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ABSTRACT
Margaret T. Anton: Socioeconomic Status, Parenting, Externalizing Problems in African
American Single Mother Homes: A Person-Oriented rApph
(Under the direction of Deborah J. Jones)

African American youth, particularly those from gl@ mother homes, are
overrepresented in statistics on externalizing lgros. Parenting has been identified as a central
context in which to understand youth externalizangblems; however, research on African
American families has primarily relied on parenteanstructs and norms developed with middle
income, intact, European American families. Theenirstudy demonstrated that 1) a person-
oriented approach elucidates variability in pamgpracticesvithin African American single
mother families; 2) patterns in the data suggestSiS predicts variability in parenting style;
and 3) parenting style and income were relateatdhyexternalizing behavior, and that the
relationship between Permissive and Disengagedpageand youth externalizing problems
depended on maternal income level. Findings haydécations for understanding the specific

maternal parenting and socioeconomic contexts iclwéxternalizing problems are most likely

to occur within this at-risk, yet relatively underged group.
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INTRODUCTION

Despite the recognition that parenting is assodiati¢h the development of youth
externalizing problems, relatively little empiriqasearch has been dedicated to understanding
the antecedents and predictors of parenting, espewiithin the most at-risk and underserved
groups (e.g., Kotchick & Forehand, 2002; Le et2008; McLoyd, 1990). Although studies
suggest that race and ethnicity may be predictiopsu@nting style (e.g., Baumrind, 1972;
Hashima & Amato, 1994; Rafferty & Griffin, 2010)the@rs highlight that more attention in the
parenting literature needs to be given to the wdiig of other contextual variablegithin
minority families, particularly those most vulnel@albo negative youth outcomes, including
single mother families (see Garcia-Coll et al.,&39ill, 2006; McLoyd, 1990; & Pinderhughes
& Le, 2008 for reviews). Of note, the majority (6Y % African American youth will reside in a
single parent, primarily mother-headed, househbibme point during childhood and/or
adolescence (Barrett & Turner, 2005; Mather, 201@& Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012).
Likely due to a variety of legal, policy, and sdeieactors, African American youth, especially
those from single mother households, are drambtioakerrepresented in statistics on
externalizing problems, including aggression arnd bueaking, relative to European American
youth and youth from two parent homes (e.qg., Ba&é&turner, 2005; Huizinga, Thornberry,
Knight, & Lovegrove, 2007; Lipman, Boyle, Dooley, @fford, 2002). Although such trends
have led some to blame single mother status fopcomising youth outcomes, this risk or
deficit-focused perspective fails to consider Maitigy within the African American single

mother family context and links between this vailigband child outcomes, particularly



variability in maternal parenting behavior and seeconomic status (Barrett & Turner, 2005;
also see Jones, Zalot, Chester, Foster, & Ste2@d7; Murry,Bynum, Brody, Willert, &
Stephens, 200fbr reviews).

To some extent, this gap in the literature mayuoetd historical trends in the study of
parenting and the measurement of parenting constriiarly, seminal parenting research was
conducted using a person-oriented approach in wiacénts were aggregated into parenting
classes that included parents presenting simildenpe of behavior across multiple dimensions
(see McGroder, 2000 for a review). Most notablyuBand’s (1971) work placed parents into
three parenting styles based on their patternesgfanses on two constructs: demandingness and
responsiveness: (1). Authoritarian or parents sdared high on demandingness and low on
responsiveness; (2). Authoritative or parents wdwvesd high on both demandingness and
responsiveness; and (3). Permissive or parentssadr@d low on demandingness and high on
responsiveness (also see McKee, Jones, Foreha@delar, 2013, for a review). In turn,
findings by Baumrind and many others since thaetmghlight that Authoritative parenting
style is the most optimal for child socio-emotiohaictioning (e.g.Peater-DeckardDodge,
Bates, & Pettit, 1996; Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994Groder, 2000).

