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ABSTRACT 

 
This study identified discipline and coercive/power assertive punishment techniques young 

adults recalled receiving during childhood. This study also examined the contribution of specific 

discipline and punishment techniques to young adults’ history of externalizing behaviors, current 

attachment to mother, and depression. Participants in the study were undergraduate students enrolled 

in courses offered by the Department of Human Development and Family Studies and the 

Department of Psychology at The University of Alabama. Results revealed that African American 

and Caucasian participants recalled receiving different discipline and punishment techniques. Male 

and female participants recalled receiving different discipline and punishment techniques. Significant 

differences were that male participants recalled receiving physical aggression and love withdrawal at 

higher rates than female participants. All participants recalled receiving each discipline and 

punishment technique at a rate with unrelated consequences being the most frequently recalled. For 

males, verbal aggression, physical aggression, love withdrawal, and natural consequences were each 

related at the bivariate level of history of externalizing behaviors, depression, and current attachment 

to mother. For females, the pattern of discipline and punishment techniques that were statistically 

significant with the outcomes of history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, and 

depression are similar to the pattern of statistically significant bivariate correlations for males. 

Exploratory analyses were also completed to examine the relative contribution of childhood 

discipline and punishment variables to the explanation of young adult social functioning. 

Implications of these findings increasing parents’ knowledge and practice of positive discipline 

techniques are discussed.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Discipline plays an important role in the social and emotional development of children 

(American Academy of Pediatrics, 1998). Child development and family relations experts who 

specialize in parent education define discipline as the system of teaching and nurturing that 

prepares children to achieve competence, self-control, self-direction, and responsibility, and it 

promotes children’s ability to care for others (American Academy of Pediatrics, 1998; Telep, 

2009). In this paper, parenting behaviors that fall into the category of positive discipline are 

differentiated from parenting behaviors that are considered coercive/power assertive punishment. 

Parenting behaviors under each broad category are described, and when possible, research 

findings linking each specific parenting behavior to child development outcomes is reviewed. 

Unfortunately, there is a paucity of research literature regarding how many common positive 

discipline techniques and coercive/power assertive punishments relate to child development 

outcomes. This paper reports the results of a survey of young adults who recalled specific 

positive discipline techniques and specific power assertive/coercive punishment techniques that 

they received during childhood. These discipline and punishment techniques were then examined 

as predictors of young adults’ history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, 

and current depressive symptoms.  
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Positive Discipline 

Discipline involves nurturing and guiding, and typically attempts to prevent problem 

behaviors and conflict by teaching children how to behave (Gengler, 2011; Milne, n. d.; Telep, 

2009). The root word for discipline is disciple, which means to train or to teach (Dictionary.com 

Unabridged; retrieved May 28, 2012). One who teaches is expected to lead by example. Thus, 

positive discipline of children implies that parents teach children how to behave by (a) modeling 

desired behaviors and social reasoning skills, (b) engaging in inductive reasoning to help 

children solve social problems, (c) setting and enforcing appropriate consequences for the 

behavioral choices children make, and (d) guiding children by monitoring their whereabouts, 

peer associations, and activities. Most importantly, these positive discipline parenting behaviors 

are thought to be most effective when they are laden with positive affect rather than anger. When 

the parent-child relationship is characterized by a climate of positive affect, children are thought 

to engage in appropriate behaviors because they desire to do so rather than because they fear 

punishment from the parent (Telep, 2009). Positive discipline techniques that promote child 

choice and autonomy are characterized by parental explanations and minimal use of power. 

These techniques are generally found to be more effective at facilitating child moral 

internalization than methods that are reactive and harsh, which includes forms of psychological 

or physical coercive/power assertive punishments (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Kochanska & 

Thompson, 1997; Kuczynski& Hildebrandt, 1997). 

Positive modeling. Positive modeling is one type of positive discipline technique. It 

involves parents modeling behavior that they want their children to imitate (National Mental 

Health Association, 2003). Children are most likely to imitate adults with whom they identify 



3 
 

and whom want to be like (Bandura, 1989). Children engage in imitated behavior willingly; 

therefore, this discipline technique is considered non-coercive.  

Inductive reasoning. Inductive reasoning is another positive discipline technique. It 

refers to the reasoning and explanations given by parents so that children understand the 

consequences of their actions on self and others (Hoffman, 1979; Lopez, Bonenberger, & 

Schneider, 2001). Inductive reasoning techniques involve the use of clear communication and 

explanations for why the child is asked to behave a certain way. Inductive reasoning sets 

standards for the child to obey (McKinney, Milone, & Renk, 2011). Often, but not always, 

children will want to obey once they understand the reasons why they are asked to comply with a 

parental request. Thus, this discipline technique is non-coercive in its attempts to get children to 

behave in a way that is against their initial will. Children of parents who use inductive reasoning 

as the primary form of discipline often have higher internalization of norms, more guilt over 

antisocial behaviors, and higher levels of empathy, altruism, and moral reasoning (Lopez et al., 

2001). Parents’ use of inductive reasoning helps to avoid parent-child power struggles, which 

often escalates to parents’ use of coercive/power assertive nonphysical and physical discipline 

with children (McKinney et al., 2011). 

Natural and logical consequences. Natural and logical consequences are discipline 

techniques used in response to child misbehavior; however, they focus on teaching the child to 

engage in appropriate behavior the next time he or she encounters a similar situation (Dinkmeyer 

& McKay, 1989). Natural consequences occur naturally without the parent having to impose any 

penalty. An example of a natural consequence is when a child’s toys are ruined because they are 

left outside in the rain. In this case, the consequence for not putting away the toys and leaving 

them outside is that they are ruined by the rain. A natural consequence is typically paired with a 
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discussion between the parent and child about how the problem (in this case, the ruined toys) 

could have been prevented by following the parent’s initial request (in this case, to put the toys 

away). Another example of a natural consequence is when a child gets cold because she refused 

the parent’s request to wear a jacket. The discussion that follows would focus on how the next 

time the child goes out, she should consider taking a jacket. When children experience natural 

consequences, they are more likely to comply the next time the parent makes the request.  

A logical consequence differs from a natural consequence in that it requires the parent to 

impose a penalty that is logically tied to the misbehavior. An example of a logical consequence 

is when a child has to wear dirty jeans because she did not take her dirty clothes to the laundry 

room. When possible, it is best for the logical consequence to involve making restitution for the 

misbehavior. For example, a child who has to clean crayon markings off a wall because he 

marked on it is making restitution for his misbehavior. Another example of making restitution 

for the misbehavior is a child who has to perform extra chores to earn money to pay for 

something she broke. Regardless of whether a consequence involves making restitution for the 

misbehavior, consequences that relate either naturally or logically to the misbehavior are thought 

to be helpful because they teach children responsibility for their behavioral choices (Telep, 

2009). In this way, natural and logical consequences differ greatly from punishment, which is 

why they are considered forms of positive discipline rather than punishment. Unfortunately, no 

studies specifically examining the effects of imposing natural and logical consequences relative 

to the effects of imposing other discipline or punishment techniques on children’s compliance 

and behavior could be found. However, literature written by parent educators for the lay 

audience is replete with advice for parents to incorporate natural and logical consequences as 

part of a plan of discipline to teach children responsibility (c.f., Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1989).  
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Monitoring. Finally, parental monitoring is a child guidance strategy that is often 

associated with nonphysical discipline techniques; however, it is not a true discipline technique 

because it does not teach or nurture positive behaviors, nor is it necessarily performed in 

response to a negative child behavior. Instead, monitoring involves keeping track of a child’s 

whereabouts, activities, and peer associations when the child is away from home or parents 

(Kerr, Stattin, & Burk, 2010). Monitoring is one way that parents provide structure for children. 

Structure refers to ways in which parents organize a child’s environment to facilitate 

competence. Other structure building strategies include setting routines, rules, and consequences 

for times when children break rules (Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2009). Parental monitoring has been 

found to be one of the most important family-related factors that protect children and adolescents 

against psychological and social risk (Brookmeyer, Henrich & Schwab-Stone, 2005). One reason 

parental monitoring is so important is because it is effective in keeping youth away from 

delinquent peers and engaging in antisocial activities (Kerr et al., 2010). Findings from one study 

revealed that monitoring was related to lower incidences of delinquency, smoking, drug use, and 

other norm-breaking behaviors (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). In two other studies, monitoring and 

parental support were particularly effective in buffering the effects of exposure to violence on 

adolescent delinquency (Bacchini, Miranda &Affuso, 2010; Brookmeyer et al., 2005). Not only 

does monitoring provide structure, but it conveys the message to children that they are worthy of 

their parents’ time and attention (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). For that reason, it is not surprising that 

parental monitoring has been associated with fewer depressive symptoms in studies using very 

large samples of adolescents (Bacchini et al., 2010; Hamza & Willoughby, 2011).  

Redirection. Redirection is a strategy for guiding children’s behavior that is often 

recommended by parent educators (Klein, 2008). The strategy works especially well with 
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toddlers and young children, but it can be used at times with older children and teens, too. It 

involves diverting a child’s attention away from a problem or from problem behavior and 

directing him toward desirable behavior. For example, if a child is engaging in a problem 

behavior, it is helpful to suggest two to three alternative nonproblem activities from which he can 

choose. Although redirection is a commonly used strategy for guiding children, it is typically not 

examined in the research literature on childhood discipline and guidance. 

Praise. Praising a child for engaging in desired behavior is a form of positive 

reinforcement (Heath, 2013). Heath described the conditions for which praise as a positive 

reinforcement would be effective. First, it must be heard or noticed by the child. Second, it must 

be consistently given until the desired behavior becomes a habit. Third, it should always 

maintain or increase the desired behavior. Fourth, what is reinforcing varies from one child to 

another. Nonetheless, most children find praise or social approval rewarding. To use praise, 

parents are advised to make eye contact, be physically close, smile, and describe the behavior 

that is being approved. Several studies have documented the effectiveness of parents’ praise or 

positive reinforcement. For example, parental praise has been linked to children’s healthy eating 

habits and exercise (Arrendondo et al., 2006), children’s academic success (Hoover-Dempsey et 

al., 2001), and engagement in extracurricular activities (Fletcher, Elder, & Mekos, 2000). Not all 

child development experts endorse the use of praise, especially when it is indiscriminant and 

given frequently. Critics of indiscriminant, overused praise claim that it undermines children’s 

intrinsic desire to perform the behavior. Moreover, experts agree that the praise should focus on 

the behavioral process (e.g., “you should be proud of yourself for studying so hard”) rather than 

on the end product (“I am so proud of you for making an A on the test”).  
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Coercive/Power Assertive Punishment  

A contrasting definition of discipline is “to punish or penalize in order to control” 

(Dictionary.com Unabridged; retrieved May 28, 2012). This definition suggests that parents 

focus on what the child has done wrong rather than on teaching correct, desired behavior. The 

goal of punishment is to ensure that the child will stop the misbehavior and not repeat it. 

