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Parents are important socialization agents in terhaslolescents’ social,
emotional, and behavioral development. Yet fewisttlave examined the relationship
between parenting behaviors and adolescents’ Sl@pdcompetence during adolescence.
Furthermore, the generative mechanisms by whicanpsuaffect adolescents’ friendship
competence are not well understood. The curreniysgyamined the prospective
relationship between parenting behaviors in eatblescence and adolescents’
friendship competence during middle adolescen@edommunity-based sample of 416
two-parent families living in the Southeastern @diStates. Social learning theory and
attachment theory were used to deduce two genenat@chanisms by which parenting
affected adolescents’ development of friendship petence. Gender differences also
were examined.

Several important findings emerged. Psychologioatol was the only parenting
behavior that was uniquely associated with friemgttimacy and conflict behaviors in
adolescents’ friendships. Adolescents’ perceptarettachment insecurity fully
mediated the relationship between psychologicatroband adolescents’ intimacy
behaviors. These findings highlight the importaatparents’ psychological control in
relation to adolescents’ friendship competenceemtat hostility and warmth were not
uniquely associated with friendship competencesatliy or indirectly. Socioemotional

behaviors did not uniquely explain the relationgbgtween parenting behaviors and
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friendship competence. No gender differences warad. Results supported an
attachment theory perspective and indicated thaleadents’ problems with intimacy
promoting behaviors in friendships are largely action of adolescents’ perceptions of
insecure attachment to parents that make it difftoube supportive and satisfied in close
relationships with age-mates. Results contribuggrévious research by examining why
parenting behaviors affect adolescents’ friendsbimpetence during a particularly

sensitive period for the development of this corapey.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Competence in the context of friendship is an irtgodrdevelopmental task for
adolescents (Sullivan, 1953). Competencies needsthintain friendships during
adolescence differ somewhat from competencies eed®aintain relationships with
childhood friends and may be more similar to thoseded in adult relationships
(Buhrmester, 1990; Engels, Finkenauer, Dekovic, &Ms, 2001). Friendship
competence during adolescence includes establightingacy, giving and receiving
support, and managing conflict (Burleson, 19%&jolescents who have difficulty
mastering these competencies are at risk for teslfsiendships (Demir & Urberg,
2004).Lower friendship competence is associated with aenal and psychological
problems during adolescence (Allen, Porter, & Mtdad, 2006; Hussong, 2000).
Furthermore, adolescents who have difficulty forgn@@mpetent relationships with
friends are at a greater risk of not successfa$plving important developmental tasks
during young adulthood (Fullerton & Ursano, 1994jdfan, Masten, Coatsworth, &
Tellegen, 2004).

Adolescents’ relationships with parents are impurfaedictors of friendship
competence (Cui, Conger, Bryant, & Elder, 2002; éts@t al., 2001). However, few
studies have examined processes by which pareatiects adolescents’ friendships.

Social learning theory and attachment theory candeel to deduce two different



pathways by which specific parenting behaviorsaffeendship competenc8ocial
learning theoryproposes that parents influence friendship conmgetéecause
adolescents learn a particular interaction styké warents that youth then enact in
interactions with friends (Bandura, 1986). Adolegsevho have developed unskilled,
aggressive, coercive, manipulative, and withdraeimaviors through negative
interactions with parents may have difficulty e$dbng intimacy and managing conflict
in friendships (Capaldi & Clark, 1998; Capaldi, Bed&atterson, & Owen, 2003).
Furthermore, adolescents who have externalizingraedhalizing problems may select
into friendships with others who reinforce theshd®ors and as a result experience
problems within the friendship (Rubin, Chen, Coplauaskirk, & Wojslawowicz, 2005).
Attachment theorguggests that parents influence social relatigssby providing
adolescents with a secure base from which to egpltirer relationship contexts.
Adolescents who report feeling insecurely attadilegohrents may find it difficult to
develop close and intimate relationships with atli{@owlby, 1988). No studies have
specifically tested whether parents influence filnp competence through adolescents’
perceptions of attachment security with parentgugh parents’ effects on actual
behaviors of adolescents (e.g., aggression), dr. Bdterefore, this study’s primary goal
is to test a model in which three parenting behawituring early adolescence uniquely
affect friendship competence during middle adoleseghrough perceptions of

attachment security to parents and/or socioemdtnodlems.



Substantive Contributions

The current study substantively contributes tolitleeature in four ways: (a) by
providing support for the growing body of reseasclggesting parenting behaviors in
early adolescence are important influences on adefes’ ability to develop competent
friendships during middle adolescence; (b) by examgi the unique effects of parenting
behaviors on friendship competence; (c) by exargithivo important processes by which
parenting may affect friendship competence; andydjonsidering the direct and
indirect effects of parenting on two important feas of friendship competence.
Direct Effects of Parenting Behaviors during Eaflglolescence

Early adolescence is an important time to investigiae effect of parenting
behaviors on adolescents’ friendship competenaenitiag behaviors employed during
early adolescence may have a particularly impoitdhtence on youths’ ability to
accomplish developmental tasks during early andilmiddolescence (Erikson, 1968;
Galambos, Barker, & Almeida, 2003; Steinberg & 8iberg, 1986; Zimmer-Gembeck &
Collins, 2003). Upon the transition to adolescempagents’ and youths’ expectancies
regarding their relationships with one anotherrotiee violated. Mismatches between
adolescents’ developmental expectations and padmtslopmental expectations are
highest during early adolescence and stabilize twver (Collins & Repinski, 1994).
Violation of expectations may in turn cause proldeamthe parent-adolescent
relationship (Collins, 1995). Although this realigant process is considered normative,
parenting behaviors may be adversely impacted tipotransition to adolescence

(Conger, Conger, & Scaramella, 1997; Shanahan, MgKaouter, & Osgood, 2007;



Shearer, Crouter, & McHale, 2005). Changes in gargioehaviors during early
adolescence may be short lived but could haverdental effects on youths’ ability to
accomplish salient developmental tasks duringttine, such as the development of
friendship competence (Call & Mortimer, 2001; Cadli& Repinski, 1994). Development
of friendship competence may be particularly vudide to shifts in parenting behaviors
during early adolescence because the developmeaiilisfneeded in friendships is an
important developmental task that youth work towecdomplishing by middle
adolescence. Furthermore, development of friendstmppetence by middle adolescence
is critical so that youth can begin to develop otige-related competencies by late
adolescence (Brown 2004; Capaldi, Dishion, Stolemil& Yoerger, 2001; Connolly,
Furman, & Konarski, 2000). Surprisingly, few resdears have directly examined the
argument that parenting behaviors during the ttemsio early adolescence, as opposed
to parenting in childhood or middle adolescence,particularly important to youths’
ability to form competent friendships by middle &wence. The current study
contributes to the literature by examining thetreteships between parental hostility,
psychological control, and lower parental warmtleamly adolescence and adolescents’
friendship competence in middle adolescence. Adaputhe effect of parenting
behaviors during this developmental shift is impottbecause it contributes to a growing
body of research suggesting that parents do ndhitarg early adolescence and that how
parents negotiate the realignment process isariticyouths’ ability to complete new

tasks and challenges during adolescence.



Unique Effect of Parenting Predictors

Parenting behaviors may affect adolescents’ adjstriifferentially (Barber,
Stolz, & Olson, 2005; Buehler, Benson, & Gerard)@0 For example, past research and
theory has suggested particularly strong relatigpsshetween psychological control and
internalizing behavior, parental hostility and extdizing behavior, and parental warmth
and attachment security (Barber, 1996; Bender. e2@07; Bowlby, 1988; Patterson,
1982). Few studies have examined simultaneouslgffieets of multiple aspects of
parenting behavior and tested unique relationdgpseen parenting behaviors and
several aspects of adolescents’ friendship competérhe current study expands on
previous work and contributes to the literatureekgmining if parental hostility, parental
psychological control, and lower parental warmthiéanique relationships (i.e.,
statistically significant relationships between teanstructs when all other constructs are
considered in the same model) with two featurdsi@idship competence during
adolescence (intimacy and conflict management)s Tantribution is important because
identifying specific aspects of parenting that hthaes strongest relationship with the
development of specific aspects of adolescensnélship competence is consistent with
efforts by prevention and intervention specialistéicrease the cost-effectiveness of
programs by targeting and teaching socializatioltssio parents that promote specific
aspects of adolescents’ adjustment (Dishion & Sshiak, 2007).
Mediating Mechanisms

With the exception of Cui et al. (2002), few seslhave examined the mediating

processes that may explain links between parebthgviors and friendship competence



during adolescence. The current study tests a moaeiich higher parental hostility,
parental psychological control, and lower paremaimth, are associated with lower
friendship competence indirectly through adoles€esdcioemotional problems and/or
through adolescents’ perceptions of insecurityhgirtattachments to parents. No studies
have simultaneously examined insecurity perceptamisproblem behaviors as
mediating the relationship between parenting bedraxand friendship competence.
Tangential research that has separately examireelfidct of parenting on attachment
insecurity and socioemotional problems and theceffiéattachment insecurity and
socioemotional problems on friendship competenseshggested that negative parenting
behaviors during early adolescence predict bottthgyperceptions of insecurity with
parents and socioemotional problems, and thathattant insecurity and socioemotional
problems negatively affect friendship competencap@ldi & Clark, 1998; Capaldi et al.,
2003; Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005; Muris, Meesters\M&n den Berg, 2003). Examining
these two generative mechanisms, socioemotionalgres and attachment insecurity to
parents is important because it helps researchérpractitioners begin to identify the
etiology of friendship problems, which is paramoumtleveloping cost-effective
prevention and intervention programs (Dodge, Dish& Lansford, 2006; Kilmann,
Urbaniak, & Parnell, 2006). Furthermore, examirspgcific mediators derived from two
important developmental theories contributes toth@dvancement because it provides
a direct test of the salience and applicabilitgadial learning and attachment theories in
explaining the development of interpersonal refetfops with age-mates during

adolescence.



Measuring Multiple Aspects of Friendship Competence

Positive features of friendship and conflict magresent two different variables
associated with different predictors and outconbes(ir & Urberg, 2004; Hussong,
2000). Yet few studies assess multiple aspectsesfdship competence; and they instead
rely only on quality as a measure of competen@wolescents’ friendships (Furman,
1998). Several competencies may be important foleadents to attain in the context of
friendship. Buhrmester, Furman, Wittenberg, andsRE988) identified five competency
domains important in adolescents’ interpersonaiti@hships. These domains included
(a) initiation of interactions and relationships) &ssertion of personal rights and
displeasure with others, (c) self-disclosure ospaal information, (d) emotional support
of others, and (e) management of interpersonalictsfAssessing multiple aspects of
friendship competence as opposed to a global measdrnendship quality may be
particularly important during adolescence becauskipte friendship competencies
become important to the functioning of friendshdjpsing this developmental period as
compared to childhood (Berndt & Perry, 198B)e current study draws on Buhrmester
et al.’s conception to create two latent constrtizas reflect friendship competence. The
first construct, intimacy (e.g., support), asseggsitive features of friendship
competence, and the second construct, confli¢terfriendship, assesses negative
features of friendship competence (e.g., relatiaggression). Thus, the current study
contributes to the literature by measuring multgdpects of adolescents’ friendship

competence. This is important because identifylregdifferential processes by which



parenting affects friendship intimacy and conflell help to inform intervention efforts
as to the unique predictors of different competenaeeded in adolescents’ friendships.
Methodological Contributions

With a few exceptions, studies that have examiheddlationship between
parenting behaviors and adolescents’ friendshippstence have relied on adolescents’
self-report of parenting behaviors and have usgidlzal measure of friendship quality.
The current study improves upon previous work bggisix waves of annual,
longitudinal data, multiple reporters and methaag] multiple measures of friendship
competence. These improvements are important becaethodological limitations from
previous studies may have obscured substantivenfischnd caused researchers to draw
inaccurate conclusions regarding the specializidioaships between parenting
behaviors, adolescents’ adjustment, and multigheets of friendship competence.
Prospective Associations

Researchers who have examined associations bepaeenting and friendship
competence primarily have focused on longitudisabaiations during childhood or
concurrent associations during adolescence. Faliesthhave prospectively examined the
effect of parenting behaviors during early adolaseeon friendship competence during
middle adolescence. The development of intimacycamdlict management in
friendships are age-related tasks that begin teldpvduring early adolescence and are
fine-tuned by middle adolescence (Crosnoe, 200n&e 1981). Thus, early
adolescence is a time when new skills needed inrp&ionships are being developed.

In the current study, parenting behaviors are measwpon the transition to early



adolescence and as such, the effects of parengimavinrs on the development of new
skills needed in friendships can be examined. prospective approach marks an
improvement over cross-sectional studies conduttethg adolescence because it allows
the examination of the effects that parenting balra\nave on the emergence of
friendship difficulties over a five-year period.tAbugh prospective data does not provide
evidence of causality, it does provide a develogalgrerspective on how parenting
behaviors affect friendship competence during &catiperiod of development.
Multiple Methods and Informants

The current study utilized multiple informants andthods to test the
hypothesized model. When studies rely solely orttyogport there is a plausible risk
that adolescents’ negative or hostile attributi@ses may affect reports of hostility and
warmth both from parents and in relationships vrignds (Rubin et al., 2005). Multiple
informants may reduce shared method variance hycned the chance that a
participants’ “frame of reference” affects valueparted for both the dependent and
independent variables and thus inflates the cdroeldetween the two constructs
(Melby, Conger, Ge, Warner, 1995; Tafarodi & Swa2®01).Although shared method
variance is a plausible threat to the validity toidses examining the relationship between
parenting and friendship competence, few studigs haed multiple informants.
Therefore, mothers’, fathers’, teachers’, and ysutheasures of constructs were used
when possible

Furthermore, using multiple reporters also helpsitoease the content validity of

the constructs in the study. To represent adequatileoretical construct, especially a



behavior, the expression of that behavior in déferenvironments should be measured
(Bank, Dishion, Skinner, & Patterson, 1990). Resleduas indicated that internalizing
and externalizing behaviors vary based on contestiénbach, McConaughy, & Howell,
1987). Therefore, obtaining reports from multiplormants (teachers and youth) on
adolescents’ socioemotional behaviors increasetenbwalidity by adequately reflecting
the intended construct. Moreover, multiple meth@iservation and self-report) were
used to assess parenting in the current study aR#shas suggested that it is important
to assess an insider’s view of parenting (i.e.epreport) and an outsider’s view of
parenting (i.e., observations) because the twortepeay differ and measuring only one
does not capture the complete construct of pamg@mtithin a given family (Noller &
Callan, 1988). The current study used multiple regge and methods to increase content
and construct validity and thus the accuracy ofitifierences made from the findings in
this study.
Multiple Measures

Researchers have argued that methodologicaByimportant to measure both
positive and negative aspects of friendship (Berd@d4; Furman, 1998; Laursen, 1998).
Yet widely- used friendship measures sum positha rregative items together to
represent the overall quality of the relationsfipis approach assumes that friendship
competence is a global construct that exists amérmuum from positive to negative
(Hartup, 1995). Representing friendship featurdsipaslar assumes that youth who are
high on intimacy are also low on conflict. Whenfaiat, some youth may be high on

conflict and high on intimacy (Hussong, 2000). Metblogically, youth who are high on

10



both would fall at the midrange and the measuremwenld fail to assess adequately the
intended construct and thus affect construct glidihe current study assesses positive
features of friendship and negative features ehfilship as separate constructs. This
makes a methodological contribution because prgmegplicating constructs that are
distinct (i.e., intimacy and conflict) helps resgeers who study friendship competence
work toward a consensus on the operational dedmibif friendship intimacy and
friendship conflict (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 200

Hypothesized Model

Figure 1 presents the conceptual model that wasd@s this study. The model
proposes that parents’ hostility, psychologicaltoainand lower warmth during early
adolescence are associated with problems adoledeaw developing intimacy and
conflict management skills in close friendshipsidigimiddle adolescence, and that this
association is fully mediated by adolescents’ sartiotional problems and/or
adolescents’ perceptions of insecurity in thea@timents to parents. Multiple informants
and multiple indicators were used to form the latamstructs and test this model across
six years. Adolescent gender differences in stratpaths were assessed.

In sum, this study contributes substantively toakisting literature in several
ways. First, the current study contributes to trengng body of research that has
examined the effect of parenting behaviors on adelets’ friendship competence and
expands on this research by examining the unidieetehat three parenting behaviors
during early adolescence have on different aspgdteendship competence during

middle adolescence. Furthermore, the current stddynines two important transmission
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mechanisms, socioemotional problems and insectaehament to parents that help
explain the relationship between negative pareramd)friendship competence during
adolescence. In addition to substantive contrilmstiohis study has several
methodological strengths. Specifically, six waveédata, multiple informants, multiple
methods, and multiple measures are used to testiasens between parenting and
friendship competence. The findings from the curstndy make an important

contribution to understanding why adolescents tisugble in friendships.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized model that examines mediators ofdlaionship between parenting behaviors and frieipdsompetence. W1/W2
means an average of Wave 1 and Wave 2. W3/W4 nageagerage of Wave 3 and Wave 4. W5/W6 means aagevef Wave 5 and Wave 6.
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CHAPTER I
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Theoretical Foundations

Introduction

Theoretically, parents may influence adolescemishtiship competence either
directly or indirectly (Parke et al., 2006). Pasedirectly influence adolescents’ social
relationships by acting as a direct instructor aralel of desired behaviors needed in
friendships or as regulators of opportunities fdolascents’ to develop skills needed in
the context of friendships. Parents indirectlyuefhce adolescents’ friendships by
employing parenting behaviors that influence admats’ behaviors and/or cognitions
that then guide interactions within friendshipseTurrent study examines direct effects
of parenting behaviors on adolescents’ friendsbippetence, as well as explanations of
why negative parenting behaviors affect adolest&madships. Concepts and
propositions from learning theories and psychodialljeories were used to justify
hypothesized direct relationships between parenteitaviors and adolescents’
friendship competence. Concepts and propositiam Bocial learning theory and
attachment theory were used to deduce two mecharmgtmansmission linking

parenting behaviors to adolescents’ friendship cetence.
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Direct Effects

Parenting behaviors may have a direct effect oréwelopment of adolescents’
friendship competence in a myriad of ways (Parka.e2006). Drawing on Skinner’s
learning theory (as cited in Miller, 1989) paremtay directly influence adolescents’
friendships by rewarding certain behaviors, whighthen generalized to the context of
friendships. Drawing on propositions derived frohod theory of individuation, parents
might influence adolescents’ friendships by reitigcadolescents’ independence, thus
making it difficult for youth to develop a senseanftonomy that is needed for the
development of positive and intimate relationst{pi®s, 1979; Erikson, 1968).
Furthermore, from a psychoanalytic perspectivegparwho express warmth and
acceptance toward adolescents might also influadotescents’ friendship competence
because youth internalize their parents’ proso@ales, which are then applied to
interactions with friends (Maccoby & Martin, 1988).the current study, the direct
effects of parental hostility, parental psychol@agicontrol, and lower parental warmth on
adolescents’ friendship competence were examinkkdoégh propositions from learning
theories and psychoanalytic theories both can bd tesgenerate hypotheses concerning
associations between different parenting behawndsadolescents’ friendship
competence, the association between parentalibhoatild friendship competence is
better understood from a learning theory perspectnd the effect of parental
psychological control and parental warmth on frimgd competence is better explained

from a psychoanalytic perspective.
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Parental hostility Learning theories provide an excellent justifizatas to why
parental hostility negatively affects adolescefrisndship competence. Learning
theories propose that parents socialize childrehagolescents through the process of
teaching and learning. Parents reward behaviotghbg want to engender in adolescents
and punish behaviors that they wish to extingu@ldren and adolescents then
generalize learned behaviors to other settings ¢olag & Martin, 1983). Parental
hostility is the extent to which parents expressihaangry, and critical behavior toward
adolescents. Parents who express hostility towanthymight teach adolescents that
hostile and aggressive behaviors are an appropveayeo deal with problems in the
context of relationships. Thus, parental hostititsty affect friendship competence by
teaching adolescents hostile and aggressive bekatiat they enact with friends
because youth are taught from parents that thdse/loes are rewarded in the context of
relationships (Maccoby & Martin). Furthermore, pasewho attempt to use hostility to
control adolescents but give into youth when theinaviors become increasingly
aggressive and out of control may inadvertentlyareladolescents’ hostile behaviors
and make youth more likely to act aggressivelyelational settings (Patterson, 1982;
coercion theory). Thus, adolescents who experipacental hostility may have difficulty
initiating and reciprocating intimacy behaviors dese these adolescents’ approach
social interactions by acting aggressively towaye-mates which makes it difficult to
establish trust and support in a relationship.arrhore, the proposition that
adolescents’ learn specific behaviors such as aggme from parents and then generalize

those aggressive behaviors to future interactiatis fwends provides a particularly good
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explanation as to why parental hostility is assedavith conflict in adolescents’
friendships. Therefore, the current study hypottexsihat a direct and unique association
between parental hostility and friendship intimaoygl conflict provides support for a
learning theory explanation of the direct effechoktile parenting on adolescents’
friendships.

