10)

s
i te,

. -
Take a2 sount of §. 11 through 10, slso.

1, Ho inst: ~ces of paysical aggress sion reportcd.
2, Has beer in one or two fights during high school years znd re-
T 5 nyr i aggression, or uas been

ports no Sther instances of physical

in no fignts and reports one or tvs other instances of physical
aggressici, :

%, Has been n one or two fights in high school and relnorts one
or two ot .er instances of physical aggression, or reports
several I stences of physical sggre:sion other than fighting,

4, Several i stances of physical aggzcssi n reported, including
fighting. Not as favored » responsc as in (5).

5. Reports s.veral instances of fightinj; and other kinds of
physicall; aggressive beshavior. Exwllcitly says he initlates

attacks on other boys, or mou¢d reswond with physical attack
wren his cwponent ic onl rbally aggressive. TBest way of
dealing wi*h people,” ctc.

» = .90

Scale 12, Boy's iport of verial aggressisn toward peers (ecalling
names, »lowing his “op, teasing, etc.). (3. 9, 10)

Take account of Q. 11 ~krough 16, =zlso.

1. No instances Ek'verbal nggression ~eported.

2. One or two instances, bit these mild in nature, In gemeral
avoids this. ’ s

3. fdmits to verbal aggression when angry.

L. Several indications of rerbal aggression given. Admits to
provoking others on occasions, or retorts strongly when angered.

5. Several indications of —erbal aggression. oy on occasion pro-
vokss others. '

1‘3779

Scale 13. Boy's rsport of indirect aggression toward peers.' Include
instances of agrescion. verbal oi other, khich are not
directly oxpressed, e.g., defamation, withholding favors,
inciting others to agression agaiznst a third person.

Take account of avoidance. (Q. 9, 10)

1. No instances. A1l reported aggresion is direct.

2. One or two instances given.

3. Some instances, but no indicetion thdt this is 2z frequently -
uscd technique.

L, Beveral instances in interview. Some emphasis.

5. Severasl instances. Boy explicitly says he uses such methods
frequently.

I‘:¢79
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Scale

1,
2e

3

be
S

Scale

1.
25

2.
b,
Se

Scale

1.
2s

5
b
5.

« 5 =
14, Directness-indirsciness of sggressive responses to pesers. (Q. 9, 10)
Ignors total msmeunt of aggressisn; comsider only relative amount.

Boy expresses aggression omly im very indirect ways, eo.g., refuses to
have anything to do with persoms he dislikes, ignores them, etc.

Boy usually very indirect in expression of aggression, but sometimes is
more direct, e.g., saubs, withholds favors, etc.

Boy sometimes indirect, sometimes direct, in expressing aggression.
Usually expresses aggression directly, but indicates that more indirest
methods are sometimes preferred or that response is delayed.

Boy typically expresses aggressioen openly, freely, and immediately. .
(Expression need not be viocleat mer explosive.)

I’=¢8‘§
15, Guilt feelinge concerning aggression against peers. (Q. 9)

No indication of guilt feelings.

Some indication, minor in charaeter, e.g., boy seys he feels he acted
childishly or stupidly. (See also 3.)

Some indication of discomfoert sbout asggression; defensivenesg or
attempts to atone for aggressive behavior., (Rate 2 if single
indieation omly occurs, 4 if- all three indicstion occur) -
(See 3) Rate 4 also if boy indicates guilt strongly through one or -
other of above cues.

Clear indications of guilt. Boy feels uncomfortable, tries to atone,
is defensive when reporting aggressien, rationalizes.

1'3964
16, Extent to which boy seeks help from peers. (Q. 11)

Never seeks advice, help, or asks favors from frieands,

Seeks advice, help, very littles Few requests for favors,

Aske friends for conventional types of favors and advice, e.g., fixing
dates; rides, if he has no car; om what courses are like, ete.,

Readily goes to friends for help, sdvice, O.K. to accept favors if
they can be returned one way or smaether.

Seekes help, advice, over & wide range of procblems. Often seeks' favors
of friends, even if not returmable.

r =°96 i
17. Resistance to seeking, acceptimg help or advice from friemds. (Q. 11)

No signs of resistance, though beoy may evaluate advice before ascepting it,

Slight indication of resistance. Boy definitely prefers tc work out some -

things on his own. May show some discomfort about having to ask for help.
Moderate resistance. Some disecomfort. On rare occcasions feels like

doing opposite of what friends suggest.

Comsiderable resistance. Definitely feels uncomfortable about seeking
help. OSometimes feels like doing opposite of what friends suggeste.
Resiste strongly. Does not like asking for help, strongly resists
suggestions from friends, sometimes does opposite.