Punishment is considered coercive because it attempts to compel children to act in a way that is 

against their will (Latham, 2008). Punishment is also considered power assertive because it relies 

on the powerful status of the parent to enforce consequences that are punitive and oftentimes 

unrelated to the misbehaviors. Punishment involves a penalty, which may be either physical pain, 

such as with spanking, or psychological pain, such as with shaming and other forms of verbal 

aggression, and love withdrawal. Alternatively, punishment may involve imposing a 

consequence that is unrelated to the misdeed such as taking away either a desired object or 

privilege until the child’s behavior is corrected, or sending a child to his or her room (Telep, 

2009). Coercive/power assertive punishment techniques have been associated with children’s 

decreased feelings of confidence and assertiveness (Baumrind & Black, 1967; Lasky, 1993: 

Gershoff, 2002) and increased feelings of humiliation and helplessness (Baumrind & Black, 

1967; Gershoff, 2002; Lasky, 1993). Lack of confidence and increased humiliation resulting 

from childhood punishments have been found to be associated with depression among young 

adults (Baumrind & Black, 1967; Gershoff, 2002; Lasky, 1993). Moreover, coercive/power 

assertive punitive parenting is associated with insecure attachment history for both males and 

females (Levy, Blatt, & Shaver, 1998).  

Verbal aggression. Several punishment techniques fall into the category of 

coercive/power assertive punishment. The first, verbal aggression, involves attacking the self-
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concept of another person (Carlyle, McClure, & Roberto, 2005; Infante & Wigley, 1986). It may 

also involve threatening a child with the use of physical force in order to gain the child’s 

compliance (Roberto, Carlyle, & McClure, 2006). Parents who lack effective communication 

skills have been found to be more likely to resort to verbal aggression, which often escalated to 

physical aggression (spanking) to gain compliance from their children (Roberto et al., 2006). 

Murray Straus and Carolyn Field (2003) argued that verbal aggression is the most coercive, 

power assertive, and potentially damaging of all of the nonphysical coercive/power assertive 

punishments. The investigators defined verbal aggression as including shouting, yelling, or 

screaming at child; threatening to spank the child without actually doing it; swearing or cursing 

at child; calling child dumb or lazy or some other name like that; and saying you would send 

child away or kick him or her out of the house. Findings from their nationally representative 

study of American parents revealed that regardless of gender or race, nearly all American parents 

(90%) engage in one or more forms of psychological verbal aggression toward their children 

(Straus & Field, 2003). This finding was true for parents of children ages 2 to 17 years of age. 

The vast majority of parents surveyed admitted to using less severe forms of verbal aggression 

on their children (i.e., shouting yelling, or screaming), but nearly 10-20% of parents of young 

children and 50% of parents of teenagers admitted to using one or more of the more severe forms 

of psychological aggression (i.e., swearing or cursing at child, threatening to kick child out of 

house, and calling child names like dumb or lazy). Parents’ verbal aggression, in particular, has 

been found to negatively impact children’s relational satisfaction and closeness to parents 

(Carlyle et al., 2005). Because verbal aggression involves demeaning the character of the child, it 

is also likely to be related to increased child depression. 
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Love withdrawal. Love withdrawal is the second type of parental punishment technique 

that falls into the category of coercive/power assertive punishment. Love withdrawal is a 

punishment technique that involves withholding love and affection or attention from a child 

when the child misbehaves or fails at a task (Huffmeijer, Tops, Alink, Bakermans-Kranenbug & 

van Ijzendoorn, 2011). Parent’s use of love withdrawal has been associated with low self-esteem 

and low emotional well-being which may hamper empathetic concern (Huffmeijer et al., 2011). 

By using love withdrawal, the parent communicates to the child that his or her love is conditional 

upon the child’s performance (Huffmeijer et al., 2011). These findings resulted from a study 

which involved 391 females, and no race differences were found (Huffmeijer et al., 2011). 

Similar to verbal aggression, love withdrawal has the potential to be very damaging to a child’s 

sense of felt security and self-concept, and may ultimately lead to children’s feelings of 

depression. Parents’ use of love withdrawal affects children’s later psychological functioning 

because it creates a link between children’s performance and relational consequences 

(Huffmeijer et al., 2011). That is, the message it conveys to the child is that love is conditional 

upon accomplishing an achievement or complying with parents’ demands. Conditional love is 

inconsistent love, which has been found to foster insecure parent-child attachment relationships 

(Sroufe, 2005). 

Unrelated consequences. The third type of coercive/power assertive punishment 

technique that falls into the category of coercive/power assertive punishments is called unrelated 

consequences. Unrelated consequences include taking away a desired object or privilege that is 

unrelated to the child’s misdeed, grounding, and sending the child to his or her room. These 

techniques are also sometimes referred to as an illogical consequence because they do not 

logically relate to the misdeed, nor do they require the child to make restitution for the misdeed. 
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These techniques are potentially less damaging to the child’s self-concept than parental verbal 

aggression or love withdrawal because they do not involve attacking or criticizing the child’s 

sense of self or making the child feel unworthy of parental love. 

Physical aggression. “Corporal punishment is the intentional use of physical force to 

inflict pain, but not injury, for the purpose of correcting or controlling a child’s behavior” 

(Straus, Dodge, & Pettit, 1994, p. 4). When physical force is used to inflict pain in order to 

control a child’s behavior, regardless of the severity of the pain, it is physical aggression. This 

type of physical aggression is widely endorsed by parents as a “sometimes necessary” form of 

discipline. Many believe that parents who do not use physical punishment with their children are 

too permissive. Moreover, most parents believe that children who do not receive physical 

punishment engage in higher rates of behavior problems. Two separate meta-analyses found 

some support for the belief that physical punishment is linked positively to immediate 

compliance (Gershoff, 2002; Larzelere & Kuhn, 2005). However, most researchers have found 

that physical punishment yields more negative outcomes for children than other forms of 

discipline. Parents may unintentionally promote antisocial behavior in their children by 

demonstrating to them that it is “ok” to express anger through harsh physical punishment 

methods (Grogran-Kaylor, 2004). The use of physical punishment has been found to increase 

behavior problems among most, but not all children (Bender et al., 2007; Eamon & Zuehl, 2001; 

Gershoff, 2002; Grogan-Kaylor, 2004; Straus & Donnelly, 2001; Straus et al., 1994). The 

National Survey of Families and Households found that physical punishment increased antisocial 

behaviors for children of some ethnic groups and decreased antisocial behavior for children in 

other ethnic groups (Grogan-Kaylor, 2004). For instance, some studies find that spanking is 
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linked to lower aggression among African American children but increased aggression among 

Caucasian children (Grogan-Kaylor, 2004).  

Physical punishment has also been positively correlated with depression, low self-esteem, 

negative psychological adjustment, and poor relationships with parents and other adults with 

authority (Bender et al., 2007; Straus et al., 1994; Wu, 2007). For example, Bender et al. (2007) 

found that harsh physical punishment, which was defined as pushing, grabbing, or shoving, and 

hitting with a belt or similar object, was related to increased symptoms of depression and 

anxiety. These findings held true for both males and females, although the relationship was 

stronger for females. Also, the findings held for both Caucasian participants and African 

American participants. Recent investigations find that the pain of physical punishment can also 

cause children to experience feelings of fear, anxiety, and anger (Bugental & Goodnow, 1998; 

Gershoff, 2002; Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Jordan & Curtner-Smith, 2011; Maccoby & Martin, 

1983; Saarni, Mumme, & Campos, 1998). These negative feelings can cause the child to become 

fearful and avoidant of the parent, which can deteriorate the attachment bond between parent and 

child (Azrin & Holz, 1966; Gershoff, 2002; Hirschi, 1969; Parke, 1977; Van Houten, 1983). 

Other research also found that the experience of physical punishment affects parent-child 

attachment bonds. For example, recollections of receiving physical punishment during childhood 

has been linked to lower attachment quality between young adults and their mothers, and this 

relation held for both males and females, and for both African American particpants and 

Caucasian participants (Jordan & Curtner-Smith, 2011).  

Variations in Parents’ use of Positive Discipline and Coercive/Power Assertive Punishment 

by Gender and Race 

 

Parents often have different expectations and limits for their sons’ and daughters’ 

behaviors, and parents often treat their sons and daughters differently when the children 
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misbehave (Lytton & Romney, 1991). For example, parents are more likely to use corporal 

punishment with their sons than with their daughters, and parents are more likely to enforce 

stricter curfews for daughters than for sons (Lytton & Romney, 1991). Gender differences in 

parents’ use of other forms of positive discipline and coercive/power assertive punishment has 

yet to be examined. 

Racial variations in parents’ use of corporal punishment is a current topic of 

investigation. Many studies find that African American parents are more likely than Caucasian 

parents to endorse and use corporal punishment. Studies examining racial differences in the 

effects of corporal punishment on children have yielded mixed findings. Some studies found that 

African American children who receive corporal punishment engage in less externalizing 

behaviors than African American children who do not receive it, whereas Caucasian children 

who receive corporal punishment tend to engage in higher rates of externalizing behaviors than 

Caucasian children who do not receive it. Still, other studies found that both African American 

children and Caucasian children who receive corporal punishment engage in higher rates of 

externalizing behavior problems and depression (McLoyd &Smith, 2002; Stormshak, Bierman, 

McMahon, & Lengua, 2002).  
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CHAPTER II 

PURPOSE, SIGNIFICANCE, AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS 

 

Most empirical studies examining the effects of discipline and punishment on children 

focus on the effects of parents’ harsh physical punishment. In comparison, relatively fewer 

studies have examined the effects of other forms of discipline and punishment, including harsh 

verbal aggression, mild coercive/power assertive punishment (e.g., taking away an unrelated 

privilege), and the various positive forms of discipline on children. Moreover, little is known 

about gender and racial variations in children’s experiences with receiving either coercive/power 

assertive punishment or positive forms of discipline. This study identifies the prevalence of child 

discipline and punishment techniques that young adult participants recall receiving during 

childhood. The study also examines how these recalled discipline and punishment techniques 

received during childhood relate to young adults’ history of child and adolescent externalizing 

behaviors, current attachment to their mothers, and current depressive symptoms. Variations in 

these relations by gender are examined. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study:  

1. How do African American young adults compare to Caucasian young adults in their 

recall of their mothers ever using each positive discipline technique and each coercive/power 

assertive punishment technique? 
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2. How do male young adults compare to female young adults in their recall of their 

mothers ever using each positive discipline technique and each coercive/power assertive 

punishment technique? 