Psychological controlPropositions stemming from a psychoanalytic traditan
be used to deduce the hypothesis that psychologpedifol is associated positively with
adolescents’ friendship difficulties. Psychologicahtrol is characterized by parental
control attempts that intrude into youths’ psyclystal and emotional development.
Psychologically-oriented parental control attemptdude intrusiveness, love
withdrawal, shaming, and guilt induction. Parenisé of psychological control may
interfere with adolescents’ autonomy developmerthbee parents rely on intrusion to
control adolescents’ thoughts and emotions (Baf96). Blos (1979) proposed that
autonomy development is a central developmentklftasadolescents to accomplish so
that youth can form a sense of self as competaehteparate from parents. Youth who
are unable to individuate from parents may havicdity in relationships with peers
because they do not yet have a sense of self detsnt difficult to be intimate with age-
mates (Erikson, 1968). Furthermore, parental pdggical control may negatively affect
adolescents’ ability to feel connected with paremd communicate with parents about
their lives. Although parents must encourage irtiation processes during adolescence,
it is also important for parents to maintain cortedoess with youth (Allen et al., 2002).

Therefore, a lack of connectedness with parentscaage adolescents to feel like they

17



do not have a secure base to rely on in orderdotrage new developmental tasks, such
as friendship competence (Hauser, 1991). Thusi@rctirrent study a unique relationship
between psychological control and adolescentsifiship competence provides support
for theories that are derived from a psychoanapgispective.

Parental warmth Parental warmth is the extent to which parentsreg warmth,
support, and acceptance in their relationship attblescents. Parental warmth is
positively associated with the development of ysuthendship competence (Cui et al.,
2002; Domitrovich & Bierman, 2001). From a psychalgtic perspective, parents
socialize children and adolescents by providingvénlg and caring environment that
results in children/adolescents identifying withiggas and internalizing parents’ values.
Adoption of parental values then carries into ttlepion by youth of prosocial behaviors
and attitudes that guide individuals’ interactidmoughout the life-course.
Psychoanalytic theories propose that parental waisrithe primary way in which parents
socialize children to develop desired behaviorsqday & Martin, 1983). Adolescents
whose parents are supportive and accepting wélnatlize those values and interact with
age-mates in a caring and supportive manner. Adetgs whose parents are less
responsive and warm may not internalize parentssquial values and may have
difficulty in friendships with intimacy and conflicThus, propositions from a
psychoanalytic perspective are used to deduceyhatimesis that parental warmth has a
direct and unique relationship with adolescenignfdship competence.

SummaryThese two major developmental perspectives, iiegtheories and

psychoanalytic theories provide theoretical juséfion of the specialized and direct
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relationships between parenting behaviors anddsbkip competence. Specifically,
propositions from learning theories were used ttude the unique and direct
relationship between parental hostility and frigmgsompetence, and propositions from
a psychoanalytic perspective were used to dedwecertigue and direct effects of
psychological control and parental warmth on frend competence. Social learning
theory, which is derived from a learning theorydttn, and attachment theory, which is
derived from a psychoanalytic tradition, are uselbWw to deduce the specific generative
mechanisms that explain the relationship betweeanpiag and adolescents’ friendship
competence. Although parenting behaviors may hpeeialized relationships with
friendship features, both social learning theorgt attachment theory are used to deduce
the generative mechanisms by which all three pargiehaviors affect adolescents’
friendship competence.

Mediating PathwaysParents may affect adolescents’ friendship conmoete
indirectly through their influence on adolesceittshaviors and/or cognitions (Parke et
al., 2006). Social learning theory and attachmieebity are used to deduce the specific
mechanisms through which parenting behaviors affestdship competence. The
mechanisms of transmission proposed by social ilegitheory and attachment theory
differ. Bandura’s social learning theory focusestomnimportance of observational
learning and reciprocal determinism as socialiratieechanisms that influence behaviors
enacted in relationships with friends, whereaschtteent theory proposes that behaviors
enacted in other contexts are the result of feltisgy and internal working models that

guide individuals’ expectations and interactiorlestyin relationships with others. In
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general, social learning theory suggests that adefdgs who experience negative
parenting behaviors develop maladaptive behavimgrateraction patterns, which make
it difficult to interact with peers in a manner thgiomotes intimacy and conflict
management in close relationships with age-matesomtrast, attachment theory focuses
primarily on how parenting behaviors influence atiga representations of felt security
in the parent-child relationship that provides adoknts with resources and views that
guide beliefs and behaviors in social interactiath friends (Bowlby, 1988).

Examining the salience of individuals’ behaviorsl @ognitions to the development of
adolescents’ friendship competence is importanabse findings can be used to tailor
interventions to youth who experience friendshifiailties and to test each theory’s
applicability in explaining why parenting affectseehdship competence.

Social learning theory-rom a social learning theory perspective, probteama
socioemotional behaviors may mediate the assoniagbween negative parenting
behaviors and friendship competence. Two conceeismaing from a social learning
perspective, observational learning and reciprdegrminism, are used to deduce the
pathway through which parenting behaviors affeciegtents’ friendship competence
through adolescents’ socioemotional problems. esdiating pathway suggests that
parental hostility, psychological control, and lowearmth are associated with an
increase in externalizing (e.g., aggression) andternalizing (e.g., depressive
symptoms) problems in adolescents. In turn, thexaiét, adolescents’ externalizing
behavior is associated with the future use of aggive behaviors in interactions with

friends. Adolescents’ internalizing behavior is@sated with withdrawn and avoidant
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behaviors in interactions with friends. Thus, betternalizing and internalizing
problems affect adolescents’ ability to develojnirgicy and conflict management skills
over time with such competencies being importantfe management of adolescents’
close friendships.

Observational learningParents may influence adolescents’ relationshigs w
friends indirectly through the effect that obseiwaal learning has on the development of
maladaptive behaviors. Observational learning acasra function of observing,
retaining, and reproducing behavior observed irmstiiBandura, 1986; i.e., modeling).
Bandura proposed four processes inherent in olsemahlearning: (a) attentional
processes, (b) retention processes, (c) motor ptatuprocesses, and (d) motivational
processes.

Each aspect of observational learning contribugetetermining whether
behaviors observed in parents are retained anddaped in adolescents’ interactions
with others. In order for learning to occur, chddrmust pay attention to models.
Individuals pay attention to models that are salérd valued in their lives (Bandura,
1986). For children and adolescents, parents aom@itihe most important and valued
individuals in their lives. Thus, adolescents amrerlikely to attend to behaviors
modeled by parents.

Learning, however, is not just a function of ditgetttending to and replicating
behaviors after they have occurred. Individualstmetsin information in a symbolic
form that guides future interaction patterns (Baad@®986). For example, adolescents

whose parents use harsh and intrusive means @ligation learn that hostility and
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psychological control are appropriate ways in whichandle conflict. Adolescents may
then internalize these behaviors and develop mptagaways of interacting with others
(e.q., aggressive or withdrawn behaviors). Furtloeemindividuals are more likely to
retain information when the modeled behaviors oocare than one time. Parents’ use of
ineffective means of discipline are likely to betpemed behaviors that have been used
consistently throughout adolescents’ lives, makimgore likely that observed behaviors
are retained and develop into maladaptive pattfrnmgteracting with the world (Snyder

& Stoolmiller, 2002).

Reproduction processes focus on individuals’ abibtperform physically a
certain behavior. One could extend this idea t@esgthat certain cognitive abilities are
needed to understand and reproduce observed behdViring adolescence, certain
cognitive abilities, such as the ability to thirkstractly, emerge (Steinberg, 2008). The
ability to think abstractly may then facilitate theocess of translating learned behavior
from parents into interactions with close age-matéside of the family.

Finally, Bandura proposed that whether individudtsnately perform a certain
action is determined in part by the functional eatd a behavior. Adolescents are more
likely to model their parents’ behavior when theygeive that behavior as effective in
bringing about a desired response (Bandura, 1$&8gntal hostility may result in
adolescents’ immediate compliance (Gershoff, 200Rs, to some extent, hostility is an
effective means of discipline in the short terng adolescents may be more likely to
approach interactions with others in a hostile neaitiecause they perceive hostile

behavior as an effective means of accomplishindgsg&arthermore, behaviors are more
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likely to be reproduced by adolescents when dyeetivarded. In regards to the
development of externalizing behavior, adolescargamore likely to act aggressively
when parents reward aggressive behavior. The satterpmay be true for internalizing
behaviors such that when youth withdraw from inteam with parents due to conflict
parents also may respond by withdrawing from conthus inadvertently rewarding
withdrawal behaviors (Roth, 1980). When adoleeggressive behaviors and
internalizing behaviors are functional and rewarthetthe parent-adolescent relationship
then youth are motivated to model these behawvonstéractions with peers (Snyder,
2002). Drawing on all the elements of observatideatning, the current study proposes
that parenting behaviors model, shape, and reiafadolescents’ externalizing and
internalizing problem behaviors. The presence e$¢hsocioemotional problems makes it
difficult for adolescents to develop friendship quetencies.

Reciprocal determinismT.he concept of reciprocal determinism also hekpdaen
the relationship between negative parenting belnswand adolescents’ friendship
competence from a social learning perspective.grecal determinism reflects the
complex interaction of the person, the person'stbeh, and the environment and
suggests that a person’s behavior both influencdssainfluenced by the environment
and personal factors. Specifically, reciprocal dateism stresses that when people
interact with the environment they are not simg@gators to external stimuli but also are
creators of their own daily interactions (Bandur@36). People’s cognitive abilities,
physical characteristics, personality, beliefs,Igioand attitudes influence both their

behaviors and the environments they inhabit. Paiteés coercion model (2002) is a
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classic example of reciprocal determinism. The @oarmodel suggests that hostile
exchanges between parents and adolescents aregeetult of adolescents’ coercive
behavior. According to this model, parents usefautive disciplinary practices such as
threats or belittling to control behavior of adaests who are aggressive. Adolescents
respond to parents by acting defiantly causingrgan® use increasing amounts of
hostility to control youths’ behavior. Parents atsay give into defiant behaviors thus
further reinforcing adolescents’ aggression (Sim&usons, & Wallace, 2004). Thus,
hostile parenting and negative control attemptth&rrexacerbate existing antisocial
behavior and contribute to the development of agarpattern of interacting antisocially
toward others.

Problems adolescents have in close and persoa#ibredhips may result from
adolescents developing trait-like behaviors thatraaladaptive in response to chronic
negative parenting (Capaldi & Clark, 1998). Capaldiork has focused on externalizing
behaviors as a mediator of the association betwegative parenting practices and close
and personal relationships with others. Capaldppsed that adolescents have trouble in
close relationships because they have developadgmessive interaction style toward
others making it difficult to develop intimacy aatfectively manage conflict in
relationships. Although past research in this &@safocused on externalizing behaviors,
the underlying logic also can be applied to inteeivag behaviors. Adolescents who do
not experience warmth and support from parents aeaglop internalizing problems. For
example, when parents are unsupportive and untieegmuth may develop a withdrawn

interaction style that makes it difficult to estahlintimacy with friends and negotiate
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interpersonal conflicts. Drawing on Capaldi’s warkd reciprocal determinism, the
proposed model suggests that parental use of negadrenting behaviors exacerbates
externalizing and/or internalizing problems in yloutho then experience difficulties
interacting prosocially in relationships with frein

Reciprocal determinism further suggests that intlials are partial creators of
their own environments. Adolescents who exhibitypemn behaviors may have difficulty
developing friendship competence because they@agsdnvironments that reward
already established maladaptive patterns of interacBandura suggested that
individuals create their own histories and strugtemvironments to maximize positive
and minimize aversive experiences (Snyder, ReiBa&erson, 2003). The concept that
individuals select environments that reward alreastgblished ways of interacting
applies to adolescents who exhibit both internagjand externalizing behaviors. For
example, adolescents who are aggressive may saiectiendships that reward
aggressive behaviors and as a result these friggedstay be characterized by higher
levels of conflict (Dishion, Andrews, & Crosby, 199 Adolescents who have
internalizing problems may select into friendshipth other youth who internalize their
emotions and these friendships may be characteblgedroidant coping behaviors.
Research indicates that adolescents who report exteenalizing and internalizing
behaviors select into relationships with peers wioforce these maladaptive interaction
patterns (Rose, 2002; Rubin et al., 2005). ThudS¢dity developing competencies in
friendships is partially a result of adolescentedeg into friendships with youth who

share similar characteristics and thus reinforgatee interaction patterns.
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Attachment theonyAttachment theory suggests that children’s relatgms with
parents are an important predictor of close ratatigp features throughout the lifespan
(Bowlby, 1988). Secure attachments with parentsigeoadolescents with a view of
future relationships, as well as a secure baselfpddolescents negotiate important tasks
associated with developing friendship competendiofigh attachment develops during
infancy, attachment security with parents is deteech by the way caregivers treat their
children throughout the life cycle (Ainsworth, 198Positive relationships with parents
influence the development of secure attachmentsreds adverse experiences with
parents influence the development of insecure latt@ats (Bowlby, 1988).

Feelings of security developed in relationshipsihrents may, in turn,
influence relationships with friends during adokssce (Ducharme et al., 2002). Kerns
(1998) proposed that the development of felt secwith a caregiver affects
relationships with peers in three possible waystFattachments with caregivers provide
a secure base that supports exploration of thalseiwvironment. Second, attachments
lead adolescents to develop a particular behavsbybd carried over into relationships
with friends, a notion that overlaps with a sotéarning theory perspective. Finally,
Kerns suggested that attachments affect relatipashith friends through individuals’
working models that contain beliefs and expectatiaoout self and others. The
hypothesized model draws specifically on the cotscepsecure base and working model
and hypothesizes that parental hostility, psycholdgontrol, and lower warmth predict
adolescents’ feelings of insecurity in the paredatascent relationship making it difficult

for youth to develop friendship competence.
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Secure baséA secure base is critical to adolescents’ feluségcin the parent-
child relationship (Ainsworth, 1989). Attachmenédtiny proposes that infants are
equipped with species-specific behaviors that pterpooximity to a caregiver for the
purpose of protection. Caregivers provide infamtggxtion by acting as a secure base
(Bowlby, 1988). The concept of a secure base wiggatly drawn from Blatz’s security
theory (as cited in Ainsworth, 1989) which propos#ieat children need to develop a
secure dependence on parents before exploring drdasituations. Theoretically,
children whose parents provide this secure baseld@¥eelings of security, whereas
children who have parents who do not provide arscioase develop feelings of
insecurity.

Developing a secure base with parents during igfanc maintaining that secure
base throughout the lifespan is important becays®vides individuals with a sense of
security as they explore new environments and aptismnew developmental tasks.
Security is defined as individuals’ feelings or eggals that they can trust and be
supported by an attachment figure (Ainsworth, 1988pufe and Waters (1977)
proposed that the goal of attachment behavior &koeve a sense of “felt security” and
that the function of the attachment bond is to wlewa secure base so that children can
feel supported while exploring the environment.lifgs of security are developed when
individuals feel confident that they can deal vatkituation either by relying on their
own competencies or because they can depend onabareperson to act competently
for them (e.g., a parent). Feelings of insecurigyrarise in a number of ways that

include encountering new situations, not feelinmpetent enough to deal with a
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situation, and/or parents not providing a secuselfar children to draw upon as a
resource (Ainsworth, 1989). Parental behaviors phatote a sense of security may
differ as a function of age (Rice, 1990). Durintaircy, a toddler may promote security
by clinging to his/her parent when a stranger enttee room. During adolescence,
parents may not provide direct physical support outh still feel a sense of security
when they believe that an attachment figure is dperommunication and responsive if
help should be needed (Lieberman, Doyle, & MarkezwiL999; Rice, 1990).

Parents foster adolescents’ felt security by usppegific parenting behaviors.
Parents who are warm, supportive, and responsigengier a sense of security in
children and adolescents (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waig&rg/all, 1978). Consistently
responding to children’s and adolescents’ needsiglsnportant for the development of
feelings of security. Parental hostility and paa¢psychological control may lead to the
development of feelings of insecurity in adolessdygcause adolescents do not feel that
they can trust in and use parents as a secureabdbey explore new environments
(Bosman, Braet, Van Leeuwen, & Beyers, 2006). Spatly, parents who use
psychological control try to control adolescentsiations and cognitions. This type of
control may make it difficult for adolescents tadt parents with their thoughts and
emotions thus straining open communication wittepts and adolescents’ belief that
they can rely on parents as a secure base. Haatlleritical behavior from parents also
might impair communication and trust in the paradblescent relationship and result in
adolescents not relying on parents as a sourcecofisy. Although the majority of

research has focused on the effect of parentinthddren’s feelings of security,
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adolescents still rely on the availability of ataahment figure as a source of security
(Bowlby, 1973; Steinberg, 1990). Ironically, adaesce is a time when youth continue
to rely on parents to serve as a secure baseydehelop competencies outside the
home but also is a time when relationships wittepts may be strained (Collins &
Laursen, 2004). Adolescents who experience straglatdonships with parents may feel
that they can no longer rely on parents as a sdage, particularly when relationships
have been strained for a long time.

Adolescents’ feelings of insecurity in the paredol@scent relationship may
affect the development of friendship competencenléstents who feel insecurely
attached to parents may find it difficult to negtdi certain developmental tasks because
they do not have a secure base from which to explew arenas (Ainsworth, 1989; Call
& Mortimer, 2001; Durcharme et al., 2002). Attachmhtheory proposes that feelings of
security are particularly important when individsiahcounter unfamiliar situations that
induce stress reactions. New competencies needddndships during adolescence may
be considered unfamiliar situations. Research ehildren has indicated that children
who use parents as a secure base are more comaedentlling to seek out novel and
new experiences (Rice, 1990). Researchers havededdhe idea of a secure base to
adolescents. Specifically, Call and Mortimer (208dggested that parents and others can
provide arenas of comfort which offer a supporteatext for adolescents to relax and
rejuvenate so that stressful experiences, suckwadapmental tasks, in another arena can
be endured. When adolescents trust parents anthé#e¢hey can communicate with

parents, they are more likely to rely on them fgoort in managing close friendships.
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Adolescents who do not feel they can trust in asmdraunicate with parents may not feel
competent mastering new tasks associated withdst@p (Durcharme et al). Thus,
theoretically, negative parenting behaviors indlyeaffect friendship competence
because youth do not feel a sense of a securenitfisparents to explore new tasks
associated with the development of friendship caempee during adolescence.

Working modelsAlthough the proposed model draws primarily on¢becept of
perceptions of felt security, adolescents who erpee negative parenting may develop
insecure internal working models, which also implag development of friendship
competence. As children establish attachmentseaitegivers, they develop internal
working models that govern feelings about paresgl, how they expect to be treated,
and how they plan to behave in future interactidm®rnal working models developed in
parent-child relationships guide relationships vaithers such as friends or romantic
partners (Weimer, Kerns, & Oldenburg, 2004). Inaémorking models become
ingrained into children’s personalities and uncamssly govern feelings regarding
parents, self, and how one expects to be treatéohjpgrtant others (Ainsworth, 1989).
This conceptualization of working models suggedsés attachment classifications to
parents are stable across the life span and duadghts and behaviors in future
relationships at an unconscious level. Furman, 8jr8baffer, and Bouchey (2002)
distinguished internal working models from relasbip styles. The former is congruent
with the definition of working models given abovadaypically is assessed during
adolescence through attachment interviews. In asttrelational styles refer to

conscious perceptions or views of close and pefselaionships and are assessed
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through self-report measures. Research has inditlase there is overlap between
internal working models and relational styles lnattthey are distinct constructs (Furman
et al., 2002). The current study draws on Furmahcatieagues’ concept of relational
styles because perceptions of attachment insedarggrents is measured by self-report
and is believed to be a conscious view of attachmedationships developed with parents
that governs feelings and expectations in relatigmsswith friends. Thus, the
conceptualization of attachment insecurity as i@hal styles was used to deduce the
mediating pathway from parenting behaviors to flsrp competence.

Insecure perceptions of relationships with paremy affect adolescents’
capacities to form competent relationships witbrfds. Friendships may represent a type
of attachment relationship and thus relationshgwei developed through interactions
with parents likely apply to interactions with fngs (Weiss, 1982). Theoretically,
representations that adolescents hold regardirenmaguide their expectations and
interpretations of interactions with friends. Fumand Simon (1998) suggested that
relationship styles involve expectations regardimgnacy and closeness with others.
One of the developmental tasks of adolescenceds\elop intimacy in the context of
close friendships (Sullivan, 1953). Insecure relai styles impair intimacy development
in close friendships. Adolescents whose parentsiagative parenting behaviors may
expect rejection from others and have doubts astther or not others will be
supportive and trustworthy and thus enact behagamnsistent with these expectations
(Lieberman et al., 1999). Representations of @hstiips with parents have been found

to influence self-disclosure, emotion regulatiomg @onflict management in friendships
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(Ducharme et al., 2002). Therefore, the hypothésmedel draws on the concept of
relationship views to propose that adolescentLgq@rons of insecurity with parents
mediates the relationship between negative paigbihaviors and friendship
competence.
Review of Literature

Parenting Behaviors and Adolescents’ Friendship @etance

Parents affect the development of adolescentdioakhips with friends
(Domitrovich & Bierman, 2001, Freitag, Belsky, Gsasan, Grossman, Scheurer-
English, 1996; Sroufe, Englund, & Carlson, 1999dejgraff, Madden-Derdich, Estrada,
Sales, & Leanord, 2002). In part, this is becawsening behaviors affect the
development of competencies needed to maintaindsieips during adolescence (Cui et
al., 2002). Friendship competence is the extemtitich adolescents are able to perform
social tasks needed to maintain high quality fregmps. Two important competencies in
adolescents’ friendships are conflict managemaeitis slnd intimacy behaviors (Englund,
Hyson, Levy, & Sroufe, 2000). Few researchers Hiagased on the effects of specific
parenting behaviors on friendship competence durdajescence (Cui et al.). The
current study contributes to the literature by examg the unique effects of parental
hostility, parental psychological control, and lovparental warmth on adolescents’
intimacy and conflict behaviors in friendship dgimiddle adolescence.