1‘:;83

1
|
H
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Scale 18. Importance of group activity to boy. (Q. 12)

1, Very independent in choice of activities. Prefers doing things
alone.

2. Bag number of activities he likes doing on own, but also enjoys
group activities.

3, Liizcs to do some things on his won, but prefers being vith
friendo,

4, Decided preference for being with frlends; does little on
OWRle : .

5, Finds being alone a strain. Prefers being with people. Gives -
rray to them in order to have their company.

.83

Scale 19, Extent to which doy seeks approvcl, recognition of peers.

{Q. 13, 17j, 184.

1, Doy does not worry waat others think of him; does not try to
~conforw to group staadards. .

2. Some indications of upproval-seeking, but little general con-

formity to grourp stendards.

3. Boy wants to bé likel, makes some attempts to conform,

L, Doy gcnerally conforans, seeks approval, but with some reserva-
tions. .

5« Boy tries to win aprnroval and recognltlon through confronity.
=411 distort to win or keep esteem of group.

r = JE1

Scale 20. Resistance to confiding, trusting in peers. - (Q. 1&)

l. Likes to have friends’ counsel. Thinks this is important,
‘helpful. Thinks they c¢zn be trusted. »

2, Similar to (1), but with some reservations, e.g., on occasions
better to keep things to yourself. HMost fellows trustworthy,
not ali. -

3. Thinks there are some things thst can be talked over: w1th
friends, others he would kesp to himself. Wouldn't trust friends
completely. . ' .

I, In general would not confide much in others. May be all right.
to talk over some things, not too much. Causious about
friendships. . ,

5. Best to rely on yourself; not trust in, or get too close to,
neople. ' »

r = 82

Scale 21. Boy's feelings of rejection by peers. (Q. 15, 16, but
take into account responses to earlier questions,)

1. Mone Expressed. All indications that boy feels he gets along
well with other people and that they like hiam.

2. Slight feelings. Some doubts appsrent, but boy feels he gets
along well on the whole and is liked.

%, Hoderate feelings. Has felt at times he hasn't been wanted
or liked, but this is not his usu~l feeling.

b, Strong feclings. Has definitely felt not wanted on ocen 51ons
and has doubted whether other people like hinm.

5. Sxtreme feelings. Boy generslly feels unwanted.

r = 85



Scale

1.
2e

3,

Scale

= 7o

22. Boy's hostility to peers. (Q. 9 turough 16)

Boy generally favorable to, crd accepting of, peers. DNo .
unfaverable remarks, ) ’

Boy expresses mainly favorable attitudes, but makes sotie
unfavorsble remarke about individuals or certain groups.
Approximately equal number of favorabels dnd unfavorable
ment . liay avgid stztements about peers in genernl, and
stress diffep@nces between intividuals or groups.
Expresses mainly unfavorable remarks; positive attitudes
expre sed toward some individuals or groups.

Txtremely unfavorable opinions expressed. Practically no

positive attitudes.
r = .79
2%. Bor's warmth toward peers. (§. § through 16)

Take intc account spoantensous expressions of liking, enj

mentt, sympathy, as well as answers to specific questions.

Lle
e

Scale

1.
2s
Se

i,
5.

Scale

Matter-of-fact.

state-

also

oy=

Some evidence of wermth. Not so matter-of-fact as (1), but

boy expr sses litile pesitve feeling., Appears to enjoy
interaction with peers to some extent. ’

Moderate degree of warmth. Injoys otkers' company for the

most part. but stroang positive feelinzs absent.

Very warm. IEnjoys companionship of reers; also expresses

positive feelings about them.

Txtremely warm. As for (4), with the addition of several

spontaneous expression of liking during the interview.

r = .80

24, Boy's report of heterosexual ex-merience. (8. 17)

None, .

Some mild petiing. Nothing aore.

Occasional petting. No intercourse,

Frequent petting, intercourse on one or more oc¢casions.

Considerable heterosexual experience, including iniercourse.

r = .95

25. Boy's report on masturbation. (g, 18)

Hone. Denies masturbation,

Admits to some masturbation, Isolated incidents.

idnits to masturbation, regular but infrequent, e.g., on
month, ‘ :

Admits to masturbztion, once or twice z week.

Admits te reguliar and frequent masturbation, most days.

r= .94

20. Boy's report of homosexurl ezxperience, (Q. 18c)

None,
Isolated incidents, onme or two only.’
£ few incidents. ‘

Frequént, not regular, Several times over the pas’ year

Pegular occurrences,

r = .91

GCe a
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Scale

1.
2'

Se

Scale

1.
2%
3
Ll’e
5.