3. Which positive discipline techniques and coercive/power assertive punishment 

techniques could young adult participants recall their parents using more frequently? 

4. What is the relative contribution of each positive discipline technique and each 

coercive/power assertive technique to the explanation of variance in young adults’ history of 

externalizing behavior, current attachment to mother and current depression? Do these relations 

vary by gender? 

Findings from this study contribute to the growing body of research on positive discipline 

techniques and coercive/power assertive punishments used by parents, and how these techniques 

contribute to young adults’ history of externalizing problems, current depressive symptom, and 

attachment to mothers. This information will be helpful to practitioners and family service 

providers who design and lead parent education programs.  

This study draws from several theoretical frameworks, including coercion theory 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992), parental control theory (Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2009), social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989), and attachment theory (Bretherton, 1992). Coercion theory, 

which was first developed by Gerald Patterson, provides a basis for better understanding parent-

child interactions associated with serious child antisocial behavior. Coercion theory poses that a 

child’s interpersonal interactional style is learned within the family and carries over to a child’s 

interactions with others outside the family, including peers and teachers (Patterson, 1992). 

Coercive interactions develop between two people when one person engages in a negative 

behavior to get his way or to achieve a goal. To counter, the other person is equally negative. 
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The exchange of interactions increases in frequency and intensity until one partner gives in to the 

other partner. In some families, negative parent-child interactions dominate in intensity and 

frequency until parents resort to harsh forms of physical and verbal aggression to coerce the 

children into halting their negative behaviors. At other times in these families, parents give in to 

their children’s demands in hopes that the children will stop their noxious behavior. Patterson 

finds that giving in to children’s demands only trains the children to engage in noxious behaviors 

at a higher level of intensity the next time they have a goal or make a demand on their parents.  

Parental control theory explains how parents exert control over their children, and how 

that control affects child development (Gray & Steinberg, 1999). Contemporary studies of 

parental control have recognized that some parenting behaviors that were once referred to as 

control, such as monitoring, limit setting, and parental involvement in children’s decision 

making, are best conceptualized as structure and are thought to have beneficial effects on 

children. In contrast, parents’ psychological control refers to parental attempts to control 

children’s behaviors through pressure, intrusion, domination, shaming/humiliation, excessive 

guilt induction, and love withdrawal. Parents’ psychological control undermines children’s 

psychosocial development by interfering with their ability to become independent and develop a 

healthy sense of self and personal identity (Steinberg, 1990). Albert Bandura (1989) developed 

social cognitive learning theory, which proposed that people can learn a new behavior simply by 

observing a role model. The likelihood that a child will imitate the modeled behavior depends on 

the observed consequences to the model and on characteristics of the model such as perceived 

power and status, nurturance, and similarity in terms of gender, race, and age. Finally, 

attachment theory purported that infants and their primary caregivers (usually the mother) form 

very strong and enduring emotional bonds (Bowlby, 1968). The attachment bond ensures the 
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survival of the infant by motivating the adult to care for the child. There are four key components 

to the attachment system: (a) the child seeks proximity to the caregiver when frightened or 

distressed; (b) the caregiver provides a safe, secure base from which the child can explore the 

surrounding world; (c) the child maintains proximity to the caregiver; thereby keeping her safe, 

and (d) the child becomes distressed upon separation from the caregiver. Attachment bonds vary 

in quality depending on the responsivity and warmth of the caregiver. An attachment bond is 

formed in early in life; nonetheless, it continues to exert an influence on development throughout 

the individual’s life course. The secure attachment bond, fostered by consistently warm and 

responsive caregiving, is ideal and provides a child with a sense of felt security that gives him 

the confidence to explore new environments and situations. Thus, a secure infant-caregiver bond 

promotes exploration and later independence. Insecure bonds, which are either anxious-resistant 

or anxious-avoidant in quality, are fostered by inconsistent (sometimes warm, sometimes hostile 

and frightening) parenting or consistently neglectful parenting, respectively. Children who 

develop either type of insecure parent-child attachment bond later lack the confidence to explore 

new environments and situations, and master new skills that promote success in most areas in 

life. Moreover they are at-risk for poor psychosocial adjustment in the form of externalizing 

problems and internalizing problems (Sroufe, 2005).  

Taken together, these theories suggest that frightening, controlling, and/or coercive, 

aggressive parental behaviors do little to teach children socially competent behaviors. These 

theories also suggest that frightening, controlling/coercive parental behaviors typically only deter 

negative externalizing child behaviors when children are under surveillance by the authority 

figure. Additionally, frightening, aggressive parenting behaviors are theorized to model 

aggression and coercion as a way to solve social problems. Finally, these theories suggest that 
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parental behaviors that convey withdrawal of love and withdrawal of positive parental attention 

will decrease children’s sense of felt security, result in less secure parent-child attachment bonds, 

and increase the likelihood of child depression. In contrast, parental behaviors that are perceived 

as conveying warmth and understanding, and that teach children how to make good choices for 

their behaviors should be more effective in promoting positive, prosocial child behaviors. 

Finally, children whose parents are warm, nurturing, and consistently responsive are likely to 

develop a sense of felt security, develop secure attachment bonds with their parents, engage in 

fewer externalizing behaviors, and are unlikely to experience depression when compared to 

children whose parents lack warmth and nurturance and are inconsistent in their provision of 

care. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

 

This study used an online survey entitled “The University of Alabama Family 

Relationships Survey,” which was administered to young adult university students. The 

University of Alabama Family Relationships Survey contained four questionnaires: The 

Dimensions of Discipline Survey (DDI; Straus & Fauchier, 2011), an abbreviated form of the 

Personal Relationships Survey (PRP; Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy & Sugarman, 1996), the 

Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1987) and The Major 

Depression Inventory (MDI; Beck, Ward, & Mendelson, 1961).   

Study Procedures 

Participants were recruited from courses offered by the Department of Human 

Development and Family Studies and the Department of Psychology at The University of 

Alabama. Researchers visited the classrooms of potential participants and explained the purposes 

of the study, answered any questions, and obtained written informed consent. Also, researchers 

provided the URL address to the online survey entitled “The University of Alabama Family 

Relationships Survey.” Students who participated received extra credit for their course. Students 

who chose not to participate could complete a different activity to obtain extra credit. 

 Participants completed the online survey on a computer in the privacy of their home or at 

another computer of their choice. It took participants approximately 1 hour to complete the 

survey. Participants actually completed two separate surveys: one with the questionnaire, and  
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another with identifiers for the purpose of subject pool credit. Any identifying information 

needed to assign subject pool credit was separated from the data. Participants who opted not to 

answer some of the questions or who refused to participate at any point after starting the survey 

still received full credit.  

Participants 

Participants included 644 young adults between 18 to 35 years of age. There were 8 

African American male participants (nearly 1%), 80 Caucasian male participants (nearly 12%), 

64 African American female participants (nearly 10%), and 492 Caucasian female participants 

(77%). Thus, the sample was comprised of mostly Caucasian females.  

Measures 

Recalled discipline was assessed with the Dimensions of Discipline Inventory (DDI; 

Straus & Fauchier, 2011). The DDI contains 26 items that ask the participant about his or her 

parent’s use of punishment (physical and nonphysical) and discipline behaviors when the 

participant was 10 years old. Item responses include 0 = “Never,” 1 = “Not in that year, but in 

another year,” 2 = “1-2 times in that year,” 3 = “3-5 times in that year,” 4 = “6-9 times in that 

year,” 5 = “Monthly (10 to 14 times in that year),” 6 = “A few times a month (2-3 times a 

month),” 7 = “Weekly (1-2 times in a week),” 8 = “Several times a week (3-4 times),” 9 = “Daily 

(5 or more times a week),” and 10 = “Two or more times a day.” 

Specific parental discipline behaviors are categorized into two broad categories: positive 

discipline techniques and coercion/power assertive punishment. The positive discipline 

techniques category included positive modeling, inductive reasoning, natural consequences, 

logical consequences, parental monitoring, redirection, and praise. The coercion/power assertive 
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punishment category included the parental behaviors of verbal aggression, love withdrawal, 

unrelated consequences, forced apology, and physical aggression.  

Positive modeling. Positive modeling was measured by a single item which read, “How 

often did your mother show or demonstrate to you the right thing to do?” Possible responses 

ranged from 0 = “never” to 10 = “two or more times a day.” Possible responses for positive 

modeling ranged from 0 to 10. In this study, scores for positive modeling ranged from 0 to 10. 

Inductive reasoning. Inductive reasoning was measured by a single item which read, 

“How often did your mother explain the rules to you to try to prevent you from repeating 

misbehavior?” Possible responses ranged from 0 to 10. In this study, scores for inductive 

reasoning ranged from 0 to 10. 

Natural consequences. Natural consequences also was measured by one item, which 

read, “How often did your mother let you misbehave so that you would have to deal with the 

results?” Possible responses ranged from 0 to 10. In the current study, scores for natural 

consequences ranged from 0 to 10. 

Logical consequences. Logical consequences was measured by the single item which 

read, “How often did your mother make you do something to make up for some misbehavior; for 

example pay for a broken window?” Possible responses ranged from 0 to 10. In the current 

study, scores for logical consequences ranged from 0 to 9. 

Monitoring. Monitoring was measured by three items which included, “How often did 

your mother check on you to see if you were misbehaving?”; “How often did your mother check 

on you so that she could tell you that you were doing a good job?”; and “How often did your 

mother tell you that she was watching or checking to see what you were doing?”. Possible scores 
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ranged from 0 to 30. In this study, scores for monitoring ranged from 0 to 30, and the Cronbach 

alpha for the monitoring scale was .74. 

Redirection. Redirection was measured by the single item, “How often did your mother 

give you something else you might like to do instead of what you were doing wrong?” Possible 

responses ranged from 0 to 10. In the current study, scores for redirection ranged from 0 to 10” 

Praise. Praise was measured by the single item, “How often did your mother praise you 

for finally stopping bad behavior or for not behaving well?” Possible responses ranged from 0 to 

10. In the current study, scores for praise ranged from 0 to 10. 

Verbal aggression. Verbal aggression was measured by two items which included, 

“How often did your mother shout or yell at you when you behaved badly?” and “How often did 

your mother call you lazy, sloppy, thoughtless or some other name like that?” Possible scores 

ranged from 0 to 20. In this study, scores ranged from 0 to 20. The Cronbach alpha for this scale 

was .58.  

