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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The present study aimed to examine and further develop the
nomological network of assertiveness that is considered an important behavioral, social
and interpersonal communication skill and a critical component for the individual’s mental
wellbeing, development and effective social functioning. This research study investigates
how specific personal, social characteristics and parenting variables, and their interactions,
can predict appearance or absence of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in
children and adolescent. This study was designed to test which personal and social
characteristics of children can predict assertiveness and mediate the relation between the
parenting practices and assertive behaviour of children. Previous research has indicated
that social skills of children are associated with the constructs of social anxiety,
psychopathy, callous-unemotional traits, emotion regulation, temperament characteristics,
social acceptance, victimization and parenting practices and so in this study we will
specifically examine their relation with the specific social skill of assertiveness and the
related behaviours of aggressiveness and submissiveness.

Assertiveness is an important social skill for expressing ones opinion and needs
through self-advocacy. Research has suggested that assertiveness in communication is a
social skill, and attaining this skill is a critical component for mental wellbeing. It has also
indicated that social skills are critical for the individual’s adjustment and functioning and
in general are considered an equal and maybe even better predictor of later academic
achievement than intellectual ability of children. Because of the significance of
assertiveness in many aspects of a person’s development it is important to study what
affects this vital communication skill.

Method: Nine hundred and sixteen (916) children (365 boys and 551 girls; age
range: 10-17 years old) and one thousand and hundred and fifty five (1155) parents
participated in this study. The sample was randomly chosen from public primary schools
of Nicosia Larnaca, Pafos and Ammochostos districts. The data was collected through
questionnaires and vignettes. All the children completed the Children’s Assertiveness
Inventory (CAI), the Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS), the Social Phobia and
Anxiety Inventory-Brief form (SPAI-B), the Egna Minnen av Barndoms Uppfostran - My
memories of upbringing - Child version (EMBU-C), the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
(TriPM), the Self-Perception Profile for Children and Adolescents, Social Acceptance
Subscale and the Student Survey of Bullying Behavior-Revised, while only 81 students

completed the vignettes that were developed for the purposes of this study. Parents
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completed a demographic questionnaire, the Junior Temperament and Character Inventory
for parents (JTCI), the Inventory of Callous- Unemotional Traits (ICU) for parents and the
Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire-short (CERQ-short).

Results: In order to analyze the data the SPSS program was used while the
quantitative SEM analysis using the program AMOS followed. From the results of this
study’s hypotheses regarding the nomological network of assertiveness and the
identification of the correlates and predictors of assertive and non-assertive behavior,
results were mostly supported. As expected, assertiveness was overall related to mental
health, positive socialization constructs and positive emotion regulation strategies,
submissiveness was mostly related to anxiety constructs and poor socialization
characteristics and aggressiveness was related to externalizing characteristics. Moreover
regarding age and assertiveness relation it seems that age played an important role in the
developmental course of assertiveness and aggressiveness with results showing that as
children become older they tend to be more aggressive and less assertive. Furthermore
gender also seems to play an important role in assertiveness, submissiveness and
aggressiveness. According to the research findings of this study girls obtained higher
scores in assertiveness and submissiveness and lower scores in aggressiveness. Regarding
the relation of parenting practices and assertiveness this study’s results revealed that
assertiveness was positively related and significantly predicted by emotional warmth and
emotional rewards and negatively related and significantly predicted by overprotection and
related to rejection while aggressiveness on the contrary was negatively associated and
significantly predicted by emotional warmth and positively related and significantly
predicted by overprotection and positively related to rejection. Finally mediation models
revealed that some internal characteristics of the children like callous unemotional traits

have a mediating role in the relation of parenting practices and assertive behavior.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1. Introduction
"Everything in moderation, nothing in excess", was said by Socrates 2500 years

ago. Ancient Greek philosophy seems to reflect the need for moderation in many different
aspects of life. Applying this moderation to the construct of interpersonal relations and
especially assertiveness in communication is crucial: While exceeding moderation in
assertiveness may lead to aggression and hostility, extremely low levels of assertiveness
may lead to submissiveness (Alberti & Emons, 1971). Moderation in interpersonal
assertive communication would be the expression of personal opinion and standing up for
ones’ own needs and rights but with respect for the rights of others.

One way of conceptualizing the idea of assertiveness supports that in order to
maintain an optimal balance between demands on the basis of one’s personal needs and the
respect of the needs of others, can be seen as falling between the two dysfunctional
communication styles of submissiveness and aggressiveness (Schwartz & Caramoni, 1989)
(Figure 1). The definitions of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness can give us
a better insight into the nature of these three constructs and their associations.
Assertiveness historical definitions and characteristics

Assertiveness was initially studied by Chittenden (1942) who attempted to
experimentally measure and modify assertive behavior in young children and later by
Salter (1949) who described assertiveness as a personality trait that could be used to
counter inhibitory personality traits in an early form of behavior therapy. Although there is
not a clear and robust definition of assertiveness, most of the existing definitions and
descriptions include common characteristics like the ability to express oneself without
anxiety, anger or aggression, in various interpersonal situations and more specifically in

situations with conflict of opinions, needs or rights (Gilbert & Allan, 1994).

One of the oldest and broadest definitions of assertiveness described this behavioral
concept as “1) any overt attempt to influence the behavior of another and 2) any overt
response to the above behavior so long as the child responding maintained his status in the
situation” (Chittenden, 1942, p. 72). Wolpe (1958) and Lazarus (1966) redefined
assertiveness as the expression of personal rights and feelings, supporting that nearly
everybody can express assertively in some situations and not in others. Lazarus (1973)
divided assertiveness into four different types: (2) the ability to say “no”, (b) the ability to

ask for favors or to make requests (c) the ability to express positive and negative feelings



and (d) the ability to initiate, continue and terminate general conversations. Assertiveness
is usually described as the free expression of emotion (Wolpe, 1973) while standing up for
one's rights (Lazarus, 1971) with a positive and nonanxious stance (Alberti & Emmons,
1974) or “standing up for one's rights, refusing to comply with seemingly unreasonable
demands, asking for favors or making requests, initiating and terminating conversations,
and expressing positive or negative feelings to others” (Lee, Hallberg, Slemon, Haase,
1985). Assertiveness is the ability to express thoughts and feelings in a non-hostile way
without intervening in other people’s rights (Alberti & Emmons, 1971) and at the same
time being socially appropriate and taking into account the feelings and wellbeing of others
(Rimm & Masters, 1979). Later definitions described assertiveness as the free expression
of emotions and defending one’s rights without anxiety and aggression (Herzberger, Chan
& Katz, 1984) or “a person's general tendency to be interpersonally dominant, ascendant,
and forceful” (Infante, 1987, p. 165) considering it a constructive communication trait
(Infante, 1987; Infante & Gorden, 1989). Finally another definition describes
“assertiveness as a dimension in everyday perceptions reflecting an individual’s
interpersonal willingness to stand up and speak out for their own interests and ideas,

pursuing their objectives and resisting others’ impositions” (Ames, 2009, p.113).

Assertiveness is considered a multidimensional construct and although it has been
defined differently by researchers, there are basic elements of the definitions that are
generally agreed upon. The majority of the research describes assertiveness as the ability
of a person to 1) assert personal rights and 2) express opinions, beliefs and feelings
appropriately through self-advocacy. Assertiveness definitions have also put an emphasis
on individual rights describing assertiveness as a way to promote equality in human
relationships, enabling individuals to stand up for themselves through honest expression of
feelings (Alberti & Emmons, 1990) needs and wants without aggressive and forceful
methods (Galassi & Galassi, 1978) and without violating the rights of others (Alberti &
Emons, 1978).

Voltaire said "I do not agree with what you have to say, but I'll defend to the death
your right to say it" wanting to advocate the freedom of expression. Freedom of expression
is recognized as a human right under the Article 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. Article 19 states that "everyone shall have the right to hold opinions without
interference™ and “everyone shall have the right to freedom of expression; with respect of
the rights or reputation of others". The definition of the construct of assertiveness seems to
be in absolute affinity with the definition for the right of free expression. Assertiveness is
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defined as the behavior that enables the individual to stand up for their personal rights and
express their thoughts, without undue anxiety and without denying the rights of others
(Alberti & Emmons, 1970; Wolpe, 1969). It has also empirically been found that
individuals who are high in assertiveness know their personal rights and can make a clear
separation between assertive, submissive and aggressive communication (Herringer, 1998).

Moreover it was noticed that insufficiency in children’s assertiveness skills may
become an obstacle in communication and create adjustment problems in the school and
home environment (Lee, Hallberg, Slemon, Haase, 1985). Aggressive and submissive
behaviors, described in combination as non-assertive, are also considered less socially
acceptable and seem to impede personal adjustment and development. Nonassertive
behaviors have been associated with various forms of psychopathology like depression,
anxiety and social anxiety, although one can lack assertiveness and still function within the
normal range (Arrindell, Sanderman, Hageman, Pickersgill, Kwee, Van der Molen &
Lingsma, 1990; Arrindell, Sanderman, Van der Molen, Van der Ende, & Mersch, 1988;
Arrindell & Van der Ende, 1985; Man & Gilbert, 1997; Schwartz & Caramoni, 1989; St
Lawrence, 1987)

Aggressiveness

If assertiveness falls in between forms of unassertive behavior, then the two poles
of this continuum are represented by aggressiveness and submissiveness. One construct
examined in this study in relation to assertiveness is the construct of aggressiveness in
interpersonal relations which includes the intentional application of physical or
psychological force in order to control, direct, hurt, injure, or harm another person’s body,
emotions, properties, or beliefs (Infante, 1987; Infante & Rancer, 1996; Webster, DeWall,
Pond, Deckman, Jonason, Le, Nichols, Shember, Crysel, Crosier & Smith, 2014). Infante
and Wigley (1986) described verbal aggression as the behavior of "attacking the self-
concept of another person instead of, or in addition to, the person's position on a topic of
communication” (p. 61).

The development of aggressive behavior can be explained by the social
information-processing theory based on social problem-solving; the individual encounters
a social problem, evaluates it, retrieves relative information and evaluates possible
solutions to problem (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Huesman, 1988). Lack of social skills and
previous maladaptive learning experiences of social problem solving may result in
aggressiveness in children and adolescents (Slaby & Guerra, 1988; Crick & Dodge, 1994)
especially in aggression-provocative situations (Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2001). The link

3



between childhood aggression and peer interactions has been extensively examined and
peer acceptance was found to be negatively associated with aggressive behavior
(Huesmann, 1988; Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2001; Newcomb et al., 1993).
Submissiveness

Another construct examined, in this study, in relation to assertiveness is
submissiveness that is described as non-assertive and a non-hostile behavior that takes into
account the feelings of others, their power, status or authority and is associated with
avoidance of expressing feelings, opinions, or standing up for one’s rights (Deluty, 1981c).
Submissive behavior has been linked to avoidant personality (Lobel, 1981; Wiggins &
Pincus, 1989) and personality traits of neuroticism and introversion (Gilbert, & Allan,
1994; Price et al., 1994; Sloman et al., 1994). Individuals with low assertiveness and high
submissiveness are more concerned with other peoples’ opinion about them than

individuals with medium or high levels of assertiveness (Schwartz & Gottman, 1976).

1.2. Statement of the problem

Social competence in early years has important, long-term developmental
consequences (Parker & Asher, 1987) and is considered an equal and maybe even a better
predictor of later academic achievement than intellectual ability (Horn & Packard, 1985).
Social adjustment and adaptiveness are associated with happiness, self-esteem, popularity
and peer acceptance (Deluty, 1981). Assertiveness in interpersonal communication
constitutes such an interpersonal skill.

Research consistently supports the relationship between the positive outcomes of
communicating assertively and the negative outcomes in the absence of assertiveness in
communication in adults and in many aspects of the developmental course of children.
Assertive behavior can be a shield for children against peer pressure or sexual harassment.
Assertive communication is considered a tool that adds to the development of a mentally
healthy person and the development of healthy interpersonal relations (Cook & St.
Lawrence, 1990; Henderson, & Furnham, 1982; Herringer, 1998; Richmond &
McCroskey, 1992; Zakahi, 1985). The preventive and therapeutic significance of
developing assertiveness skills in children is well-documented by the central role that
training in assertiveness skills plays in most manuals and protocols that were developed to
improve the communication abilities and emotional well-being of young people
(Bornstein, Bellack& Hersen, 1977; Gresham, 1985; Ogilvy, C. M. (1994). As socially
skilled interpersonal behavior, assertiveness has been proven to have an important long-
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term influence on the psychological and adaptive functioning of children (Coie et al., 1995;
Elliott, Malecki, & Demaray, 2001) and can be assumed that assertiveness is a mentally
healthy way of communication. It is suggested that increasing assertiveness among school
children can help in the prevention of later psychopathology and low wellbeing.

However, despite the acknowledgement of the significance of assertiveness in
communication, a thorough understanding of the construct of assertive behavior in children
and adolescence is lacking. Very few studies attempted to identify the elements that make
up assertiveness and its course of development or have explored the correlates of
assertiveness in children. Also, there is little prior research on the predictors of assertive
communication and how some children develop into assertive individuals while others
become aggressive or submissive. The relationship between assertiveness and
aggressiveness and submissiveness are not clear and the lack of boundaries between these
constructs hampers the effort of clear robust definitions of the constructs and their
nomological network. Also other important constructs that are associated with other social
skills, like personality characteristics, social characteristics and parenting, , have yet to be
explored in relation to assertiveness.

The aim of the current study was to explore the construct of assertiveness in
relation to aggressiveness and submissiveness and identify its predictors, among a wide
range of child characteristics and family variables that conceptually could be related to it.
Furthermore a new measure of assertiveness based on vignettes was created for the
purposes of this study and was used in order to gather data on assertiveness with a method
that goes beyond traditional self-report questionnaires and evaluate the relative validity of
the new measure in relation to traditional ways of assessing assertiveness. Finally more
complex relations between assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and variables
that appeared (on the basis of the first and third study in this dissertation) to be
significantly related to assertiveness were examined using more advanced statistics of
mediation in order to identify the more precise association between assertiveness/non-
assertiveness and their predictors.  The information generated in the context of this
dissertation will allow us to add new knowledge to the description of the nomological
network of assertiveness and define better ways to measure this construct in order to
promote its development.

1.3. Significance of the study

Throughout the literature of clinical psychology, research has sought to identify the

personal characteristics and social constructs that predict interpersonal social skills and

mental health, including assertiveness. What is missing from the literature is a more
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assiduous study of the concept of assertiveness in relation with the concepts of
aggressiveness and submissiveness, which seem to be separable and maybe even mutually
exclusive. Understanding the correlates and predictors of these three constructs would
allow us to form a more concrete nomological network for assertiveness. When reviewing
the literature, the potential associations between personality, family environment,
psychopathology and assertiveness are directly and indirectly evident but a systematic
study of what differentially predicts assertive and non-assertive styles of communication,
so that these predictors can become the targets of intervention has not to date been
accomplished.

Focusing on the importance of this study we point out that understanding how
personal, social and parental characteristics of children can predict the child’s assertiveness
will be an important step in revealing the dynamics of this construct and the ways to
promote acquisition of this skill. Therefore, the broader socialization mechanism that
predicts assertiveness based on the personal, social and parental characteristics of children
requires further investigation. Assertiveness is a part of social development, the broader
concept that includes all the behavioral patterns, feelings, attitudes and ideas that children
exhibit in their social interaction with other individuals and are susceptible to change over
maturation. Social development is affected by a range of variables including
temperamental and personality traits of the child and environmental factors including
family and peer interactions. Applying this framework to assertiveness, the potential
predictors of this skill examined in the present dissertation include the broad domains of
social, behavioral and emotional adjustment that comprise social competence, peer
acceptance and victimization, internalizing and externalizing behavior problems, anxiety,
emotion regulation and parental rearing experiences.

A more comprehensive understanding of the communication tendencies of
aggressiveness, assertiveness and submissiveness in the socialization process of children
can help in the identification of children at risk to develop interpersonal problems with
peers and adults, which can in turn lead to both internalizing and externalizing pathology.
Further understanding the characteristics of assertive and non-assertive children can guide
and support the planning of interventions to promote the development of assertiveness and
will establish effective ways in identifying potential targets for intervention. The findings
from this study can inform practitioners, educators and parents of the importance of
assertiveness in children and how this construct develops in order to promote children’s
well-being and psychosocial development through modifications in parenting and

educational practices.



1.4. Purpose of the study

The subject of assertiveness has been studied since the early forties (Chittenden, G. E.,
1942) but despite the extended research on assertive behavior the majority of this research
studied adults and very few studies examined assertive communication in young children
or adolescents and the factors that influence the development of this skill. Most of the
research done to date focused on measuring assertiveness and developing assertiveness
training without first reaching a concrete definition of what this construct is and how it
relates to potentially associated constructs.

Based on the need for investigating assertive communication in children and the
factors that influence it’s development, the purpose of this study was: A) to establish the
nomological network of assertiveness by examining how it relates to other child
characteristics that are or could be theoretically related to it, B) to examine what predicts
children’s assertive communication, and which variables may serve as moderators or
mediators in the prediction of assertive behavior and C) which are the critical differential
predictors between assertive, submissive and aggressive communication among a number
of personality and social characteristic and parental practices (seen as predictors) that,
based on theory, might be associated with these types of behaviors.

1.5. Basic constructs identified as related to assertiveness

Based on a review of the assertiveness literature and the characteristics of assertive and
unassertive individuals the following variables were identified as potentially related to the
construct of assertiveness:

Social anxiety

Social anxiety (termed social anxiety disorder in DSM-5; SAD) is a persistent,
irrational and excessive fear of certain social or performance situations, in which the
individuals fears that they will act in an embarrassing or humiliating way because of the
inappropriate performance and consequently receive the disapproval of others (DSM-1V,
APA 1994; DSM-IV-TR; APA, 2000). The most commonly feared situations are
attending social gatherings, meeting new people, performing in front of others, speaking in
public, dating, and behaving assertively, like dealing with authority figures or assertively
saying no to unreasonable requests or asking others to change their behaviors (Rapee,
1995). Social anxiety disorder (SAD) is considered a chronic condition that has an
enormous impact on the individual’s functioning (Garcia-Lopez, Piqueras, Diaz-Castela, &
Ingles, 2008).

Etiological models of SAD support the interaction of biological and psychological

vulnerability factors that are intensified by the presence of negative thoughts, feelings and
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avoidance behaviors (Kashdan & Herbert, 2001). Temperamental factors like behavioral
inhibition to the unfamiliar, fearfulness and neuroticism (Beidel, Borden, Turner, & Jacob,
1989; Fox, Henderson, Marshall, Nichols, & Ghera, 2005; Knappe, et. al., 2009),
conditioning events and cognitive factors are some of the vulnerability factors that have
been studied in an attempt to discover the etiology of SAD.

A proposed mechanism, through which SAD is maintained, supports that the
temperamental tendencies of behavioral inhibition and anxiety sensitivity are the main
pillars of this disorder. Anxiety sensitivity is a temperamental trait, which refers to the fear
of the sensations that are associated with fear, or feel like fear. Anxiety sensitivity is
closely related to behavioral inhibition (Hagopian & Ollendick, 1996) and experiential
avoidance (Karekla, Forsyth, & Kelly, 2004; Spira, Zvolensky, Eifert, & Feldner, 2004).
Experiential avoidance is a learned coping strategy described by the tendency to give
negative evaluations to feelings and thoughts which in turn take a great deal of effort to be
avoided, changed or suppressed (Panayiotou, Karekla & Panayiotou, 2014). Behavior
inhibition, described as the tendency to exhibit fear to novel situations or individuals,
reservation and withdrawal, has been longitudinally and firmly linked to SAD as a direct
predictor of the disorder (Essex, Klein, Slattery, Goldsmith, & Kalin, 2010; Panayiotou,
Karekla & Panayiotou, 2014).

Literature on social anxiety disorder supporting the inhibition hypothesis states that
social skills are acquired by individuals with SAD but not shown during states of high
anxiety, like in feared situations of performance and social interaction. It is assumed that
high anxiety inhibits the display of social skills because of difficulties in the processing of
information, in cognitive-affective terms resulting in interpretative biases, negative self-
meta-perceptions, and self-focused attention of individuals with SAD (Furmark, 2000). A
model of vicious circle of social anxiety supports that insufficiently socially skilled
behavior seems to lead to non-positive outcomes from social interactions and in turn
results in negative expectancies and thoughts about future situations, in which there will be
evaluation by others, thus leading to an avoidance behavior. This avoidance of social
interaction repeats the circle and strengthens the inability to act in a socially skilled way
since there are fewer opportunities for social skills learning and practice (Spence,
Donovan, & Brechman-Toussaint, 1999).

Moreover examining the specific social skill of assertiveness it was found that
assertiveness is negatively associated with social anxiety in adults (Chambless, Hunter &
Jackson, 1982; Weber, Wiedig, Freyer, & Gralher, 2004). Patients with social anxiety

report difficulties with expressing themselves assertively (Rapee, 1995) because they
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worry about rejection or criticism. Considering that the population of this study is children
and adolescents we will narrow our literature review and hypotheses about SAD to this
developmental range.

Social phobia in children has a similar pattern, of negative cognitions, regarding
social evaluation, as in adults, and results in withdrawal and avoidant behaviors (Beidel,
Turner, & Moms, 1995; Ginsburg, La Greca, & Silverman, 1998). The vicious circle of
negative social interaction and social anxiety seem to exist in children and adolescents as
well. La Greca (1998) supported that negative peer interactions lead to social evaluation
anxiety which then lead to avoidant and inhibition behaviors. Social inhibition and
avoidance further restricts opportunities for social interaction and assertive behavior with
peers that in the long run makes youths less socially capable and assertive thus for example
being easily pushed around or not being able to initiate conversations with peers (La
Greca, 1998). While the lack of social skills in adults in an issue of debate (Panayiotou et
al., 2016), a greater consensus exists that children with social phobia are less competent in
social skills performance than non-socially anxious ones, and less likely to expect or obtain
a positive social outcome. Moreover another study that also supports the notion that social
anxiety is related with social skills deficiency in adolescents, confirmed that treatments
including social skills training had positive effects on social anxiety disorder (Garcia-
Lopez, Olivares, Beidel, Albano, Turner & Rosa, 2006).

Despite these associations between social anxiety and social skills development
little is known about the specific relation of assertive behavior in children and adolescents
with SAD. To date very little research has been done concerning the association between
social anxiety and assertive communication in children and how this is mediated by other
temperamental, psychopathological or familial characteristics of the child. Also it is the
first time that the relation of SAD is examined in relation to the constructs of assertiveness,
submissiveness and aggressiveness at the same time, in order to differentiate how SAD
relates specifically to each. Based on the above it is hypothesized that social anxiety traits
will be negatively related to aggressiveness and positively related to submissiveness.
Based on this literature, it can be additionally derived that submissiveness, like SAD,
would be expected to be related to behavioral inhibition and other “phobic” temperamental
characteristics, since the motive of SAD individuals in acting submissive is the avoidance
of rejection and retaliation.

Temperamental dimensions
Children’s personalities are different and unique; there are no specific descriptions

that would fit more than one individual. Although this differentiation exists, some
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personality and temperamental characteristics seem to group together and appear more
often in combination with other behaviors. The specific combination of personality and
temperamental characteristics of each child is what makes them more outgoing or
withdrawn or what makes them aggressive or empathetic towards others. The definition of
temperament refers to the individual differences in the emotional, motor and attentional
reaction to stimulation and differences in behavioral and attentional self-regulation
strategies that are evident from an early age in children’s behavior (Sanson, Smart, &
Hemphill, 2002). Temperamental styles predict later personality traits and reflect broad
behavioral tendencies in the individual. Another definition describes temperament as
individual differences in behavioral tendencies that are present and quite stable across the
age span and different situations (Orth & Martin, 1994).

Temperament plays an important and twofold role in the child’s social competence,
since it affects children’s and adolescent’s adaptation at school (Carey, 1998) and their
general social developmental course (Thomas, Chess, Birch, Hertzig, & Korn, 1963). More
specifically temperamental differences in traits like responsiveness to stimulation and
capacity to regulate emotions have an impact on the children’s social development and can
serve either as risk or protective factors in the social development course (Cicchetti &
Cohen, 1995). Personality characteristics that have also been associated with assertiveness,
aggressiveness and submissiveness include some basic temperamental traits pertaining to
fear tendencies and arousal levels.

Cloninger (1993) described personality, based on a psychobiological model, as the
amalgam of temperament and character. This personality model consists of the following
seven dimensions: four temperamental dimensions; Novelty Seeking (NS): tendency to
respond to and explore novel stimuli and make impulsive decisions; Harm avoidance
(HA): behavioral inhibition activated by threat or danger and a heritable bias promoting
cautiousness, pessimism and anxiety; Reward Dependence (RD): tendency to respond to
reward, social approval and sentiment and continue behaviors that were previously
reinforced; Persistence (P): heritable tendency to be perseverant despite fatigue, frustration
and lack of reward; and three character facets, Self-Directedness (SD): characteristic of an
autonomous self-concept, feelings of hope and self-confidence, Cooperativeness (C):
characteristic of acceptance of others, compassion and charity and self-transcendence
(ST): characteristics of spirituality, patience and self-forgetfulness (Cloninger, Svrakic, &
Przybeck,1993).

For the purposes of this study, two temperamental dimensions, the “Novelty

Seeking” and the “Harm avoidance”, as described by Cloninger’s (1993) personality
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model, will be examined. Novelty seeking includes recurrent exploratory activity and
excitement in response to novelty and it is suggested to be related to brain systems
involving behavioral activation. Harm avoidance describes the tendency to respond with
extreme withdrawal to aversive stimuli or their associated signals, and it is suggested to be
related to brain systems involving behavioral inhibition.

These two have been chosen because the harm avoidance dimension of
temperament is highly related to anxious/fearful traits and behavioral inhibition, is
predictive of the development of anxiety disorders and is a more specific indicator of
temperamental fearfulness rather than anxiety. It is related to brain systems involving the
behavioral inhibition system, which responds to signals of fear, punishment and non-
reward. Because of its associations with fear, which is similar but distinct from anxiety, it
was included in the cluster of predictors called “anxiety traits” in this dissertation so that
characteristics related to both fear and anxiety could be examined.

Harm avoidance is related to the behavioral tendency to withdraw from potential
threats and is similar with avoidance in which the individual avoids dealing with a stressor.
A study in an adult community sample in Cyprus regarding coping in anxiety disorders
supported that the coping mechanisms used were similar across all anxiety disorders
(Panayiotou, Karekla & Mete, 2014). Coping through avoidance and self-blame were the
most widespread emotion regulation strategies amongst individuals with anxiety
symptoms. Moreover avoidance was considered a vital coping style in the anxiety disorder
spectrum and a possible maintenance mechanism of the disorder (Panayiotou, Karekla &
Mete, 2014). Avoidance is considered a maladaptive response to stressors, and risk factor
for distress (depression and anxiety) (Carver et al., 1989; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980;
Karekla & Panayiotou, 2011; Panayiotou, Karekla & Mete, 2014; Panayiotou, Kokkinos &
Kapsou, 2014) and internalizing psychopathology and is highly related to the harm
avoidant temperament.

Novelty seeking was included in the group of predictors named ‘“externalizing
behaviors” based on the definition of this construct described as the tendency to behave in
a repeatedly exploratory way with excitement in response to novel stimuli and is related
with the behavioral activation system of the brain (Cloninger, 1987). In contrast to
individuals who are high in novelty seeking and derive rewards from this exploration,
other individuals experience intense stress created by novelty; such individuals are
characterized by trait fearfulness, which is a similar construct to behavioral inhibition
(Fanti et al., 2015) as described with regards to SAD above.
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Based on the above we can assume that novelty seeking, linked with disinhibition,
might have an association with aggressiveness in contrast to harm avoidance, which
through its link to inhibition might be associated to submissiveness.

Psychopathy traits

Hare (1996) defined psychopathy as a personality disorder characterized by a major
affective deficit, persistent antisocial and bold behavior, disinhibition and reduced empathy
with disregard to social rules and the rights of others. Psychopathy also includes
callousness, fearlessness, deceitfulness, grandiosity, impulsiveness, excitement seeking
and aggression towards others (Hare & Neumann, 2008). Individuals with psychopathic
personality exhibit interpersonal characteristics of egocentricity, manipulation, social
dominance, superficial charm, irresponsibility, emotional characteristics of poor affect,
shallow emotions, lack of nervousness and remorse, social characteristics of poor
behavioral control and aggression (Fowles & Dindo, 2009; Hare, 1996; Hare & Neumann,
2008; Skeem, Polaschek, Patrick, & Lilienfeld, 2011) and behavioral characteristics of
proneness to boredom and lack of realistic long-term goals (Roose, Bijttebier, Decoene,
Claes, & Frick, 2009). CU traits are usually positively correlated with fearlessness and
thrill seeking behaviors (Essau, Sasagawa & Frick, 2006; Frick, Lilienfeld, Ellis, Loney, &
Silverthorn, 1999; Pardini, 2006; Fantis & Nilsson, 2016). Fearlessness is characterized by
low behavioral inhibition and insensitivity to punishment (Blair, 1995; Pardini, Byrd,
2012) and is associated with externalizing behavior and psychopathic and CU traits (Frick
& Morris, 2004; Frick & Viding, 2009).

The relation of CU traits and aggression was evident in the findings of a recent
research, suggesting that adolescents with higher levels of CU traits revealed higher levels
of combined proactive and reactive aggression (Fanti, Frick, & Georgiou; 2009). This can
be explained based on the fearlessness and stimulation seeking theory. According to
fearlessness theory, the lack of anxiety and fear together with low autonomic system
activity, influence the appearance of antisocial, violent and aggressive behavior based on
the fact that the absence of fear and arousal lead to boredom and lack of excitement
concomitantly leading to sensation-seeking, risk-taking, or impulsivity (Scarpa & Raine,
1997). Lack of fear is not the only reason for exhibiting antisocial behavior in the first
place, but it deprives the individual of the opportunity to learn from the consequences of
aggressive social behavior (Raine, 1993, 2002).

Resent research proposed the use of the triarchic model to describe more accurately
the multiple dimensions of psychopathy (Patrick, Fowles & Krueger, 2009). This model is

based on previous well establish measurements of psychopathy, like the Psychopathic
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Personality Inventory, which has been revised to more clearly separate aspects of this

characteristic that are believed to be distinct namely disinhibition, meanness and boldness.

The component of “disinhibition” describes a general phenotypic tendency for
impulsivity, impaired affect regulation and urgent need for immediate gratification.
Disinhibition includes a behavioral control deficiency and a general tendency toward
impulsivity, poor regulation of emotions and urges, difficulty in delaying gratification and
an impulsive antisocial behavior (Patrick et al., 2009). Disinhibition in children, described
as the deficient impulse control, has been associated with conduct disorder and other
dimensions of psychopathy, aggressive and antisocial responses (Newman, & Wallace,
1993).

The component of “boldness” describes the phenotypic style in which the
individual remains calm in anxious or threatening situations, has high self-assurance and
social efficacy together with high acceptance of danger and of the unfamiliar. Boldness
includes many of the characteristics of psychopathy like social dominance, emotional
resiliency, and thrill-seeking (Cleckley, 1941/1988; Lykken, 1957) and characteristics like
resilience to fear and anxiety, as well as a domineering interpersonal style (Benning et al.,
2005).

The component of “meanness” describes the phenotypic attributes of lack of
empathy and close attachments with others, disloyalty, excitement seeking cruelty,
aggression, competitiveness and exploitativeness. Meanness also includes characteristics
like callousness, aggressiveness, hostile, exploitative behavior, lack of honesty and cold-
heartedness excitement seeking (Frick & Hare, 2001; McCord and McCord, 1964; Hare,
1986; Patrick, 2010).

A recent study was conducted in a non-clinical sample of Greek Cypriot university
students validating the Greek Cypriot translation of the TriPM. This research examined the
associations between differed phenotypic dimensions of psychopathy (boldness, meanness,
and disinhibition) measured with TriPM with results confirming the correlations between
the three phenotypic dimensions and the validity of the Greek translation version of the
measure. This study confirmed previous research and also added new knowledge regarding
the association between boldness and the adaptive characteristics of immunity to
anxiety/distress while on the other hand it was also found to be associated with
maladaptive characteristics like manipulative traits, desire for control and verbal

aggression. Associations were evident between meanness and callous unemotional traits,
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manipulation and distrust of others, physical aggression, and absence of positive parenting.
Finally, disinhibition was associated with anxiety and distress, exposure to violence and
abuse, together with impulsive, irresponsible and hostile tendencies (Fanti, Kyranides,
Drislane, Colins & Andershed, 2015). Based on the theoretical framework guiding the
TriPM’s development, we hypothesized that the total score of TriPM will be positively

related to aggressive behavior and negatively related to submissive and assertive behavior.

Callus Unemotional traits

One important component of psychopathy is CU traits. Given that personality
disorders cannot be diagnosed in children, callus and unemotional (CU) traits in children -
including characteristics like lack of guilt, absence of empathy and callous use of others,
lack of concern for the feelings of others, shallow or superficial expression of emotions
and lack of concern regarding performance in important activities (Frick, 2009) - are
considered a developmental precursor of psychopathy (Burke, Loeber & Lahey, 2007,
Frick, 2009; Frick & Viding, 2009). CU traits are generally stable from childhood to
adolescence (Barry, Barry, Deming & Lochman, 2008; Frick, Kimonis, Dandreaux, &
Farrell, 2003; Dadds, Fraser, Frost, Hawes, 2005; Lynam, Charnigo, Moffitt, Raine,
Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2009; Munoz & Frick, 2007).

Psychopathic traits and especially callous-unemotionallity are associated with
childhood aggression and severe and persistent antisocial behavior (Brandt, Kennedy,
Patrick, & Curtin, 1997; Dadds et al., 2005; Dolan & Rennie, 2006; Edens, Campbell, and
Weir, 2007; Frick & White, 2008; Fanti, Frick, & Georgiou, 2009; Kruh, Frick, &
Clements, 2005; Marsee, Silverthorn, & Frick, 2005). A study in Greek Cypriot
adolescents revealed that the adolescents with higher levels of CU traits had a higher
tendency to display behaviors of combined proactive and reactive aggression (Fanti, Frick,
& Georgiou, 2008), Similar results were also evident in other cultures, Germany and USA,
linking CU traits with aggressive and antisocial behavior in youth (Essau, Sasagawa &
Frick, 2006; Kimonis, Frick, Skeem, Marsee, Cruise, Munoz, & Morris, 2008).

CU traits were found to be highly correlated with sensation seeking and particularly
the disinhibition dimension of sensation seeking (Barry et al., 2000; Essau, Sasagawa, , &
Frick, 2006; Frick, Cornell, Barry, et al., 2003). CU traits are usually positively correlated
with fearlessness and thrill seeking behaviors (Blair & Coles, 2000; Essau et al., 2006;
Frick et al., 1999; Pardini, 2006, 2012) and negatively correlated with measures of trait
anxiety or neuroticism (Andershed, Gustafson, Kerr, & Stattin, 2002; Barry, Frick,
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DeShazo, McCoy, Ellis, & Loney, 2000; Frick, Lilienfeld, Ellis, Loney, & Silverthorn,
1999; Kimonis et al., 2006; Lynam et al., 2005; Pardini et al., 2007).

Children with CU traits experience social skills deficiencies (Frick & Dantagnan
2005). Although one would expect that social skills deficits would result in a negative
correlation between CU traits and assertiveness none the less there are research findings
supporting that there is a positive association between CU traits and assertiveness (Roose,
Bijttebier, Claes, Lilienfeld, De Fruyt & Decuyper, 2012; Salekin, Debus & Barker, 2010).
Apparently the association between CU traits and assertiveness may depend on how the
latter is defined. Based on these controversial results one of our hypothesis is to examine
the relation of CU traits with assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness. Based on
the literature reviewed we hypothesized that CU traits will be positively associated with
aggressiveness and negatively with assertiveness and submissiveness.

Social and peer acceptance

Good peer relationships and supportive friendships play an enormous role in the
positive development of children and adolescents. Some children seem to have difficulties
developing healthy relations with peers and experience exclusion and victimization. Poor
peer relations have been associated with victimization (Karatzias, Power, & Swasnson,
2002) and anxiety (Bond, Carlin, Thomas, Rubin, & Patton, 2001). Peer-relation
difficulties in childhood are associated with serious adjustment, academic, social, and
behavioral problems. The concept of social and peer acceptance includes the perceived
assessment of acceptance by peers and also whether children have friends, if others view
them as popular and if they are desirable as friends.

Social and emotional skills have been associated with positive peer relations. Skills
in communication and interaction (to be able to invite or be invited in groups and know
how to positively express feelings), emotional understanding and self-regulation are
essential for interpersonal wellbeing. Well-adjusted youngsters with higher peer
acceptance tend to have positive emotion regulation strategies and exhibit positive social
behaviors. On the contrary youngsters with low acceptance by peers tend to have negative
and problematic emotion regulation strategies and exhibit aggressive, antisocial and
impulsive or withdrawn and submissive behavior. Aggressive children have been found to
be significantly less popular than both assertive and submissive youths (Deluty, 1981).
While it has been demonstrated that highly, assertive boys are more popular, have a higher
peer acceptance and higher self-esteem, aggressive boys and girls have lower popularity
and self-esteem (Deluty, 1981; Alberti & Emmons, 1971). In a study of children's emotion

regulation and social competence it was supported that social competence and popularity
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were negatively related to the involvement in aggression and conflicts (Fabes &
Eisenberg, 1992). Although the connection between social competence and aggression has
been established, a gap seems to exist in knowledge regarding the relation of peer
acceptance and the social behaviours of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness.
Based on the above it is hypothesized that children with low peer acceptance will show
less assertiveness and perhaps more aggressiveness or submissiveness.
Victimization

Victimization is the situation in which an individual is repeatedly and
systematically bullied by another individual or a group of individuals who are more
powerful. Bullying is described as the repeated physical, verbal or psychological violence
(like social exclusion) or pressure that is intended to cause fear, distress or harm to the
victim and happens in certain interpersonal relationships characterized by an imbalance of
power (Olweus, 1993). The social behavior of children is strongly related with the
possibility to be victimized by peers (Graham & Juvonen, 1998; Hawker & Boulton, 2000)
while socially skilled and assertive children have fewer possibilities to be victimized (Egan
& Perry, 1998; Schwartz & Cowie, 1993). Instead, victims are usually children who are
characterized as vulnerable, submissive or different from others (Boivin, Hymel &
Bukowski, 1995; Schwartz, Dodge & Cowie 1993; Tanaka, 2001). Victimization is
associated with anxiety, withdrawal, and difficulties in peer relationships and social
functioning; it contributes to higher levels of various aspects of social anxiety, including
fear of negative evaluation, social avoidance and inhibition (Boivin, Hymel & Bukowski,
1995; Kingery, Erdley, Marshall, Whitaker, & Reuter, 2010; Rubin, Chen, & Hymel, 1993;
Schwartz, Dodge & Cowie 1993). Moreover victimization was also associated by other
authors with submissive-withdrawn and introvert behavior, aggression and low levels of
assertive behavior (Olweus, 1994; Schwartz, Dodge, Coie, Hubbard, Cillessen, Lemerise,
& Bateman, 1998; Schwartz, Chang, & Farver, 2001). Examples of these characteristics
are making less persuasion attempts and social conversation initiatives, and higher degrees
of nonassertive behaviors, such as submission to peers' social initiatives (Schwartz, Dodge,
& Coie, 1993). Based on these, the hypothesis derived is that victimization will be
positively related to submissiveness and aggressiveness and negatively related to

assertiveness.
Emotion Regulation

Emotional competence, described as the ability to act efficaciously in emotionally

arousing situations, has been considered a vital component in children’s adaptive social
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functioning and psychological adjustment (Cicchetti, Ackerman, & lzard, 1995; Gross &
Munoz, 1995; Hubbard & Coie, 1994). This competence is considered fundamental for the
children's ability to interact socially and form interpersonal relationships (Parke, 1994).
Part of emotional competence is defined by the skill of emotion regulation (Campos,
Mumme, Kermoian, & Campos, 1994).

The emotion regulation strategies children use in order to adapt to daily
environmental demands are very important for their general adjustment and are related to
several indicators of the quality of individuals’ social interactions (Lopes, Salovey, Cot¢,
Beers, & Petty, 2005). The concept of emotion regulation has its origins in the
psychoanalytic, stress and emotion regulation traditions (Gross, 1999) firstly used in the
developmental literature in the early 1980s (Gaensbauer, 1982). Emotion regulation is
defined as the “‘extrinsic and intrinsic processes responsible for monitoring, evaluating
and modifying emotional reactions especially their intensive and temporal features, to
accomplish one’s goals’’ (Thompson, 1994, pp. 27-28). It refers to the processes intended
to influence the emotions we have, when we have them, and how we experience and
express them (Gross, 1998). Difficulties in emotion regulation have been associated with
social anxiety (Kashdan, & Breen, 2008) and other mental disorders and
psychopathologies (Amelia, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010; Cicchetti, Ackerman,
& lzard, 1995). It was in fact supported that emotion regulation deficiencies are associated
with more than half of the disorders of Axis | disorders and of Axis Il disorders based on
the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, fourth edition ([DSM-1V];
American Psychiatric Association [APA], 1994) (Gross & Levenson, 1997).

Moreover studies with children and adolescents reported that poor emotion
regulation strategies used in peer interaction yielded more externalizing behaviors (Rubin,
Coplan, Fox, & Calkins, 1995). The inability to use good emotion regulation strategies to
manage and control emotions has been associated with externalizing behaviors while at the
same time poor emotion regulation of over-controlling emotions has been associated with
internalizing problem behaviors (Zeman, Cassano, Perry-Parrish, & Stegall, 2006).

Garnefski, et al. (2001) described nine conceptually separate cognitive emotion
regulation strategies, some adaptive and some less adaptive, that were examined in this
research study in relation with other constructs. The adaptive strategies are: “Acceptance”,
“Positive refocusing”, “Refocus on planning”, “Positive reappraisal”, “Putting into
perspective”. The less adaptive strategies are: “Self- blame”, ‘“Rumination”,

“Catastrophizing” and “Blaming others”.
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Based on the above we hypothesized that adaptive responses (acceptance, positive
refocusing, refocus on planning, positive reappraisal, putting into perspective) will be
positively associated with assertiveness and maladaptive responses (self- blame,
rumination, catastrophizing and blaming others) and negatively associated with
assertiveness.

Parenting

Parents can have a great impact on their children (Georgiou, 2008a; 2008b; Bardly
& Farrington, 2000). Parents’ impact on children’s assertiveness Will thus be another area
of investigation in this research. The construct of parenting practices was examined in
Study 3 since it is considered a main parameter in the developmental course of social skills
development of children (Patterson, 1982, 1986) in order to reveal its relation to the
development of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and how this relation

might be mediated by other factors of the child’s social and personal characteristics.

The term of parenting covers a vast amount of research literature with various
theories and definitions. The definition of parenting includes an array of socialization
processes that describe parental behaviors and the interaction taken place in a child-parent
relation. Social learning theory is considered one of the most dominant models describing
the parent—child relationships closely linked with Bandura’s previous work (1977)
suggesting that children’s behaviors are formed from their daily experiences based on the
principles of reinforcement and conditioning. According to this theory, children act
aggressively towards others less powerful than themselves because they repeat the daily
aggressive interactions of their family members towards them (Patterson 1982, 1986).
Gardner (1989) in an attempt to improve the theory of parenting added the positive
dimensions of parenting (e.g. warmth and acceptance) supporting that positive parenting
can promote positive behavior in children. Also other studies have revealed that high levels
of parental responsiveness is considered a positive parenting practice (Georgiou, 2005;
Maccoby & Martin, 1983) opposite to authoritative parenting that does not exhibit the
same beneficial outcomes in children at least in western societies. On the contrary
overprotective parenting increases the risk for developing both internalizing and
externalizing psychopathologies (depression, anxiety, phobic disorders and disruptive,
aggressive, and antisocial behavior) (Achenbach, McConaughy, & Howell, 1987;
Arrindell, Emmelkamp, Monsma, & Brilman, 1983; Burbach, Kashani, & Rosenberg,
1989; Gerlsma, Snijders, Van Duijn, & Emmelkamp, 1997). Negative parenting practices

18



in general have been associated with poor social and aggressive behavior, high levels of

CU traits and lack of empathy.

Based on the above we hypothesized that positive parenting practices (emotional
warmth, emotional rewards, material rewards) will be related with assertiveness and
negative parenting practices (rejection, overprotection, venting of parent, withdrawal of
parent, punishment and corporal punishment) will be related with aggressiveness or
submissiveness.

Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness in relation to Gender and Age
Group of children and adolescents

Cultural gender stereotypes influence communication according to whether the
culture is predominantly masculine or whether there is equality between sex-roles
(Gudykunst & Nishida, 1986). The construct of assertiveness is evidently influenced by
factors like gender (Cook & St. Lawrence, 1990) and gender stereotypes. Assertiveness
perceptions are influenced by gender and situational factors (Cook, & Lawrence, 1990).
Previous research reported assertiveness to be perceived as a masculine (Galassi, et. al.,
1974) and anti-feminine trait (Gervasio & Crawford, 1989). Recent cross-cultural findings
of Costa, Terracciano & McCrae (2011) also support that assertiveness is reported in
higher levels in men than in women.