Despite the early person-oriented foundation ofpdwenting literature, researchers have
increasingly relied on a variable-oriented approathkvhich parents are categorized primarily in
Baumrind’s pre-established parenting styles analfmng one or more of her parenting
dimensions (see McGroder, 2000, for a review).héligh a variable-oriented approach is not
inherently problematic, the Authoritarian, Authatite, and Permissive parenting typologies
were normed in intact, middle income, European Acaerfamilies, but are currently being used

to characterize more diverse family constellatimatuding single mother, lower income, and



African American families. This practice continudespite lingering questions regarding the
generalizability and validity of these parentingalogies for diverse families (e.g., Kilgore,
Snyder, & Lentz, 2000; McLoyd, 1990; McWayne, Owska Green, & Fantuzzo, 2008).

More specifically, three hypotheses and trends gatefrom initial research on diverse
families, which primarily included a comparisonlofv income, African American parenting
practices to middle or high income, European Anaariparenting practices (Hill, 2006). One
hypothesis posits that African American parentsnaoee likely to fall into harsh or unsupportive
parenting styles (i.e., Authoritarian parentingrttEuropean American parents (Baumrind,
1972; Baumrind, 1997; Hashima & Amato, 1994). sk suggests that African American
parents may be less likely to engage in, or at legoort, supportive behaviors as measured on
traditional parenting scales, such as hugging aadipg their children, and may be more likely
to engage in or report punitive behaviors, suchedieng at or spanking their children than
European American parents (e.g., Baumrind, 1972hiaa & Amato, 1994; McGroder, 2000).

When researchers, however, began to probe thisrpathd its effect on child outcomes,
a second hypothesis emerged. Although harsh angpo#give parenting is associated with
child psychopathology, especially externalizingdogbrs, in all children, the deleterious effects
of these parenting styles may not be as robugifitccan American children (e.g., Baumrind,
1997; Brody & Flor, 1998; Costello, Keeler, & AngpR001; Deater-Deckard et al., 1996). That
is, although African American parenting styles nhbaymore authoritarian than European
American parenting styles, specific aspects of phaienting style, such as controlling child
behavior, may be more environmentally adaptive fimcAn American families (Baumrind,

1997; Brody & Flor, 1998; McLoyd, 1990). For exampINo Nonsense” parenting, or high

levels of control and moderate levels of warmtls been associated with more youth



independence and assertiveness (Baumrind, 197®@klbas increased cognitive and social
competence (Brody & Flor, 1998), in low-income A&n American youth. In addition,
environmental stressors, such as dangerous netgbdids in which African American families
are more likely to live than their European Amenicaunterparts (Le et al., 2008), may make
parenting practices, such as parental control, rmdvantageous within the African American
community (Brody & Flor, 1998; Garcia-Coll, Mey&,Brillon, 1995). Despite these findings
and hypotheses, however, some research still gbsithigher levels of harsh and inconsistent
parenting leads to externalizing problems in Afnidemerican children as it does in European
American families (Dodge et al., 1994; Kilgore et 2000).

The inconsistent findings on African Amerigaarenting and its influence on child
outcomes then led to a third idea that called qutestion the validity and generalizability of
intact, middle income, European American normeepiamg styles for African American
families, particularly given the rise of single et families within the African American
community (e.g., Garcia-Coll et al., 1996; Kilgatal., 2000; Le et al., 2008; McWayne et al.,
2008). Therefore, leaders in the field, includidgrcia-Coll and colleagues (1996), cautioned
that additional research needs to examine AfricareAcan maternal parenting iméthin group
model, in order to help disentangle the sociocaltaontext of parenting and its impact on child
outcomes.

With the aim of reconciling these seemingly commgtiypotheses, this study builds
upon the recommendations by Garcia-Coll and oeetdrs in the field (e.g., Garcia-Coll et al.,
1996; Kilgore et al., 2000; Le et al., 2008; McWaygt al., 2008) by asserting that a range of
maternal parenting styles likely exist within Afiit American single mother families. Therefore,

this study will return to the foundation of the gating style literature by using a person-oriented



approach to establish maternal parenting stylgeisithin a sample of African American
single mother families. Building upon prior reséaon parenting in general and African
American parenting in particular, it was predictiedt mothers would fall into one of three
maternal parenting clusters: positive or Authoraparenting (high warmth and high control);
No Nonsense parenting (moderate warmth and higtralirand Harsh parenting (low warmth
and high control).