27. Extent tc which Yoy has had sex information from parents

(@. 20)
lMone from parents, all from otler sources.
Very little from parents, mostly from othar sourcer.

Some from porents, more from other sourcecs. Paréri has glven

gomc information directly, or suppliesd suitable sotrce.

qu r portion of informaticn {rom parent or sourc: . supplicd
r parenta '

As for (4), except that parer. has informed boy vary fully,

and ma .z sure he understands.

r = ,92

28. Guilt and anxiety concern .ng sex. (Q. 17 through 20)

Ho evi‘ :mce of avoldance or vorry.

Slight Boy may refrain at imes, but in gennrﬂl not dLSuurbed,
Boy worvies at times, occasicrnslly refrains.

Clear ¢.idence of worry, attempts to refrain.

As far 4). In addition, bo," exhibits unrealictic fears,

attemgr 3 to obtain reassuraice froo exsminer, =tc.

Note: R Se up for blocking 2:1d similar signs of embarrassment

within int. ~view situation.

r o= .85
Scale 29 Gull' concerning disrup’'ive antisocial behiavior or impulse.
:D) :
-l; No dindicrtion of anxiety or zuilt.
2, Little irlication.
3. Somg- indi ation that boy ferls he should not do these thlngs,
some worr: afterwards.
L, Clear ind. zations of guilt, but not as strong as (5).
5. Boy feels ‘ery guilty; elab-rutes; self--excuaatory3 nay try
tc rationarize, »
Note: If n instances of dirruptive behavior come to light,
so thet there is no occasion for guilt to be displayed, rate O,
not . ’
r :'UB_O
.Scale 30. Boy's preference for living with mother or father. (Q. 23)
1. Preference 'or mother.
2. No choice.
3., Preference for father.
= .93
Scale 31, Extent tc which boy talke things out with father, i.e.,
asks for help, information, advice, suggestion. (Q. 24,
25, 28)
Ignore boy's reactions to advice.
1. Never consults father
2. Consults fathe:r oply on rare occasions.
3. wometimes consults fether, nct frequently.
L, Often consults father. :
5. Consults fether on wide ranz ze of ‘topics frequcntlyv goes ta

hin for help and reassurance wheiever he is in difficultics.
r = .90
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please her, do favors, obey lLer
which boy recei: 3s praise for the

1,
2c
3
L,
S

32, Eytent to which boy

frequent or regular..

’ - [ A}
¢ nsults mother. (9. 2%, 25, 28)
(Same as for Scnle 217

33, Amount of time boy sp.nds in company of father. (Q. 26)
Never spends tims with fa tei, other thon inevitable interactipn

moal t hems, in own Troom or alscwhere in
house, or following own p ~suits. Never goes for trips or
vacations with him,

Spends an o:casionﬂl even’.ig in company of father, interacting;
zoes with him very rarcely, only on occasion-l visits to family
icit Tather is prying, etc., Trips

or to buy somethi ng fo*vd
together very r o
Some svenings at hom= in interaction with father. Goes out in
his compeny somastimes, sharing activities other than those
listed uander (2). A .

Spends a good deal of tim: with father. Regular trips in
addition to activities includsd. in (3). o

Spends most of leisure t¢~> in father's company. Many
ovenings Upmnu in interact LOQ, vwrlts trlpa. vacatlons, etce,

= 487

2

3L, fmount of tins boy spends in company of mother. (Q. 26)
(Same as for Scale 33) R

r = 972

35. R sio»anCG to going ot with 1,, being seen with, mohter.
.e without actusl open resistance,

E‘!Ot at c.\].’1 g
Bome i..dicat
to motl-r.
ecists sometimes.

Often v iists

Avoids ¢ ing out with mother whenever p05o1ble.

1"': «93

X .
resistiunce; may not bs directly expressed

36. Resiste=nce to geing out with, being seen with, father,

(Q. 26)
r = ,%3

in praise from, approval of,

a8

l -
37. Extent to wnich boy tvies to g
mother. (Q. 27)

Toke into account extént to which boy sz7s5 he tries to
immediately. Ignore extant to
cs

2 things.
liakes no, o practically no, attsmpt to do this.
Rare occasiiuns only, :

ometiner does this.

‘Frequer!ly does thin,

Boy muliés every effcrt to please mother.

r = ,35
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38, Extent to which boy tries -to gein praise from, approval
- of, father. (Q. 27) (Scme as for Scale 37)

r = 84

39, Extent to which mother prsises boy. (Q. 27)
Practically never praises; just takes good behsvior for
granted.

