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In carrying out this survey research investigation, the researcher
investigates (1) the characteristics of the child rearing patterns experienced
and the ethical behaviors evinced By students enrolled at Maechan
Vittayakom School, Chiang Rai province. In addition, (2) compared are the
ethical behaviors of those students who differ in the child rearing patterns they
had experienced and in familial status.

The sample population consisted of 340 students enrolled at the school
under study in the academic year 2008.

The instruments of research were two questionnaires. One

questionnaire pertained to child rearing patterns and was couched at the
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respective levels of reliability as follows: autocratic (0.87); Vlaissez-faire
(0.87); overprotective (0.86); and democratic (0.87). The second
questionnaire pertained to the ethiclal behaviors evinced by the students, with
reliability levels in each aspect as follows: discipline (0.88); responsibility
(0.89); integrity (0.72); gratitude (0.92); benevolence (0.93); frugality (0.76);
and actions conducive to the public interest (0.83).

Techniqués of descriptive statistics used in the analysis of the data
collected were frequency, percentage (%), mean (X), and standard deviation
(SD). One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and least significant difference
(LSD) were techniques also employed for testing purposes.

Findings are as follows: |

1. A plurality of the students under study experienced a democratic
pattern of child rearing (47.65 percent). In descending order the patterns
experienced were autocratic (31.18 percent); overprotective (15.00 percent);
and laissez-faire (6.18 percent). -

2. In regard to ethical behaviors evinced by the students, being
investigated, it was found that overall they evinced ethical behaviors at a
moderate level. When considered in each aspect, it was found these students
evinced ethical behaviors at a rather high level in the aspect of gratitude.

3. Of the students under study who differed in the child rearing
patterns experienced‘exhibited concomitant differences at the statistically
significant level of 0.05 in ethical behaviors evinced in the aspects of

discipline, responsibility, gratefulness, benevolence, frugality, and actions
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conducive to the public interest. No differences were found in respect to the
aspect of integrity.

4. In regard to the students under study who differed in familial status,
it was found that they exhibited corresponding differences at the statistically
significant level of 0.05 in ethical behaviors evinced in the aspects of integrity
and benevolence. However, no differences were found in respect to the other

aspects.