In addition, it was expected that parentitydes within African American single mother
families might vary as a function of a differentgxultural variables, primarily socioeconomic
status (SES). Separate from race and single psia@nts, SES, or family income and maternal
level of education, has been associated with malt@arenting practices in the literature more
broadly. Research indicates that lower family inecand less maternal education are often
associated with aspects of parenting typically mered adverse, including high levels of
control, lower levels of affection, and more incistent parenting practices overall (e.g., Hill,
2006; Hoff, Laursen, & Tardif, 2002; McLoyd, 19%Rafferty & Griffin, 2010).

Importantly, African Americans and single titmer headed families are disproportionately
represented in poverty rates in the United Staeg, (Costello et al., 2001; McLoyd, 1990;
Rafferty & Griffin, 2010). Yet, the bulk of the wioon SES and parenting has compared
European American and African American familiesg@do et al., 2001; Hill, 2006; Hoff et al.,
2002) and often confounds race, family structunel, law-income status, with mixed results
(Barrett & Turner, 2005; Hill, 2006; Le et al., )0 For example, some research suggests that
the influence of SES might not be as impairingAfnican Americans as it is for European
Americans (Costello et al., 2001; Hill, 2006). ©thesearch, however, suggests the opposite,

particularly in African American single mother hosngharacterized by increased stressors, such



as discrimination and lower rates of employmentospmities than European American parents
and two parent headed homes (McLoyd, 1990; Rafte®riffin, 2010). To this point, some
research on racial minority parenting practicescaigs that the differences between European
American and African American parenting practicessappear when income and education are
controlled for (Hashima & Amato, 1994) or only lamcome families are examined (Cook,
Roggman, &’zatko, 2012). Such work, however, does not thoughtfadgture the added
sociocultural context of single motherhood (Bar&furner, 2005; Burchinal, Follmer, &
Bryant, 1996). Accordingly, the second aim of therent study was to begin to elucidate the
influence of socioeconomic status on maternal gargnvithin African American single mother
families in particular. Specifically, given reselaisuggesting that families with higher SES are
less susceptible to stressors that compromise fragepractices (Conger & Donnellan, 2007), it
was hypothesized that families with higher levdlsmaternal education and income (i.e., two
variables often used to characterize SES) would@agn more positive parenting practices than
mothers with lower levels of education and incortreaddition, building upon research that
suggests that family stress and contextual factoi) as dangerous neighborhoods, associated
with poverty may lead to deficits in parenting (@edet al., 1994; Hoff et al., 2002), it was
expected that lower SES families would be mordyike fall into the harsh parenting or no
nonsense parenting clusters and less likely tarfadlthe positive parenting cluster.

Finally, research suggests that both parenting stigtl family SES are associated with
child externalizing problems (e.g., Dodge et @94; Elder, Nguyen, & Caspi, 1985; Rothbaum
& Weisz, 1994). Specifically, the Family Stress ®heposits that financial strain indirectly
influences child well being through parental strasd associated compromises in parenting

practices (see Conger & Donnellan, 2007, for aensyi In line with the Family Stress Theory,



research suggests that parenting deficits, sublasé discipline and lack of warmth, associated
with the development of child externalizing behasjaesult from family economic hardship
(e.q., Bates, Pettit, Dodge, & Ridge, 1998; Dodgal.e 1994; Hoff et al., 2002). Yet,
investigating the separate and joint influence B8%nd parenting on children has been
challenging, because other variables, such asaratsingle parent status, influence both
parenting and SES (Hoff et al., 2002). In additiprevious research suggests that SES and
parenting may interact differently for African Anigans than European Americans (Hill, 2006).

Accordingly, the third aim of the current study wasnvestigate the moderating effect of
family SES on the relationship between maternatmang style, specifically no nonsense
parenting, and youth externalizing problems witimAfrican American single mother sample.
It was predicted that when family SES is lower, tblationship between no nonsense parenting
and youth externalizing behavior would not be asrgf as when family SES is higher. Previous
research suggests that no nonsense parenting sepvetective role for children living in more
impoverished circumstances, because higher levelsnirol may be necessary to protect
children (Brody & Flor, 1998). This type of par@w style, however, may be detrimental for
higher income children, because increased mateamatol in the absence of high maternal
warmth is not necessary for these children.

METHOD

Overview

The current analyses were conducted using datatfierAfrican American Families and
Children Together (AAFACT) Project, which aimedeicamine the role of extended family
members in the health and well being of African Aicen youth from single mother homes.