Parental hostility.Studies that have examined the association betpe@mtal
hostility and friendship competence have done stgusoss-sectional data (Engels,

Dekovic, & Meeus, 2002; Laible & Carlo, 2004). Fingls from these studies have
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indicated that higher parental hostility is asstdavith lower quality friendships
(Domitrovich & Bierman, 2001Laible & Carlo, 2004). Only one study has examities
direct effect of parental hostility on friendshipnspetence using prospective data. In a
sample of 221 adolescents and parents, Cui 2@02( used multiple methods and
informants and found that parental hostility wasoasated prospectively with hostile
behavior in adolescents’ friendships four yearsrlaCui and colleagues focused on
friendship interactions and did not specificallyasere conflict management or intimacy
behaviors. The current study builds on Cui et diiidings by proposing that hostility is
associated positively with conflict and lower in#iay in adolescents’ close friendships.
Psychological controlTheoretically, parents who use psychological cdmtray
adversely affect the development of youths’ frigndsompetence. | found only one
study that investigated the direct effect of psyogiwal control on adolescents’
friendships. Dekovic and Meeus (1997) examinecketfext of love withdrawal on
attachment to friends in a large cross-sectionalysof adolescents aged 12 t0o18. Results
from regression analyses indicated that love wéivdd was associated negatively with
peer attachment, suggesting that parental psyciwalogpntrol negatively affected
adolescents’ intimacy with friends. Clearly morsaarch should examine the unique
relationship between parental psychological cordgnal problems with friendship
competence during adolescence because psycholggioatrolling behavior may be a
particularly detrimental parenting behavior to tlevelopment of adolescents’ friendship
intimacy and conflict behaviors. This relationshgs not yet been demonstrated

empirically.
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Parental warmthParents who convey warmth to adolescents positaiédct the
development of youths’ friendships (Cui et al., 20Domitrovich & Bierman, 2001).
Research on the effects of parental warmth on adeigs’ friendships has focused
predominantly on parental support and parentalpaoee (Cui et al., 2002; Dekovic &
Meeus, 1997; Way & Greene, 2006). For example,addicolleagues examined the
relationship between support in the family and adoénts’ friendship quality in a
prospective study using multiple methods. Resoligcated that parents’ supportive
behavior toward adolescents had a direct and pesffect on supportive behavior in
adolescents’ best friendships four years later. Afay Greene (2006) investigated the
relationship between parental support and bothrgéfreendship and closest same-sex
friendship competence in an ethnically diverse groti206 adolescents. Controlling for
baseline friendship quality, hierarchical lineardabng indicated that parental support
predicted an increase in general and closest sarm@xiendship quality over the four
years of the study.

Not all studies have found a significant relatidpdbetween warmth and different
aspects of friendship competence during adolescé&mgeels et al. (2002) examined the
concurrent associations between several parentagipes and peer attachment and
support in a sample of 508 15 t018 year olds. Resgpa analyses revealed that youth-
reported parental affection and responsiveness m@rassociated uniquely with peer
attachment or peer support when entered simultahgouo the regression equation with
seven other parenting variables. In a cross-sedtgindy, Updegraff et al. (2002) found

that acceptance and open communication with pavesits associated positively with
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intimacy in adolescents’ friendships but were nghiicantly associated with frequency
of conflict in adolescents’ friendships. Such fimgés suggest that different parenting
behaviors may have stronger associations withreiffieaspects of friendship
competence. Thus, it is important to examine theces of various parenting behaviors
simultaneously and to consider more than one agjiésendship competence in order to
illuminate which parenting behaviors have the grstainfluence on specific aspects of
friendships. The current study addresses this gdpei literature by examining
simultaneously the effects of parental hostilitsgrgntal psychological control, and
parental warmth on conflict and intimacy in adokrgs’ same-sex close friendships.
Mediating Pathway: Socioemotional Problems

As described in the theory section, social leaireory suggests that the effect
of negative parenting behaviors on adolescenesnfiship competence may be mediated
by youths’ socioemotional problems. Socioemotigarablems include both
externalizing and internalizing problems. Externaly problems include both delinquent
(e.q., stealing, property destruction, and substatcise) and aggressive (e.g., physical
and verbal) behaviors. Internalizing problems aternal feelings or states that include
anxiety, depression, and withdrawal behaviBarents who use negative parenting
behaviors contribute to the development of socidemnal problems (Buehler, Benson,
& Gerard, 2006; Fraser, 1996; Reid & Patterson91$garamella et al., 1999). In turn,
externalizing and internalizing problems may img@alolescents’ ability to manage

conflict effectively and establish intimacy in cboBiendships.
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No studies have directly tested the propositiom sbaioemotional problems
mediate the relationship between negative parem@ngviors and problems with
friendship competence during adolescence. Howdlwexe areas of tangential research
support the hypothesized mediating mechanism: (mets that have examined
socioemotional problems as a mediator of the agg8onibetween parenting and
adolescents’ romantic relationships, (b) resedrahtias examined the relationship
between parenting behaviors and socioemotionall@mad) and (c) research that has
examined the relationship between socioemotior@llpms and friendship competence.

Socioemotional problems as a mediat&ocioemotional problems developed, in
part, from interactions with parents may affectladoents’ close and personal
relationships with peers. Researchers have exaneixtednalizing behaviors as a
mediator of the association between negative pagbthaviors and later romantic
relationships (Andrews, Foster, Capaldi, & HopQ@QCapaldi & Clark, 1998).
Although close friendships differ from romanticagbnships (Furman et al., 2002), both
represent important intimate relationships in wipelterns from the family may be
replicated, and researchers have suggested tmatish®@me overlap between the two
types of relationships (Parke, Neville, Burks, Baoy& Carson, 1994 Drawing on a
social learning perspective, Capaldi proposeddtatescents’ antisocial behavior
mediated the relationship between negative pargaina experiences in romantic
relationships (Capalidi & Clark, 1998). Using muttiethods and informants, Capaldi and
Clark prospectively examined the effects of incstasit and hostile parenting frorfi 4

through &' grades on male adolescents’ aggression towamhanic partner during late
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adolescence. Antisocial behavior during middle aslcénce was considered as a
mediator. Findings indicated that male adolesceantsocial behavior mediated the
relationship between negative parenting behaviogsaggression toward a romantic
partner. The authors concluded that adolescentsamml behavior is a key factor
accounting for the transmission of aggression ffamily-of-origin to romantic
relationships. Capaldi and Clark’s findings aresexied to support the pathway in the
hypothesized model that maladaptive ways of intergavith others (i.e., externalizing
and internalizing problems) mediated the relatignsletween negative parenting
behaviors and friendship competence.

Negative parenting behaviors and socioemotionabfgms.Negative parenting
consistently has been associated with adolescexiisinalizing and internalizing
behaviors, both concurrently and longitudinallynég@nauer, Engels, & Baumesiter,
2005; Reid & Patterson, 1989; Rothbaum & Weisz 4)9Brawing on longitudinal
research, parental hostility, psychological contanld parental warmth have been
examined as predictors of externalizing and intezimg problems; when analyzed
together, each has been found to be a unique poedicsocioemotional adjustment
(Buehler et al., 2006; Finkenauer et al., 2005).

Parental hostility has been associated with exlierng problems and, to a lesser
extent, internalizing problems (Bender et al., 20®Ke, McGuire, Hetherington, Reiss,
& Plomin, 1996; Reid & Patterson, 1989; Rothbaundv&isz, 1994; Scaramella et al.,
1999). Adolescents who experience hostile, critigatl rejecting parenting do not learn

to control their aggression and instead learndhgtessive behaviors are an acceptable
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way of interacting with the world (Snyder, 2002prfexample, Williams, Conger, and
Blozis (2007) examined the effects of parental ihtysbn 451 adolescents and their
younger siblings’ aggressive behaviors. Findingkcated that parental hostility was
associated positively at one point in time withr@ggion among target adolesceis (
age = 15) and a growth in aggression over a foar-geriod for younger siblings/(age
=12).

Some adolescents may respond to parents’ critichlgecting behavior by
internalizing feelings of rejection and learn thathdrawn behaviors are a means of
interacting with the world (Capaldi & Stoolmillet999). Mcleod, Weisz, and Wood
(2007) conducted a meta-analysis on the relatipriséiween parenting and children’s
depression and found that parental hostility wassthongest parenting predictor of
depressive symptoms. Scaramella et al. (1999) regehted-measures ANOVA and
examined the effects of parental hostility, warnatiig management on adolescents’
externalizing and internalizing problems. Hostikits associated positively with
concurrent internalizing and externalizing problemsstility also predicted adolescents’
increased externalizing problems but not increas&dnalizing problems over a five-
year period. Drawing on these findings, the hypsiterl model expects that parental
hostility is associated positively with adolescérteioemotional problems.

Psychological control is a particularly problematarenting behavior to employ
during the adolescent years and has been assouitlkeelxternalizing and internalizing
problems (Barber, 1996; Barber, Olsen, & Shagl84)9arents who use psychological

control may place too many constraints on theildeéin’s independence and hinder
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normal socioemotional development (Rubin et alQ®0Psychological control has been
associated positively with externalizing behavioroag adolescents (Finkenauer et al.,
2005; Peiser & Heaven, 1996; Robila & Krishnakun2é@6). Rogers and Buchanan
(2003) examined the effect of psychological controlearly adolescents’ externalizing
behaviors over a one-year period and found thathmdggical control predicted
increased externalizing behaviors.

Psychological control also has been associatediatgéhnalizing behaviors during
adolescence (Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005; Finkenaueale 2005; Gray & Steinberg,
1999; Robila & Krishnakumar, 2006). For examplggh®logical control was associated
positively with internalizing behaviors in a crassetional study of 9,564 ethnically
diverse adolescents (Silk, Morris, Kanaya, & Stengp 2003). Pettit, Laird, Dodge,
Bates, and Criss (2001) used multiple reporteessess the relationships between
parental psychological control durin§ rade and externalizing behavior and
internalizing behavior during™grade, controlling for prior behavior problems me=d
at age five. Hierarchical regression analyses atdat a main effect of psychological
control on internalizing behaviors but not on en&izing behaviors. Psychological
control interacted with preadolescent antisociabpgms such that for adolescents with
lower preadolescent antisocial behavior, parergsofipsychological control durind'8
grade was associated with higher teacher-reportogient behavior duringgrade.
These findings suggest that psychological contray tve a particularly important

parenting behavior to examine during adolescence.
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Parental warmth is one of the most consistent ptexd of positive and negative
adjustment outcomes in children and adolescentsg$&& Seff, 1990). Lower parental
warmth has been associated with externalizing atginalizing behavior in adolescents
(Gerard & Buehler, 2004; Operario, Tschann, FlogeBridges, 2006). From a
theoretical perspective, adolescents who experiknweer levels of warmth from parents
may internalize or externalize feelings of rejectibat impair everyday interactions
(Capaldi & Stoolmiller, 1999). For example, Murisa¢ (2003) examined the effect of
parental emotional warmth on externalizing andrimdBzing problems in a cross-
sectional study of 742 early adolescents, and fineyd that youth-reported lower
parental warmth was associated with youth-repaetedrnalizing and internalizing
problems. Galambos et al. (2003) used hierarchiwer modeling to examine the
effects of three parenting behaviors, one of whiels parental support, on internalizing
and externalizing behaviors in a sample of 109est@nts. Mothers’, fathers’, and
youths’ reports collected over a 3 %2 year perialicated that parental support predicted
increased internalizing problems but did not preicreased externalizing problems.
Rubenstein and Feldman (1993) observed the condsctiution behaviors of male
adolescents. Based on interactions with parergsatithors identified three conflict
resolution patterns: attack, avoidance, and com@nkindings indicated that lower
family support predicted avoidance during conflicth parents four years later.
Although this study did not specifically examingéemalizing behaviors as an outcome,

avoidance behaviors are associated with intermgliproblems. The current study builds
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on these findings to suggest that lower parentaiilais associated positively with
socioemotional problems.

Socioemotional problems and friendship competeYicath who are more
aggressive, anxious, and withdrawn may have diffialeveloping competent peer
relationships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Ladd & Basg, 1999). A large body of research
has suggested that adolescents with more extanwbehaviors have trouble in peer
relationships (Bagwell & Coie, 2003; Dodge, 1988rker & Asher, 1987; Rubin et al.,
2005). Van Lieshout, Cillessen, and Haselager (1908gested that individuals develop
generalized interaction patterns that are theectdtl by behavioral patterns displayed in
interactions with others. The authors proposeddh#&isocial behavior is an interactive
orientation displayed in relationships with othdkesearch also has indicated that
adolescents with more internalizing behaviors epee problems in relationships with
peers (Rubin et al., 2005; Windle, 1994). Aspenti(#f02) suggested that inhibited and
withdrawn behaviors reflect a behavioral pattesptiiyed in interactions with others.
The majority of research examining socioemotiomabjems as a predictor of problems
in peer relationships has focused on peer reje¢dan, Dodge, 1983; Parker & Asher,
1993). Yet, externalizing and internalizing probkatso may impair the development of
important friendship competencies during adoleseenc

Research has indicated that adolescents who reipafar levels of externalizing
behaviors tend to be friends (Cairns et al., 1988tup, 1996; Simons-Morton, Hartos,
& Haynie, 2004) and that once in friendships, asiodéats with externalizing behaviors

reinforce one another’s behavior (Bagwell & Coi@02; Dishion, Spracklen, Andrews,
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& Patterson, 1996). Homophily is an important pcéati of whom adolescents choose to
affiliate with, both in the larger peer group anctlose friendships (Cairns, Cairns,
Neckerman, Gest, & Gariepy, 1988; Van Lier, Vitahdanner, Vuijk, Crijnen, 2005).
Social learning theory proposes that individualedénto relationships with others who
are like them in order to reinforce already exmgtiraits (Bandura, 1986). Using a sample
of 334 6" graders, Newcomb, Bukowski, and Bagwell (1999)y&ikad the proposition
that friends possessed similar characteristicslaaicthese characteristics were reinforced
in the context of friendship over time. Resultsicated that participants were more
similar to a close friend in regards to aggressi@am they were to a randomly selected
peer, and that, controlling for initial aggressbehavior, adolescents were more similar
to selected friends six months later on aggredsayavior. These findings provide
support for the social learning proposition th&rids may reward already existing
behavior patterns and may shape the use of aggedsshavior in present and future
friendships (Snyder, 2002).

Research has suggested that adolescents with alxterg problems have
impaired social interactions, which make it difficto establish intimacy and manage
conflict in interpersonal relationships (Bagwell@ie, 2003; Claes & Simard, 1992;
Eisenberg, Fabes, Nyman, Bernzweig, & Pinuelasrnd;1B8tterson, 1982). Few studies,
however, have focused specifically on social irdeoa within friendships. Findings
from the few studies that have had this focus Haued that the quality of friendships
among youth with externalizing behaviors is impdicempared to adolescents who do

not experience socioemotional problems (Brendgétie] Krappman, 2000; Dishion,
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1990; Poulin, Dishion, & Haas 1999). For examplishion, Andrews, and Crosby
(1995) cross-sectionally examined 186 13 to 14 g&hboys’ interactions with close
friends. Observation of antisocial dyads indicdtest negative engagement, impaired
social skills, noxious behaviors, and bossinesgwserrelated positively with antisocial
behavior and relationship satisfaction as repdstegouth.

Adolescents who experience depressive symptomamidty symptoms may
also affiliate with others who have internalizinglplems (Haselager, Hartup, Van
Lieshout, & Riksen-Walraven, 1998; Mrug, Hoza, &®wski, 2004; Rubin,
Wojslawowicz, Rose-Krasnor, Booth-Laforce, & Burgle2006). Few researchers have
empirically examined homophily in the friendshigsadolescents with internalizing
problems. Rubin et al. (2006), however, found #twithdrawn children were more
likely to be friends with other shy/withdrawn chiégh when compared to control
children’s best friendships. Furthermore, adoletscesno select into friendships with
others who have internalizing problems also mag firat internalizing behaviors are
reinforced over time (Rose, 2002; Windle, 1994)e Thrrent study suggests that
selecting into friendships with others who reinfoexisting internalizing problems
impairs adolescents’ friendship competence.

Adolescents with internalizing problems may expsreeproblems in peer
relationships (Aspendorpf, 2002; Kraatz-Keily, BatBodge, & Pettit, 2000; Rubin et
al., 2005; Windle, 1994). Internalizing problemsgls as withdrawal, may have a
particularly problematic effect on friendships chgriadolescence because these

relationships become increasingly intimate and dexfAllen et al., 2006). Rubin et al.
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(2006) examined the friendships of shy/withdrawitdcbn and a
nonaggressive/nonwithdrawn group 8f&raders. Participants, target children, and best
friends completed the friendship quality questiorenan two different occasions, once at
the beginning of the school year and again seveamntimsdater. Shy/withdrawn children
rated their best friendships lower than did contfoldren on help and guidance, intimate
exchange, and conflict resolution. Capaldi and I8tdler (1999) found similar results
when they examined the effects of depressive symptoeasured at sixth grade among
male adolescents on several areas of adjustmengdate adolescence/early adulthood.
Controlling for prior adjustment in peer relationss) depressive symptoms predicted an
increase in self-reported poorer intimacy and comigation with close friends, six years
later. This finding is particularly noteworthy besa it suggests that associations
between socioemotional problems and friendship &iemze are dynamic and important
to examine throughout the course of adolescenagpassed to at just one point in time.
SummaryPast research has clearly indicated that negpéixenting affects
adolescents’ socioemotional development, and mtatieely suggested that
socioemotional problems affect adolescents’ abibtynanage conflict and engage in
intimacy promoting behaviors in close friendshipke current study builds on this work
by specifically examining socioemotional problerssaamediator of the association
between negative parenting behaviors and probleithsfiiendship competence.
Furthermore, this study addresses methodologicdli@ms in previous studies by

examining prospective patterns of parental inflgeaicd youths’ maladjustment.
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Youth gender as a moderat@ender differences may exist in regards to
socioemotional problems mediating the relationg@fween parenting and friendship
competence. Specifically, female adolescents magrgnce more adverse reactions to
negative parenting than do male adolescents (Heladlebergh, & Meeus, 2000;
Rogers & Buchanan, 2003; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994)clvin turn may impair female
adolescents’ friendships. For example, Operaral.¢2006) found that depression and
anxiety were higher among girls who experienceceloparental warmth than among
boys who experienced lower warmth. Pettit et 0@ found that psychological control
was more of a risk factor for female adolescenés’edlopment of internalizing behaviors
than it was for male adolescents’ development. \&feand Silbereisen (2003) found that
warmth from fathers was associated negatively wittls’ externalizing behaviors but not
boys’ problems. Although these results only sugtiesttthe pathways from negative
parenting behaviors to adolescents’ socioemotidaatélopment differs by gender, this
research can be extended to argue that the entideating pathway is stronger for female
adolescents than male adolescents. Specificallyrlef are experiencing more of an
adverse reaction to negative parenting behaviatsate manifest in the development of
socioemotional problems, then these problems nmgpéair conflict and intimacy with
close friends. Furthermore, intimacy behaviorghay are typically defined in measures
of friendship quality, are particularly salient asfs of female adolescents’ friendships
and female adolescents may feel added stress &bogeemtimacy (Davies & Lindsay,
2004; Parker & Asher, 1993; Parks, 2007). Therefongpothesized that youth gender

moderates the mediating pathway and that the pgthwa parenting to friendship
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competence through socioemotional problems is gaofor female adolescents than for
male adolescents.
Mediating Pathway: Attachment Insecurity

Attachment security with parents also may mediageaissociation between
specific parenting behaviors and adolescents’ disbip competence. Theoretically,
negative parenting behaviors affect friendship cetapce because adolescents feel
insecure in their relationships with parents, mgktrdifficult to negotiate the
interpersonal task of developing friendship competeduring adolescence (Call &
Mortimer, 2001). Furthermore, adolescents who fieale insecurely attached to parents
may develop views and expectations of relationstiipsare negative (Furman & Simon,
1999). Three areas of research support the hypsttieg attachment insecurity mediates
the relationship between negative parenting antlgnas with friendship competence:
(a) studies that have examined the complete madiagithway, (b) studies that have
examined the relationship between negative pargi@maviors and attachment
insecurity, and (c) studies that have examineddlaionship between attachment
insecurity and problems with friendship competence.

Attachment insecurity as a mediat®esearch supports the proposition that
attachment insecurity mediates the relationshipvéen negative parenting behaviors and
problems with friendship competence (Bosmans £P@06; Domitrovich & Bierman,
2001; Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005; Ojanen & Perry, Z00For example, Domitrovich
and Bierman found that children’s perception ofen@al parenting behaviors mediated

the association between maternal warmth/non-hgstitenting behavior and social
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behavior and problem solving with friends. Resfriben this study are limited due to the
cross-sectional design, the age of the sampletrenpossibility that perceptions of
parenting differ to some extent from attachmentiggcwith parents. Adolescence may
be a particularly important time to examine repnésons of attachment relationships to
parents as a mediator because the emergence dlfoperations allows youth to reflect
on and gain insight into their relationships, ardtoge ability that was not possible
during childhood (Furman et al., 2002). Drawingdaita from a longitudinal study of 451
European American adolescents and their mothersaginels, Paley, Conger, and Harold
(2000) tested a model that examined whether pdreosdility and warmth were
prospectively associated with adolescents’ soaiattioning two-years later directly or
indirectly through children’s representations dditirelationships with parents. Results
from structural equation modeling indicated thajatere representation of parents
partially mediated the positive relationship betwearental hostility/lower warmth and
youths’ negative social behavior toward peers (bgng inconsiderate toward others).
Although this study was longitudinal and assessmeoaturred during adolescence, Paley
and colleagues focused on social behaviors toweardarger peer group as opposed to
close friendships and aggregated positive and ivegiiatures of social behaviors with
peers. Past research has suggested that thererismbletween social interactions with
the larger peer group and interactions with friebdisthat friendships are a distinct
relationship that may have different antecedentscamsequences (Kupersmidt &
DeRosier, 2004; Samter, 2003). Thus, the currewtydbuilds on the above findings by

using prospective data to examine attachment imgg@s a mediator of the unique
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associations between specific parenting behavimisadolescents’ conflict and intimacy
friendship features.