Love withdrawal. Love withdrawal was measured by three items which included, “How 

often did your mother try to make you feel ashamed or guilty?”, “How often did your mother 

deliberately not pay attention when you misbehaved?”, and “How often did your mother hold 

back affection by acting cold or not giving hugs or kisses?” Possible scores ranged from 0 to 30. 

In this study, scores ranged from 0 to 25. The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .55. 

Unrelated consequences. Unrelated consequences was measured by seven items which 

included, “How often did your mother take away your allowances, toys, or other privileges 

because of misbehavior?”, “How often did your mother give you money or other things for 

finally stopping bad behavior or for behaving well?”, “How often did your mother give you extra 

chores as a consequence?”, “How often did your mother withhold your allowances, toys, or other 
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privileges until you did what she wanted you to do?”, “How often did your mother ground you or 

restrict your activities outside of the home because of misbehavior?”, “How often did your 

mother put you in “time out” or send you to your room?”, and “How often did your mother send 

you to bed without a meal?” Possible scores ranged from 0 to 70. In this study, scores ranged 

from 0 to 48. The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .74. 

Forced apology. Although forced apology was not reviewed in the above review of 

research literature on discipline or punishment of children, it is included here because it appears 

to be a commonly used parenting strategy when a child offends another child either by hurting 

that offended child or by taking away or damaging the offended child’s possessions. A study of 

186 mothers of young children identified the strategy of “Make child apologize” as one of 

several logical consequences for a misbehavior which mothers would choose as their first 

response to their child’s misbehavior (Socolar, Winsor, Hunter, Catellier, & Kotch  1999); 

however, many child development and parenting experts advise parents not to make a child 

apologize. Steven Stosny, a clinical psychologist who specializes in working with families that 

engage in emotionally abusive processes, claimed that when children are forced to apologize as 

part of punishment, they experience the act as humiliation or submission rather than as 

reconciliation (2011). He further stated that humiliated children are focused on their own 

negative feelings of humiliation or shame which interferes with their ability to understand the 

feelings of the offended child who is hurt (Stosny, 2011). Moreover, children who are humiliated 

into an apology may be more likely to resent the offended child. Thus, the forced apology can 

impact a child who has misbehaved in a way that is opposite from what the parents intended. 

Because a forced apology is forced rather than willingly given, we categorized it as a coercive 

parenting strategy. It is measured by the single item, “How often did your mother make you 
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apologize or say you were sorry for the misbehavior?”. Possible scores for forced apology 

ranged from 0 to 10. In this study, scores for forced apology ranged from 0 to 10.   

Physical aggression. Physical aggression was measured by four items on the DDI 

questionnaire. They were, “How often did your mother shake or grab you to get your attention?”, 

“How often did your mother spank, slap, smack, or swat you?”, “How often did your mother use 

a paddle, hairbrush, belt or other object?”, and “How often did your mother wash your mouth out 

with soap, put hot sauce on your tongue, or do something similar?” Possible scores ranged from 

0 to 50. In this study, scores for physical aggression ranged from 0 to 29. The Cronbach alpha for 

this scale was .72.  

History of externalizing behavior. Young adults’ history of externalizing behavior was 

assessed by their responses to 11 items taken from three subscales on the Personal and 

Relationship Profile questionnaire (PRP; Straus et al., 1996). The three subscales in the PRP that 

were used included the Criminal Behavior Subscale, the Antisocial Personality Subscale, and the 

Substance Abuse Subscale. A sample item from the Criminal Behavior subscale is “Since age 15, 

I hit or threatened to hit someone who is not a member of my family.” A sample item from the 

Antisocial Personality subscale is “I often lie to get what I want,” A sample item from the 

Substance Abuse subscale is “Sometimes I can’t remember what happened the night before 

because of drinking,” For all items, responses ranged from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 4 = 

“strongly agree”. A total History of Externalizing Behavior score was derived by summing 

across all 11 items. Possible scores ranged from 11 to 44. In this study, scores ranged from 11 to 

35. The Cronbach alpha for history externalizing behavior was .76.  

Depression. Participants also completed The Major Depression Inventory (MDI; Beck et 

al., 1961). The MDI consists of 12 items. For each item, participants indicated how often they 
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experienced the behavior or feeling referenced in that item during the past 2 weeks. Item 

responses ranged from 0 = “at no time” to 5 = “all of the time”. Sample items include “Have you 

felt low in spirits or sad?” and “Have you had trouble sleeping at night?”. Possible scores ranged 

from 0 to 60. In this study, scores ranged from 0 to 50. The Cronbach alpha was .92. 

Attachment to mother. Participants also completed an assessment of their current 

attachment to mother, the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA; Armsden & 

Greenberg, 1987). The IPPA consists of 25 items. Item responses ranged from 1 = “Almost never 

to never true” to 5 = “Almost always or always true.” The scale is scored by reverse scoring the 

negatively worded items and then summing the response values. This assessment measures the 

degree of mother and young adult mutual trust, quality of communication, and the extent of 

alienation. A sample item from the Trust subscale is, “My mother trusts my judgment.” A sample 

item from the Communication subscale is, “My mother helps me to talk about my difficulties.” 

Finally, a sample item from the Alienation subscale, which would be reversed scored, is, “I don’t 

get much attention from my mother.” A total Attachment to Mother score is derived by summing 

across all 25 items. Higher scores reflect stronger attachment to mother. Possible scores range 

from 25 to 125. In this study, scores ranged from 31 to 125. The Cronbach alpha was .95.   
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

For all analysis in this study, means, standard deviations, correlations, and regression 

models were calculated using SPSS for Windows, 18.0. The first table presents the means and 

standard deviations for all positive discipline techniques and all coercive/power assertive 

punishments examined in the study. As can be seen in Table 1, there is a great deal of variability 

in all of the variables. Four variables, natural consequences, logical consequences, love 

withdrawal, and physical aggression, have standard deviations that are greater than their means. 

This may reduce the predictive value of these four variables. 

Table 1 

 

Means and Standard Deviations of Positive Discipline Techniques and Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments 

 

Discipline Techniques and                                 

Coercive/Power Assertive Punishments    

   M (SD) 

Positive Modeling (1 item) 5.57 (2.89) 

Inductive Reasoning (1 items) 5.21 (2.45) 

Natural Consequences (1 item) 1.44 (1.97) 

Logical Consequence (1 item) 1.60 (1.77) 

Monitoring (3 items) 12.58 (7.18) 

Redirection (1 item) 2.47 (2.34) 

Praise (1 item) 4.26 (2.83) 

Verbal Aggression (2 items) 5.19 (4.07) 

Love Withdrawal (3 items) 3.37 (4.12) 

Unrelated Consequences (7 items) 16.46 (9.07) 

Forced Apology (1 item) 4.87 (2.48) 

Physical Aggression (4 items) 5.32 (5.52) 

Note. N = 644. 
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Recall of Positive Discipline Techniques and Coercive/Power Assertive Punishments by 

Ethnic Group 

 

The first research question guiding this study was, “How do African American 

young adults compare to Caucasian young adults in their recall of their mothers ever 

using each positive discipline technique and each coercive/power assertive punishment 

technique?” Table 2 reports the percentages of the discipline techniques and 

coercive/power assertive punishments that African American participants and Caucasian 

participants recalled ever receiving. African American and Caucasian participants 

recalled receiving discipline techniques at different rates. The significant differences 

were that Caucasian participants recalled receiving higher rates of logical consequences, 

monitoring, praise, love withdrawal, and forced apology than African American 

participants. No significant differences were found between African American 

participants and Caucasian participants’ rates of receiving Inductive reasoning, natural 

consequences, redirection, verbal aggression, unrelated consequences, positive modeling, 

and physical aggression. 

The second research question guiding this study was, “Are female young adults more 

likely to recall certain positive discipline techniques and coercive/power assertive punishments 

than male young adults?” Table 3 reports the percentages of the discipline techniques and 

coercive/power assertive punishments that male and female participants recalled receiving. As 

expected, differences were found in the prevalence of discipline and punishments that males and 

females recalled receiving as a child. The significant differences were that male participants 

recalled receiving logical consequences, physical aggression, and love withdrawal at higher rates 

than female participants. No other differences were found in the rates of verbal aggression, 
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unrelated consequences, inductive reasoning, positive modeling, monitoring, redirection, praise, 

forced apology, and natural consequences.  

Table 2 

 

Percentage of Recall of Positive Discipline Techniques and Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments by Ethnic Group 

 

Discipline Techniques and 

Punishments 

African 

American 

(N=75) 

Caucasian 

(N=545) 

Sig. 

Positive Modeling 97% 95% Ns 

Inductive Reasoning 96% 97% Ns 

Natural Consequences 37% 48% Ns 

Logical Consequences  43% 63% χ
2
(1) = 10.94, p 

< .01 

Monitoring 88% 97%  χ
2
(1) = 6.81, p < .01 

Redirection 62% 68% ns  

Praise 76% 88% χ
2
(1) = 8.23, p < .01 

Verbal Aggression 92% 86% ns  

Love Withdrawal 47% 65% χ
2
(1) = 9.09, p < .01 

Unrelated Consequences 96% 98% Ns 

Forced Apology 87% 98% χ
2
(1) = 21.94, p 

< .01 

Physical Aggression 88% 78% Ns 

 

Table 3 

Percentage of Recall of Positive Discipline Techniques and Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments by Gender 

 

Discipline Techniques 

and Punishments 

Females 

(N=555) 

Males 

(N=86) 

Sig. 

Positive Modeling 96% 94% Ns 

Inductive Reasoning  97% 97% Ns 

Natural Consequences 45% 54% Ns 

Logical Consequences 56% 80% χ
2
(1) = 17.53, p 

= .01 

Monitoring 95% 98%   Ns 

Redirection 66% 75% ns  

Praise 87% 86%   Ns 

Verbal Aggression 86% 93% Ns 
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Table 3 (con’t) 

Discipline Techniques 

and Punishments 

Females 

(N=555) 

Males 

(N=86) 

Sig. 