Sex differences in assertive expression and reception are evident from an early age
according to research evidence (Jakubowski & Spector, 1973; Lao et.al.,, 1975; Deluty,
1981). Nevertheless research evidence is contradicting since some studies support that
boys are more in favor of aggressive alternatives than girls (Deluty, 1983) and usually boys
get a higher score on aggressiveness and lower score on assertiveness in self-report
measures (Deluty, 1979, 1981c). Contrary to the above, a different study on college
students and adults from 26 cultures showed higher assertiveness in men than women
(Costa, Terracciano & McCrae, 2001). Additional studies explained that the sex
differences in assertive or aggressive behavior also varied depending on the situation,
where for example male college students showed higher assertiveness in public situations
and when questioning a person of high status, but showed less assertiveness in dating
situations contrary to women who showed higher assertiveness in private interpersonal and
in dating situations but showed less assertive in questioning a person of high status
(Mathison & Tucker, 1982). Furthermore a study with US university students revealed
that males where more assertive when displaying negative feelings and females where

more assertive when expressing and dealing with personal limitations (Bridges,
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Sanderman, Breukers, Ranchor & Arrindell, 1991). Based on the abovementioned
literature boys were expected to be more assertive than girls as this hypothesis was
examined in Study 1.

Age was another factor examined in Study 1 since assertiveness was also expected
to be associated with age (Deluty, 1981; Ollendick, 1984) like many other social skills.
Based on the different social, cognitive and emotional changes that happen during the
transition period from childhood to adolescence together with previous research evidence
suggesting that children are expected to be more assertive as they grow older (Deluty,
1981; Ollendick, 1984) it was hypothesized that age will be positively associated with
assertiveness and negatively associated with aggressiveness.

In this research study we present four studies that examine the nomological
network of assertiveness and its predictors. In all four studies the data were collected with
questionnaires from children’s and parents and also vignettes from children while the
statistical analyses were conducted on these data. In Study 1, we examined the
nomological network of assertiveness, as this was measured in children, using two well-
established instruments, the Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS; Deluty, 1979) and
the Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI, Ollendick, 1983). In Study 2 we attempted to
further examine the nomological network of assertiveness with the use of vignettes that
were developed for the needs of the study and have not been previously used in the study
of assertiveness. Study 3 aimed to add knowledge to the nomological network of
assertiveness, by examining child assertiveness in relation to family factors and
specifically parenting practices. In Study 4 we examined the mediation effects of
psychopathic traits and social anxiety of children on the relation between parenting
practices and assertiveness in order to examine the mechanisms that link parenting
practices with assertiveness and how this relation is changed when specific internal

characteristics of the child are evident.
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Figure 1
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CHAPTER 2: GENERAL METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research methodology used in this dissertation presenting
the research techniques and the design implemented, which concern all the studies that are

analytically presented in the following chapters.

2.1. Participants

For the implementation of the research an approval was granted, by the Ministry of
Education and Culture (Department of Educational Research) and the National Bioethics
Committee. The target population for the present research study was students and student’s
parents of junior, elementary and lyceum schools in Cyprus. Participating schools were
randomly selected from the schools list found on the webpage of the Ministry of Education
and Culture. After the schools were randomly selected for participation, the researcher
contacted the head teacher of each school and explained the aims and methods of the
research thus securing consent for the participation of the school. To all the schools that
declared participation interest a letter was sent describing the research aims and procedure
together with the letter of approval from the Ministry of Education and Culture. Following
the consent of the schools to participate in the research all children from these schools
above 10 years old were considered eligible to participate in the study. Then an envelope
containing a cover letter, an informed consent form to be signed by the parents and the
contact information of the researcher was given to each student.

Participants were selected from 19 junior high schools (5" the 6™ grade), 3 lyceums
(1% and 2" grade) and 3 elementary schools (1%, 2" and 3 grade) (Table 1). The
population of the study resided in the areas of Nicosia, Larnaca, Pafos and Ammochostos
district. The total number of participants was 923 students of which 370 were boys
(40.1%) and 553 were girls (59.9%). Their age ranged for 10 years old to 17 years old.
The final criterion for student’s participation in the research was the signing of the consent
form by the parents. Regarding parents’ participation in the research, 496 (43%) were
fathers with a mean age of 44 years old and 659 mothers (57%) with a mean age of 41
years old. In terms of the socioeconomic status of the family (SES), information was
gathered regarding the parents’ education (Table 2), economic status of the family (Table
3) and family origin information (Table 4), showing that the sample was stratified and

representative of the Cyprus population (www.cystat.gov.cy, 2015).

Due to the fact that only a few of the participating children had returned

questionnaires from both their parents and also because fewer fathers than mothers
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responded, the following analytic approach was taken. For the analyses of parental
influences, it was deemed acceptable that one of the two parents or both parents answered
the questionnaires. All cases were included for whom the mother responded. For missing
cases of mothers, the father’s data pertaining to the specific child were included, so that for
all children that had data from only one parent were included in the research. In this way,
the entire children sample was considered in the analyses.

2.2.  Procedure

Parents’ questionnaires were sent at home in a closed envelop, for all the parents
that accepted to participate. Answered questionnaires were then sent back to school
through the students and were given to the class teacher and then to the researcher.
Student’s questionnaires were administrated to students that agreed to participate
according to research procedures, in class during school time. The aims and procedures of
the study were explained to the students in detail before administrating the questionnaires.
The students were informed that the research study aimed at studying behaviors and
thoughts of children and adolescents. Students were also informed that their participation is
voluntary and confidentiality will be kept. The importance of completing the
questionnaires as accurately and honestly as possible was underlined along with the fact
that there is no right or wrong answer. It was also made clear that the questionnaires will
not be graded and nobody, except from the researchers, will have access to the answers.
The questionnaires were administered by a group of undergraduate and graduate research
assistants that were trained for this task.

The questionnaires instruments’ administration order was randomized in order to
avoid possible order effects. Each questionnaire package was given a unique code number
corresponding with the parent’s questionnaires. For the CATS questionnaire, which has a
more complex response format, instructions were read out loud and explained to children.
Researches were available in case of any questions during the whole completion session.
2.3. Measures

Information on the scales used in the present study is presented below. In cases
where the instruments were already standardized and adapted into Greek, no further
validation was undertaken in the present study and only current reliabilities are reported.
Similarly, in cases were isolated single or two subscales of an instrument were used,
reliability was based on the original items included in that subscale. For instruments that
have not been validated into Greek previously, exploratory factor analysis was undertaken
with a forced solution requesting the expected number of the original factors. Based on

23



this, fit and acceptability of items was examined, poor fitting items were removed and
reliabilities were calculated on the basis of the final Greek subscales.
2.3.1. Child completed measures
Assertiveness, Aggressiveness, Submissiveness

Two well-known measures of assertive behavior were included in child the
questionnaire package. The Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS; Deluty, 1979) was
used to measure assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and the Children’s
Assertiveness Inventory (CAI, Ollendick, 1983) was also used to measure assertiveness.
Both of these measures are described further down but more detailed psychometric
analysis in done in Study 1 that follows.
The Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS)

Deluty (1979) developed the Children’s Action Tendency Questionnaire (CATS)
in an effort to build a valid assessment tool, that would allow the identification of children
that would benefit from a social skills training program and to be able to assess the
efficacy of such programs (Deluty, 1984). The Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS;
Deluty, 1979) is a self-report instrument of children’s tendency to display aggressiveness,
assertiveness, and submissiveness in their social behavior. The design of the questionnaire
aimed to unbind aggression from assertion by developing separate indices of
aggressiveness, assertiveness and submissiveness. The questionnaire consists of 13 conflict
situations of frustration, provocation, conflict or loss followed by three response
alternatives presented in a paired-comparisons forced choice format (Deluty, 1983). Thus
for each conflict situation there are three combinations of alternative answers: assertive vs
aggressive answer, assertive vs submissive answer and aggressive vs submissive answer.
One answer for every dichotomy must be circled resulting in 3 answers for each one of the
13 conflict situations. The number of aggressive, submissive and assertive answers circled
constitutes the aggressive, submissive, assertive score respectively. The score on a
particular dimension can range from 0 to 26 with the maximum sum total of the
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness score always corresponding to 39
(Deluty, 1979). The scale includes statements such as: “You’re playing a game with your
friends. You try your very best but you keep making mistakes. Your friends start teasing

you and calling you names. What would you do?

a. Quit the game and come home or b. Punch the kid who’s teasing me the most
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a. Tell them to stop because they wouldn’t like it if I did it to them or b. Quit the game and

come home

a. Punch the kid who’s teasing me the most or b. Tell them to stop because they wouldn’t

like it if I did it to them”

This format of answering was chosen in order to eliminate the cases of children
always choosing the socially desirable assertive response. By opposing the three
alternatives, the one against the other, the relative strength of each response could be
assessed (Deluty, 1984).

The Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI)

Assertiveness of children was also measured in the present study using the
Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI Ollendick, 1983) for purposes of convergent
validation of the construct. The CAI is a self-report instrument designed to assess
children’s assertive responses and can identify withdrawn/submissive children and assess
children’s social interaction skills (Ollendick, 1981). Unlike the CATS, it does not have
subscales measuring submissiveness and aggressiveness, as the authors see the construct as
a continuum from submissiveness to high assertiveness. The scale consists of 14 items
describing social situations, 7 describing assertive responding in positive situations and 7
in negative situations. The answers to the questions are in a categorical “yes” or “no”
format. The sum of the total score on the scale can range from 0-14 with higher scores
reflecting higher levels of assertiveness and lower scores reflecting lower levels of
assertiveness. The scale includes statements such as: “When you first meet someone your
age, do you start talking with them?”, “When someone your age tells you that you look
nice, do you disagree with them?”, and “When someone your age tells you they want to

play a game but you don’t feel like it, do you play with them anyway?”

Externalizing Behaviors

Externalizing Behaviors were measured by administrating the following
questionnaires: Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM) with the subscales of Boldness,
Meanness and Disinhibition, Inventory of Callous- Unemotional Traits (ICU) for parents
and the Novelty Seeking Subscale from the Junior Temperament and Character Inventory
for parents (JTCI) (JTCI and ICU are described further down in the parent completed
measures). The main aim of this cluster of measures was to assess aggressive behavior and

antisocial traits.
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Psychopathy measured with TriPM

The Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM) is a 58-item self-report measure
indexing psychopathology through the three phenotypic domains of boldness (19 items),
meanness (19 items) and disinhibition (20 items) (Patrick, 2010). The answers of the
inventory are rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale (mostly false, false, mostly true, true)
representing the degree to which the personal characteristics described in each item
characterize the individual. The scale includes statements such as: “I’m optimistic more
often than not”, “I often act on immediate needs” and “I have no strong desire to parachute
out of an airplane”.

Psychometric properties of the TriPM were established through the study of Patrick
(2010) reporting high internal consistency reliability with a Cronbach alpha range of .77 to
.88. Good convergent and discriminant validity was found between the three TriPM scales,
Boldness, Meanness, and Disinhibition and other theoretically related measures of the
constructs underlying each of the three triarchic domains. Validation has also been done
for the Greek Cypriot Translation of the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure, which exhibited
acceptable internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha range from .79 to .82 (Fanti,
Kyranides, Drislane, Colins, & Andershed, 2015). The factor structure of the instrument
was also well maintained in the Greek validation. Reliability analysis was conducted for
the subscales used in this study based on this study’s data (Table 5).
Anxiety

Aspects of anxiety that are potentially relevant to assertive behavior were measured
through the constructs of social anxiety and harm avoidance by administrating the
following questionnaires: Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory-Brief form (SPAI-B) and
the subscale of Harm Avoidance from the Junior Temperament and Character Inventory
for parents (JTCI, described further down in the parent completed measures).
Social Phobia and Anxiety

Social Anxiety of the children was measured with the Social Phobia and Anxiety
Inventory-Brief form (SPAI-B). The SPAI-B is a 16-item brief form derived from the
original 45-item named Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory (SPAI; Turner, Beidel,
Dancu, &Stanley, 1989). It is a self-report inventory consistent with the original scale and
psychometric properties and can be used to assess cognitive, behavioral and somatic
symptoms of social anxiety. It is specifically designed for screening for social anxiety,
unlike the original SPAI that also screens for agoraphobia. SPAI-B items are answered on
a 5 point Likert scale format (1=never, 2=infrequent, 3=sometimes, 4=frequent, 5=always).

Items 15 and 16 are comprised of sub-items related to somatic symptoms and so they are
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both scored as the average of each one’s sub-items. The SPAI-B score is the sum of item
ratings minus 16 resulting to a total score range 0-64. The scale includes statements such
as: “I feel anxious when I am in a social situation and I become the center of attention”, “I
feel anxious when I am in a social situation and | am expected to engage in some activity”,
“I feel anxious when making a speech in front of an audience” and “I feel anxious when in
a small gathering with other people”.

Psychometric properties of the SPAI-B were established through the study of
Garcia-Lopez et. al. (2008), reporting high internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha .92,
moderate test-retest reliability .60 and concurrent validity range .61 and .88. Previous
studies in adolescents have demonstrated a one factor solution for SPAI B where all items
load on a single dimension of social anxiety (Garcia-Lopez et al., 2008, 2015).

The psychometric properties of the SPAI-B have not been examined in a Greek
Cypriot population before. In the current study the measure of SPAI-B was examined
using exploratory factor analysis with the total sample using SPSS. All variables appeared
to load on a single factor which explained 41% of the total variance so a one-factor
solution was adopted, suggesting that all items tap different aspects of a single higher-
order dimension, social anxiety, similar to what was found in the original standardization.
In this study, the scale, based on the original factor structure, has demonstrated excellent
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient = .90) (Table 5).

Peer relations

Peer relations were measured by administrating the following questionnaires: Self-
Perception Profile for Children and Adolescents, Social Acceptance Subscale and the
Student Survey of Bullying Behavior-Revised (SSBB-R), Victimization subscale.

Social Acceptance

Self-Perception Profile for Children and Adolescents, Social
Acceptance/Competence Subscale is a self-report measure which is part of the General
Self-worth Scale (Harter, 1985). The Self-perception profile, social acceptance subscale
includes six items assessing acceptance by peers and also whether children have friends
and view themselves as popular. Items are scored on a five point Likert Scale (1=strongly
disagree, 2=disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4= agree, 5=strongly agree) with
higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived social acceptance. The subscale
includes statements such as: “I would like to have a lot more friends”, “I am popular with
others my age”, “I am always doing things with a lot of kids” and “I wish that more people

my age liked me”.
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Psychometric properties of the Self-Perception Profile for Children and
Adolescents were established by the author of the measure (Harter, 1985), reporting high
internal consistency reliability with a Cronbach alpha range from .75 to .84 for the Social
Acceptance/Competence subscale. Another study also provided evidence for the
psychometric properties of the Social Acceptance/Competence subscale reporting a
satisfactory reliability of 0=.80 (Muris, Meesters, & Fijen, 2003). The General Self-worth
Scale was also used in the Cyprus population where for the specific research the Cronbach
a was .82 (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004). A reliability analysis was conducted for this
scale based on this study’s data. Reliability for this subscale is low, but all item
correlations were above .2 and there was no item that if deleted would give a higher
Cronbach a (Table 5).

Victimization

The Student Survey of Bullying Behavior-Revised (SSBB-R; Varjas, Meyers, &
Hunt, 2006) is a self-report questionnaire measuring school-bullying, school-victimization,
cyberbullying and cybervictimization. For the purposes of this study only the victimization
subscale was administered. The Victimization subscale consists of 12 items and measures
how often different types of victimization happened to the individual reporting on an
ordinal scale of: never, once or twice a year, monthly, weekly, or daily, in order to assess
physical, verbal, and relational victimization (e.g., “How often do older, bigger, more
popular, or more powerful kids pick on you by hitting or kicking you?”) (Fanti & Kimonis,
2012).

Validation of the victimization subscale in previous studies, in Cyprus population,
revealed high reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha .90 (Fanti, Demetriou, & Hawa, 2012)
and also an association between the SSBB-R and measures of aggression and coping
(Fanti, & Kimonis, 2012; Fanti, Frick, & Georgiou, 2009). Reliability analysis was
conducted for this scale based on this study’s data (Table 5).

2.3.2. Parent completed measures
Temperament and personality characteristics

Temperament and personality characteristics of the children were measured using
the Junior Temperament and Character Inventory for parents. The Junior Temperament
and Character Inventory (JTCI; Luby, Svrakic, Mccallum, Przybeck, & Cloninger, 1999) is
a parent-report measure of temperament and emerging personality characteristics of
children, adapted from the Temperament and Character Inventory (TCI; Cloninger,
Przybeck, & Svrakic, 1991) the original version of which was based on the

psychobiological model of temperament and character traits (Cloninger, Przybeck,
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Svrakic, & Wetzel, 1994). The JTCI consists of 108 items and seven subscales and has a
version for children and for parents. For the purposes of this study two temperament
subscales were included: novelty seeking with 18 items: e.g., “Even when my child is
aware of potential danger, he/she will still take risks” and harm avoidance with 22 items:
e.g., “When my child attempts something new, he/she usually feels very nervous”.

Studies using the JTCI have revealed a very good reliability and validity in a
number of large-scale and cross-cultural studies (Svrakic, Przybeck, & Cloninger, 1991;
Bayon, Hill, Svrakic, Przybeck, & Cloninger, 1996). One of the first studies that measured
the psychometric properties of the JTCI supported the internal validity of the scale with an
acceptable Cronbach a above .50 for all scales except the reward dependence and self-
transcendence (Luby, Svrakic, Mccallum, Przybeck, & Cloninger, 1999). Other studies
evaluating the psychometric properties of the JTCI followed where in a community French
sample of children both internal consistency and external validity were adequate and
higher for the parent rated JTCI than the child rated version of the scale. Specifically for
the French sample validation Cronbach a were above 0.70 for all subscales except for
reward dependence and self-transcendence except for RD and ST in the parent rated
version (Asch, Cortese, Diaz, Pelissolo, Aubron, Orejarena, Acquaviva, Mouren, Michel,
Gorwood, & Purper-Ouakil, 2009). Finally the Norwegian JTCI also revealed good
psychometric properties for the scale with Cronbach o range .78 -.84 (Vangberg,
Eisemann, Waterloo, Richter, Rozsa, & Cloninger, 2013). Reliability analysis was
conducted for the two subscales used in this study based on this study’s data. Based in the
item total correlation the items with a correlation below .20 were removed (Table 5).
Callous- Unemotional Traits

Callous-unemotional (CU) traits were measured with the Inventory of Callous-
Unemotional Traits (ICU) for parents (ICU; Frick, 2004). The ICU is composed of a total
of 24 items, 12 positively worded and 12 negatively worded. The ICU items result in three
factors namely callus unremorseful (“I feel bad or guilty when I do something wrong”,
reverse scored), unconcerned (“I am concerned about the feelings of others”, reverse
scored) and unemotional (“I do not show my emotions to others”). Items are scored on a
five-point, Likert-type scale (5 = absolutely true, 4 = somewhat true, 3 = ambivalent, 2 =
slightly true, 1 = not true at all). All items also load on a total single high order Callous
Unemotional factor (Essau, Sasagawa &Frick, 2006; Fanti et. al. 2008).

Psychometric properties of the ICU have been established through some recent
studies. The study of Fanti, et al. (2009) in a Greek Cypriot population reported

satisfactory psychometric properties of the self-report ICU with Cronbach’s alpha range
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from .68 to .79. Furthermore the study of Roose, Bijttebier, Decoene, Claes, and Frick
(2009) reported acceptable to good internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha range for
.73 to .89 on all three subscales and the total scale. The same research also showed a
higher validity for the combined version (self-report, teacher and parents) of the ICU than
for the self-report version, suggesting that validity confirmation can be generalized on all
ICU versions (Roose et. al., 2009). The validity of the self-reported versions of the ICU in
community and high-risk samples in Cyprus is sustained as demonstrated by previous
research (Fanti et al., 2009).The study of Fanti and Hawa (2012) also showed a high
validity of the scale with Cronbach’s alpha .90 but 2 items (2 and 10) where deleted from
the total score due to low corrected item correlation. Finally the study of Fantis, Demetriou
and Kimonis (2013) in a Greek Cypriot population also demonstrated adequate internal
consistency Cronbach’s alpha .80. Reliability analysis was conducted for the subscales of
the measure based on this study’s data (Table 5).

Emotion Regulation

Cognitive Emotion Regulation of the children was measured using the Cognitive
Emotion Regulation Questionnaire-short, CERQ-short (Garnefski & Kraaij, 2006). This
questionnaire is a self-report measure that was adapted for the needs of this study and it
was completed by parents to report for their children. The CERQ-short is an 18 item scale
adapted from the original CERQ (Garnefski, Kraaij and Spinhoven, 2001). The short
version of CERQ reduced the number of items in each scale from four to two and kept all
nine conceptual scales as in the original questionnaire, in order to retain validity. The scale
includes statements such as: when my child experiences a negative or an unpleasant event,
generally “thinks that he/she has to accept that this has happened”, “often thinks about how
he/she feels about what he/she has experienced”, “thinks that he/she can learn something
from the situation”, “feels that he/she is the one who is responsible for what has
happened”.

Garnefski, et al. (2001) described in the CERQ questionaire nine conceptually
separate emotion regulation strategies: self-blame, other-blame, rumination,
catastrophizing, positive refocusing, planning, positive reappraisal, putting into
perspective, acceptance. The adaptive strategies are: “Acceptance” is the strategy of
having thoughts of acceptance and resignation in regard to an experience, “Positive
refocusing” is the strategy of having positive, happy and pleasant thoughts instead of
thinking about threatening and stressful events, “Refocus on planning” is the strategy of
having thoughts about what to do and how to handle an experience, “Positive reappraisal”

is the strategy of having thoughts the goal of which is to give a positive meaning to the
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negative events in terms of personal growth, “Putting into perspective” is the strategy of
having thoughts that relativize the negative event compared to other events. The less
adaptive strategies are: “Self- blame” that refers to the strategy of having thoughts that
blame oneself for what one has experienced, “Rumination” is the strategy of having
thoughts about the feelings and thoughts that are associated with negative events,
“Catastrophizing” is the strategy of having thoughts that emphasize the negativity of the
experience and “Blaming others” is the strategy of having thoughts that blame others for
what one has experienced.

Psychometric properties of the CERQ-short were established in the study of
Garnefski & Kraaij (2006) where each strategy’s internal reliability score was acceptably
high with Cronbach’s alpha range from .73 to .81 and the lowest alpha, .67, for the self-
blame scale. For the purposes of this study the original scales of the short version were
used and reliability analysis was conducted for each of the two item subscale. Reliability
analysis was conducted for this scale based on this study’s data (Table 5). Although the
measure has not been previously validated in Greek, it was deemed inappropriate to use
factor analyses for validation of the sub-scale structure because the sub-scales are derived
conceptually from items of a longer scale and not from factor analytic results. Also, no

factor analytic results exist regarding the brief version to provide a standard of comparison.
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2.3.3. Data analysis plan

Statistical screening of the data on the univariate and multivariate levels (Kline,

1998; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000) was first conducted in order to ensure that there was no

multicollinearity in the data, since multivariate tests are sensitive to extremely high

correlations among predictor variables. Data screening analysis comprised of the

descriptive statistics for all the variables, linearity and homoscedasticity, normality,

multivariate outliers, multicollinearity and singularity. Frequencies analysis was also

conducted to ascertain valid percent for responses from the participants to all the questions

in the survey and corrections were made if incorrect entries were found.

Table 1
Number of participants as a function of gender and school grade level
Grade

Gender  Junior School Elementary School Lyceum

Grades 5™ and 6™ Grades 1%, 2" & 3" Grades 1 & 2™
Females 215 209 129
Males 157 151 62
Total 372 360 191
Table 2
Parent’s educational level
Educational Level Mother Father
Not completed primary school 0,6% 0,6%
Primary school 2,4% 4,7%
Elementary school 11,6% 14,2%
High school 47,2% 46,7%
University degree 27,8% 20,5%
Master’s degree 9,8% 11%
PhD degree 6% 2,2%
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Table 3
Family financial situation

Family financial situation % reported by mothers % reported by fathers % mean
Very bad 1.7 1.2 1.4
Quite bad 3.8 3.5 3.6
Bad 6.9 8.1 8.8
Medium 38.6 39.2 38.9
Good 28.9 315 30.2
Quite good 16.5 13.8 15.0
Very good 35 2.6 3.0
Table 4

Sample Demographic Characteristics as a Function of Parents and Maternal Nationality

Nationality Fathers (%) Mothers (%)
Greek Cypriot 92.3 87
Other nationality 6.3 125
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Table 5

Cronbach’s alpha of the scales of Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory-Brief form (SPAI-
B), Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM), Self-Perception Profile for Children and
Adolescents, Social Acceptance Subscale, Student Survey of Bullying Behaviour-Revised
(SSBB-R), Victimization Subscale, Junior Temperament and Character Inventory for
parents (JTCI), Inventory of Callous- Unemotional Traits (ICU) for parents, Cognitive

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (CERQ)

Construct Cronbach’s Items removed
alpha
Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory-Brief .90
My memories of upbringing -
Rejection .66
Emotional Warmth 7
Overprotection 12
Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
Boldness .66
Meanness .83
Disinhibition .80
Self-Perception Profile
Social Acceptance .56
Student Survey of Bullying Behavior-Revised
Victimization Subscale 91
Junior Temperament and Character Inventory
Harm Avoidance .82 34,49,66,88,91,106
Novelty Seeking 71 47,65,92
Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits
Callus Unemotional total .84 17
Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire
Self-blame .66
Other blame 71
Focus on thought — rumination .62
Catastrophizing .63
Positive refocusing 52
Refocus on planning .63
Positive reappraisal .60
Putting into perspective 53
Acceptance 71
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CHAPTER 3: STUDIES ON ASSERTIVENESS
Study 1

The nomological network of childhood assertiveness: Examination of the

assertiveness construct in Cyprus using two well established measures.
Introduction

The aim of the present investigation was to examine the nomological network of
assertiveness, as this was measured in children and adolescents, using two well-established
instruments, the Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS; Deluty, 1979) and the
Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI; Ollendick, 1983). The necessity of the current
study resides in the fact that, besides the research on assertiveness interventions and
training, there is still a need for a better understanding of the nature of assertiveness, how it
can be operationalized and what its boundaries are. Moreover, there is little prior research
on delineating if assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness in communication are

poles of the same continuum or if they are independent constructs.

The correlates of assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness with other
relevant constructs is a research area that has been markedly limited over the last few
decades and was examined in the present study. Specifically the present study aimed at
examining what assertiveness is and how it relates a) to non-assertive styles of
communication such as aggressiveness and submissiveness and b) to other constructs that
phenomenologically should be related to increased or decreased assertiveness, such as
anxiety, socialization characteristics, externalizing behaviors and emotion regulation
strategies. Therefore, it was deemed necessary to establish the nomological network of the
construct, in two ways. Firstly, the psychometric properties and factor structure for the two
assertiveness instruments used in this study were examined. This was especially important
for the CATS since there were no previous factor analytic studies examining its content
validity. Secondly the association between assertive and non-assertive behavior in relation
to other traits and behaviors of the child was addressed through correlation analyses that
investigated the relations between the constructs and regression models examining the

predictive role of external variables on assertive and non-assertive behavior.

The construct of assertiveness was examined mostly in the 1970s and following the
great interest that this topic provoked, training in assertiveness has become a dominant and
mainstream component of most communication skills interventions and most cognitive
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behavioral treatment protocols (Bredemeier, 1994; Kenny, Capri, Ryan, & Runyon, 2008;
Nezu, Nezu & Arean, 1991; Weitlauf, Smith & Cervone, 2000). However since then, little
empirical research has been conducted to fully explicate the construct of assertiveness and
its correlates and predictors in order to find ways to promote the acquisition of

assertiveness skills and the effectiveness of assertiveness protocols and training.
Literature review
Assertiveness

Assertiveness is considered a multidimensional construct and although it has been
defined differently, by different researchers, there are basic elements of the definition that
are generally agreed upon. The majority of the research describes assertiveness as the
ability of a person to 1) assert personal rights and 2) express opinions, beliefs and feelings
appropriately through self-advocacy. Assertiveness definitions have also put an emphasis
on individual rights describing assertiveness as a way to promote equality in human
relationships, enabling individuals to stand up for themselves through honest expression of
feelings (Alberti & Emmons, 1990) needs and wants without aggressive and forceful
methods (Galassi & Galassi, 1978) and without violating the rights of others (Alberti &
Emons, 1978). Assertiveness is undoubtedly an important behavioral, social and
interpersonal communication skill related to communication competence (Spitzberg &
Cupach, 1984; Zakahi, 1985). Social skills have been described as groups of social
behaviors - verbal and non-verbal - used by the individual in interpersonal situations.
Attaining the skill of assertiveness is a critical component for mental wellbeing and social
development in children and adolescents (Gresham & Elliot, 1990).

Assertiveness is therefore generally acknowledged as an interpersonal
communication competence (Richmond & McCroskey, 1992; Zakahi, 1985) and is
perceived as a more socially accepted competent and attractive behavior than
unassertiveness (Cook & St. Lawrence, 1990; Henderson, & Furnham, 1982). Assertive
people exhibit high levels of verbal and nonverbal skills that enable them to refuse
unreasonable requests from others, express requests and feelings according to their
personal needs (Herringer, 1998) and initiate and end interactions with others appropriately
(Richmond & McCroskey, 1992). They are also able to express and receive appropriate
credit for their accomplishments. All of these characteristics are conducive to improved

relationships, higher self-esteem and better socio-emotional health.
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Nonassertive behaviors
Submissiveness

Submissiveness has been described as a behavior that involves anxiety, inhibition
and withdrawal in conflict situations (Gilbert, 1992). Submissiveness is associated with
avoidant behavior because of the stress created in a situation demanding assertive behavior
(Plax, Kearney, & Beatty, 1985) and can be expressed as submissiveness where someone
is not standing up for their own rights (Alberti & Emmons, 1971). Submissive behavior is
associated with psychopathology and typically involves characteristics of low social
confidence (Davidson, Zisook, Giller & Helms, 1989), passivity, inhibition and
experiences of defeat (Gilbert, 1992). Being submissive is usually involuntary and thus
leads to suppression and distress. Involuntarily complying with the demands of others is
usually accompanied by inhibition, escape, avoidance and passivity in conflict situations
with others, all behaviors closely linked with different forms of psychopathology (Gilbert,
1992; Sloman, Price, Gilbert & Gardner, 1994). Submissive behavior is associated with
victimization and anxiety (Panayiotou, Lazarou & Fanti, 2014) in children as well as
depression (Arrindell et al., 1990) fear and avoidance, anxiety, inhibition and withdrawal
in conflict situations (Allan & Gilbert, 1997; Gilbert, 1992 Trower & Gilbert 1989).
Aggressiveness

Aggressiveness has been described as “a hostile act involving self-expression at the
expense of others, in contrast to a submissive response which is a non-hostile act that
involves considering the feelings, power, or authority of others while denying (or not
standing up) one’s own rights and feelings” (Deluty, 1979, 1981c). Aggressiveness in
adults can be regarded as a group of mechanisms used to assert one self, to gain or to
defend resources from others by harmful damaging means that are often motivated by
emotions like lack of fear, frustration, anger, feelings of stress, dominance or pleasure
(Wahl & Metzner, 2012). Aggressiveness, impulsivity and overconfidence on adults have
positive correlations with psychopathological symptoms like hostility, paranoid ideation,
and psychoticism (Landazabal, 2006). Aggressive children have an externalizing profile
and are characterized as less agreeable, less conscientious, more neurotic and impulsive
(Asendorpf, Denissen, & van Aken, 2008).
Predictors and correlates of assertive and non-assertive behavior

A literature review has yielded some viable hypotheses about specific constructs of
childhood personality traits and behavior, like anxiety traits, externalizing behaviors,
socialization characteristics and emotion regulation strategies that could be associated with
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assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and were examined in this study in order
to explicate the nomological network of assertiveness.

Anxiety traits: Regarding anxiety traits the constructs of social anxiety and harm
avoidance were examined in this study. Social anxiety appears to be particularly related to
assertiveness (or its absence) as by definition it is described as a condition in which the
most commonly feared situations include attending social gatherings, meeting new people,
performing in front of others and in assertiveness situations, dealing with authority figures
and assertively saying no to unreasonable requests or asking others to change their
behaviors (Rapee, 1995). Social anxiety in children has a similar pattern of negative
cognitions, regarding social evaluation, as in adults. Children with social phobia are
characterized by behavioral inhibition, introversion, shyness, avoidance, anxiety sensitivity
and social skills inadequacy (Beidel, Turner & Morris, 1999) and thus are less likely to be
assertive in their behavior.

Social skills impairment has been assumed to be one of the dominant aspects of
social anxiety disorder (SAD) (Angélico, Crippa, & Loureiro, 2013) in children. In non-
clinical populations, submissiveness is associated with the personality traits of neuroticism
and introversion (Gilbert, & Allan, 1994; Price et al., 1994; Sloman et al., 1994), both of
which are critical components of social anxiety. Based on the above it is hypothesized that
children with higher SAD symptoms will display low assertive behavior and greater
submissive behavior, as assertiveness is considered a core social skill.

For the purposes of this study, the temperamental dimension of “Harm avoidance”,
as described by Cloninger’s (1993) personality model, will also be examined in the group
variables under the title of anxiety traits. Individuals with high harm avoidance are
anxious, worried, pessimistic, fearful, shy and avoidant (Cloninger, 2000; Richter,
Krecklow & Eisemann, 2002). Harm avoidance is the individual’s predisposition to
respond with extreme withdrawal and inhibition to aversive stimuli or their associated
signals. The harm avoidance scale includes statements like “I often feel tense and worried
in unfamiliar situations, even when others feel there is no danger at all” (Cloninger et. al.,
1994). Harm avoidance is prognostic for the development of anxiety disorders and is
highly related to temperamental fearfulness. As a trait, it is negatively related to novelty
seeking (Cloninger, 1986) and these two temperamental traits might distinguish between
two broad categories of psychopathology, of internalizing and externalizing problems
respectively, with novelty seeking being positively related to externalizing problems and
harm avoidance related to internalizing problems (Asch, et. al., 2009; Copeland, Landry,

Stanger & Hudziak, 2004). In an effort to examine the relation of the main variables of this
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research and based on the evidence that low assertiveness is a characteristic of avoidant
personality and avoidant behaviors, and that high assertiveness is a characteristic of
extraversion (Wiggins & Pincus, 1989) it was hypothesized that harm avoidance, as a
temperamental dimension characterized by inhibition and anxiety, would be positively
associated with submissiveness and negatively associated with assertiveness.

Socialization characteristics: Regarding socialization characteristics the
constructs of peer acceptance and victimization were examined in this study. Peer
acceptance is a part of interpersonal functioning and includes the perceived assessment of
acceptance by peers and also whether children have friends and view themselves as
popular. Interpersonal functioning, secure and close relationships with others is vital for
mental wellbeing and happiness. Research on peer relations has pointed out some social
and emotional skills, like cooperative play, communication and interaction, emotional
understanding and self-regulation, social problem-solving and conflict resolution skills,
which are associated with positive peer relations (Bandy & Moore, 2010; Bierman, &
Erath, 2004; Rubin, Bukowski & Parker, 1998). Previous studies using the CATS have
demonstrated that submissiveness and assertiveness are positively correlated with social
desirability and popularity while aggressiveness is negatively correlated with social
desirability and popularity (Deluty, 1979, 1981; Ollendick 1981; Weist & Ollendick,
1991). Along the same lines, Alberti and Emmons (1971) posited that the ability to express
one-self assertively is likely to result in greater self-acceptance and social adjustment.
Based on the above it was expected that low peer acceptance would be associated with
aggressive behavior whereas high peer acceptance would be associated with assertive

behavior.

Another construct included in the category of variables termed socialization
characteristics of the child, which has been found to be related to assertiveness, is
victimization which is described as the situation in which an individual is repeatedly and
systematically being bullied by another individual or a group of individuals who are more
powerful. Bullying is described as the repeated physical, verbal or psychological violence
(including social exclusion) or pressure that is intended to cause fear, distress or harm to
the victim and happens in certain interpersonal relationships characterized by an imbalance
of power (Olweus, 1993). Children experiencing victimization tend to show low self-
esteem (Austin & Joseph, 1996) and low self-confidence (Khatri, Kupersmidt, & Patterson,
2000; Slee, 1995) together with characteristics of insecurity, shyness, submissiveness and

introversion (Schwartz, Proctor, & Chien, 2001). Victims are usually children who are
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characterized as vulnerable, submissive or different from others (Tanaka, 2001). They are
typically characterized by loneliness, and poor peer relationships (Bond, Carlin, Thomas,
Rubin, & Patton, 2001; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995) since they are seen as deviating from the
norm (Eslea & Mukhtar, 2000) and so are not popular with peers (Olweus, 1993).

Victimization in children has been linked with psychosocial difficulties from
several empirical and sociometric studies that have repeatedly revealed that victimized
students exhibit serious psychosomatic symptoms and poor psychological and social
adjustment (Juvonen, Nishina, & Graham, 2000; Kupersmidt, Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Paul
& Cillessen, 2003) as well as the tendency to exhibit high levels of depression and
psychological distress (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003;
Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpela, Marttunen, Rimpela & Rantanen, 1999) anxiety and sometimes
aggressive behavior (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Paul & Cillessen, 2003;
Panayiotou, Lazarou & Fanti, 2014). A number of children who are victimized later also
begin to bully other children, in a way that is conceptualized as reactive to their own
victimization. Among these children labeled as “bully-victims”, victimization has also
been associated with oppositional defiant disorder (ODD) which includes behaviors of
anger, irritability, arguing, boldness or meanness toward parents and other authority
figures (Juvonen, Graham, & Schuster, 2003; Coolidge, DenBoer, & Segal, 2004;
Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004; Arseneault, Bowes, & Shakoor, 2009). Associations
between victimization and proactive and reactive aggression (Fanti et al., 2009; Salmivalli
& Nieminen, 2002) and CU traits (Fanti et al., 2009; Viding et al., 2009) have been
reported in previous research in Cyprus and in other countries. Based on the above it was
expected that victimization would be positively associated with submissive and potentially

also with aggressive behavior and negatively associated with assertive behavior.

Externalizing behaviors: Regarding the broad category of externalizing behaviors
the constructs of psychopathy (measured with TriPM), callous unemotional traits and
novelty seeking were examined in this study. Externalizing behaviors describe the
problematic and negative behaviors of children on the external environment (Eisenberg,
Cumberland, Spinrad, Fabes, Shepard, Reiser, et al., 2001) including activities labeled as
disruptive, hyperactive, aggressive, delinquent and antisocial (Hinshaw, 1987).
Externalizing behaviors in children and adolescents are positively related to high levels of
novelty seeking (Copeland, Landry, Stanger & Hudziak 2004). Novelty seeking
(Cloninger, 1987) is a personality trait reflecting excitement to novel stimuli and

associated with more exploratory, impulsive, enthusiastic, and disorderly behavior
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(Zuckerman & Cloninger, 1996) and a precursor for risk-taking behaviors. Individuals with
high novelty seeking behaviors are usually impulsive, easily roused and antisocial
(Cloninger, 2000), delinquent (Ruchkin, Eisemann, Héagglof & Cloninger, 1998), socially
disadvantaged (Richter, Krecklow & Eisemann, 2002) and aggressive (Cloninger, &
Svrakic, 2008).

Moreover psychopathy was included among the variables in the category of
externalizing behaviors, which is described in the literature as a pathological syndrome
characterized by obvious behavioral deviancy and distinct emotional and interpersonal
features. Hare (1996) defined psychopathy as a personality disorder characterized by a
major affective deficit, persistent antisocial and bold behavior, disinhibition and reduced
empathy with disregard to social rules and the rights of others. Individuals with
psychopathic  personality exhibit interpersonal characteristics of egocentricity,
manipulation of others, callousness, impulsivity and irresponsibility, emotional
characteristics of poor affect, lack of anxiety and remorse, lack of social characteristics of
inhibition (Fowles & Dindo, 2009; Hare, 1996) and behavioral characteristics of proneness
to boredom (Roose, Bijttebier, Decoene, Claes, & Frick, 2009).

Callous and unemotional (CU) traits were also included as they are particularly
relevant to children and are considered a precursor of adult psychopathy. Callous and
unemotional traits are described by an interpersonal style that includes characteristics like
lack of guilt, need for stimulation, fearlessness, absence of remorse, arrogance and
deceitfulness with impulsive, irresponsible lifestyle and severe antisocial and aggressive
behavior (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Frick & White, 2008; Hare, 1991; Klingzell, Fanti,
Colins, Frogner, Andershed, & Andershed, 2015). CU traits are negatively correlated with
measures of trait anxiety or neuroticism, behavioral inhibition and fearfulness (Andershed,
Gustafson, Kerr, & Stattin, 2002; Frick et. al., 1999; Pardini, Lochman, & Powell, 2007).
CU traits have also been associated with reduced affective responses to both positive and
negative emotional information (Fanti, Panayiotou, Lombardo & Kyranides, 2016). Being
able to show affective responses to others is an indispensable ingredient for successful
socialization and social interactions. Reduced affective responses might result, as proposed
by Fanti, Panayiotou, Lombardo & Kyranides (2016), “in inappropriate decision-making,
low concern or low aversion for the suffering of victims, and higher engagement in
behaviors that may harm others”. Based on the above, it was therefore hypothesized that
externalizing behaviors, as defined here, would be positively associated with

aggressiveness and negatively associated with assertiveness and submissiveness.
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Emotion regulation: A review on the emotional regulation research and the
mechanisms of emotion regulation demonstrates that this construct has also been linked
with assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness. The construct of emotion
regulation includes all the conscious and unconscious physiological, behavioral, and
cognitive strategies individuals use in order to regulate, increase, decrease or maintain an
emotion (Gross, 2001) and is associated with personality, emotional, cognitive and social
development. Garnefski, et al. (2001) described nine conceptually separate cognitive
emotion regulation strategies some adaptive and some less adaptive. The adaptive
strategies are: “Acceptance”, “Positive refocusing”, “Planning”, “Positive reappraisal”,
“Putting into perspective”. The less adaptive strategies are: “Self-blame”, “Rumination”,
“Catastrophizing” and “Blaming others”. More specifically “Self-blame” is the situation
where one blames and accuses oneself for what has happened when faced with difficulties
or obstacles. “Blaming others” is when one considers others the main reason for what has
happened when facing difficulties or obstacles. “Rumination” is when somebody
repetitively thinks of thoughts and feelings associated with negative events.
“Catastrophizing” refers to thoughts of explicitly describing the terror of an experience and
perceiving a condition as more severe and terrifying than it really is. The positive strategies
include “Acceptance”, which refers to the thoughts of somebody accepting what happened
and resigning to the situation. “Positive Refocusing” and “Planning” refer to when
confronted with difficulties and obstacles, one focuses on positive experiences and applies
planning to decrease the negative complications of that stressful event. “Positive
reappraisal” refers to thoughts of attaching a positive meaning to an event in terms of
personal growth. “Putting into perspective” refers to thoughts of down grading the
seriousness of an event and giving emphasis to its relativity compared with other events
(Garnefski, Kraaij & Spinhoven, 2001).

Research with young children indicates an association between poor emotion
regulation and aggressive outcomes and externalizing problems (Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie
& Reiser, 2000 Eisenberg, Fabes & Guthrie, 1997; Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie & Reiser,
2000) and problems in managing interpersonal interactions with peers (Denham, 2001).
Furthermore, suppression, avoidance and rumination are considered as maladaptive
responses to stressors, and constitute risk factors for distress including depression, anxiety
and other maladaptive behaviors (Carver, Scheier & Weintraub, 1989; Folkman &
Lazarus, 1980). Recent research among female high school students indicated that
cognitive emotion-regulation and more specifically positive refocusing, positive

reappraisal, and putting into perspective were significantly correlated with assertiveness
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(Allahyari & Jenaabadi, 2015). It was hypothesized, based on these findings that adaptive
emotion regulation strategies will be positively associated with assertiveness and
maladaptive emotion regulation strategies will be negatively related to assertiveness and
positively related to nonassertive behaviors.

Sociodemographic characteristics: Moreover sociodemographic characteristics of
the sample were examined in relation to assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness.
Gender differences in assertive behavior might in part be explained by social stereotypes.
Assertiveness is generally perceived as more consistent with the male gender stereotype
and a socially desired male gender-role feature (Cheng, Bond & Chan, 1995; Gervasio &
Crawford, 1989; Galassi, Delo, Galassi, & Bastien, 1974) such as social dominance
(competitiveness, aggressiveness) (Rudman, & Glick, 2001), independence, self-
assertiveness and rationality (Eckes & Trauntner, 2000). This is opposite to the female
stereotypic gender-role according to which women are expected to behave non-assertively
(Alberti and Emmons, 1970; Lao et al., 1975) with the attributes of dependence,
selflessness, submissiveness and gentleness (Eckes & Trauntner, 2000). The social
stereotypes thus may influence the expression of assertiveness in men and women as a

social expectation and as a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Deluty’s research (1981) documented these gender differences with findings of
positive associations between assertiveness levels and self-esteem, popularity, and peer-
ratings of behavioral adjustment in boys, but not in girls. To the contrary Deluty’s (1981)
research findings supported also that there were no gender differences in the associations
between levels of aggressiveness and peer-ratings of popularity for boys and girls. Based
on the above, gender differences in assertive and nonassertive behavior are examined in
the present investigation, with the hypothesis that boys will be more assertive and

aggressive than girls while girls will be more submissive than boys.

