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: This research project aims to: 1) examine how judges

determine child custody. 2) examine how social workers
evaluate child custody and determine custody
recommendations. 3) The impact of domestic violence history
on child custody recommendation.

The research design integrates both qualitative and
quantitative research methods to collect data both from
social workers and judges. Results show that the top five
factors that influence social workers’ evaluation of child
custody were parenting ability, records of child
maltreatment, parent-child interaction, child neglect, and
children’ s preferences. Judges seem to have different
focus from the social works. Children’ s preferences, ages
and primary-caregiver principle seem to matter more to
judges. Moreover, when family violence is involved in the
custody case, both social workers and judges will conduct
comprehensive evaluation and consideration.

: Child custody, social workers’ evaluation
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When Custody Meets with Family Violence

This research project aims to: 1) examine how judges determine child custody. 2)
examine how social workers evaluate child custody and determine custody
recommendations. 3) The impact of domestic violence history on child custody
recommendation.

The research design integrates both qualitative and quantitative research methods
to collect data both from social workers and judges. Results show that the top five
factors that influence social workers’ evaluation of child custody were parenting
ability, records of child maltreatment, parent-child interaction, child neglect, and
children’s preferences. Judges seem to have different focus from the social works.
Children’s preferences, ages and primary-caregiver principle seem to matter more to
judges. Moreover, when family violence is involved in the custody case, both social

workers and judges will conduct comprehensive evaluation and consideration.
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Parenting- What Did the Parents and the Children Think About it and Who’s
Report Counts More?
ABSTRACT

Parenting has long been a subject of great interest to researchers, clinicians,
educators, and ordinary families, because of its concurrent and long-term influence on
children’s development and psychological health (e.g. DeHart, Pelham & Tennen, 2006;
Fletcher etal., 2008; Zhu & Liang, 2007). However, parenting research rarely examines
the links between parents’ and children’s reports on parenting, and clarify which one
has stronger effect on children’s mental health outcomes. Thus, the current study sought
to clarify the relations between parents’ and children’s reports on parenting, and their
effect on children’s psychological symptoms with a nationally representative sample in
Taiwan.

Six hundreds and seventy five parent-child dyads from six different cities and
counties in Taiwan participated in the current study. The children were fourth-grade
students (Mean age = 10.4, 310 boy, 356 girls and 9 unidentified), and the parents self-
identified as their primary care giver (Mean age = 39.7, 182 fathers and 493 mothers).
The children’s primary care-giving parents and the children themselves filled out the
parenting questionnaires (adapted from Parenting Style and Dimension Questionnaire,
PSDQ, Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 2001; Wu et al., 2002), and the children
also filled out the Brief Symptom Rating Scale (BSRS-5, Chen, Wu, Lee, Liao, & Lee,
2005) to evaluate their psychological symptoms in the past week.

We first used paired-sample t-tests to assess the differences between the parental
reported parenting and the children’s perceived parenting. Thereafter, we used
hierarchical regressions to examine the effects of parental reported parenting and
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children’s perceived parenting on children’s psychological symptoms, while controlling
for the effect of child gender, family income, parental age and education.

The results demonstrated that although parental and children’s reported parenting were
positively correlated (r = .188, p < .001 for authoritative parenting, r =.295, p <.001
for authoritarian parenting, and r = .176, p < .001 for Chinese parenting), there were
significant differences between parents’ and children's report on authoritative (t = 5.10,
p <.001) and Chinese (t = -3.01, p < .001) parenting dimensions. The results from the
hierarchical regression (See Table 1.) showed that children’s perceived parenting
significantly increased the prediction of children’s psychological symptoms (AF (3, 606)
=18.025, p < .001; AR? = .081) after controlling for the effect of child gender, family
income, parental age and education (Model 2); whereas adding parental reports on
parenting (Model 3) did not significantly increase the variances explained (AF (3, 603)
=1.551, p =.20; AR? = .007).

Our findings demonstrated that the parents’ and children’s reports on parenting
were generally consistent, however, parents tended to report higher on their
authoritative parenting than their children, and under-report their use of Chinese-
specific parenting behavior. Our findings also showed that children’s perception of
parenting was a stronger predictor of children’s mental health symptoms than parental
reports on parenting, urging future research to include children’s report when

investigating the effects of parenting on children’s development.

Table 1.
Summary of hierarchical regression analyses assessing effects of child gender, parental
educational level, family income, parental age, child-perceived parenting and parent-

reported parenting on children's psychological symptoms
Children’s Psychological Symptoms

B SE B T
Model 1
Child gender -402  .299 -.055 -1.348
Parental age -063 .028 -.092" -2.257
Parental educational level .055  .165 .260 1.474
Family income -006 .174 -016 .336
F (4, 609) = 1.845(n.s.), Adjusted R?* = .005, R*= .012
Model 2
Child gender -054 292 -.007 -.183
Parental age -064 .027 -.093" -2.363
Parental educational level 106 .159 .031 663
Family income .083  .118 .033 .701
Child-perceived authoritative parenting -.860 .163 -.214™ -5.267
Child-perceived authoritarian parenting .471  .164 122 2.869
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*

Child-perceived Chinese parenting 419 173 102 2.428
F (7,606) = 8.868™",AF = 18.025™, Adjusted R* = .082, AR?= .081
Model 3
Child gender -054 292 -.007 -.185
Parental age -060 .027 -.088" -2.194

Parental educational level .097  .159 .029 .608
Family income 093 119 .038 784
Child-perceived authoritative parenting -.880 .165 -.219™ -5.341
Child-perceived authoritarian parenting .439  .170 114™ 2.582
Child-perceived Chinese parenting 382 175 .093" 2.189
Parent-reported authoritative parenting  .183  .223 .033 .818
Parent-reported authoritarian parenting  .074  .217 .015 342
Parent-reported Chinese parenting 386 .214 074 1.798

F (10,603) = 6.689™, AF = 1.551(n.s.), Adjusted R> = .085, AR?>= .007
Binary variable- child gender: 1 = boys, 2 = girls
Ordinal variable-parental educational level: 1=elementary school level, 2=junior high
school level, 3=senior high school level, 4=vocational college level, 5=college or
university level, 6=master or doctoral level
Ordinal variable-family monthly income: 1=less than $20000 TWD, 2= $20000-39999
TWD, 3= $40000-59999 TWD, 4= $60000-79999 TWD, 5= $ 80000-99999 TWD,

6=higher than $100000 TWD.
p<.05 "p<.01
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