Love Withdrawal 62% 74% χ
2
(1) = 5.06, p = .02 

Unrelated Consequences 98% 99% Ns 

Forced Apology 96% 95% Ns 

Physical Aggression 77% 88% χ
2
(1) = 4.79, p = .03 

 

The third research question was “Which positive discipline techniques and 

coercive/power assertive punishments could young adult participants recall their parents using 

more frequently?” Table 4 presents the percentage of participants who could recall ever 

receiving each positive discipline technique and punishment. The percentage of participants who 

recalled receiving each of the discipline and punishment techniques indicated that parents utilize 

a variety of discipline and punishment techniques with their children. Unrelated consequences 

was the most frequently used discipline technique as evidenced by 98% of participants being 

able to recall receiving it. Natural consequences were the least frequently used by parents as 

evidenced by 47% of participants being able to recall receiving it. Logical consequences, love 

withdrawal, and redirection were moderately used as evidenced by 60-67 % of participants being 

able to recall ever receiving these forms of discipline or punishments. 

Relationships Between Positive Discipline Techniques, Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments and Young Adult Males’ History of Externalizing Behavior, Current 

Attachment to Mother, and Current Depression 

 

The fourth research question was, “What is the relative contribution of each positive 

discipline technique and each coercive/power assertive punishment to the explanation of 

variance in young adults’ history of externalizing behavior, current depression, and current 

attachment to mother? Do these relations vary by gender? To address this question, separate 

correlational analyses were first performed on the study variables. These analyses were 
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performed separately for males and females. The results of these analyses allowed the 

investigator to examine the study variables multicolinearity and patterns of bivariate correlations.  

Table 4 

Percentage of Participants who Could Recall Ever Receiving Each of the Positive Discipline 

Techniques and Coercive/Power Assertive Punishments 

 

Discipline Techniques and 

Punishments 

Percent 

Unrelated Consequences 98% 

Inductive Reasoning 97% 

Forced Apology 96% 

Monitoring  95% 

Positive Modeling 95% 

Verbal Aggression 87% 

Praise 87% 

Physical Aggression 79% 

Redirection 67% 

Love Withdrawal  64% 

Logical Consequences 60% 

Natural Consequences 47% 

Note. N = 644. 

Table 5 presents the bivariate correlations for the male participants only. These bivariate 

correlations are between the seven positive discipline techniques, the five coercive/power 

assertive punishments, and the outcomes of history of externalizing behaviors, current 

attachment to mother and depression. Among the intercorrelations for the positive discipline 

variables and the coercive/power assertive punishments, only five of the correlation coefficients 

ranged between .51 and .60. Thus, these variables did not present an excessively high degree of 

multi-colinearity.   

Verbal aggression, love withdrawal, and natural consequences were each related at the 

bivariate level to history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, and 

depression. All significant correlations were in the expected direction except for the correlations
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Table 5 

 

 1   2 3    4    5     6      7     8     9     10     11     12    13  14   15     16 

1)Externalizing 

     Behaviors 

 -.38** .29** -.20 + -.14 .23* .13 -.06 -.06 -.12 .37** .16 .10 -.09 .15 -.32** 

2) Attachment   -.48** .19 .20 -.28* -.08 .06 .11 .15 -.38** -.41** -.07 .07 -.26* .04 

3) Depression    -.22* -.22* .30** .14 -.09 .03 -.07 .29** .30** .07 -.13 .30** -.04 

4) Positive 

      Modeling 

    .35** .07 .20 .53** .27* .41** -.06 -.05 .30** .38** .10 .21 

5) Inductive 

     Reasoning 

     -.10 .24* .17 .27* .10 .07 .01 .36** .11 .27* .16 

6) Natural Con- 

      sequences 

      .45** .33** .20 .20 .41** .44** .42** .21* .39** -.17 

7) Logical Con- 

      sequences 

       .26* .24* .27* .26* .26* .59** .19 .31** -.13 

8) Monitoring         .22 .27* .05 0 .35** .47** .21 .07 

9) Redirection          .44** .10 .18 .35** .02 .13 .07 

10) Praise           -.09 -.07 .24* .44** -.01 -.05 

11) Verbal 

        Aggression 

           .57** .39** -.04 .60** .08 

12) Love 

       Withdrawal 

            .36** .02 .51** .15 

13) Unrelated 

        Conse- 

        quences 

             .29** .55** -.02 

14) Forced 

        Apology 

              .12 -.11 

15) Physical 

        Aggression 

               .01 

16) Race                 

*  .05, two-tailed. **  .01, two-tailed. For race; 0 = Caucasian; 1 = African American 

 

Correlations of Positive Discipline Techniques, Coercive/Power Assertive Punishments, and Outcomes for Male Participants 

(n’s range from 75-86) 
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between natural consequences and the outcomes. Physical aggression was unrelated to history of 

externalizing behaviors and logical consequences was related to history of externalizing 

behaviors, but not in the direction expected.  

Relationships Between Positive Discipline Techniques, Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments and Young Adult Females’ History of Externalizing Behavior, Current 

Attachment to Mother, and Current Depression 

 

Table 6 presents the bivariate correlations for female participants. These bivariate 

correlations are between the seven positive discipline techniques, the five coercive/power 

assertive punishments, and the outcomes of history of externalizing behaviors, current 

attachment to mother, and depression. Among the inter-correlations for the positive discipline 

variables and the coercive/power assertive punishments, only three of the correlation coefficients 

ranged between .51 and .58. Thus, these variables did not present an excessively high degree of 

multicolinearity.   

For females, the pattern of discipline and punishment variables that were statistically 

significant with the outcomes of history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, 

and depression was strikingly similar to the pattern of statistically significant bivariate 

correlations for males. Natural consequences and logical consequences were statistically 

significantly related to all three outcome variables, but in the opposite direction than what was 

expected.  

The Relative Contribution of Each Positive Discipline Technique and Each Coercive/Power 

Assertive Punishment to the Explanation of Variance in Young Adult Males’ History of 

Externalizing Behavior, Current Attachment to Mother, and Current Depression 

 

To examine the relative contribution of each of the positive discipline and coercive/power 

assertive punishment variables, two sets of hierarchical multiple regression analyses were 

performed. One set of analyses was for young adult males and the other set of analyses was for 
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Table 6 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1)Externalizing  -.37** .33** -.21** .01 .18** .16** -.06 -.01 -.11* .25** .17** .18** .04 .23** .10* 

2)Attachment   -.35** .33** .13** -.11* -.07 .05 .11* .23** -.45** -.41** -.11* .00 -.30** -.09* 

3) Depression    -.15** .02 .13** .11** -.06 .00 -.09* .23** .21** .15** -.00 .15** .03 

4) Positive 

Modeling  

    .43** .10* .12** .46** .27** .49** -.06 -.09* .22** .36** -.03 .02 

5) Inductive 

Reasoning 

     .14** .18** .36** .29** .36** .08 .01 .38** .41** .08 -.04 

6)Natural 

Consequences 

      .23** .14** .21** .11* .26** .25** .36** .15** .21** -.02 

7)Logical 

Consequences 

       .26** .24** .02 .22** .26** .45** .26** .23** -.06 

8)Monitoring         .27** .14** .17** .14** .38** .51** .17** -.03 

9)Redirection          .30** .07 .09* .37** .30** .14** .10* 

10)Praise           -.11* -.03 .19** .37** -.06 -.07 

11)Verbal 

Aggression 

           .58** .42** .21** .54** .09* 

12)Love 

Withdrawal 

            .34** .18** .42** -.06 

13)Unrelated 

Consequences 

             .44** .47** -.05 

14) Forced 

Apology 

              .23** -.14** 

15) Physical 

Aggression 

               .17** 

16) Race                 

*  .05, two-tailed. **  .01, two-tailed. For race; 0 = Caucasian; 1 = African American 

 

Correlations of Positive Discipline Techniques, Coercive/Power Assertive Punishments, and Outcomes for Female Participants 

(n’s range from 496-555) 
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young adult females. Each set contained three multiple regression analyses. For both males and 

females, the dependent variable for the first regression analysis was history of externalizing 

behaviors. The dependent variable for the second regression analysis was current attachment to 

mother, and the dependent variable for the third regression analysis was depression. For both 

males and females, the independent variables entered on Step 1 for all three regression analyses 

were the positive discipline techniques (positive modeling, inductive reasoning, natural 

consequences, logical consequences, monitoring, redirection, and praise). The independent 

variables entered on Step 2 were the same positive discipline techniques entered on Step 1 plus a 

set of coercive/power assertive punishments (verbal aggression, love withdrawal, unrelated 

consequences, forced apology, and physical aggression). Few studies have compared the relative 

contribution of childhood discipline variables and punishment variables to the explanation of 

young adult social functioning; the analyses were considered exploratory and the level of 

significance was set at .10.  

Table 7 presents the results of the three hierarchical multiple regression analyses for 

young adult males. In the first regression analysis in which history of externalizing behavior 

problems was the dependent variable, the full set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 

statistically significantly explained 16% of the variance. The addition of the coercive/power 

assertive variables to the model on Step 2 failed to explain a statistically significant amount of 

additional variance.  

A comparison of the standardized Betas revealed that among just the positive discipline 

variables on Step 1, only natural consequences made a unique contribution to the explanation of 

variance in young adult males’ history of externalizing behaviors. In this case, as young adult 

males recalled receiving more natural consequences, their reports of having a history of 
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Table 7 

Regression Model for Male Participants 

Parenting 

Techniques 

 Externalizing 

Behaviors 

   Attachment    Depression  

 B (SE) Beta  B     (SE) Beta  B     (SE) Beta 

Step 1            

Constant 23.24 1.91   94.25 4.82   18.09 2.96  

Positive 

Modeling 

-.29 .29 -.15  .23 .70 .05  -.33 .48 -.10 

Inductive 

Reasoning 

-.16 .29 -.07  1.08 .70 .19  -.96 .44 -.26* 

Natural 

Consequences 

.83 .39 .28*  -2.40 .93 -.33*  1.65 .60 .34** 

Logical 

Consequences 

.30 .40 .10  .05 .95 .01  .44 .62 .09 

Monitoring -.02 .12 -.02  .14 .28 .06  -.10 .19 -.07 

Redirection -.18 .30 -.08  .28 .70 .05  .17 .45 .05 

Praise -.20 .28 -.09  .69 .67 .13  -.54 .45 -.15 

Step 2            

Constant 21.25 2.22   99.68 5.61   16.77 3.57  

Positive 

Modeling 

-.20 .29 -.10  .24 .68 .04  -.30 .49 -.09 

Inductive 

Reasoning 

-.24 .30 -.12  1.34 .72 .24 +  -1.08 .47 -.29* 
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Table 7 (con’t) 

Parenting 

Techniques 

 Externalizing 

Behaviors 

   Attachment    Depression  

 B (SE) Beta  B     (SE) Beta  B     (SE) Beta 

Natural 

Consequences 

.60 .45 .20  -1.09 1.03 -.15  1.15 .71 .24 

Logical 

Consequences 

.17 .44 .06  .03 1.01 .00  .58 .69 .12 

Monitoring -.01 .13 -.01  .08 .30 .04  -.09 .20 -.06 

Redirection .23 .32 -.10  .48 .75 .09  .21 .51 .06 

Praise -.13 .33 -.06  .24 .76 .05  -.42 .54 -.12 

Verbal 

Aggression 

.59 .23 .40*  -.67 .53 -.19  .23 .34 .09 

Love 

Withdrawal 

-.18 .19 -.15  -.79 .46 -.25 +  .07 .29 .04 

Unrelated 

Consequences 

.04 .12 .06  .06 .25 .04  -.13 .17 -.13 

Forced 

Apology 

-.08 .38 -.03  -.21 .89 -.04  .09 .59 .02 

Physical 

Aggression 

-.12 .16 -.11  .00 .38 .00   .30 .26 .18 

Note: Externalizing Behaviors: adj R² = .16+ for Step 1 (p<.10); R² - change = .08 for Step 2 (ns). Attachment: adj R² = .19 for Step 1(p<.05); R² - change = .11 

for Step 2 (ns). Depression: adj R² = .26 for Step 1(p<.01); R² - change = .04 for Step 2 (ns). + p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01.  
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externalizing behaviors increased. When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power 

assertive variables were entered into the regression equation on Step 2, only verbal aggression 

made a unique contribution to the explanation of variance in history of externalizing behaviors. 