Age is another sociodemographic characteristic that seems to play an important role
in the developmental course of assertiveness (Deluty, 1981; Ollendick, 1984). Moreover
adolescents are thought to have higher cognitive abilities than children with which they
filter their experiences (Deater-Deckard & Dodge, 1997) and it would be expected that the
same experiences will result in a different impact in different developmental stages.
Regarding the more specific social skill of assertiveness examined in the present study
previous literature suggested that children are expected to be more assertive as they grow
older (Deluty, 1981; Ollendick, 1984). Based on the above literature we can assume that

since older children have higher cognitive abilities and greater motives to act assertively
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that assertiveness will increase with age. It was hypothesized that age will be positively

associated with assertiveness and negatively associated with aggressiveness.

Psychometric assessment of assertiveness

This investigation, into the nomological network of assertiveness, firstly started
with the psychometric evaluation of measures of assertiveness in children used in this
study, the Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS) and the Children’s Assertiveness
Inventory (CAI). Understanding the way assertiveness and non-assertiveness are measured
and the possible relations between these constructs can contribute to the construct

validation of assertiveness.
The Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS)

Psychometric properties for the CATS instrument had been evaluated in the study
of Deluty (1979). Specifically, aggressiveness scores had been shown to correlate
negatively with CATS assertiveness scores (r = -.69) and with CATS submissiveness
scores (r = -.75), but no significant relationship was found between CATS assertiveness
and submissiveness scores (Deluty, 1979). The three subscales of the instrument have been
shown to be highly correlated with peer and teacher reports of children's interpersonal
behavior and to have moderate split-half (r = .63 to .77) and test-retest (r = .44 to .70)
reliability. More specifically the internal consistency of each of the three subscales was
computed using Spearman-Brown reliability coefficients for  Assertiveness,
Aggressiveness and Submissiveness that were .77, .63, .72 respectively. Although these
reliability coefficients were modest, Deluty (1979) noted that they are acceptable since
CATS is not a trait scale but an assessment measure that assesses the tendency of how
children would react in certain conflict situations. Its medium level reliability coefficients
can also be explained by the fact that the CATS includes a variety of conflict situations and
several different types of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness options that

add to its external validity but also lowers its homogeneity.

Although the CATS is one of the few questionnaires measuring assertiveness and
has encouraging psychometric properties there is a need for further validation of this
measure in larger samples based on the fact that the validation by Deluty (1979) was done
on a small sample of N=44 (Deluty, 1979, 1984). Also Deluty (1984) pointed out that
developmental differences in assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness could not
be reflected in the initial validation studies of the CATS because of the small age range of
the sample and so further research on a bigger age range is suggested. Furthermore, the
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instrument was never subjected to factor analytic research while the questions about the
independence or dependence of the three subscales still remain. Other self-report measures,
measuring the same constructs, like the Self-Report Assertiveness Test for Boys (Reardon
et. al., 1979), Children’s Assertiveness Behavior Scale (Wood & Michelson, 1978) and
Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (Ollendick, 1983) suffer from similar limitations
concerning their validation, leading to the conclusion that further research on the validation
of such measures is essential in order to establish the construct validity and the

nomological network of assertiveness.

An additional limitation of the CATS, as described by previous researches, is that it
does not investigate the children’s tendency to react in “positive” situations like in
expressing positive feelings, giving and receiving compliments, or initiating, maintaining
and terminating social exchanges (Lazarus, 1973; Phillips and Groves, 1979). Other
instruments cover this limitations for example the Children’s Assertiveness Inventory
(CAI) (Ollendick, 1983), which was added to the present study in order to address this
limitation of the CATS measure. Another limitation of the CATS was that although it
had the ability to discriminate and unbind aggressive from assertive response styles it was
not able to clearly differentiate a submissive response style from an assertive response
style. Based on the prior research of Deluty (1984), assertiveness measured with the CATS
was correlated with the total assertiveness score and also with the total submissiveness
score. Deluty (1984) attributed this to the gender stereotype about assertiveness which is
not in favor of the girls.

The Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI)

Regarding the psychometric characteristics of the CAI these were considered good
and have been examined through its internal consistency, test-retest reliability and stability
over time (Ollendick, 1984). The CAI yielded a negative and a positive assertiveness score
as well as a total score. Internal consistency was found to be for the positive and negative
subscales and total score, .64, .64, and .44, respectively (Scanlon & Ollendick, 1986)
results similar to Ollendick’s (1984) where they ranged from .20 to .31. These moderate to
low internal consistency indices were attributed to the fact that the scale was designed to
examine a heterogeneous sample of specific situations involving assertive behavior with
peers and thus were considered acceptable (Scanlon & Ollendick, 1986). Test-retest
reliability has been shown to be .87 for a one-month interval and .76 for a six-month

interval showing stability over time. The validity of the scale was determined in study, by
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examining its relationship to other self-report measures, role play, and behavioral measures
of social interaction, and by contrasting the scores of a group of socially withdrawn
children with a matched group of normal children (Ollendick, 1983). Factor analysis was
also performed. The CAI scale has been found to discriminate between children nominated
by their teachers as “assertive” and children nominated as unassertive but it cannot
differentiate very well between aggression and assertion (Giovanni & Epstein, 1978;
Deluty, 1979) since aggressive answers are scored as highly assertive. Factor analysis in
the initial standardization study of the CAIl revealed two factors of assertive responding in
positive and negative situations, Factor one namely “Initiating interaction/giving and
receiving compliments” composed of questions 1,2,3,7,9,13 and 14 and Factor two
namely “Standing up for own rights/refusing unreasonable request” composed of questions

4,5,6,8,10,11, and 12 (Ollendick, 1983, 1981).

Ollendick (1984, 1986) supported that the CAIl subscale measuring assertiveness in
negative situations may be measuring something different than assertiveness. This
assumption was based on a response time experiment in which the response time for
assertiveness in negative situations was shorter than the response time for assertiveness in
positive situations (Ollendick, 1986). Ollendick (1986) explained the results of his research
based on a previous experimental research in which assertive behaviors had comparably
longer response times than aggressive behaviors (Eisler, Miller & Hersen, 1973). It was
thus supported by Ollendick et. al. (1984, 1986) that assertiveness in negative situations
might be measuring aggressiveness as much as assertiveness such as in the case when
someone stands up for their rights in an aggressive way. Based on these findings self-
report of assertiveness on the CAI, on the subscale measuring positive situations was
eventually described as measuring actual assertiveness tendencies while the subscale
measuring assertiveness in negative situations was acknowledged to not be a clear measure
of assertiveness (Bellack, Hersen, & Turner, 1978; Ollendick, 1986; Ollendick, Francis, &
Hart, 1985). The inability of the CAI to unbind aggressiveness from assertiveness was
therefore acknowledged as one of its limitations (Ollendick, 1983, 1984, 1986). In a
comparison of the CAIl and the CATS measure Ollendick (1984) noticed that both
measures had a limitation, in which CATS was unable to differentiate submissiveness from
assertiveness but had the ability to discriminate aggressiveness from assertiveness while
the CAI had the ability to separate assertiveness from submissiveness but was unable to

clearly unbind assertiveness from aggressiveness (Ollendick, 1983, 1984, 1986).
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Further research needs to be done in order to delineate the differences in the
meaning of assertiveness as described in the CATS and the CAIl and to compare the results
from the CATS on the three subscales of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness
scales with the results from the CAI on the two subscales of positive and negative
assertiveness. The present study aims to accomplish this with the hypothesis that
aggressive responses on the CATS will be positively correlated with assertiveness in
negative situations (stand up for rights, refuse unfair requests) while assertive responses on
the CATS will be positively correlated with assertiveness in positive situations measured
with the CAL.

The current study

The present study had two main aims: a) to evaluate the psychometric properties of
the Greek translation of the CATS and the CAI with a larger sample and a bigger age range
than in previous studies and for the first time with Greek Cypriot children and adolescents
and b) to examine the degree to which levels of anxiety, externalizing behaviors,
socialization characteristics and emotion regulation strategies, as measured through parent
and self-rated questionnaires, predict assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness
measured with the CATS and the CAL.

The hypotheses of the study were as follows:

1. Regarding the psychometric evaluation of the CATS and the CAl it is hypothesized
that:
e both instruments would show good psychometric properties
e the factor structure for the CATS would reveal the 3 factors of
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness. The association of the
three subscales will be explored, but given the limited nature of previous
findings no a priori hypotheses can be made
e positive assertiveness on the CAIl would be related to assertiveness on the
CATS, while negative assertiveness on the CAIl would be correlated to the
CATS submissiveness
2. Assertiveness will be positively related and significantly predicted by traits related
to positive socialization characteristics and positive emotion regulation strategies
and negatively related and significantly predicted by traits related to poor
socialization, externalizing behaviors, negative emotion regulation strategies and

anxiety traits.
47



. Aggressiveness will be positively related and significantly predicted by traits
related to poor socialization, externalizing behaviors and negative emotion
regulation strategies and negatively related and significantly predicted by anxiety
traits and traits of positive socialization characteristics.

Submissiveness will be positively related and significantly predicted by traits
related to poor socialization, internalizing behaviors, negative emotion regulation
strategies and anxiety traits.

Male gender would be associated with higher assertiveness.

. Age would be positively related and significantly predict assertiveness and

negatively related and significantly predict aggressiveness.
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Participants

Method

The participants of this study were children and parents as described in the

methodology chapter that preceded this section.

Measures

The construct validity of assertiveness was examined in relation to other measures

of the child characteristics as completed by either the parents or the children themselves.

These measures are briefly described and presented in the table below. Note that a more

detailed description is presented in the methodology chapter.

Construct Examined

Measures completed by
children

Measures completed by parents

Externalizing

behaviors

Triarchic Psychopathy

Measure

Inventory of Callous-

Unemotional Traits

Novelty Seeking subscale from
the Junior Temperament and

Character Inventory

Anxiety traits

Social Phobia and Anxiety

Inventory-Brief form

Harm Avoidance subscale from
the Junior Temperament and

Character Inventory

Socialization

characteristics

Social Acceptance Subscale
from the Self-Perception
Profile for Children

Victimization subscale from
the Adolescents, and the
Student Survey of Bullying

Behavior-

Emotion regulation

Cognitive Emotion Regulation

Questionnaire-short
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Externalizing Behaviors

Externalizing Behaviors were measured by the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
(TriPM) completed by children, the Inventory of Callous- Unemotional Traits (ICU) for
parents (who replied regarding their child who took part in the study) and the Novelty
Seeking Subscale from the Junior Temperament and Character Inventory again completed
by the parents (JTCI).

Anxiety traits

The Social Phobia and Anxiety Inventory-Brief form (SPAI-B) completed by
children and the subscale of Harm Avoidance from the Junior Temperament and Character
Inventory for parents were used to measure aspects of anxiety that are potentially relevant
to assertive behavior.
Socialization characteristics

Socialization characteristics were measured by administrating the following
questionnaires: Social Acceptance Subscale from the Self-Perception Profile for Children
and Victimization subscale from the Adolescents, and the Student Survey of Bullying
Behavior-Revised (SSBB-R), both completed by children.
Emotion Regulation

Cognitive Emotion Regulation of the children was measured using the Cognitive
Emotion Regulation Questionnaire-short, CERQ-short completed by the parents.

Plan for analysis

To assess the psychometric properties of the CATS and the CAI, and address the
first aim of the study, several sets of analyses were conducted. An exploratory principal-
components factor analysis was performed for the CATS and for the CAI instruments to
test the instruments’ factor structure. Next, the internal consistency of the scale scores, as
derived from the Factor Analysis, was calculated via Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. For the
second aim, in order to assess the instruments’ construct validity, and the nomological
network of assertiveness, the CATS and the CAI scores were correlated with all scale
scores of the other personality and behavior measures to identify how age, gender, anxiety
traits, externalizing behaviors, socialization characteristics and emotion regulation
strategies can predict assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in children. To
further identify the best predictors of these communication behaviors, linear regressions
were conducted, with a) anxiety traits, b) externalizing traits, c) socialization
characteristics, and d) emotion regulation skills as predictors of assertiveness (measured by
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both the CAI and the CATS), submissiveness and aggressiveness (measured with the

CATS) respectively in separate regression models.

A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed in order to identify the
differences in the dependent measures (assertiveness, aggressiveness, submissiveness)
between male and female children and with regards to age between primary and secondary
school children. Moreover an ANOVA was computed in order to identify the differences
in the predictor variables used previously (social anxiety, psychopathy measured with
callous unemotional and TriPM, novelty seeking, harm avoidance, victimization and peer
acceptance) between extreme groups of high assertive, high aggressive and high

submissive scores.

RESULTS
Exploratory Factor Analysis for Children’s Action Tendency Scale

Initially, the factorability of the 39 the CATS items of assertiveness,
submissiveness and aggressiveness were examined using SPSS 22. Several well
recognized criteria for the factorability of the data were used prior to performing
Exploratory Factor Analysis. Firstly, it was observed that all items had a low but
statistically significant correlation with at least one other item, suggesting reasonable
factorability. Secondly, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .54, a
number that is considered low but just above the recommended minimum .5. Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (y* (741) = 25542, p < .01). Finally another confirmation that
each item shared some common variance with other items, are the communalities all of
which were above .4. Given these overall indicators, factor analysis was deemed to be
suitable with all 39 items.

Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted on the items of the CATS to verify the
integrity of its 3 subscales, especially since exploratory factor analysis has not been
previously reported in the literature for this questionnaire. The only a-priori hypothesis that
the analysis would verify its 3 underlying dimensions, each corresponding to each of the
three subscales.

A forced three factor analysis was computed with initial Eigen values indicating
that the three factors explained 16%, 14% and 6% of the variance respectively and a total
of 26% of variance. Aggressiveness loaded clearly on one factor, having a primary factor
loading of .4 or above and no cross-loading of .4 or above. However aggression items
AGG2 and AGGS5 did not load on the aggressiveness factor or any other factor and were

removed. Submissiveness and assertiveness items did not clearly separate on the second
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and third factor but both factors included a significant number of each type of items. Based
on this, a second order exploratory factor analysis only for the assertiveness and
submissiveness items was used in order to test the factorability of these items using a
forced two factor exploratory analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was .54, just above the recommended minimum .5, and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant (32 (325) = 6137, p < .01). To aid in the interpretation of these
components Varimax rotation was performed. Initial Eigen values indicated that the two
factors explained 13% and 12% of the variance respectively and a total of 25% of variance.
The rotated solution revealed high loadings by most of the items on one of the two factors.
Item Sub9, Sub 13, Ass9, Ass13 had high cross loadings on both factors, low loadings on
their primary factor and low communalities and so they were removed. Also Ass10 did not
load on any factor and had a very low communality and was also removed. Seven of the
thirty-nine items were eliminated for poor fit; however the original dimensions proposed
by Deluty (1979) were retained.

Internal consistency for each of the derived subscales, after removal of the mis-
fitting items, was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were high: .87 for
aggressiveness (13 items), .73 for assertiveness (10 items), and .73 for submissiveness (11
items) (Table 1). No substantial increases in alpha for any of the scales could have been
achieved by eliminating more items. Composite scores were created for each of the three
factors, based on the sum of the items which had their primary loadings on each factor.
Higher scores indicated greater tendency of acting assertively, aggressively or
submissively respectively.

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI)

The factorability of the CAl was also examined. Several well recognized criteria for
the factorability of a correlation were used prior to performing Exploratory Factor
Analysis. Firstly, it was observed that all items had a low but statistically significant
correlation with at least one other item, suggesting reasonable factorability. Secondly, the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .60, a number that is considered
low but just above the recommended minimum .5. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
significant (¥ (91) = 569,862, p < .01).

Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted on the items of the CAI to verify the
integrity of its 2 subscales, and replicate the findings of previous research (Ollendick,
1983). The only a-priori hypothesis that could be proposed is that the CAl would include 2
underlying dimensions corresponding to two subscales, one for positive assertiveness and

negative assertiveness (i.e. in positive and negative situations respectively). Factor 1
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“Initiating interaction/giving and receiving compliments” indicated by questions
1,2,3,7,9,13,14 and factor 2 “Standing up for own rights/refusing unreasonable requests”
indicated by questions 4,5,6,8,10,11,12 are the original factors of the Children’s
Assertiveness Inventory as described by (Ollendick, 1983).

A forced two factor analysis was computed. Initial Eigen values indicated that the
three factors explained 15%, and 13% of the variance respectively and a total of 28% of
variance. Positive assertiveness items mostly loaded on one factor. Items had a primary
factor loading of .4 or above and no cross-loading of .4 or above, while items 5 and 8 did
not fulfill these criteria and did not load on the positive assertiveness factor and were
deleted. Negative assertiveness items mostly loaded on one factor. Item 1 was also deleted
because it did not load on the correct factor and did not fulfill the abovementioned criteria.

Internal consistency for each of the derived subscales, after removal of the mis-
fitting items, was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were low .30 for positive
assertiveness (6 items) and .46 for negative assertiveness (5 items) (Table 1). No
substantial increases in alpha for any of the scales could have been achieved by eliminating
more items. Composite scores were created for each of the two factors, based on the sum
of the items which had their primary loadings on each factor. Higher scores indicated
greater tendency of acting assertively.

Overall, these analyses indicated that two distinct factors were underlying
children’s assertiveness in positive and negative situations as measured by the CAL
Children’s responses to CAI items and the two factors were internally consistent to about
the same degree reported by the original authors. Although some items were eliminated
because of poor fit, the original dimensions proposed by Ollendick (1983) were retained.
Correlation Analysis

Bivariate correlations between subscale sum scores of the CATS were computed to
assess independence of the scales scores of the CATS Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and
Submissiveness. Results show that there is a moderate but statistically significant negative
correlation between Assertiveness and Aggressiveness (r=-.39) and a higher negative
correlation between Submissiveness and Aggressiveness (r=-.46). Assertiveness and
Submissiveness had a low but statistically significant positive correlation (r=.28) (Table 2).

Bivariate correlations between subscale sum scores of the CAIl were computed to
assess independence of the scales scores on the CAI total assertiveness, assertiveness in
positive situations and assertiveness in negative situations. Results show that there is a low
but statistically significant correlation between the two subscales assertiveness in positive

and in negative situations (r=.08) and a moderate to high correlation between assertiveness
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in positive situations and the total assertiveness (r=.71) and between assertiveness in
negative situations and total assertiveness (r=.75) (Table 3).

Furthermore a statistically significant positive correlation was found between the
assertiveness subscale of the CATS and the CAI total assertiveness (r=.16), assertiveness
in positive (r= .21) and assertiveness in negative (r=.10) situations. On the contrary a
significant negative correlation was found between the submissiveness subscale of the
CATS and the CAI total assertiveness (r= -.13), assertiveness in positive (r=-.07) and
assertiveness in negative (r=-.14) situations. No significant correlation was observed
between the CATS aggressiveness and the CAI (total, positive or negative) (Table 4).

The nomological network of assertiveness in relation to related constructs

The next section describes findings from correlation analyses between assertiveness
and the characteristics of children believed to relate to this construct, and the predictive
value of these characteristics for assertive and non-assertive behavior.

Bivariate Correlations

Correlations between assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness with all the
predictor variables can be seen in Table 5 where assertiveness measured with the CATS
negatively and significantly correlated with Age, Victimization, Callous Unemotional,
Novelty Seeking and Triachic Psychopathy measured with TriPM indicating that those
with higher scores on these variables tend to have lower assertiveness. Assertiveness
measured with the CATS was positively associated with planning emotion regulation
strategy indicating that individuals with higher levels of planning were more assertive.

The assertiveness total measured with the CAIl was positively related to peer
acceptance, planning and putting into perspective and negatively related to social anxiety,
harm avoidance, victimization, novelty seeking, callous unemotional, psychopathy
measured with TriPM and positive reappraisal. The positive assertiveness measures with
the CAI was positively related to peer acceptance, planning, positive reappraisal, putting
into perspective and negatively related to social anxiety victimization, callous
unemotional, novelty seeking and psychopathy measured with TriPM. Negative
assertiveness was also positively related to peer acceptance and negatively related with
social anxiety, harm avoidance, victimization and callous unemotional traits.

Aggressiveness measured with the CATS was positively related with Age,
Victimization, Callous Unemotional, Novelty Seeking, Psychopathy measured with
TriPM, other blame, rumination and refocus on planning indicating that higher levels on
these constructs might lead to higher level of aggressiveness. Aggressiveness was

negatively related to social anxiety, harm avoidance and positive reappraisal indicating that
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individuals with higher aggressiveness are more possibly lower on these constructs.
Submissiveness was positively and significantly correlated with Social Anxiety,
Catastrophizing, planning positive reappraisal and acceptance and negatively and
significantly correlated with Callous Unemotional traits; psychopathy traits measured with
TriPM, and self-blame indicating that those with higher scores on this variable tend to have
lower submissiveness (Table 5). These correlation patterns indicate that assertiveness as
measured by the two tools has similar but not identical nomological networks in relation to
related constructs.
Prediction of assertive and non-assertive behavior

Separate regression models where conducted with assertiveness from the CATS
and from the CAIl and aggressiveness and submissiveness from the CATS being the
dependent variables. For each dependent variable four analyses were conducted each with
one of the four groups of predictor variables to identify the best predictors of each
construct. The first group of predictors represented the latent construct of socialization and
included the variables of peer acceptance and victimization, the second group of predictors
represented the latent construct of anxiety traits and included the variables of social anxiety
and harm avoidance, the third group of predictors represented the latent construct of
psychopathy and externalizing behaviors and included the variables of psychopathy
measured with TriPM, callous unemotional, and novelty seeking and finally the fourth
predictor group was represented by the subscales of the latent construct of emotion
regulation strategies.
Regression analyses for assertiveness as measured with the CATS

Four separate regression analyses were conducted for the construct of assertiveness
as measured with the CATS and the four latent constructs of socialization, anxiety traits,
psychopathy and externalizing behaviors and cognitive emotion regulation strategies. The
regression model conducted to examine the degree to which socialization characteristics
(peer acceptance and victimization) predict assertiveness resulted in a significant model
with adjusted R =.009, F(2, 839) = 3.76, p < .05. Looking at the predictive value of each
of the predictors separately, it was evident that children experiencing higher levels of
victimization (B= -.04, SE=.02, p=-.08, t=-2.3, p < .05) had significantly lower
assertiveness scores. Peer acceptance did not contribute significantly to the prediction of
assertiveness. The next regression model was conducted to examine the degree to which
anxiety traits (social anxiety and harm avoidance) predict assertive behavior. This
regression analysis did not result in a significant model and none of the individual

predictors were significant. A regression model was next conducted to examine the degree
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to which externalizing behaviors (callous unemotional, triarchic psychopathy and novelty
seeking) predict assertive behavior that was significant with R? = .13, F (3, 620) = 32.69, p
< .001. Looking at specific predictors indicated that children with high levels of
psychopathy measured with TriPM (B=-11.8, SE=1.5, f=-.31, t=-7.9, p <.001) and callous
unemotional (B=-.04, SE=.02, p=-.10, t=-2.4, p < .05) characteristics had significantly
lower assertiveness. The novelty seeking scale did not contribute significantly to the
model. Finally a regression model was conducted to examine the degree to which emotion
regulation strategies predict assertive behavior. This overall model was non-significant,
although the subscale of Planning was a statistically significant predictor (B=.208,
SE=.101, p=.103, t=2.067, p < .05) indicating that children with higher levels of the
cognitive emotion regulation strategy of planning had higher assertiveness (Table 6).

Regression analyses for assertiveness as measured with the CAl

The same regression analyses as for assertiveness measured with the CATS were
repeated for Assertiveness measured with the CAIl. Results showed that socialization
characteristics (peer acceptance and victimization) predicted assertiveness through a
significant regression model, R* = .053, F (2, 831) = 24.34, p < .001. More specifically it
was indicated that children experiencing higher levels of victimization (B=-.03, SE=.01,
B=-.13, t=-3.7, p < .001) had lower assertiveness and children experiencing higher levels of
peer acceptance (B=.07, SE=.02, B=.20, t=4.5, p < .05) had higher assertiveness measured
with the CAI. The second regression model was also statistically significant R? = .028, F
(2, 680) = 10.75, p < .001 showing that anxiety can predict assertiveness measured with
the CAI. Specifically, children experiencing higher levels of social anxiety (B=-.03,
SE=.01, B=-.16, t=-4.2, p < .001) had lower assertiveness measured with the CAI. The
harm avoidance scale did not contribute significantly to the multiple regression models.
Additionally a third regression analysis examined the degree to which externalizing
behaviors predict assertiveness and this model was significant, R2= .01, F (3, 620) = 2.99,
p < .05 with the callous unemotional characteristic being marginally statistically
significant, indicating that higher levels of callous unemotional traits predict lower
assertiveness measured with the CAl (B=-02, SE= .01, f=-.09, t=-1.9, t=.06); psychopathy
measured with TriPM and the novelty seeking scale had no statistically significant
contribution to this model. Finally the regression model conducted to examine the degree
to which cognitive emotion regulation strategies predict assertiveness did not result in a
statistically significant model (Table 6) and none of the specific strategies significantly

predicted assertiveness measured with the CAL.
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Regression analyses for aggressiveness as measured by the CATS

The predictive power of the four groups of latent constructs was examined in four
different regression models with aggressiveness. With the first significant model R? = .02,
F (2, 839) = 7.21, p < .001 model aggressiveness was positively predicted from
victimization (B=.07, SE=.02, p=.14, t=3.8, p < .001), in which model children
experiencing high levels of victimization expressed higher levels of aggressiveness. The
peer acceptance scale did not contribute significantly to the model. The next regression
model was also significant R? = .01, F (2, 666) = 3.36, p < .05 and examined the degree to
which anxiety traits predict aggressive behavior. Social anxiety (B=-.03, SE=.01, =-.09,
t=-2.22, p < .05) was a significant predictor, showing that more socially anxious children
had lower aggressiveness. The harm avoidance scale did not contribute significant
variance. In an effort to examine the degree to which externalizing behaviors predict
aggressive behavior a significant model yielded through regression analysis emerged, R? =
16, F (3, 620) = 42.382, p < .001. The TriPM total score showed that it is a positive
predictor for aggressiveness (B=16.26, SE=1.57, $=.40, t=10.4, p < .001) unlike callous
unemotional and novelty seeking scales that did not contribute significant additional
variance to the multiple regression models. In order to further clarify these results a post
hoc analysis was conducted in order to examine the correlational relation of the three
subscales of the TriPM with aggressiveness. Results showed that the subscale with the
highest correlation with aggressiveness was Meanness.

Finally a regression was conducted to examine the degree to which cognitive
emotion regulation strategies predict aggressive behavior. The overall model was not
significant, although the subscale of Other Blame (B=.195, SE=.096, =.085, t=2.027, p <
.05) was a significant predictor, indicating that children using high levels of this cognitive
emotion regulation strategy had higher levels of aggressiveness (Table 6).

Regression analyses predicting submissiveness as measured by the CATS

The same regression analyses were conducted for the construct of Submissiveness.
The model conducted to examine the degree to which socialization characteristics predict
submissive behavior was not significant and neither were any of the specific predictors.
The regression model in which anxiety traits predict submissive behavior was significant,
R2=.02, F (2, 666) = 6.7, p < .001, showing that children higher in social anxiety (B=.05,
SE=.01, p=.15, t=3.8, p < .001) had higher submissiveness. The harm avoidance scale did
not contribute significantly to the model. Additionally a regression model, examining the

degree to which externalizing behaviors (psychopathy measured with TriPM, CU traits and
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Novelty Seeking) predict submissive behavior, was significant, R? = .06, F (3, 620) =
13.878, p < .001. The specific predictors showed that children with higher levels of
psychopathy characteristics measured with TriPM (B=-9.8, SE=1.6, p=-.25, t=-6.1, p <
.001) had lower submissiveness. The callous unemotional and novelty seeking scales did
not contribute significantly to the model. Finally the model examining the degree to which
cognitive emotion regulation strategies predict submissiveness was not overall significant,
although the subscale of Catastrophizing (B=.212, SE=.101, =.102, t=2.103, p < .05) was
a significant predictor, indicating that children engaging in higher levels of the
catastrophizing as a cognitive emotion regulation strategy had higher submissiveness
(Table 6).

Extreme groups comparisons with ANOVA

Three groups of extreme high assertiveness, high aggressiveness and high
submissiveness were created. Each extreme group included only the individuals whose
score on each of the three constructs was higher than 70% of the distribution while at the
same time they were lower than 30% of the distribution on the other two constructs
respectively. A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed in order to identify
the differences in the predictor variables used previously (social anxiety, psychopathy
measured with callous unemotional and TriPM, novelty seeking, harm avoidance,
victimization and peer acceptance) between extreme groups of high assertive, high
aggressive and high submissive. There was a statistically significant difference between
groups as determined by one-way ANOVA for social anxiety (F (3,442) = 5.54, p = .001),
for psychopathy measured with TriPM (F (3,417) = 36.93, p < .001), for peer assertiveness
(F (3,422) = 2.84, p = .037), for novelty seeking (F (3,326) = 4.71, p = .003), and callous
unemotional (F (3,329) = 7.50, p <.001).

Post hoc comparisons for the above results indicated for social anxiety that highly
submissive children obtained significantly higher scores in social anxiety (M= 26.67) than
highly aggressive (M=22.02) and highly assertive children (M=21.19). Regarding
psychopathy it was indicated that highly aggressive children obtained significantly higher
scores in psychopathy measure with TriPM (M=42.92) than highly submissive (M=35.49)
and highly assertive (M=31.09). Significant differences were found between the extreme
groups for peer acceptance where highly assertive children score higher (M=20.84) than
highly submissive children (M=19.26). Moreover regarding novelty seeking results
showed that highly aggressive children scored significantly higher (M= 5.74) than highly
assertive children (M= 4.33). Finally differences between the extreme groups was found
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for callous unemotional where highly aggressive children scored significantly higher (M=
20.85) than assertive (M= 15.03).
Examining the role of gender in assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness

A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed in order to identify the
differences in the dependent measures (assertiveness, aggressiveness, submissiveness)
between male and female children. Results of this analysis show that there are significant
differences in all measures: assertiveness, F (1,912) = 17.82, p < .001; aggressiveness, F
(1,912) = 24.54, your p<.001; submissiveness, F (1,912) = 7.158, p < .005; Gender
differences based on the above results indicated that girls obtained higher scores in
assertiveness (M (girls) =15.64, M (boys) = 14.53) and submissiveness (M (girls) =10.04,
M (boys) = 9.32) and lower scores in aggressiveness (M (girls) =2.73, M (boys) = 4.10)
than boys.
Examining the role of age in assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness

A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed in order to identify the
differences in the dependent measures (assertiveness, aggressiveness, submissiveness)
regarding the age, between primary and secondary school children. Results of this analysis
show that there are significant differences in all measures: assertiveness , F (1,912) =
17.82, p < .001; aggressiveness, F (1,912) = 24.54, p<.001; submissiveness, F (1,912) =
7.158, p < .001; Group differences based on the above results indicated that primary school
children obtained higher scores in assertiveness (M (primary school) = 16.69) and
submissiveness (M (primary school) = 10.88) than secondary and lyceum school children
for assertiveness (M (secondary and lyceum school) = 14.20) and submissiveness (M
(secondary and lyceum school) = 9.01). Opposite results were revealed for aggressiveness,
which was higher for secondary and lyceum school children; aggressiveness M (secondary
& lyceum) =3.91) than primary school children (M (secondary & lyceum) =2.33).
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DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to examine and further develop the nomological network
of assertiveness that is considered an important behavioral, social and interpersonal
communication skill (Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984; Zakahi, 1985) and a critical component
for the individual’s mental wellbeing, development and effective social functioning
(Gresham & Elliot, 1990). Lack of assertiveness has been connected with several forms of
psychopathology. Assertiveness was studied in children and adolescents, using the two
instruments of Children’s Action Tendency Scale (CATS; Deluty, 1979) and the
Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI, Ollendick, 1983). This study elaborated on the
nomological network of assertiveness by delineating its association with externalizing
behaviors, socialization characteristics, anxiety traits and cognitive emotion regulation
strategies. Results of the study replicate and extend several previous findings regarding the
constructs of assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness and the psychometric
properties of the CATS and the CAI instruments but also clarify the correlates and

predictors of assertive and non-assertive behavior.
Psychometric properties of the CATS and the CAl

The present study is the first to thoroughly examine the psychometric properties of
the CATS and the CAI questionnaires in a large sample of children and adolescents
conducting several analyses about the structure, reliability and validity of these two

measures.

With regards to the first aim of the current study, hypotheses concerning the
psychometric properties for the CATS and the CAI measures were for the most part
supported. Consistent with hypothesis 1, it was found that both instruments showed good
psychometric properties. More specifically regarding the CATS’s internal consistency for
each of the derived subscales, after removal of the mis-fitting items alphas were high: .87
for aggressiveness, .73 for assertiveness and .73 for submissiveness. The internal
consistency in for the CATS measure in this study was higher than the internal consistency
of each of the three subscales reported in the original study of Deluty (1979). The removal
of poorly fitting items probably resulted in a more consistent form of the questionnaire.
Although these coefficients were higher than in previous research, they are still modest,
but as Deluty (1979) supported, this was acceptable since the CATS is not a trait scale but
an assessment measure of children’s tendency to react in certain conflict situations.
Another reason for the CATS low internal consistency was, as Deluty (1979) suggested,
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the variety of conflict situations and several different types of assertiveness, aggressiveness
and submissiveness options included in this measure. Although the great variety of
situations lowers the internal consistency of the CATS on the other hand it seems to add to

the measure’s external validity but also lower its homogeneity.

Moreover, an important finding was the relation among the CATS three subscales
in which assertiveness and aggressiveness subscales were negatively correlated. This
finding may support Deluty’s (1979) results and assertion that aggressiveness and
submissiveness are polar opposites. Another notable finding regarding the association
among these constructs was that assertiveness and submissiveness had a moderate but
statistically significant positive correlation and also in the first EFA in Study 1 assertive
and submissive items loaded on the same factor, contrary to Deluty’s (1979) previous
findings where the two subscales were totally unrelated. Furthermore Deluty (1979)
supported that the lack of association between submissiveness and assertiveness might
indicate that submissiveness was measuring something else and that the CATS instrument
was unable to unbind assertiveness to submissiveness. With the present finding we can
suggest that submissiveness measures something somewhat similar to assertiveness but
something opposite to aggressiveness. The difference of these findings to previous
research results may be attributed to the bigger sample and age arrange and also the
exploratory factor analysis that was conducted thus possibly resulting in more clear

distinctions between the subscales.

This study agrees with Deluty’s (1979) findings regarding the second measure used
for assertiveness, namely the CAIl. The internal consistency for each of the derived
subscales, after removal of the mis-fitting items during the exploratory factor analysis,
revealed alphas of .30 for assertiveness in positive situations and .46 for assertiveness in
negative situations. Although some items were eliminated, the original dimensions
proposed by Ollendick (1983) were retained. Comparing the internal consistency of the
measure in this study with the internal consistency in previous studies, which had ranged
between .44 and .64 (Scanlon & Ollendick, 1986) and .20 to .31, (Ollendick, 1984) we can
conclude that current results are similar to the previous. This low internal consistency was
attributed to heterogeneous samples in previous studies, which was not the case in the
current sample. It was also explained by the fact that the scale was designed to examine a
heterogeneous sample of situations involving assertive behavior with peers (Scanlon &
Ollendick, 1986), similar to the argument posited for the CATS by its author, and this

might also explain low reliabilities in the current study. Apparently to fully measure the
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broad spectrum of behaviors encompassing assertiveness, sacrifices in internal consistency
may need to be made, although this may also suggest that the construct of assertiveness
needs to be defined in more narrow terms, specific to each type of situation, so that its
measurement efficiency can be improved. Moreover the construct validity of the CAl
measure was supported by the fact that both subscales of this measure had a low
correlation between them and both had a moderate to high correlation with the total
assertiveness supporting that both subscales do measure assertiveness. These results were
different from the original validation of the scale in which one of the CAIl subscales
(negative) had a low correlation to the total CAI score leading to the suggestion that it
might be measuring not only assertiveness but maybe also aggressiveness (Ollendick,
1984).The same findings were supported in the current study from the positive correlation
of both CAI subscales and total CAI assertiveness score with the CATS assertiveness
subscale (Table 4). The difference of these results from previous research could be
attributed again to the bigger sample and the exploratory factor analysis that improved the
measure. In sum, the present study provides a more comprehensive evaluation of the
psychometric properties of these scales and attempts to clarify the cross-associations
between assertiveness and non-assertiveness in a larger sample of children and a bigger
age range which improves the generalizability of results. Finally we conclude that based on
the current data both the CAI subscales of positive and negative assertiveness measure
assertiveness in a similar way as this is measured by the CATS while the three CATS
subscales measure somewhat independent constructs of aggressiveness, submissiveness

and assertiveness.

Assertiveness as measured with the CAI (total, positive, negative) was positively
correlated with Assertiveness on the CATS, demonstrating that both instruments measure a
similar construct and adding to the convergent validity of the constructs. Assertiveness as
measured by the CAI (total, positive, negative) was negatively related to submissiveness
but was unrelated to aggressiveness measured with the CATS. This finding supports the
notion that the Children's Assertiveness Inventory (Ollendick, 1984) shows the ability to
differentiating assertiveness from submissiveness but when used together with the CATS

(Scanlon & Ollendick, 1986) since it does not on its own include a submissiveness scale.

The three subscales of the CATS namely assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness were found to exhibit both convergent and discriminant validity with other
conceptually relevant measures of the constructs underlying each of the three subscales in

a non-clinical school sample of children and adolescents in Cyprus of this study. Generally
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the current findings are in line with previous research and confirm that the measures of the
CATS and the CAI are reliable and valid self-report measures for assessing children’s
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness, although each seems to measure
somewhat different aspects of the assertiveness construct (Deluty, 1979, 1985; Ollendick,
1984, 1986).

Nomological network of Assertiveness in relation to similar constructs

One of the most significant contributions of this study was the results revealing the
strong associations of assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness with other external
constructs not previously examined. This study’s hypotheses regarding the nomological
network of assertiveness and the identification of the correlates and predictors of assertive
and non-assertive behavior, results were mostly supported. As expected, assertiveness was
overall related to mental health, positive socialization constructs and positive emotion
regulation strategies, submissiveness was mostly related to anxiety constructs and poor
socialization characteristics and aggressiveness was related to externalizing characteristics
(Figures 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8).

Assertiveness

In verification of all previous results, which support that assertiveness is an
important social skill, highly related to mental health (Cook & St. Lawrence, 1990;
Henderson, & Furnham, 1982; Herringer, 1998; Richmond & McCroskey, 1992; Zakahi,
1985) assertiveness was found to be associated and better predicted by good mental health
and well-functioning social relationships as it was found to be positively related and
significantly predicted by acceptance by peers and negatively related and significantly
predicted by victimization. Previous research also provided support for these results
claiming that some social and emotional skills, like cooperative play skills, communication
and interaction skills, social problem-solving skills and conflict resolution skills are
associated with positive peer relations (Bandy & Moore, 2010; Bierman, & Erath, 2004;
Rubin, Bukowski & Parker, 1998) while lack of social skills was associated with less
inclusion by peers (Buhrmester, 1990). Also previous studies using the same measure of
the CATS resulted in the conclusion that assertiveness is positively correlated with social
desirability and popularity (Deluty, 1979, 1981) and the ability to express one-self
assertively is likely to result in greater self-acceptance and social adjustment (Alberti &
Emmons, 1971). The present results add to the conclusion that assertiveness is indeed an
important social skill that promotes social adjustment in children and justifies the inclusion
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of assertiveness training components in many treatment and prevention protocols for
children. Assertiveness training interventions have been proven to positively affect the
individuals’ assertiveness (Brown & Carmichael 1992; Durlak & Wells, 1997; Lin, Wu,
Yang, Chen, Hsu, Chang, & Chou, 2008; Rotheram, Armstrong & Booraem, 1982; Shiina,
Nakazato, Mitsumori, Koizumi, Shimizu, Fujisaki, & lyo, 2005; Temple & Robson, 1991),
self-esteem (Temple and Robson, 1991, Brown and Carmichael, 1992) interpersonal
communication satisfaction (Baggs & Spence, 1990, Wise, Bundy, Bundy & Wise, 1991)
and promote prevention of behavioral and social problems in children and adolescents

(Durlak & Wells, 1997), as one would expect on the basis of the current findings.

Assertiveness was also found to be positively associated with positive emotion
regulation strategies of planning, positive reappraisal, putting into perspective and
negatively related with self-blame but only significantly predicted by planning. These
findings are in line with previous research which supported that positive self-regulation
strategies are significantly correlated with assertiveness and more specifically the positive
refocusing, positive reappraisal, and putting into perspective subscales that are the best
predictors of assertiveness (Allahyari & Jenaabadi, 2015). This finding is not surprising
given the well-established association between both assertiveness and good emotional
regulation with mental health (Gresham & Elliot, 1990; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984;
Zakahi, 1985).

To the contrary, assertiveness was negatively related to externalizing behaviors
(psychopathy, callous unemotional traits and novelty seeking), victimization and anxiety
but only significantly predicted by the psychopathy measured with TriPM. The fact that
the only predictor was psychopathy measured with TriPM may be attributed to the fact that
this construct was a broader one including and covering the influence of the other
externalizing behaviors measured in the current study. As found in previous research,
novelty seeking behaviors are in accord with delinquent attitudes (Ruchkin, Eisemann,
Hagglof & Cloninger, 1998) fearlessness, aggressive behavior and lack of anxiety (Scarpa
& Raine, 1997) whereas psychopathic traits and especially callous-unemotionally are
associated with childhood aggression and severe and persistent antisocial behavior (Brandt,
Kennedy, Patrick, & Curtin, 1997; Dadds et al., 2005; Dolan & Rennie, 2006; Edens,
Campbell, and Weir, 2007; Frick & White, 2008; Fanti, Frick, & Georgiou, 2009; Kruh,
Frick, & Clements, 2005; Marsee, Silverthorn, & Frick, 2005). As expected based on these
findings, assertiveness was negatively related with all these maladaptive behaviors, traits

and disorders in this study. Assertiveness was also expected to be negatively correlated
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with victimization and social anxiety since these constructs are associated with
characteristics like low self-esteem (Austin & Joseph, 1996) and low self-confidence
(Khatri, Kupersmidt, & Patterson, 2000; Slee, 1995) together with characteristics of
insecurity, shyness, submissiveness and introversion (Schwartz, Proctor, & Chien, 2001)

that are all opposite to assertive behavior.

It is worth noticing that there are some discrepancies between the correlations of
assertiveness measured with the CATS, assertiveness on the CALl in positive situations and
assertiveness on the CAI in negative situations that can be attributed to the fact that
although there are great similarities among these scales and subscales there are differences
that arise from the types of situations described in each measure. Assertiveness measured
with two different measures (CATS and CAI) was found to have different associations
with external constructs depending on the measure used (Table 4 and 5). These findings
suggest that assertiveness has many different facets depending on the situation and
depending on how it is operationalized and measured, whether it’s a conflict, a positive or
negative situation. Different assertiveness behaviors are required in a conflict situation
when individuals stand up for their own rights than in a positive situation giving or
receiving compliments or in a negative situation like rejecting a request. In order to have a
more global measurement of the multifaceted construct assertiveness the simultaneous use
of both instruments, the CATS and the CAI, is needed or a new measure incorporating

their different facets should be developed.
Submissiveness

Submissiveness as a nonassertive behavior was found to be positively related and
significantly predicted by social anxiety as it would be expected since social anxiety is
known from previous research to be related to less assertive and more shy or withdrawn
behavior (Puig-Antich et al., 1985; Strauss, Lease, Kazdin, Dulcan, & Last, 1989). Also
previous research supported that social anxiety can be associated with submissiveness
based on the definition of this construct supporting that submissiveness is a non-hostile
behavior that takes into account the feelings of others, their power or status or authority
and thus avoid expressing feelings, opinions or standing up for their rights (Deluty, 1981c).
Moreover regarding the relation of submissiveness and emotion regulation strategies,
catastrophizing, which is related to emotional distress and depression (Sullivan, Bishop &
Pivik, 1995), was predictive of submissiveness. However, this was the only emotion

regulation strategy predicting a non-assertive behavior in this study, whereas
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submissiveness was correlated with other positive and negative emotion regulation
strategies which were however, not predictive of this construct. Submissiveness was
positively related to reappraisal and this same emotion regulation strategy was negatively
related to aggressiveness, but again that was the only common emotion regulation strategy
related with all three constructs. This finding only partly supports the hypothesis of
expecting submissiveness to be related only with maladaptive emotion regulation strategies
such as catastrophizing, rumination and self-blame and assertiveness only related with
positive emotion regulations like positive reappraisal. These results can in part be
attributed to the fact that assertiveness and submissiveness were correlated in the CATS
and so may occur simultaneously in an individual’s behavior in conflict situations. These
results make more evident the absence of clear boundaries between assertiveness and
submissiveness in the way these are defined and measured by existing tools. These non-
significant findings are not supportive for the most part of the hypothesis that the reason
children behave non-assertively is because they lack emotion regulation skills or apply
negative emotion regulation strategies. Instead they may simply have failed to acquire
these skills, and therefore their behavior is unrelated to the emotions they experience and
their attempt to regulate them. However, children who have acquired assertiveness skills

have both better mental health and good emotion regulation.