Praises now and again; seldom.

Sometimes prazises, sometimes not.

Praises usually, shows appreciation, admires.

Praises regularly, very cppreciative, admiring.

r = 083

40, Bxtent to which fa ther preises boy (Q. 27) (Same ns for
Scale 39) v -

r = .90

L1, Mother's use of rewards (e.g., money, pr1v1leges) when
she is plezsed. (Q. 27)

None.
Rare, only for someting exceptiona.
Occasional rewards.
Frequent rewards.
Freauent and generous rewards.

r = .82

Lz, Father's uss of rewards (money, privileges) when he is
pleased. (Q. 27) (Same as for Scale 41)

r = .91

L3, Extent to whlch boy earns own spending money. (q.. 28,
29h) '

Boy earns sll own spending money, pays for own clothes for
most part. Does not ask for money excédpt in emergency.

Earns most of his spending money, but on occasion money is
given or lo=zned by parents. :
Regular allowance given by parents, sufficient for general ex-
penditure. Boy earns money for =ny extra expenditures, though
money nay be given on special occasions. :

Eegular allowance given boy. Supplemented whenever boy

needs mores for spec1f1c expenditures, Boy earns very little.
Boy zets as much money zs he wepnts and when he wants it.

Does not earn, :

r = .88

Lb., Txtent to which bov resists advice, suggestions, f*om
mother. (Q. 24, 25, 28, 29)

Fo resistance, though boy mey evaluate advice before acting

on it. .

Yery little resistance. Boy definitely likes to work out some
thlngs for himself, but for the most part feels no opposition
to doing what rother suggests. :
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Scale

Scale

1.
2e
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Scale
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Sonec resistance. OScwetimes resists and rejects mother's
suzgestions, usually follows them.

Considerable resistence. Often resists mother's suggestionss
on occesions does opposite of what mother suggests.

Very resistant. Takes little notice of what mother says,; and
very definitely prefers to zc own way. Yill do oppogite of
yhat mother suggests quite often.,

r = .83

45, Bxtent to which boy resists advice, suggestions, from
father. (Q. 24, 25, 28, 29) (8»me as for Scale 4b4)

r = .35

L6, Boy's account of respensibilities placed on him by mother.
(Q. 30)

Low demands, low pressure. Little or nothing expected of

boy in the wey of performing jobs.

Some demands, low pressure; or low dem=nds, some pressn*eg

No regular jobs, but encourages helping. One or two smzll
jobs, not time-consuming, ‘ '
Moderate demands, moderate pressure. ,
Mecderate demands, high pressure, or high demands and moderate
pressure. - i
High demands, high pressure. Many jobs, some time-consuming
cxpected tec be performed. .

r = .64,

47, Boy's account of responsibilities placed on him by father,
(Q 20) (Same as for Scale 46)

r = .83

L48. Boy's resistance to acce;ulng respon51b111t3es placed on
him by mother. (Q. 30)

No resitance wngtsogvxr.

Boy tries to evade these .on infrequent occasions, but is
generally acceptant., :

Trics to evade demands; On rere occasions refuses to accept.
Considerable resistance. Frequently evades responsibilities.,
Sometimes refuses to accept theéenm.

Extremely resistant. FEvades responsibilities whenevér
possible., Unwilling to accept thenm.

r = .65 - - .

MQQ B?y’s resistance to accepting responsibiliﬁies placed on
bhim by father., (8. 30) (Same as for Scale U8)

r = .79



Scale 50. Father's use of physical punishﬁént.‘(q. 31)
Take account of who.e period, including sarlier years. If
physical punishment is still cdministered, rate up one point.

1. Hever used physical punishment.

2, Occasional cuffing in past. “othing more.

3, Real spanking st infrequent intervals. OCccasionsl cuffs or
sleaps.

L, Tistory of frequent cuffinz. Occasional real spanking.

5. History of-frequent and severe physical punishment.

r = .82

Scale 51. iother's use of physical punishment. (R, 31) {(Same
as for Sczle 50)

r = .88

Scale.52. Father's use of deprivation of privileges. (Q. 31)

1. Never. .

2. Uscd rarely; only to control devistions connected with usc
of privileges. ‘

3. Usecd sometimes, but with moderation. Small privileges taken
away, but not for long periods of time.

4, In general, as for (3), but technique '‘is used more frequently

~ or applied in s more severe meonner.