Young adult males who recalled receiving more verbal aggression reported having a higher 

history of externalizing behaviors than young adult males who recalled receiving less verbal 

aggression.  

In the second regression analysis in which current attachment to mother was the 

dependent variable, the full set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 statistically significantly 

explained 19% of the variance. The addition of the coercive/power assertive variables to the 

model on Step 2 failed to explain a statistically significant amount of additional variance. A 

comparison of the standardized Betas revealed that in the model with only positive discipline 

variables on Step 1, natural consequences was the only variable that made a unique contribution 

to the explanation of variance in current attachment to mother. In this case, young adult males 

who recalled receiving fewer natural consequences reported stronger current attachment to their 

mothers. When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power assertive variables were 

entered into the regression equation on Step 2, only inductive reasoning and love withdrawal 

made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in young adult males’ current 

attachment to their mothers. In this case, young adult males who recalled receiving more 

inductive reasoning and less love withdrawal reported a stronger current attachment to their 

mothers than young adult males who recalled receiving less inductive reasoning and more love 

withdrawal. 

In the third regression analysis in which depression was the dependent variable, the full 

set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 statistically significantly explained 26% of the 
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variance. The addition of the coercive/power assertive variables to the model on Step 2 failed to 

explain a statistically significant amount of additional variance. A comparison of the 

standardized Betas revealed that in the model with only positive discipline variables on Step 1, 

inductive reasoning and natural consequences were the only variables that made unique 

contributions to the explanation of variance in depression. In this case, young adult males who 

recalled receiving more inductive reasoning reported fewer symptoms of depression. Conversely, 

young adult males who recalled receiving more natural consequences also reported more 

symptoms of depression. When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power assertive 

variables were entered into the regression equation on Step 2, only inductive reasoning made a 

unique contribution to the explanation of variance in young adult males’ depression symptoms. 

In this case, young adult males who recalled receiving more inductive reasoning experienced less 

depressive symptoms than young adult males who recalled receiving less inductive reasoning.  

In sum, as a group, the positive discipline variables were predictive of each dependent 

variable (history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, and depression), but 

the coercive/power assertive punishments failed to explain additional variance after controlling 

for the amount of variance explained by the positive discipline variables. Additionally, verbal 

aggression was particularly strong at predicting young adult males’ history of externalizing 

behaviors. Inductive reasoning also predicted both young adult males’ current attachment to 

mother and depression symptoms. Love withdrawal also was predictive of young adult males’ 

current attachment to mothers. Finally, natural consequences was predictive of all three young 

adult male outcomes, but not in the expected direction. 
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Relationships Between the Positive Discipline Techniques, the Coercive/Power Assertive 

Punishments and Young Adult Females’ History of Externalizing Behavior, Current 

Attachment to Mother, and Current Depression 

 

Table 8 presents the results of the three hierarchical multiple regression analyses for 

young adult females. In the first regression analysis in which history of externalizing behavior 

problemswas the dependent variable, the full set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 

statistically significantly explained 10% of the variance. The addition of the coercive/power 

assertive variables to the model on Step 2 explained an additional 4% of the variance in history 

of externalizing behaviors.  

A comparison of the standardized Betas revealed that among the positive discipline 

variables entered on Step 1, positive modeling, inductive reasoning, natural consequences, and 

logical consequences made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in young adult 

females’ history of externalizing behaviors. In this case, as young adult females recalled 

receiving more positive modeling, their reports of having a history of externalizing behaviors 

decreased. In contrast, as young adult females recalled receiving more inductive reasoning, more 

natural consequences, and more logical consequences, their reports of having a history of 

externalizing behaviors increased. When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power 

assertive variables were entered into the regression equation on Step 2, positive modeling, 

natural consequences, monitoring, verbal aggression, and unrelated consequences made unique 

contributions to the explanation of variance in history of externalizing behaviors. Young adult 

females who recalled receiving more positive modeling and more monitoring reported having a 

lower history of externalizing behaviors than young adult females who recalled receiving less 

positive modeling and less monitoring. In contrast, young adult females who recalled receiving 

more verbal aggression and more unrelated consequences reported having a higher history of
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Table 8 

Regression Model for Female Participants 

Discipline 

Techniques 

 Externalizing 

Behaviors 

   Attachment    Depression  

 B      (SE) Beta  B     (SE) Beta  B     (SE)    Beta 

Step 1            

Constant 17.00 .58   98.88 2.13   13.42 1.35  

Positive 

Modeling 

-.30 .09 -.19**  1.904 .34 .32**  -.59 .22 -.16** 

Inductive 

Reasoning 

.22 .10 .12*  .02 .37 .00  .40 .23 .09 + 

Natural 

Consequences 

.39 .11 .17**  -1.31 .40 -.15**  .70 .25 .14** 

Logical 

Consequences 

.36 .13 .14**  -.59 .48 -.06  .42 .30 .07 

Monitoring -.04 .03 -.06  -.26 .13 -.11*  -.07 .08 -.04 

Redirection -.08 .10 -.04  .60 .36 .08 +  -.01 .23 .00 

Praise -.07 .09 -.04  .58 .33 .10 +  -.13 .21 -.04 

Step 2            

Constant 15.86 .62   107.60 2.11   10.87 1.47  

Positive 

Modeling 

-.26 .09 -.17**  1.38 .31 .23**  -.44 .22 -.12* 

Inductive 

Reasoning 

.14 .10 .08  .10 .35 .01  .33 .24 .08 
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Table 8 (con’t) 

Discipline 

Techniques 

 Externalizing 

Behaviors 

   Attachment    Depression  

      B      (SE) Beta        B     (SE) Beta       B     (SE)    Beta 

Logical 

Consequences 

.21 .13 .08  .21 .45 .02  .15 .31 .02 

Monitoring -.08 .04 -.12*  -.01 .12 -.01  -.11 .08 -.08 

Redirection -.14 .10 -.07  .60 .33 .07 +  -.03 .23 -.01 

Praise -.04 .09 -.03  .30 .30 .05  -.00 .21 .00 

Verbal 

Aggression 

.13 .07 .12+  -1.30 .24 -.30**  .43 .16 .17** 

Love 

Withdrawal 

-.04 .07 -.03  -.95 .22 -.22**  .19 .15 .07 

Unrelated 

Consequences 

.06 .03 .12*  .02 .11 .01  .11 .07 .10 

Forced 

Apology 

.08 .11 .05  -.24 .36 -.04  -.22 .24 -.05 

Physical 

Aggression 

.05 .05 .06  -.05 .16 .02  -.08 .11 -.04 

Note: Externalizing Behaviors: adj R² = .10 for Step 1 (p <.01); R² - change = .04 for Step 2 (p<.01). Attachment: adj R² = .15 for Step 1(p<.01); R² - change = 

.18 for Step 2 (p <.01). Depression: adj R² = .06 for Step 1(p <.01); R² - change = .04 for Step 2 (p<.01). + p <.10, *p <.05, ** p<.01. 

 



 
 

41 
 

externalizing behavior problems than young adult females who recalled receiving less verbal 

aggression and fewer unrelated consequences.  

In the second regression analysis in which current attachment to mother was the 

dependent variable, the full set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 statistically significantly 

explained 15% of the variance. The addition of the coercive/power assertive variables to the 

model on Step 2 explained an additional 18% of the variance in young adult females’ current 

attachment to mothers. A comparison of the standardized Betas revealed that in the model with 

only positive discipline variables (Step 1), positive modeling, natural consequences, monitoring, 

redirection, and praise all made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in current 

attachment to mother. In this case, as young adult females recalled receiving more positive 

modeling, more redirection, and more praise, their current attachment to their mothers was 

stronger. In contrast, as young adult females recalled receiving more natural consequences and 

more monitoring, their current attachment to mother was lower. 

When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power assertive variables were 

entered into the regression equation on Step 2, positive modeling, redirection, verbal aggression, 

and love withdrawal each made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in young 

adult females’ current attachment to their mothers. In this case, young adult females who recalled 

receiving more positive modeling and redirection and less verbal aggression and love withdrawal 

reported a stronger current attachment to their mothers than young adult females who recalled 

receiving less positive modeling, less redirection, and more verbal aggression and love 

withdrawal.  

In the third regression analysis in which depression was the dependent variable, the full 

set of positive discipline variables in Step 1 statistically significantly explained 6% of the 
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variance. The addition of the coercive/power assertive variables to the model on Step 2 explained 

an additional variance 4% of the variance.    

A comparison of the standardized Betas revealed that in the model with only positive 

discipline variables on Step 1, positive modeling, inductive reasoning, and natural consequences 

were the only variables that made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in 

depression. In this case, as young adult females recalled receiving more positive modeling, they 

reported fewer depression symptoms. Conversely, as young adult females recalled receiving 

more inductive reasoning and more natural consequences, their reports of depressive symptoms 

increased. When all positive discipline variables and all coercive/power assertive variables were 

entered into the regression equation on Step 2, only positive modeling and verbal aggression 

made unique contributions to the explanation of variance in young adult females’ depression 

symptoms. In this case, young adult females who recalled receiving more positive modeling and 

less verbal aggression reported fewer depressive symptoms than young adult females who 

recalled receiving less positive modeling and more verbal aggression. 

