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Positive Discipline Parenting Scale:  
Reliability and Validity of a Measure


Paul Carroll and William Kyle Hamilton


Abstract


Positive Discipline is a type of parenting program based on the work of Alfred Adler 
and Rudolph Dreikurs and designed to teach important life skills in a manner that 
is respectful and encouraging. It is based on the best-selling books by Dr. Jane 
Nelsen and coauthors Lynn Lott, Cheryl Erwin, and others. These books and Positive 
Discipline parenting are firmly rooted in Adlerian psychology, which emphasizes the 
goal of belonging and significance in all individuals, and the need for kindness and 
firmness in parenting children. In previous research, a 7-item measure was adapted 
to represent some of the most emphasized aspects of Positive Discipline. This mea-
sure, the Positive Discipline Parenting Scale (PDPS), was found to have a sustained 
increase following 7-week parenting workshops. In this study, we examine the reli-
ability and validity of the scale using an initial community sample (n = 107), and an 
online Internet sample (n = 123). Factor loadings and reliability were examined in 
both samples, as well as convergent and divergent validity. The measure was found 
to be positively correlated with authoritative parenting style and parental sense of 
reward, and negatively correlated with authoritarian style and parental stress. The 
measure may be useful as a tool for program evaluation, or for assessing a theo-
retical relationship between Positive Discipline style parenting and other variables 
of interest.


Keywords: Positive Discipline, Positive Parenting, parenting style, parenting 
 education, measure, scale


 The influence of parenting style on child development has been rec-
ognized for a long time (Baumrind, 1966), with some experts arguing that 
the authoritative style is associated with the most positive outcomes (Lam-
born, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991; Steinberg, 2001; Blondal & 
Adal bjarnardottir, 2009). Authoritative style is a prototypical concept distin-
guished from authoritarian and permissive, and is characterized by parent-
ing that is both encouraging and warm, but sets and enforces rational rules 
and limits (Baumrind, 1966). Although there is some disagreement over the 
role of cultural context (García & Gracia, 2009; Porter et al., 2005; Gershoff 
et al., 2010), in a western cultural context authoritative style parenting has 
been linked to better outcomes for children in several domains, including 
psychosocial development, academic competence, internalized distress, 
and problem behavior (Lamborn, et al., 1991). Longitudinal research sup-
ports the causal nature of this link between authoritative parenting style 
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in early childhood and positive psychosocial outcomes in adolescence 
 (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Owens, 2010), as well as the link between authori-
tative parenting style and lower high school dropout rates, after controlling 
for numerous confounds (Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2009).
 Yet as early as the 1920s, long before the earliest research on parenting 
style began to come to light, there was a group of physicians and educators 
that advocated a style of parenting that is analogous to what we might today 
call authoritative (Adler, 1930). The leader of this early movement, Alfred 
Adler, identified the need for a sense of belonging as a basic human need 
and motivator. When applied to children, this meant that misbehavior often 
sprang from an unmet need for belonging, which manifested itself in one of 
four mistaken goals, such as attention goals, power goals, revenge goals, or 
giving up (Dreikurs, 1947). Adler and Dreikurs identified that the solution 
to many behavioral problems could be found in addressing the root of the 
problem by meeting the unmet need for belonging, and this formed the foun-
dation of rising to the challenging task of parenting (Dreikurs & Soltz, 1964).
 Building upon the work of Adler and Dreikurs, Jane Nelsen and Lynn 
Lott created the Positive Discipline program, which is both a teacher ed-
ucation program and a parenting education program, both of which are 
focused on helping parents and educators learn effective strategies for build-
ing positive relationships with children (Gfroerer, Nelsen, & Kern, 2013). 
It is expressly authoritative in many dimensions, and has been shown to 
have very positive effects in a school environment when implemented well 
(Nelsen, 1979). Over time, Positive Discipline grew from an idea into a 
book, then into a series of books, and then eventually into an organization 
which now has a global presence (Positive Discipline Association, 2014). 
Positive Discipline workshops are more than their theoretical components, 
however. When taught in a workshop format, one of the defining attributes 
of a Positive Discipline program is its experiential nature, which combines 
flexible group activities such as role-playing and scripted activities with 
other structured elements—such as parents helping parents problem-solve, 
which is included toward the end of each session.
 Unfortunately, much less is known about the effectiveness of the pro-
gram in its current form, often taught to parents as a seven- or eight-week 
workshop, or self-taught through books and other educational materials. 
The Positive Discipline Association currently lists just five studies that have 
been conducted on actual Positive Discipline training programs, of which 
only three are more recent than Nelsen’s original dissertation work (Potter, 
1999; Browning, Davis, & Resta, 2000; Holliday, 2014), and all but one 
of which use single classroom samples. Therefore, a number of questions 
present themselves to applied researchers, including the question of how 
effectively Positive Discipline parenting ideas are being taught in workshop 
settings, if any changes to parenting style are sustained and for how long, 
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and how well these ideas relate to overlapping concepts of authoritative 
parenting, authoritarian parenting, and permissive parenting. Furthermore it 
is not known how specific elements contribute to the overall success of the 
workshop format, and which elements are most crucial.
 In order to attempt to answer the first of these questions, we conducted 
a separate study on the effectiveness of Positive Discipline parenting work-
shops and found that they significantly altered parenting behavior and that 
the effect was sustained for at least three months beyond the workshop 
(Carroll & Brown, 2016). In this study, we attempt to assess the reliability 
and validity of the measure that was created to assess the workshop’s ef-
fectiveness, which we call the Positive Discipline Parenting Scale. Although 
this name was chosen for clarity, it is by no means a complete representa-
tion of the attitudes and behaviors that make up Positive Discipline, but 
simply a rough estimate of the ideas and strategies learned, and hopefully a 
useful tool.