5. Frequently controls deviant beh2vior by depriving boy of

highly vslued privileges for long periods of time.

r = .82

Scals 53. Yother's use of deprivation of privileges. (Q. 31)
(8ame as for Scale 52)

r = .94

Scale 54. Father's usc of ridicule. (Q. 31)

1. Never uses this.

2. Slight use. One or two instences given, not intense.

3. Moderate use. Several incidents reported; no indication that
there is special emphasis or frequency.

4. Huch use. Several incidents reported, and evidence that the
technique is emphasized, considered effective, or used gquite
frequently.

5. 4s for (4), but father extremely derogatory.

r = ,88

Scale 55. Nother's use of ridicule. (Q. 31) (Same as for Scale 54)
r = ,89

Scale 56. Father's scolding, nagrming. (Q. 31)
Take note of earlier resporsses.

1. Mdgimum use. ,
2. Some scoplding, nagzing about one or two things.
3s Hass in limited areas, but in theses aress is frirly persistent.
L, Mags avbout = number of things, but not so extensively as (5).
5. Constantly scolding and nugging about many things. After

me all the time.V

r = .80

o




Scale

Sczle

Scale

nazging,  (Q. 31) (Same as for Scale

57. Mether's scolding,

56)
R = .88

(Q.31)

Never uses techniques of this kind. No instrnces in intervicw.
Used on rare occasions. One or two instzances in interview.
Some use of techniques.
Used fairly cften.
Freguent use of technigues.
of controlling boy.

.85

58, UYithdrawal of love - father.

Zvident th-t this is major way

r =

59, Hithdrawal of love =~ mother. (Q. 31) (Same as for Scale
58)

r = .91

560. Hother's use of reasoning zs z disciplinary technique,
(0. 31 and rest of interview)

This includes explaining why boy should not do things,
bf‘

listening to his arguments znd trying to give an answer on the
merits of the case, describing consequences of actions.

1.
2.
3.
b,
S

with him, rate 1, not o,

Hother never uses. Boy gives no answer nt any time that would
suggest use of reasoning,

Minimel use. Very few examples given that would suggest

use, or boy says moth:r hardly ever does this. '

Some rezsoning evident from boy's account, but indications
that other techniques are often used immediately. :

Parent generally reasons with boy, but not to exclusion of
other techniques, » ' ’
Uses regularly. Boy stresses degree to which mother reasons,
or mekes it clear that this is her preferred technique(at
least tried before any other method is resorted to) and that
use of any other method is resorted to) and that use of any
other method is relatively infrequent.

Note: If the boy gives no instnnces of parents' reasoning

since there is no direct question on

this topic and ratings are to be based on extent to which boy

refers to reasoning in various contexts.
r = .83
o ~ - o . - - 03 ~
Scale Gl, Father's use of rsosoning =28 2 disciplinary technique,
© (2. 31 ond rdst of intervisw) Same as Scale 60)
r = 81
- _ 7 : ) P . . . N F
Scale 62. Extant to which boy resents discipline of mother. (Qs31)
1. Accentant, Does not complein,
2. Generally noncomplaining. Deesn't appear to resent it very

mech,

Poy resentful at times,

2oy generally rescntful,

Very.resentful, Doesn't get over it easily.

094

Tr =
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ent to which boy resents discipline of father. (Q. 31)
s for Scale 62)

= .80
64, 2oy's account of restrictions placed on him 2t home by
mother. (Q. 32)

Trlze into az2ccount usc of redio, TV, smoking and drinking
i7e home, bad langunge, setting times for homswork, etce.

The bov may say that he dozs not drink or smoke, etc. in such a
vay as to indicate thaot porental attitudes have been 1ntc nglized.

In
1.

A% g
® o

wJ1

@

Scale

Scale

Scale

this case, rnte up accozdingly.

Mo restrictlons. Parent would only interfere if someone

clse was being upset b boy's behavior.

Fow restrictions. Some minor limitations set on boy's
behavior.

Moderate. Sets limits in most aress, but allows considerable
latitu ‘

Strict rules in some =zreas., Some limitatioms in others.
Strict rules, strictly enforced, Boy must not disturb rest
of family, must not drink, smoke, swear, etc.

r = .70

65. Boy's account of restrictions placed on him at home by
father. (@. 31) {(Same as for Scale 64)

r = .78

65, Boy's account of restrictions plsced on him outside houe
by mother. (G. 32)

No restrictions. Boy comes and goes as he likes, can stay
out at night; boy's friends and choice of activities are his
oIz cOncern. ) '
Few restrictions. Boy expected to let prrents know if he is
going to be unusually late, his approximate whereabouts,
etc. Othérwise no restrictions imposed.