In sum, as a group, the positive discipline variables were predictive of each dependent 

variable (history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to mother, and depression), but 

the coercive/power assertive punishments were only able to explain additional variance in 

current attachment to mother and depression. Positive modeling and verbal aggression were 

especially predictive of all three young adult outcomes (history of externalizing behaviors, 

current attachment to mother, and depression) in the expected directions. In contrast, inductive 

reasoning, natural consequences, and unrelated consequences were predictive of one or more 

outcomes but in the opposite direction from what was expected. Monitoring was related to a 
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lower history of externalizing behavior problems, yet it was also related to lower current 

attachment to mother.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

Several findings emerged from this study which merit discussion. First, for both males 

and females, more of the variables were predictive of current attachment to mother and 

depressive symptoms than history of externalizing behavior problems. Regarding the predictive 

ability of the individual variables, recollections of parents’ verbal aggression appeared to impact 

young adults, both males and females, very negatively. That is, for young adult males, it was the 

strongest predictor of having a history of externalizing behavior problems. For young adult 

females, recollections of parents’ verbal aggression were related to all three outcomes, but it 

appears to be especially damaging to young adult females’ current attachment to their mothers. 

This finding is consistent with previous research which also found that parents’ verbal 

aggression impacted children’s relational satisfaction and closeness to parents (Carlyle et al., 

2005). Straus and Field (2003) argued that verbal aggression has the potential of being the most 

damaging of all of the punishments. Their findings from a national survey found that nearly all 

parents admit to engaging in mild verbal aggression with younger children, and half of all 

parents admit to engaging in more serious verbal aggression with adolescent children. More 

severe verbal aggression involves calling a child names which demean the child’s character; 

therefore, it is not surprising that the present study found that young adult females’ recollections 

of parents’ use of verbal aggression was related to a greater number of depressive symptoms as 

well as lower current attachment to their mothers. 
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Another coercive/power assertive punishment that was related to both male and female 

young adults’ current attachment to their mothers was recollections of parents’ use of love 

withdrawal. Love withdrawal involves withholding love, affection, and attention from a child, 

thus making the quality of parenting inconsistent. This finding lends further support to 

attachment theory, which purports that parents’ inconsistency in providing attention, love, and 

affection puts parents and their children at risk for developing an insecure attachment 

relationship (Huffmeijer et al., 2011).  

Young adults’ recollections of their parents engaging in physical aggression (physical 

punishment) were not related to any of the outcomes at the multivariate level. This was likely 

due to shared variance between physical aggression and one or more of the other independent 

variables, especially parents’ use of verbal aggression. At the bivariate level, however, both male 

and female young adults’ recollections of parents’ use of physical aggression was related to two 

of the outcomes, current attachment to mother and depressive symptoms. Parents’ use of 

physical aggression was also related to history of externalizing behaviors, but only for females. 

For males, the correlation between parents’ use of physical aggression was not significant at .05 

level of statistical significance (r = .15, p = .18, two-tailed test). The bivariate correlations 

between parents’ use of physical aggression and lower current attachment to mother was about 

the same for males and for females (r = -.26 for males and r = -.30 for females). These findings 

are consistent with other previous investigations which link parents’ use of corporal punishment 

to lower parent-child attachment (Gershoff, 2002; Jordan & Curtner-Smith, 2011). The 

correlation between parents’ use of physical aggression and depressive symptoms was stronger 

for males than for females (r = .30 for males; r = .15 for females). It is likely that males in this 

sample were more often the recipients of parents’ physical aggression than females given that 
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previous investigations found that parents are much more likely to use physical punishment with 

boys than with girls (Gershoff, 2002; Straus & Donelly, 2001). This difference may account for 

why the correlation between parents’ use of physical aggression and depressive symptoms was 

stronger for males than for females. All in all, findings from the present study were similar to the 

findings of other investigations which linked physical punishment to depression, antisocial 

behavior, and poor relationships with parents and other adults with authority (Bender et al., 

2007; Straus et al., 1994; Wu, 2007). 

Several positive discipline techniques were related to young adults’ outcomes. For 

example, positive modeling was related to stronger current attachment to mother and fewer 

depressive symptoms for young females. More than likely, parents who engage in higher rates of 

positive modeling are also warm and affectionate, which fosters stronger parent attachments and 

helps children feel more secure and accepted. Increased felt security reduces children’s 

susceptibility to depressive symptoms. These findings are consistent with social cognitive 

learning theory which suggests that children are more likely to identify with and imitate a model 

whom they perceive as warm and approachable (Bandura, 1989).  

Positive modeling was also predictive of a lower history of externalizing behavior 

problems for females, but not for males. It is possible that the small sample of young adult males 

relative to the large sample size of young adult females could explain this difference in findings. 

On the other hand, it is surprising that none of the positive discipline techniques predicted a 

lower history of externalizing behaviors for the males. This is likely because of the way that 

history of externalizing behaviors was measured. Recall that this construct was measured by 

asking participants about their history of criminal behavior, history of antisocial behavior, and 

history of alcohol and substance abuse. The males in this small sample of middle- to upper-class 
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university students are not likely to have a history of criminal or antisocial behaviors. The 

variability in this variable reflects the participants’ use of alcohol and drugs. The restricted range 

of variability and the small sample of males together make it difficult to find statistically 

significant relationships between history of externalizing behaviors and any of the discipline and 

punishment variables, especially in a multiple regression analysis. In addition, it is possible that 

recollections of parents’ discipline and punishments received at age 10 have a very weak 

relationship to history of alcohol consumption among a population of university students for 

whom alcohol consumption is common.   

Some of the positive discipline variables were related to both male and female young 

adult outcomes but not in the directions that were expected. This was especially the case for 

natural and logical consequences, and these relationships were found in the multiple regression 

analyses as well as the bivariate analyses. It is difficult to measure various forms of 

consequences for children’s transgressions without also knowing the actual child transgressions 

for which the consequences were imposed. This is because to accurately classify the type of 

consequence imposed requires knowledge of the child’s transgression. For example, a logical 

consequence for a child who refuses to clean her room is not to allow her to leave the house and 

go out with friends until she cleans her room. In this study, a participant who may have received 

this consequence for this transgression would have received a higher score for unrelated 

consequences rather than logical consequences. This is because the item, “How often did your 

mother ground you or restrict your activities outside of the home because of misbehavior?” is in 

the scale for unrelated consequences. The only item assessing logical consequences is one that 

asks participants if they ever had to make up for or make restitution for bad behavior. Making 

restitution is certainly a logical consequence, but many daily transgressions do not require 
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making restitution. For example, not allowing a child to have a dessert because she did not eat 

some of her dinner is a logical consequence that does not require making restitution. Also 

regarding the problematic nature of measuring consequences is that in this study, the single-item 

measure for natural consequences was, “How often did your mother let you misbehave so that 

you would have to deal with the results?” Without knowing the circumstances of the 

misbehavior, the item fails to distinguish between parents who let their children misbehave 

because they are permissive and parents who let their children misbehave because they want the 

child to experience the natural consequence which they hope will reinforce the desired behavior.  

Inductive reasoning also was differentially related to young adult male and young adult 

female outcomes. For males, more recollections of parents’ use of inductive reasoning were 

related to stronger current attachment to mother and fewer depression symptoms. These findings 

were expected given that parents who use inductive reasoning tend to be empathic themselves 

and are likely to engage in parenting behaviors that foster stronger parent-child attachment bonds 

thereby lowering sons’ susceptibility to depressive symptoms. For young adult females in this 

study, more recollections of parents’ use of inductive reasoning was related to stronger history of 

externalizing behaviors and an increase in depressive symptoms. This runs counter to theories 

about how inductive reasoning should deter children’s externalizing behaviors and is, therefore, 

difficult to explain. Inductive reasoning is intended to help children understand why there are 

rules and how breaking a rule or violation affects other people. Parents whose children continue 

to break a rule even after the parents have engaged the child in inductive reasoning may need to 

use a combined strategy involving both inductive reasoning and an appropriate consequence. 

Unfortunately, the data for the current study were not able to test combined effects of various 

forms of positive discipline strategies for children who continue to misbehave. This study also 
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found that for females, recollections of parents’ use of inductive reasoning was related to 

increased depressive symptoms. Although speculative, it is possible that inductive reasoning that 

focuses too much on how the misbehavior was harmful to others may induce unhealthy levels of 

guilt, particularly in females, which may later place the girls at risk for depressive symptoms. 

Again, unfortunately, there was no way to test this theory with the data in the present study. 

Another major finding from this study was that young adults recalled that their parents 

relied on a variety of positive discipline techniques and coercive/power assertive punishments. In 

this study, the dominant recollections of parents’ responses to child misbehavior were positive 

discipline techniques. That is, positive modeling was recalled by 95% of participants, inductive 

reasoning was recalled by 97% of participants, and monitoring was recalled by 95% of 

participants. Punishments, particularly the more harsh and severe forms of punishments, were 

recalled by far fewer participants than the positive discipline techniques. For example, verbal 

aggression was recalled by 87% of participants, physical aggression was recalled by 79% of 

participants, and love withdrawal was recalled by 64% of participants. A high percentage of 

participants (98%) could recall their parents using unrelated consequences. This is probably 

because the category encompasses a wide variety of consequences for punishments. As 

previously mentioned, consequences are difficult to accurately categorize without knowing the 

actual transgression for which the consequence was imposed. Thus, some consequences that 

should be identified as logical or natural were probably identified by participants as unrelated. 

Additionally, many parents of the participants may have lacked knowledge about the difference 

between natural and logical consequences versus unrelated consequences. Parents may have been 

more likely to impose unrelated consequences because they believed that imposing a nonphysical 

consequence, regardless of the type, was preferable to administering corporal punishment.  
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Unfortunately, racial variations in how the positive discipline techniques and 

coercive/power assertive punishments relate to the young adult outcomes could not be 

adequately examined. This was due to the small sample of minority participants in this study. 

Nonetheless, a comparison was made between the percentage of Caucasian young adults who 

could ever recall each positive discipline technique and each coercive/power assertive 

punishment versus the percentage of African American young adults who could ever recall each 

positive discipline technique and each coercive/power assertive punishment. There were 

differences between the two ethnic groups on 5 of the 12 discipline techniques and punishments. 

In particular, more Caucasian young adults could recall ever receiving logical consequences, 

monitoring, praise, love withdrawal, and forced apology than African American young adults. 