Negative parenting to attachmem®arents promote adolescents’ feelings of
insecurity by being hostile, using inappropriatemoes of controlling adolescents’
behavior, and by being unresponsive to the neetteeofadolescents (Batgos &
Leadbeater, 1998; Bowlby, 1973). Countless stude® identified parenting behaviors
as predictors of attachment security during infaaiegt early childhood (Belsky, 1999
reviews). Surprisingly, few researchers have spadly examined the effect of parenting
behaviors on felt security during adolescence. Thientifying parenting factors that
contribute to adolescents’ felt attachment secusign important area of research
(Karavasilis, Doyle, & Markiewicz, 2003). This studontributes to existing research by
examining the relationship between three imponanénting behaviors and attachment
security in a sample of early adolescents.

Attachment theory proposes that adolescents whordigzed and rejected by
parents may develop insecure attachments becagygedmot feel that they can trust in
and openly communicate with parents (Bowlby, 1988gre is limited research,
however, examining the effect of parental hostitityadolescents’ attachment insecurity.
Weinfield, Sroufe, and Englund (2000) found thatcchnaltreatment assessed both in
childhood and adolescence was associated withuns@ttachments at age 18,
concurrently and prospectively. We might expecbraga child maltreatment to have a
stronger association with attachment insecurityabse of the extreme nature of that

parenting behavior. Although parental hostility so®t necessarily constitute child
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maltreatment, different types of maltreatment (ieenotional and physical abuse) do
involve hostile, critical, and angry behaviors laygnts directed toward adolescents.
Allen, Porter, McElhaney, Mcfarland, and Marsh (2Zp8xamined the effect of paternal
and maternal hostility on adolescents’ attachmesgcurity and found that both paternal
and maternal hostility were associated with ad@etc attachment insecurity. Although
this study was longitudinal, attachment insecuaitg parental hostility were measured
concurrently, thus limiting conclusions regardiragisality. Drawing on this body of
research, the current study hypothesizes that frewostility is associated positively
with felt attachment insecurity.

As detailed earlier in this chapter, psychologmaitrol is another negative
parenting behavior that theoretically should predittachment insecurity during
adolescence. Only one study specifically has ingatgd the relationship between
psychological control and attachment security dyddolescence. Leondari and
Kiosseoglou (2002) examined the relationship betwadtachment and parental
psychological control in a sample of 319 adolessantd young adults, and found that
insecure attachment and psychological control \pesttively correlated. Findings from
a study by Karavasilis and colleagues also areaaleto the proposed pathway.
Specifically, the researchers found that autonorapting was associated positively with
adolescents’ attachment security. Although autongranting is a distinct construct
from psychological control, the two constructs associated and parents who use
psychological control typically do not grant thadolescents appropriate amounts of

autonomy (Steinberg, 1990). Drawing on theory dasltbody of research, the current
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study hypothesizes that psychological control soamted positively with attachment
insecurity.

Warm, responsive, and supportive parenting is as®utwith adolescents’
perceptions of felt security in relationships widrents (Bowlby, 1988; Crowell, Waters,
& Waters, 2005). Adolescents whose parents araésgonsive and supportive may
report feeling more insecurely attached to paréiitis.few studies that have examined
the relationship between warmth and attachmentrggcluring adolescence have used
cross-sectional designs. For example, Allen €2803) examined the relationship
between maternal supportiveness and attachmenityezsimeasured by the Adult
Attachment Interview, and found that maternal suppas associated positively with
adolescents’ attachment security with mothers. Ruale et al. (2002) examined
adolescents’ perceptions of security with motheis fathers and adolescents’ self-
reports regarding interactions with parents, andifigs indicated that attachment
security was associated positively with positivieractions with parents and use of
negotiation strategies during conflicts with botbthers and fathers. Finally, Karavasilis
et al. (2003) investigated the relationship betweamenting and attachment security in an
ethnically diverse sample of 202 elementary sckaadents and 212 high school students
in Canada. Hierarchical regression analyses rest¢hdt a lack of parental warmth was
associated positively with feelings of insecuraatiment to parents for both elementary
school students and adolescents. Findings frone thieslies are limited because
assessment was not prospective and Ducharmereliedl solely on youths’ reports of

attachment and parenting. The current study cangghto the existing research by
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examining the relationship between lower parentamth and attachment insecurity
prospectively and by considering parents’ repod aloservers’ ratings of parenting.

Attachment insecurity and problems with friendstompetencer-eelings of
attachment in the parent-adolescent relationship baen related consistently to
competence in social relationships, concurrenttylangitudinally (Allen, Moore,
Kuperminc, & Bell, 1998; Freitag et al., 1996; Maless & Scharf, 2007; Sroufe et al.,
1999; Zimmerman, 2004). Research has indicatedatt@escents who report feelings of
insecurity with parents are less satisfied in closmdships, experience more conflict
with friends, and engage in less intimacy relateldaviors with friends (Ducharme et al.,
2002; Weimer et al., 2004). Theoretically, attachtmesecurity with parents affects
adolescents’ conflict and intimacy behaviors ietidships by impairing relationship
views and by not providing a secure base that yoathrely on to negotiate new tasks in
adolescence.

Feelings of insecurity with parents are associatél problems establishing and
maintaining intimacy in adolescents’ close friengsi{Batgos & Leadbeater, 1994;
Ducharme et al., 2002). Schneider, Atkinson, andiiT 2001) conducted a meta-
analysis with 63 studies and found small to moaeeffiect sizes for the association
between attachment and children’s peer relatiossliffect sizes were larger during
adolescence than in childhood and larger in stutigsfocused on close friends as
opposed to peers in general. Lieberman et al. (1i@98stigated the relationship between
attachment and peer relationships in a cross-sedtgtudy of 267 early adolescents and

274 children from two-parent families. Attachmeatusrity was assessed separately for
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mothers and fathers and included participants’grons of parental availability and
help sought from parents. Regression analysesatetichat participants who viewed
their parents as more available and who reliecheir parents more in times of stress
reported higher quality friendships with a closmeasex friend. Although neither of
these studies specified what aspects of intimabgwers were measured, intimacy
behaviors such as support, acceptance, and comationi@re typically a part of
measures that assess global aspects of friendshlpyg(Furman, 1998). Based on these
findings, the current study hypothesizes that atteent insecurity is associated positively
with problems developing intimacy behaviors in tielaships with same-sex close
friends.

Attachment insecurity with parents also may impaiolescents’ ability to
manage conflict in close friendships. Managing tonin close friendships is an
important developmental task for adolescents tomptish so that they can be
successful in relationships throughout the lifes(@urleson, 1995). Research on the
association between insecure attachments with {saaewl adolescents’ friendships has
primarily focused on global indicators of friendsltompetence that have not included
conflict management skills. A few studies have farpositive relationship between
feelings of insecurity with parents and difficuttyanaging conflict in close friendships.
Specifically, Zimmerman (2004) found that attachiasecurity with parents as
assessed by the Adult Attachment Interview wasaataal positively with difficulty
managing conflict in adolescents’ close friendsh{peneralization of the results from

this study are limited because of the small saragzie (\ = 43). In a larger sampl&l(=

52



117) of middle adolescents and their parents, Adieal. (2002) examined the
relationship between attachment security and spcaddlem-solving skills. Results
indicated that attachment security was a signitipeedictor of social problem-solving
skills controlling for baseline social skills twears earlier. In Allen and colleagues’
study, social problem-solving skills were a genenahsure of adolescents’ responses to
conflicts with peers, parents, and other adultd, @oblem solving unique to friendships
was not examined. The results, however, still supihe proposition that attachment
security affects adolescents’ ability to manageflezinn nonspecific close relationships.
Finally, Ducharme et al. (2002) conducted a cressisnal study with 150 European
American adolescents that examined the relatiortstiyween attachment security and
adolescents’ social interactions with peers. Datssisted of adolescents’ self-report on
attachment security and a daily diary measurindgesdents’ interactions with parents
and peers. Attachment insecurity with fathers lmitmothers was associated with
conflict in general peer interactions but not watinflict strategies used in close
friendships. Thus, the current study builds on ey research that has considered the
relationship between attachment insecurity anchéiship competence by exploring
associations prospectively and examining specsipeats of friendship competence as
opposed to a global positive evaluation of friendstuality.

Youth gender as a moderatdihe role of attachment insecurity as a mediator of
the association between negative parenting andeamzbwith friendship competence
may differ based on youths’ gender. Although masdies find that gender differences

do not exist regarding the effects of attachmeradwolescents’ adjustment (Rice, 1990;
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Schneider et al., 2001), some research and thdwaiessuggested that girls’
development may be affected more adversely byrfgelof insecure attachment (Cosse,
1992; Kenny, Moilanen, Lornax, & Brabeck, 1993)sBd on this research, the
hypothesized model considers the moderating effiegénder. Specifically, |
hypothesized that the relationship between negativenting behaviors and adolescents’
problems with friendship competence as mediatef@élyngs of attachment insecurity is
stronger for girls than for boys.
Hypotheses
There is accumulating evidence that negative pargbehaviors affect youths’
friendship competence during adolescence. Themustady builds on this evidence and
proposes that parental hostility, psychologicaltainand lower parental warmth are
associated positively with problems developingwatcy and conflict in relationships
with friends.
1. Wave 1 (W1) and 2 (W2) parental warmth is assodiatgatively with
problems with Wave 5 (W5) and 6 (W6) intimacy anaftict behaviors.
2. W1 and W2 parental hostility is associated podyivath problems with
W5 and W6 intimacy and conflict behaviors.
3. W1 and W2 parental psychological control is asgedi@ositively with
problems with W5 and W6 intimacy and conflict beloas.
Currently, the explanation as to why parenting@fdriendship competence has
been largely theoretical. Parenting may affecthiiihip competence in two possible

ways. Adolescents who experience parental hostpayental psychological control, and
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lower parental warmth may develop maladaptive wedysteracting with the world. In
turn, socioemotional problems may affect adolesextility to develop intimacy and
manage conflict with close friends. Adolescents wkperience negative parenting also
may develop feelings of insecure attachment torpgarthat affect the development of
competencies needed in close friendships. Thusuhrent study hypothesizes that the
associations between parenting behaviors and Blepadompetence can be fully
explained by adolescents’ socioemotional behaaadior perceptions of attachment
insecurity to parents. The hypothesized model (f@@) includes the following
hypotheses:

4. W3 and W4 attachment insecurity with parents aralestents’
socioemotional problems fully mediate the assamnstibetween all three
negative parenting behaviors and problems wittmagy and conflict
behaviors.

5. Associations between parenting behaviors and pmobigith intimacy and
conflict behaviors are stronger for female adolatcthan male
adolescents. The mediating pathways through sodtenal problems
and attachment insecurity are stronger for femadtdescents than male
adolescents.

Testing the above hypotheses helps explain thetsfteat parenting behaviors
during early adolescence may have on friendshippedemce. Exploring these links is
crucial in understanding why some adolescents expss problems developing

friendship competence. Developing friendship compee is one of the most salient
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developmental tasks that adolescents need to adisbmporder to transition
successfully into early adulthood (Roisman et28lQ4). Thus, the current study
contributes to understanding the processes thedtedh understudied yet critical

competency that must be attained during adolescence
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CHAPTER 1lI

METHODS

Sample

This study is part of a larger longitudinal projdtat examined the effect of
family processes on the transition from childhooit iadolescence. In the first wave of
data collection, 2,297"6grade students in 13 middle schools from a sosteeacounty
completed a questionnaire during school. Sixth grsdvere invited to participate in this
study because they were beginning the transitimm fthildhood into adolescence. The
sample was representative of families in the countggards to race, family income, and
family structure.

A subsample of 1,131 eligible families were ideatf(two-parent married
households, no step children), and 416 familiesedjto participate in the 4-year study
(37% response rate). Stepfamilies were not includékle initial sample because
stepfamilies differ from families without stepparem the home and funds were
inadequate to collect questionnaire and observaltidaia from a large enough sample of
stepfamilies to conduct group comparisons (Buel2@d6). Primary reasons for not
participating included time constraints and/or awilliingness of one or more family
members to be videotaped. Participants were sittalaligible non-participants on all
study variables reported by youth on the schooktha@giestionnaire. At the onset of the

study (W1) adolescents ranged in age from 11 ttML4 11.90,SD = .42). Participants
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were primarily European American (91%) and 51% weggris. The median level of
education for parents was an associate’s degreglével of education is similar to
European American adults in the county (county nesdagory was some college, no
degree; U.S. Census, 2000, Table P148A of SF4)nTddian level of household income
for participating families was about $70,000, whistmigher than the median 1999
income for married European Americans in the co®59,548, U.S. Census, 2000,
Table PCT40 of SF3; $64,689 inflation-adjusted atslthrough 2001). There were 366
participating families at W2, 340 families at W8da330 families at W4 (80% retention
of W1 families). Attrition analyses revealed nofeliences between the retained and
attrited families on any of the study variables.
Procedures

Youth completed a questionnaire during fall of 209©1-2002 school year. During
the first four years of data collection, questiadresalso were mailed home to youth,
mothers, and fathers at which time family membegsavasked to complete
guestionnaires independently. Another brief quesi@are containing particularly
sensitive information was completed during the homsi (e.g., extreme adolescent
antisocial behavior). The home visit also consistefbur videotaped family interaction
tasks. For each task, the home visitor recordethtkeaction, explained the task to the
family members involved, helped the family complateample question, introduced the
family members on the tape, and then went to agdahte house where the participating
family members could not be heard. For purposeleoturrent study, only interaction

task 3 was used. Task 3 lasted 20 minutes and wasbéem-solving task, which
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included mothers, fathers, and adolescents. Tlkefdasised on issues identified by
family members on the Issues Checklist given betloeenteraction task (Conger,
Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Simons, & Whitbeck, 1992sK 3 was used because the current
study is interested in assessing parenting thatreagithin a given family, as opposed to
the specific relationships between mothers andesdehts and fathers and adolescents.
Interaction tasks were based on tasks used byt Youth and Family Project and
data were coded using the lowa Family Interactiatirig Scales (IFIRS; Melby &
Conger, 2001). Trained coders who had passed $ewdtan tests and viewing tests
rated the videotaped tasks. To assure accuradysefeers’ ratings, coders had to pass
criterion viewing exams at 80%. To assess relighii data, 20% of tasks were coded by
an independent rater. In-home assessments wereaeddgain a year later (W2), two
years later (W3), and three years later (W4). Mostiescents were id"frade at W2
=13.11,SD=.65), in & grade at W3N! = 14.10,SD= .65), and in 8 grade at W4NI =
15.10,SD=.65). Families were compensated $100 for theiigpation for W1, $120

for W2, $135 for W3, and $150 for W4.

During middle adolescence, youth who participatewil of the project were
invited to participate in a telephone interviewdsed on adolescents’ relationships with
friends and romantic partners. These W5 telephateeviews took place about one year
following the families' W4 home assessment. Youliowad not participated in W4 were
eligible to participate in the telephone intervieavel attempts to contact these youth
began at the onset of W5. As youth had not yethe@dage 18 at W5, youths’ parents

were contacted by phone or through the annual m#t@sko obtain informed consent.
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Parents could give consent for youth to particifgtéelephone, e-mail, or by signing
and returning a mailed/faxed copy of a consent f@dmce parents gave consent, youth
assent was obtained over the telephone beforetderiew took place. Trained
undergraduates and graduate students conductedemts with youth. All interviews
were conducted over the telephone unless the adolerequested that an interview
protocol be mailed to his or her home (6%). Forppses of the friendship portion of the
interview protocol, adolescents were asked to salsame-sex closest friend to think
about when responding to statements. The decisammade to ask adolescents to think
about same-sex closest friends because past resemgests that the majority of
adolescents report that their closest friends atlkeosame-sex (> 90%), and we expected
that mixed-sex friendships might differ in charaistiics compared to same-sex
friendships (Cui et al., 2002; Furman, 1998). 3&y@ine percent of youth reported
having a best friend, and those youth who repdtiedg did not have a same-sex best
friend were asked to think about their relationshifh their same-sex closest friend
when answering questions. If adolescents were ilyrevolved in a romantic
relationship, they also were asked to respondstrias of similar statements regarding
their romantic partner. On average, interviewseld&0 minutes. Three-hundred and
thirteen youth participated in the W5 telephoneriviews. Most adolescents were if"10
grade at W5N1 = 16.08, SD = .64). Five of those youth were notuded in data

analysis because they were siblings of the targethy(308 adolescents, 74% retention
rate of W1 families). A second round of telephamerviews were conducted a year later

(W6). There were 265 participating youth at W6. &gy-six percent of youth in W6
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reported having a best-friend. Four of those yauthe not included in data analysis
because they were siblings of target youth (261h;da8%). Most adolescents were in
the 11" grade at W6NI = 17.08, SD = .64). Youth participating in W5 ani did not
differ significantly from nonparticipating youth wlparticipated in W1 on any of the
variables examined in the current study (analyseslected using MANOVA). Youth
were compensated $10 for W5 participation and $1O\6 participation.
Measures

Multiple reporters, methods, and measures were tgsasisess the constructs in
the structural model (Figure 2). Using multiplearthants, methods, and measures helps
to reduce method and informant bias and more atyreaptures the entire domain of a
construct (Bank et al., 1990). Furthermore, alepéing constructs, mediators, and
dependent variables consisted of data collectedawso-year period that were averaged
to create latent constructs. Assessment of studghbias over two years captures stability
in behaviors and thus increases content validity éCal., 2002).
Parenting Behaviors

Three parenting behaviors were examined and repexséhe independent
constructs in the hypothesized model: parentallitgsparental psychological control,
and parental warmth. Parenting behaviors from WAL\&2 were used. W1 and W2
parenting behaviors were used because parentirayioes may shift during the
transition to early adolescence (i.6",@d 7" grade) and the current study was interested
in capturing the effect that parenting during timse of transition has on adolescents’

ability to accomplish an important developmentaktaMothers’, fathers’ and observers’
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ratings of parenting were considered as indicdtarthe three respective parenting
behaviors. Mothers’ and fathers’ reports of pareptvere considered as indicators of the
same latent parenting constructs because parentggr consistent in the parenting
behaviors they employ (Amato, 1994; Baumrind, 19¢iythermore, models that
estimate simultaneously the effect of mothers aitefrs in the same model or that
estimate the effect of mothers and fathers in sgpanodels are limited in the
conclusions that can be drawn regarding differépffacts of mothers’ and fathers’
parenting on adolescents’ adjustment (Stolz, Badk&lson, 2005).

Parental hostility Mothers’, fathers’, and observers’ reports weredusemeasure
hostility. Parents reported on the 8-item lowa Yoamd Families Assessment protocol
(Conger, Ge, Elder, Lorenz, & Simons, 1994). Redpots were asked about the
frequency of mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors towardth in the past year with sample
items including “Shouted, yelled, or screamed aitlyd and “Called him/her dumb or
lazy or some other name like that.” Response optranged from Otljis has never
happeneilto 6 this has happeneahore than 20 times in the last ygafigher scores on
this scale indicated more hostile behaviors usepdngnts. Cronbach’s alpha was .78 for
mothers’ reports and .77 for fathers’ reports dfthiby at W1. Cronbach’s alpha was .84
for mothers’ reports and was .81 for fathers’ répof hostility at W2. W1 and W2
mothers’ reports were averaged to represent ondestaimdicator = .67), as were W1
and W2 fathers’ reports € .68).

The IFIRS was used to measure observed hostibty fmother to youth and

father to youth (Melby & Conger, 2001). Hostile belors on this rating scale included
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disapproving and critical statements toward yootimtemptuous behaviors toward
youth, and physical attack by parents. Coders nadeents’ behavior toward youth on a 1
(not at all characteristigto 9 highly characteristit response format. Higher scores on
this scale indicated more expressed hostility.iR@tby coders on observed maternal
hostility at W1 and W2 were averaged to represantroanifest indicator = .39), and
ratings by coders on observed paternal hostilitieveereraged at W1 and W2 to represent
observed paternal hostility as a manifest indicater.33). Buehler (2006) reported
adequate intraclass correlations and percent agr&eaimsing these ratings with this data
set.

Psychological controlThe 8-item Psychological Control Scale (PCS; Barber
1996) and three items developed by Bogenschnesaea)l, and Tsay (1997) were used
from W1 and W2 of data collection to measure mathend fathers’ use of
psychologically intrusive behaviors toward youthréhts responded to items such as “I
am a person who acts like | know what my chilchisking or feeling,” and “l am a
person who finishes my child’s sentences when sine ¢alks.” The response format was
1 (not like mg, 2 (somewhat like meand 3 & lot like m@. Higher scores indicated
higher levels of psychological control by pare@sonbach’s alphas for W1 were .77 and
.74 for mothers’ and fathers’ reports, respectiv€lsonbach’s alphas for W2 were .64
and .69 for mothers’ and fathers’ reports, respebti Correlations between parents’
ratings at W1 and W2 were moderately high (moth&i1= father = .55) and the decision

was made to average W1 and W2 reports for eacimpseparately yielding two manifest
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indicators that represented maternal psychologmalrol W1/W2 and paternal
psychological control W1/W2.