Maderate. Limits boy's staying out late, but with some latitude.
% few limits on boy's choice of friends and/or adtivities,
Strict. Boy expected to check out, be in at certain tiae,
with very little latitude. Some llmlcatlons to boy's free
p301ce of friends and activities.

Strict rules, rigidly enforced. Heas to be in at 2 certain
ime except on exceptional occasions, has to let parents

now what he is going to do or whot he has dome. Parents
ortid o number of nctivities and pressurd the boy in matter
of choice of friends.

H) e ~C-‘
:

67, Roy's account of restrictions plrced on him outside the
home by father. (§. 317 (Sane zs for Scale 66)

r = e78
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(Q. 32
Accepts completely. No resistance in any area.
On infrdquent occasions trics to circumvent restrictions. Geun-
orally accepted.
iws sometimes to circumvent restrictions

68, Boy's resistrnce te restrictions placed on hiwm bJ nuther.

o
Often circumvents., Ignores them completoly on occasions, -
Extremely resistant., Completely unwilling to accept restrictions,
‘Goes ehead z2ni does what hie likes.

r = .83

69, Boy's resistnance to restrictions pleced on him by father.
(Q. 32) (Szme as for Bcale 68)

r = .83

7C. Boy's resistance to accounting for Act1v1t1es to father,

(Q. 33)
Ho resistance. Boy feels he czn be perfectly honest.
Some mild resistance. Mot very importsnt.

Hoderate resistance., Ivades telllnw parents now and again,
but in general cdoamsn't mind.

Bvasive with parents. Often feels like not t9111ng parents
things. .

Extremely resistrnt. Boy objects strongly to father's wanting

‘to know, and deliberately avcids communication.

r = .78

71, Boy's resistance to accounting for activities to mother.
(@. 33) (Same as for Scale 70)

r = 385

72, Eoy s report of direct verbal aggression toward mothur

(q. 34)

No instances.

Sore instances, mild.

Uccasionally objects or argues with mother..

Frequently objects, prctests, argues. May express anger,
Frequent strong verbal protests. Loses control.

r = ,86
73, 3Boy's report of direct verbal sggression toward father.
- (9. 34) (Seme as for Scale 72)
r = ,90
I - - . 4 -
D ?oy‘sqreport of dircct physical aggression toward mother.

Ho instances,

One or two incidfents of this kind.,

A faw incidents. '

Occurs often (three or four times every year).
Occurs very often

r = .92
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Scale 75. Buy's report of direct physical aggression toward fatiwr.

(6. 34)  (Same zs for Scnle 74)

r = .8%

Scale 76. Boy's report of indirsct aggression against mother.

(Q. 34)

Make account of any show of nnger or resentment which does

N

not involve direct, frce-to-face, physicul or verbal aggression,
ee.g., walking out of house, slamming doors, srying derogatery
things to other parent, pzssive ressistance.

1.
2
S

b,
5.

Scale

Scale

1.
2e

3.

5.

Scaie

Ne instances.

One or two instances.

Some instances, but no indicetion that technioue is frequently
useds

Seversl insfances.

Several instances. Doy sexplicitly says he does this sort of
thing often.

r=o75

77. Boy's report of indirect aggression against father. (Q.
34) (Shme as, for Scale 76)

= .78

78, Dirdctness~-indirectness of aggressive response toward

mnot . (q. 34)

Ignore absolute fregquency of response.
Doy expresses anger only in very indirect manner.

Boy usually expresses aggression indirectly, but sometimes
aggression is semidircct, e.g., displaced, pzssively resistant.
Boy sometimes directly, sometimes indirectly, expresses-aggres=— .
sion; or typically expresses aggression in semidirect way. T
Boy sometimes expresses aggression directly, sometimes seml-_
directly. :
Boy typically exnresses aggression openly, freely, and
immeﬁlately.

r =.8%

75 Directness—-indirectness of aggressive response toward
father. (Q. 3%) (Saome as for Scale 78)
= .77

80. Indication of guilt-feelinzs concerning aggression tounrd
mother, including disobedience. (Q. 334, 3kg)

Ho indications.

Scme indicaztions, ¢.g2., b0oy snys he feels he has aci:e"q badly,

buy mekes no attemrs to make up for bshavior. Not feDQ1ve
yhen reporting aggression. N

Some indication of discomfort zbout zggression, & f ensiveness,
or attempt to make up for it to mother. (Rste 2 a zingle

indication only occurs, 4 if =11 three indicntions cccur to
some degree.)
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4, See 3. Rrte 4 also if boy incdicntes guilt strongly throuzh one

1

or other of thes above cues.

ear indications of guilt. Boy fesls uncomfortable, trics

o
59 L il

to make up to mother. Is defensive, r-tionslizes, when report-

ing aggression.

r = .77

Scale 81. Indications of wuilt-feelings eoncerning aggression toward
father, including disobedience. (Q. 33e, 3h4i) (Seme as
for Scale 80)

r = .81

Scale 62. Warmth of boy toward mother. (Q. 36, but t~ke account of
all relevant answers) .