Submissiveness was negatively associated with externalizing behaviors of callous
unemotional traits and psychopathy traits measured with TriPM, thus confirming the
description of submissiveness since the characteristics of callous unemotional traits are
described by disinhibition and lack of anxiety (Fowles & Dindo, 2009; Hare, 1996)
fearlessness and severe antisocial and aggressive behavior (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Frick
& White, 2008; Hare, 1991; Klingzell, Fanti, Colins, Frogner, Andershed, & Andershed,
2015) that are the complete opposite to the characteristics of submissiveness described by
inhibition, shyness, fearfulness and anxiety (Gilbert, & Allan, 1994), avoidance and
passivity (Ames, 2008), neuroticism and introversion (Arrindell, Sanderman, Hageman,
Pickersgill, Kwee, Van der Molen & Lingsma, 1990; Arrindell, Sanderman, Van der
Molen, Van der Ende & Mersch, 1988; St Lawrence, 1987). Externalizing behaviors have
also been found to be negatively associated with assertiveness; both findings confirm the
proximity and relation of submissiveness and assertiveness especially in conflict situations.
This evidence was reflected in the results of the regression analysis in which psychopathy
traits measured with TriPM was the only common and with the highest contribution,

predictor of assertiveness and submissiveness. From this reasoning we can assume that
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psychopathy traits are an important differentiating factor between submissiveness and
assertiveness with aggressiveness. The externalizing behavior of novelty seeking and
callous unemotional traits were not revealed as important predictors not because they did
not contribute to the negative relation with submissiveness but most possibly because they
were overshadowed by the strong predictive ability of the broader concept of psychopathy

traits as measured by the TriPM.
Aggressiveness

Aggressiveness was positively related and significantly predicted by poor
socialization and externalizing behaviors that was in line with previous research supporting
that aggression, poor impulse control and sensation seeking were strongly related to
novelty seeking (Cloninger, & Svrakic, 2008;Slater, 2003; Zuckerman, 1994) and severe
antisocial and aggressive behavior was positively associated with psychopathy (Cooke &
Michie, 2001; Frick & White, 2008; Hare, 1991; Klingzell, Fanti, Colins, Frogner,
Andershed, & Andershed, 2015). From the three externalizing behaviors the highest
correlation was between psychopathic traits and aggressiveness which was also the only
predictor of aggressiveness from the externalizing behaviors. Furthermore aggressiveness
was found to be negatively linked to social anxiety, which is also in line with the notion
that aggressiveness is the polar opposite to submissiveness. Similarly it was also found that
submissiveness was positively associated with social anxiety and as expected
aggressiveness was negatively associated with social anxiety. A further post-hoc
correlational analysis on the three subscales of the TriPM with the CATS and the CAI
measures subscales showed that the subscale with the highest correlation with
aggressiveness was the meanness subscale. This result supports that aggressiveness can be
attributed to characteristics like lack of empathy, excitement seeking, cruelty, aggression

and competitiveness and not to lack of social skills.

The present findings indicate that assertiveness is on the opposite pole from
aggression, and in fact these are inversely related. Aggressive behavior in children may be
attributed to the lack of skills to behave in more socially desirable ways, but conversely
they may behave non-assertively because their lack of concern for the rights and emotions
of others makes them indifferent to the use of socially appropriate behaviors, which they
may actually possess. The cross-sectional design of the current study prevents a definitive
selection between these two interpretations, as lack of assertiveness skills can in theory be

either an outcome or a cause of aggression. However, one might have predicted that if it
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was the absence of assertiveness skills that led to aggressive behavior one might have seen
stronger associations between aggression and poor emotion regulation, if children resorted
to aggression only because they could not handle the situation any differently as was
suggested in previous research findings which had indicated an association between poor
emotion regulation and aggressive outcomes and externalizing problems (Eisenberg,
Fabes, Guthrie & Reiser, 2000 Eisenberg, Fabes & Guthrie, 1997; Eisenberg, Fabes,
Guthrie & Reiser, 2000). Thus the absence of stronger associations between aggression
and emotion regulation strategies in this study suggests emotion regulation strategies don’t
play an important role in aggressiveness. On the contrary psychopathic traits that do have
an important relation with aggressiveness may explain part of aggressiveness, as they
prohibit appropriate socialization and concern for the well-being of others. These findings
are in line with the research of Hare (1996) supporting that psychopathy as a personality
disorder is characterized by a major affective deficit, persistent antisocial and bold
behavior, disinhibition and reduced empathy with disregard to social rules and the rights of
others. All the above results have been also verified by the extreme groups’ comparisons in
the ANOVA analysis results. These hypotheses are further developed in Study 4 where

different models of these associations are tested.

In conclusion regarding the nomological network of assertiveness this study
supported that generally nonassertive behavior was predicted by individuals with
maladaptive characteristics, externalizing behaviors, anxiety, low sociability and negative
emotion regulations. On the contrary assertiveness reflects, and is predicted by, positive
mental wellbeing characteristics. Regarding the nature of assertiveness, the comparison of
the findings from the two scales allows us to confirm that both scales measure some
common aspects of assertiveness and consequently assume that there are some distinct
patterns of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness reflecting a trait or a tendency
behavior which is situation specific. Finally, what became apparent was that assertiveness
with aggressiveness as well as aggressiveness with submissiveness where pairs of traits
that mutually excluded one another while assertiveness and submissiveness were

sometimes positively related.

With regards to the latter point, some researchers have described an assertiveness
continuum ranging from submissiveness to aggressiveness (Wilson & Gallois, 1993).
Assertiveness and non-assertiveness have been described as two opposites, with Deluty
(1979, p. 1061) supporting that “if assertiveness is the ability to express, in a non-hostile

manner, one’s thoughts and feelings while not violating the rights of others, then non-
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assertiveness can take one of two forms: aggressiveness or submissiveness (Alberti &
Emmons, 1971). Other authors have described submissive behavior as sub-assertive,
seeing low assertiveness as being on the same continuum with submissiveness. To the
contrary, other researchers have suggested that submissive behavior is not the synonym of
low assertiveness; submissiveness includes social inhibition in conflict situations while
non-assertiveness doesn’t. Gilbert and Allan (1994) supported that submissive behavior
should be studied separately from assertiveness because submissiveness includes behaviors
like escape, passivity and compliance and cannot be described as low assertiveness, sub-
assertiveness and lack of social skills social skills assertiveness (Gilbert, & Allan, 1994).
Based on the current research we concluded that assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness are related on a continuum with different levels and their relation is
situation specific. To the contrary, submissiveness and aggressiveness can be theorized as
polar opposites. Assertiveness is a more diverse construct; depending on the situation faced
thus leaning towards the one or the other end of the continuum but at the same time it does

not coincide with either aggressiveness or submissiveness (Figure 1)
Age and assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness

Regarding age and assertiveness the following findings are worth noting. Firstly,
age played an important role in the developmental course of assertiveness and
aggressiveness, with the results showing that as children become older they tend to be
more aggressive and less assertive. This was an important finding since it provided
additional insights that allowed us to exceed the limitations noted in the previous studies of
Deluty (1984) where developmental differences in assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness could not be evaluated because of the small age range of the sample. These
findings were in line with previous research which supported that aggressiveness increases
with age through adulthood (Stott, 1992), which however did not examine assertiveness.
An explanation to these results could be that the situations that prompt aggressive response
change as children develop in age, progressing through developmental stages from
preschool through adolescence and into adulthood (Stenberg & Campos, 1990). Social
interaction and peer relations become more important and more demanding in adolescent
years. More advanced social skills are required for peer acceptance and interpersonal
relation (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Harris (1995)) than those demanded in childhood
(Buhrmester, 1990). This new social network of peers maybe promoting aggression by the
potentially higher social acceptance of aggression among peers than among parents; peers

as new socializing agents might not have the same influence as parents (Engels, Dekovié,
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& Meeus, 2002; Parke and Buriel, 1998; Wentzel, 1999) to inhibit aggressive tendencies.
Based on the above we assumed that the higher levels of aggressiveness in adolescent
maybe attributed to the adverse influence from the environment that the adolescents may
understand differently because of their difference in cognitive ability from children. Also
stress created around the important peer relations and the more complex demands in

adolescence, maybe the reason that elicits more aggressiveness in this age group.
Gender and assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness

Gender also seems to play an important role in assertiveness, submissiveness and
aggressiveness. According to the research findings of this study, girls obtained higher
scores in assertiveness (Figure 2) and submissiveness (Figure 4) and lower scores in
aggressiveness (Figure 3). Higher assertiveness in girls is a finding that is supported but
also rejected by previous research. Although previous research findings suggested that
girls have better developed social communication skills, at the age-range examined in the
present study, (Margalit & Eysenck, 1990) this was not supported by the gender social
stereotypes that determine the expression of assertive behavior to be lower in girls. The
reason for this inconsistency is that assertiveness is generally perceived as social
dominance (i.e. competitiveness, aggressiveness) (Rudman, & Glick, 2001) and self-
assertiveness (Eckes & Trauntner, 2000) that are more consistent with the male gender
stereotype and the socially desired male gender-role feature (Cheng, Bond & Chan, 1995;
Gervasio & Crawford, 1989; Galassi, Delo, Galassi, & Bastien, 1974). Moreover a
reasonable conclusion can be inferred that in spite of gender stereotypes, assertiveness is a
social skill that seems to correlate with the development of other social skills that are
typically found to be better developed in girls. Also the ability of girls to show emotions,
may help them appear more assertive in closer relationships even if boys appear more

dominant in conflict situations.

The higher submissiveness also shown by girls and the higher aggressiveness
shown by boys is supported by previous research findings regarding personality factors in
which male adolescent revealed higher levels of psychoticism (difficulty in impulse
control) and whereas female adolescents demonstrated higher levels of neuroticism
(emotionality). Thus, the personality characteristics of each gender seem to be in accord
with their tendency for behaving aggressively or submissively in their social interactions
(Margalit & Eysenck, 1990).
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Limitations and Future Directions

The findings of this study should be taken in light of some limitations. The study’s
results may be culture or age specific and thus cannot be generalized to other cultures or
adults. Moreover the causality and the direction of the relations in this study could not be
addressed since there were no longitudinal data collected. A small step towards correcting
this limitation was taken with the effort to administer the vignettes questionnaires, as
described in Study two, to a small group 6 months later. Furthermore another limitation of
this study is the dependence only on parent-reports for some constructs and the reliance on
only child reports for other constructs examined. This limitation was partly addressed by
the fact that especially for the main construct of the study, two different measures were
given for assertiveness together with the vignettes that will be described in a later chapter.
Moreover, the strict reliance on selecting data through questionnaires might inflate
associations between measures, although the overall results are consistent with conceptual
expectations and previously reported data. Again vignettes, described in Study two, were
employed in order to overcome the limitation of gathering data only from self-report
questionnaires. Also, even though the questionnaires were anonymous, there is a great
possibility that participants may have responded in a more socially accepted way,
especially regarding negative behaviors like aggressiveness, victimization and
externalizing behaviors. Finally, although the initial plan of the study was to gather
information from both parents, due to the fact that in the end the answer rate from both
parents and especially from fathers was low, in order to remedy this problem parent
information was pooled together as missing values from mothers were replaced with

answers from fathers.

Future research needs to address the abovementioned limitations regarding the
culture specificity, the longitudinal data collection, the collection of data from different
sources, (parents, peers and teachers) and in different forms (interview, questionnaire and
observation) and address more age groups. Finally, the development of a new instrument
for measuring assertiveness that will combine features from the CATS and the CAI
addressing the limitations of the two and have the ability to capture all facets of
assertiveness will be of major contribution to future research and applications in the

domain of assertiveness.

Besides the studies’ main limitations, the main aims of the study were achieved as

the psychometric properties and factor structure of the two main measures of the CATS
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and the CAI were examined, the nomological network of assertiveness and its boundaries
in relation to aggressiveness and submissiveness were more fully described and finally
some important predictors for assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness were
identified. At the same time, previous findings regarding important correlates of
assertiveness were replicated in a sample of the Greek Cypriot children and adolescents
providing support to the assertiveness construct and its generalizability to non anglo-saxon

cultures.

The findings of this study support that addressing the deficits pertaining to the
symptomatology of the disorders associated with interpersonal difficulties and
psychopathology may promote assertive behavior. Factors like psychopathy and anxiety
need to be addressed before employing an assertiveness skill training since these factors
seem to be underlying and hampering assertiveness. Social skills training need to be more
targeted addressing first the deficiencies and disorders underlying the absence of skills.
These data suggest that submissive and aggressive children may indeed require clinical
interventions further and beyond assertiveness training interventions. This study’s results
indicate that there is a need for assertiveness training interventions to be extended beyond
the mere teaching of assertiveness skills and methods for altering social interaction
behaviors thus additionally targeting any related problematic areas, like social anxiety
and psychopathic traits. Therefore it might be suggested that training protocols and
therapeutic interventions for social skills and assertiveness deficits should include some
psychoeducational components like cognitive restructuring, anger management, empathy

development, relaxation, and stress management.

The findings from the present study have practical implications for clinical work
with children who lack assertiveness or are at risk to present nonassertive behaviors with
all the negative consequences associated with them. Interventions for children with low
assertiveness or nonassertive behaviors focus on teaching social skills of assertiveness. The
current study revealed some predictors of assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness. The results of this study suggest that it is also important for practitioners
to address these predictors of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in
intervention programs. As for example a child with social anxiety would be expected to be
submissive and not assertive, while a child with psychopathic characteristics would be
expected to be aggressive and not submissive or assertive and finally a child with peer
acceptance would be expected to be more assertive an not submissive and aggressive.

Moreover it is suggested that children should be assessed firstly before the intervention
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program in order to provide them with the right intervention depending on their specific

profiles.
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Table 1

Cronbach’s alpha of the scales of Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS) and
Children’s Assertiveness Inventory (CAI)

Construct Cronbach’s alpha
Assertiveness subscale CATS 73
Aggressiveness subscale CATS 87
Submissiveness subscale CATS 73
Assertiveness in positive situations CAl .30
Assertiveness in negative situations CAl 46
Table 2
Intercorrelations between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness from CATS
Variable Correlation with  Correlation with  Correlation with
Assertiveness Aggressiveness  Submissiveness
CATS CATS CATS
Assertiveness CATS 1
Aggressiveness CATS -39 ** 1
Submissiveness CATS 28 *¥ - 46 1

*p<.05, **<.001

Table 3
Intercorrelations between total assertiveness, aggressiveness in negative and assertiveness
in positive situations from CAIl

Variable CAl, total score CAl, positive CAl negative
situations situations
CAl, total score 1
CALl, positive situations 1 1
CAI negative situations T5%* .08* 1

*p<.05, **<.001

Table 4

Correlation coefficients between Assertiveness, Submissiveness and Aggressiveness
measures

CATS Assertiveness Submissiveness
Aggressiveness
CAl, total score 16** -.13** .00
CAl, positive situations 21%* -.07* -.06
CAI negative situations 10** -.14** .03

*p<.05, **<.001
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Table 5
Correlations analysis for Assertiveness CATS & CAl, Aggressiveness CATS and Submissiveness CATS with related personality and behavior
constructs

Variable Assertiveness Assertiveness Assertiveness Assertiveness ~ Aggressiveness  Submissiveness
CATS CAl total CAlI positive CAI negative CATS CATS
Age -24%% .01 .02 .02 .08* -.06
Social anxiety .02 - 1% - 15%% -.02%% -07% 16%*
Harm avoidance 01 -.06° -.06 -11%% -.07 .04
Victimization -.09%* -16* - 15%* -.10%* 12%* -.00
Peer acceptance .06 16 19%* .05%* .01 -.03
Callous unemotional -.20%* - 12 -.10%* -.04 14%% -.09*
Novelty seeking -.14%% -.10%* -12%% .00 2% -.05
Triarchic psychopathy -.35%* -.04 -.00 -.05 A40%* - 24%%
Boldness -.10%* 15%* A7%* .06 18** -.16%*
Meanness - 37%* -07* -.06 -.05 37 -.23%%
Disinhibition -.30 ** -.14 ** -.09 ** -12%* 32%¥ -.14%%*
Self-blame -.00 -.05 .02 -.10%* -.00 08
Other-blame -.00 -.02 .03 -.06 08 -.05
Rumination .04 01 .04 -.02 -.03 -.08*
Catastrophizing .00 -.04 -.03 -.03 -.02 A1%*
Positive refocusing 01 .03 .03 .01 -.02 .02
Planning 10* 09 A1%* .02 -.08%* .04
Positive reappraisal .07 08 0% .02 -.09* 09
Putting into .03 08 A3%* -.01 -.02 .07
perspective
Acceptance .01 .03 .03 .01 -.03 08

Note. Entries shown with bold letters are significant *p<0.05 and ** p<0.01 level
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Table 6

Regression analysis for Assertiveness CATS & CAI, Aggressiveness CATS and Submissiveness CATS with predictor variables

Variable Assertiveness Assertiveness Aggressiveness Submissiveness
CATS CAI CATS CATS
B SE B B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
B
Social anxiety 00 0 0 -03 .01 -16* -03 .01 -09% .05 .01 15
Harm avoidance 01 .03 .02 -02 .02 -.04 -.04 .04 -.05 .02 .03 .02
Victimization -04 .02 -08* -03 .01 -13* 07 .02 14* -01 .02 -.02
Peer acceptance 02 .03 .03 07 .02 16 .05 04 .05 -.04 .03 -.0
Callous unemotional  -.04 .02 -10* -02 .01 -.09 .01 .02 .02 -.00 01 -.01
Novelty seeking -04 05 -04 -01 .03 -.01 .02 .05 .02 01 .06 .01
Triarchic -11.8 15 -31* -91 .80 -05 162 15 40 98 1.6 -.28%
psychopathy
Self-blame -03 .10 -02 -06 .05 -.06 .03 .10 .01 .05 10 .02
Other-blame 02 09 .01 -02 .05 -.02 19 .01 .08* -.16 .01 -.07
Rumination 06 .10 .03 00 .05 .01 .02 .10 .01 .01 10 .00
Catastrophizing -05 .01 -03 -02 .05 -.02 -.05 10 -.02 21 10 .10*
Positive refocusing -00 .01 -.00 01 .04 .01 -.03 09  -.02 -.01 .09 -.00
Planning 20 .10 .10* .08 .05 .07 -11 10 -.05 -.07 10 -.03
Positive reappraisal A1 .10 .06 06 .05 .06 -17 10 -.08 01 10 .05
Putting into -10 .10 -.05 .00 .05 .00 12 10 .06 .05 10 .03
perspective
Acceptance -06 .09 -03 -01 .05 -.02 .01 10 .00 .07 .09 .03

*p<0.05 and ** p<0.01 level
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Figure 1

SUBMISSIVENESS

ASSERTIVENESS

77



Figure 2: Assertiveness differences according to age and gender
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Figure 4 Submissiveness differences according to age and gender
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Figure 6: Predictors of Assertiveness total (CAI)
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Figure 8: Predictors of Submissiveness
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Study 2: The use of vignettes for the study of assertiveness, aggressiveness and

submissiveness
Introduction

The aim of the present study is to further examine the nomological network of
assertiveness, as this is measured in children and adolescent, with the use of Vignettes. The
vignettes methodology has not been previously used in the study of assertiveness but
vignettes have been widely used in the training of assertiveness, where hypothetical
situations are used to teach the processes of assertive responding in interpersonal relations.
This study aims to address a limitation of the measures of assertiveness, by expanding the
data collection measures beyond the self-report questionnaires using the vignettes measure.
It is believed that the vignettes may provide an opportunity for a more closely
approximation to the actual behavior of children, thus limiting the bias of giving socially
accepted answers. For this purpose a vignette’s tool was developed for the needs of this
study in order to measure children’s assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and

try to capture comprehensively these concepts.

The construct of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness was studied
through correlation analyses and regression models predicting assertive and non-assertive
behavior a) by using the vignettes measure and CATS and CAI self-report questionnaires
together in a complimentary way and b) by using the external constructs measured in Study
1 (anxiety traits, externalizing behaviors, socializing characteristics and emotion regulation
strategies) as predictors of assertiveness measured through the use of vignettes. However
before examining the above it was necessary to establish the construct validity and
psychometric properties of the vignettes measure so the next section describes the

characteristics and the use of vignettes.

Vignettes have a long history in the psychology research going back to initial users
of vignettes as Piaget (1932, 1965), where he used the “story situations” to study the
reasoning of children. Atzmuller and Steiner (2010) described vignettes as ‘‘short,
carefully constructed descriptions of a person, object, or situation, representing a
systematic combination of characteristics’” (p. 128) and can be presented in a written
format and can also include images or videos (Hughes & Huby, 2002). The use of
vignettes in research has been proven effective for researching sensitive topics (Aubry et
al. 1995) because of their hypothetical and depersonalization character (Finch 1987).

Moreover vignettes are useful in the study of ethical dilemmas regarding sensitive matters
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that can be addressed with the creation of hypothetical scenarios, (Aguinis & Bradley,
2014) for example when studying conflict situations between peers that would be
unethical to study experimentally. Conclusively vignettes can be regarded as a controlled

experiment, something in between the two poles questionnaire or real life experiments.

The most frequently cited theoretical limitation for the use of vignettes in research
is the distance that might occur between what the respondents believe they would do in a
given situation and what they would actually do in the same situation. Indeed, some
commentators have argued that the undefined association between belief and action
represents the foremost hazard in using this technique as a standalone method (West 1982,
cited in Finch 1987). Although the users of vignettes have accepted this criticism on the
other hand this methodology has been recommended by researches as the answer to the
limitations of questionnaires for eliciting unreliable and biased self-reports. Questionnaires
have been described as too abstract and vague allowing each respondent to create their own
mental image arising from the question based on their personal experiences. On the
contrary vignettes give a more concrete and detailed description that is closer to real life
situations and thus real life decisions. The application of vignettes to research promotes a
standardization of the stimulus presented across respondents and also elicits answers closer
to possible real life decisions (Cheryl & Henry, 1978). The reason for the use of vignettes
was to provide a behaviorally anchored indication of children’s tendency to act assertively,
submissively or aggressively and to examine how this method of assertiveness assessment

relates to questionnaire measures of the same construct.
Current Study

The purpose of this study was to assess the validity of structured, closed-ended
vignettes as indicators of children’s assertive, submissive and aggressive behavior and to
examine if they may be a more valid and comprehensive way to assess these behaviors, in
the light of the limitations of existing measures. The aim was to combine in one tool the
types of situations assessed by the two measures included in Study 1. The answers from the
vignettes were compared to the answers the respondent gave in the questionnaires,
measuring assertiveness, aggressiveness or submissiveness, in order to examine whether
the children’s answers in the self-report questionnaires were related to the children’s
responses to vignettes, providing, in this way, cross-validation for both types of measures.
Moreover this study examined how much variance of the level of assertiveness,

aggressiveness and submissiveness measured with vignettes could be predicted from
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anxiety traits, externalizing behaviors, socialization characteristics and emotion regulation

strategies, providing a conceptual replication of the findings in Study 1.
Vignettes development

The kind of vignettes used in this study are called “paper people studies” that
consist of vignettes in written form and then asks participants to make explicit decisions,
judgments, and choices or express behavioral preferences for the specific situation
presented (Alexander & Becker, 1978). These vignettes were carefully designed especially
for the needs of this study based on the literature for designing vignettes for research. The
vignettes design was based on the theory of assertiveness describing social situations in
which a person has to act assertively in order to stand up for one’s rights and opinion
against friends, adults and authority figures, accept compliments or refuse irrational
demands from others etc. An effort was made in order for the vignettes to be relatively
mundane and include events that usually occur in the respondents daily lives, based in their
age and sociocultural background, avoiding unusual characters and events (Barter &
Renold, 1999; Seguin & Ambrosio, 2002). They were also designed to measure multiple
aspects of assertiveness such as receiving complements, taking credit, expressing an
opinion, defending one’s rights, in order to counter the limitations of the existing
questionnaires, which assess narrow aspects of the assertiveness construct. The language of
the vignettes was fairly easy in order to be understood by a wider range of ages and
reading abilities but at the same time providing enough information for the respondent to
understand the context of the story. Wording was carefully examined in order to avoid

influencing the respondent’s answer (Wason, Polonsky, & Hyman, 2002).

The first step in developing the vignettes was to gather a list of social interaction
situations where assertiveness may be called for in children’s and adolescents’ lives. This
list was based on existing questionnaires measuring assertiveness, on assertiveness theories
and literature, and on assertiveness training programs. Focus was mainly placed in
gathering situations where the individual is in an interpersonal situation when a dilemma
rises concerning his/her rights, wellbeing etc. Then a team was assembled consisting of the
main researcher of this study, a team of six research assistants (psychology students) and
the supervisor professor to help in the development of the vignettes. The research assistants
and the main researcher created 40 vignettes that made up the initial pool. These were then
rated by the same team of researchers according to the criteria of being age appropriate in
terms of the language and situation, and in terms of eliciting the dilemma of choosing a
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behavior regarding an interpersonal problem or conflict situation. For the final selection of
the vignettes each research assistant voted for the five best vignettes scoring from one to
five on the same criteria as above plus the criterion of having multiple types of situations
represented. The final selection of the vignettes was done by the main researcher and the
supervisor professor, after all the votes were collected. The 20 vignettes, with the higher
scores that fulfilled the abovementioned criteria, and varied as to the situation referred to,
were chosen to be included in the vignettes tool (appendix D).

The vignettes instrument began with general instructions about how to respond,
while the scenarios of the vignettes followed. Each vignette presented a written description
of a social interaction and a set of three possible actions. Instructions were as follows:
Please circle one answer for each of the three options below, according to what is most
likely for you to do in each situation. Higher numbers mean a higher possibility for you to
act in the way described. Then write in your own words what else you would do. There is
no right or wrong answer. In each situation the three answers included one submissive,
one assertive and one aggressive answer all of which had to be scored on a 5 point Likert
scale from 1 to 5 (1 not at all likely, 2 Shortly Likely, 3 Fairly Likely, 4 Likely, 5 Very
Likely) with a higher score representing a higher score in submissiveness, assertiveness
and aggressiveness respectively. The total score for each scale is acquired from the sum of
the all submissive, assertive and aggressive items respectively. This written, closed-ended
form was adopted because it could be used easily in a large-scale research project and in
order to facilitate scoring. The vignettes included short scenarios like the one that follows:
“Demetris is a student of the gymnasium and he is an excellent pupil. All his grades are
very high except for the history lesson. Although he got 20/20 in the history test and he is
very good in the classroom lesson the teacher graded him with 18/20 at the end of the year.
Demetris believes that this was unfair”. What would you do if you were in Demetris’

place?
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Not Small Possible | Quite Very
possible | possibility possible | possible
I would ask the teacher if she made 1 2 3 4 5
a mistake with my grade and if not
why she graded me like this
I would go to the teacher very 1 2 3 4 5
angrily asking for an explanation
I would not have done anything 1 2 3 4 5
and | would have let it go
Method

Participants and procedure

The vignettes were administered to a subsample of 80 children from the primary
schools chosen in the first phase of the questionnaire administration that consented to take
part in this second phase. The children that responded to the vignettes were randomly
chosen and were between the ages 11 to 12 years old because this was considered the most
appropriate age group for these specific vignettes content. The administration for the
vignettes followed all the steps that have been followed for the questionnaires and
described in the methodology chapter, including the approval by the Ministry of Education
and Culture and the parental consent and child voluntary participation. Children responded
to the vignettes in the classroom during school time, in the presence of a researcher.
Participants were asked to respond as honestly as possible referring to what would most
possibly be their behavior in these situations and not what they thought was right since
there is no right or wrong answer.

Plan for analysis

To assess the psychometric properties of the vignettes and address the aims of the
study several sets of analyses were conducted. An exploratory principal-components factor
analysis was performed for the vignettes instrument to test the instrument’s factor
structure, with regards to the initial intention that it should reflect a valid measure of
assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness. Next, the internal consistency of the
scale scores was calculated via Cronbach’s coefficient alpha after EFA was conducted.
Moreover in order to assess the instrument’s construct validity vignettes scores were
correlated with all scale scores of the anxiety traits, externalizing behaviors, socialization
characteristics and emotion regulation strategies in order to examine the degree to which
they are associated with assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in children as
measured with vignettes. To further identify the best predictors of these communication
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behaviors, linear regressions were also conducted, with a) anxiety traits, b) externalizing
traits, c) socialization characteristics, and d) emotion regulation skills as predictors of
assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness, measured with vignettes, respectively as

in Study 1, in separate regression models.
Results

The vignettes’ instrument factor structure was assessed using the principal component
factoring method with Varimax rotation. A three factor solution analysis was forced on the
data. From the first order analysis the aggressiveness items loaded clearly on one factor
except the items Aggl7.1, 19.2, 16.2 and 12.3 that were removed from the scale because
they loaded on the wrong factor or loaded significantly on more than one factors. The
assertiveness and submissiveness items emerged mixed together in two additional factors,
suggesting that they may not be as clearly separable as aggressive communications in the
perception of children. Therefore, a second order factor analysis for only the assertiveness
and submissiveness items was conducted in an effort to separate the items, where two
factors were indeed clearly defined. Items that were retained had a primary factor loading
greater than .32 and a cross-loading with more than a .15 difference between their primary
and secondary factors (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Items Ass15.3, 16.3, 10.1 and
Sub10.3 were removed because they did not fit these criteria. The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin
(KmO) index was .51 and Bartlett’s Tests of Sphericity was significant at the .001 level,
for the first order exploratory factor analysis and .58 and statistically significant at the .001

level for the second exploratory factor analysis (Table 1).

The two EFAs resulted in a final three factor solution that was adopted, based on
the theoretical framework. The factors extracted explained 42% of the total variance in
this study and loaded meaningfully on their expected factors. The three factors, with their
percentages of explained variance, were Aggressiveness 14% from the first EFA and for
Aggressiveness 15% and for Submissiveness 13% from the second EFA. The total
assertiveness, total submissiveness and total aggressiveness score was computed for each
participant with the sum for of each subscale, on the Likert scale, from all the vignettes.
The answers to the open ended questions at the end of each vignette “Then write in your
own words what else you would do”” where not analyzed since a big percentage (90%) did

not answer the question or answered it with very few words (10%).

According to the results, the vignettes demonstrated good psychometric properties.

Specifically, each of the vignettes subscales, assertiveness, submissiveness, aggressiveness,
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exhibited acceptable reliability and total item correlation in the present study. The results
of reliability analysis for the three subscales of the vignettes show that all three subscales
of the vignettes have a satisfactory reliability with coefficient alpha values ranging from
0.78 to 0.89 after EFA was conducted (Assertiveness o=0.78, Aggressiveness o=.89,
Submissiveness a=.78). Skewness appeared for the data with the assertiveness subscale
showing negative skewness and for the submissive and aggressive subscale showing
positive skewness (Table 1), which suggests that to some degree children either selected
socially appropriate answers, or that socially acceptable behaviors are more common than

extreme submissive and aggressive behaviors.

Bivariate correlations between the vignettes subscales sum scores were computed
to assess independence of the scales scores. The three subscales vignettes assertiveness,
vignettes aggressiveness, vignettes submissiveness were independent since no statistically
significant correlation yielded from the bivariate correlations (Table 2). These results
support that the three subscale are independent and measure three different behaviors
namely assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness. In fact, this is an advantage over

the results of the questionnaires, where the subscales were correlated to a greater degree.
Correlation analyses with other assertiveness measures

Correlation analyses were conducted to examine the relationship between
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness measured by CATS and assertiveness
measured with CAIl as predictors for assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness
measured by the vignettes tool. Bivariate correlation analysis did not yield any statistically
significant correlation between assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness measured
with the vignettes tools, with the same variables as measured with CATS and CAI (Table
3), suggesting that children and adolescents respond somewhat differently to the vignettes’

tool than to the questionnaires.

Regression analyses for Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness measured
with the Vignettes

Regression analysis followed with separate regression analyses for assertiveness,
aggressiveness and submissiveness measured with the vignettes tool as criterion and the
four groups of predictors as used in Study 1, namely anxiety traits, externalizing behaviors,
socialization characteristics and cognitive emotion regulation strategies. These regression

models were conducted to examine the degree to which the four groups of predictors can
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predict assertiveness or aggressiveness or submissiveness measured with the vignettes tool.
The adjusted R? was used in the report of all the regression models

First, a regression model was conducted to examine the degree to which
externalizing behaviors (callous unemotional, triarchic psychopathy and novelty seeking)
predict assertive behavior; this was significant with R?2 = .08, F (3, 60) = 2.83, p < .05.
Looking at specific predictors indicated that children with high levels of psychopathy
measured with TriPM (B=-11.8, SE=1.5, p=-.31, t= -2.60, p < .05) had significantly lower
assertiveness. The novelty seeking and the callous unemotional scales did not contribute
significantly to the model. The same regression model was conducted to examine the
degree to which externalizing behaviors (callous unemotional, triarchic psychopathy and
novelty seeking) predicted aggressive behavior; this model was significant with R> = .12, F
(3, 60) = 3.95, p < .05. Looking at specific predictors indicated that children with high
levels of psychopathy measured with TriPM (B=41.02, SE=13.68, p=.35, t=2.99, p < .05)
had significantly higher aggressiveness. The novelty seeking and the callous unemotional
scales did not contribute significantly to this model. The rest of the regression models were
not statistically significant nor were individual predictors significant in predicting assertive
and non-assertive behavior (Table 4).

Discussion

This study’s aim was to examine further the nomological network of assertiveness
using a vignettes instrument developed for the purposes of this study, in order to add to the
instruments type in measuring of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness,
beyond self-repost measures and thus address the limitations of Study 1. Moreover the
psychometric properties of the vignettes tool and the correlation of the constructs of
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness with other external constructs were
examined. This study contributed to the unbinding of assertiveness from submissiveness
addressing the limitation of the CATS, and to the unbinding of assertiveness from
aggressiveness addressing the limitation of the CAIl. The use of vignettes in this research
was driven by the aims of the study, establishment of assertiveness nomological network,
and based on specific characteristics of this method that make it appropriate for
researching sensitive topics (Aubry et al. 1995) that cannot be examined experimentally,
like peer relations and behavior of children and adolescents in interpersonal relation.
Moreover vignettes were chosen as a different type of tool, something in between the two
poles of a questionnaire or real life experiments, so that the examination of the

assertiveness construct would be done using a multi-method approach.
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Based on the results of this study the three subscales vignettes assertiveness,
vignettes aggressiveness, vignettes submissiveness can be considered as three independent
measures of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness since no statistically
significant correlation emerged between the three subscales. This finding also indicates
that the limitation of the CATS measure to unbind assertiveness from submissiveness
(Deluty, 1979, 1984), which on the CATS shows positive correlations, was addressed in
the vignettes measure. The results from the vignettes correlation among the subscales that
denoted independence of them might indicate that this newly developed instrument of
vignettes has managed to unbind the three constructs of assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness between them and measure them more independently than the
questionnaires. Based on the findings it can be suggested that the creation of the vignettes
measure consists of a novel contribution to the assessment of assertiveness, over and above
what can be assessed using self-reports only. However, a rather unexpected finding was
that the vignettes’ three subscales had no statistically significant correlation with the CATS
measure subscales. It is possible that this might be explained to some extent by the fact that
the vignettes questionnaires were administered 6 months after the CATS measure and thus
developmental changes in children’s assertiveness or changes in how children see
themselves overtime may explain the different ways in which children responded in the
two measures. Moreover the examination or the relation between predictors of anxiety
traits, externalizing behaviors and socialization characteristics results revealed that high
levels of psychopathy measured with TriPM were associated with high aggressiveness and
low assertiveness. This association replicates previous findings relating aggressiveness
with psychopathy and lack of assertiveness (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Fowles & Dindo,
2009; Frick & White, 2008; Gorenstein & Newman, 1980; Hare, 1996, 1991; Klingzell,
Fanti, Colins, Frogner, Andershed, & Andershed, 2015; Krueger et al., 2002; Partridge,
1928a, 1928b; Patrick, Hicks, Krueger, & Lang, 2005; Roose, Bijttebier, Decoene, Claes,
& Frick, 2009) and are in line with the results from Study 1 of this research. The effects
replicate the findings of Study 1 and strengthen conclusions about the negative association
between aggression and assertiveness, showing that aggression is not merely being more
assertive. Through the converging evidence derived from Study 1 and the current study it
appears that psychopathic traits has a crucial role in predicting the social communication

behavior of children.

The rest of the regression analyses did not reveal any other statistically significant

relations between the group of predictors and the assertiveness, aggressiveness and
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submissiveness measured with the vignettes and again this might be attributed to the small
number of the sample. Submissiveness was not found to be related or significant by the
group of anxiety traits as the strong effect that was found in Study 1. This finding maybe
attributed to the fact that perhaps because the vignettes were closer to real life situations
and so children avoided revealing a submissive option even if that reflected their real
answer and preferred reposting an assertive answer that was more socially accepted.
Alternatively, because vignettes specifically ask for submissive responses, this finding is
also an effect of the better ability of this measure to unbind submissiveness from
assertiveness. Perhaps, the associations found in Study 1 between anxiety and
submissiveness are actually declaring an association between anxiety and low assertiveness
and not submissiveness, due to the inability of the measure to clearly differentiate between
submissiveness and low assertiveness. Results of the present study indicate that even if
children with high anxiety traits do not behave assertively, this does not necessarily mean
that they behave submissively. If there were more responses to the open-ended questions
regarding what one would have actually done on the vignettes measure this hypothesis

would have been addressed more definitively.

Regarding the structure of the vignettes and specifically the answers to the open
ended questions at the end of each vignette “Then write in your own words what else you
would do” we assume that since in each vignette the three options of an assertive, an
aggressive and a submissive option was given most of the children could not think of
another option different to the above and this was also supported from the fact that the few
children that did answer the open ended questions actually repeated one of the given
answers on top but in different words. This finding supports the assumption that generally
behavior in interpersonal relations may actually vary in between these three options of

assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness.

A limitation of this study’s was evident in the results where some items showed a
high skewness (Table 1) indicating that some respondents possibly provided socially
acceptable response and not what they might actually do in a similar situation. However, a
similar problem exists for questionnaires’ results where some items showed a high
skewness (Table 1) as in Study 1 indicating also a possible bias in the answers in the
CATS and CAI questionnaire although the skewness for these measurements was smaller
than for the Vignettes. This can be attributed possibly to the small sample size of the
vignettes reflecting the fact that skewness is very sensitive to sample size (Doane, &

Seward, 2011). Moreover regarding the limitations of this study another cautionary note
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must be made for the fact that number of responses on the vignettes measures was much
smaller than the questionnaires measures, which may have decreased the likelihood of
obtaining significant effects. Interrelations between the vignettes subscales revealed that
the three subscales are independent. These results are contrary previous research (Deluty,
1979) and the results in the Study 1 of this research suggesting that the three vignettes
subscale measure three separate constructs. The correlation between the results of the
vignettes measure with CATS and CAI subscales did not reveal any statistically significant
correlations; this may be attributed to the small sample of the participants who completed
both types of measures, vignettes and questionnaires, or it may reflect differences in what
these vignettes measure given that they were designed to assess assertiveness in a wider
range of situations. However, this non-expected result places some question on the
construct validity of the vignettes, and creates the need to further study the association
between the vignettes tool and questionnaires in a larger sample. Future studies may

replicate the use of the vignettes and findings in a larger sample and in a wider age range.

The vignettes designed and used in this research can be considered a good measure
for assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness also because of their high reliability.
Also the independence between the three subscales may have solved the CATS measure
problem of unbinding assertiveness from submissiveness. Construct validity was supported
through the clear 3 factor structure emerging from EFA results and the expected
associations of these constructs with external indicators of externalizing behaviours.
However, given the small N of this study, further research into the development of this
research tool is required in order to further examine the vignettes relation with other
external constructs that will strengthen the constructs validity and reliability. The practical
implications of this study’s results are the use of this newly developed vignettes tool to
further examine the constructs of assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness or for

the use of this tool for screening children and adolescents for these behaviours.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations and Cronbach alpha for the Vignettes

Skewness Kurtosis Items
removed
Std. Std.
M SD A Statistic Error Statistic Error

Submissiveness 2.2 0.5 0.82 .95 .26 .82 .52 10.3
Vignettes
Assertiveness 41 05 0.78 -1.0 .26 11 .52 15.3, 16.3,
Vignettes 10.1
Aggressiveness 1.9 0.7 0.89 .85 .26 .02 .52 17.1,19.2,
Vignettes 16.2
Submissiveness 9.8 4.0 13 -.38 .08 -.63 .16 Sub9,
CATS Sub13,
Assertiveness 15 3.9 13 -1.1 .08 1.0 .16 Ass9, Ass13
CATS Ass10
Aggressiveness 3.3 4.1 .87 1.5 .08 2.0 .16
CATS
Assertiveness 4.6 1.1 .30 -.86 .08 72 .16 CAI5, CAIS8
positive CAl
Assertiveness 5.6 15 46 -.48 .08 -.16 .16 CAll
negative CAl
Assertiveness 9.7 1.9 .39 -.54 .08 .09 .16
total CAl
Table 2

Intercorrelations between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness subscales
from the Vignettes

Variable Vignettes Assertiveness Aggressiveness Submissiveness

Vignettes Vignettes Vignettes
Assertiveness 1 e e
Aggressiveness -,15 1 e
Submissiveness ,09 ,16 1

*p<.05, *<.001

Table 3
Correlations between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness from the
Vignettes, CATS and CAI

Variable Vignettes ~ Assertiveness  Assertiveness  Aggressiveness  Submissiveness

CATS CAl CATS CATS
Assertiveness .07 .01 -17 -.02
Aggressiveness A7 -.01 -.19 .02
Submissiveness .01 .09 .00 -.15

*p<.05, *<.001
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Table 4

Regression analysis for Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness Vignettes with
predictor variables

Variable Assertiveness Aggressiveness Submissiveness
Vignettes Vignettes Vignettes
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B

Social anxiety 12 10 A5 -17 12 -.18 A2 A1 13
Harm avoidance .20 .26 10 -.29 31 -12 -15 .29 -.06
Victimization .06 .05 13 -.09 17 -06  -.07 14 -.06
Peer acceptance  -.09 .09 -12 16 .30 .06 -.35 25 -.16
Callous -13 12 -14 16 16 13 -.04 14 -.04
unemotional

Novelty seeking .48 45 14 -.97 .58 -21 .34 52 -.09
Psychopathy -27.7 106 -32* 4102 137 .35 197 122 .20
TriPM

*p<.05, *<.001
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Study 3
Parenting practices and assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in children
Introduction

The aim of the present study was to add knowledge to the nomological network of
assertiveness by examining child assertiveness in relation to family factors and specifically
parenting practices. To do so the study attempted to identify which parenting behaviors and
sociodemographic characteristics of the family predict assertive behavior as opposed to
parenting behaviors that predict aggressiveness and submissiveness in children and
adolescent. Parental practices and parents’ interaction with their children are known to play
an enormous role in the socialization and the cognitive and social-emotional development
of the child (Bornstein & Bradley 2003; Collins et al. 2000; Ponderotto & Pedersen, 1993)
and the development of social skills and interpersonal relationships (Stocker &
Youngblade, 1999), therefore are expected to be predictive of the social skill of assertive
communication. The association between assertiveness and parenting practices has not
been examined before and revealing information about this association will be crucial for
the understanding of how assertiveness is influenced by parenting practices. Understanding
the role of familial factors in the development of assertiveness can also provide directions
for interventions and psychoeducation training for parents aimed at increasing
assertiveness skills in children.

Moreover regarding the measurement of parenting practices we observe that there
is a lack of instruments measuring parenting practices in Greek speaking countries (Greece
and Cyprus). For this reason the Egna Minnen Betrdffande Uppfostran (EMBU) (Swedish
acronym, S-EMBU-A), “My memories of upbringing” Adolescent version (Penelo,
Viladrich & Domeénech, 2012) subscales and the Incredible Years (IY) Interview
questionnaire (Capaldi & Patterson, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992) subscales,
were administered for the first time in the context of the present study in their Greek
versions. Therefore, part of this chapter also pertains to the psychometric evaluation of
these instruments on the sample of children and the sample of parents of this study
respectively.

Parenting practices and the socialization of the child

The socialization of children is a subject that occupied many disciplines, starting

from the seventeenth century when the philosopher John Locke (1969) claimed that

children are born “tabula rasa”, a “white board” that would be “written” by the child’s life
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experiences. Later on another philosopher Jean Jack Rousseau (1762) supported that
children are “innately good” and parents will influence their children negatively after they
are born. The debate between nature and nurture still exists. For the purposes of this study
we are interested in shedding light on how parental practices influence the child’s social
development.

Numerous studies have demonstrated the association between parenting practices
and children’s adjustment (Rapee, 1997; Muris, Meesters, & Van den Berg, 2003). The
family milieu has a significant contribution to the socialization of children (Collins et al.
2000) and parenting practices are recognized as a vital element of children’s development
(Bornstein & Bradley 2003). Parents seem to have an important role in the social
development of the children since family is the first socialization context which is
considered to have the most important influence on the cognitive and social-emotional
growth of the child (Ponderotto & Pedersen, 1993). Empirical data support that the
parental rearing behaviors influence the developmental course of children and adolescents
in domains extending from the social adaptiveness and academic success to
aggressiveness, anxiety and psychopathological characteristics.

For more than five decades psychologists have been studying the relation between
parenting and child development. One of the prevailing constructs in the parenting
literature is parenting style (Baumrind, 1991; Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch,
1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Mounts, 2002) described initially by Baumrind, in her
seminal theory. Baumrind’s (1971, 1978) theory described three distinct parental styles, the
authoritarian, the authoritative and the permissive parenting style. Maccoby and Martin
(1983) extended Baumrind’s parenting style theory supporting that it is based on two main
dimensions: parental demandingness and parental responsiveness. Demandingness
describes parental expectations that are related to the child’s behavior and socialization
while responsiveness refers to the general tendency of parents to support and respond to
their child’s needs.