Measuring Positive Discipline Strategies


 To measure Positive Discipline strategies, it is necessary to take a look 
at what Positive Discipline teaches and advocates in practice, while recog-
nizing that there may be some variability between sources such as books, 
DVDs, and individual educators. Among these sources there are also certain 
areas of agreement. As a first step, we examined a larger list of parenting 
behaviors studied in relation to Adlerian-based parenting education classes, 
of which Positive Discipline is one type (McVittie & Best, 2009). We then 
consulted the flagship title Positive Discipline by Jane Nelsen (2006), the 
director of our partner organization—the Family Resource Council—which 
was offering free workshops in Positive Discipline, as well as several of the 
workshop facilitators and a member of the Positive Discipline Association 
research team. From these consultations we hoped to get a sense of not just 
what is advocated and taught in theory, but what is emphasized and encour-
aged in the workshop series format, which has not been studied.
 One of the things that was found to be consistently emphasized, both 
in literature and by Positive Discipline program facilitators, is the need for 
kindness and firmness at the same time. This is the archetype of authori-
tativeness, is brought up early and often in the book, Positive Discipline 
by Jane Nelsen (2006, p. 7), and ties in to most of the other practices and 
ideals. Another bedrock Adlerian principle, further developed by Dreikurs, 
is the concept that children’s misbehavior is motivated by a mistaken belief 
that the behavior will bring about belonging (Dreikurs, 1947). Four mistaken 
beliefs, and how to engage with the child to address these root causes of 
misbehavior, are another core component taught in every Positive Discipline 
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workshop. Another key element of the program is the idea that how a par-
ent responds to a child influences how the child will respond, and the belief 
that this is true is formed through experience, so we included a measure 
of this belief.
 Some specific behaviors that were found to be emphasized in both the 
Positive Discipline book (Nelsen, 2006) and other materials, and by Positive 
Discipline program facilitators, are the use of family meetings and a sense 
of comfort resolving problems with one’s children. This might also be called 
democratic participation, or “power with” rather than “power over,” and it 
is another hallmark of authoritative (or democratic) style. Also, the ability to 
simply calm oneself down before problem solving is emphasized both in the 
Positive Discipline literature and (heavily) by the facilitators whom we spoke 
to, although it is not a concept that is unique to Positive Discipline. On the 
contrary, many other programs in both parenting and education emphasize 
the need for awareness and management of one’s own feelings, such as 
in the literature around social emotional learning, where it is considered a 
key competency (Payton et al., 2000). Likewise, the concept that mistakes 
make good opportunities to learn is not unique to Positive Discipline, but 
is emphasized heavily by the facilitators whom we spoke to, as well as 
the Positive Discipline book (Nelsen, 2006, p. 39). Finally, the use of re-
wards and punishments, and specifically corporal punishment, was actively 
discouraged by many facilitators, and is a concept that is shared both in 
Positive Discipline literature and outside of it. Others share this concept 
of “no rewards and punishments” because of the way both rewards and 
punishments externalize the motivators for behavior, rather than internalize 
them (Kohn, 1999). We therefore included measures of attitudes and beliefs 
about all of these behaviors.
 In total, nine items were initially adapted from the work of McVittie 
and Best (2009), after consultation with our community partners and various 
sources of Positive Discipline literature. We do not propose that these items 
fully or completely represent all aspects of the Positive Discipline model, or 
even of the typical workshop series, but rather that they hopefully may act 
as a useful marker for the larger domain of attitudes and behaviors in gen-
eral which are taught. A short, general measure such as this can be useful 
for practical applications such as investigating program effectiveness across 
different sites and facilitators, longevity of effects on attitudes and behavior, 
and whether certain lengths of sessions or sizes of groups are more effective. 
Furthermore the measure might be useful in assessing parents’ preexisting 
attitudes and beliefs as they relate to those taught by Positive Discipline, and 
how those attitudes and beliefs correspond to other important variables.
 Based on their derivation and surface similarity to other parenting con-
structs, we hypothesized that these items would be strongly and positively 
correlated with measures of authoritative parenting style, and negatively 
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correlated with both authoritarian and permissive parenting style. Further-
more, based on facilitator and online testimonials, we hypothesized a 
negative relationship with parental stress, and a positive relationship with 
parental sense of reward, although we’re not aware of any empirical support 
for this hypothesis, and there is at least some evidence to suggest that this 
relationship may be more complicated. For example: for parents of children 
with developmental disabilities, authoritative style parenting may be related 
to greater rather than less stress (Woolfson & Grant, 2006). It is also pos-
sible that when initially learning or attempting different strategies, such as 
Positive Discipline, a parent may experience a period of greater stress. We 
did not anticipate these interactions, though, in our cross sectional samples, 
who we assumed had predominantly typically developing children.