Parental warmthParental warmth is a latent variable that represeboth
mothers’ and fathers’ reports of warmth as welblbserved warmth. Parents completed
the 10-itemacceptance subscatd the Children’s Report of Parental Behavior imogy
(CRPBI; Schludermann & Schludermann, 1970) durinpaiid W2 of the study. Sample
items included “I am a person who believes in simgwny love for my child,” and “I am
a person who gives my child a lot of care and &tiari Response options were o
like mg, 2 somewhat like meand 3 & lot like mé. Cronbach’s alpha was .76 for
mothers’ reports of acceptance and was .83 foefatheports on acceptance at W1.
Cronbach’s alpha was .81 for mothers’ reports ceptance and .84 for fathers’ reports
of acceptance at W2. Correlations between pareatisgs at W1 and W2 were high
(mother = .68, father = .68) and the decision wad@rto average W1 and W2 reports for
each parent separately yielding two manifest indisathat represented maternal warmth
W1/W2 and paternal warmth W1/W2.

Warmth also was measured by using coders’ ratihgsother to youth and father
to youth warmth from the IFIRS (endearing, praisiagd supportive expressions; Melby
& Conger, 2001). Coders rated parents’ behavioatdwouth on a 1npt at all
characteristig to 9 highly characteristiy scale. Ratings by coders on observed maternal
warmth at W1 and W2 were averaged to representmamgfest indicatorr(= .28), as

were ratings on observed paternal warmth at W1Vdadr = .26). Buehler (2006)
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reported adequate intraclass correlations and peaggeement using similar ratings with
this data set.
Adolescent Socioemotional Problems

Socioemotional problems were represented by opatlaariable composed of
youths’ and teachers’ reports on externalizing iaternalizing behaviors over a two-year
period (W3/W4). Data for W3 and W4 were used, gsospd to socioemotional
problems measured at one wave, to obtain a mdokestatimate of problem behaviors
during early adolescence. Youths’ reports were eeduse adolescents are thought to
be important sources of information on their omeiinalizing behaviors and to a lesser
extent externalizing behaviors (Achenbach et 8871 Stanger & Lewis, 1993).
Teachers’ reports were used to reduce mono-metiasdiat might result from only
considering youths’ reports, and to strengtheneamntalidity by obtaining ratings of
socioemotional behaviors in a different contexsale the home (i.e., school). Teachers’
reports were only available for W3 because teadhta were not collected when youth
transitioned to high schodExternalizing and internalizing behaviors were nueed
using teachers’ reports (Teacher Report Form) athg’ reports (Youth self-report) on
the 118-item Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achach, 1991). The Achenbach
measures were designed to measure adolescentsorail@nd behavioral problems.
Response options were of true) 1 (somewhat or sometimes truahd 2 yery true or
often true) Higher scores indicated higher levels of externay problems and
internalizing problems. The 35-iteexternalizing behavior subscalecluded items such

as “gets in fights” and “breaks rules.” The 32-itemernalizing behavior subscale
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included items such as “feels worthless” and “cadst.” The CBCL (all forms) is a
widely used measure with established test-retéabrity and validity (Doll, Furlong, &
Wood, 1994). Cronbach’s alphas for the externaliznbscale at W3 were .89 and .91
for youth and teachers, respectively. Cronbachpkasd for the internalizing subscale at
W3 were .89 and .84 for youth and teachers, resgdet At W4 Cronbach’s alpha for
the externalizing subscale was .90 for youth ar@hBach’s alpha for the internalizing
subscale was .90 for youth. Youths’ reports of W8 ¥4 externalizing problems and
W3 and W4 internalizing problems were highly caatetl. Thus, W3 and W4 reports
were averaged and four manifest indicators reptedesocioemotional problems:
W3/W4 youth report externalizing €.63), W3 teacher report externalizing, W3/W4
youth report internalizingr (=.65), and W3 teacher report of internalizing.
Attachment Insecurity

Attachment insecurity was represented by one latamable based on youth
reports of feelings of trust, alienation, and comiation with mother and father during
W3 and W4 of the project. A modified 12-item versiaf The Inventory of Parent and
Peer Attachment (IPPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1995asured youths’ perception of
attachment insecurity on three subscales: thed ateenation subscalehe 4-itentrust
subscaleand the 4-itencommunication subscal®esponse options on this scale ranged
from 1 @Imost never or never trjigo 5 @Imost always or always triieYouth were
asked to think about their respective parent wiespanding to items. Higher scores on
thealienation subscaland lower scores on theist andcommunication subscales

represented feeling more insecurely attached tenpsrThealienation subscalencluded
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items such as “I get easily upset at home,” arabfi’t get much attention at home.”
Cronbach’s alphas at W3 were .81 and .77 for youdports regarding mothers and
fathers, respectively. At W4 alphas were .77 fantiyg’ reports regarding bo#lienation
subscalesvith mothers and fathers. Threist subscaléncluded items such as “my
parents respect my feelings,” and “my parents d@aoepas | am.” Reliability estimates at
W3 werea = .91 for youths’ reports for mothers amé .90 for youths’ reports on
fathers, and at W4 were= .92 for youths’ reports on both attachment insig with
mothers and fathers. Tlsemmunication subscalacluded items such as “I tell my
mother/father about my problems and troubles,” ‘dnehy mother/father know
something is bothering me, they ask me.” Religbégtimates for theommunication
subscaleat W3 wereaxr = .84 for youths’ reports on both mothers anddegrand at W4
wereo = .86 andy = .84 for youths’ reports on mothers and fatherspectively. Due to
the high correlations (= .59 - .61) between W3 and W4 subscales, youdsgonses to
the attachment subscales were averaged withinlea seating three manifest indicators
for both mother and father: W3/W4 communication,/\W3 trust, W3/W4 alienation.
Furthermore, past research has found that adolssesaluations of attachment security
with mother and father are not differential predistof adjustment and find high
correlations between the two variables (Bosmaias.,€2006). In the current study,
correlations between the three attachment subsftalesothers and fathers ranged from
.35 -.65 and thus the decision was made to avem@mgés’ reports of attachment security
to mother and attachment security to father. Tthes)atent construct of attachment

insecurity to parents was represented by threefesanndicators: W3/W4 trust mother
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and father, W3/W4 communication mother and fatt\é3/W4 alienation mother and
father.
Problems with Friendship Competence

Two latent variables were created to representdship competence: intimacy
behaviors and conflict in the friendship (Englundle, 2000). To assess intimacy
behaviors, a latent variable was created whichistetsof an average of W5 and W6
youths’ reports on friendship support, attachmeritiends, and friendship quality. A
second latent construct represented conflict irfrikadship (i.e., frequency and
behavioral responses) at W5 and W6. Intimacy amdlicobehaviors were measured at
W5 and W6 because the current study was inter@si@ssessing adolescents’
competence in friendships at a time when closadistips are most salient in
adolescents’ lives (Crosnoe, 2000).

Intimacy behaviorsYouth reported on several measures that reprafearttmacy
behaviors. A 7-item measure of support from a saexeelose friend measured youths’
reports of support in close friendships (Berndt&rly, 1986; Vernberg, Abwender,
Ewell, & Beery, 1992 Response options ranged frorng\e) to 5 every day. ltems
on this scale included “When you do a good joba@mething, how often does this friend
praise and congratulate you,” and “If you needdg twth something, how often could
you count on this friend to help you.” CronbacHjshas for W5 and W6 were .73 and
.71, respectively.

The 7-item Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendii@&8) assessed

adolescents’ evaluation of the overall qualityladit same-sex closest friendship. The
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response scale ranged fromldw( satisfactiofto 5 high satisfactiop Items on the scale
included “How well does your friend meet your néealsd “How good is your friendship
compared to most.” Cronbach’s alphas for W5 andwife .73 and .71, respectively.
Hendrick (1988) reported good reliability and couast validity for this scale.

Youth report at W6 on the Peer Scale of the Revigedem IPPA was used to
measure communication, closeness, and alienatiadalescents’ same-sex closest
friendships. Response options on this scale rafrgad 1l @lmost never or never trjigo
5 (almost always or always triieHigher scores on thaienation subscaland lower
scores on theustandcommunication subscalespresent feeling more insecurely
attached to peers. The 4-itaienation subscalecluded items such as “I feel alone or
apart when | am with my friends,” and “I get upadot more than my friends know
about.” The 4-itentrust subscalencluded items such as “My friends listen to what
have to say,” and “I feel my friends are good fdsri The 4-itencommunication
subscalencluded items such as “I tell my friends about pngblems and troubles,” and
“My friends are concerned about my well-being.” @lvach’s alpha for W6 was .70. Past
research has reported adequate test-retest rijianitl internal consistency (Armsden &
Greenberg, 1987; Raja, McGee, & Stanton, 1992)asddocumented that youths’
reports of attachment to peers as measured by &re a related yet distinct construct
from youths’ reports of attachment to parents (@l & Robinson, 2005; Raja et al.,

1992).
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Conflict in friendshipTo assess adolescents’ conflict management indsigps,

a latent variable was created composed of frequehcgnflict W5/W6, behavioral
responses to conflict W5/W6, and affective respsiiseonflict W5/W6.

The Conflict and Antagonism Subscdlesn the Network of Relationships
Inventory (NRI; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; 6 items)s used to measure frequency of
conflict in adolescents’ same-sex closest frienulsBarticipants were asked to respond
on a scale from Jittle or nong to 5 the mostto questions such as “How much do you
and your friend disagree or quarrel,” and “How mdchyou and your friend get on each
others nerves.” Higher scores on this scale indetatore frequent conflict between
friends (W5a = .78, W60 = .73).

To assess behavioral responses to conflict, yougpsirts (W5/W6) on seven
items from the Relational Aggression Scale (Cri397) and four items from the
avoidance subscalef the Conflict Resolution Behavior QuestionngdReibenstein &
Feldman, 1993) were used. The Relational AggresSaaite asked adolescents to
respond on a scale from dejver trug to 5 @lmost always trueto questions such as
“When one of you or both of you is upset do youttrgxclude the other from your group
of friends.” Higher scores on this scale indicateate relational aggression in conflict
situations with friends. Cronbach’s alphas at W8 ¥t were .65 and .51. The Conflict
Resolution Behavior Questionnaire also was usedsess youths’ behavioral responses
to conflict. The response format for theoidance subscalanged from lr{eve) to 4
(often. Higher scores on thevoidance subscaladicated higher use of avoidance

techniques when confronted with friendship confl&ample items on this scale included
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“try to avoid talking about it,” and “clam up andld your feelings inside.” Cronbach’s
alphas at W5 and W6 were .66 and .63, respectively.

To assess adolescents’ affective and behavionabnses to conflict, the 12-item
Emotional Reactivity Subscal@m the Insecurity in the Interparental Subsysg&xrale
(SIS; Davies& Forman, 2002; YR; W5) was used. ladtef focusing on their parents’
relationships, adolescents were asked to evaluatetiue certain statements were when
they had an argument with their best friend. Stat@siincluded “I feel sad,” “I can’t
calm myself down,” and “I yell or say unkind thingsThe response format for this scale
ranged from 1r{ot at all true of mgto 4 {ery true of me Higher scores on the
emotional reactivity subscaladicated more difficulty regulating behavioraldan
affective responses when faced with conflict inase friendship. Cronbach’s alphas at

W5 and W6 for this scale were .85 and .78, respelgti
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Analytic Strategy

The AMOS 7.0 structural modeling program was usediata analysis.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) offers sevethlaatages over other statistical
techniques, including (a) the ability to createmtvariables, (b) the ability to assess the
relationship between individual constructs as &elbverall model fit, and (b) the ability
to take into account random and systematic measueenror. SEM is an appropriate
statistical technique in the current study becdusenimizes plausible threats to validity
including low internal consistencies on some stoehasures, shared method variance on
self-reports from the same measure (i.e., CBCLIBRA), and potential
multicollinearity between constructs (Grewal, C&eBaumgartner, 2004 ; Kline, 2005).
Model fit for all SEM analyses was examined usimg ¢thi-square goodness of fit
statistic, the comparative fit indices (CFl), ahd toot mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), as several fit indices azeammended with large sample sizes
(Byrne, 2001). A nonsignificant chi-square indichéegood model fit. The CFI statistic
should be greater than .90 to assume that the nwdeirectly specified. CFl values of
.90 to .95 indicated adequate fit of the data aaldes of .95 or higher indicated a good
model fit. RMSEA should be close to approachingzeiith values below .05 indicating

a good model fit and values ranging from .06 toir@Bcating an adequate model fit
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(Thompson, 2000). The significance threshold fomaddels was set @t< .05. To deal
with missing data, a full information maximum likebod estimation procedure (FIML)
was used. Missing data are a threat to any resstudl, especially longitudinal projects.
Inappropriate strategies (e.g., mean substitulismvise deletion) for handling missing
data may produce invalid conclusions (Acock, 200Bus, FIML was used in the
analyses because it produces less biased estithatedeleting cases.
Measurement Model

Multiple methods, reporters, and measures were tosexcate latent constructs in
the structural model. Use of multiple informantgthods, and measures helps minimize
shared method variance and informant bias (Baak ,€1990). The hypothesized
measurement and structural model is presentedyur&R. In the hypothesized model,
negative parenting behaviors were representedrieg tatent constructs which were
measured using mothers’ and fathers’ reports pkaiic parenting behavior for W1 and
W2 of the study and observers’ ratings of pareiitddhteractions on designated scales
for W1 and W2 (e.g., acceptance for warmth). Cati@hs between parenting behaviors
were taken into account in the SEM model as pargrapnstructs may be related.

Socioemotional problems were represented by atlatgrable consisting of four
indicators: youths’ reports on internalizing belmasiaverage of W3 and W4, youths’
reports on externalizing behaviors average of WB\&Hd, teachers’ reports of
internalizing W3, and teachers’ reports of extamiad) W3. Internalizing and
externalizing behaviors are highly related anchmhypothesized model are thought to

impair friendship competence similarly (Capaldi &&miller, 1999), and thus
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externalizing and internalizing behaviors were usgahdicators of nonspecific
socioemotional problems. Attachment insecurity vegsesented by one latent construct,
which consisted of youth report on perceptionsttzcament insecurity to mother and
attachment insecurity to father (average of youpiesteptions of both mother and
father). There were three manifest indicators &mheattachment insecurity construct:
W3/W4 trust, W3/W4 communication, and W3/W4 aliemiat The latent constructs of
attachment insecurity and socioemotional problemevallowed to covary because these
two constructs are thought to be related. Furthesmerror covariances were estimated
between the manifest indicators of internalizind arternalizing problems, as well as
between the indicators of attachment insecuritys Was done to account for possible
shared method variance that was expected becawsengfyouths’ self-report on a given
version of the same assessment (YSR and IPPA;BdIB89; Kenny & Kashy, 1992).

Finally, problems with friendship competence wespresented by two latent
constructs, each with several manifest indicatergndship intimacy consisted of
youths’ reports for W5 and W6 on friendship qualftyendship support, and peer
attachment (W6 only). Friendship conflict was meeadiby youths’ reports for W5 and
W6 on frequency of conflict, avoidance of confliase of relational aggression in the
friendship, and emotional reactivity in responsedaflict.
Structural Model

To test the research hypotheses, structural equidaulels were estimated to
examine the direct effect of negative parentingavedrs on problems with friendship

competence, as well as the two mediating pathvgth mediators were tested in the
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same model in some of the analyses. Statisticeewmmmend that all mediators be tested
in the same model so that you can determine thguereffect of each mediator,
controlling for the other mediators (Preacher & E®y2007). This is particularly
important in the analysis because two explanaten® why parenting affected
friendship competence are evaluated. Youth gerldenveas considered as a moderator
using multiple-group SEM analysis.

Several steps were followed to test for mediat@pecifically, for socioemotional
problems and attachment insecurity to be considgigguficant mediators, several
criteria had to be met: (a) the path from eacthefgarenting predictors to friendship
intimacy and conflict had to be significant whestésl in the direct model; (b) the
relationship between the mediators and friendsitimacy and conflict had to be
significant; (c) the relationship between parenfungdictors and mediators had to be
significant; and (d) the pathway between parenpirgglictors and friendship competence
had to be attenuated when the mediators were iaedludthe model. To test whether an
effect was fully mediated the direct effect betwganenting and friendship competence
must be reduced to nonsignificant when mediatifeces are considered in the model. If
the absolute size of the direct effect is reduchdmmediators are considered in the
model but the direct effect is still significanetihthe mediation effect is said to be partial
(MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2D02was expected that
socioemotional problems and attachment insecuraylevfully mediate the relationship
between parenting behaviors and adolescents’ Bl@pccompetence. However, if there

was not a significant relationship between paregni@haviors and friendship competence
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in the direct model then | tested for an indirdée@ as opposed to mediation.
Holmbeck’s (1997) criterion for distinguishing matd effects from indirect effects was
followed. An effect is said to be indirect as opgab$o mediating when there is a
significant relationship between independent vaesland mediators and a significant
relationship between mediators and outcomes but teenot a significant relationship
between dependent and independent variables wikeniasons are tested in the direct
model. If there was not a relationship betweenmtarg predictors and friendship
competence in the direct model, the direct effeart wot retained but the indirect effect
of a specific parenting predictor was still exandingobel’s test also was used to test
both specialized and unique mediating and indpathways for statistical significance
(i.e., through socioemotional problems and throatgachment insecurity).

To test for moderating effects of youth gender,utiple-group SEM analysis
was conducted with two groups: girls and boys. Befesting whether gender moderated
the paths between parenting, mediators, and frlrepd®mpetence, tests of measurement
invariance for constructs in the direct model aretiiating model were conducted. Past
research has indicated that the salience of maasumtatems of friendship quality and
friendship conflict may differ by gender (Husso§00), and thus it is important to
assess metric equivalence across gender for kdy stnstructs before testing for
structural invariance. To test for metric invariantvo models were compared, one in
which all parameters were constrained to be equiitize other in which the factor
loadings were allowed to vary across the two gro@bsnge in the chi-square was

examined for statistical significance at fhe .05 level. A significant change in chi-
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square signified that manifest indicators wereedéhtially related to the latent construct
for boys and girls. A test of factor loadings asrgsoups provides evidence regarding
what has been termed “weak measurement invariamtech maximizes the validity of
the inferences made from the moderating analysiseo$tructural pathways (Bauer,
2005; Byrne et al., 1989). After testing for meingariance, structural invariance was
assessed. Specifically, using the change in charsouest, the moderating hypothesis that
the structural pathways from parenting to friendsgfompetence and the mediating
pathways explaining this association would be gfeorfor girls was examined (Byrne,
2001). A significant change in chi-square betwdenmodels suggests that gender
differences in the freed structural pathways exisy critical ratios were then examined

to locate specific, significant group differences.
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Figure 2. Proposed structural and measurement model examimiagators of the relationship between parentirdyféendship competence.
Direct effects from parenting to friendship compege are expected but not represented. MR meanenefbort; FR means father report; OB

means observer ratina; YR means vouth report; TRBsi¢éeacher repc
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Results
Preliminary Results

Correlations among indicators are presented inelabAll correlations were in
the expected direction and indicated significatdtrenships between key study
variables. Specifically, parental hostility and gisglogical control were correlated
positively with at least one measure of friendgtopflict and correlated negatively with
measures of friendship intimacy. Parental psychioldgontrol had the highest
correlations with measures of friendship competewtamth was correlated positively
with friendship support but was not correlated gigantly with any other measures of
friendship competence.

All parenting predictors were associated signiftgawith socioemotional
problems, such that negative parenting behaviors vetated to higher levels of
adolescents’ externalizing and internalizing praideAll parenting predictors, with the
exception of warmth, were associated significantly all measures of attachment
insecurity, such that negative parenting was rdlaaehigher levels of attachment
insecurity. Finally, both measures of socioemotigmablems and attachment insecurity
were associated significantly with measures ohftghip conflict and friendship
intimacy, such that higher levels of socioemotigorablems and attachment insecurity
were related to higher levels of friendship confiod lower levels of friendship

intimacy.
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Means, standard deviations, skewness, and kudisfisare presented in Table 1.
Skewness values typically should fall between 1-dnavith a O representing a normally
distributed variable. Kurtosis values range fror2 o infinity, with negative values
representing a platokurtic distribution and posithalues representing a leptokurtic
distribution (Kline, 2005). Externalizing , inteliang, and relational aggression
variables were slightly positively skewed and léirdic, indicating that, on average, in
this data set youth scored low on externalizinggrimalizing, and relational aggression
variables, and values tended to aggregate moredtbe mean.

Measurement Models
Hypothesized Measurement Models

The hypothesized structural model postulated thegngal warmth, parental
psychological control, and parental hostility at \AHd W2 are associated with friendship
intimacy and conflict at W5 and W6 and that thedatronships are mediated through
youths’ socioemotional problems and/or attachmesggurity to parents. When the
originally hypothesized measurement model was asédall latent constructs were
included in the final structural model, the modiel dot identify. Model identification
problems may have been caused by the high cooelbgtween psychological control
and parental hostilityr (= .88). Furthermore, certain indicators for thetatconstructs of
socioemotional problems and friendship competeiackldw factor loadings that resulted
in poor model fit when the full structural modelsveonsidered.