Furthermore a classification of parenting rearing behaviors was proposed by
Jacobson, Knorring, Perris & Perris, (1980) describing specific types of parenting
practices: abusive, depriving, punitive, shaming, rejecting, overprotective, overinvolved,
tolerant, affectionate, performance-oriented, guilt-engendering, stimulating and favored
siblings. Parenting practices have been described as the specific behaviors that parents use
to socialize their children for example how they teach a child to deal with relational

problems with peers.
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In further development of this theory a classification of parenting practices that was
later on presented reduced these practices to three main categories of parenting practices,
these were: rejection, emotional warmth and overprotection (Penelo, Viladrich, Doménech,
2010, 2012). Overprotection during childhood was found to be associated with
psychological disorders (Overbeek, ten Have, Vollebergh & de Graaf, 2007) while
rejection and overprotection have shown a positive relation with anxiety, worrying and
neuroticism and a negative relation with emotional warmth (Arrindell, Sanavio, Aguilar,
Sica, Hatzichristou, Eisemann, Recinos, Gaszner, Peter, Batagliese, Kallai, Van der Ende,
1999; Gruner, Muris, & Merckelbach, 1999; Markus, Lindhout, Boer, Hoogendijk,
Arrindell, 2003; Muris, Meesters, Merckelbach, & Hulsenbeck, 2000; Muris &
Merckelbach, 1998). Rejection, overprotection and low emotional warmth were found to
be positively related with aggressiveness (Meesters, Muris & Esselink, 1995) and risk
behaviors by adolescents (Aluja, del Barrio & Garcia, 2005; Repetti, Taylor & Seeman,
2002). On the contrary children who perceived their parents’ behavior as warmer, less
rejecting and overprotecting were socially well-adjusted (Meesters et al., 1995) and
characterized by more extraversion (Arrindell et al., 1999, 2005). Parental emotional
warmth was also found to positively correlate with the child’s characteristic of
cooperativeness (Richter, Krecklow & Eisemann, 2002).

For the purposes of this study parenting was defined as parenting behaviors towards
their children and was measured based on two measures, the first resulting in the three
subscales of the short version of the Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran— questionnaire
for Adolescent (S-EMBU-A) that were: “rejection” describing criticizing and strict
parental behavior, “emotional warmth” describing a loving and supporting parental
behavior and “overprotection” describing an over controlling and interfering behavior
(Penelo, Viladrich, Domeénech, 2012) and the second resulting in the six subscales of the
adapted version of the Incredible Years parenting practices questionnaire of the child
Patterson and colleagues at the Oregon Social Learning Center’s (OSLC) developed a
telephone interview for parents in the program called Incredible Years (Capaldi &
Patterson, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992), that were: ‘“venting of parent”,
“withdrawal of parent”, “emotional rewards”, “material rewards”, “punishment” and

“corporal punishment”.
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Parenting practices assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness

Assertiveness has not been closely examined in relation to parenting practices and
this can be considered an area which has received very little attention from researches. The
present study attempts to fill this gap by examining the predictive role of parenting on the
child’s assertive behavior. Additionally the study reports findings regarding the association
between parenting practices, aggressiveness and submissiveness.

Several studies have identified a relation between negative parenting practices and
childhood aggression and antisocial behavior, victimization and shyness (Chen et al., 1997,
2002; Loeber & Dishion, 1983; McCord, 1991). Some parenting practices seem to promote
externalizing behavior problems that might be linked to aggressiveness and some parenting
practices seem to promote internalizing behavior problems that might be linked to
submissiveness. Aggressiveness and problematic externalizing behaviors have been linked
with authoritarian parenting, which is described by low responsiveness and low warmth
and high levels of control and rejection (Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff, & Martin, 2001;
Patterson, 1982, 1986; Stansbury & Zimmermann, 1999; Pereira, Canavarro, Cardoso, &
Mendonca, 2009). Aggressive behavior in adolescent boys was found to be positively
correlated with mother’s negativism (coldness, indifference, rejection and hostility),
mother’s permissiveness for aggression and the use of “power assertive” (physical
punishment and verbal threats) methods by both parents (Olweus, 1980).

Parenting practices that hinder social skills development and promote dependence
and shyness may be linked with submissiveness and problematic internalizing behaviors.
Permissive parenting, which is characterized by responsiveness from the parents with
limited or no control or restrictions, has been linked with victimization of the child as a
consequence of underdeveloped initiative and social skills, due to permissive and
overprotective parents that make their children dependent on them (Georgiou, 2008a).
Overprotective parenting is also linked with the development of shyness and internalizing
problems in children (Rubin, Burgess, & Hastings, 2002). Based on the above it was
hypothesized that assertiveness would be positively related with the parenting practices
that are generally considered positive (emotional warmth and emotional rewards) and
negatively with the parenting practices generally considered negative (overprotection,
rejection) while aggressiveness and submissiveness on the other hand would be positively

related to negative parenting practices and negatively to positive parenting practices.
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Socioeconomic status of the family and the relation to assertiveness, aggressiveness
and submissiveness and parenting practices

Besides parenting practices another important variable of the family environment is
the socioeconomic status (SES) of the parents. This variable seems to be associated with
many characteristics of the behavior of children and seems to play an important role in the
child’s development. SES can include family income, parental education, occupational
status, and place of residence. For purposes of this study SES was defined as the
educational level of the parents and the self-reported financial situation of the family.
Research evidence links SES with a wide range of health, cognitive, and socioemotional
effects in children. It is supported that the mechanism behind this relation of the family’s
SES and the child’s well-being involves the experiences acquired based on material and
social resources and the effects of stress associated with lower SES status (Bradley &
Corwyn, 2002). The educational level of parents has been positively related to social
competence and negatively related to emotional and behavioral problems of the child
(Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1994). SES has also been associated with
aggressiveness and delinquency (McCoy, Firck, Loney, & Ellis, 1999) where research
evidence supports that low SES has been linked to more conduct problems and antisocial
behavioral development in children (Patterson, Kupersmidt & Vaden, 1990; Dodge, Pettit,
& Bates, 1994) and more aggressive behavior (Rimm-Kaufman, Pianta, & Cox, 2000;
Webster-Stratton, 1998). The tendency toward aggressiveness in interpersonal relations in
individuals with low SES has been supported by research evidence (Barefoot, Peterson,
Dahlstrom, 1991; Christensen, Lund, Damsgaard, 2004) but findings also support the
opposite effect, that low SES might be associated with submissiveness, although it is
considered an opposite construct to aggressiveness. Low SES is usually associated with
less dominance and authority, which may result in low perceived control, self-efficacy, and
self-esteem. Low SES adults may view others whom they socially interact with as more
dominant and more threatening (Twenge, Campbell, 2002) while children and adolescents
with low SES tend to interpret unclear social stimuli as more threatening (Chen, Langer,
Raphaelson & Matthews, 2004). Based on the above research it is hypothesized that high
SES will be positively related to assertiveness and negatively related to aggressiveness and

submissiveness.

Furthermore the relation of the socioeconomic status of the family with parenting
practices was also examined in this research study. Research findings have supported that

socioeconomic status affects parenting practices (Trickett, et al., 1991) and more
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specifically that low SES may predict parenting practices like child neglect and abuse
(Ondersma, 2002) and higher psychological stress (Melki et al., 2004) and risk for
victimization (Pearlman, Zierler, Gjelsvik, & Verhoek-Oftedahl, 2004). Therefore it was
hypothesized that the family high SES would be positively correlated with positive
parenting practices and low SES would be correlated with negative parenting practices.

Current study

The present study aimed at examining how parenting practices measured with two
relevant tools EMBU and 1Y, which capture both the general family climate and specific
discipline  behaviors predict corresponding assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness as measured with the CATS and CAIl. This study attempts to replicate and
extend previous findings regarding the parenting practices that are associated with
assertive and non-assertive types of interpersonal communication in children and
adolescents, but also to reveal specifically which types of parenting behaviors may predict
assertive behavior. The parenting practices measured in this study through the use of two
complementary measures are: emotional warmth, overprotection, rejection, punishment,
venting of parents, emotional rewards, parent withdrawal, corporal punishment, material

rewards. Based on the above we hypothesized that:

1. Emotional warmth and appropriate use of rewards (emotional and material rewards)
will be significantly and positively related to assertiveness and negatively related to
aggressiveness

2. Rejection, punishment, corporal punishment and venting of parents will be
significantly and negatively related to assertiveness and positively related to
aggressiveness.

3. Overprotection and withdrawal will be significantly and negatively related to
assertiveness and positively related to submissiveness.

4. The socioeconomic status of the family will be significantly and positively related
to assertiveness and negatively related to submissiveness and aggressiveness.

5. The socioeconomic status of the family will be significantly and positively related

to positive parenting practices.
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Method
Participants

The participants of this study were the children and parents as described in the

methodology chapter.
Measures

Child completed measures
Assertiveness, Aggressiveness, Submissiveness

The Children's Action Tendency Scale (CATS; Deluty, 1979) was used to measure
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness and the Children’s Assertiveness
Inventory (CAl, Ollendick, 1983) was also used to measure assertiveness. Both of these
measures were described in detail in Study 1.

Parent completed measures

For the purposes of this study and the measure of parenting practices two measures
were chosen for this reason the self-report questionnaire for children with the title “My
memories of upbringing” (Penelo, Viladrich & Domeénech, 2012) and a self-repost
questionnaire for parents transformed into a questionnaire for the purposes of this study
based on the parenting practices interview of the Incredible years interview (Capaldi &
Patterson, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992).

Parenting practices EMBU measure

The first questionnaire is one of the most widely used, reliable and valid self-report
measures to assess perceived parental rearing behaviors (Penelo, Viladrich, Doménech,
2012) and has demonstrated adequate cross-cultural validity (Arrindell, Perris, Eisemann,
Van der Ende, Gaszner, Iwawaki, 1994). The second questionnaire was chosen in order to
measure the parenting practices used to discipline children like: Venting of Parent,
Withdrawal of parent, Emotional Rewards, Material Rewards, Punishment and Corporal

Punishment of the child.

The Egna Minnen Betrdffande Uppfostran, short version for adolescents and
children (S-EMBU-A; “my memories of upbringing”) is a well-established self-report

measure assessing the parental rearing practices as perceived by the child. It has been
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widely used in more than 25 countries including Greece, Italy and Spain and translated in
many languages, establishing a high cross-cultural validity and reliability (Arrindell,
Perris, Eisemann, Van der Ende, Gaszner, lwawaki, 1994).

The S-EMBU-A is a 22-item self-report questionnaire, based on the original 64-
item EMBU-A, measuring the perceptions by children of parental rearing in adolescents,
consisting of 3 subscales (Emotional Warmth items: 2, 6, 12, 14, 19, 23, Rejection items:
1,4,7,13, 15, 16, 21 and Overprotection items: 3, 5, 8, 10, 11,17R, 18, 20, 22). The scale
includes statements such as: “It happened that my parents were sour or angry with me
without letting me know the cause.”, “My parents praised me”, “It happened that I wished
my parents would worry less about what I was doing.” and “It happened that my parents
gave me more corporal punishment than I deserved.” The answers of the questionnaire are
rated on a 4-point Likert-scale (1 = no, never; 2 = yes, but seldom; 3 = yes, often; 4 = yes,
most of the time) and for each item children were asked to assess their parents rearing
behavior. The total score for each scale is acquired from the sum of the item values, with
higher scores indicating more presence of the construct. In the original scale each question
allows for the reporting of information separately for the father's and mother's rearing but
for the present study the form of the questionnaire was adapted so children could report for
both parents together since a pilot study has shown that the reposting for both parents was
time consuming and confusing for the children. The S-EMBU-A has never been used in
the Greek Cypriot population before and for this reason the questionnaire was translated

and back translated with the help of other PhD students for the purposes of this study.

The S-EMBU-A questionnaire is considered a tool with good psychometric
properties, strong factorial stability and reliability and has been translated and used in
many countries. It can be used to identify rearing style in community samples. Previous
studies revealed satisfactory internal consistency reliability for the 3 scales (Cronbach o >
.74) (Penelo, Viladrich & Domeénech, 2012). Another study found higher level of
Cronbach’s a for Rejection and Emotional Warmth scales (o= 0.86 and a = 0.88
respectively) and lower for overprotection (o = 0.62) (Gerlsma, Arrindell, Van der Veen &
Emmelkamp, 1991).

Previous validity studies examining the relationship of the EMBU subscales have
revealed a negative relation between emotional warmth and overprotection (Penelo,
Viladrich, Doménech, 2012). The perception of overprotection and emotional warmth

seem to be prone to developmental influence, where adolescents perceived overprotection
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as lack of Emotional Warmth, intrusive and interfering whereas children perceive
overprotection more as emotional warmth and involvement, engagement and interest
(Barber, 1996; Castro, Toro, Van der Ende, Arrindell, 1993). These discrepancies between
the two developmental stages of childhood and adolescents can be expected based on the
fact that adolescence is considered a vulnerable and critical transition period during which
mental, psychological, biological and social changes take place that might expose the
individual to feelings of distress.

In the current study the factor structure of S-EMBU-A was explored using
exploratory factor analysis. The principal component factoring method with Varimax
rotation was used to assess the factor structure. Scree plot (Cattell, 1966), and eigenvalues
greater than one (Kaiser, 1960) were used in order to determine the number of emerging
factors. Items that were retained had a primary factor loading greater than .32 and a cross-
loading with more than a .15 difference between their primary and secondary factors
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The Kaiser—-meyer—Olkin (KmO) index was .88 and
Bartlett’s Tests of Sphericity was significant at the .001 level, supporting appropriateness
of the data for factor analysis. A three factors solution was requested, based on previous

factor analytic findings.

The EFA resulted in a three factor solution that was adopted, based on the
theoretical framework. The factors extracted explained 40% of the total variance in this
study and loaded meaningfully on their expected factors. The three factors, with their
percentages of explained variance, were Emotional Warmth 16%, Overprotection 13% and
Rejection 11%. Six items satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the Emotional Warmth
subscale (Emotional Warmth items: 2, 6, 12, 14, 19, 23) as the original scale of Penelo’s.
Eight items (1, 3, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 18) satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the
Overprotection scale compared to Penelo’s (2012) Overprotection scale (3, 5, 8, 10, 11,
17R, 18, 20, 22). Items 20 and 22 did not load on this factor as they were expected. Item 17
reversed (“I felt that my parents did not interfere in everything I did”) that originally
loaded on the overprotection scale, (Penelo et. al.,2012), loaded on the emotional warmth
scale in this study indicating that children perceived this type of parental involvement as
emotional warmth; this was removed. Item 1 (bitter or angry parents) that originally loaded
on the rejection scale loaded on the overprotection scale for this study indicating that
children perceived this item as overprotection. Item 15 (like siblings more) originally
loaded on the rejection scale but in the present data it loaded on the overprotection scale

and it also had a negative lower loading on emotional warmth indicating that children
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perceived this item as something opposite to emotional warmth. Item 13 (scapegoat)
originally loaded on the rejection scale but in this study it loaded on the overprotection
scale. All three items (1, 15, and 13) were kept on the overprotection scale since they
loaded convincingly and also raised the reliability or the scale. Six items (4, 7, 16, 20, 21,
and 22) satisfied the criteria for inclusion in the Rejection scale compared to Penelo’s
(2012) rejection scale (1, 4, 7, 13, 15, 16, and 21). Items 5 (account to parents) was part of
the overprotection scale in Penelo’s solution (2012), but in the present data it loaded on the
rejection but was removed because it lowered the subscale’s reliability. Items 20 (put
definite limits) and 22 (influence dressing) originally loaded on the overprotection scale
but in this study loaded on the rejection and were kept on this scale since they made the
reliability higher. Reliabilities of the S-EMBU-A subscales, based on the factors and items
retained in the current study were as follows: a=.78 for the subscale of emotional warmth,

a=.69 for the subscale of overproduction and rejection a=.68.
Parenting Practices Incredible Year measure

Patterson and colleagues at the Oregon Social Learning Center’s (OSLC)
developed a telephone interview for parents in the program called Incredible Years. The
parenting practices interview (PPI) can be administered as an interview or used as a self-
report questionnaire, as has been used in this study, completed by the child’s primary
caregiver (Capaldi & Patterson, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). Parenting
practices in the PPI focus on how children are disciplined through the following parenting
practices: Venting of Parent, Withdrawal of parent, Emotional Rewards, Material Rewards,
Punishment and Corporal Punishment of the child.

This measure, in its questionnaire format for parents, was explored using
exploratory factor analysis that resulted in a six factor solution that was adopted, based on
the meaningfulness of the emerging factors. The factors extracted explained 52% of the
total variance in this study which included items that where similar in meaning. The six
factors, with their percentages of explained variance, were Punishment 11% (items: 2, 4,
16, 17, 18, 19), Venting of parent 10% (items: 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13), emotional rewards 9%
(items: 21, 22), material rewards 8% (items: 23, 24, 25), parent withdrawal 7% (items: 1,
12, 14, 15) and corporal punishment 7% (9, 8). Items 20 and 26 did not load convincingly

on any factor and so were removed.

The reliability analysis of the Parenting Practices factors resulting from the
exploratory factor analysis were medium to high, for four of the subscales and medium to
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low, for the last two. Specifically Cronbach’s alphas were .71 for the subscale of Venting
of Parent, .73 for Punishment, .72, for Emotional Rewards, .71 for Material Rewards, .44
for Withdrawal of parent and .67 for Corporal Punishment (Table 1).

Socioeconomic status of the family

The socioeconomic status of the parents was measured based on the education level
and financial situation as reported by the parents in the sociodemographic questionnaire
administered to all the parents. The sociodemographic questionnaire included personal and
family questions regarding the age, gender, educational level, financial and marital state
and area of living. Regarding the educational level a list with education levels from
primary school to university was listed and parents circle the answer that represented their
educational level. Regarding the socioeconomically status a seven point Likert scale from
very bad to very good was given for parents to circle the number that represented their
financial state (more details in the methodology chapter).

Results

Bivariate correlation between variables

Bivariate correlations between all the parenting practices subscales were computed
to assess independence of the scales scores. Venting of parents was positively related to
punishment, corporal punishment, emotional rewards and material rewards. Punishment
was positively related with withdrawal of parents, corporal punishment, material rewards,
overprotection and rejection while it was also negatively related to emotional warmth.
Withdrawal of parents was positively related to corporal punishment and negatively related
to emotional warmth. Emotional rewards were positively related to material rewards and
emotional warmth. Overprotection was highly positively related to rejection (Table 2).

Correlation analyses were conducted to examine the associations between parenting
behaviors and assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness of children (Table 3).
Multiple regression analyses were also conducted to examine the predictive value of
parenting behaviors and sociodemographic characteristics for assertiveness, aggressiveness
and submissiveness measured by the CATS questionnaire and assertiveness measured with
the CAI (Table 4).

Parental emotional warmth and emotional rewards practices were found to be
positively and significantly correlated with the assertiveness (CATS & CAI) criterion,
indicating that those with higher scores on these parent variables tend to have higher

assertiveness. Parental overprotection and rejection were negatively and significantly

105



correlated with the assertiveness (CATS & CAI) criterion, indicating that children with
higher scores on these variables tend to have lower assertiveness. Emotional warmth was
negatively and significantly correlated with the aggressiveness criterion, indicating that
those with higher scores on this variable tend to have lower aggressiveness. Overprotection
and rejection were positively and significantly correlated with aggressiveness, indicating
that those with higher scores on these variables tend to have higher aggressiveness. Finally
material rewards and emotional warmth were positively and significantly correlated with
the submissiveness criterion, indicating that those with higher scores on these variables
tend to have higher submissiveness.

Prediction of assertive and non-assertive behavior from parenting and family
characteristics

Regression analysis  followed with assertiveness, aggressiveness and
submissiveness measured with CATS and CAI as criterion measures and the parenting
practices measured with the EMBU and the PPI as predictors.

A regression analysis was conducted to examine the degree to which EMBU
parenting practices (emotional warmth, overprotection, rejection) and parenting practices
based on the 1Y (venting of parents, punishment, emotional rewards, material rewards,
withdrawal of parent, corporal punishment) predict assertiveness as measured with CATS.
Indeed the model was significant, R = .08, F (9, 688) = 7.23, p <.001. As can be seen in
Table 4, the emotional warmth scale positively predicted assertiveness (CATS), suggesting
that individuals with higher scores on this scale had higher assertiveness. The
overprotection scale significantly and negatively predicted assertiveness (CATS) indicating
that individuals with higher scores on this scale had lower assertiveness. The rejection
scale did not contribute significantly to the multiple regression models for assertiveness
with the EMBU and 1Y parenting practices (Table 4).

The next regression analysis which was conducted to examine the degree to which
EMBU parenting practices and parenting practices of the I'Y mentioned in the previous
regression, predict assertiveness measured with the CAI resulted in R? = .06, F (9,668) =
5.97, p < .001. Emotional warmth and emotional rewards subscales positively predicted
assertiveness (CAl), suggesting that individuals with higher scores on these scales had
higher assertiveness. The rest of the subscales did not contribute to the model (Table 4).

Further a regression analysis was conducted to examine the degree to which the
same parenting practices used before could predict aggressiveness, resulting in a
significant model with adjusted R = .06, F (9, 670) = 6.04, p < .001. The Emotional

warmth scale significantly and negatively predicted aggressiveness, indicating children
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with higher parent scores on the emotional warmth scale had lower aggressiveness. The
overprotection scale significantly and positively predicted aggressiveness, indicating that
individuals with higher scores on this scale had higher aggressive communication.

Finally a regression analysis was conducted for the construct of submissiveness as
dependent variable, with the above predictors. The regression model for submissiveness
did not result in a statistically significant model although the predictors of emotional
warmth (B=.09, SE=.04, B=.11, t=2.68, p<.05) and material rewards (B=.09, SE=.04,
B=.10, t=2.43, p<.05) positively predicted submissiveness (Table 4).

Extreme groups’ comparisons with ANOVA

A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed in order to identify the
differences between the extreme groups of high assertive, high aggressive and high
submissive regarding the parenting they receive. There was a statistically significant
difference between groups as determined by one-way ANOVA for emotional warmth (F
(3,439) = 17.25, p = .000), for overprotection (F (3,439) = 5.06, p = .002) and for rejection
(F (3,438) = 2.75, p = .042).

The above results indicated for emotional warmth that highly assertive children
obtained higher scores (M= 19.42) than highly submissive (M= 18.25) and highly
aggressive children (M= 16.28). Regarding overprotection it was indicated that highly
aggressive children (M= 15.81) and highly submissive (M= 15.06) obtained higher scores
than highly assertive children (M=13.80). Significant differences were also found between
the extreme groups for rejection where highly aggressiveness children scored higher (M=
9.95) than highly submissive (M= 9.62) and highly assertive children (M= 8.92).
Prediction of the child’s communication skills and parenting practices from the
family socioeconomic status

Correlation and multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the
relationship between assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness measured by the
CATS questionnaire and the socioeconomic status of the parents expressed by the
educational level together with the financial situation as predictors (Table 5 and Table 6).

As can be seen in Table 5, the parents’ educational level was positively and
significantly correlated with the assertiveness criterion but not with assertiveness measured
with the CAI, indicating that those with higher scores on these variables tend to have
higher assertiveness measured with the CATS. The educational level of the parents was
negatively and significantly correlated with the aggressiveness criterion, indicating that
those with higher scores on this variable tend to have lower aggressiveness. The

educational level of the parents had no significant correlation with submissiveness. The
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financial situation of the family had a significant and positive correlation with
assertiveness, indicating that those with higher scores on this variable tend to have higher
assertiveness. The financial situation of the family had no significant correlation with
aggressiveness or submissiveness.

Regression analyses followed with a separate analysis for assertiveness,
aggressiveness and submissiveness as criterion measures and the educational level and
financial situation of the parents as predictors. When assertiveness measured with CATS
was the predictor, the regression resulted in a significant model, adjusted R? = .02, F (2,
687) = 8.00, p < .001. As can be seen in Table 6, the parents’ educational level positively
predicted assertiveness. The financial situation of the parents did not contribute
significantly to this model. On the contrary the parents’ educational level negatively
predicted aggressiveness on the regression model R? = .01, F (2, 687) = 4.92, p < .05,
whereas the financial situation of the parents did not contribute significantly to this model
(Table 6). Finally a non-significant model was yielded for the prediction of assertiveness
measured with CAI by the family SES.

Moreover the relation between parenting practices and the socioeconomic status of
the family was examined by conducting correlation and multiple regression analyses.
Table 7 and Table 8 summarize the descriptive statistics and analysis results.

As can be seen in Table 7, the parents’ educational level is positively and
significantly correlated with the following parenting practices: venting of parents,
emotional rewards and emotional warmth. Parent’s educational level was significantly and
negatively related with withdrawal of parents. The financial situation of the family had a
significant and negative correlation with the parenting practice of withdrawal.

Based on the above findings in which the SES was associated and predictive of
assertiveness and aggressiveness it was assumed that the SES would also be associated
with the parenting practices and so we conducted some regression analyses in order to
examine the predictive role of the SES on parenting. Regression analyses followed with a
separate analysis for all nine measured parenting practices as criterion measures and the
educational level and financial situation of the parents together as predictors. Three of the
nine regression models were statistically significant in which the SES (educational level
and financial situation of the family) predicted emotional warmth of parents (R? = .03, F
(2, 680) = 13.22, p <.001), emotional rewards (R? = .04, F (2, 689) = 14.08, p <.001) and
venting of parents (R? = .01, F (2, 691) = 3.11, p < .05). All three models revealed that the
educational level of the parents had a significant positive loading on emotional warmth,

emotional rewards and venting of parents meaning that higher educational level of parents
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would account for higher use of these three parenting practices. The financial status of the
family did not contribute significantly to the regression models showing that it cannot
predict parenting practices. The regression analyses conducted to examine the rest of the
parenting practices with the parents SES did not yield statistically significant models.

Discussion

The purpose of the study was to further examine the nomological network of
assertiveness in relation to parenting practices given the crucial role of parenting in the
socialization of the child (Bornstein and Bradley 2003; Collins et al. 2000; Ponderotto &
Pedersen, 1993; Stocker & Youngblade, 1999). Although parenting practices is a widely
studied area its relation with assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness is
unexplored. Revealing information about this relation is important for the better
understanding of the role of parents in the development of assertiveness thus providing
directions for future interventions and psychoeducational training. A second aim was to
examine the psychometric propertied of the EMBU and 1Y questionnaire used for the first
time in the Greek Cypriot population.

For the most part the study’s hypotheses were confirmed with assertiveness and
aggressiveness having opposite relations to parenting practices supporting the idea that
these constructs are on opposite poles and also mutually exclusive. Specifically, hypothesis
one claiming that “Emotional warmth and appropriate use of rewards (emotional and
material rewards) will be significantly and positively related to assertiveness and
negatively related to aggressiveness” was supported. Results of this study supported that
assertiveness was positively related and significantly predicted by emotional warmth and
emotional rewards and negatively related and significantly predicted by overprotection and
related to rejection while aggressiveness on the contrary was negatively associated and
significantly predicted by emotional warmth and positively related and significantly
predicted by overprotection and positively related to rejection. These findings were in line
with previous studies supporting that the positive dimensions of parenting like emotional
warmth and acceptance are able to promote positive behaviors in children (Gardner, 1989)
and are predictive of prosocial behaviors (Carlo, Mestre, Samper, Tur & Armenta, 2011).
Supporting research evidence claims that emotional warmth and responsiveness in parents
was closely linked with the attainment of social skills and the development of less
internalizing and externalizing problems (Dumas, LaFreniere, & Serketich, 1995).
Rejection was not an important predictor for assertiveness or aggressiveness although it

had a statistically significant relation with both constructs. This finding can be explained
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by the fact that rejection and overprotection were highly intercorellated and thus might be
measuring the same construct and in the regression analysis the overprotection factor had a
stronger effect that covered for the effect of rejection.

Aggressiveness as a maladaptive and negative behavior was negatively related to
emotional warmth as expected since positive parenting practices like emotional warmth are
expected to promote positive behaviors in children. It was assumed that lack of emotional
warmth that might also include lack of support and acceptance might lead to
aggressiveness through the increased anxiety produced and an effort to “survive”. Based
on the findings of previous research emotional warmth seems to play a role in preventing
externalizing behaviors (Dumas, LaFreniere, & Serketich, 1995) thus we assume that the
absence of emotional warmth may promote the externalizing behavior of aggressiveness.
Aggressiveness was also found to be positively related to overprotection and rejection in
this study, a finding that is in line with previous results indicating that overprotection
increases the risk for developing both internalizing and externalizing psychopathologies
(depression, anxiety, phobic disorders) (Arrindell, Emmelkamp, Monsma, & Brilman,
1983; Burbach, Kashani, & Rosenberg, 1989; Gerlsma, Snijders, Van Duijn, &
Emmelkamp, 1997). Other research findings support that rejecting parenting practices can
promote externalizing behaviors (MacKinnon-Lewis, Starnes, Volling, & Johnson, 1997)
contrary to warmth, responsiveness, and accepting parenting that was found to inhibit the
development of aggressiveness and hostility in children (Maccoby, 1983). Negative
parenting practices in general have been associated with poor social behavior and
aggressive behavior (Unnnever, 2005; Schwartz, 1997, 1998). The reason for finding that
other parenting practices, also examined in this study, did not reveal a relation with
assertiveness and aggressiveness may be attributed to the low reliability of the subscales,
like for example the rejection subscale.

Submissiveness was found to be associated with emotional warmth, a common
positive parenting practice also related with assertiveness. This may initially appear
contrary to hypotheses but may be explainable by the fact that assertiveness and
submissiveness measured with CATS have a low positive correlation. To further clarify
this somewhat puzzling finding using this interpretation partial correlation was conducted
between submissiveness and emotional warmth while controlling for assertiveness; when
controlling for assertiveness the relation between submissiveness and emotional warmth
was no longer significant which supports this assertion. Submissiveness was also found to
be positively related to material rewards leading to the assumption that emotional warmth

and rewards might be understood as too much support that resulted in the counter-effective
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outcome of discouraging the child’s independence thus making them more submissive. The
results for the three hypotheses above have been also verified by the extreme groups’
comparisons in the ANOVA analysis results.

The fourth hypothesis predicted that the socioeconomic status of the family would
be significantly and positively related to positive parenting practices. This was also
partially supported from the results of this study. Educational level of the parents was
positively associated with the use of the venting practice from parents, emotional warmth
and emotional rewards. Emotional warmth and emotional rewards can be considered
positive parenting practices and were hypothesized to be positively related to higher SES
and supported by findings. Venting although it is not clearly a positive parenting practice,
here it is obviously considered as positive as supported by the results suggesting that
parents think that this parenting practice is something positive as a responsive and
involvement type of behavior opposite to punishment or withdrawal. Parent’s educational
level was significantly and negatively related with the parenting practice of withdrawal as
hypothesized since withdrawal can be considered a negative parenting practice and was
expected to be negatively related to parent’s educational level and SES generally. These
findings are in line with previous research supporting that the relation between
socioeconomic status affects parenting practices (Trickett, et al.,, 1991) and more
specifically that low SES may predict parenting practices like child neglect and abuse
(Ondersma, 2002). Another research supported that higher educational level of parents was
associated with lower authoritarian and permissive parenting and lower educational level
with higher authoritative parenting (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, & Roberts, 1987).
Generally research findings support that parents’ education is positively correlated with
permissive, kind, nonjudgmental parenting and negatively correlated with neglectful

parenting (Glasgow, Dornbusch, Troyer, & Steinberg, 1997).

Moreover the family’s financial status was not found able to predict parental
practices suggesting that education is more directly related to how parents treat their
children than their financial situation, contrary to the previous suggestion that it was stress
associated with low SES that leads to poor parenting practices. This is a potentially
important finding in the current context, because, although little may be able to be done
about the stress associated with low SES, more can potentially be done to educate parents

about helpful parenting behaviors through preventive interventions.

Finally this study examined the relation of the family SES with assertiveness,

aggressiveness and submissiveness for the first time with results supporting that
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assertiveness is positively related to the educational level of the parents and aggressiveness
negatively related with the educational level of the parents. Submissiveness had no
statistically significant relation with the parent’s educational level. Financial status had no
statistically significant relation with any of the three communicational constructs studied.
These findings are partly in line with previous evidence that linked low SES with higher
levels of emotional and behavioral difficulties, including anxiety and conduct disorders
(Goodman, 1999; Spencer et al., 2002) antisocial and aggressive behavior in children and
adolescent (Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994; McCoy, Firck, Loney, & Ellis, 1999; Molnar et
al., 2008; Patterson, Kupersmidt & Vaden, 1990). They are also supportive of previous
evidence that educational level of parents is positively related to social competence and
negatively related to emotional and behavioral problems of the child (Duncan, Brooks-
Gunn, & Klebanov, 1994). Other research findings also supported that aggressiveness and
antisocial behavior was associated with low SES (Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994; McCoy,
Firck, Loney, & Ellis, 1999; Patterson, Kupersmidt & Vaden, 1990). Based on the findings
of this study it can be supported that the educational level of the parents is an important
factor for the development of assertive behavior and this may be attributed to the fact that
parents with a higher educational level have more knowledge and put more effort in the
social skills development of their children or even they themselves are more assertive
because of their higher educational level and act as role models to their children.

Regarding the second aim on the study the present study the psychometric
properties of the EMBU and the IY measures were examined. Based on the analyses
conducted both instruments, EMBU and 1Y, showed good psychometric properties.
Regarding the EMBU’s internal consistency, after EFA and removing the mis-fitting items,
alphas were moderate to high similar to previous studies (Gerlsma, Arrindell, Van der
Veen & Emmelkamp, 1991; Penclo, Viladrich & Doménech, 2012). The construct validity
of the EMBU was also supported based on the fact that the positive parenting practice of
emotional warmth was correlated with other positive parenting practices (emotional
rewards) and positive behaviors (assertiveness) and negatively related to negative
parenting practices (punishment and withdrawal of parents). The negative parenting
subscales of EMBU namely rejection and overprotection were correlated between them
and with the negative parenting practice of punishment and with the negative behavior of
aggressiveness. Regarding the psychometric properties of the 1Y the internal consistency
for each of the derived subscales, after removal of the mis-fitting items alphas were low to

moderate. Nonetheless the construct validity of the I'Y measure was supported from the
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negative relation of the punishment and withdrawal subscales of the 1Y and with the
emotional warmth subscale of the EMBU measure and the positive relation with the
negative parenting practices of rejection and overprotection of the EMBU measure as

expected.

The results of this study generally provide evidence that parenting practices are
mostly and strongly associated with assertiveness and aggressiveness in children and more
specifically that assertiveness is associated and predicted by positive parenting practices
while aggressiveness is associated and predicted by negative parenting practices.
Regarding the SES of the family it was supported by the results of the study that
educational factors appear to carry the greatest share of the variance in the SES with high
parents’ educational level may predict assertiveness while low parents’ educational level
may predict aggressiveness. In light of these findings we would suggest that since parents
play such an important role in their children’s assertiveness and aggressiveness, parenting
training programs, workshops and seminars can utilize these findings focusing on the
benefits of positive parental practices that have the potential to promote assertiveness and
protect against the development of aggressive behavior. A strong point of this study is that
information data regarding the parenting practices were collected from children and
parents combined and with a very big sample size. The findings of this study should be
taken under the light of the limitation that data were based on self and parent report
measures that pose the possibility that the answers given are socially biased. Moreover
although we observed all the above mentioned associations the effects cannot be seen as
causative due to the fact that the data of this research are cross sectional. Another
limitation was that use of the IY measure which had a lower than desired internal
reliability and maybe that is why fewer significant results were found for its subscales.
These findings are preliminary and future research is needed to try to replicate these results
in other cultures and ages and also add to the knowledge by examining other predictors of
assertiveness. Moreover further longitudinal research maybe shed light concerning the
causality of these relations. Finally these results can be utilized in the psychoeducation
training for parents regarding the social skills and assertiveness of the children.

The findings of the present study have positive implications for psychologist,
parents and school personnel. It was found in the current study that the negative parenting
practices are associated with aggressiveness and positive parenting practices with
assertiveness. We suggest that this is important information to be embedded in

psychoeducation of parents, specifically to train them in using more acceptance, positive
113



refocusing, planning, positive reappraisal and putting into perspective emotion regulation
strategies. Furthermore based on the above findings school psychologists should also take
into account the parenting a child is growing up with when examining issues of
aggressiveness or lack of assertiveness or when teaching social skills and work together
with the parents for better and more sustainable effects. Moreover school personnel may
help in an indirect way since they cannot directly change the parenting practices but they
can teach coping strategies to the children in order to promote socioemotional development

to counteract potential negative parenting practices at home.
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Table 1

Cronbach’s alpha of the subscales of Parenting Practices from the Incredible
Years tool (1Y) and the EMBU

Construct Cronbach’s alpha

Venting of parents (1Y) 71

Punishment (1Y) 13

Emotional rewards (1Y) 12

Material rewards (1Y) 71

Withdrawal of parent (1Y) 44

Corporal punishment (1Y) .67

Emotional Warmth (EMBU) .18

Rejection (EMBU) .68

Overprotection (EMBU) .69
Table 2

Interrelations between parenting practices

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.Venting of parents 1

2.Punishment 27" 1

3.Withdrawal of parents -.02 39 1

4.Corporal punishment 20 28" 15" 1

5.Emotional rewards 217 .03 .00 -.03 1

6.Material rewards 21 12" .06 03 26" 1

7.Emotional warmth -.00 -16™ -14>  -04 14"  -03 1
8.0verprotection .05 A1 .05 .02 -.05 03  -05 1
9.Rejection .07 09" .00 04  -02 .03 03 577 1

* p<.05, *H<.001

Table 3

Correlations between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness and

Parenting practices

Variable Assertiveness  Assertiveness  Aggressiveness  Submissiveness
CATS CAI CATS CATS
Rejection -.08* -.10%* .08** .01
Emotional Warmth 267 21%% - .26 2%
Overprotection -.15%* -.08* A5%* -.05
Venting of Parent -.01 -.04 .01 -.00
Punishment -.01 .03 .05 .00
Emotional rewards 10%* .10* -.04 .01
Material Rewards .06 -.00 -.03 .09*
Withdrawal -.04 -.02 -.01 -.02
Corporal Punishment .05 .01 .03 .02

*p<.05, *<.001
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Table 4
Regressions between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness and
Parenting practices

Variable Assertiveness Assertiveness Aggressiveness Submissiveness
CATS CAl CATS CATS
B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B B SEB

Rejection w 006 0 -0 @ 07 - 05 0 oM »6 o
Emotional warmth 20 0 2% o0 o1 1K -2 | -3 10 B8
Overprotection 13 4 4% -3 @ -8 1 o4 * 06 04 -06
Venting of parent -03 02 -05 02 01 -08 -00 02 -00 -0 02 -02
Punishment m s w8 ® o 0,8 @ 3 ¢} w 0B o
Emotional rewards 0 06 06 o7 2 10° 02 06 2 -6 06 -4
Material rewards “ o o6 0 -0 -2 -0 04 -3 ™ o A
Withdrawal -4 04 -4 -2 @ -4 05 05 -4 -3 06 -0
Corporal punishment 20 .13 6 00 06 -0 M 13 (17 6 13 (17
*p<.05, **<.001
Table 5
Correlations between Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and Submissiveness with
Socioeconomic status or the family

Parents’ Assertiveness  Assertiveness  Aggressiveness  Submissiveness

SES CATS CAl CATS CATS
Educational 15%* .06 -11%* .05
level
Financial .08* .02 -.01 .00
situation
* p<.05, **<.001
Table 6
Regression analysis Assertiveness, Aggressiveness and assertiveness with the
Socioeconomic status or the family
Parents’ SES Assertiveness Assertiveness Aggressiveness Submissiveness

CATS CAl CATS CATS

B SEB B B SEB SEB B B SEB B

level
Financial 07 13 03 -00 o7
situation

B B
Educational 5 16 14% 13 08 06 -5 17 13 23 17 06
0 12

14 03 -07 14 -02

*p<.05, **<.001
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Table 7
Correlations between Parenting practices with Socioeconomic status or the family

Parents’ Socioeconomic Educational level of parents Financial situation of parents
Status
Venting of parents .08* -.01
Punishment -.03 -.06
Withdrawal of parents -.10* -.10**
Corporal punishment -.00 -.01
Emotional rewards 19" .01
Material rewards -.01 -.06
Overprotection -.02 -.05
Emotional warmth 197 A1
Rejection .00 .00

*p<.05, **<.001

Table 8
Regression analysis Parenting practices and with the socioeconomic status or the family
Parents’ Venting of Punishment Withdrawal of Corporal Emotional
SES parents parents punishment rewards

B B B B B p B SB p B SB B B =B

Educaionl 72 29 10 -07 26 -0Ff -27 15 -07 0 0 0 6 .11

level

Financial |31 24 -5 -8 2 -6 -23 13 -07 -02 04 -01 -15 09

situation

*p<.05, **p<.001

117



Table 8 continued
Regression analysis Parenting practices and with the socioeconomic status or the family

Variable Material rewards Overprotection ~ Emotional warmth Rejection

B SEB B B SEB p B SEB B B SEB P

Education 07 18 01 -4 18  -01 80 19 17 02 13 01
level

Financial -26 15 -07 -16 5 -4 17 15 1) 03 q1 01
situation

*p<.05, **p<.001
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Study 4

Parenting practices and children’s assertiveness: mediation through social anxiety

and psychopathy
Introduction

The influence of parenting practices on children’s social skills is well established,
however little is known about which mechanisms link parenting practices with children’s
social skills and especially assertiveness. The relation of parenting practices and
assertiveness has been established in Study 3 of the present research and more specifically
it was shown that negative parenting practices predict lack of assertiveness, opposite to

positive parenting practices which predict the presence of assertiveness.

The parent child relation was chosen to be examined driven by Kochanska’s (1995,
1997) previous work supporting the importance of the simultaneous study of parental
practices and child psychological characteristic and their relation with the child’s behavior,
since parents play an enormous role in the socialization process of children. Furthermore
parenting practices have been examined in relation with psychopathy since previous
research revealed that familial and societal variables were highly correlated with
psychopathy (Marshall & Cooke, 1999). A developmental psychopathology approach
suggests that environmental factors influence the developmental course of psychopathy
(Todd, et al. 1995) and by altering the environment may change this course (McDonald, et.
al., 2011). However the opposite effect may also be evident in the sense that children’s
social behavior may elicit certain parenting practices but in the present study we are only
examining the direction of influence from parents to children. If so then intervening on the
child’s environment and the parenting practices the developmental course of psychopathy
may change and in turn its indirect relation with assertiveness or by treating psychopathy
traits may change the relation between parenting and social behavior of the child.
Moreover such research results can inform and better target intervention programs for both
children and parents in order to identify children that do not benefit at all or as much from
traditional existing interventions or treatment, as this has been defined as of high
importance in child psychotherapy research (Owens et al., 2003). Regarding the construct
of social anxiety previous research supported its relation with parenting practices. Certain
parenting practices described by overprotection, emotional over involvement, hostility,
control, criticism and rejection have been associated with the development and

maintenance of social anxiety in children (Anhalt & Morris, 2008; Aslam, 2014; Greco &
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Morris, 2002; Gulley, Merikangas, Lieb, Wittchen & Avenevoli, 2003; Oppenheimer, &
Hankin, 2013; Rork & Morris, 2009). Based on the above findings it can be assumed social
anxiety treatments and interventions should take into account the negative parenting
practices used by the children’s, as it has also been supported by Garcia’s-Lopez (2014)

previous research.

Nevertheless we cannot assume, based on these results, that the direct relation
between assertiveness and parenting practices is not influenced and depended on the
child’s psychological characteristics. The relation of the psychological characteristics of
children (psychopathy, callous unemotional and social anxiety) with assertiveness was
established in Study 1. These findings mainly, stress the need for searching for processes
and mechanisms that link parenting practices to assertiveness. The question that arises is
what happens to the relation of parenting practices and assertiveness when the
abovementioned characteristics of the child are also evident? Do negative parenting
practices still predict lack of assertiveness and positive parenting practices still predict
assertiveness? In order to get a more complete picture of how assertive behavior of
children is influenced by parenting practices and psychological characteristic of the child
we need to simultaneously examine the effect that the child’s characteristics and the

parenting practices have on assertiveness.

The goal in Study 4 is to go further than the basic correlations and predictions
found in the previous studies (Study 1, 3) in order to identify those personal characteristic
of children that may explain some of the variance that is not explained by the direct
relation between parenting practices and assertiveness. The aim of the present study was to
investigate in more depth the associations established in Studyl and Study 3 between
parenting practices and assertiveness and child individual characteristics and assertiveness,
as part of the general aim of this dissertation to further understand assertiveness
considering the fact that it is a key dimension of healthy functioning during childhood and
adolescence (Kim, 2003).

Non-assertive behaviors humper social development and are highly correlated with
fear, social anxiety and aggression while on the contrary assertive behaviors promote
healthy social development. As the previous studies of the present research examined the
nomological network of assertiveness, by studying the correlations and predictors of
assertiveness this last study aimed at examining the mediation role of some of the

children’s characteristics - that were previously examined and found to be statistically

120



correlated with assertiveness in Studies 1, 2, 3 - in order to identify the combination of

factors that best predict assertiveness.