Method


Participants


 Data were collected from two samples of 230 parents and care givers. 
The first sample consisted of 107 parents and caregivers attending free, 
7-week Positive Discipline parenting workshops in central California, and 
our second sample consisted of 123 parents not participating in any parent-
ing workshop to our knowledge, recruited online through Amazon Mechan-
ical Turk (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). All data collection though 
Amazon Mechanical Turk was handled using R 3.0.1 and the MTurkR pack-
age (Leeper, 2013). The first sample will be hereafter referred to as the com-
munity sample, and the second sample as the online sample, for brevity. 
The community sample was a convenience sample serving the additional 
function of testing the effectiveness of the workshops themselves, while the 
online sample served to verify the factor structure and reliability discovered 
in the community sample, and to test the generalizability of these results.
 For the community sample (n = 107), the age of the participants ranged 
from 18 to 63 with a mean age of 33.38. The number of children ranged from 
1 to 6 with a mean of 2.5. The majority identified as Hispanic (80%), with a 
small minority of Caucasian (6%), African American (6%), and other ethnic-
ity participants. The sample was primarily low-income and low- education, 
with 67% reporting household income below $20,000/year and 89% re-
porting income below $40,000/year, with 70% reporting a high school or 
less education, and only 14% reporting completing college or some type 
of trade school. The sample was 84% female, and 27% single parents. All 
participants resided in the Central Valley area of California.
 The data collected from an online sample of parents or caregivers 
(n = 123) showed they ranged in age from 23 to 55 with a mean age of 
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35.55. The number of children ranged from 2 to 6, with a mean of 2.92. The 
majority of this sample identified as Caucasian (78%), with a small minority 
of African American (10%), Hispanic (7%), and other ethnicity participants. 
The online sample was primarily middle income and higher education with 
only 12% reporting income below $20,000/year, 35% reporting income be-
tween $20,000 and $40,000, 24% between $40,000 and $60,000, 18% 
between $60,000 and $80,000, and 11% over $80,000/year. Few in the 
online sample reported an education level of high school or less (13%), 
while 46% reported they had completed college. The sample was 61% fe-
male and 17% single parents. Participants in the online sample represented 
39 different states, with the greatest number of participants being located in 
California (8%).
 Thus, the two samples were very different demographically, and the lat-
ter might be judged to be at least somewhat representative of a wider geo-
graphical makeup of the United States. Additionally, while there is the threat 
that some of the responses to the community sample may not be indepen-
dent (for instance, two or more responses from the same workshop), there is 
very little threat of this from the online sample.