Parenting In the hypothesized model, parental hostility padental warmth

represented two latent constructs that includet patents’ reports and observers’
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ratings of hostility and warmth. Due to the highiretation between the indicator
variables, specifically psychological control arabtility, the model did not identify. The
current study was interested in uncovering uniquiespecialized effects of parenting on
friendship competence and thus all three dimenssdpsrenting were retained in the
final model. Furthermore, past research has shbatvwarmth, hostility, and
psychological control are distinct factors thatidddoe considered as separate predictors
(Barber et al., 2005). In preliminary analyses,lesaiory factor analysis using oblimin
rotation methods revealed that there was a possieteod bias for parents’ reports of
psychological control and parents’ reports of Hibgtihat resulted in poor discriminant
validity. When parents’ reports of psychologicahttol and parents’ reports and
observers’ ratings of hostility and warmth weretda@nalyzed, a six-factor solution
emerged. Factors included: mothers’ reports of Ipsiggical control and hostility,

fathers’ reports of psychological control and Hagtiobserved warmth mother/father,
observed hostility mother/father, mothers’ repdracceptance, and fathers’ report of
acceptance. This result indicated that the methedd to collect data (e.g., type of
reporter) were possibly biasing the relationshigsveen parenting variables. To increase
discriminant validity among the parenting variablesly observed reports of hostility

and observed reports of warmth were used as mamfi#isators for these two constructs.
A follow-up exploratory factor analysis using omigserved hostility, observed warmth,
and parents’ reports of psychological control resiiin a three-factor solution that

included observed parental hostility to youth, ased warmth to youth, and parents’
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reports of psychological control. Thus, the meas@@ model for parenting behaviors
was revised.

Socioemotional problem$he measurement model for socioemotional problems
did not identify due to one negative error variarfe@thermore, in the final structural
model when socioemotional problems was a latenstcoct that consisted of both youth
and teachers’ reports of internalizing and exteziveg problems, teachers’ reports of
youths’ externalizing and internalizing problemsl thaw factor loadings (.34 and .14,
respectively) and using teacher scores as maimi@isgators significantly decreased
model fit, Ax? = 69,df = 29 ,p > .001. Therefore, teacher manifest variables wete
included in the respecified measurement model.

Friendship competenci the hypothesized model, friendship competence
consisted of two latent factors, friendship intiméehaviors and conflict management in
the friendship. Originally, friendship intimacy csted of three indicators: support,
attachment to friends, and friendship quality. Altiament to friends was not a significant
indicator of friendship intimacy (factor loading ¥5) and was dropped from further
analyses. Conflict management originally consistiefdur indicators: frequency of
conflict, relational aggression in the friendshepmotional reactivity to friendship
conflict, and avoidance of conflict in the friengshEmotional reactivity and avoidance
of conflict were significant manifest indicatorsadnflict management in the
measurement model. However, in the structural metien emotional reactivity and
avoidance of conflict were retained, model fit d&sed significantly (CFI from .94 to

.81). Therefore, emotional reactivity and avoidaoteonflict were dropped as manifest
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indicators of conflict. The respecified measuremmaatlel had two indicators that
represented friendship competence: (a) intimacywens of friendship, as indicated by
friendship quality and support in the friendshig gh) conflict behaviors of friendship,
as indicated by frequency of conflict and relaticaiggression in the friendship.
Respecified Measurement Models

Factor structures for parenting predictors, medsatand friendship competence
were examined in AMOS (Version 7). Factor loadifigshe respecified measurement
models are represented in Table 2. Several ofaleatl constructs only had two manifest
indicators, which resulted in identification proie (Loehlin, 2004). Thus, in order to
evaluate factor loadings and model fit, three mesment models were examined: (a) a
measurement model for parenting, (b) a measuremedel for socioemotional problems
and attachment, and (c) a measurement model &rdship competence.

Parenting.Parental hostility, parental psychological conterld parental warmth
were considered in the same measurement model.|NMofie the parenting
measurement model was adequgfs; 15.8 (6),p < .001,CFI = .95,RMSEA= .06 and
all of the factor loadings were significant and abda35.

Mediators.Attachment insecurity with parents and socioematiqmnoblems were
examined in the same measurement model. Modebfitgoody®= 11.0 (4),p < .05,
CFI = .99,RMSEA= .07. Factor loadings for attachment insecuatyged from .59 to -
.94. Factor loadings for socioemotional problemsaw83 (youth report externalizing)
and .67 (youth report internalizing). Attachmergaaurity and socioemotional problems

were highly correlated, = .70,p < .001. Furthermore, because externalizing and
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internalizing behaviors are often examined as sgpdatent constructs in research, a
three-factor model consisting of externalizing bebis and internalizing behaviors as
separate latent constructs was examined. The thota- model for mediators did not
significantly fit the data better than a two-factoodel, as illustrated by change in chi-
square Ax° = 116.8,df = 7,p < .001) and decrease in fit statisti€( = .89, RMSEA=
.16).

Friendship competencériendship competence was represented by two latent
variables, friendship intimacy and friendship canfIModel fit for the two-factor model
was marginalx®= 75.1 (1),p < .01,CFI = .98, RMSEA= .12. Friendship intimacy and
friendship conflict were highly correlateds .77,p < .001.

Respecified Model
Direct Model: Parenting to Friendship Competence

To examine the first set of hypotheses (1-3), ihectleffects of parental hostility,
psychological control, and warmth on adolescemishtiship intimacy and friendship
conflict were tested (Figure 3). Model fit for tHizect model was goog? = 45.2 (25)p
<.008,CFl = .96,RMSEA= .04. Parenting predictors explained 13% of thance in
adolescents’ friendship conflict and 15% of theiarace in adolescents’ friendship
intimacy. The only hypothesized pathways that wariguely significant in the direct
model were from parental psychological controlrterfdship intimacyp = -.35,p = .02
and psychological control to friendship confligts .32,p = .03. Specifically, higher
parental psychological control during early adoée®e was associated with lower

intimacy and higher conflict during middle adolesce. Because parental warmth and
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parental hostility were not associated significamtith friendship competence, direct
effects from parental hostility and parental warnatladolescents’ friendship intimacy
and conflict were dropped from the structural medeld only indirect effects were
estimated. Psychological control was significamatdgociated with friendship intimacy
and conflict and thus, in subsequent models trectpaths for psychological control
were retained and mediation effects were testedeflect the fact that subsequent
models test for both mediating and indirect effélatsterm intervening variable will be
used as opposed to mediator.
Testing for Indirect and Mediated Effects

To examine the independent and differential effettttachment insecurity and
socioemotional problems as explanations for theticeiship between parenting and
friendship competence three models were testedidled and indirect effects were
tested first in separate models because attachnssdurity and socioemotional
problems were highly correlated which might makaifficult to uncover significant
effects when both intervening variables were cargd in the same structural model.
Furthermore, the current study was interested amening which explanation,
socioemotional problems or attachment insecuryteo accounted for the relationship
between parenting and friendship competence. Teeaddhis goal, it first needed to be
established that socioemotional problems and attaohinsecurity were each associated
with the predictor and outcome variables when a®rsd in separate models. Thus,
three models were tested: (a) the indirect and atiedi effects of parenting on friendship

competence through socioemotional problems, (bjnithieect and mediating effects of
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parenting on friendship competence through attachimsecurity, (c) and the indirect

and mediating effects of parenting on friendshimpetence through both

socioemotional problems and attachment insecuoitgiclered in the same SEM

analysis. To account for possible shared methodweg due to reports on the same scale
(i.,e., YSR and CBCL) error covariances were estahdetween youths’ reports of
externalizing and internalizing and between youtbports of communication and trust

for all three indirect/mediating models. Nonsigeeint correlated error terms were
dropped from the final model.

The intervening effect of socioemotional problefmsexamine the hypothesis
that socioemotional problems explained the effépaoental hostility, parental
psychological control, and parental warmth on finip competence, the latent
construct of socioemotional problems was addetealirect model (Figure 4). As
discussed above, parental hostility and parentaintbawere not significantly associated
with friendship intimacy or friendship conflict the direct model. Therefore, only the
indirect effects of hostility and warmth on frietgjs competence were tested because
there were no direct effects to mediate. ModeNfis goodx?= 68.3 (42)p < .006,CFI
=.96,RMSEA= .04. The error covariance for youth report @éinalizing and
externalizing problems was significant<.39). As hypothesized, parental hostility,
psychological control, and warmth each were unigaskociated with socioemotional
problemsf = .32, = .72 and = -.29, respectively. Specifically, adolescentose
parents used more psychological control and htyséihd were less warm at W1 and W2

reported more socioemotional problems at W3 and W4.
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Socioemotional problems were significantly assedatith friendship conflictf
=.34,p = .04 but not with friendship intimacfy,= .-24,p = ns, suggesting that
adolescents who reported higher socioemotionallenad experienced more conflict in
their friendships but not lower intimacy. The siggant associations between (a)
psychological control and friendship intimacy, gbdlpsychological control and
friendship conflict were reduced to nonsignificarten adolescents’ socioemotional
problems were included in the model, suggestinighieldiation. Results from Sobel’s
test provided further support for the mediatingeeffoetween parental psychological
control and friendship conflict through socioemafabproblems,z=2.13 p< .05.
Sobel’s test also provided support for the indiefttct of parental hostility on friendship
conflict through socioemotional problenzss 1.97 p < .04 but did not support an
indirect effect of parental warmth on friendshipfliwt, z=-1.74 p < .08. Thus, results
provided partial support for the hypothesis thaieemotional problems mediated the
relationship between parenting and friendship cdemg. In sum, socioemotional
problems uniquely mediated the relationship betwssental psychological control and
friendship conflict and parental hostility had aque indirect relationship with
friendship conflict through socioemotional problems

The intervening effect of attachment insecufity. examine the hypothesis that
attachment security explained the effect of patdrdatility, parental psychological
control, and parental warmth on friendship compatahe latent construct of attachment
insecurity was added to the direct model (FigureMdpdel fit was goody?= 89.9 (52),

p <.01,CFl = .96,RMSEA= .04. The error covariance for youths’ reportsrot and
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communication was significant € .57) but not for alienation and communication or
alienation and trust (= -.11 and = -.13) As hypothesized, parental hostility andepéal
psychological control were uniquely associated \atthchment insecurity, = .30,p <
.01 and3 = .59,p <.001, respectively. In contrast, parental warm#s not associated
with attachment insecurity, = -.06,p = ns. Attachment insecurity was significantly
associated with friendship intimacy and friendstopflict, p = -.58, p < .001 anfl =.46,
p = .04, such that higher attachment insecurity/atand W4 was associated with lower
friendship intimacy and higher conflict at W5 andWThe direct relationship between
(a) psychological control and friendship intimaagpd (b) psychological control and
friendship conflict was reduced to nonsignificariten attachment insecurity was
considered in the model. Furthermore, Sobel'sgestided support that attachment
insecurity fully mediated the relationship betweamental psychological control and
friendship intimacyz = -2.52,p < .05 and psychological control and friendshipfticin z
= 2.35,p < .05. Hostility also was indirectly associatedhafriendship intimacyz = -
2.12,p< .05, and friendship conflict,= 2.22,p < .05, through attachment insecurity.

Comprehensive indirect/mediating moded. examine the relative effects of
attachment insecurity and socioemotional problemthe relationship between parenting
and friendship competence, attachment insecuriysagioemotional problems were
examined in the same analysis (Figure 6). Modeldis adequatg®= 137.3 (71)p <
.01,CFl = .95,RMSEA= .05. The error covariance for youths’ reporténtérnalizing
and externalizing problems was significant in tinisdel ¢ = .27), as was the error

covariance for youths’ reports of trust to youtregdorts of communication € .46)
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Parental hostility and parental psychological cointrere uniquely associated with both
attachment insecurity and socioemotional probldPasental warmth was only associated
uniquely with socioemotional problenfsz= -.27,p = .04. Attachment insecurity was
significantly associated with friendship intima@ys -.73,p < .01 but not with friendship
conflict, B = .03,p = ns, when socioemotional problems were consideréie same
analysis. Socioemotional problems were no longgriicantly associated with
friendship conflictf = .20,p = ns.

Attachment insecurity reduced the relationship leetwpsychological control and
friendship intimacy to nonsignificarft,= -.27. Sobel’s test provided further support that
attachment insecurity fully mediated the relatiopsietween psychological control and
friendship intimacyz = -2.06 p < .05. When parental hostility and parental warméne
considered in the model with parental psychologroaitrol and both intervening
variables, Sobel’s test did not indicate a sigatficunique path from parental hostility to
friendship intimacy,z = -1.96 p=.05. Taken together, parenting explained 36%hef
variance in future attachment insecurity and 58%hefvariance in future socioemotional
problems. With all the predictors in the same mptl&%o of the variance was explained
in friendship conflict and 28% of the variance veaplained in friendship intimacy.
Gender Moderation

To test for equality across gender the measurepeahs and structural paths
were compared across boys and girls. The first inomilaparison tested whether the
measurement models were the same for boys andgolderation analyses for the

measurement model of the direct model indicatettbwafit of the constrained model
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and the model where factor loadings were allowedhty across boys and girls did differ
significantly (\x* = 20.43,df = 5,p > .001) for boys and girls. Critical ratios for
differences between factor loadings for boys anld giere examined. One of five factor
loadings differed significantly (more than 1.96)iathwas the factor loading from
relational aggression to friendship conflict, zZ3=76. The loading was stronger for girls
(b=.68, p <.001) than for boyb € .29,p <.001), suggesting that relational aggression
was a better indicator of friendship conflict farlgthan it was for boys. The factor
loadings for the model (Figure 6), which includethehment insecurity and
socioemotional problems, also were tested for éyumtross gender. Results indicated
that the fit of the constrained model and the mededre factor loadings were allowed to
vary differed significantly 4x? = 27.39,df = 8,p > .001) across boys and girls. In
addition to the factor loading from relational agggion to friendship conflict that was
found when measurement invariance was tested éaditect model (z = -3.76), boys and
girls also significantly differed on the factor thag for internalizing behaviors to
socioemotional problems (z = 2.98). Internalizimdpaviors were a better indicator of
socioemotional problems for girls,= 1.05, p <.001 than for boys~= .60, p < .001.
None of the other six measurement paths differguifstantly for boys and girls.
Although differences were found in 2 of the 8 fadtadings, these differences were
small and thus should not prevent the assessmentaoinclusions drawn from the
moderating analyses of the structural pathwaysn®&y8havelson, & Muthen, 1989)

given partial measurement equivalence was demaadtra
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Hypotheses testingnvariance across structural paths was examinegifis and
boys assuming weak partial measurement invarighéaly constrained direct model
was compared to one in which all parameters imthdel except the six structural paths
were constrained to be equal across boys and Goisiparison of the constrained model
with the model where the structural paths werenadlibto vary across boys and girls
were not significantly different\x® = 8.02,df = 6, p = ns. Furthermore, a more stringent
test of structural invariance also was conductedlloyving the factor loading for
relational aggression to vary for girls and boysisTanalysis indicated that none of the
structural paths for boys and girls differed whiea factor loading for relational
aggression was allowed to vary. Results indicadtat parenting behaviors did not
differentially affect male and female adolescefrishdship competence.

To test whether the process by which parenting\iehsaaffected friendship
competence differed for male and female adoles@ehilly constrained model (i.e., all
parameters assumed equivalent across groups) wgsoed with a model in which the
constraints for the 12 structural pathways werevad to vary for boys and girls. Results
from the omnibus test indicated that there wasarggnificant change in chi-square
when the paths were allowed to differ for boys gint, Ax* = 17.10df = 12, p=ns. A
more stringent test of structural invariance alss wonducted by allowing the factor
loadings for relational aggression and internatjzsehaviors to vary for girls and boys.
Critical ratios indicated that none of the 12 stwwal pathways differed across gender.

Results indicated that the process mechanismscajesnotional problems and
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attachment insecurity to parents that explaineddlaionship between parenting and
adolescents’ friendship competence did not diffemhale and female adolescents.
Post Hoc Analyses

Based on the study findings, two alternative modedee tested to further clarify
the relationships among parenting behaviors, saoidienal problems, attachment
insecurity to parents, and friendship competence.
Youth Characteristics as an Intervening Variable

Although socioemotional problems and attachmerddunsty are distinct
constructs, both could be considered charactesisfigyouth that are influenced by
common causes (in this case parenting) and preidngiar outcomes (i.e., friendship
difficulties). As illustrated by the high correlati between the disturbances of attachment
insecurity to parents and socioemotional problemnss.70,p < .001), there is strong
evidence that these two constructs are relatedragiat share common antecedents. In
the current study, this high correlation betwedarirening variables may have resulted
in difficulty identifying unique significant effest Thus, indicators of adolescents’
socioemotional problems and attachment insecwiparents were used to form one
latent construct (labeled youth characteristica) Whas then tested as an intervening
variable of the relationship between parenting bidia and friendship competence
(Figure 7). Factor loadings for all five manifestlicators were significant. Model fit was
adequate®= 153.6 (77)p < .001,CFI = .94, RMSEA= .05, and this model fit was not
significantly different from the fit of the modelith two intervening variablegyx? =

10.8,df = 6,p = ns (Figure 6). Significant relationships betwganables did not change.
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The relationship between youth characteristicsfaaddship conflict, however, almost
reached significanc@,= .22,p = .06 in the new model and was nonsignificant & th
model with two intervening variables (Figure 6)rthermore, examination of the
indirect pathways indicated that the indirect patiprom hostility to friendship intimacy
through youth characteristics was significart, 2.4, p= .02, suggesting that adolescents
who experienced hostile parenting had less intirfregedships because of negative
characteristics of self. The mediating pathwayfiasychological control to friendship
intimacy through youth characteristics also wasificant,z= 2.63 p< .001 and the
mediating pathway to friendship conflict reacheghdicancez=-1.87 p=.06. Thus,
the consideration of only one intervening variabléhe model may have produced an
increase in power that resulted in finding a sigatft indirect pathway from parental
hostility to friendship intimacy through youth chateristics and a trend-level pathway
from parental psychological control to friendshgnttict through youth characteristics.
Friendship Competence Reconsidered

The disturbances between friendship intimacy aiesdiship conflict also were
highly associated (= -.77,p < .001) suggesting that these constructs arescebaid
might share common antecedents. Although some esgd@as found in previous
models of differential prediction by interveningriables, because of the high correlation
between the two constructs there is still conckat & model testing the direct and
intervening effects on one friendship outcome mayrore parsimonious and provide a
better fit to the data. Thus, one friendship corape¢ construct was formed consisting of

four manifest indicators: relational aggressioagtrency of conflict, friendship support,
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and friendship quality. All factor loadings wergmificant. The direct effects model was
tested and indicated that parental hostility ame @l warmth were not significantly
associated with friendship competence and thanparpsychological control was
significantly associated with friendship competeffice .37,p = .02. Direct effect results
are consistent with results found in the previousleh, which contained two friendship
outcomes (Figure 3). Furthermore, a chi-squarediffce test did not indicate that there
was a significant difference in the fit of the twmdelsAx? = 9.9,df = 5,p = ns, although
the direct effects model with only one outcome aigear to fit the data better as
indicated by a reduction in chi-square.