More specifically the present study examined the mediation role of children’s
social anxiety, psychopathy measured with TriPm and callous unemotional traits on the
relation of parenting practices and assertiveness. Though numerous studies have examined
the role of parenting (Beyers & Goossens, 2008; Denham, Mitchell-Copeland, Strandberg,
Auerbach & Blair, 1997; Rothbaum, & Weisz, 1994) and the role of social anxiety and
psychopathy on children’s social competence, no other research to our knowledge has
previously examined the mediating role of the psychological characteristics of social
anxiety and psychopathy on the relation of parenting practices and assertiveness. Emphasis
was put on parenting practices not only based on the fact that parenting practices predict
assertive behavior but also based on previous research that has recognized the relation
between ineffective parenting practices and the development of externalizing (Kochanska,
1997a) and internalizing behavior in children (Greco & Morris 2002; Lieb et al. 2000;
Wood et al. 2003).

In order to examine the mediating role of social anxiety and psychopathy on the
relation of parenting practices and assertiveness hypothetical mediation models were built
based on the assumption that the relation between positive and negative parenting
practices, which are considered external influential factors, on the behavioral trait of
assertiveness might be mediated by the children’s psychological characteristics like social
anxiety and psychopathy. All constructs used in the hypothesized models were found to be
correlated between them based on the correlation results of Study 1, 3 and 4. More
specifically, based on the correlation and regression results of Study 1, the constructs used
in the hypothesized models as mediators were social anxiety, psychopathy measured with
TriPm and callous unemotional traits as these constructs were found to have a statistically
significant relation with assertiveness and parenting practices. The parenting practices
included in the hypothesized models were overprotection as a negative parenting practice
and emotional warmth as a positive parenting practice as they also were found to have a
statistically significant relation with assertiveness in Study 3 (Figure 1). A prediction that
followed from our hypothesized models is that parental practices would interact with
children’s psychological characteristics to predict assertive behavior in children. Therefore,
parenting practices were predicted to have a stronger relation with assertiveness when
psychopathy characteristics and social anxiety are evident in children than directly,

irrespective of children’s characteristics.
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Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used in order to test the plausibility of this
study’s hypothesis. SEM analysis assesses and corrects the measurement error something
that is not done in other methods like regressions, which can lead to inaccuracies if the
errors ignored are large. Finally, the SEM analysis allowed us to model multivariate

relations and estimate interval indirect effects (Bentler, 1980).

Relations between parenting practices and children’s social anxiety, psychopathy

traits and assertiveness

Parenting practices have been associated with the development of children’s social
competence and social functioning and with externalizing and internalizing behaviors.
Positive parenting practices were found to promote children’s social competence (Putallaz,
1987) contrary to negative parenting practices that were associated with lower
development of social skills in adolescents (Melby, Conger, Conger & Lorenz, 1993).
Parenting practices are undoubtedly an important factor to the development and/or
maintenance of child social anxiety (Bruch et al. 1989; Greco and Morris 2002; Lieb et al.
2000; Wood et al. 2003). Research supports a relationship between social anxiety and
parenting styles characterized by overprotection and low warmth (Bruch et al., 1989; Lieb
et al., 2000; Masia & Morris, 1998; Rapee, 1997; Wood, McLeod, Sigman, Hwang, &
Chu, 2003). The parenting dimension of low acceptance/warmth has also been associated
with the development of child anxiety suggesting that low levels of parental warmth and
responsiveness may produce stress to the child because the child acquires the knowledge
that his/her actions may not influence their environment (Dumas, LaFreniere, & Serketich,
1995; Hudson & Rapee, 2001; Moore, Whaley, & Sigman, 2004). Moreover parental
overprotection seems to play an important role in the development of childhood anxiety
since parental control promotes a dependency of the child on the parent and a sense of lack
of control leading to the development of trait anxiety (Chambers, Power, & Durham, 2004;
Chorpita & Barlow, 1998; Greco & Morris, 2002; Krohne & Hock, 1991; Mattanah, 2001).
Nevertheless the findings regarding the relation of parenting practices and internalizing
behaviors like anxiety and social anxiety are mixed since other research results supported
that parenting practices are not associated with internalizing behaviors of the child (Berg-
Nielsen, Vikan & Dahl, 2002).

Parental practices have also been found to predict children’s externalizing
behaviors. Previous research findings support that low levels of emotional warmth and

high levels of rejection and overprotection were associated with psychopathological
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symptoms. Parents’ overprotection was repeatedly found to be related to a higher risk for
the development of children’s externalizing psychopathologies (Arrindell, Emmelkamp,
Monsma, & Brilman, 1983; Gerlsma, Snijders, Van Duijn, & Emmelkamp, 1997). More
specifically overprotective parenting was associated with less behavioral autonomy and
more externalizing behaviors (Holmbeck, Johnson, Wills, McKernon, Rose, Erklin, &
Kemper, 2002). Furthermore parenting practices and psychopathy research have associated
CU traits with specific parenting practices (Fanti & Centifanti, 2014). Pardini et al. (2007)
supported that parental warmth is a protective factor against the development of CU traits

while also it can reduce existing CU traits.

All the above mentioned constructs have been previously examined in Study 1 and
Study 3 of the present research. The constructs of social anxiety, psychopathy measured
with TriPM, callous unemotional traits and the parenting practices of emotional warmth
and overprotection all had a statistically significant relation with and significantly

predicted assertiveness as previously found in Study 1 and Study 3 of the present research.

Social anxiety and psychopathy as mediators of the relation between parenting

practices and children’s assertiveness

Given the fact that parenting practices of emotional warmth and overprotection
have been associated with both psychological characteristics (social anxiety and
psychopathy) and social behavioral competence of the children, it was hypothesized that
the effects of parental practices on children’s social skills are at least partly mediated by
children’s psychological characteristics. Children with parents who use more positive
parenting practices like emotional warmth and themselves have good mental health would
be expected to be more socially skilled and act assertively. Contrary to this, children with
parents who use more negative parenting practices like overprotection and themselves tend
to have social anxiety or psychopathy traits would be expected to be less socially skilled

and act unassertively.

Previous similar research has examined a number of child characteristics that may
mediate the parenting practices used in association with children’s social behavior. For
example, there is evidence that the effects of parenting practices (emotional warmth) on
children’s social competence were partially mediated by children’s self-regulatory
capacities (Eisenberg, Spinrad and Cumberland, 1998). Moreover the study of Eisenberg
et. al. (2001) also supported a mediation model in which the relation of maternal expressed

emotion with children’s social competence was mediated through children’s regulation.
123



Other researchers examined the relation of parenting practices and antisocial behavior and
how this relation differs according to the psychological characteristics of the children,
which were found to mediate this association (Agnew, 1992; Berkowitz, 1990).

In the present study we only focused on externalizing and internalizing
characteristics of the child as potential mediators, based on the findings of Study 1 and
Study 3, which found these to be related to assertiveness. Other characteristics of the child
like emotion regulation are not examined as mediators because our own findings did not
show them to specifically predict assertiveness. However as previous research supports
that emotion dys-regulation is associated with both internalizing and externalizing
pathologies in children (Eisenberg, et. al., 2001; Hill, Degnan, Calkins & Keane, 2006;
Zeman, Shipman & Suveg, 2002), the model we tested is similar to those described by
Eisenberg et. al. above where instead of emotion regulation being the mediator we
examined whether internalizing and externalizing symptoms could mediate this
association. On the basis of the above mentioned findings of the present dissertation and
past research, we expected that in the examined mediation model, social anxiety and
psychopathy traits would be negatively related with assertiveness and play a mediating role
in the relation between parental practices (emotional warmth and overprotection) and

assertiveness.
Overview of the Model

Figure 1 outlines the conceptual model for studying assertiveness in children
depicting the relationship between predictors (left) and outcome (right). Parenting practices
are viewed as predictors of the outcome of childhood assertiveness. Predictors have a
direct relation with the outcomes but the model also includes mediating processes that
account for the relationship between predictors and the outcome variable through processes

that may explain the direct relationship.
Current study

Based on the above it was hypothesized that the relationship between parenting
practices and children’s assertiveness would be significantly mediated by children’s social
anxiety, psychopathy measured with TriPM and callous unemotional traits. More
specifically, the following hypotheses were tested:

1. The indirect relationship between positive parenting practices (emotional warmth)

and assertiveness through the mediating role of psychopathy measured with TriPM,
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callous unemotional traits and social anxiety will be significantly stronger than the
direct relationship between positive parenting practices (emotional warmth) and
assertiveness.

2. The indirect relationship between negative parenting practices (overprotection) and
assertiveness through the mediating role of psychopathy measured with TriPM,
callous unemotional traits and social anxiety will be significantly stronger than the
direct relationship between negative parenting practices (overprotection) and
assertiveness.

Method

Participants

The participants of this study were the children and parents as described in the

methodology chapter that proceeded.
Measures

For Study 4 we used data collected selected from the measures used in the previous
Study 1 and Study 3.

Data Analysis Procedures

Data were initially examined for non-normality. Pearson correlations where also
executed in order to further examine the nomological network of assertiveness. Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) techniques were utilized to investigate the hypothesized
models. First, simple mediation model analyses were employed to evaluate each specific
direct and indirect relationship in the hypothesized model. The overall fit of each model
was examined based on the following recommended goodness-of-fit indices and
corresponding guidelines regarding fit adequacy: chi-square (y%); goodness-of-fit index
(GFI) and comparative fit index (CFI) >. 90 (acceptable fit) and > .95 (good fit);
Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) < .08 (good fit); and root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) < .08 (adequate fit) and < .06 (good fit; Byrne, 2001,
Kline, 2005). Second, the models were examined using a step-wise part model analyses.
Mediators were chosen via hypothesized and theoretically related path models based on
finding from Study 1 and Study 3. In these mediation analyses the variance explained of
the mediating variables (M), is considered to influence the relation between independent
(X) variables, which represent the predictors, and dependent (Y) ones, which represent the
outcomes. For the main outcome variable, full and partial mediation processes were
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examined. This reflects the predictors’ effects on the outcome through a third variable
(mediator). Mediation effects are therefore referred to as indirect effects. To test these
effects a significant test for mediation through 2000 bootstrapped samples was employed.
The bias corrected and accelerated 95% confidence intervals were then examined. The
models determine whether indirect effects vary at the upper and lower levels; BC 95% CI
(indirect effects are reported in the upper and lower levels; BC 95% Cl).

Mediating effects of the targeted variables including social anxiety (e.g. measured
with social phobia and anxiety inventory-brief form; SPAI-B), callous unemotional traits
(measures with inventory of callous- unemotional traits; ICU) and psychopathy (measured
with Triarchic Psychopathy Measure; TriPM), were examined in the relation between
parenting practices (e.g., overprotection and emotional warmth; predictors) and
assertiveness (assertiveness, measured with CATS and CAI). Assertiveness measured with
CATS was used in the mediation models for callous unemotional traits and psychopathy
traits measured with TriPM and assertiveness measured with CAIl was used in the
mediation model with social anxiety based on the correlation and regression analyses of
Study 1 and so only the measures that has a statistically significant correlation or predicted
assertiveness were used.

All variables in the structural models were treated as observed measures and all
statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS 22.0 (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, IL) and IBM
SPSS AMOS 20 (Arbuckle, 2011).

Results
Correlation Analysis

There was no violation of normality, thus no manipulation of the data was
executed. Bivariate correlations between assertiveness, social anxiety, psychopathy and
parenting practices were computed to assess the relation between the constructs. Results
from the correlation analysis showed that there were weak but statistically significant
negative correlations between emotional warmth and callous unemotional traits (r=-.21)
and a higher negative correlation between emotional warmth and psychopathy measured
with TriPM (r=-.43). Overprotection was positively related to social anxiety (r=.21),
callous unemotional (r=.17) and psychopathy measured with TriPM (r=.29) (Table 1).
Mediation Effects

In order to examine the contribution of each hypothesized mediator in the relation
between parenting practices and children’s assertiveness, a series of path models were

performed. In each model, parenting practices, including overprotection and emotional
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warmth, predict child characteristics, which in turn predict children’s social behaviors
(assertiveness).

Initially, a model without mediation was tested with parenting practices predicting
assertiveness directly (Figure 1). Residuals of overprotection, emotional warmth and
assertiveness were allowed to correlate each other. Error covariance between parenting
practices were expected as these variables originate from the same measure and thus items’
content overlap (Egna Minnen Betriffande Uppfostran (EMBU), “My memories of
upbringing” Adolescent version). Results demonstrate an overall good model fit (Table 2,
Model A).

Then, a series of path models examined whether hypothetical mediators affect the
relation of parental practices and children’s assertiveness. First, the mediating effects of
psychopathy traits on the relation between overprotection and emotional warmth on
assertiveness, measured with CATS, were estimated. Results showed that the effects of
parenting overprotection are fully mediated by higher levels of psychopathy. That is,
higher psychopathy mediates the negative effects of overprotection upon children’s
assertiveness. In contrast, the effects of parenting emotional warmth are partially mediated
by psychopathy meaning that the positive effects of emotional warmth are weaker when
the relation is mediated by psychopathic traits in children (Figure 2).

The mediating effects of callous unemotional traits between the relation of
overprotection and emotional warmth on assertiveness measured with the CATS showed a
general very good model fit (Table 2, Model I1). The effects of parenting practices on
children’ assertiveness is partially mediated by children’s callous unemotional traits,
because the direct effect remains statistically significant (Table 3, Model 11). In this model,
though, partial mediation is inferred since the effects of parenting practices on the
assertiveness are significant in each of the path models. Thus, parenting practices
significantly affect callous unemotional traits which in turn negatively predict children’s
assertiveness (Figure 3).

Finally a third model examined the mediating effects of social anxiety in the
relation of overprotection and emotional warmth with assertiveness (measured with CAl).
The overall fit of this model was good (Table 2, Model IlI), but there were neither
significant direct effects of overprotection on assertiveness, nor of social anxiety on
assertiveness. Thus, no mediation effects can be interpreted. There was only a direct
relation between emotional warmth and assertiveness, but there was no indirect effect
through social anxiety. Therefore, no overall mediation effects of social anxiety in the

relation between parenting practices and assertiveness can be inferred (Figure 4).
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Discussion

Although it has been found in Study 3 of the present research that parenting
practices (emotional warmth and overprotection) do affect children’s assertiveness but the
process and mechanism behind it has not yet been fully explored or understood. We
hypothesized that one mechanism that might explain the relation between parenting
practices and assertiveness may be trough children’s psychological characteristics like
social anxiety, psychopathy measured with TriPm and callous unemotional traits, three
constructs examined in Study 1 that were found to have a statistically significant
correlation and also predict assertiveness. This is in light of previous findings (Eysenberg
et al, 1998) that emotional dysregulation may mediate the association between parenting
and child social behaviors, as dysregulation is associated with both internalizing and
externalizing characteristics. Parents using positive parenting practices (emotional warmth)
were expected to have a positive influence on their children’s mental wellbeing and
consequently children with better social skills (assertiveness). On the contrary parents
using negative parenting practices (overprotection) were expected to have a negative
influence on their children’s mental wellbeing (social anxiety, psychopathy, callous
unemotional) and consequently children with better social skills (assertiveness).

Correlational analysis revealed a negative correlation of parents’ emotional warmth
and externalizing behaviors (psychopathy measured with TriPM and callous unemotional
traits). On the contrary overprotection, as a negative parenting practice, revealed a positive
correlation with internalizing (social anxiety) and externalizing behaviors. Based on these
results we can suggest that emotional warmth can be a protective factor for children with
psychopathic characteristics while to the contrary overprotection can be a promoting factor
for internalizing and externalizing behaviors, which in turn negatively affect social
behavior. This is in line with previous research supporting that negative parenting
practices like low levels of parental warmth contribute to the development of problem
behaviors (Capaldi, 1991; East, 1991), while levels of parental warmth, support the
development of conflict-resolution and communication skills in children (Kochanska,
1993; 1987; Pettit et al., 1988).

A hypothesized model was tested, using SEM, in which children’s psychological
characteristics mediated - in three different models one for each of the constructs of social
anxiety, psychopathy TriPM and callous unemotional traits — the association between
parenting practices and assertiveness. The plausibility of the hypothesized model was
confirmed, mediation was supported in the prediction of assertiveness through the

externalizing behaviors of psychopathy measured with TriPm and callous unemotional
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traits. These findings are in line with previous research supporting the relation between
negative parenting and externalizing behaviors (Aunola & Nurmi, 2005). Furthermore, our
own findings show that in turn externalizing symptoms predict lower assertiveness.
Therefore, externalizing symptoms seem to explain at least partially the association
between parenting behaviors and children’s way of interacting socially.

In contrast, evidence regarding the association between parenting and internalizing
behaviors (anxiety and depression) is more mixed, with some studies not supporting this
association (Berg-Nielsen, Vikan & Dahl, 2002; Stormshak, Bierman, McMahon, &
Lengua, 2000) contrary to other research that supported the existence of a relation between
negative parenting and anxiety (Greco & Morris 2002; Lieb et al. 2000; Rapee, 1997,
Wood et al. 2003). In the present study mediation was not evident through social anxiety in
the relation between parenting practices (emotional warmth and overprotection) and
assertiveness. To the degree that the association between negative parenting and child
internalizing behavior is not very strong, this may in part explain why the mediating
association was also not found significant in the present study. However, it should be noted
that in the current study, parenting was found to correlate with child social anxiety, as it is
shown in Table 1 overprotection parenting is positively associated with social anxiety in
children, which is what permitted us to test the mediational relationship. The fact that
mediation was not supported probably indicates that the effect of parenting on the child’s
social behavior remains significant irrespective of whether or not the child demonstrates
social anxiety symptoms. The reason why internalizing behavior does not mediate the
strong association between parenting practices and children assertiveness unlike
externalizing behaviors that seem to mediate this relation can be attributed to the different
nature and the behavior elicited by children with internalizing and externalizing behavior.
More specifically externalizing is by definition a behavior characterized by anger,
aggression and difficult to control (Cole, Zahn-Waxler, Fox, Usher, & Welsh, 1996;
Kovacs & Devlin, 1998) and as such it may be more difficult to contain by parents and it
might even have some impact on parents behaviors. Moreover previous other research
supported that parenting is influenced by the child’s externalizing behaviors since parents
with children with externalizing behaviors reported more negative impact on social life,
more negative feelings about parenting, and higher child-related stress (Donenberg &
Baker, 1993). On the other hand internalizing behaviors are characterized by withdrawal,
fearfulness, inhibition, and anxiety (Eisenberg et al., 2001) and as so would be expected to

be easier to control and influence and may even have less influence on parenting practices.
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Regarding psychopathy, the findings in Study 4 suggested that the way to improve
the effect of parenting on assertiveness is by changing psychopathy. Other ways of
decreasing psychopathic behaviors and traits in children may also be expected to affect
social behavior in spite of poor parenting practices. Generally based on the results of the
SEM analysis we can assume that the relation of parenting practices and assertiveness is
mediated by externalizing behaviors (psychopathy and callous unemotional traits) but not
by internalizing behaviors (social anxiety).

Although the results from Study 4 provide a start to understanding the relations
between parenting practices and assertiveness in children and adolescents, the
correlational and cross sectional nature of the study confines the interpretation of the
results in relation of the predictive role of parenting practices in the development of social
skills in children. Another limitation of this study involves the reliance only on children’s
reports for the parenting practices. However, children’s responses may be biased from the
intimate relation towards their parents or give more socially accepted answers. Future
research in this area may profit from use of multiple methods for assessing relations
between parenting and children social skills and also by examining different parenting
strategies and other contextual and individual factors as predictors of assertiveness.

The present findings have important implications for practice and particularly for
the prevention of externalizing behaviors in children and adolescents. The findings of this
study propose that children with high externalizing behaviors who perceive their received
parenting as negative are candidates for participating in intervention programs for children
and parents. Such intervention programs would for example emphasize the increase of
emotional warmth and the reduction of rejection and overprotection similar to previous
such intervention programs (Hawes and Dadds 2005) and also intervention programs
targeting children’s externalizing behaviors (Burke, Loeber, & Birmhamer, 2002; Loeber,
Burke, Lahey, Winters & Zera, 2000). Moreover the reduction of social anxiety that will
have a positive impact on assertiveness can also be targeted through parents as described in
previous research supporting that when parenting practices like overprotection and
emotional over involvement are reduced so is social anxiety in children (Garcia-Lopez,

Diaz-Castela, Muela-Martinez, Espinosa-Fernandez, 2014).
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Table 1

Correlation coefficients between Assertiveness, Social anxiety, Psychopathy and
parenting practices

Assertiveness Assertiveness — Social Callous  Psychopathy Emotional
CATS CAl Anxiety Unemotional  TriPM warmth
Assertiveness 1
CATS
Assertiveness o
CAl 24 1
Social anxiety 02 .15 1
Callous -20™ 11 -03 1
unemotional
Psychopathy . o .
THPM -.35 .06 -.15 .32 1
Emotional
motiona 26" 21" -0l 21 43 1
warmth
Overprotection 15" - 08" 91 17 g™ _05

***=p< 001;**= p<.01; *=p<.05
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Table 2

Comparison of Alternative Models

Models e Df RMSEA SRMR  CFI GFlI
(LO -HI)

Model A 2.868 1 .04 .01 97 99
(.00-.11)

Model | 2.868 1 .04 .01 .99 99

S (0013

TriPM

Model 11 2.868 1 .04 01 .98 99

Callous Unemotional (.00- 11)

Model I 2.868 1 05 .01 .98 99

Social Anxiety (.00- 11)

Notes. N=902; df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA=root-mean-square- error- of
approximation;

SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; GFI=
Goodness- of-Fit Index.* ps <.001
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Table 3

Mean Direct and Indirect Effects (SE) of Parenting Practices on Assertiveness through
Psychopathy (TriPM),
Social anxiety and Callous unemotional, and Confidence Intervals

Paths Direct effects Indirect effects Result
[CI (95%) [CI (95%)
Lower to Upper] Lower to Upper]

Model | Overprotection > -06 (ns) 07> Full mediation
Psychopathy TripM - [-12t0 .01] [-09t0-04] effects
—>Assertiveness CATS
Emotional warmth - 13+ 08*** Partial
Psychopathy TriPM - [0710.19] [06t0.11] mediation
—>Assertiveness CATS effects

Model Il Overprotection > -.10** -.02%** Partial
callous unemotional - [-.17 to .04] [-.03to -.08] mediation
—>Assertiveness CATS
Emotional warmth > 19***[.13t0.25] .02***[.01t0.04] Partial
callous unemotional --> mediation
Assertiveness CATS

Model Overprotection > -.04(ns) [-.10 -.03*** [-.05 to - No

Il Social Anxiety--> to .03] .02] mediation
Assertiveness CAl effects
Emotional 19%** [113 -.01(ns) [-.01 to .01] No
warmth - to .25] mediation
Social Anxiety - effects
—> Assertiveness
CAl

*HE=p<.001;**= p<.01; *=p<.05; ns= “not significant”; msig= “marginally significant”
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Figure 1: Hypothesized model
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Figure 2: Psychopathy and assertiveness CATS mediation model.
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Figure 3: Callous Unemotional and assertiveness CATS mediation model.
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Figure 4: Social Anxiety and assertiveness CAIl mediation model.
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CHAPTER 4: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present research aimed to investigate the social skill of assertiveness, since
assertiveness is considered an important social skill that promotes social adjustment,
mental wellbeing and development and protects the individual from behaviors associated
with fear, worries, social anxiety and internal aggression (Gresham & Elliot, 1990; Noble
& McGrath, 2005; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984; Zakahi, 1985). Previous research on
assertiveness left gaps regarding the nomological network of assertiveness, the
psychometric properties of the measures of assertiveness and the predictors or associated
variables - externalizing and internalizing behaviors and parenting practices - with
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness in children and adolescents.

This study expanded the nomological network of assertiveness by defining its
association with externalizing behaviors, socialization characteristics, anxiety traits and
cognitive emotion regulation strategies of children and adolescent. Results of the study
replicated and extended previous findings regarding the constructs of assertiveness,
submissiveness and aggressiveness.

One of the novel contributions of this study was to unbind the constructs of
assertiveness, aggressiveness and submissiveness. Evidence supporting the assertion that
aggressiveness and submissiveness are polar opposites was also found as in previous
research. On the contrary the findings of this research supported the existence of a small
but positive correlation between assertiveness and submissiveness thus rejecting the
findings of Deluty (1972) who found no correlation and supported that CATS cannot
unbind assertiveness from submissiveness and might even be measuring something else in
addition to assertiveness. Moreover the psychometric properties of the CATS and the CAl
instruments, the two most well known and most often used instruments in the research of
assertiveness, were examined and confirmed from the correlation of the subscales of the
two measures supporting that both of them measure aspects of assertiveness. It was found
that both the CAI subscales of positive and negative assertiveness measure assertiveness in
a similar way as this is measured by the CATS while the three CATS subscales measure
somewhat independent constructs of aggressiveness, submissiveness and assertiveness.
With the present findings we can suggest that submissiveness measures something
somewhat similar to assertiveness but something opposite to aggressiveness. These
findings were important in order outline the borders of the broad concept of assertiveness

in relation to the two poles of aggressiveness and submissiveness.
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Another important contribution of this study was the results revealing the strong
associations of assertiveness, submissiveness and aggressiveness with other external
constructs not previously examined. Assertiveness was found to be related to mental
health, positive socialization constructs and positive emotion regulation strategies,
submissiveness was mostly related to anxiety constructs and poor socialization
characteristics and aggressiveness was related to externalizing characteristics. Parenting
practices and their association with assertive behavior was another novel contribution of
the present research in which it was found that positive parenting practices are significantly
and positively related to assertiveness and negatively related to aggressiveness. The
findings of this study support that addressing the deficits pertaining the symptomatology of
the disorders associated with interpersonal difficulties and psychopathology may promote
assertive behavior. Factors like psychopathology and anxiety and parenting practices need
to be addressed before employing an assertiveness skill training since these factors seem to
be underlying and hampering assertiveness. Social skills training need to be more targeted
addressing first the deficiencies and disorders underlying and the influence from the
parents.

The findings of this study should be taken in light of some limitations. The study’s
results may be culture or age specific and thus cannot be generalized in other cultures or
adults. Moreover the causality and the direction of the relations in this study could not be
addressed since there were no longitudinal data collected. Future research needs to address
the abovementioned limitations regarding the culture specificity, the longitudinal data
collection, the collection of data from different sources, (parents, peers and teachers) and

in different forms (interview, questionnaire and observation) and address more age groups.

The findings from the present study have practical implications for psychologist,
parents, school personnel and clinical work with children who lack assertiveness or are at
risk to present nonassertive behaviors with all the negative consequences associated with

them.
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University
of Cyprus

Avyamnt/e kupia/e,
Y10 mAaiocwo  epevvnTikov  mpoypaupotog tov  Tunuoatog Yuyoloyiog ToL

[Mavemompiov Kdmpov, 1o oyoreio tov maudion cag Exel emAeyel Tuyoio Vo GUUUETAGYEL
0€ £PEVVOL TTOL APOPA OTN UEAET TOV KOLVOVIKAOV GUUTEPLPOPADV TOV TOLOLDV. XT6Y0g

givar o koBopopdc TV TapaydvTOV oL KOOIGTOOV TO. OOl O OTOTEAECUOTIKE
KOW®VIKA 0ALA KOL GTOV EVTOTIGUO HEBGIWY avarTENS TOY KOWOVIK®AY £E10THTOY, Ol
omoieg umopolv va mpodyovy ty ualnociaxy d1adikacia Kol Vo OTOTEAEGOVY TAPdYOVTa.
TPOANWNS THS AVATTUENS WOY0AONKADY dvoKoMWY ot moidid. H cupPoln cag, pe
GLUUETOYN €6AG KOl TOL modo0 6og Oa ivor ToAD onuavtiky yio v enitevén tov mo
TOvVO GTOYWV.

H ocvppetoyn cog oty épevva dev €YKLUOVEL 0TO1001TOTE KiVOLVO Y100 EGAC N TO
ondl cag ko TpdSPact ota dedopéva TG Epguvag Ba £4ouv HOVO 01 EMGTNUOVES LEAT TNG
gpevvnTikng opdoas. Ora ta dedopéva Ba dratnpovvtor avovopo. To dpehog amd o
tétown épevvo Ba gival M mopaymyn vEaG YVAOONG Yol TV TPOAY®YN| TNG KOWMVIKNG,
YVOOTIKNG KOl GLVOLGONUOTIKNG avamTuENG Tov todwdy. H épguva Ba yivel e padntéc g
TEUMTNG Kot €KTNG OMuotikov kobag kot padntéc MNpvaciov kot Tovg yoveig tovg. Xta
ool Oa d00el Eva cuvoro epmTnuUaTtoAOYi®V TOL ool £y0VV TTEPACEL Amd TV £YKPIoN
tov Yrovpyeiov odeiog xor [Moltiopod. H couninpwon toug Ba yivel ota oyoreio. H
CLUTANPOOT TOV epOTnratoroyiov Ba yivel oe 2 edoelg. H mpd @don Ba yiver evtog
TOV TMUEPOV Kot 1 Og0TEPN € 6 UNVEG TMEPITOL HE TN CLUTANPOOTN TOV SV
EPOTNUATOAOYI®V, UOVO amd To TOdLd, Ylo. GKOTOVG UEAETNG TOV EEEMKTIKAOV OAAOYDV
mov  ovpPaivovv. Xtovg Yovelc AMOCTEAAETOL O TOPAV  QAKEAOC MUE VO OET
epoTUaToloYiy, {vav yio kébe yovéa, kot éva évtumo cvykatdBeons. O kabe yovéag Ga
TPETEL VO COUTANPDOGEL TO EPWOTIUATOLIYIO aVECAPTHTA YOPIG VO ENNPEACTEL OO TOV
dArov. H épevva avt eivon EMITIETEYTIKH kot gpovtilovpe mavta yo ) Stoc@dAion

TOV TPOCOTIKAOV SEGOUEVAOV TOV TOOLOV KoBMOS Kot TV Okav oag. ToviCovpe 6t yo ™
ocwot) oeEaywyn g épeuvag ypeollopacte T GLUPOAN Kol TV dV0 YOVIDV UE TNV
EMGTPOPT] CLUTANPOUEVOV KoLl TOV 0V0 EPMTNUOTOAOYIWV.

Eipoote mévta ot d1a0eon| cag yio omoladnmote epdtnon Ho embopovoate vo pog
VROPBAAETE OC TPOG TOVG GTOYOVG KOl TO TEPLEXOUEVO TNG EPELVOG EMKOLVOVMOVTOS LLE TNV K
Ayyehkn Avdpéov (email: agkeliki.andreou@gmail.com, tmA. 99697009). [TapakaroOpue
Aomdv, Onmg emtpéyete 610 Todl cag va coppetéyel oty épeuva ANONYMA pe
CUUTANPMOOT TNG CLYKATAOEGNC GTO KAT® WEPOG TNG EMIGTOANG. 20 TOPAKAAOVUE ETIONG
OMWG CLUTANPADOCETE TO, EPOTNUATOAOYLO TOV ALPOPOVY GTOVS YOVELG KO T OOGTEILETE LIE
10 Todl cog oe KAEOTO PAKELO ©TO OYOoAeio. Ze mepimtmorn mov dev embuueite va
CUUUETAGYETE OTNV EPELVA TOPAKOAOVUE OTMG KOl TAAL EMIOTPEYETE TO QAKEAO LE TO
OCLUTANPOTO EPOTNUATOAOYIO TOW® OTO GYOAEI0 HEGH® TOL TSV COG EVTOG HIOG
Booudoag. Xtnpilopacte otnv evocnoio oo yio To To AV BERA Kot EVEATIGTOVUE OTN
BetiKn co¢ avtamdKpLo).
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20 EVYOPIGTOVE, EK TOV TPOTEPMV, YLl T GLVEPYAGIO.

-~ - R Ry L

Me ektipnon,

Ap. Tewpyla IMovayiwtov Ap. Kaootag Pdaving
Ayyehn Avopéov

Av. KaOnyntpia Kiwvikr) Woyoroyiag  Emikovpog Kabnyntig Avamtuéiokng Poyoroyiog
Yn. Awdktop Poyoroyiog

Tuquo Yoyoroyiog, IMav. Kodmpov Tuquo Poyxoroyiag, Ilav. Kompov
Tunuo Yoyoroyiag, Iav. Konpov

Ovopatenovopo
IMoorov:

Taén wor oyolelo ota
omoio QolTd

|

Ovopatenovopo
Hotépa:

Yrnoypaon: ‘ ‘ Hpepopnvia: ’
|

Ovopatenovopo
Mnrtépac:

Ymoypoon: | | Huepopunvia: |
ll

Ovopatendvopo (O éov
YOVIKT pépuva):

Ymoypaon: ‘ ‘ Huepopunvia:

EmBouo va evnuepmb® yio ta amoteAéopato g épeuvag NAI | OXI

Embopud 10 moudi pov va ovppetéyst peAdovtikés @doeig g €pevvag ov | NAI | OXI
yperaotel (Ba evnuepmbo oyetika kat Oa (ntndei Eava ) €ykpion pov)

TnAéopwvo yovéa 1 kndepudva:

Tayvopoukn AevBvvon:

H)extpovikn Atebbvvon (Email)

To otoiyeio emkovwvios cog Oa pvioybovv ue acpdleio kou Oa  ypnoyomoinbodv
OTOKAEIOTIKG, VIO TNV EVIUEPWTT] OOS VIO, TO. ATOTEAETUATO. THG EPEVVAGS, TE TEPITTWCY TOV TO
EYETE ONAMTEL TLO TOVW 1 YLO. VO KOAEGOVUE TO TOUOL OO VO, GOUUETEYEL TE KOO0, AN
POON THS EPEVVAG, AV ECEIS TO EMOVUEITE.
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APIOUOG ZUPUETEXOVTA

AOKIMIO AZIOAOIMHZHZ MAIAIQN

@ & ® 6 ©
@ ®

@ ®
© O ® 6

Ovopa 1aidiol (xwpig ETTWVUUO):
®U0Ao Taidiov: Appev (D) 1 ©RAU (2)
HAiia:

2XOAgio

©)

© © ©
® 0 ©
©)

@ Q0 @ Q
©) ®
© © © ©

®»® ©®& ©
® & ©
® & ©

MNa K&Be pia atrd TIG 13 TTEPITTTWOEIG TTOU TTEPIYPAPOVTAI TTIO KATW UTTAPXOUV Tpia {euyn
atmmavticewy a Kai B. KukAwaTe pia amravinaon amo 1o KaBe {euyog a i B, dnAwaoe dnAadn 3
QTTAVTACEIC yia KGOe TrepiTrTwaon. MNpooTrdbnoe va gical 600 TTI0 EIAIKPIVEIG JTTOPEIG, dEV UTTAPXEI
owoThA Kal AdBog atrdvtnon. KukAwoe auTd TTou Ba ékaveg o€ pia TETOIA TTERITITWON Kal OXI auTto

TT0U B0 ATAV CWOTO VA KAVEIG. ZNUEIWOE TNV ATTAVTNON OOU PaupifovTag Tov KUKAO N
Bacdovtag X Tévw oTOV KUKAO

1. TMaiceig éva raiyvidl ye katrolov QiAo oou. MNpooTrabeic TTOAU aAAG ouvexwg Kavelg Aadn. O
@iAog oou apxiCel va o€ TTeIpAdel Kal va o€ xapakTnpidel ue didgopa etTibeTa. Ti KAVEIG;

a. Mapatw 1o TTaIXVIdI Kal TTAw OTTITI.
B. Aivw pia pytrouvid oto TTaudi TTou e TTEIPAlel TTEPICCOTEPO. @ O @
a. Mapatw 1O TTaIXVidI KAl TTAW OTTITI A
B. Tou Aéw va oTapathoel TTeIdr) oUTe o€ auTOV Ba Apeoe av Tou
ékava To idlo.

a. Tou Aéw va oTapatrioel eTeidf oUTe G€ aUuTOV Ba ApeCE av TOU
ékava 10 id10. A O
B. Aivw pia ptrouvid oTto TTaIdi TTou YE TTEIPACEl TTEPIOCTOTEPO

2. Eou kai évag @idog oou TTai¢ete ato oTriTi oou. O @iAog gou KAvel pia ueyAAn akaTaoTaaia, ol
YOVEIG 00U WG PiXxVouV TO QTAIEINO O GEva Kal o€ TIHWPOUV. Ti Ba €KAVEG;
a. KaBapilw tnv akataoTtacia. f

B. ZNTw a1rd To PiAo pou va Pe BonBroel va KaBapiow TV @ @ O

akaTaoTooia

a. KaBapilw Tnv akatacTaacia. n

B. Apvoupail va PIARoW 1] va 0KoUOW TOUG YOVEIG OU TNV ETTOMEVN @ O @
Hépa

a. ZnTw atrd 10 QiAo pou va pe Bonbroel va kabapiocw TNV

aKaTaoTacia. N
B. Apvoupai va JIAAOW 1 v 0KOUOGW TOUG YOVEIG HOU TNV ETTOMEVN O @ @
MEPQ.
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3. 'Eva mpwi TTpIv atté To Nadnua, va @iAog EpXETal KOVTA 00U Kal 0€ pwTd av UTTopEi va

QVTIYPAWEI TNV KAT 0iKov epyaacia. Zou Aéel 0TI av Oev Tou OWOEIG TIG ATTAVIACEIS oou, Ba TTEl

o€ 0A\oug OTI gioal TTOAU KakOg/M. Ti Ba €Kaveg;
a. Tou divw TIG aTTaVTACEIS. A

B. Tou Aéw Ta KAVEI HOVOG TOU. @ @ O

a Tou divw TIG aTTavTACEIS. A

B. Tou Aéw 611 Ba TTW o€ GAOUG OTI €ival ATTATEWVAG. @ O @

a. Tou Aéw va Ta KAvEl JOVOG TOU. )

B. Tou Aéw 611 Ba TTw o€ 6AoUG OTI gival ATTATEWVAG. O @ @

4. >t1ékeoal oTnv oupd via éva vepd. ‘Eva maudi TnG nAikiag oou Kal Tou peyEBoug oou TTEPTTOTA

TIPOG TA TTAVW OOU KAl 0€ OTTPWXVEl £Ew aATTO TN YPAPUn. Ti Oa €KAVEG;
a. Tou Aéw «Agv €xeIC KavEVa DIKAIWMUA VA TO KAVEIG aUTO». )

B. Zmpwxvw TO TTAIdI TTIOW EKTOG YPAUMNG. O @ @

. Oa TmMyaiva oTo TEAOC TNG YPAUUNAS. N

B. Zmpwxvw 1O Ladi TTIOW EKTOG YPAUMNAG. @ O @

. Oa Tyaiva oTo TEAOG TNG YPOUMNAS. N

B. Tou Aéw «Aev €xelg kavéva dIKaiwPa Va TO KAVEIG auTO». @ @ O

Q

Q

o

™ Q

™ Q

a.

B.

a.

AaveiCeig o€ éva @iNo To ayattnuévo oou BIBAI0. MepIKEG HEPES ApYOTEPA ETIOTPEPETAI, OAAG
MEPIKEG aTTO TIG OENIBEG Eival OXIOPEVEG KAl TO EEWQPUANS gival Aepwuévo Kal oTPABwUEVO
EKTOG OXAMATOG. T1 Ba £KAVEG;

. Toayvow. n

. PwTw Tov @iAo pou, «MNwg Eyive;» @ @ O
. Pwtw Tov @iAo pou, «Mwg €yive;». A
. ATrokaAw 1o TTaIdi d1dpopa eTTIBETA. O @ @

. To ayvow. n
. ATrokaAw 1o TTaIdi d1dpopa eTTiBETA. @ O @

Byaivelg atré 10 ox0A€io. ‘Eva TTaidi TTou gival JIKPOTEPO Kal VEAPOTEPO aTTd OTI €0U €ioal oou
TETA YIa UTTAAQ aKPIBWG TTAVW OTO KEQPAAI. Ti Ba £KAVEG;

To ayvow. n
ZuAoopTwvw TO TTaIdI @ O @

NAéw oTo Taudi 0TI TO va TNV TTETAG OTO KEPAAI KATTOIOU €ival TTOAU

ETTIKIVOUVO. 1

B.

a.

B.

ZUAOQOPTWVW TO TTAIDI. O @ @

To ayvow. n
NAéw 01O TTAISI OTI TO VA TNV TTETAG OTO KEPAAI KATTOIOU €ival TTOAU @ @ O

£TTIKivOUVO
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7. BAétreig kamola maidid va Traidouv éva traiyviol. MepTratdg Tpog Ta TTAvw Toug Kal pwTag av
MTTOPEIC VO OUUUETEXEIG KOl €0U. 20U Aéve OTI OEV PTTOPEIC va TTaIEEIS Jadi Toug €TTEIDN OV
gioal apkeTd KaAOg/n. T1 Ba €Kaveg;

a. Pevyw, viwBovTag TTAnywpévog/n. A

B. MapeuBaivw OTo TTaIXVIdI TOUG, £T01 WOTE Va UnV gival og BEon va O
TTai¢ouv.

a. Pevyw, viwbovtag TTAnywpévog/n. i

B. Toug ¢nTw va pou dwoouV HIa EUKAIPIa. @ @ O
a. Toug ¢nNTW va Pou dWOoOoUV [Ia guKalpia. 1

B. Mapeupaivw oTo TTaIXVidI TOUG, £T01 WOTE Va unV gival og BEon va O

TTai§ouv.

8. TlMapakoAouBeig £va TTpayuaTiKG wpaio cwou aTnV TNAEOPACN. ZTn YEON TOU OWOU, Ol YOVEIG
oou, oou Aéve OTI gival wpa yia UTTVo Kal orpvouv Tnv TnAedpaon. Ti Ba €kaveg;

a. Yméoxoual va Tdw yia UTTvo vwpic auplo Bpddu av e agrioouv va

ueivw EuTviog/a apyd afuepa. i O
B. OupAidilw o€ autoug «Aev BEAWY.

O. ZEKIVW va KAQiw. R
B. OupAidlw o€ autoug «Aev BEAWY. @ O @

0. ZEKIVW va KAQiw. R

B. YTréoxopal va Taw yia UTIvo vwpic adpio Bpadu av pe agAoouv va O
Meivw EUTTVIOG/a apyd OrUEPQ.

9. Tpwg 10 0AVTOUITG 00U OTO BIAAEIUPA. O QIAOG Oou €XEl hIa PEYAAN TOAVTA PE VOOTIUEG
OOKOAATEG yIa €TIOOPTTIO. PWTAG Qv PTTOPEIG va £XEIG MOVO HIa, OPWG O QiAog oou Aéel, «OxI»,
TI Ba €KAVEG;

a. Mpoogépoual va avtaAAdgw KATI BIKO JOU YIa T OOKOAATA. 1

B. ATTokaAw TO TTAIdI KAKO KAl EYWIOTH. O @ @
a. To gexvw Kal ouvexiCw va TpWw TO OAVTOUITG JOoU. 1

B. Npooc@épopal va avTaAAGEw KATI BIKO HOU yia TN GOKOAATA. @ @ O
a. To gexvw Kal ouvexiCw va TpWw TO OAVTOUITG JOoU. 1

B. AtrokaAw 1O TTaIdi KAKS KAl EYWIOTH. @ O @

10. 'Eva mmaudi otnv Téén oou KauxlETal OTI gival TTOAU 110 £€§uTTVo aTTd oéva. QOTO00, YVWPICEIG
oTa giyoupa 611 TO TTaIdi £x€1 AABOG Kai OTI TNV TTPAyuaTIKG €00 gical eEuTTvoTEPOG. TI Ba

£KAVEG;
a. Elonyoupal va pwTAcoupe 0 évag Tov AANO EpwTNOEIG v OOUUE TTOI0G
eival o Mo €¢utrvog/n. A O @ @
B. Aéw oTo TTaIdi va KAgioel To oTOPA TOU.
a. Ayvow 1o TTaidi Kal euyw. N
B. Aéw oTo TTaIdi va KAgiogl To OTOPA TOU. @ O @

a. Ayvow TO TTaIdi KAl PEUYyW. N
B. EionyoUpail va pwTriooupe 0 €vag Tov AAAO EpWTHOEIG va OOUUE TTOI0G @ @ O
gival o o £EuTtrvog/n.
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11. Eou ka1 éva aAAo Taudi Traicetan éva Traixvidl. O vikntg/Tpia Tou Traixvidiol Ba kepdilel Eva
wpaio BpaBeio. MpooTrabeic TTOAU okANEd, aAAG xAvelg uovo yia éva TTovTo. Ti Ba £KAVEG;

a. E¢aokoupal, oUTwg WoTe va KEPBIoW TNV €TTOPEVN QOopd.