There were no differences in the percentages of young adults who could ever recall the more 

harsh, severe forms of punishment, such as verbal aggression and physical aggression. Although 

parental warmth was not measured directly in this study, the lack of differences between the two 

groups on positive discipline techniques such as positive modeling, inductive reasoning, natural 

consequences, and redirection combined with the lack of differences in recall for verbal 

aggression and physical aggression suggests that the young adults across both ethnic groups were 

fairly similar in receiving parental warmth and affection. This finding runs counter to what was 

expected. Other studies examining variations in parenting and family processes in minority 

families find that minority parents, particularly African American parents, use corporal 

punishment more frequently than Caucasian parents (Straus & Donelly, 2001).  

Even fewer differences were found for the percentages of males versus females in their 

recall of ever receiving positive discipline versus coercive/power assertive techniques. The few 

differences in recall were that males could recall more instances of ever receiving logical 
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consequences, love withdrawal, and parents’ physical aggression. Finding that young adult males 

could recall ever receiving more physical aggression from parents than young adult females is 

consistent with previous investigations that find that boys are more often the recipients of 

corporal punishment than girls (Gershoff, 2002; Straus & Donnelly, 2001).  

Several limitations of this study should be noted. The sample size of male young adults 

was much smaller in comparison to the sample size of female young adults. Therefore, it is 

difficult to draw strong conclusions regarding gender differences between the statistical models. 

Likewise, the sample size of African American young adults was much smaller relative to the 

sample size of Caucasian young adults. Thus, meaningful comparisons of how the discipline 

variables and how the punishment variables related to the outcome variables by race and gender 

could not be performed. In particular, the number of African American males in the sample was 

so small (n=8), that plans to analyze the data for gender and race interactions were dropped. 

Future research that includes a larger subsample of African American young adults, both male 

and females, is needed. Another limitation is that some of the parenting variables relied on 

single-item measures (e.g., positive modeling, inductive reasoning, natural consequences, logical 

consequences, redirection, praise, and forced apology). In general, single-item measures tend to 

be less reliable and include more measurement error of a construct than multiple-item measures. 

In addition, the measurement of consequences without knowing the misdeeds for which the 

consequences were imposed is problematic and potentially allow for measurement error. Future 

research focusing on refining the measures of discipline techniques and punishments is needed 

so that all assessments include multiple-item scales. An additional limitation is that this study 

relied on participants’ recall of parenting they received at age 10. It may be difficult for 

individuals to accurately recall their misbehaviors and consequences to those misbehaviors 
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which happened so long ago. Future research may involve assessing parents’ positive discipline 

techniques and coercive/power assertive punishments and relating them to assessments of their 

10-year-old children’s externalizing behaviors, internalizing behaviors, and parent-child 

attachment quality. Special effort could be made to assess parents’ use of combined strategies to 

deterring externalizing behaviors (e.g., the use of both inductive reasoning and either logical or 

natural consequences).  

Another major limitation of these data is that because they are correlational in nature, 

causality cannot be inferred. The findings presented here suggest that parenting at age 10 years 

affects young adults’ outcomes. However, it is possible that the quality of parent-child 

attachment, level of externalizing behaviors, and depression prior to when participants were 10 

years old influenced the discipline techniques and punishments given by their parents. Given the 

exploratory nature of this study, the small subsample sizes, and the measurement issues for some 

of the discipline techniques and punishments employed, replication of the study is advisable. 

Nonetheless despite these limitations, this study demonstrates some fairly strong links between 

recollections of parents’ use of positive discipline and coercive/power assertive punishments to 

young adults’ history of externalizing behaviors, current attachment to their mothers, and 

depressive symptoms.  

Findings from this study fill some gaps in the literature on parents’ use of positive 

discipline and coercive/power assertive punishments. First, this study hopes to move the field 

forward by differentiating between positive discipline techniques and coercive/power assertive 

punishments, which have differential effects on child outcomes. Second, this study provides 

additional information about the frequency with which parents use discipline techniques and 

punishments. Most of what is known about parents’ responses to children’s misbehaviors focuses 
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on parents’ use of corporal punishment or harsh physical discipline. Few studies have examined 

parents’ use of positive discipline techniques of redirection, natural and logical consequences, 

and inductive reasoning, even though these techniques are routinely taught in parent education 

programs. 

Findings from this study have implications for parent educators and practitioners who 

work with families with children. Specifically, the findings provide evidence for why parents 

should avoid certain coercive power assertive punishments and adopt certain positive discipline 

techniques. In particular, a major effort in parent education programs should focus on informing 

parents of the potentially damaging effect of verbal aggression and love withdrawal on their 

children, as well as physical aggression. Also, parents could be taught how to develop and 

impose natural and logical consequences for their children’s transgressions so that they do not 

rely on unrelated consequences. Finally, and not surprisingly, this study found that parental 

positive modeling and praise were related to positive young adult outcomes. Thus, parent 

educators are encouraged to continue to inform parents about the benefits of modeling and 

praising their children for engaging in desired behaviors.    
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Appendix A 

Demographics 
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1. Your sex:  Male 

  Female 

2. Your racial/ethnic identification   Asian 

 African-American/Black 

 Caucasian/White 

 Native American/Pacific Islander 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 More than one race 

 Other 
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Appendix B 

Dimensions of Discipline Questionnaire 
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We would like to find out what your mother did to correct your misbehavior. Circle your 

response. Please use this answer key: 

0= Never  1= Not in that year, but in another year 2= 1-2 times in that year 

3= 3-5 times in that year 4= 6-9 times in that year  

5=Monthly (10 to 14 times in that year)  6= A few times a month (2-3 times a month) 

7= Weekly (1-2 times in a week)   8= Several times a week (3-4 times) 

9= Daily (5 or more times a week)   10= Two or more times a day 

 

What did your mother do to correct your misbehavior when you misbehaved (minor 

or severe) at age 10: 

1. How often did your mother explain the rules to you to try to prevent you from 

repeating misbehavior? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. How often did your mother take away your allowances, toys, or other privileges 

because of misbehavior? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. How often did your mother put you in “time out” or send you to your room? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. How often did your mother shout or yell at you? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. How often did your mother shake or grab you to get your attention? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. How often did your mother give you something else you might like to do instead of 

what you were doing wrong? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. How often did your mother try to make you feel ashamed or guilty? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8.  How often did your mother deliberately not pay attention when you misbehaved? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. How often did your mother spank, slap, smack, or swat you? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. How often did your mother use a paddle, hairbrush, belt or other object for discipline 

purposes? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. How often did your mother praise you for finally stopping bad behavior or for 

behaving well? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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12. How often did your mother hold back affection by acting cold or not giving hugs or 

kisses? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. How often did your mother send you to bed without a meal? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

14. How often did your mother tell you that they were watching or checking to see if you 

did something? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. How often did your mother give you money or other things for finally stopping bad 

behavior or for behaving well? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. How often did your mother show or demonstrate to you the right thing to do? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. How often did your mother let you misbehave so that you would have to deal with the 

results? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18. How often did your mother give you extra chores as a consequence? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

19. How often did your mother make you do something to make up for some 

misbehavior; for example pay for a broken window? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

20. When you behaved badly, how often did your mother tell you that you were lazy, 

sloppy, thoughtless, or some other name like that? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

21. How often did your mother withhold your allowances, toys, or other privileges until 

you did what they wanted you to do? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

22. How often did your mother check on you to see if you were misbehaving? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

23. How often did your mother check on you so that they could tell you that you were 

doing a good job? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

24. How often did your mother make you apologize or say you were sorry for 

misbehavior? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

25. How often did your mother wash your mouth out with soap, put hot sauce on your 

tongue, or something similar? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

26. How often did your mother ground you or restrict your activities outside of the home 

because of misbehavior? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Appendix C 

 

Personal and Relationships Profile: Selected Subscales and Items 
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PRP Antisocial Personality 

 

1. I feel sorry when I hurt someone. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

2. I often do things that other people think are dangerous. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

3. I don’t think about how what I do will affect other people. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

4. I often lie to get what I want. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

5. I have trouble following the rules at work or in school. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

 PRP Criminal Behavior 

1. Since age 15, I have physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting 

them. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

2. Since age 15, I hit or threatened to hit someone who is not a member of my family. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

3. Since age 15, I have stolen money (from anyone, including family). 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

 PRP Substance Abuse 

1. When I am drinking I usually have five or more drinks at a time. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

2. I worry that I have an alcohol problem. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 

3. Sometimes I can’t remember what happened the night before because of drinking. 

1-Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3-Agree 4-Strongly Agree 
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Appendix D 

Major Depression Inventory 
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These questions ask about how you have been feeling over the last TWO weeks. 

 

1. Have you felt low in spirits or sad? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

2. Have you lost interest in your daily activities? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

3. Have you felt lacking in energy and strength? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

4. Have you felt less self-confident? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

5. Have you had a bad conscience or feelings of guilt? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

6. Have you felt that life wasn’t worth living? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

 

7. Have you had difficulty concentrating, e.g., when reading the newspaper or watching 

TV? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 1-Some of the time 0-At no time 
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time 

 

8. Have you felt very restless? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

9. Have you felt subdued or slowed down? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

10. Have you had trouble sleeping at night? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

11. Have you suffered from reduced appetite? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 

12. Have you suffered from increased appetite? 

5- All of the time 4-Most of the time 3- More than half of the 

time 

2- Less than half of the 

time 

1-Some of the time 0-At no time 



 
 

70 
 

Appendix E 

Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) 
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1. My mother respects my feelings. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

2. I feel my mother does a good job as a mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

3. I wish I had a different mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

4. My mother accepts me as I am. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

5. I like to get my mother’s point of view on things I’m concerned about. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

6. I feel it’s no use letting my feelings show around my mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

7. My mother can tell when I’m upset about something. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

8. Talking over my problems with my mother makes me feel ashamed or foolish. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

9. My mother expects too much from me. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

10. I get upset easily around my mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

11. I get upset a lot more than my mother knows about. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

12. When we discuss things, my mother cares about my point of view. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

13. My mother trusts my judgment. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 
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14. My mother has her own problems, so I don’t bother her with mine. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

15. My mother helps me to understand myself better. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

16. I feel my mother helps me to understand myself better. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

17. I feel angry with my mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

18. I don’t get much attention from my mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

19. My mother helps me to talk about difficulties. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

20. My mother understands me. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

21. When I am angry about something, my mother tries to be understanding. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

22. I trust my mother. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

23. My mother doesn’t understand what I’m going through these days. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

24. I can count on my mother when I need to get something off of my chest. 

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 

25. If my mother knows something is bothering me, she asks me about it.  

1-Almost never or never true 2-Not very often true 3-Some times true  

4-Often true 5-Almost always or always true 
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