Measures


 We initially used a total of nine items to represent Positive Discipline 
Parenting, with a 5-point response scale (Response Options: Never, Not 
Usually, Sometimes, Often, Very Often). These questions were adapted from 
McVittie and Best (2009), although we widened the response scale from a 
4-point to a 5-point scale, in order to better approximate a normal distribu-
tion for each item. After initial factor analysis, we dropped two of these items 
to form a 7-item scale. This final scale is reproduced in the initial results sec-
tion (Table 1) with the dropped items not shown. A native Spanish speaker 
translated the scale into Spanish, and the result was then back- translated 
into English using translation software to check for errors.
 In addition, in the online sample we used the 30-item Parental Authority 
Questionnaire–Revised (Reitman, Rhode, Hupp, & Altobello, 2002) to as-
sess Authoritative, Authoritarian, and Permissive parenting style (10 items 
each). This measure was developed based on Baumrind’s descriptions of 
these parenting style prototypes, and then subjected to expert review (Buri, 
1991), before being subsequently revised and more thoroughly tested for 
reliability and validity (Reitman et al., 2002). Response options are on a 
5-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” An example 
Authoritative item is, “I tell my children what they should do, but I explain 
why I want them to do it.” An example Authoritarian item is “I get very 
upset if my children try to disagree with me.” An example Permissive item 
is “I do not think of myself as responsible for telling my children what to 
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do” (Reitman et al., 2002). A retired Spanish teacher translated this scale 
into Spanish and the result was then back-translated into English using web-
based translation software (Google Translate) to check for errors.
 In the online sample, participants also responded to a 12-item Spanish 
adaptation of the Parental Stress Scale (Oronoz, Alonso-Arbiol, & Balluerka, 
2007), which measures both parental stress (7 items) and reward (5 items). 
This scale was already available in both English and Spanish and we used 
the Spanish version for both languages, which contains two items less than 
the English version it was adapted from. An example item measuring pa-
rental stress is “a major source of stress in my life is my child(ren).” An ex-
ample item measuring parental reward is “I enjoy spending time with my 
child(ren)” (Oronoz et al., 2007).


Results


 All analysis was performed using SPSS version 19. In the community 
sample, we first performed an exploratory factor analysis of our Positive 
Discipline items, using principal components analysis with a promax rota-
tion. This solution produced 3 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, but 
examination of the scree plot indicated a one-factor solution would be more 
appropriate. Examination of the initial factor loadings also indicated that all 


Table 1
Positive Discipline Parenting Scale— 


Sample 1 and Sample 2 factor loadings


Item Sample 1 Sample 2


1. I see mistakes as opportunities to learn. .715 .696


2. I calm myself down before problem solving 
with my child(ren).


.705 .613


3. I respond to my children with kindness and 
firmness at the same time.


.685 .718


4. When my child misbehaves, I understand the 
belief behind the misbehavior.


.637 .736


5. I feel comfortable problem solving with my 
child(ren).


.618 .613


6. I have family meetings with my child(ren). .587 .484


7. How I respond to my child (my parenting 
style), influences how my child responds.


.546 .599
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but two items loaded strongly onto a single factor, while both items related 
to the use of punishment did not load onto the first factor (factor loadings 
less than 0.2), and did not load onto the same independent factor either. We 
therefore dropped these two items, which were (reverse-coded) “I sometimes 
spank my children or use other physical punishment,” and “I use rewards 
and punishments to get my children to do what I want.” The final one-factor 
solution explained 41.55% of the variance and all items loaded strongly. 
The resulting factor had moderate internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.755, which is acceptable for basic research. A factor item score 
was computed by averaging the seven items (M = 2.66, SD = 0.66), with a 
range from 1.43 to 4, and a relatively normal distribution (skew = –.044, 
SD = 0.255). The seven items and factor loadings are shown in Table 1.
 To verify the factor solution derived from the first (community) sample, 
a second factor analysis was conducted with the online sample, using prin-
cipal components analysis and fixing the number of factors to 1. This time 
the solution explained 44.89% of the variance, and all items loaded above 
0.4 (Table 1). The factor again had moderate internal consistency, with a 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.772, which is acceptable for basic research. The aver-
age factor item score was 2.81 (SD = .509), and ranged from 1 to 4, with 
very little skew (skew = .155, SD = .220). The resulting scale therefore ap-
pears to have a somewhat generalizable factor structure, and may represent 
a construct that is internally reliable.
 In addition, we tested the reliability of the scales measuring each other 
construct in the online sample. The scales representing parental stress (alpha 
= 0.822) and parental reward (alpha = 0.899) both had good internal reli-
ability. The scales representing authoritarian (alpha = 0.844), authoritative 
(alpha = 0.802), and permissive (alpha = 0.772) had good to moderate inter-
nal reliability, but still adequate for basic research. 