B. Aéw oTO TTOIBI OTI YE ECATTATNOE. O @ @

a. Maw ot kal KAaiw. N

B. Aéw oTo TTaIdI OTI PE ECATTATNOE. @ O @

a. Maw ot kal KAaiw. N

B. E¢aokoupual, OUTWG WoTe va KePOiow TNV ETTOUEVN POPA. @ @ O

12.‘Evag a1md TOug YOVEIG GOU KAVEI KATI TTOU TIPAYMOTIKA O€ eVOXAEL. To EEpel OTI O€ eVOXAEI,
oAAG ayvoEi TO TTWG VIWBEIG KAl oUVEXICEl va TO KAVEIG £T01 KI aANIWG. Ti Ba €Kaveg;

a. MpooTabw va 1o ayvornow. i
B. Tou Aéw OTI e evoxAei. @ @ O

a. Mpootadw va 1o ayvorijow. N

B. Tov ekdikoUual e TO va KAVW KATI TTOU TOV EVOXAEI. @ O @
a. Tou Aéw OTI e evoxAei. 1 B. Tov ekdiKoUPal YE TO va KAVW KATI TTOU

TOV €VOXAEI. O @ @

13. MNaiceig pe éva @iAo/n oTo oTriTI oou Kal KAveTe TTOAAR @acapia. O1 yoveic cou TTpayuaTiKé
Bupwvouyv Kkal apxi¢ouv va cou @wvdagouy yia tnv 16on @acapia. Ti 6a €KAVeg;

a. Toug Aéw «Zuyvwpn, aAAd dev PTTopw va TTaiw TO TTaIxVidl Xwpig va

KAvw @aocapior». 1 O @ @
B. Ayvow TIG pWVEG TOUG Kal ouvexilw va Kadvw gacapia.

a. Bpiokw KATI GAAO va KAVW. 1)

B. Toug Aéw «Zuyvwun, aAAd dev PTTopw va Traifw 1o TTaixvidl Xwpig va @ @ O
Kavw Qaocapia».

a. Bpiokw KA GAAO va kavw. A O

B. Ayvow TIG QWVEG TOUG Kal GUVEXi(w va KAvw paoapia.
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MapakaAw atmd@vinoe autég TIg epwTAoclg onueiwvovTag NAI 3 OXI. Mnv a@Aoeig kauia dnAwaon
apaBuoAdéynTn. ZnUEiWoE TV ATTAVTNON COU PaupifovTag TOV KUKAO . f Badovtag X Tévw
OTOV KUKAO

NAI OXI
1. Orav cuvavtrioeig yia TTpwWTn Qopa KATToI0 AToPo TNG NAIKIOG oou,
apxiceig va Tou PIAGG; O O
2. Orav kéTrolo dropo TnG NAIKIag ocou, oou Tl 0TI €ical GoPPog/n,
dlapwVeig padi Tou; O O
3. Ortav ka1ToI0 ATOMO TNG NAIKIAG GOU, OOU TTEl OTI KAVEIG KA OOUAEI,
OUPQWVEIG padi Tou; O O
4. Ortav €va atouo TnG nAIKiag oou, oou Trel 0TI BEAEI va TTaigel Eva
TTaiyvidl aAAG €00 dev €xelg 81a0ean, TTaiCeIg padi Tou €TC1 KI AAAIWG;
5. Ortav Bupwoelg Ye KATTo10 ATopo TNG NAIKIOG GOU, TOU TO AEG;
6. Ortav éva drouo TNG nAIKiag oou, ool {NTA va daveloTel KATI
EEXWPIOTO yIa oéva Kal €00 TTPOTINAG VA Pnv To daveioelg, To O O
daveilelg 101 KI aAANIWG;
7. Ortav oou apéael KATTol0 ATopo TNG NAIKIOG 0OU, TOU TO AEG; o o
8. Orav ké&tolo dtopo TNG NAIKIAG cou PTTaivel UTTPOCTA OOU OTNV
YPOUUA, [Jou AeG va TTAEI OTO TEAOG TNG YPAUUAG; O O
9. ©Orav kaToio GTopo TNG NAIKIAg oou KAVEI KATI KAAQ, TOU TO AEG; o o
10. Orav katrolo dropo TnNG NAIKiag oou Traipvel K&t dIKOG 00U, TO APAVEIG
va TO TTAPEI £T01 KI O O
aAAIWG;
11. Orav kdatrolo dropo TNG NAIKIag 0ol ], oou ¢nTd va KAVEIG TTOAAG
TIPAYHOTA KOl €0U £XEIG KOUPAOTEN VO Ta KAVEIG, CUVEXICEIG va TO O O
KAVEIG £TO1 KI OAAIWOG;
12. Otav kdTmoIo dtopo TNG NAIKIGG 00U, GOU CUUTTEPIPEPETAI E ADIKO
TPOTTO, dev KAVEIC BEPA Kal OUTE TOU AEG TTWG VIWOEIG; O O
13. Otav kavel K&t KaAod, To Aeg o€ KATTOI0 ATOPO TNG NAIKIOG GOu;
14. Otav kavelg KAt AdBog TTPog KATTOI0 ATOPO TNG BIKAG 00U NAIKIag Kal
TO @TaICIMO gival BIKO oou, CNTAG GUYVWMN. O O
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2nMEiwoE TNV atr@vrnon ocou paupi¢ovTag Tov KOKAo. N B&lovtag X TAvw OTOV KUKAO X

Mepikég

, > 2uxyva  Tavia
gopig  “X

[Note 2TV

1. Niwbw ayxwuévog/n 6Tav Bpiokoual o€ yia
KOIVWVIKA KATAOTACN Kal YivOoual TO ETTIKEVTPO
NG TIPOCOXNG

2. Niwbw ayyxwpévog/n otav Bpiokopal o€ Pia
KOIVWVIKA KATAOTACH KAl AVOUEVETAI YE
TTEPIMEVOUV VA EUTTAAKW OE dIa
opacTnpIdTNTA

3. Niwwbw dayxog étav KAvw WIa opIAia UTTPooTd
0€ KOIVO.

4. Niwbw ayxwpuévog/n étav Bpiokoual o€ hia
ouvavtnon PIag PIKPAG TTapéag ue GAAOUG
avlpwITOUg

5. Niwbw ayyxwpuévog/n é1av Bpiokoual o€ YIa
ouvavinon piag JeydaAng Trapéag Pe aAAoug
avepwIToUug

6. Niwbw ayxwpuévog/n kai dev EEpw TI va KAvw
oTav Bpiokopal o€ Yia KATAGTACN TTOU TTPETTEI
va £pBw avTINETWTTOG/N PE KATTOIOV

©

7. Niwbw ayxwuévog/n 6tav oulnTw TTPOCWTTIKA
ouvalioOApaTa pe GAAoug

8. Niwbw ayxwpévog/ayxwuévn otav Aéw Tnv
atroyn pou o€ dAAoug

9. NIwBw ayxwuévog/n oTav JIAW yia Ta
TTPAYUATA TTOU KAVW YEVIKWG 0€ GAAOUG

10. NiwBw ayxwpuévog/n 6tav TAnc1ddw ry/kai
EeKIVW pIa ouZATnon pe AAAOUG avBpwTToUg

11. Niwbw ayxwpévog/n étav You £¢aoKouv
KPITIKA 1} HE QTTOPPITITOUV

12. MpooTabw va atToPelyw KOIVWVIKEG
KATAOTAOEIG

13. Niwbw ayxwpuévog/n TTpIv uTTw C€ Jia
KOIVWVIKI KaTdoTaon

14. H ewvn pou aAAdlel n Tnv Xavw evieAwg oTav
MIAW O€ PIO KOIVWVIKI KATdoTaon

15. Exw okéyeig avnouxiag otav Bpiokoual o€
MIa KOIVWVIKA KOTAOTACN KOl OKEQTOMAI TA
€GNG:
e AvTa kdvw BdAacoa TTAAI TTpayHOTIKG Ba

XAOW TNV QUTOTTETTOIONCN PoU

e Tieviumwon divw;

e OmdATTOTE KOI AV TTW TO TTI0 TBave gival
o011 Ba akouoTei NAiBIo
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16. NiwBw Ta 10 KATW OTAV BPiCKOPAl OE HIa
KOIVWVIKI KAaTdoToon:

e Idpwvw
o  KOKKIVI(W
o Tpéuw

e NiwBw ouyxvd TNV avaykn va oupnow

OO0 O
CNOXONORONO),
ORONONORON®)
CRCICIORCEC)
@O O

o NiwBw TNV Kapdid pou va XTUTTd ypriyopa

O1 epwTNOEIC OTIG ETTOUEVEG OENIDEG APOPOUV OTO TTWG aIOBAvECAl yia Tov TPOTIO HYE TOV
OTTOI0 OOU CUMTTEPIPEPOVTAI Ol YOVEIG GOU. AUTH N CUUTTEPIPOPA gival DIAPOPETIKN yia KABE
TTaidi. AuToG €ival o AGyog yia Tov oTToio BEAoUNE va oou {NTAOOUKE VA OTTAVTACETE O€ OAEC
QUTEG TIC EPWTACEIC Yia TOV €aUTO oou. Kapia amavrnon dev eival AavBaopévn. Autd dev givai
OXOAIKO dlaywviopa. ZuvABwg, EEpeig TTOAU KaAd TToIoI €ival oI KaVOVEG Kal Ol GUVHBEIEG OTO
OTIITI OOU Kal TTWG €0U Kal n olikoyéveld oou Aeiroupyeite. poomdbnoe va dwoelig Tnv
KaAUTEPN aATTAVTNON OTa epwTruaTta Pe Tn BorBeia Twv yeyovoTwy TTou Bupdoal. Autd TTou
givar onuavtiké gival autd TTou aloBdvecal yia Ta TTPAYUATA, Kal OX1I OTI dAAoI AvBpwrTTol
oKEQTOVTAI yI' AUTA. Oa TTEETTEl va DWOEIG Jia atTdvTnon o€ KABe epwTnon.

2nMeEiwoe TNV aTTdvTnon oou PJaupiovTag Tov KUKAO N Bacovrag X TTévw OTOV KUKAO
Oy, Nai, Nai, Nai,

TTOTE  MEPIKEG OuXva OXedOV

POPEG TIQVTOTE

1. ’Etuxe o1 yoveig pou va gival okAnpoi
Bupwpévol padi pou Xwpig va Jou TTouv To
Aoyo

2. O1 yoveig pou pe eTTaivouv, pJou Aéve utrpdfo

@ O)

3. 'ETuxe va guxnBw o1 yoveig pou va
avnouyouoav AlyOTEPO yia TO TI KAVW

4.  'ETUXE Ol YOVEIC Jou va hou dwaoouv
TTEPICCOTEPN CWHATIKA TIHWpIa atrd OTI PJou
acice

5.  Orav emoTpEQW OTTITI TIPETTEI VO
AoyodoTAOW, OTOUG YOVEIG Jou, YIa TO T
ékava

6. MoTelw OTI 01 yoveig pou TTpoaTTadnaoav va
KGvouv Tnv epnpeia kai Ta TTaidiké pou
Xpovia 1o evdia@EépovTa Kal SI6aKTIKG (yia
TTapadelypa Pe 1o va pou divouv KaAd BiAia,
va d1euBeTOUV va TTNYQIVW O€ KATOOKNVWOEIG
1l GAAQ opyavwpéva oUVoAQ).

7. Ol yoveig pou, You eEacKOUV KPITIKI KAl JOU
Aéve TT6G0 TePTTEANG/a Kl dxpNOTOg/N Eipal € ©) ©) O)
MTTPOOTA 0€ AAAOUG.

8.  'ETuxE 0l YOVEIG JOoU va JOU atTayopeUCouV
va KAVW TTPAyaTa T OTToid ETTITPETTOVTIAV
o€ aAAa TTaidid e1TeIdn gofoévroucav 0TI KATI @ @ @ @
MTTOPEN VO uou oupuPei.

® 0 0 6
® ©® O
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

‘ETUxXE 01 YOVEIG Jou va uou dnuioupyAcouv

aicbAuaTa evoxnig étav fArav Auttnuévol
ETTEION CUUTTEPIPEPBNKA AGBOG.

MoTedw OTI TO AyXOG TWV YOVIWYV HOU YIa TO
OTI KATI PTTOPEI Va pJou GuBei ivai
UTTEPPOAIKO.

O1 yoveig you TTpocTTdBnOav va pe
TTOPNYOPNOoOouUV Kal va ue evBapplvouv otav
Ta TTPAyuaTa Oev TIHyaivayv KaAd yia héva.

O1 yoveig pou Pg PHETAXEIPIOTNKAV WG TO
«MaUpo TTPORATO WG KATI EEXWPIOTO aTTd
TNV UTTOAOITTN OIKOYEVEIQ.

O1 yoveig you, pou £€deigav pe Adyla Kail Pe
XEIPOVOMIEG OTI PE AyaTTOUV.

‘Eviwoa 611 01 yoveig Jou TTpoTIHoUcav Ta

adEAQPIO OV TTEPICCOTEPO ATTO EUEVA.

O1 yoveig you Pe hETaxEIpioTNKAV PE TETOIO
TPOTTO TTOU £VIWOA VIPOTIH.

Eixa 10 dikaiwpa va Taw 611ou BEAW Xwpig
0Ol yoveig pJou va deixvouv IDIaiTEPO
EVOIQPEPOV.

‘Eviwoa 6T 01 yoveig pou etrevéBaivav o€ OTl

£kava.

‘Eviwoa 611 UTTApXE e0TAOIA KAl
TPUPEPOTNTA METAEU HOU KOl TWV YOVIWV HOU.

O1 yoveig pou €Bacav ¢ekdaBapa 6pia yia 1O Ti
dIaKAIOUOUV va KAvw Kai TI 61 Kal TO
akoAouBouoav auoTnpd.

O1 yoveic you pe Tipwpnoav okAnpd, akoua
KQI Y1a JIKPOTTPAYHOTA KOl
MIKPOTTOPATITWATA.

O1 yoveig pou B€Aouv va atTopaaifouv yia To
TTWG TTPETTEI Va VTUVOUQI KOl VA Qaivoual.

‘Eviwoa 611 01 YOVEiG Jou ATAV TTEPRPAVOI

éTav TTeTUXaIva 0€ KATI TTou avaAdupava.

®
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Auté TO €pWTNUATOAOYIO TTEPIEXEI ONAWOEIS TIG OTIoiEG, OlIaPOPETIKOI AvBpwTrol Ba
MTTOpOUCQAV VO XPNOIUOTIOINCOUV Yia va TTEPIYyPAYWouV Tov £auTtd Toug. MNa kadBe dnAwon,
onueiwoe TNV €mAoyR TTOU O TTEPIYPAPEl KAAUTEPA. Agv UTTAPXOUV OWOTEG 11 AdBog
atravtoelg. ATTAG emmiAee Tnv amrdvinon Tou oe Treplypd@el KaAuTepa. MapakaAouue
OUUTTANPWOE YPAYOPa TO €PWTNMATOAOYIO Kal pnv §odelelg Tapa TTOAU Xpdvo o€

OTTOI00ATTOTE TTPOTACN. ZNUeEiwoe Pévo pia atrévrnon oe kaBe TTpdTacn.
2nueiwoe TNV aTTAVTNON OOU PaUPICoVTaG TOV KUKAO

1. Eipai a101660&0¢/n ToV TTEPICOOTEPO KAIPO

2. Eivai onpavTiko yia gpéva 1o TTwg aiobavovtai ol
GAAol

N Balovrag X TTavw OTOV KUKAO

AMBaia  Kémwg  Kdmwe  AdBog
oNBeic  AGBog

o @ 6 o
o @ 6 ®
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

2UXVA evepyw Yia TIG AUETES AVAYKEG UOU

Aev éxw Kapia €vtovn €mBOuUpia va TTECW HE
OAEEITTTWTO ATTO AEPOTTAGVO

2UXVA OEV TTAPEUPIOKOUAI EKEI TTOU UTTOCGXOMAI OTI
Ba Taw

Oa atroAduBava va fuouv o€ éva uwnAig
TaXUTNTAG KUVNYNTO PE TO QUTOKIVNTO

‘Exw KOAEG OTPATNYIKEG VIO VO QVTIHETWTTIOW TO

ayxog

Ae pe eIpddel av KATTOI0G TTOU O€ GUUTTAOW
TTANYWwOEi

O1 BIOCTIKEG HOU OTTOPATEIG JOU £XOUV
onuioupynaoel TTPoBARuUATA YE Ta GTOUA TTOU
ayaTTw

doBdual eUkoAa

Agixvw ouputrévia yia Ta TTpoAfuaTa Twv GAAwV

MepIkEG QOPEG, Exw Aciywel aTTd TO OXOAEIO UOU 1
TO HABNUA Kal OV PTTAKA OTOV KOTTO VA TOUG
EVNUEPWOW

Eipai yevvnuévog/n nyétng

AtmoAapBdavw €va KaAd cwuaTiké KaByd

Oppdw o€ KATOOTACEIG XWPIG VA TO OKEPTW

AucokoAeUoual va Kavw Ta TTpayhaTa va
e€eNIYBoUV e Tov TPOTTO TTOU BEAW
AvTaTTo8idW TIG TTPOCROAEG

AvTigeTwmmoa TTPORANUa SI6TI atrouciala apKETES
POPEG ATTO TO OXOAEIO

‘Exw 10 TAAéVTO OTO va €TTNPEEACW TOUG

avlpwIToUug
Ae pe evoxAei va BAETTw KaTToiov GAAo va TTovd

‘Exw KaAO auTtoéAeyxo

NEITOUPYW KAAA O€ VEEG KATAOTAOEIG, AKOWN KAl
Qv €ipal atrpogToiyaoTog/n

Mou apéoel PepIKES POPEG VA UTTOBEIKVUW OTOUG
GAAoUG avBpwWTTOUG TI VA KAVOUV

‘Exw mapel xpinata atro 1n Toavta 1 1o

TTOPTOPOAI KATTOIOU XWPIG va pwTHOW
Age Bewpw) Tov €auTO POU TaAAVTOUXO

XAeudlw ToUg GANOUG poVOo Yia va Tapdéw Ta
TTPAYHaTa

O1 dvBpwTTol CUXVA EKPETAAAEUOVTAI TNV
EUTTIOTOCUVN UOU

®oBdual TToAU AiyéTepa TTpdypaTa atrd 6, Ti ol
TEPIOTOTEPOI AVOPWTTOI

Ae Bpiokw KATTOI0 KAAG AOYO GTO VO AvNOUXW Qv
KATT010G TTANYWOEi atmmd auTd TTou KAvVw

Tnpw Ta pavreBou TTou divw

Zuxva Bapiéual ypriyopa Kai Xavw To evOIagEPoV
pou

MTtropw va getTrepdow TTpdyuaTa, Ta oTroia Ba
TPAUPATICOV WUXOAOYIKA KATTOIOUG GAAOUG

CECICIONCNONCONCNONCONONCICIONCONORCOICIOICCOINCIONONONONONONONG)
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33.
34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39:

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,
45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51

52.

53.
54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Eipai euaioBnrog/n ota cuvaiobrjpata Twv GAAwv

E¢ammdarnoa avBpwTToug yia va TTdpw Xpriuata
atrd auToug

Me avnouyei va euTTAaKW o€ pia dyvwaoTn
KATAOTOON XWPIG VA yVWwPIilw OAEG TIG AETTTOUEPEIEG
yIO QuThHVv

Agev €Xw TTOAU CUUTTOVIA YIa TOUG AVBPWTTOUG
Mepikég @opég, Bpiokw Tov uTTEAd pou yiaTi &€
AapBavw uttTéWn POU TIG CUVETTEIEG TWV TTPALEWV
pou

MT1ropw va Treiow Toug avBpwTToug va KAvouyv 0,
TI BEAW

MNa péva, TpayparTi, n TIMIOTNTA €ival n KAAUTEPN
TTOAITIKI

‘Exw Tpauuatiosl avbpwIrtoug yia va Toug dw va

TTOVoUuVv

Agev pou apéoel va avaAauBAavw nyeTIKO pOAo O€
OMGdES

Kdatroleg gopég TTPOoRAAW TOUG avBpwITToug
OKOTTIUA YIa VO dWw TNV avTidpach Toug

‘Exw TTdpel TpAyuaTta amo KatdoTnua Xwpeig va ta
TTANPWOoW

Eival eUKOAO va e QEPoUV o€ apnxavia

Ta TTpayuaTta ival o dlI0oKEDAOTIKA OTav
UTTAPXE! Kal Aiyog Kivouvog

AuckoAeloual va TTEPIEVW UTTOMOVETIKG Yia
TTPAYMATA TTOU BEAW

Mévw pakpid attd QuoIkoUug KIVOUVoug 600
TTEPIOTOTEPO PTTOPW

Ag pe voidlel TTOAU, av auto TTou KAvw BAGTTTEl
TOUg GAAOUG

‘Exw xdoel @ido, Adyw Twv avelBuvwyv
TIPAYMATWY TTOU £XW KAVEI

Ag Bewpwy Tov €auTd Pou 1600 IKavo/r), 600 Ol
TEPIOOOTEPOI AVOPWTTOI

. Katrolol pou €xouv ekppdaoel TRV avnouxia Toug

yia TNV EAAEIYN QUTOEAEYXOU HoU

Eival eukoAo yia péva va katavow Kal va
QVTOTTOKPIVOUaI OTa cuvalioBiuaTa Twv AAAwWvV
avopwTITWV

‘Exw kAéwel k&tTolov

Agv avnouxw TTOTE yia To av Ba gavw avonTog
MTTPOOTA 0TOUG GAAOUG

Aev pe evoyAei 6tav o1 avBpwTrol yUpw Pou
TTOVAVE

‘Exw mTpoBARpaTa oto oxoAcgio yiarti gipai
aveuBuvog/n

Agv gipal TTOAU KaAOG/r) 0TO va €TTNPEAlw Toug
avOpwITOUg

‘Exw kAéwel K&T péoa ammo éva Oxnua
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2nueiwoe TNV ammdvinon oou paupifovtag Tov KL’JKAO. N Badovrtag X Tévw oTOV KUKAO X
TOU apIBuoU TTou TTEPIYPAPEI KOAUTEPA T CUMTTEPIPOPA Gou. ATTAvTnoe TNV KABe £pwTnon 60
KOAUTEPO UTTOPEIG.
Moté Mepikég Zuyva MoAU
dopég Zuyxva

. Amrouaialw atro 1o oX0Agio xwpic Adyo

. Mévw éEw TO Bpdadu evd O POU ETTITPETTETAI

« N\éw Ywépara yia va yivetal 1o 8IKG Jou Kal yia
vVa atmo@eUyw va KAavw TTpdyuata

« AmelAw va Kavw Kakd o€ GAAouUg
! Apxiw kauydadeg

( Pelyw KPUPA atrd TO OTIITI KATA TN OIAPKEIQ
TNG vUXTAG
" MNaipvw TTpdyuaTta evwy ol GAAoI eV KOITOUV

{ KataoTpépw Ta TTpAyHaTa r TRV TTEPIOUTIQ TWV
AAwWvV
¢ Badlw Qwriég

. E¢avaykdalw aAAa dropa va pou divouv Ta
Ae@TA TOUG 1 AAAA QVTIKEIPEVD

. Mapapialw i ytraivw TTapdvoua o€ OTIITIq,
KTipla 1] autokivnTa

. XpnOIYOTToIW KATTOIO AVTIKEIUEVO OTaV
KauyadiCw (T1.X POTTOAO, UTTOUKAAI, Jaxaipl
KTA)

. Mpootmabw va Kavw Koko o€ {wa

. MNpooTrabw va TpaupaTiow cwuaTika GAAa
daroua
O1 erdpeveg EpWTACEIG £XOUV VA KAVOUV WE TIG OXEOEIG 00U PE GAAa dTopa. Znueiwoe X oTov
KUKAO JeE ToV apiBuéd tTou ek@pddel To TI I0XUEI OTNV TTEPITITWON COU.

CHOMIONICONONONONONCNONONONCONC
CHCOMICEICNONCONONONONONIONONONG
CNONBIONICONONONONONONONONONONO
CEOROBICONONORONONONONONONON®

2nueiwoe TNV atmdvinon oou paupifovTag Tov KUKAO . N Bafovtag X TTavw OTOV KUKAO X

KaBoAou Niyo ApKeTd  Ziyoupa
aAnBeia  aAnBela  aAnBela  aAnBeia

:AicBdavopal KovTa oToug avBpwITTOUG TOU

oxoAgiou pou ©) D ©)

:AloBavopual TTwg eipal uEAOG TOUu OYOAgioU Pou

‘AlcBdavopal euTuxIohEéVOG/n TToU €ipal o€ auTd TO
OX0Agio

«O1 BAOKOAOI OTO OXOAEI0 YOU CUUTTEPIPEPOVTAI
dikaia oToug padnTég

'AlcBdavopual ac@aArg 6To OXOAEi0 Uou

(AioBdvoual TTwg o BACKAAOI UOU VOIGZOVTal YO EVO

©OE & @

© @6 ©
®© 060 O
® 00 ©
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O1 eTTOPEVEG EPWTHTEIG £XOUV VA KAVOUV UE T CUUTTEPIPOPA GAAWYV TTAIBIWV TTPOG £0€VA. ZNUEIWOE TNV

atmdvTnan oou PJaupilovTag Tov KUKAO
EKQPACelI To TI I0XUEI OTNV TTEPITITWON OOU.

| paovtag X Tmévw OTOV KUKAO @ oTOV apIBuo TTou

Mo ManRdio Magopd  Magopd  Sxedov

Méoo auxva AAAA TTaidid Trou eival ueyaAlTepa o€ (POPEG TO To pAVa mv KGOe
nAIKia, 1o peyaAdéowua, o dnUOo@IAA, i o duvatd XPOvo eBdopdda pépa

até oéva o€ TEIPACOUV JE TO VA ...

1. o€ xTuTTtdve 1 va o€ KAWTOAVE
2. O€ OTTPWYVOUV
3. Aéve doxnua Adyia yia céva

4. Aéve YEUTIKEG I0TOPIES yIa oEva

5. oe amrellolv 671 6a 00U KAVOUV KAKO

6. Oou TTaipvouv Ta TTPAYHOTA COU
7. o€ meipalouv

8. ot ayvoouv

9. mpooTraBolv va KAvouv Toug @iAoug oou

va oTPaPoUV EVAVTiOV 00U

10 og amogeuyouv

11 o€ KopoideUOUV KAVOVTAG YKPIUATOEG

12 og pwvadouv pe didgopa TTPOCRANTIKA

emiOeTO

ONONONONONONONONONONORO)
CECICHONCICNORONONONORC)
CONOIONONONONORONONONORS)
CNONONORONONORONONONOR®)
CROICHONCIONORONONONORC)

AldBace kKGBe pia atmod TG akdAoUBeG dNAWOEIS KAl ATTOPACIOE av CUUQPWVEIG | av dIa@wVEig Kal
o€ 11010 BaBud. Edv Zupoewveig ATTOAUTa, paupioe Tov KUKAO TTOU avTioToIxEl. Edav Alapwveig
AtéAuTa, pyauplioe Tov KUKAO TTou avTioTolixei. Eav aigBdaveoal 6ti eical KAtTou otn Yéan, Jaupioe
TOV KUKAO TTOU QVTIOTOIXEI TNV ATTAvTNON TTOU TTEPIYPAQPEI KAAUTEPA TO TTWG aloBdveoal. Edv dev
gioal aiyoupog/n A dev yvwpilelg, JaUpPIoE TOV AVTIOTOIXO KUKAO.

2nMeiwoe TNV amavinon oou paupi¢ovTag Tov KUKAO . 1 Balovtag X TTAGvVW OTOV KUKAO X

1. Xuyxva oké@Topal TNV
EYKATAAEIYPN TOU OXOAgEioU

2. 2koTrelw va eyKaTaAEiWPw TO
oX0Agio

3. Karroieg popég dev viwbw
oiyoupog/n PE TO va ouvexiow
TO OXOA€gi0 pou Xpbvo e To
Xpovo

Oure
Alopuv) : , , . ZUPPWVLD
aTTOAUTO Vo GL,JI VO . ZUHQUML) aTTOAUTa
oUTE DIOPUWVWD
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. Oa RBeAa va £xw
TTEPIOTOTEPOUG PIAOUG

- Eipal dnpo@IAig pe dAAa droua
NG NAIKiag pou

. Tavra kavw TTPdyuaTa pE

TTOAAOUG GUVOMNAIKOUG IOU
. EOxopai va pe
ouuTtTaBouoav TTIo TTOAAG
TTaIdI& TNG NAIKIOG pou

‘Exw TToAAOUG @iAoug

. Mou givai duokoAo va Kavw

@iloug

®© o 0 0 0

EuxapioToUpe TTOAU yia T CUMMETOXH ooU!

® e 0 ® 0
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONAIRES FOR PARENTS
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ApIBUOG ZuppETEXOVTA

©

AOKIMIO AZIOAOIMHZHZ INA TONEIZ

@

©
®
@
)

)

© @

® 0 ©

© @

® © ©

© © @

Anuoypa@ikd orToixsia — Mépog A

® ® ®

@ @ @

®@ ©® ©
QO Q Q9
® @ @

240G TTAPOKAANOUUE VA CUUTTANPWOETE TO EPWTNUATOAOYIO QUTS TTOU TTEPIEXEI OTOIXEIA YIa
TO TTaIdi KAI TNV OIKOYEVEIQ 0aG. YTTAPXOUV EPWTHCEIG TTOU ATTAITOUV TTEPIYPAPIKA
aTTAvVTNON Kal AAAEG TTOU OTTAVTWVTAI CHPEIWVOVTAG X OTO AVTIOTOIXO KUKAGKI. Ta
oToIXEia TToU Ba pag dwaoeTe Ba TTAPAPEIVOUV EPTTIOTEUTIKA.

O1 1o KATW atravrioel divovral aTro:

1. Méocwv Xpovwy gioTe;

2. Mop@pwrTiké eTTiTredo
Aev TeAeiwoa To AQUOTIKO

ATTO@OITOG AnuoTIKOU

Atogoitog Nuuvaaciou
AttogoiTog Aukeiou

AtogoIitog lNavetTioTnuiou
Kdaroxog¢ Metatrtuxiakou TiTAou

Karoxog AidakTopikou TiTAou

3. Moia givail n OIKOVOHIKA KATACTAON
TNG OIKOYEVEIAG COG;

MoAU kakn
APKETA KAKN
Kakn
Métpia
KaAn
APKETA KAAN
MoAU KaAn

o MnTépa

ONCNONONONONC

PO ® OO

o lMartépa

4. Tétrog diapovig
MoAN
Xwplio

5. ETrapyia Siapovig

Aeukwoaoia
NePETOHS
Magog
Ndpvaka

APPOXWOoTOG

6. NMéoa TTaidid £XETE;

7. EOvikéTnTO

Kutrpiokn

AAAN (TTaPOKOAAW CNUEIWOTE TTIO
KATW)
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Anpoypagikd oToixeia - Mépog B

MapakaAw CUPTTANPWOTE TA TTI0 KATW OTOIXEIQ TTOU apopolv T TTaIdi oag TTou

OUMMETEXEI OTNV EPEUVA:

1. Méowv Xpovwyv gival To Traidi;

2. MNoio €ivail To @UAo ToU TTaISI00 Gag
(y1a TO OTr0i0 CUMTTANPWVETE TO
£PWTNMATOASYIO);

Ayopl

Kopitol

3. Zelpd yévvnong ToU OThHV OIKOYEVEIA

MpwTto

AeUTEPO

Tpito

TETapTo 1) AAAN

4. X ro1a TAgN AEl TO TraNdi 00G;

AnuoTikd
lNupvdoio

5. TpéXouod OIKOYEVEIOKNA KATACTAON
O1 yoveig Couv padi

Alaleuypuévoll Ze didoTaon

Zgl yg Tov éva yovéa

Ag (g1 Ye TOUG PUOIKOUG TOU YOVEIG

6. ‘Exe1 katroio poBAnua vyeiag n
KATrola avatrnpia (Yuxikn, vonTikA |
OWHATIKRA);

NAI

OXI

Av val, TTEpIYPAYTE:

® ©

®® © 6

CEONCONC,

© ©

7. MNaipvel KAtTola @APHAKA OE
OUOCTNMATIKA Bdon;

NAI
OXl
Av val CUPTTANPWOTE TO €iD0G
PapPAKOU Kal To AGyo TTou TO
TTQPVEL:
8. 'Exel eTravaAdBel katrola
TagN;
NAI
(0)(
Av val, TTola Téén;
Na Toloug Adyoug;
9. Nepitrou TTOOOUG OTEVOUG
@iloug éxel;
Kavéva
1
2-3

4 ) TTEPIOCOTEPOUG

10. To Traudi oag TrTaAPousIAadel
SuokKoAia
21NV avayvwon

2710 ypatTé Adyo

210 JaBnuaTIKA

11. BpiokeTal o€ €131KA aywyn,
TTPOYPANHA EVIOXUTIKAG
Si1daokaAiag;

NAI

OXIl
Av val TTepIypAYTE:
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Mapakdtw uTTdpXel £vag KATAAOYOG HE EVEPYEIEG TWV YOVIWV OE OXECN WE TN CUPTIEPIPOPA TWV

TTaIdIWY Toug. MevIKA, TTOO0 CUXVA KAVETE ECEIC TA TTAPAKATW OTAV TO TTAIOI OOG CUUTTEPIPEPETAI
avAapuooTa A POVIUA. ZNUEIOTE TNV ATTAVTNON 0Ag Haupi¢ovTag ToV KUKAO . f Badovrtag X

TTAVW OTOV KUKAO X

v 2 5 ¥ g =29
& f 5 B 5 i3
W ¢ g7 W W
1. Otav 10 TTaIdi HOoU KAVEI aTaieg TTPOTEXW TN
OUUTTEPIPOPE TOU AAAG BEV KAVW TITTOTE. @ @ @ @ @ @
2. Otav 10 TTIdIi pou Kavel atagieg uPwvw Tov TOVO
NG QWVNAG Jou (To HOAWVW 1 uVALW. @ @ @ @ @ @

3. Otav 10 TTaudi pou kavel atagieg 10 fAlw va

dlopbwael To TTPORANUA ) va eTTavopBwaoel To AdBog @ @ @ @ @ @

TOU.

4. Otav 10 TTaIdi pou KAvel atagieg atrelAw 0TI Ba TO

TIMWPAROW (AAAG OTNV TTPAYHATIKOTATA BEV TO @ @ @ @ @ @

TIHWPW).

5. Otav 10 TTaIdi pou kavel aragieg Tou TIRAAW

TIPOCWPEIVA TTEPIOPICHO OTO DWMPATIO TOU. @ @ @ @ @ @
6. Otav 10 Taudi pou KAvel aTagieg Tou aTTayopelw TIG

€€6d0oUG. @ @ @ @ @ @

7. Otav 10 TTaIdi Hou KAVEI ATAEIEG TOU OTEPW

TTpovOpIa (6TTWG TO va &el TNAeOpaoN A va TTaigel Pe @ @ @ @ @ @

@PiAoug).

fr.lg\:g-v 1O TTaIdi OV KAVEl aTagieg Tou divw §UAO oTOV @ @ @ @ @ @
eI ORORORORONO
lgln(i\z\\// %OOLT)(\];ZL}:JOU KAvel aTagieg Tou avaBETw @ @ @ @ @ @
mpbEAL g 00 100 K ST ONONONONONG

12. Av {nTow a1o 10 TTaIdi JoU va KAVEl KATI Kal dev

TO KAVEl, TTapaitodual atrd To va TTPooTTadw va 1o @ @ @ @ @ @

TTEIOW VO TO KAVEL.
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13. Otav mpoeidotrolw To TTaIdi pou ot 8a To
TTEIBApXNOW av dev OTAPATAOEI, TEAIKA TOU ETTIRAAW
TNV TTEIBapPXia av CUVEXIOEI VO GUUTTEPIPEPETAI
avAapuooTa.

14. To TTaidi Jou TN YAITWVEI Yia TTPAYHATA VI TA
oTToia TTIoTEUW OTI Ba ETTPETTE va gixe TTEIBapynOEi.

15. Av atro@daoila va Tiuwprnow To TTaidi you, Ba
MTTOpOUCa va aAAGEwW TN yvwun You Pe Baon TIg
€€NyNoeig, TIg SIKAIOAOYIEG ] TQ ETTIXEIPMMOTA TOU.

16. Acixvw Bupd otav TeiBapxw 1o TTaIdi You.

17. O1 Aoyopaxieg Je TO TTAIBI HOU KAIJOKWVOVTAI KOl
KATaAfyw va Kavw A va Aéw TTpaypata TTou dev
evvoouaoa.

18. To TTaIdi pJou KaTapépvel va EePeuyel aTTd Toug
KAVOVEG TTOU £Xw BEOEL.

19. To €idog TnG TIHWpIag TTou TTIBAAAW oTO TSI
pou e€apTdTal ato Tn O1GBe0T UOou.

20. Otav 10 TTaIdi pJou gival POVIUO 1) TA KATAPEPVEI
o€ KATI TO TTPOCEXW AAAG dEV KAVW TITTOTE.

21. Otav 10 TTa1di pou gival @POVIUO ) TO KATAPEPVEI
o€ KATI TO ETTAIVW A TO EKBEIGCW.

22. Otav 10 TTaIdi JOoU gival POVIUO I TO KATAPEPVEI

o€ KATI To aykKaAialw, To QIAW, TO XTUTTW eAa@ppd oThv

TTAATN yIa va TO CUYXapw, A TO Xaidelw.

23. Otav 10 TTaIdi pou gival @POVIUO 1 TO KATAPEPVEI
o€ KATI, Tou ayopdlw KATI (OTTwG TO ayaTtrnuévo
@aynTo, £va PIKPO TTaixVvidl) i Tou divw XpAuara yia
TNV KAAr] TOU CUPTTEPIPOPA .

24. Otav 10 TTaIdi YoU gival POVIUO I TO KATAPEPVEI
o€ KATI, TOU TTAPEXW €va ETTITTAEOV TTPOVOMIO (OTTWG
YAUKO, KivnuaTtoypdgo, Jia dpacTnpIioTNTA TTOU TOU
QPE£CEI) YIa TNV KOAA TOU CUUTTEPIPOPG.

25. Otav 10 TTaIdi Pou €ival @POVIUO I TO KATAPEPVEI
o€ KAt Tou divw BaBuous | aoTepdKia.

26. Otav 10 TTaIdi POU gival @PAOVIUO I TO KATAPEPVEI
O€ KATI OEV TO TTPOCEXW KAV.

ORONONONONO

ONORORORONO,

ONORORORONO,
ORONONONONO
ONORORORONO,

ORONONONONO
O ®6E G
ORONONONONO
ORONONONONO

ORONONONONO

ORONONONONO

ORONONONONO

ORONONONONO
ORONONONONO,
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Me TIG TTapPaKATW EPWTACEIS 0ag {NTOUNE VO AVOPEPETE OTIONTTOTE YEVIKA TTIOTEUETE OTI

OKEQTETAI TO TTAIDI OAG OTIG TTO KATW TTEPITITWOEIG. ZNUEIWOTE TNV ATTAVINON 0aG

MaupifovTag Tov KUKAO .r’] Badovtag X TAVW OTOV KUKAO X

10.

11.

12.

Katnyopei Toug dAAoug yia Ta dIka Tou/Tng
AGBn

Kdvel KATI Xwpig va OKEPTETAI TIG CUVETTEIEG

Ta ouvaioBiuarta Tou/TnG Qaivovral
ETTIPAVEIOKA KOl OXI EINIKPIVN

Mepn@aveletal KOAG yia TIG IKAVOTNTEG, TA
EMTEUYUATA 1) T UTTAPXOVTA TOU/TNG.

Bapiétal eUkoAa

XpnoiyoTrolgi ) egatmatd GAAa dToua yia va
TIAPEI AUTO TTOU BEAEL.

Meipadel 1 Kopoidelel GAAQ ATOA.

EpTTAEKETOI O€ PIYOKIVOUVEG KAl ETTIKIVOUVEG
OpaaTNPIOTNTEG.

MepPIKEG QPOPEG CUUTTEPIPEPETAI KAAOTPOTTA
Kal Pe yonTteia, aAAd Pe emipavelakd Kal
avelAkpivr) TpoTTO.

Oupwvel éTav Tov/TNV d1opBwvouy 1
TIHWPOUV.

Qaivetal va okEQTETAI OTI €ival KAAUTEPOG/N
Kal TTI0 oNPAvTIKOG/n atré Toug GAAoug
avlpwTTouG.

AQNVEl Ta TTPAYUATA TTOU TTPETTEI VA KAVEI
MEXPI TNV TEAEUTAIQ OTIYMI.

KaBoAou
aAndeia

©@ @ @ @ @6 @ @@

Niyo

ApkeTé

aAnBeia  aAABeia

® 00 & & 00 bbb o

® ® ®& © OO0 OO
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2€ auTo TO EpWTNUOTOAGYIO Ba BpeiTe TTPOTACEIG TTOU AVOPWTTOI UTTOPEI VO XPNOIMOTTOIRCOoUV yia
Va TTEPIYPAYOUV TIG CUUTTEPIPOPES, ATTOWYEIG, EVOIOPEPOVTA Kal GAAA TTPOCWTTIKA cuvaloBniuara.
KdBe mpdétacn pmopei va atmmavinBei e XQ3TO n NAAGOZ. AiloBdoTe TIG TTPOTACEIS KOl
amoaciote Trola €AoY Talplddel KaAuTepa oTo TTaudi TTou TTEPIYPAPETE  O€ QUTO TO
epwTnUATOAGYIO. TMpooTTabroTe va TrepypdyeTe 10 dTouo OTTWG eival ZYNHOQZ ) dpa yevikd
Kal viwoBel, 0x1 JOvo To TTwG ViwBel Twpa. AldBace Tnv KABe TTPOTACN TTPOCEKTIKA, OPWS PNV
OTTatoAACEIG TTOAU Xpdvo yia va atro@acioelg Tnv atrdvinon. MNoapakoAw oTTavioTe KABe
TTPOTAON, OKOPA Kal av dev €ioTe evIEAWS Oiyoupol yia TNV atravrnon. Na BuudoTe dev UTTAPYXOUV
OWOTEG Kal AABo¢ atravToEIg. ZNUEIWOTE TNV ATTAvInon oag Paupioviag Tov KUKAO ‘ n
Bagovrag X Tavw oTov KUKAO {4

ZwoTtdé  AdaBog

1. To maudi you €xel AiydTePN EVEPYEIQ KAl KOUPALETAI TTIO YPIyOopPa

’ ’ y O (@]

a1ré Ta TTEPICOOTEPA TTAIDIA.

2.  To maidi pou ouvRBwg utTopei v atmodéxeTal Ta AAAG TTaIdIG OTTWG 5 5
gival, akopa Kal av €ival O1a@opPETIKA aTrd auTo.

3.  To aidi pou xAavel TNV Yuxpalpia Tou 1o eUKOAA attd Ta AAAA 5 o
TaidId.

4.  To maidi pou &¢ gaiveTal va katalapaivel Ta opéAN Tou va Badel o o
OTOXOUG.

5. To mmaidi pou cuvABwg TTpooTTaBEi va Kavel To idlo o€ KATToIoV ° o

TTOU TOV £X€El TTANYWOEL.

6. To maudi pou TTpocoTraBbei o okKANP& atrd Ta GAAa TTaIdi& oTo
oxoAegio (§odeuel TTEPICOOTEPO XPOVO OTNV KAT 0iKOV £pyaaia Tou, o o
oT0 va gEaokeital oe aBAAuarta ) o’ €va Jouaikd 6pyavo, KATT).

7. To mmaudi you XpelaleTal £va UTTVAKO I ETTITTAEOV XPOVO

gekoupaaong, eTeIdr) KoupAageTal MO EUKOAA atrd GAAa TTaidid. © ©

8. Axodpa kal 6tav To TTaIdi Jou £xel TTOANA Ae@TA, TTPOTINA VO Ta o o
QUAGEel TTapd va Ta EodEWel yia Tov EauTo TOU.

9. To maudi you eUxeTal Va NTAV PEYAAUTEPO Kal OEV ATTODEXETAI TNV 5 °
nAIKia Tou.

10. To maudi you cuvrBwg Bonbda va BpeBolv Auoeig og TTpoBARuaTa, 5 °
woTe OAoI va eTTwPeAnBoUV.

11. 710 TTaudi pou apéael va TTPOoYPAMATICETal TTOAU, aKOPA Kal Yo 5 °
ouvnBiouéva TTpdyuara.

12. Otav 10 TTaIdi Pou dokipadel KATI Kalvoupylo, ouvhABwg VILOEI 5 °
TTOAA veupikOTNTA.

13. To maudi pou kével uévo o1 gival avaykaio, TTapoAo TTou givai 5 °
IKAVO VA Ta KOTA@EPEI TTOAU KOAUTEPQ.

14. To maudi gou UXETAI va ATAV EEUTTVOTEPO ATTO GAOUG TOUG AAAOUG. o o

15. To maudi you Ba ékave akOuN Kal Aoxnua TTPAYUATA AV auTd TO ° o

£KAVE TTI0 ONUOYIAEG.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

To Taidi pou mmoTevel 6T yivovTal Bauuara.

To Taidi pou @aiveral va gival vipoTaAd e Kavoupyioug
avOpwWITOUG.

To TTaIdi pou eival IKavoTToINKEVO JE Ta ETITEUYUATE TOU Kal EXEI
Aiyn emBuyia va Ta Tdel KaAUTEPAQ.

To TTaIdi JouU PEPIKES POPEG VILWBEI OTI UTTOPEI va TTPOBAEWEI TO
MEAAOV.

To TTaIdi Jou oKEPTETAI TA TTPAYMATA TTPIV TTAPEI YIa aTTdéPacn.

To TTaIdi pou ToTEVEl OTI OV XPEIACETAI VA Ei0AI AVEVTILOG VIO VO
TTETUXEIG.

To Traudi pou gival TToAU vipoTTtaAd éTtav cuvavTd Kaivoupyloug
OUVOURAIKOUG TOU.

To Tmaudi you euxeTal va fTav o duvaTtd atmd OAoUG Toug GAAOUG.

To Tmaudi you toTevEl 6T uTTOPEl va diaioBdAveTal TTPAYUATA

To TTaidi pou ocuvABwG dev PoIpAdeTal Ta CUVAICOANATA TOU PE
GAAoug.

To TTaIdi Pou TTPOTIPAG va KAVEI TIG ETTIAOYEG TOU HGVO a@oU £XEl
MEAETNOEI OAEG TIG EVAAAQKTIKEG.