T;:is scale is concernced with the wxtent to which the boy dem-
onstrates his affection toward his mother., Take note especially
of the extent to which he enjoys her company snd her personal
charccteristics, indicates sympathy and understanding.

1. Very little warmth. Hatter-of-frect, not demonstrative. Shows
littls sympathy or understanding, ' :

2. Some evidence of warmth. Not as matter-of-fact as I, but ih
general is undewmonsirative and enjoys interaction only under
limited circumstnnces,

3« Moderate dezree of warmth. Enjoys mother for most part,
shows some understandiangz and sympathy but not demonstrative.

L, Very warm toward mother. Tries to show her he feels this
way. Enjoys her as a person. ' }

5. Extremely warm. Spontaneously expresses appreciation of her
during the interview in several places, in addition to
characteristics listed under 4. Sympathetic and understandiag.

r=982

Scale 83.:Warmth of boy toward father. (Q. 36, and all relevant an-
‘ swers) (Same as for Scale 82) :

r=¢89

Scale 8L. Boy's feelings of rejection by mother. (Q. 23 through
40, especially G. 35, 36)

1. No feclings of rejection expressed. Fcels mother wants hin,
enjoys him, takes interest in him.

2. In general fdels accepted, but some minor qurlifications.

2. Some feslings of rejection, ¢.g., mother does not take dnough
interest in him, sometimss is glad to get rid of him.

“e Strong feelings of réjection, but with some qunlifications.

5. Foels complately rojzcted. Mot wanted nt home, mother dcesn't
like him, takes no intorest in him. '
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Boy's feaslings of rojection by father. (Q. 23 through
4O, especially Q. 35, 36) (Sime as for Scnle &4)

r = .86

Scale &

\J

Scale 6. Dxtent to which boy identifies with mother. (Q. 23 through

' L0, especially Q. 37)

Take into account the extent to which the boy says he is like
his mother, the dagree to which he accepts her opinions and ldeas
and quotes them. Spontancous remarks, e.g., "L guess I am like
my mother in that,” occurring elsewhere than in Q. 23, are
expecially important cues,

1., Boy gives no indications of identification.

2., Some identification. May be like mother in one or two things,
but not for the most part. Never spontaneously states accet=
tance of her ideas. -

3, Hoderatc identification, Thinks he is like mother in some
ways. Some azdditionzl evidence of identification. X

L, Strong idecutification. Thinks he is much like her; some
additkonal evidence in interview. . ‘

5. Thinks he is very like his mother. Clear indications of
identification in various parts of interview.

r = .86

Scale 87. Extent to which boy identifies with father. IQ. 23
through 40, especinlly Q. 37) (Same as Scale 86)

I‘=o75

Scale 88, Hostility to mother. (Q. 23 through 40)

1, Boy uniformly expresses positve statements about mother: No

unfavorable ones.
2. Boy expresses mainly favorable attitudes, but makes sone

minor criticisms.
%, Boy makes approximately equal number of favorable and unfa-

vorable conmments.
4, Boy expresses mainly unfavorsble comments. - A few favorable

ones, .
5. Boy uniformly unfavorable in comments on parent.

r = 382
‘Scalc 89, Hostility to father. (Q. 23 through 40) (Szme as for
Scale 88 '
r = .83



APPENDIX E RATER CODE SEEET

Hame ¢f Rater: Respondent's Code Noo:

Sex of Rater: Parent Shest Circle One: Father Mother

Respondent's

s dent
Responses Responden

Scale 1123|4567 8|9|10}

¥ =

1| Level »f school achlevement dasifed of boy
by pareant

2 | Pressure parent bas placed on boy for schosl
agchisvesment :

3 | Restrictions imposed on boy outside home

4 Eesﬁri@tiens‘pléced'on,bby%insidebEéﬁa

5 | Parent's =mccount of bey‘s resistance to
restristions

6 | Agresment beiween parents on enforcement of
rules

7 | Extent te whish boy sarns own spending nmeney

8 | Pressures towards responsibility

9 | Agreement on giving boy responsibilities

10 | Boy's resistance to accepting responsibliities
in home

11 | Demands for obedience |

12 | Parent's conslstency of demands

13 | Pernissiveness for aggression towards pareants

i RN SN —— S

14 | Punitivensss for aggression towsrds parents

L5 | Parent's acgsount of boy's physisal aggressien Py
towards parent P

16 | Parent's account of boy's verbal aggressien
towards parent

17 | Parent’s report of indirect aggression
towards parent

18 | smount of time father spent in caretaking
during bey's ehildbood, as compared with
methar