Convergent and Divergent Validity


 Because Positive Discipline teaches concepts that are on their surface 
very representative of authoritative parenting style, we expected to see a 
strong, positive correlation between the PDPS and the authoritative dimen-
sion of the PAQ-R (Reitman et al., 2002). This was confirmed in the online 
sample (r = .440, p < .001). We also hypothesized a negative correlation 
between the PDPS and the authoritarian and permissive dimensions of the 
PAQ-R, but only found a significant negative correlation with the author-
itarian dimension (r = –.194, p < .05). A complete correlation matrix of 
all the tested constructs is produced in Table 2. The negative correlation 
with the authoritarian dimension, and the strong positive correlation with 
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the authoritative dimension, provides some evidence of convergent validity 
between the PDPS and established dimensions of parenting style. The lack 
of a negative association between the PDPS and permissive style provides a 
possible area of divergence, although there are other possible explanations.
 Next, we wanted to examine the relationship between the PDPS and 
the concepts of parental stress and reward, which have construct valid-
ity significance as well as practical significance. We hypothesized that 
the PDPS would be negatively correlated with parental stress, which was 
confirmed (r = –.460, p < .001). At the same time, we hypothesized that the 
PDPS would be positively correlated with parental sense of reward, which 
was also confirmed (r = .602, p < .001). Taken together, the parental stress 
and reward subscales make up a total parental stress scale, which was also 
negatively correlated with the PDPS (r = –.564, p < .001). What this suggests 
is that the use of Positive Discipline parenting strategies is associated with 
lower stress from the challenges of parenting, as well as greater perceived 
joy and reward from the task.