To TTauidi pou &€ @ofdTal va dOKIJACEI AKOWN Kal TNV TTI0
TPOMPOKTIKA KOUpoa oTo AoUva TTapK.

MapakaAw PoUPIoTE TO KUKAAKI TTOU QVTIOTOIXEI OTNV ATTAvVTNON
owaoTo

To Tmaudi pou gival euaiocBnTo oTa cuvaloOruaTa Twv AAAwWV.
To TTaIdi pou @aiveTal va €Xel TIVEUUATIKEG OUVOEDEIG UE AAANOUG.

To TTaIdi pou ouxva TrepIPEVEl aTTd KATTOIoV AAAO va dwoel AUon
oTa TTPORANPATA TOU.

To Tmaudi pou dev Ba oAOKANPWOEl Eva £pYO AV TOU TTAiPVEl TTOAU
Xpovo.

To Taidi pou ocuvABwe akoAouBEi Toug Kavoveg.

To maudi you avnouxei TTEPICCOTEPO ATTO TOoUug AAAOUG OTI Ba
oupBouv doxnua TTpdyuaTa.

270 TTaIdi Hou apéael TTPaYPATIKG va BonBd Toug GAAouG.
To Tmaudi you guxeTal va ival o duvaTd atro Ta AAAa TTaidid.
To Tmaudi gou TTPOTING va PNV akoAouBei KaBOAOU KavOVEG.

Nopi¢w 611 To TTaIdi Jou avappwvel o apyd aTrd appwaoTia N
AyXog o€ ax£on We GAAa TTaidId.
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

4.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Ae Ba Treipade To Taudi pou va gival yévo Tou 6An TNV Weda.

To TTaIdi pou oTevaxwplETal yia TTOAA wpa dTav CUPTTEPIPEPETAI
aoxnpa og GAAa TTaIdId, akOun Kal av auTd ATav Kokd padi Tou.

To TTaidi pou eUxeTal Va €iXE EIBIKEG DUVANEIG OTTWG TOV
20oUTTEPUAV.

To Taidi pou ival TTOAU auTapxIKo.

To maudi pou aioBaveTal xahapod otav €xel va ouvavTroel GAAOUg
avOpwITOUG.

To TTaIdi pou okéPTeTal TOUG AANOUG, aKOUN Kal auToUg TTOU TOU
OUMTTEPIPEPONKAY AOXNUA OTO TTAPEABOV.

To TTaIdi pJou ToTEVEl OTI TIVEUUATIKEG OUVAUEIG KATEUBUVOUV
KATTOIEG POPEG TN Wy TOU.

To TTaIdi pou dev EEPEI TI va KAVEI OTAV QVTIMETWTTICEI Eva
TPORANUQ.

To TTaudi you ouvNBWG CUVEVVOEITAI HE KATTOIOV GAAOV TTPOTOU
apxioel katrola dpacTnEIOTNTA.

To TTaidi pou dev @aiveTal va eTTnEeAdeTal cuvaliodBnuaTikéd armod
Auttnuéva Tpayoudia A TaIvieg.

To TTaudi pou gival TTI0 EVEPYNTIKO Kal KoupAageTal AiydTePO
ypriyopa atré Ta mepIcooTeEpa TTaIdIA TNG NAIKIag Tou.

2710 TTaudi pou apéoel va Poipadetal he GAAa TTaidid 6oa £UabE.

To TTaudi you OTTPWYVEI TOV EQUTO TOU OTA AKPa OTAV Kuvnyd éva
OTOXO.

To Taidi you ocuvABwg PTTopEi va AUcel Ta TTEPICTOTEPA
TpoBAAuaTa Kal TTalAG.

210 TTaIdi poU apéael va QUAAGEI Ae@Ta TTapd va Ta E0OEUEL.

To TTauidi pou @aivetal va PIAG yia TTPOCWTTIKA Tou B€uaTta Je TOUG
@iAoug TOU.

To Taidi pou xpeidletal TTOAU vidvrepa kal empefaiwon étav
gival dppwarTo.

To maidi pou katalapaivel 6T uTTopei va uddel kal atrd GAAa
TTaudid.

To Tauidi pou eival Mo uTTeUBUVO CUYKPITIKA Je AAAa TTaIdIA.

To Taidi you B€AEI Ta TTPAYMATA VA YivovTal JE auaTnEo Kal
OOUNUEVO TPOTTO.

Maipvel TEPIOTOTEPO XPOVO OTO TTaIdi POU va EeTTepAOEel TRV
VTPOTIA TOU YIa KATI.

To TTaudi pou atToPeUyel AKOPN Kal oTEVA TOu AToua OTav gival
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

13

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

QVACTOTWHEVO.

To Tmaudi pou gival KaAd 1o va KPATA TIG UTTOOXETEIG TOU.
MapakaAw paupioe TO KUKAAKI TTOU avTIoTolxEi oTo AdBog

To TTaidi pou emipével 6T Ta AAAa TTaIdIG KAvouv Ta TTPAYUATA UE
10 8IKG TOU TPOTTO.

To TTaIdi Jou oveIPOTTOAEI OAN TNV Wpa.

Eivai 1o e0koAo yia To TTaidi pou va KAavel Kaivoupyia Kai
O1a0KeSACTIKG TTPAyUaATa OTAV €ival KOVTA Tou OIKA TOU ATOUA.

To 1Taidi you oxeddv TTAVTa TTAPAMPEVEI FPEUO Kal EEYVOIAOTO
OKOMPO Kal av Ta TTepIocoTepa TTaIdId gival pofIiouéva
QVAOTOTWHEVA.

To Taidi pou dev @aiveTal va eTTnpedaleTal cuvaioBnuaTikéd armd
Auttnuéva Tpayoudia A TaIVieg.

To Taidi pou mECeTal aTTO KATAOTACEIS 1| AvBPWITOUG va KAVEI
TTPdyuaTa evavTia atn 6€Anar] Tou.

To TTaidi pou o€Betal GAAa TTaidid TTou gival SIAPOPETIKA ATTO TO
id10.

To TTaIdi pou KATToIEG YOPES VIWBE! 6TI Aol o1 {wvTavoi
opyaviouoi cuvdéovTtal JETalU TOUG.

To maudi pou Traipvel atro@Aacelg ypriyopa e1reidr) Oev TOU apEael
VQ TTEPIPEVEL.

To 1aidi pou dev Katnyopei AAAOUG avBpWTTOUG 1 KATAOTACEIG YIa
TIG ETTIAOYEG TOU.

To TTaudi yOoU AVNOUXEi EK TWV TTPOTEPWV TTPIV OOKIPACEI
Kaivoupyia TTpdyuata.

To Tmaudi you dev @aivetal va kartahafaivel Ta cuvalioBripaTa Twv
AAAWV TTaIdIV.

To TTaidi pou Ba oTTAoEl TOUG KavOoveg av Ba Tn YAITWOEL.
To TTaudi pou gival TEAEIOPAVEG.

To Tmaudi you dev PAiVETAI VO KATAVOEI TN TNUAVTIKOTATA TOU VA
Badeig oTdyoug.

To maudi pou kataAapaivel 611 6Aol kepdifouv OTav 0 £vag Fonbd
TOV GAAO.

To TTaIdi JoU OTTAVIA OVEIPOTTOAEI.
To maudi pou cuyva @ofdral va doKINATEl Kalvoupyla TTpdyHaTa.

To maudi pou dev @aiveral va kataAaBaivel yiaTi TTPETTEl va
EPYAOTEI yia va yivel KAAUTEPO.
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82. To maudi pou avtigeTwTTiCel OAOUG PE guyévela Kal oeBaoud

ave¢dptnTa Ao 70 TTOCO CNUAVTIKOI A KOKOI gival. °

83. Z10 Taudi pou dev apéael va pEVEl HOVO OTaV Eival avaoTATWHEVO. o

84. To maudi pou @aiveTal 0TI €X€1 EVTAON KAl VEUPIKOTNTA O€ N OIKEIES o
KOTAOTAOEIG.

85. To maidi pou SUCKOAEUETAI Va TTEl PEUA aKOUN Kal av auTd Ba o
BonBouae KATTOIOV Va VIWOEl KAAUTEPQ.

86. To maudi pou ouvRBwg TTePIPEVEI AAAG TTaIdIG va TTAPOUV o
TTPpWTOROUAIa dTav xpelddeTal va yivel KATI.

87. To maidi pou mmoTelel OTI uTTopEi va diaioBdveTtal TTpdypaTa 0

88. To maudi pou eTTavépXeTal EUKOAQ ATTO AOHHAVTEG QOBEVEIEG I o
Aayxog.

89. 10 TTaIdi pou dev apEoEl va EVOXAEITAI OTTO Ta TIPORANPOTA TWV o
GAAWV TTAIBIWV.

90. To maudi you @aiveTal va €TTNEEGZETAI CUVAITONUATIKA ATTO o
Auttnuéva Tpayoudia A TaIVieG.

91. ®aiveral 6T TO TTAIdI HOU Ba YTTOpPOUCE Va TTaidel OAN PEPA Kal o
vUXTa XWpPig ¢ekoupaon.

92. Orav xpeidleTal yia ypryopn atrégacn, 1o maidi Jou o
OUOKOAeUETAI TTEPICCOTEPO ATTO TA TTEPICCOTEPA TTAIDIC.

93. To maudi pou ouvnBwG eTIAEyel va un BonBa GAAa TTaidid. o

94. To maudi pyou gival TTOAU vTpoTTaAG OTaV cuvavTé KavoUupyioug o
EVNAIKEG.

95. To maudi pou katavoei 6T n €§aoknaon 10 BonBd va yivel o o
TTETUXNMEVO.

96. Eitmma TToAAG WEPQTa o€ auTO TO EPWTNHATOAGYIO. o

97. @aiveral 611 N SIKAIOOUVN KaI N EVTINOTATA £X0UV Aiyn onuacia o€ o
KATTOIEG TITUXEG TNG (WG Tou TTaudloU Jou.

98. To maudi pou gival KAAG oT10 va utteEpBAAAEl i va TTapaTpaBd TNV o
aAnoela.

99. To maudi pou d¢ev eival kKaBOAou vTpoTTaAd ue EEvoug. 0

100 To maudi you atmmoAaupavel va BonBd& Toug AAAOUG akOun Kai av o
TOU CUUTTEPIPEPOVTAI AOXNMA.

101 To maudi you yeviké Badel oTOXOUG KAl TOUG OKOAOUBEI (KaTaKTnon o
VEWV OeEIOTATWY, KaAoi BaBpoi, yvwplpia pe véoug avBpwTToug).

102 Otav 10 TTaIdIi JOU €XEI VO OUVAVTHOEI VEQ TTPOCWTTA, AVNOUXET o

TTOAU €K TWV TTPOTEPWV.

210



103

104

105

106

107

108

270 TTaIdi pou Oev apEéTel va EUTTIOTEUETAI KAVEVA.

To TTaidi pou @aiveTal va viwbel Tuxepo.

AKOun kai av 10 TTaIdi ou yvwpilel Toug TTBavoug KivoUvoug,
ecakoAouBei va Traipvel pioka.

Eteidn 1o maudi pou dev e€aokeital, dev gival TOGO EMTUXNHUEVO
600 Ba utTopoloe va eival.

To TTaIdi pJou eUxeTal Va €iXe TNV KAAUTEPN EMPAVION OTOV KOGHO.

To maudi pou avagEpel 0TI £xel EPTTEIPIEG € OXEON YE TN BpnokKeia.

O

@)

O

O

O1 eTTOHEVEG EPWTATCEIG £XOUV VO KAVOUV WE TN GUUTTEPIPOPA KAl TA OUVAICOAUOTA TOU TTaISIoU
0a¢. Znueiwoe X oToV KUKAO JE TOV apIOUS TToU EKPPACE! TO TI IOXUEI OTNV TTEPITITWOT] TOU BIKOU
oag Taidiou. MPOZOXH oTIC apvNTIKEG EPWTNAOEIS (TT.X. «Agv voiadeTal TTOO0 KOAG Ba KAVEl
KATI», anuelwvovTag X otov KUKAo pe To O onuaivel 611 voidaZetal TTo00 KaAd Ba kavel KATI).

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Exk@pddlel eUkoAa Ta cuvaioBriuata Tou

Aev @aivetal va {exwpilel To «owoTO» aTTd TO
«A\@Bog»

Noiadetal yia T oXOAIKA TOU Epyacia

Agv 10 voIadel TTolov Ba TTANYWOEl yia va
TTAPEI aUTO TTOU BEAEI

AloBdaveTal aoxnua n viwBel evoxég otav KAVEl
KATI TTOU O¢gVv gival owaTd

Aev deixvel Ta ouvaloBruaTd Tou

Agev 10 voIiacel av gival r; Ox1 TNV wpa Tou
Avnouxei yia Ta ouvaiodrpata Twv GAAwv
Agv 10 voIalel av Bpel TOV PTTEAG TOU

Agv agrivel Ta cuvalioBiuaTd Tou va To
eAEyxouv

Agv 10 voIAZel YIa TO TTOGO KOAG KAVEI KATI

Qaiveral va gival yuxpod Kai va unv voiaZeTtal
yia Toug GAAoug

Avayvwpilel eukoAha Ta AdBn Tou

Eivai elkoAo yia Toug dAAoug va kataAdBouv
TTWG aIoBAveTal

Méavra kavel 0TI KAAUTEPO PTTOPET

© @ @ @ @ @ @@ @ @ @ @ @

® 0 0 0 0 0 LB B © B B

® ® ® ® ® ® OO ® ® ® O

©® @ O OO0 0 ® @B O
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16. Zntd cuyyvwun 1} ammoAoyeital o€ autoug TTou

¢BAawe N €kave KATI KAKO

17. TlpooTraBei va pnv TANywvel Ta

ouvaiotniuata Twv GAAwv

18. Aev aioBdveTal PETAVIWPEVO OTAV KAVEI KATI

AGBog

19. Eival TToAU ek@paoTiké Kal ouvalioOnuaTiko

20. Aev TOU Op€OEl VO APIEPWVEI XPOVO YIa VO

KAvEl 0TI KAAUTEPO PTTOPEI

21. TaouvaioBnuara Twv aAwv gival aorjpavTa

yia auTd

22. KpuBel Ta ouvaloBriuatd Tou atrd Toug AAAoUG

23.  Aoulegugl okANPA o€ OTIOATTOTE KAVEI

24. Kdavel Tpaypata yia va viwBouv ol GAAoI KaAd

©@e@e @ ©@ © @ © 6

@0 0 & 6 6 O

O 0 ® 06 © ©

® O O 0 6

To k@06¢ TTaudi avTIETWTTICEI KABNUEPIVG apvnTIKA i} SuCAPECTA YeyovoTa WE TO BIKO TOU TPOTTO.
AvoQEPETE O, TI YEVIKA TTIOTEUETE OTI OKEPTETAI TO TTaAIdi 0ag, OTav Blwvel apvnTiké 1 ducdpeoTa

YEYOVOTA. ZNUEIOTE TNV OTTAVTNON 0A¢ PaupifovTag ToV KUKAO

KUKAO

1. ZkEQTETOI OTI TTPETTEI VO ATTOOEXTEI QUTO TTOU
OUVERNKE

2. Zuxva OKEQTETAI yIA TO TTWG VIWOE! yIa auTd TTOU
Biwoe

3. ZkEQTETAI OTI PTTOPEI va UABel KATI éoa aTTd £va
YEYOVOC

4. ZkEQTETAI OTI €KEIVO €ival UTTEUBUVO yia auTtd TTOU
OUVERNKE

5. ZkEQTeTaN OTI TTPETTEI VA ATTOOEXTEI TNV KATAOTACT)

6. Eival atraoXoAnuEVO e AUTO TTOU OKEPTETAI Kal
vVIWOe! yia auTd TTou Biwoe

7. ZKEQTETAI EUXAPIOTA TTPAYUATA TTOU OEV £XOUV
TITTOTa VO KAVOUV PE auTdv/n

8. 2kEQTETAI OTI PTTOPEI VA Yivel TTIo duvaTd ATOUO WG
aTTOTEAECPO TWV OOWV €XOUV OUURBET

9. ZkEQTETOI YIO TO TTOCO ATTAICIO €ival AuTd TTOU
OuVvéBnKe

10. NiwBel 611 o1 dAAoI gival uTTeUBuVOI yia OTI £XEI
ouupei

11. ZképTeTal KATI wWPAio avTi yia EKEIVO TTOU GUVEPNKE

f Bafovtag X Tévw oTOV

2xeddv  Mepikég

TOE  QOPEG

®©

® 6 0 0@ 0@ 60 6 6 6 6

@

® 060 60 60 ®©® 0 6

Toxmkda

©®

® OO e eE

2uxvd

®

® 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

>xeddv
TIAVTQ!

GG GGG C RGO CEECRCENC)
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12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

ZKEPTETAI YIA TO TTWG VA AAAGEEI JIa KATAOTOON

ZKEQPTETAI OTI OEV ATAV TTOAU doXNUa O€ oxéon HE
AAAa TTpAyPaTa

ZKEPTETAI OTI BACIKA N AITiO TTPETTEI VA OQPEIAETA
OTOV €QUTO TOU

2KEQPTETAI éva TTAGVO TOU TI €ival TO KAAUTEPO va
KAvel

\é€l aTOV EQUTO TOU OTI £XEI KOI XEIPOTEPD
TpayuaTta otn Cwn

2UVEXWG OKEPTETAI TTOCO OTTAICIO ATAV N
KaTtdoTaon

NiwBel 6T Baoikd n aitia ogeileTal o€ AAAoug

® e 60 0 & 6 6

® 0 60 60 @ 0 6

ONONONOMOMOM®

® 6 6 6 @ @
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ApBuog

AldPace TPOGEKTIKA TIG O KAT® 1GTOPIES KOl GTY GUVEYELN OTAVTNGE TIG EPOTNCELS TOL
axolovBovv. Na oképtecar tadg avtopas EXY cvviBog kot oyt 1t moteveg 01t B rav
owotd va kdvels. No Bupdoot dev vdpyovv cmotég Kot AdBog amavinoelg — kébe dtopo
avTOPE O1POPETIKE GE CLYKEKPLUEVES KATAGTAGELG.

BAAE ZE KYKAO O Tov apud mov meprypdoet ndéco mbavov Ba NTav va Ekaveg kabe
po omd TIS o KAT® CLUTEPIPOPES, pe to 1 vo onuaivel kaBoiov mBavd kot o 5 va
onpaivel ToAd mbavov.

Metd mov 6o Babporoynoelg Tig mo kaT® 3 emAoYEg Ypaye o€ Tt GAAO Bal EKoveg av HGovV
EXY XTH ®EXH TOY ITAIAIOY I[IOY ANA®EPETAI XTHN EPQTHXH

= T
."L;. 1 7\ \'I/

T S

O Anuntpng mher omv A’ Tvpvasiov kot eivar dpiotog padnme. Ot
Babuoi otov éleyyxd tov MTav Olot efapeTikol ektdg and to pabnua ™ Iotopiag. 1o
dwyoviopo mpe 20, whvio mder SofacpéVog, GUUUETEYEL 6TO UAOMUO KOl €KOVE Kol
gpyoocia. ITapdia avtd, m kadnynirpue tov €Pake 18. O Anuntpng motevel OtL 1
KaOnynTpla ToV 0dikNoE.

T 0a éxaveg EXY ot 0éom tov AHMHTPH, og avt v nepintmon);

KoaBohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketd | TToiv
mBovov | mbavov mloavov | mbavov
Oo myova v pOTHCEO TNV 1 2 3 4 5
kafnyntpu av €kave Kamolo AdBog
Kot av Oyt ywri pov €faAe avtd to
Bobpo.
®a myova oty KobnynTplo. oA 1 2 3 4 5
Bopopévog kot Bo  (ntovca
egnynoeig.
Agv Ba ékava timota Ko Oa To aenva 1 2 3 4 5
Vo TEPAGEL.

T1 @dhho Ba €kaveg kot yroti;
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{3

O ZmHpog KaTAyeTon amd Lo TOY OIKOYEVELN Kol TapOLO oL BEAEL va

TAEL GTNV TEMKN GYOAKT EKOPOUN TNG EKTNG ONUOTIKOV OeV £pEPE TI ONAMCT GUUUETOYNG
AMOYy® TOL OTL OV €YEL TOL YPNUATO VO TANPAOGEL TO TOGO Tov avaypaeetal. Evag
ouppadnTg TV, 0 Avtpéag Eekvd va yeAd kot va e€nyel oe GAOVG TOVG GLUUAONTEG TOVG
10 AOYO 7oV Ba YAGEL 0 ZTOPOC TNV EKOPOUTN Ko TOTE YivETO LEYAAN Qacapio e YEAMQ Kot

Kopoidiec.

Avnoovv EXY ot OEXZH TOY XITYPOY, 11 0o ékaveg oe avth TV mepintmon);

Kaf6rov Atyo MBovév | Apketd | IloAd
mBovov | mbavov mBovov | mbavov
Oa vIpemdLOVV TOAD 1 2 3 4 5
kot Oo Epeva péca oty TaEN 6A0
TO SUOAELLLLLOL
HEXPL VO GTOLOTIICOVV VO LE
KOPOTOELOVV.
Oa provoa otov Avrpéa kat Oa 1 2 3 4 5
TOV EAEYA VO GTOUOTOEL
Vo e Kopoidevet ylati pe
TANy®veL ko Ba Tov
{ntovoa va unv to Eavokavet.
Oa ekveupllOpovV Ue 1 2 3 4 5

CLUTEPLPOPE TOL AVTpEn Kol
TOV LTOAOITOV Kot Ba Tov
oaovola:

«ZTapdTo Vo avaKoTeDEGOL EGV!»
ka1 Oa Tov EdtmyvaL.

T1 dAho Ba ékaveg kat yroti;
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O Xpiotog kot 0 NwkdAag Bpébnkav tuyaio oe o ToryviSovToA.
Kot o1 600 n0ehav va mai&ovv 6to povokmto, aArd o Nikorag dev 0ele va mailovv dAla
moud1d pali tov. ‘HOehe va givar povog tov 610 GovoKmTd. AvEPnKe oTo mOyviol Kot
€01y ve OmoloV Tpoomafovoe va ovEPEL.

Avnoovv EXY ot OEZH TOY XPIETOY, 11 00 ékaveg o€ avt TV TepinTmon);

KaBolov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
®a éAeyo 610 NikdAa OTL To, TOyvidio 1 2 3 4 5
etvat yio 6hovg Kot g dev pmopet va
ne dSinet
Ag Ba éleya timota oto NuwoOAo Kot 1 2 3 4 5
fa Yoo vo
Toim o€ KAmolo GALO oy vidt.
®a OOp®va TOAD Kot Ba Tov YTVTTOVGA 1 2 3 4 5

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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O X4pPoag mye oty Kavtiva Tov GYOAEIOV Yo Vo oyopdoeL To KoOnuepvo

OV QUYNTO Y10 TO SIAEpO. APov Tpe avTd Tov (NTNoE, TANPWOGE Kol TPE To PECTOA.
Apéowc mpdoele 0TL T pEGTA NTOV AyoTEPQ 0o OTL OOt EMpeme.

Av noovv EXY ot OEZH TOY XABBA, 11 0a ékaveg o€ avt T ntepintwon;

KoaB6hov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
[MBavov | mbavov mBovov | mbavov
Oa £Qevya GTEVOYOPNUEVOS XOPIG Va 1 2 3 4 5
o KOTL YTl vipémopot va {ntmow
YPNHUATO THO®.
Oa T yova Tow oTNV Kovtiva vo 1 2 3 4 5
avaeépm 1o AaBog kot va {ntom va
LoV EMGTPAPOVV TO, COGTH PECTOL.
®a  ekvevpllopovy kot EPala  TIg 1 2 3 4 5

QOVEG Y10 VO OV OMCEL TO. COGTA
péota Kol GAAN QOpd Vo TPOGEYEL TU
KAveL.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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H Mopia kot n EAévn mipav tov 1010 aptBpd yneov otig ekhoyég yuor
0éom Tov TPoEdpov TG TAENS. Oa mPEmeL va GuINTHCOLY KOl VO, ATOPAUGIGOVY LOVEC TOVG
nowo. TeMkd Bo mapel ) B€on tov Tpoédpov. H EAEvn ftav mpdedpog ¢ théng Kot tnv
TPONYOOUEV GYOAKT XPOVLA.

Avnoovv EXY ot OEZH THX MAPIAZ, 11 Oa ékaveg g ot T mepintoon);

KaBoriov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mOavov | mbavov mOavov | mbavov

Oa cvlnrovca pali pe mv EAévn ko 1 2 3 4 5
maporlo mov Oa MBelo T BEon TOL
mpoédpov Ba v aenva va Thpel TV
0éon.

®a cv{nrovoa pali pe v EAEvn kot 1 2 3 4 5
Ba ¢ éleya va LoV dMGEL TNV
gvkapia va whpw avtn ™ BEon apov
eY® oV glya tnVv gukopia woté Eava
va gipon Tpoedpog.

®a apenva v EAévn va maper 1 2 3 4 5
0éon 1ov mpoédpov aAAd Ba Evimba
Bopopévn mov dev pov TPOTEWVE Va
MV TP €Y® aPoV QETOC givor 1
GEPA LLOV.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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O Kootag kot o Avopéag eivar eidot kot mailovv cuyvd pali Toddceaipo.

Avt ™ @opd NTave o€ avtitaieg opddec. O Kbotog kotdpepe va faiel Eva yKoA yio TV
OUAd0 TOV KOl TO TOVNYVUPLGE. LTN GLVEXEW TOV TToyvidlov o Avopéag eiye (nAéyel Ko
EKVEVPIOTEL PE TO QIA0 TOV Y1 0TO TOL EPaAe TPIKAOTOOIA Yo va okovtdyel. O Kootag

KatdAofe OTL Tave EMiTNOEG.

Av noovv gov ot OEXH TOY KQXTA 11 0o ékaveg og ot TV mepintmon);

KaBohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
®a Tov ‘pryva po PTovvid, TN 1 2 3 4 5
Tov a&iletl kot yuo va pumv 1o
EavaKavet.
Oa OOpova, oA dev Ba Tov EAeya 1 2 3 4 5
timota yioti 0ev 06Am va
toaKkmBovpE Kol va TOV XAoo.
®a cvvéyla To oy vidl, aALL peTd 1 2 3 4 5

Ba Tov éleya 0Tt pe melpade ko Ot
o B va Eavaxavel KAt T€T010.

T1 dAho Ba Eékaveg kot yroti;
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e

Otav 0 XTtépovog PETAKOUICE LLE TNV OIKOYEVELQ TOV GE GAAN TEPLOYN,
avayKaotnke vo mdel o JpopeTikd oyoAeio. Tnv mpot pépa ot0
KOLVOVPYL0 TOV GYOAEl0 TapatnpNnoe 0Tt Ta AAAL Todid Tov ERAemav Tapdéeva Kot EKavay
dapopa oyoMa yia ekeivov. Ohot Tov KopoOdevay EMEWON NTOV KOVOOPLOG GTO GYOAELD
TOVG.

Av noovv gov ot OEXH TOY XTEDQANOY 11 Oa £kaveg 6€ avt TNV TEPITTOON;

KaBolov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
Oa aveydopovv clOMINAL To GYOAM 1 2 3 4 5
TOV TOOUDV.
Agv Ba ékava KTt apyikd, OpmS ov To 1 2 3 4 5
oudid cuvélav va e Kopotdehovv
Ba 10 éAeya oTN SOOCKAALL.
®a oavidpodoo pe Oopd kot Oa 1 2 3 4 5
wpoonafovca vo Ppw Kot €YD TPOTO
VO TOVG TANYDO®.

T1 dAho Ba ékaveg kat yroti;
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H EOn kot n Avtpudvo sivon @ideg €dd kot 6 ypovia. Eoaevikd, m

Avtplavo otapdtnoe va pidd oty Eon. Apyioe va kével Topéa pe Ghdo Kopitolo, vo TV
ayvoel katl va, unv g otvel kopio onupocio. H Edn otevaympidtay modd, yoti ayomodce
™ @1AN ™G Ko dev ere va T ydoet. Agv nEepe OUMS TL va KAVEL.

Av foovv e60 ot OEZH THZ EYHZ 11 60 éxoveg o€ auti TV mepintwon;

KaBohov | Atyo | ITiBavov | Apxetd | Tloiv
mBovov | mBavov mBovov | mbavov
®a Avmopovy oD, oAAd Bo aenva 1 2 3 4 5
™ @1AN pov va emAEEEL LoV TG,
Oa Bdpwva mhpa moAd pali g Ko 1 2 3 4 5
Oo TV anéeevya Kot EYO.
®a ovintovoca pall g ko Oa 1 2 3 4 5

TPOcTaovGa VoL AVG® TO TPOPAN L.

T1 dAho Ba ékaveg kat yroti;
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O TNopyog kol 0 adeApdc Tov 0 NiKOG TyoV UE TOVG YOVEIC TOLG GTOV

[Mpotapd yio T1g KOAOKAPIVEG TOVE SLOKOTEG. APECE KOl GTOVG OLO VO KAVOLV dldpopo.
OBoddoolo omop, YU ovtd Kor (RTMoov amd TOLg YOVELG TOVG Vo KAvouv «BaAdcoia
uroavavoy. Otav myov 6to Kookt o vtevduvog Tovg evnuépmaoe 0Tt o€ Alyo Ba Eekivovoe
N televtaio dtadpoun oty omoio vanpPye povo pia Béon. O Tdpyog emépeve va KAVEL
EKEIVOC TPADTOG KOl VO KAVEL O AOEAPOS TOL Lol AAAT QOPdL.

Av fioovv EXY ot OEXH TOY NIKOY tov adelpot tov ['idpyov, Tt Oa €kaveg oe vt

N TEPIMTAOON;

Kabohov | Atyo | [IBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mOovov | mbavov mOhavov | mbavov
Oa Avmépovv moAD, aAld dev Oa 1 2 3 4 5
éleya KAt ko Qo donva tov adeApd
pov 10 Tlopyo va kdévelr ekeivog
UTTOVAV QL.
®a Aumopovy ToAD kot Bo Edeyo oTOV 1 2 3 4 5
adeA@d pov 10 INdpyo  oOtL 00D
0éhovpe kot ot Ovo va  KAvovue
purovave Bo nTov mo dikoo vo pnv
KOVEL KaVEVOG KOL VO, TEPIUEVOVUE
avpto va Kavovpe padi.
Oa Avmopovy ToAD kot Ba Edeya oTOV 1 2 3 4 5

adeA@6 pov 1o INopyo Bopopéva otL
0éh® va Kdveo eyd onuepa kot Oo
£tpeya vo. TPoAdPw® va TO® TPMTOG
GTNV UITOVAVOL.

Tv édAho Ba €kaveg;
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OV £YIVE TO YEYOVAG,.

¥10 oyoieio tov Xpiotov TV mponyovuevn Poopddn KATO0l UTIKAY Kol £0TOGOV TO
. To emdpevo mpwi o dtevBuvtig Tov Gyoieiov mye oty TéEN ToL XpioTov Kot
Katnyopnoe 1ov Miydin, éva maudi {onpd mov cuyvd dexdtav mapatnpnoels. O Muyding
apviinke Tig katnyopieg tov O1eLOLVT AAAG 0 dOleLBLVTIC emépeve OTL AVTOG NTAV O
vrevBuvoc. O Xpiotog NEepe 6TL 0 MiydAng dev tav Evoyog apod ftav pall Tov v ®pa

Avnoovv EXY ot OEZH TOY XPIZTOY, 11 Oa ékaveg 6€ vt T TepinTmon;

KoaB6hov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBovov | mBavov mBovov | mbavov
Oa onkwvo To ¥EPL Lov Kot Bo Ereya 1 2 3 4 5
670 OtevBuvtr| 611 0 Miyding dev NTav
£€voyog apov Ntav poalli pov mv dpa
OV £YIVE TO MEPIGTAUTIKO.
®a OOpeva pe To dtevbuvn kot Ho 1 2 3 4 5
TOV €Aeya OTL Ogv TTPEMEL vaL Kpivet
Yopig va yvopilet, apod o Miyding
Nrav poli pov v mpa Tov £Yve 10
TEPLOTOTIKO.
Agv Bo phovoa, icog amd vipomn, 1 2 3 4 5

tomg amd POPo unv PmALEm Kot eym.

T1 dAho Ba ékavec;
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Avnoovv EXY ot OEZH TOY AHMHTPH, 11 00 ékaveg o€ vt ™) mepintmon;

&

O Anuntpng Ppnke 0 SIGAEUIO TOVG GIAOVS TOV GTNV GLATN TOL GYoAgiov va culntovv
Yo TNV oYOMKN ekdpoun| mov Ba myorvay. OAa to Todid LIAOVCAVY Y10 TO TL VO, PEPEL O
KaBévag yio Ty ekdpop, o €vag Ba Epepve pa Ao, o GAALOG LoVGIKY KA. O Anpitpng
elye moAAEG amopies, Yiati npHe ot pnéon g ocvl{Ntnong Kot Oev giye o0Te TOAA Mpa yloti
TOV TTEPIEVE O YOUVOGTHG VO TOV LA OEL.

Kabohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mOovov | mbavov mOavov | mbavov
®a dxovya 660 TO TOAAG pmropovoo 1 2 3 4 5
Kol 0ev Bol SIEKOTTA Y10 VO POTHOW.
Oa diékomta evyevikd Kot Bo Tovg 1 2 3 4 5
EAeya VoL LoV S1EVKPIVIGOLV TIG
amopieg pov yati fralopot va o
oTov Kafnynt.
Bo Yyova Tov TOVO TG POVNG OV 1 2 3 4 5

Y va. e akovoovy kot Ba dtékomto
Y10 VO OV OTALVINGOLY QLT TOV El)QL
VO pOTNO.

Tv dAho Ba €kaveg;
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H Avva ftav oto onitt g kot ddPfale yio v e€€taom g emdpevns POopadoc, apov Tig
enoOpEVEG HEpeg 0ev Ba eixe ypoVO AOY® TPOTOVICEMV. ZAPVIKG YTLUTAEL TO KOLOOVVL.
"Htav ot gihot g and tn yerrovid yio vo TV tapovv va mive POATA 610 Kovivd mdpko. H
Avva 0ev Bele va magl Yol eiye TOALL Vo KAVEL GTO OTTL KOl OEV TNG GPEGE VOl YOAAEL TO

TPOYPOUU TG OAAG o1 pidot TG TV TieCav ToAD.

Av noovv EXY ot OEXZH THX ANNAZX, 11 Oa ékaveg o€ avtn T Tepintoon;

KaBohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mhovov | mbavov mOavov | mbavov
®a Tovg éleya OTL £y Sdfacua Kot 1 2 3 4 5
dev Ba NBela dtokdym, iomg por dAAN
(POPA LETA TO S10YDVIGHLAL.
Oa myova poli toug av mielav ToAd 1 2 3 4 5
Kot o GKEPTOLOVY GLVEXELN TAOG VOL
TEAELDVOLLE YPTYOPO Y10, VOL TOM
nicw o610 ddPfacua Hov.
Oa tovg éAeya OTL Oev TPEMEL VoL e 1 2 3 4 5

evoyroOv Kot vo pe miElovv amd 1
otiywy mov  E€povv  OTL  €yovue
dwyoviopo kot 0Tt KoAd Ba Ekavov
va dtafalov Kot autol.

Tv dAho Ba €kaveg;
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H Mopia kot n Avioviétta cul{ntodv évtova to dtdieippa yro €vo 0€po mov

dwpwvovv. H Mapia mdve oto Bopd g onpayvel v AvioviEtta pe dOvaun A&yoviog

™G «Ogv EEPELS TL Aey.

Avnoovv EXY ot OEXZH THZ ANTQNIETTAZX, 11 6o éKaveg o€ auTn TN TEPINTTOON;

KoaB6hov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBovov | mBavov mBovov | mbavov
Oa Odpwva kot Bo Eompoyva ™ 1 2 3 4 5
Mopia mo dvvatd ko Oa g €Aeya
Ot exetvn dev Epet TL Adel.
®a amoAoyov oLV Kot Oa 1 2 3 4 5
ocvpewvovsa pali e.
Oa g €heyo OTL OgV LOV OPEGEL VL 1 2 3 4 5

HE GTPDYVOLY KOl VO OV UAOVV UE
avtd tov Tpdémo kot ov Oéher va
ocvveyloovpe ™ ovlntmomn toTE VA
pov {Noel Guyva .

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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O Ztépavoc £xel Kepdioel TIG 2 TEAELTOIEG TPOCKANGELS Y10 TN LEYAAT GLVOVALN TOV
ayamMuUEVOL Tov Tpayovdlot. H untépa tov, tov eine va dtohé€et Eva cuppadn tov yio
va ave pali. Tnv emduevn pépa 6to GYOAEI0 0 XTEPAVOG TO OVOKOIVMOGE GTO ITAAVO TOV,

tov ["dpyo. Eagvikd dpme eppaviomke o AAEEAVOPOC, TOL £ivol KOAANTOS TOL ZTEQPAVOL

Kot KaTdAope OTL KavOvioay va TAve PHOVOL TOVG GT GLUVOVALL, YMOPIS VO TOV KAAEGOLV.

Avnoovv EXY ot OEZH TOY AAEEANAPOY, 11 Oa ékaveg o€ vt Vv mepintmon;

Kaboriov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mhovov | mbavov mOoavov | mbavov

Oa oTEVOY®PLOUOVY TTOAD, OAAGL dev 1 2 3 4 5

Ba éleya timota ko Bo Tovg donva vo

Thve yopig epéva 6T VAL

Ba otevaymplopovy moAv, Oa ERala 1 2 3 4 5

TG POVEG Kot Oa ametlovoa 10

Xtépavo 0Tt dev Ba Tov giya o eiAo.

®a oTevaymPLOpoVY TOAD Kot Ha 1 2 3 4 5

éleya 6ToV LTEPAVO TS EVimBo Kot
611 B Bk TOAD va Tam o
cuvavio kot 8o To cuinrovca pali
TOV.

T1 &Aho Ba ékaveg kot yloti;
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H Mapio kot @dreto eivar 6idvpeg adelpég kot mnyaivovy otnyv €k

onuotwkov. H Mapia {nAevet Todd v adeden g T OdAela emeldn eivar mo Opopen Kot
N KaAvTEPT HodnNTpLo TG TAENC, OTTmC Aéetl ) idw. ‘Eva mpwi Aoutov n Mapia mpe kpued
OoAa ta Bifiio g Odietog Kot apod To £0KIGE, TO TOTOOETNGE TIG® GTI GYOAIKT TNG
Toavta yopic va 1o KataidPet. H ®@dieto 1o avakdioye Tv dpa Tov padnuatog, 6tav g
nmOnike va daPdoet Ty avayvoon te.

Av noovv EXY ot OEXZH THX OAAEIAX, 11 Oa ékaveg o€ auTh| TNV TEPITTOON;

KoaBohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mOavov | mbavov mOavov | mbavov
Ba koTdyyeAho TNV 0OEAPY] LOL GTN 1 2 3 4 5
dackdra kat o g (ntovoa vo ™
Baier Tinmpio.
Oa émoapva 1 2 3 4 5
OAN TV €0OVLYVT TAVE LOV Yo VO UN
QTaim ™V adeApn
pov kot Ba dexdpovy v Ti@pio oo
™ daoKdAa [ov.
®a {nTovca cuyvoun omd ™ 1 2 3 4 5

d0oKAAN Kot 6To dtdAsypo Oa
pwtovca ™ Mopia

v To1o Adyo to £Kave Kot Ba Edeya
OTL g OTEVOYDPNGE TOAD.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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H Mopia givor moAd koA @iln pe v EAévn. Xt0 oyoAeio mpaypotonoteiton

évag dayoviopog moinong. H Mapia ypdoeet éva dpopeo moinua kou 1 EAévn {ntd amnd ™
Mopio va ¢ 10 ddoetl Yoo vo o dtoPdoet, Yo va Tapel 10£€eG. XTO SOY®OVIGUO TEAIKA
épyetan mpdytn N EAévr, evd n Moapio tehMkd dev €haPe puépoc yati appmotnoe. Xtnv
amovoun tov Bpafeiov, dtafdotnie duvatd kot To moinua ¢ EAévne. 'Htav to 1610 pe g

Mopiag kot 1 Mapio TAny®OnKe TOAD.

Av noovv eo0 ot OEXH THX MAPIAY , 11 00 ékaveg o€ avth TV TTepinTmon;

KoaB6hov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mOavov | mbavov mOavov | mbavov
Oa oTEVOY®PLOUOVY TAPO TOAD Yo 1 2 3 4 5
MV TPodoacia g,
aAAG Oev Ba Edeya kAT Ko Oo TV
donva va yapei To BpaPeio
Oa Bvpwva ToAd kat Oo to Eleya 1 2 3 4 5
UTPooTad 6€ OAOLG OTL AVTO NTAV TO
Okd pov moinpa YTt NToV AdtKo Yo
péva.
®a cv{ntovoa pali g 6Tav UOCTOV 1 2 3 4 5

poveS pog 0Tt avTd TOL EKOVE dEV
NTav 6OGTO KO LUE TAYWOCE Kot
opeilel va

Kéverl katt yio va dtopBmoet v

Tpaén e,

T1 @&Ado Ba Exaveg kot yloTi;
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H Ne@éhn ko Arikn kdBovton oto 1010 Opavio. H Arikn dpmg evoyet

v Nepéln kotd ™ dtdpkelo Tov pobnuotoc. Tng pwAdel cuvéyela, v oTPOYVEL, TNV
KAMTGA Kol TG TOIPVEL TOL TETPAOLA LIE TIG EPYOCIES TNC.

Av noovv gov ot OEXH THE NEOEAHZX 11 B0 ékoveg og avth TV TTepintoon;

KaBolov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
Oa dpylla KL ey® va evoyr® v 1 2 3 4 5
AMikn pe Tov 1010 akpPog tpodmo.
Oa mpocwonoovoo Vv AAiKn, Oa 1 2 3 4 5
nepipeva Alyec pHéEpeg, kot av 1 AATKN
ouvéle vo pe gvoyAet, Ba 1o éleya
oTN O0CKAALL.
Ag Ba éxava Timota. 1 2 3 4 5

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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H EAnida mye pe tovg @ikovg tng oto olvepd kot mpoomabodcov vo
amopacicovv ot tovia NOedav va dovv. H EAnida mtpdteve va dovv pua
Kovovpyla Tavio Tov TG apEcel, OGS ot eilol TS apvnOnkav, yroti dev
ToVG eVOLEPepe KaBOAOV 1 cuykekpiévn towvia. Apéowg n EAnida dpyioe

va okéQTeTon OTL 01 iAol TG dev B€NovV va Kdvovv o mapéa poll g,
AoV VidBel T¢ TOTE dev aKOHV TIG OIKES TIG EICTYNOELG.

Av noovv eo0 ot OEXH THX EAIIIAAY 11 o ékaveg 6 avti TV TEpinTwon;

Kabohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
Oa éheya oev mepalet Kot Oa dm v 1 2 3 4 5
TOWViO TOV LoV OPEGEL KAmoto GAAN
QopaL.
Oa éheya O6TL OVTE G EPEVA APECEL 1 2 3 4 5
TEAKA 1 Tovio Ko
KOAVTEPA VL O0VUE KATL GALO.
Oa enépeva T OKN LoV EMAOYT KOl 1 2 3 4 5

Ba dpyoa va kKhaiom Kot va eovalo
péypt va dgxTovv ot eilot pov va
dovpe Vv Tovio Lov.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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H Xpiotiva ko 1 Aviydovn eivon coppadntpieg kot avérafov va

kévouv poll po epyacia. H Xprotidva empével va kdvel Tavta ovtd Tov meTEVEL 1 1010
TG etval 6OOTO, YwPIc va AapPavel vToyn T YVOUN TS AVTIYOVIG.

Av noovv eo0 ot ®EXH THX ANTII'ONHE, 11 60 ékaveg o aut| TV TepinTmon);

KaBolov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
®a  dgydpovv T YvoOUn NG 1 2 3 4 5
Xpotidvag yopic va g o TinoTa.
Oa povalo ot Xprotdva kot Bo g 1 2 3 4 5
éleya 6tL O0g Bo kéve pali g v
gpyacia.
®a mpoomabovoa va PBpo por Adon 1 2 3 4 5

vy vo  glpoote kot ot 000

IKOLVOTIOUNULEVEG.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;
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H AAikn eivon pobftplo ¢ méuntng onpotikov. Xto puddnuo g

yopvootikng (ntnoe amd to ayopla vo maiel poali Toug moddceuipo av Kol dgv elval Kot
ToAD kaAn. Katd ) duidpketa Tov motyvidoron 11 AAikn éBale YKOA otny 1010 TNG TV Opdda
Kol 0 apyNYos ™S opddag Oupmaoe Kot v Eompwée Kot £MECE.

T1 00 éxaveg EXY ot 0éom THE AAIKHE, og avt v nepintoon;

Kabohov | Atyo | IIBavov | Apketa | TToiv
mBavov | mbavov mBavov | mbavov
Oa épevya and 10 YNmedo Kot Ha 1 2 3 4 5
Tyova KAatyovtog otny Taén.
Oa myowva EAeyo GToV apynyod TNg 1 2 3 4 5
OLLAdOG VO UV e CTP®YVEL Kot OTL o
TOV KOTAYYEAAQ YlOL TN GUUTEPIPOPE.
TOV.
Oa tov éompwyva Kol y® Kot Ba Tov 1 2 3 4 5

éleya pe Bupd vo unv pe ompayVeL.

Tv dAho Ba Ekaveg Ko yoti;

234