Differences also were examined by testing the @adimediating effects model
with only one friendship outcome (Figure 8). A dguare difference test indicated that
Model 6 which included two friendship outcomes pded a better fit to the data than
Model 8 which considered only one friendship outeosx® = 16.1,df = 4,p < .01,
Furthermore, attachment insecurity was no longgicantly related to friendship
difficulties, p = .45,p = .10, even though the regression coefficient iada in Model
8 and Model 6. A nonsignificant relationship betweg¢tachment insecurity and
friendship intimacy may have resulted from the @ased, although nonsignificant

relationship between psychological control andnidhip difficulties f = .23).
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations betwé&&riables

1 2 4 5 7
VARIABLES 3 °

W1/W2 Parental Hostility

1. Parental Hostility — Obs
Mom to Youth —

2. Parental Hostility — Obs A4%
Dad to Youth ' R

W1/W2 Parental Warmth

3. Parental Warmth — Obs
Mom to Youth -05 -06 —

4, Parental Warmth — Obs e i .
Dad to Youth 10 07 31 —

W1/W2 Parental
Psychological Control

5. Psych Control - MR 2% .05 .01 -.02

6. Psych Control — FR .09 J19%* .01 -.05

W3/W4 Socioemotional
Problems - YR

7. Externalizing — YR .28** .28** -11* -.12* .25%* J19%* -

8. Internalizing - YR 18 a7+ A7 - 14% 21 19+ 57
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Table 1.Continued

VARAIBLES

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
W3/W4 Attachment
Insecurity — YR
9. Communication _18%* _13* 08 07 - 13* -12% -.30% - 29%
10. Trust -3k _D7Hx 12% 12* - 19%* -.30%* - 53%* - A4**
11. Alienation 28 18+ -01 .05 25 32 43 34
W5/W6 Friendship
Intimacy — YR
12. Friendship Quality -12% -11% -01 05 A7 .09 22w - 25w
13. Friendship Support -11 .02 -13* 05 -19m -10 147 -10
W5/W6 Friendship
Conflict — YR
14. Relational Aggression

07 .02 .01 -.02 A7 1% .08 12+
15. Frequency Conflict 13+ 08 -01 .07 19 04 22w 18
M 3.9 2.7 3.2 2.7 1.2 1.3 8.6 8.1
sb 1.7 1.4 15 1.4 21 21 6.7 6.8
Skewness 33 43 49 91 .92 .82 1.54 1.56
Kurtosis 12 .005 22 73 92 35 4.02 3.82



Table 1.Continued

L6

VARIABLES 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
W3/W4 Attachment
Insecurity — YR
9. Communication
10. Trust 6
11. Alienation - 3% - G5
W5/W6 Friendship
Intimacy — YR
12. Friendship Quality QR g - 3Gk
13. Friendship Support — YR 2E** Dk _DG* GOk
W5/W6 Friendship
Conflict— YR
14. Relational Aggression
-11 -.14* .14* -.35** - 22%* —
15. Frequency Conflict -11 -.19** 3%k - 44** - 46** A 2**
M 3.5 4.2 2.3 4.5 4.2 1.2 15
SD 73 68 69 37 51 27 38
Skewness -.08 1.2 42 -.88 -91 2.3 .99
Kurtosis .32 15 35 65 57 10.26 13
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Table 2

Factor Loadings SEM Model

Latent and Manifest Variables SEM Factor Loading
Parental Hostility (W1/W2)

Observed maternal hostility to youth .50

Observed paternal hostility to youth .89
Parental Warmth (W1/W2)

Observed maternal warmth to youth 74

Observed paternal warmth to youth 43

Parental Psychological Control (W1/W2)
Mother report of psychological control to youth 57

Father report of psychological control to youth A4

Adolescent Socioemotional Problems (W3/W4)
Youth-reported adolescent externalizing problems .83

Youth-reported adolescent internalizing protdem .67

Adolescent Attachment Insecurity (W5/W6)
Youth-reported communication with parents -71

Youth-reported trust in parents -.94

Youth-reported alienation from parents .59
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Table 2.Continuec

Latent and Manifest Variables

SEM Factor Loading

Adolescent Friendship Intimacy (W5/W6)
Youth-reported friendship quality

Youth-reported friendship support

Adolescent Friendship Competence (W5/W6)
Youth-reported friendship conflict

Youth-reported friendship relational aggression

74

71

.81

.52
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Figure 3. Direct model between parenting and friendship cdemee. MR means mother report; FR means fatherttgpB means observer
rating; and YR meangouth report. Significant associations are bold&fdl. = .96, RMSEA = .04p < .001.
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Figure 4. Structural model examining socioemotional problessn intervening variable of the relationship leetvparenting and friendship
competence. MR means mother report; FR means fighert; OB means observers’ rating; and YR megaush report. Significant structural
paths are bolded. CFl = .96 RMSEA = .p < .01
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Figure 5. Structural model examining attachment insecuistaa intervening variable of the relationship bevparenting and friendship
competence. MR means mother report; FR means fagpert; OB means observer rating; and YR meaush report. Significant structural
paths are bolded. CFl =, RMSEA = .04p < .0t
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Figure 6. Final structural model examining intervening vaheshof the relationship between parenting and diséip competence. MR means
mother report; FR means father report; OB meansruebsrating; and YR meansuth report. Significant structural paths are bdldAlthough
some coefficients look hiah associations did nathesianificance. CFl = 94 RMSEA = .(p < .00
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Figure7. Post-hoc structural model examining youth chargsttes as an intervening varialméthe relationship between parenting and frierl
competence. MR means mother report; FR means figpert; OB means observer rating; and YR meaush report. Significant structural
paths are bolded. CFl = .94 RMSEA = .(b < .001
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Figure 8. Post hoc model examining intervening variableshefrelationship between parenting and one friepdstinpetence variable. YR
meansyouth report. Significant structural paths are bdldAlthough some coefficients look high assocreidid not reach significance. For ease
of presentation, the measurement model for pamgiimaviors and mediators is not presented. CBB=RMSEA = .05p < .01.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Parents are important influences on adolescenksi\neral and social
development (Collins & Laursen, 2004; Steinbergik,2002). Yet few studies have
examined the prospective relationship between piagehehaviors in early adolescence
and friendship competence with age-mates in middt#descence, a developmental
period in which friendship behavior is central. thermore, even fewer researchers have
examined why these links might exist. This studgtdbutes to the literature by helping
us to understand the mechanisms through which pagepehaviors affect adolescents’
friendships. Specifically, this study had two mgoals. The first goal was to examine the
direct effects that parental hostility, psychol@gicontrol, and warmth had on
adolescents’ friendship intimacy and conflict dgradolescence. Second and most
importantly, | examined two possible mechanismsiaamnotional problems and
attachment insecurity to parents, by which pargntiehaviors affect friendship
competence. This focus on uncovering the mechanigméhich parenting affects
friendship competence is important in informingaheand practice regarding

interpersonal relationships in adolescence.
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Summary of Results
Negative Parenting Behaviors and Adolescents’ Ffgdnp Difficulties

Results from the direct model provided partial supgor the hypothesis that
parenting behaviors at W1 and W2 are associatesppotively with friendship
competence at W5 and W6. Preliminary analyses atelicthat, when considered in
separate SEM models, higher levels of parentalipgggical control and parental
hostility were associated with more friendshipidiffties. In contrast, when considered
as an independent predictor, lower parental wamath not significantly associated with
future friendship difficulties. Parenting constsithen were examined in the same model
to determine the relative contributions of differparenting behaviors on friendship
intimacy and conflict. When parental hostility, paglogical control, and warmth were
considered in the same analysis, only psychologimatrol was a significant predictor of
future friendship difficulties. These findings aneonsistent with the hypothesis that all
three parenting behaviors uniquely predict friemplsglompetence.

Parental hostility Parental hostility did not have a unique assmmawith
friendship competence when considered in the saateehas parental warmth and
parental psychological control. In contrast, paakhostility was associated significantly
with adolescents’ friendship intimacy and conflidien considered as a sole predictor in
a separate SEM analysis. Although parental hosthid parental psychological control
are distinct constructs, both represent negatimrabattempts by parents to socialize
adolescents and as such it might be hard to fingueneffects when both parenting

behaviors are considered in the same model. Paesineh supports the finding that
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parental hostility and psychological control arated and some researchers have
suggested that aspects of negative parenting suparantal hostility and parental
psychological control should be considered as reahihdicators of single latent
construct conceptualized as harsh or ineffectivergang (Dishion, Patterson,
Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 1991; Scaramella, Neppl,t&n& Conger, 2008). Because one
of the goals in the current study was to examireeigiized pathways from parenting
behaviors to friendship competence, both aspeategdtive parenting were retained in
analyses.

The fact that parental psychological control $tdll a unique, direct effect on
friendship competence with parental hostility ie thodel is an important finding and
may be attributed to elements of parental psychcédgontrol that are distinct from
hostility. Parental hostility and parental psyclgpal control both contain elements of
criticism and blame, as well as negative attemptsdrents to control adolescents.
Psychological control is distinct from hostilitydsuse it includes attempts by parents to
control adolescents through intrusion into youttsychological and emotional
development (Barber, 1996; 2002). The elementsyéimlogical control that
distinguish it from hostility may explain why psyabgical control was the only
significant predictor of friendship difficulties.

Psychological controlPsychological control was a significant prediatbr
friendship difficulties. Psychological control weee only parenting behavior that had a
unique and direct association with adolescentshfiship intimacy and conflict. This

finding is consistent with past research that loasid differential effects of parenting
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behaviors on peer relationships during adolescéfiegels et al., 2002). The fact that
psychological control was the only unique prediabfriendship competence suggests
that parenting that intrudes into adolescents’ ¢gfndsiand emotions may be particularly
problematic for the development of friendship irdity and conflict management. This
finding is consistent with theories stemming fromsgchoanalytic perspective and
suggests that when adolescents’ ability to devaldpnomy is restricted, youth may
have difficulties developing close and intimatefships with peers (Soenens et al.,
2008) because they do not have a sense of selstimportant for the development of
intimacy in friendships (Erikson, 1968). Thus, gsylogical control may be a
particularly robust predictor of friendship diffitkes because unlike parental warmth, or
to a lesser extent parental hostility, this parenbehavior attempts to thwart
adolescents’ normative development and freedoneveldp relationship skills separate
from the context of the family. Parents’ use ofg®yogical control also may negatively
affect adolescents’ ability to feel connected watlrents and communicate with parents
about their lives. Although adolescents are stgvior autonomy, it is still important for
youth to maintain a sense of connectedness tathayf (Allen & McElhaney, 2002). A
lack of connectedness with parents may affect adelds’ ability to feel connected to
close friends.

Psychological control intrudes into this balancd aagatively impacts both
autonomy and connectedness. Thus, adolescentsavhat deel that they can
communicate with their parents to maintain a sehs®nnectedness and whose

autonomy is restricted may be particularly at fkfriendship difficulties. Two studies
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have examined the effect of psychological controfreendship difficulties during
adolescence. Results from these studies suppdiinthieg that psychological control is
an important correlate of friendship difficulti€3gkovic & Meeus, 1997; Soenens et al.,
2008). The current study contributes to this redeanth the finding that psychological
control affects intimacy and conflict behaviordiiendships. With the exception of
Barber et al. (2005), few researchers test speetlielationships between specific
parenting behaviors and specific aspects of adetescadjustment and instead typically
focus on how a group of parenting behaviors orramgang style influences one aspect of
adolescents’ adjustment. For example, studies toften simultaneously test whether
specific parenting behaviors, such as behavionatroh have unique associations with
specific adolescent adjustment outcomes, suchtasnakizing behaviors, when
considering other parenting behaviors and otharsaigient outcomes in the same model.
Future research should examine the finding in threeat study that parental
psychological control has a unique and direct i@hship with adolescents’ friendship
competence. Replication of this finding would hel@dvancing theory as well as
prevention work.

Parental warmth Parental warmth was not associated with adoléscen
friendship intimacy or conflict when consideredaimodel with other parenting
predictors. Even more surprising was that pareméath was not associated with
adolescents’ friendship competence when considesedparenting predictor in a
separate SEM model that did not include parentahpsiogical control and parental

hostility. Three possible explanations for the ngnisicant findings are discussed.
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First, although parental warmth is one of the mmobtist predictors of adjustment
in children (Skinner, Johnson, & Snyder, 2005) finding has not consistently been
established in regards to parental warmth predjcuoiolescents’ friendship competence.
Researchers have theorized that parental warmthidshave a specialized relationship
with social adjustment, but research has been noxettie effect of parental warmth on
future adolescents’ friendships with some studiedifig a positive and significant
association (Cui et al., 2002; Domitrovich & Bienm&001) and other studies not
uncovering significant effects (Engels et al., 200@degraff et al., 2002). Thus, the
literature to date has not revealed a consistesuiczion between parental warmth and
friendship competence during adolescence. It isgide that parental warmth is not a
unique predictor of friendship competence durindyeadolescence; further research
needs to be done to replicate this finding.

Theoretically, changes in expression of parentahwiaduring the transition to
early adolescence may explain why parental warnath mot associated with friendship
competence in the current study. Lower expressbpsrental warmth may be part of
the normative realignment process that occurs @twarents and children upon the
transition to adolescence (Collins & Repinski, 199%us, lower expressed warmth may
not be interpreted by adolescents or by parengsregjative behavior and instead may be
a normative response by adolescents and pareatsled to facilitate the development of
adolescents’ individuation. Research supportvige that closeness during adolescence
may be manifested in different ways to meet theetbgpmental needs of youth.

Specifically, intimacy as expressed by physicanattions and positive affirmations of
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adolescents by parents may decrease during thigmeeent process (Collins & Laursen,
2004; Hartup & Laursen, 1991). Thus, past reseanctihhe realignment processes of
parents and adolescents provides some suppohdamexpected finding that lower
parental warmth was not directly associated withlestents’ friendship difficulties.
Another possible explanation of why there was medirelationship found
between parental warmth and adolescents’ friendstngpetence is because observers’
ratings of parental warmth were used. Behaviorpneged as endearing, praising, and
supportive by an observer may not have a simikarpmetation by an adolescent and thus
may not uniquely affect youths’ social behaviorside the family. It may be particularly
difficult for observers to assess displays of wéring parents because parental warmth
may represent more of a parenting style as oppspearental hostility, which may
represent more of a parenting behavior that isseési an outsider to quantify and more
in line with adolescents’ perceptions (Noller & {@al, 1988). Furthermore, task three
from the IFIRS was used in the current study. Tagka conflict resolution task that
includes mother, father, and adolescent. Becasg&e3ta designed to bring forth
disagreement and conflict resolution it may noalgmod vehicle for eliciting parental
warmth and may be a better task for eliciting peaiemostility (Melby, Ge, Conger, &
Warner, 1995). Thus, relying on observers’ ratidgsng a conflict resolution task may
not be an ideal way in which to measure parentamtla With the exception of Cui et al.
(2002), past studies that have uncovered a linkdst parental warmth and friendship
competence have relied solely on adolescents’ i@npsi reports. Thus, it is difficult to

compare findings based solely on parents’ repontisfimdings based solely on observed
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report as insider’s and outsider’s views of theifammay differ (Noller & Callan, 1988).
Interestingly, Domitrovich et al. (2001) found thpetirents’ reports of parental warmth
and hostility did not predict adolescents’ frienigsimteractions but that youths’ reports
of parenting predicted friendship competence, glog some support that the method
used might affect the relationships among studiabées. Future studies should consider
using parents’ reports, youths’ reports, and olesivatings of parenting as latent
constructs in the same model to strengthen thditsabf findings (Lorenz, Melby,
Conger, & Xu, 2007).

Summary of direct result®arental psychological control was the only dieed
unique predictor of friendship intimacy and cortflitheoretically, adolescents may be
particularly susceptible to the negative effectp®fchological control because they are
trying to develop autonomy and an identity sepadirata the family while maintaining
connectedness with parents. Parenting behaviarsligrapt normal developmental
processes may be particularly detrimental to adeles’ adjustment and make it difficult
for adolescents to accomplish other age-relatedldpmnental tasks, one of which is
developing friendship competence (Barber, 1996%pe the plausible explanations
given above, the finding that parental hostilityl ggarental warmth were not associated
with friendship competence prospectively is stihtrary to expectations. To date, not
enough prospective research utilizing multiple rodthexamines the effect of multiple,
specific parenting behaviors on friendship competeturing adolescence. It is possible
that no direct effect existed between parental waiparental hostility and friendship

competence because these parenting behaviors hawei@ect effect on friendship
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through other aspects of adolescents’ developrk@mthermore, the relationship
between psychological control and friendship corapet may be a result of the effect
that parental psychological control has on othpeets of adolescents’ adjustment that
may negatively impact friendships. The indirect ametliating effects of two important
adolescent adjustment outcomes, socioemotionalgraband attachment insecurity, are
considered below.
Socioemotional Problems as an Intervening Variafl@ssociations between Parenting
and Friendship Competence

To test a social learning theoretical explanatsmtijoemotional problems were
considered first as an intervening variable ofredationship between parenting and
friendship competence independently from attachnmsatcurity. Results partially
supported a social learning perspective. The oelatiip between psychological control
and friendship conflict was fully mediated by saamotional problems, indicating that
the direct relationship between psychological aadrdand friendship difficulties no longer
existed when socioemotional problems were considdreese findings suggested that
parental psychological control predicted friendstopflict because it shaped
adolescents’ socioemotional development in a negatianner, which then lead to higher
conflict in adolescents’ friendships. These findirsgiggest that psychological control is
associated with friendship difficulties partly basa of the effect it has on adolescents’
internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Pastaesh has suggested that adolescents
who experience a psychologically controlling enaireent may have too many

constraints placed on their independence, whictdrgappropriate socioemotional
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development (Rubin et al., 2005). Furthermore, feosocial learning perspective,
adolescents who experience psychological contrgl ma&e learned behavioral
tendencies through interactions with parents, siscbeing overly controlling, which
might then be enacted in other domains. More sigatlif, overly controlling behaviors
or the use of manipulative relationship managertesitniques, such as relational
aggression, learned through interactions with garemght impair conflict management
in close friendships.

Parental hostility was indirectly associated witlridship conflict, suggesting
that although parental hostility was not directigglictive of friendship conflict in middle
adolescence, parental hostility was associatedadtibescents’ socioemotional
problems, which created difficulties managing catih friendships. The finding that a
unique indirect relationship exists between patdmdatility and friendship conflict
through socioemotional problems is consistent wéht research that has suggested
parents affect adolescents’ social developmenutiirahe transmission of behavior
patterns learned in the context of the family tavrs@cial environments (Capaldi &
Clark, 1998; Cui et al, 2002). This finding is intfant because it provides support for the
social learning theory proposition that parentathity is a unique predictor of
adolescents’ development because parents who ssielgarenting behaviors teach
adolescents maladaptive ways of interacting wighwiorld, specifically aggressive
behaviors, that then make adolescents more likefypproach relationships with friends

in a hostile manner (Bandura, 1986).
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Thus, results supported a social learning theorggeetive because adolescents
who experienced more hostile and psychologicalhtratiing parenting modeled these
behaviors and developed maladaptive interactidesthat generalized to interactions
with friends. No research to date has specificagmined socioemotional problems as
an intervening variable of the relationship betwparenting and friendship competence
during adolescence. Several researchers have giestuhat social learning theory
provides an important explanation as to why pangnbehaviors are associated with
adolescents’ friendship competence, and their $agons received support in this study
(Cui et al., 2001; Domitrovich & Bierman, 2001; Mawicz, Doyle, & Brendgen,

2001).

Interestingly, socioemotional problems did not explthe relationship between
any of the parenting predictors and friendshipmaity. Although specialized intervening
relationships to the different friendship featune=e not hypothesized, one could argue
that the finding that socioemotional problems eixad the relationship between negative
parenting behaviors and friendship conflict but in@ndship intimacy adds further
support for a social learning theory explanatigme&fically, friendship conflict
represented a negative behavior (i.e., fightingaselof relational aggression in
friendships) that youth enacted in friendships, fi@hdship intimacy represented a more
global evaluation of support and warmth in therfdghip. Social learning theory posits
that socioemotional problems affect adolescentstrobbehaviors (i.e., conflict) in
friendships more so than adolescents’ feelingscagahitions about friendships (i.e.,

intimacy). Thus, adolescents who observed negativenting behaviors might develop
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maladaptive behaviors, such as aggression andtgwileich youth then enact in their
relationships with close friends. Adolescents wheenmore socioemotional problems
might not have as much difficulty perceiving an@lexating their friendships as
supportive and warm. Past research has suppodéddblescents who are aggressive
and withdrawn do not necessarily report lower dydtiendships but do report higher
levels of conflict in friendships (Dishion et &995; Rubin et al., 2005). In sum, social
learning theory provides a useful explanation ashg psychological control and
parental hostility affected friendship conflict mdt friendship intimacy. Other
explanations, such as adolescents’ perceptiongamenent insecurity, might serve as a
better justification for the relationship betweergnting behaviors and friendship
intimacy.
Attachment Insecurity as an Intervening Variablés$ociations between Parenting and
Friendship Competence

Attachment insecurity was examined as a potenttatvening variable of the
relationship between parenting behaviors and fgsaipdcompetence. In order to support
an attachment theory perspective, it was expebigdattachment insecurity would fully
mediate the relationship between parenting behsnaod both friendship intimacy and
friendship conflict. As expected, the relationshyesween psychological control and
friendship intimacy and conflict were fully medidtby attachment insecurity. Parental
hostility was indirectly associated with friendsimpmacy and conflict through
attachment insecurity. This finding suggested gaaental hostility did not have a direct

effect on adolescents’ friendship competence brdrgal hostility did shape adolescents’
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feelings of attachment insecurity to parents, whighe an important predictor of
adolescents’ friendship difficulties.

Although attachment insecurity was significantlg@sated with both friendship
intimacy and friendship conflict, attachment ins#guvas a stronger predictor of
friendship intimacy, suggesting a possible spexgalipathway between negative
parenting behaviors and friendship intimacy throaghchment insecurity. The fact that
attachment insecurity had a stronger relationship fiendship intimacy is not
surprising. Forming intimate friendships involvesrig supportive and feeling as if you
can trust and rely on another person (Buhrmes80)L Adolescents who feel more
insecurely attached to parents may feel that theynot trust and rely on their parents for
support, and thus they may have more trouble trgdtiends and evaluating their
friendships as close than they do successfully giagaconflict in friendships.

Surprisingly, parental warmth was not significargsociated with attachment
insecurity and was thus not indirectly associatét fwriendship competence. This
finding is particularly unexpected given that att@ent theory and past research has
found a consistent association between parentahtheand attachment insecurity to
parents (Bowlby, 1988; Crowell et al., 2005; Kasla et al., 2003). As discussed
above, significant associations between parentahtteand adolescents’ adjustment
outcomes might be the result of measuring parevaainth with observer’s ratings.
Future research should examine if parents’ repadnigarmth have a stronger association
with adolescents’ perceptions of attachment torgarthan do observers’ ratings of

parental warmth.
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Overall, results from this mediating and indireaidal provide support for the
proposition that negative parenting predicts frend competence because adolescents
who are insecurely attached to parents developtivegaxpectations and beliefs that
hinder positive interactions in the context of fidship. These findings contribute to the
growing body of research that suggests parentseicitly affect certain aspects of
adolescents’ adjustment through important transonssiechanisms, such as attachment
insecurity and that during adolescence one redsirparenting behaviors are important
to friendship development is because they affderimal processes within the adolescent,
such as adolescents’ attachment insecurity, wiieh affects adolescents’ friendship
competence.

Evaluating the Relative Effects of Intervening ¥hles

One of the primary goals of the current study veasxamine whether social
learning theory, attachment theory, or both prodittee best explanation for why
parenting behaviors during early adolescence &tefttendship competence during
middle adolescence. To examine the relative sthsngfteach theory in explaining the
relationship between parenting and friendship cdemee, socioemotional problems and
attachment insecurity to parents were consideradt@s/ening variables within the same
SEM model. When both constructs were considerédarsame model, socioemotional
problems were not a significant intervening varabi the relationship between
parenting behaviors and friendship competence cAtteent insecurity did significantly
mediate the prospective association between pamsyahological control and

adolescents’ intimacy features. Furthermore, resulggested that no significant effect
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remained between psychological control and friendebmpetence when intervening
variables were considered in the model. When batioemotional problems and
attachment insecurity were considered in the sawdeiman indirect relationship
between parental hostility and friendship competemas not found. Thus, results
indicated that the pathway between psychologicatroband friendship intimacy
through attachment insecurity was the only sigaificpathway in the model supporting
an attachment theory explanation of why parentiferts friendship competence. This
finding highlights that control attempts designedhwart adolescents’ emotional and
cognitive development are particularly problematiterms of adolescents’ friendship
intimacy because psychological control interferés &dolescents’ ability to remain
connected to parents and feel that parents areeothiey can rely on for support. That
this pathway was the only unique pathway in the @h@&lparticularly interesting given
the debate surrounding whether attachment to pareas important to adolescents’
development as it is to younger children’s develepmClearly, these results indicate
that attachment security to parents during adoleseces important for developing
intimate friendships.