Discussion


 Taken as a whole, these results suggest that the PDPS measure has ade-
quate internal reliability across two different samples, has expected conver-
gent validity with related parenting concepts, and may be a useful measure 
of Positive Discipline parenting behavior for applied researchers. We do not 
know much about the measure’s stability across time, or whether it is sub-
ject to response bias, so it is not recommended for diagnostic or individual 
application. Rather, the scale may be best used as a tool for program evalua-
tion or as a means to assess differences between groups, or to examine some 
theoretical relationship between Positive Discipline–style parenting and 
other variables of interest. The measure may be particularly useful to program 
evaluators, as it is short and easily administered, and none of the seven items 
(nor the scale itself) showed a skewed distribution in either sample, which 
can be a sign of social desirability bias or poorly discriminating questions.
 Of course, as we noted earlier, the brevity of the scale means that it 
should not be taken as anywhere nearing a complete representation of what 
is taught by Positive Discipline books, workshops, or other materials. There 
are many more specific ideas, attitudes, and behaviors that make up the 
philosophy and practice of Positive Discipline. For a researcher wanting to 
gain a clearer understanding as to what components of the practice are ef-
fective, and for what outcomes, a longer and more complete measure will 
need to be developed. Also, for those researchers who may wish to examine 
the relationship between this measure and other measures of theoretical or 
practical significance, such as outcomes in children, it should be cautioned 
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again that this measure does not necessarily capture all or even most of the 
specific behaviors associated with Positive Discipline. Thus, one might er-
roneously come to the conclusion that Positive Discipline is not related to 
a specific outcome, when it is really just this specific measure that may not 
have been associated. Nevertheless, with this caution in mind, it is possible 
to explore some practical and theoretical associations, such as in evaluating 
the effectiveness of programs or even independently consumed educational 
materials. After all, it is not enough for ideas to be theoretically useful, they 
have to be taught and learned effectively as well.
 A few limitations that we would like to point out are that both samples 
are from a Western cultural context, and neither included a very large por-
tion of African American or Asian respondents, so the results may or may 
not generalize to other populations. Additionally, the Hispanic individuals 
sampled in the community sample represent a small geographically homog-
enous group, and may not represent all Hispanics. Future work that is in-
terested in cultural variation should examine the generalizability of these 
findings, particularly as Positive Discipline grows rapidly into other cultural 
areas such as China, France, and other areas (Positive Discipline Association, 
2014). The 7-item measure detailed here may or may not be useful in other 
cultural settings—and if not, another measure should be adapted that is cul-
turally relevant, and maintains similar associations. 
 Another limitation is that only a single measure of parenting style, and a 
single measure of parental stress and reward, were used in the online sam-
ple. Resource limitations prevented us from including a battery of measures 
to measure each construct, which would have been more ideal in a well-
funded study. It is possible that either of the measures we chose does not 
adequately represent the construct it is named for, just as the PDPS may not 
adequately represent Positive Discipline parenting—so future work should 
use alternate measures of these same constructs. The pattern of correlations 
obtained here may or may not represent the actual magnitude of correla-
tions between these concepts, if a range of measures were used to represent 
each construct instead of just one.
 One surprising finding we did not expect was the lack of a negative cor-
relation between the PDPS and permissive parenting style. This may have 
been due to some aspect of the particular sample, or some aspect of the 
measure itself. It is worth noting that we observed poor divergence between 
the concepts of authoritative and permissive parenting in the measure itself, 
in the present sample, as evidenced by the lack of a negative correlation 
between these dimensions (r = –0.104, n.s.). It is also worth noting that the 
permissive dimension was the most unreliable of the three in studies of the 
measure’s validity, especially across cultural groups (Reitman et al., 2002). 
It could be that the permissive dimension is unclearly defined or unclearly 
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distinguished from other dimensions, in this measure, and therefore the pat-
tern of results should be retested with another measure of parenting style.
 A strength of the study was the use of two independent, culturally and 
demographically diverse samples, which verified the PDPS measure was re-
liable across at least two populations. This is a strength for applied research-
ers working with either mostly White or Hispanic populations. While it was 
only possible to compare the relationship between the PDPS and related 
constructs like parental stress and reward in the second (mostly White) sam-
ple, future work should explore if this pattern remains consistent in Hispanic 
and other populations.
 Another interesting finding in this specific study was that the PDPS had 
a much stronger negative correlation to parental stress than it did to the 
traditional concept of authoritative parenting. It also had a stronger posi-
tive correlation to parental reward, and a stronger negative correlation to 
the combination of the two (overall stress). This suggests the possibility that 
some of the strategies or beliefs of Positive Discipline may be closer to the 
key theoretical ingredients for lower-stress parenting than the more removed 
traditional concepts of parenting style. As cross-cultural work demonstrates, 
parenting style may be partially moderated by what is considered good par-
enting in a given culture (Gershoff et al., 2010), and thus parenting style 
considered the most desirable may act as a marker for more proximal, but un-
observed behaviors. Perhaps some of those behaviors are the ability to calm 
oneself down, connect with, and problem solve with one’s children instead 
of fostering resentment and alienation through harsh punishments. If this is 
true, then Positive Discipline could offer a way to teach not just “authorita-
tive” parenting style, but the specific behaviors and abilities that have always 
been associated with this style, leading to healthy, connected children.
 Clearly more research is needed, including using other measures of par-
enting style such as the empirically derived Parenting Dimensions Question-
naire (Robinson & Mandleco, 1995), or using adolescent report of parental 
supervision and acceptance, as it was originally conceptualized to study 
parenting style (Baumrind, 1966). These would give us a better idea of how 
Positive Discipline parenting actually maps on to concepts of authorita-
tiveness, authoritarianism, and permissiveness—and whether it is actually 
distinctly different than these dimensions or overlapping even more with 
authoritativeness. Additionally, if possible, it would be valuable to test these 
observed relationships using data from sources other than self-report—such 
as independent observations of parenting behavior, and/or biomarkers as a 
measure of stress.
 Most intentionally though, the measure can be used as-is as an aid to 
program evaluation in the field, and where time and funding are in short 
supply. Since it is short and easily administered, it may be used as a pretest 
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and posttest even in in-session assessments, to give facilitators an idea of 
where their efforts are paying off. In the long run, however, it is still not 
known if a change to one variable, such as the PDPS, would be related to a 
change in another correlated variable, such as parental stress. Longitudinal 
or experimental work will be necessary to examine these questions in the 
future, and hopefully, the measure developed here will aid in such efforts, as 
well as in its intended use in an applied setting.
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