Some Good I deas from The Rulesof Parenting

Cleanyour room.
| did.
No you didn't—look at the mess

Have you as a parent had this kind of dialogue wdtlr kids? And maybe you have wondered
why the kids don’t do things even when you keelintgkthem time after time. Or have you
thought, how on earth do | stop my children fromuang?

British Author Richard Templar addresses thesesthomcerns—and 97 others—in his bobke
Rules of Parenting: A Personal Code of Raising Haggonfident ChildrenHe would identify
the “Clean your room . . . | did” problem as theddor the parent to Set Clear Targets (Rule 29),
a term he borrowed from the business world. Heesta

Which sounds more convincing to you: “Don’t speadong on that

computer” or “You can have two hours a day ondb@puter”? And

which is easier for your child to understand ?. .

“Clean the rabbit [pen] out more often” might sepenfectly explicit to

you, but they might be clueless as to what youadigtuvant. Does it

mean clean it once a week or once a month? Oritgisesh hay twice

a week and change the sawdust every fortnight@ héwe to

specify if you want your kids to feel motivateddo as you ask, and to

feel as if you care. And—most importantly—actuatlydo what you're

asking. (p. 68)

Rule 30 (Don't Be a Nag) looks at the problem afigg our kids to do things without nagging.
But how do we know when we are nagging? Templggssts that nagging has an irritable tone
to it and that it might turn into telling childrevhat theyar e rather than what they do.

So “You didn't shut the door” is a reasonable imand, but “You never

shut the door” is a nag. Even worse is condemttiaiy natural character:

“You never think about anyone else” or “You're jaetimsy.” If you do this

to your kids, you'll make them worse. And who ¢dame them? (p.70).

Now let's look at the third above-mentioned concaloout our children arguing. Templar calls it
“squabbling,” and in Rule 52 he asks that we Rezagfhat Squabbling Is Healthy (Within
Reason). When brothers and sisters are arguinglweomputer game or who goes out the
door first, they are learning diplomacy, compromésed:

[A]ll those related skills that young children ¢bfar too many adults)

aren't too good at . . . . Squabbling teachesh@mu you can and can't

get other people to cooperate with you. Ovelytae's children can learn

that their brother becomes loss accommodatingufgunch him . . ., or

that their sister won't let you in her room unlgesi allow her into yours.

It's much harder for them to find these things loyipracticing on their

friends, because it's a pretty good way of endipgvith no friends.

Siblings, on the other hand, can’t say “| won’'tytmeir brother if you

don't play with me.” They are endlessly forgivjnfjonly because they

have no choice. (p. 127)
So the next time we hear our children arguingslegimind ourselves that they may be learning
some essential skills for life!



All of the 100 rules cannot be listed here, butekidins will recognize many of the concepts such
as: No one is perfect; treat your child with respsee things from their point of view; teach
them to think for themselves; communicate; carbetst sticks; be consistent; focus on the
problem, not the person; if you lose your tempeu’se the loser; every child should have
something they know they're good at; their attitiglas important as their achievements; don’t
try to have a perfect child; never compare childeéth each other; all your actions speak louder
than any of your words; encourage them regardless.

Templar does not cite his sources, so this raiseguestion: If these very familiar concepts
originated from Adler, Dreikurs, and our other mdimg writers, why aren’t they acknowledged
for them?

[The Rules of Parentingpaned to me was published in 2007 by Pearson itoiWaGreat Britain,

so | wrongly assumed that it was not available hétewever, McNally Robinson Bookstore in
Saskatoon can order it in for $19.99, and it is algailable online from various sources.]
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