P




<M N jg ﬁ i
S esponcent’s Hespondent
&5 T~ Respomses
seaLe T— bl1516]7 10

19 | Amount ef time mother spent in affectionate
intersction with boy in infancy and early
ghildbosd

20| Amount of time fatber spent in affectionate
interaction with boy in infanecy and early
ehildhood

21| Parent's permissiveness for sex: early years

22 | Permissiveness for masturbation: present
attitude

2% | Permisasiveness for hetercsexual activity:
present attitude

24| Pupnitiveness for sexual behaviour

25| Parent's sex anzletly

26 | Parent's estimate of boy's sex anxiety

27| Parent's account of amount of time boy spends
in bis {(her) company

28 | Parent's permissiveness for boy's spending
time in his (her) company

29 | Parent's punitiveness for boy's wanting te
spend time in his (her) company

%20 | Boy's resistance to spending time with parents

%1 | Extent to which boy goes to parent for help

%22 | Parent’s sncouragement for seeking help

33| Parent's punitiveness for seeking help

34| Boy's resistance to accepiing suggestions
from parent

25 | Werpth of mother towards boy

36 | Warnth of father towards boy

37 | Warmth towards spouse

38 | Parental encoursgement of aggression

39 | Permisaiveness for aggression towards peers

R0 | Punitiveness for mgression towards peers




Respondent’s

Respondent

Res57n0n5es

: Scale 5 718 9]L0
? b S
: : ‘

Ml " Permissiveness for aggression towards |
.! siblings
) \ o
» — —
i22 1 Punitiveness for agcvession towhuas
' sihlings
i ! i
h3 Permissiveness for aggression towards
| | 2dults other than parents
44 | Punitiveness for aggression towards

adults other than parents
45 | Demands for masculinity
45 | Use of rewvards
47 | Use of praise i
43 | Use of positive models - -
46 | Use of negative nodels
50 | Use of physical punishment
51| Use of deprivation
152 | Use of ridicule
1 .
ISB Usc of scolding, nagging, lecturing
ls4 | Withdrawal of love
55 ) Use of reasoning as techniqgque of dis-

cinline
546 | Parent's account of bovy's attltude

to QluClﬁllne
57 Agxeement between parents on guestion

of discipline
58 | Family authority, policy setting
59 | Acceptance-rejection of hoy
60 | Hostility to boy

4

61; Eostility to spouse




APPENDIX F CHINESE UNIVERSITY STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN STUDY

Au Chi Wah

Chan Ching Kai
Chan Ka Lok
Chan Ping Kuen
Chao Gee Ying
Cheung Kar Yuen
Cheung Wai Sum
Cheung Sheung Chi
Chong Kin Chim
Chow Mei Nor
Chu Irene

Chu Kain Fatt
Chung Chi Sheung
Fong Hok Chor
Fung Kwok Chiu
Kwan Kam Sheung
Kwonk Lai Ling
Lai Phobe

Lau Mei lai

lee K. Y.

Lee May May

Chan Bik Sai
Chan Shiu Kwan
Chan Sze Wai
‘Chan Yin Ping
Cheng Bo Wong
Chung Ling Chun
Lau Chan Sang
Lee Shuet

INTERVIEWERS

RATERS

Leung Chung Kin
Leung Chuen Nam
Leung Fu Hing
Leung Lai Ching
Lo Jean

Lui Chan Lo

Luk Ping Chuen
Lun Lai Fun
Man Lai Ping

- Ng Shui Har

Pang Lan Ying
Pang 0i Hang
Sheung O Wai
Tsang Kau Yau
Wang Shirley
Wong Dick Ming
Wong Ka Po
Wong Lai Kwuen
Yeung David
Yeung Yat Woon
Yip Yin Chi

Lui Heng Leung
Man Jic Leung
Pang Shing Fook
Tam Wing Yee
Tsang Yau Hang
Wong Ko Yee
Wong Shui Fong
Yue Mui Ying

The majority of the interviewers were former students of the Chinese

University at the time of the study.

The raters were comprised of

both sociology and social work students of the University. In addi-
tion, two former students were from other colleges in Hong Kong and

their names are Ruth Ling and Dominique Tan.