The findings from this study indicated that paregtrtemains an important
predictor of youths’ adjustment in middle adoleseerParental psychological control
affected youths’ friendship intimacy through insecattachments to parents. Thus,
parenting influences youths’ cognitions about refahips that are applied to interactions
with friends. This finding adds to a body of res#athat finds parents are still important

influences during adolescence, as demonstratdgeinurrent study by the strong
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associations found between parenting behaviorattadhment insecurity and
socioemotional problems (Dodge et al., 2006; S&igh2008) In addition, parenting
influences youths’ relationships in social contartlirectly through cognitive, affective
and behavioral mechanisms.

Given theory and research that suggests attachnsadurity to parents is a
critical element in the development of interperdeakationships, the finding that
attachment insecurity emerged as a unique elerhanéxplains the relationship between
parenting and adolescents’ first truly intimatetenship with age mates is not
surprising (Ainsworth, 1989; Mayseless & Scharf)20Rice, 1990). However, it was
surprising to find that socioemotional problemdarmger mediated the relationship
between parenting behaviors and friendship cordiet that parental hostility no longer
had an indirect relationship with friendship ditflies. Although there are benefits to
testing unique and specialized pathways, multicedrity in the model may have made it
difficult to detect unique and significant assoicias between constructs. Thus, it is
important to consider the results from all thredinect/mediating models in tandem when
drawing conclusions.

Summary of indirect/mediating effects modéltien taken together, the results
supported both an attachment perspective and aldearning theory perspective but
suggested that social learning theory better empthivhy parenting behaviors affected
friendship conflict and attachment theory bettgulaxed why parenting behaviors
affected friendship intimacy. Furthermore, whensidaring both intervening variables

in the same model, results indicated that adoleéstpearceptions of attachment
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insecurity explained the relationship between peladical control and friendship
competence better than the pathway through socitenad problems. In this model, an
attachment perspective only explained why pareyggthological control was associated
with friendship intimacy. Thus, both theories aemded to explain why parenting
behaviors affect different aspects of friendshimpetence and highlight the importance
of considering more than one theory when examinghationships between parenting
behaviors and friendship competence during adohesceOther researchers have
recognized the importance of testing the specidlieéationships that parenting
predictors have on adolescents’ adjustment buetbeglies have not considered the
unique role that intervening variables might playhe relationship between parenting
behaviors and friendship competence during adahescéBarber et al., 2005). To
advance the understanding of theory, further ssusli®uld consider other possible
intervening variables that represent an attachiperspective (e.g., emotional security
with parents, rejection sensitivity) and a soaarhing theory perspective (e.g., self-
efficacy). Furthermore, given the findings reporteae, further studies should continue
to assess which theory best explains the relatiprstween specific parenting behaviors
and other aspects of friendship competence in adefgs (e.g., avoidance of conflict,
peer attachment). Findings from this line of reskare helpful for informing

intervention efforts that target different aspaftadolescents’ friendship difficulties,
such as problems with intimacy versus conflict dieas.

Gender Moderation

122



Gender differences between female and male adoiessaere not found in either
the direct or indirect/mediating models. These ltssare contrary to hypotheses and
suggest that some processes through which parethiniyg early adolescence affects
friendship competence during middle adolescenceaddliffer for girls and boys.
Theoretically, gender intensification theory poatat that during early adolescence
gender-differentiated socialization practices beeonore prominent and shape gender
appropriate behavior for male and female adolescé&ir girls, gender socialization
more strongly encourages building and maintainelgtionships with others and for boys
independence and autonomy development are morgstrencouraged. In terms of
family relationships, girls are thought to rely ma@n family relationships as aspects of
support in early adolescence, which might make tnagparenting a particularly salient
risk factor for female adolescents’ adjustment (s Lindsay, 2004). Some research
supports the theoretical assumption that femaléeadents are particularly susceptible to
negative parenting during adolescence (HelsengWeligh, & Meeus, 2000; Rogers &
Buchanan, 2003; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). Howewer finding in the current study
that gender was not a significant moderator alsupgported by research that has
suggested psychological control, parental hostiéityd lower parental warmth are equally
predictive of negative adjustment for female andenaalolescents (Hair, Moore, Garrett,
Ling, & Cleveland, 2008; Soenens, Vansteenkistgjd2au& Goossens, 2006; Soenens et
al., 2008). Differential findings regarding the neoating effect of gender on parenting

may vary based on developmental period and thefspaspects of adjustment assessed.
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Gender may not have moderated the direct relatipristtween parenting
behaviors and friendship competence due to thegjraf measurement. Friendship
competence in the current study was measured aver-gear period, when most youth
were in 18" and 11" grade. The gender intensification hypothesis psepdhat gender
differences in the effects of parenting on adjustimeay be particularly salient during
early adolescence. Some research has suggestdyy théddle adolescence boys become
more relationally oriented than they were previgusid that girls begin to focus more
importance on developing autonomy and independgragethey did during early
adolescence (Way & Green, 2006; Zimmer-Gembeck 8irt3p 2003). Although gender
differences might have been found had we examinee@ffect of parenting on friendship
in early adolescence, by middle adolescence tlerdrftial effects of parenting on the
development of girls’ and boys’ friendship competmay no longer be salient. Davies
and Lindsay (2005) have called attention to theartgnce of accounting for
developmental stage when examining gender diff@®ncthe effect of parenting on
adjustment.

Gender differences also were not found for thereadimediating pathways that
explained the relationship between parenting aeddiship competence. These results
are particularly interesting because results indtéhat psychological control and
parental warmth, which have been found to be @askoirs differentially for boys and
girls, respectively, affected boys’ and girls’ astjment similarly (Ojanen & Perry, 2007).
It is plausible that in the current study genddiedences did not emerge in the

indirect/mediating model because of the way in Whdonstructs were defined.
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Specifically, gender differences may not have Heend in the relationship between
parenting behaviors and socioemotional behaviocause both internalizing and
externalizing behaviors were considered as indisatbsocioemotional problems. Past
research has suggested that because of gendetagiqecgirls may channel expression
of problems into internalizing symptoms and boyy miaannel expression of problems
into externalizing problems (Davies & Lindsay, 2D(Hactor loadings in the current
study indicated that internalizing behaviors welseter indicator of socioemotional
problems for girls and that externalizing behavivese a better indicator of
socioemotional problems for boys. Factor loadirfedences suggest that parenting
behaviors may have been more aptly predictingmaleaing behaviors for girls and
externalizing behaviors for boys. Thus, genderddhces may not have been found in
the relationships between parenting behaviors aowemotional problems because
parents’ effect on externalizing and internalizbehaviors were not estimated separately.
It is important to note that gender difference® algre not found in the extent to which
socioemotional problems predicted friendship compet. These results suggest that
even though girls and boys may differ in their seanotional responses to negative
parenting, there appears to be no gender diffesaincilne extent to which these
socioemotional problems affect friendship competeii®o my knowledge, past research
has not considered whether gender moderates #itership between socioemotional
problems and friendship competence.

The choice to measure friendship conflict with bisdguency of relational

aggression and frequency of overt conflict alsohhitave prevented the uncovering of

125



significant gender differences between intervenagables and friendship conflict.
Relational aggression was a better indicator efhfilship conflict for female adolescents
than for male adolescents. Although differencesevmat found in the factor loading for
frequency of overt conflict, past research has sstggl that boys tend to engage in overt
conflict in friendships more than girls (Black, ZD0Thus, representing friendship
conflict with adolescents’ report of relational aggsion and overt conflict may have
obscured gender differences in the current study.
Alternative Models

Youth characteristics as an intervening varialt@st research suggests that
youths’ maladaptive behaviors and youths’ cogngiabout relationships are related and
similarly may affect adjustment (Buehler, Langel-ganck, 2007). To examine if
socioemotional problems and attachment insecuragkad conjointly to explain the
relationship between parenting behaviors and fsaipgdcompetence, a more
parsimonious model was tested that included onéyiotervening variable (i.e., youth
characteristics). Results indicated that significatationships between constructs did not
change and that a model with two intervening véeislwas a better fit to the data,
although not significantly better, than a modelhwonly one intervening variable. Two
findings emerged that were not found in the molat tonsidered separate intervening
variables. First, parental hostility was indireclysociated with friendship intimacy
through youth characteristics. Furthermore, theiptesly nonsignificant relationship
found between the intervening variables and frirmsonflict in the model with two

intervening variables (Model 6) now reached a trewel of significance for the
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relationship between youth characteristics anchéiship conflict. The results found in
the model with youth characteristics as the sdkeruening variable mirrored the
significant results found when intervening variableere examined separately in
different SEM models. Thus, the significant assioans that emerged in the alternative
model that considered only one intervening varighbtdably resulted from decreased
multicollinearity.

It is important to recognize that parental hostiiad an indirect effect on
friendship competence when attachment insecurtiysacioemotional problems were
considered as an integrated construct. Parentglitypsinlike psychological control,
may be more of a risk factor for adolescents whaeernce both maladaptive cognitions
and maladaptive behavior patterns. Psychologiaarabmay be a unique predictor of
adjustment difficulties for youth who report attasént insecurity to parents and for
youth who report more socioemotional problems lmatfor youth who report both
attachment insecurities and socioemotional problémdhermore, an integrated
approach that takes into account youth who exgresssocioemotional problems and
attachment insecurity might better explain friendsgtonflict and friendship intimacy as
opposed to a unique model, which considers intengevariables conjointly. From a
prevention standpoint, adolescents who experientteditachment insecurity and
socioemotional problems may be more at-risk forettgying multiple difficulties in
friendships. Adolescents who experience just ortbede negative adjustment outcomes
may only manifest problems with certain aspectsiehdship competence. Results from

this model underscore the importance of examinotf khe unique relationship and
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combined relationship that socioemotional problamd attachment insecurities have
with parenting and friendship competence.

Reconsidering the friendship construglthough differential predictors were
found for friendship intimacy and friendship coaoflithe two constructs are highly
related and thus indicators of friendship intimacgl conflict were combined to form one
latent friendship construct in follow-up analysBgsults from the direct and indirect
models suggested that combining friendship indisattto an integrated construct may
be more applicable when assessing the direct effqErenting on friendship
competence as opposed to assessing the indire@tmegdeffect of parenting on
friendship competence. Specifically, although rgmsicant differences were found in
model fit when comparing direct models with onesusrtwo friendship outcomes,
results did suggest that the direct model with foileedship outcome was a better fit for
the data than a model that examined the effecadniing on two friendship outcomes.
For the indirect/mediating model, a model that adered two friendship outcomes
provided a significantly better fit for the datairthermore, the relationship between
attachment insecurity and friendship intimacy wadamger significant in this model,
probably due to the increase in the direct effieat parental psychological control had on
friendship difficulties. These results suggest fmtchological control does not
differentially affect indicators of friendship comience but that mediators may have
differential associations with friendship intimaayd conflict features. This is an
important finding in regards to theory becauseghhghts that explanations from an

attachment perspective and explanations from ableeirning perspective may better

128



account for the effect that parenting has on dfféaspects of friendship competence.
Taken together, results suggest that interveninigbi@s may have unique effects on
different aspects of friendship but that parenbegaviors do not differentially predict
different friendship outcomes, and direct relatldps between parenting and friendship
competence may be explained better from an ovaray¢heory on parental
socialization.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

This study makes an important contribution to ttexature focusing on the
effects of parenting behaviors on adolescentshéfghip competence. Nevertheless,
several limitations should be addressed in furstedies.

The current study relied on prospective data arslwmable to draw conclusions
about causality or direction of effects. Specifigatocioemotional problems, attachment
insecurity, and friendship competence were notrotiet! for at the beginning of the
study, which represents a threat to internal vglidi is plausible that parenting
behaviors during early adolescence did not prestictoemotional problems and
attachment insecurity, but that instead parentitgglviors were a response to
adolescents’ socioemotional problems and attachmseturity. Research and theory do
suggest that bidirectional relationships may exgttveen parenting behaviors and both
socioemotional problems and attachment insecusityt(et al., 2005; Karavasilis et al.,
2003) Furthermore, friendship intimacy and friendgtonflict could have preceded
socioemotional problems and perceptions of attaclhimsecurity (Bagwell & Coie,

2003; Rubin et al., 2005). Theoretically, bidireatl relationships may exist among
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variables but the fact that the current effort wlid test an auto-regressive model does not
alter conclusions drawn from the results. Restillsssiggested that adolescents who
have problematic relationships with friends miganéfit from interventions that address
parenting behaviors, as well as youths’ socioematiproblems and attachment
insecurities. Furthermore, findings are consistéttt theories suggesting that parenting,
youths’ socioemotional problems, and attachmergduasties during early adolescence
impair adolescents’ ability to form competent faships in middle adolescence.
Although it remains important to sort out the temgd@rdering of constructs, the current
study examined associations between parenting bkaand friendship competence
prospectively over a six-year period, which manksraprovement over the majority of
past studies that relied on cross-sectional datdah&more, the current study examined
the effect of parenting during early adolescencgarth’s friendship competence during
middle adolescence. During early and middle adelesg, youth are developing new
skills needed for friendships. Measuring parentingng this time allowed for the
examination of the effect of parenting behaviorglendevelopment of new skills needed
in friendships. Further studies should use autoessive designs so that change over
time can be assessed.

The time ordering of constructs also might havelted in detection of
significant intervening effects but few direct effe from parenting to friendship
competence. Intervening variables may have hatbager association with friendship
competence simply because intervening variablesuned at W3 and W4, were more

proximal predictors of friendship competence tharepting behaviors measured at W1
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and W2. Thus, it is plausible that parenting betieivere associated significantly with
intervening variables but not with friendship congmee because parenting was a more
proximal predictor of attachment insecurity andisemotional problems than it was of
friendship competence. Past research has founavtiet parenting behaviors are
proximal predictors of adolescents’ adjustmentidicant relationships are more likely
to be found when compared to research that examperesnting as a non-proximal
predictor of youths’ adjustment (Conger et al., 20Gurthermore, intervening variables
may have had a stronger association with friendsbippetence than parenting behaviors
because intervening variables were more proximadiptors of friendship competence.
Ad-hoc analysis revealed that although this thwesd plausible, parenting behaviors as
measured by parent self-report (all that was abks)eat W3 and W4 were not more
predictive of friendship competence than parentimegsures from W1 and W2.
Attachment insecurity was not available at W1 or,\t1i2s relationships between
intervening variables at W1 and W2 and friendslimpetence at W5 and W6 could not
be tested. Fully auto-regressive models will beartgnt in future studies to have more
confidence that the relationship between parerdgimajfriendship competence is valid
and not a function of methodological choices.

Every attempt was made to employ multiple methaakraaximally dissimilar
methods to increase content validity and reduceesherror variance due to
measurement. Original models contained parentgrte@nd observers’ ratings as
manifest indicators of parental warmth and parembalility. When parents’ reports of

hostility and parents’ reports of warmth were uasananifest indicators, the covariance
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between parenting predictors was high resultingirdticollinarity and non-identification
of the SEM model. Thus, the decision was madegmesent parental warmth and
parental hostility using only observers’ ratingsa@rmth and hostility by trained coders.
This decision may be problematic for two reasomstFoecause parent report was not
used, the sampling domain of the construct decdgdises decreasing content validity of
the construct. Future research should attempteadoath parents’ reports and observers’
ratings of parenting because observers’ ratingshanaght to have more construct
validity and parents’ ratings may have more rdaldredibility (Melby et al., 1995;

Noller & Callan, 1988).

Second, the latent construct of parental psycho&giontrol was based on
parents’ reports of the construct as opposed tenparwarmth and parental hostility,
which were based on observers’ ratings. Past relsés shown that observers’ ratings
of behaviors differ from parents’ reports of thesene behaviors and researchers have
argued that these methods may be capturing twerdiit constructs (Lorenz et al., 2007,
Noller & Callan, 1988). Specifically, parents mayd to rate their parenting more
positively than trained observers rate participgmsenting. Based on these past
findings, in the current study | would have expdgtarents to have underreported their
use of psychological control. The only significamique predictor was psychological
control. Thus, it is impressive that significanfieets were found for psychological
control in light of the fact that parents may h&een underreporting this behavior. In the
current study, relying on different reporters ttorm the three parenting behaviors was a

possible threat to validity but it did not affenferences made regarding the results.
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Mono-method bias results from using only one metiooalssess constructs in a
study and threatens construct validity becauseihod used to measure the construct
inflates the relationships among variables (Shaelisdl., 2002). In the current study, both
adolescents’ reports of intervening variables atalescents’ reports of friendship
competence were used and thus the relationshipebatwmediators and outcomes may
have been inflated due to shared method variancrtunately, a lack of dissimilar
methods for attachment insecurity and friendshipgetence were not available.
Furthermore, adolescents may be the most accupteters of socioemotional problems
and feelings of attachment insecurity, thus it wagortant to use self-report of these
constructs. Researchers can address shared methadce by correlating error terms on
measures using the same reporter. Unfortunatetheicurrent study it was not possible
because of the already complicated model to cderelaor terms. Thus, shared method
variance is a plausible threat to validity in therent study and may have inflated the
magnitude of the relationship between interveniagables and friendship outcomes.

Relying on adolescents’ self-report of friendshagso may not be the ideal way to
assess this construct. Researchers have foundlileat adolescents with socioemotional
problems report on their own friendships (as indbeent study) they report friendships
as higher in quality as opposed to observers’ tepunich classify those friendships as
lower in quality (Bagwell & Coie, 2003; Rubin et,&005). Thus, adolescents who
report more socioemotional problems may not béodst reporters of friendship
intimacy. In the current study, this might explaihy socioemotional problems were

associated with friendship conflict but not witkefrdship intimacy. To avoid potential
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method confounds future studies should considéreport, friend-report, and
observers’ ratings of friendship competence.

Both mothers’ and fathers’ parenting behaviors vweresidered as manifest
indicators of parenting in analyses. Considerintilmoothers’ and fathers’ parenting
marks an improvement over past-studies that ordgwatted for the effect of one parent’s
behavior on adolescent friendship competence. Detpe fact that the current study
considered both parents’ reports, mothers’ ancefattparenting were not considered as
unique predictors of friendship competence. Mothamd fathers’ influence on
development may differ with some studies findingttimothers are more predictive of
social competence with peers (Laible & Carlo, 2084)me studies finding that fathers
have a stronger effect on social behaviors of childaind adolescents (Parke et al, 2006),
and other studies not finding differential associa (Paley et al., 2000). Although the
strength of the associations between differentrgaréehavior and adolescents’
adjustment outcomes may differ, overall parentsvarg consistent in the parenting
behaviors they employ (Baumrind, 1991), and aveagiothers and fathers parenting in
the current study likely did not change the resthitd were found. In order to take into
account the effect of both mothers’ and fathersépang behaviors on friendship
competence, further studies should employ dominanedysis so that the independent
and combined effects of parents can be assessad €5al., 2005)

The generalizability of findings may be influend®dcharacteristics of the
sample. Participants represented married famili¢argely European American descent.

Thus, these results may not be applicable to adets from different ethnic groups and
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family structures. To date, few studies have examhiwhether adolescents’ friendship
processes differ based on ethnicity or family strirec Tangential research suggests that
the effect of parenting behaviors on adolescemlisistment varies by ethnicity
(Avenevoli, Sessa, & Steinberg, 1999; Collins & tsan, 2004). Given that
psychological control emerged as the only signifiatirect predictor of adolescents’
friendship competence, it will be especially impottto examine whether this parenting
behavior is as detrimental to the friendship corape¢ of youth of other ethnicities.
Psychological control might be less of a risk fadtw certain ethnicities because ethnic
minority adolescents in comparison to white adaesx are more likely to be socialized
to value interdependence as opposed to autonomydagendence (Demo & Cox,
2001; Wang, Pomerantz, & Chen, 2007) The effecamiily structure on the relationship
between parenting and friendship competence iscless. Furthermore, there is little
research to suggest that the effect of socioemaltimmblems and attachment insecurity
to parents varies based on ethnicity or familycttree. It is plausible that different
process variables might be important to examirstudies with minority youth. Thus,
results should be replicated with diverse samplasdt whether attachment insecurity
and socioemotional problems provide as sound alaeafion for the relationship
between parenting behavior and friendship competendifferent populations of youth.
Conclusion

Findings highlight the importance of consideringl &sting specialized pathways

between parenting behaviors and aspects of adokssegljustment. Results suggested

that parental psychological control may be the nmapbrtant parenting predictor of
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whether or not adolescents can form competentiaakdtips with peers. In regards to
practical application of findings, results suggddteat effective interventions that
address interpersonal relationships during adohescmust target more than negative
parenting to be effective. Interventions for youtho are already experiencing problems
with peers might want to focus on changing adoletstdeliefs and expectations about
relationships based on the attachments they hawreetbwith parents. Results also
contributed to theory development by providing i@ecli test of two of the most posited
explanations of why parenting behaviors might bpartant predictors of friendship
competence during adolescence. Given the salidmbeveloping friendship competence
during adolescence, further studies should contiowxamine the processes mechanisms
by which different parenting behaviors affect mulitiaspects of adolescents’ friendship

competence.
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