African American single mother-headed families vath11- to 16-year-old adolescent were



recruited from counties across central North CaeolRecruitment was conducted through
community agencies (e.g., health departments, YMCAsrches), public events (e.g., health
fairs), local advertisements (e.g., university-widi@rmational emails, bus displays, brochures),
and word-of-mouth (e.g., participants telling otfemilies about the project). Two hundred and
forty-one African American single mother familiegteligibility criteria. Of these 241 families,
approximately 80 percent € 194) completed all study procedures.
Participants

Participants for the current analyses wé# African American single mother-child dyads
(see Table 1). On average the adolescents weyedlt8 old §D=1.59, range=11-16 years), and
gender was about evenly spilt (54.6% boys). Mathere on average 38 years did€ 6.67,
Range= 26-64 years). Consistent with nationaldsgor African American single mother
families, half the mothers reported that they weaever married” (51%) (The Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2012). Half of the mothers complet@aie college or vocational school (51%), and
the majority (82%) were employed. The average dloolsl income was $29,7380 = $17,456).
Of note, in contrast to many African American sa@spkhis sample is relatively diverse in terms
of education and income of mothers.
Procedure

All procedures were reviewed and approved byBlgavioral Institutional Review

Board. Informed consent and assent were obtanoead fihothers and youths, respectively.
Participants decided whether assessments were cieadat a community site or in their home.
Interviews were completed on separate laptop coenputsing Audio Computer-Assisted Self-
Interviewing (ACASI) software to decrease the pa#rior biased responses and to maximize

confidentiality. Respondents listened through eangls to pre-recorded questions and personally



recorded their answers via the computer mouse aylodard. Interviews assessed a variety of
psychosocial variables and took approximately 68Goninutes to complete. Families were
compensated $25 for their participation.

In addition to the standard AAFACT protocol, datare collected specifically for the
current analyses in order to identify items fromethmeasures to use in the cluster analyses of
parenting behavior (see Plan of Analyses for metait). A panel of five experts in child
clinical psychology who study parenting and/or 8&m American families were asked to
complete blind ratings of items from measures ofemmeal warmth (IBQ; Prinz, Foster, Kent, &
O'Leary, 1979), maternal monitoring (Stattin & Ke20600), and maternal knowledge (PKS,;
Stattin & Kerr, 2000) (Jensen et al., 2007; Lendgiedowski, Friedrich, & Fisher, 2001). First,
experts were provided with a brief overview of gegenting literature, including definitions of
Baumrind’s (1971) constructs (i.e., responsive@ssdemandingness) and maternal warmth
and control. Experts were then asked to decidewelitems from these three measures of
parenting behavior assessed two constructs: matgammth/responsiveness and maternal
control/demandingness. Experts were provided thighfollowing answer options modeled after
the methods in Jensen et al. (20@#)Definitely not; 1-Probably not; 2- Kind of; more than not;
and 3- Excellent match (see Appendix F). Consistent with Jensen et aD{2@ho used a similar
methodology, these answer options were selectedentionally exclude a middle category to
make items easier to rate and improve rater agneeme
M easures

Demographics. Mothers completed a demographics measure, whi¢chidad
information about themselves (e.g., education @&, dheir child (e.g., adolescent’s age), and

their family (e.g., household income).



SES. Maternal education and household income were regdry mothers and were used
to form a measure of socioeconomic status for eacént-youth dyad by entering both income
and education level into a multinomial regressiardel (see Plan of Analyses).

Parenting Style. Parenting style clusters were empirically deriusthg cluster analysis
(see Plan of Analyses for more detail). Accordmgbefficient alphas are reported for the
relevant scales, however, analyses were condustad an item-level approach:

Maternal Warmth. Mothers completed the short form of the InteracBamavior
QuestionnairgIBQ; Prinz et al., 1979). This measure assessachit and support in the
mother-child relationship. The short form conta2@sitems with the highest phi coefficients and
the highest item-to-total correlations with theif&ns in the long form IBQ. The short form
correlates .96 with the longer version. Sample stewhich may be endorsed Bsie or False,
include, “For the most part, he or she likes t& talyou,” and “This child usually listens to what
you have to tell him or her.” Scores ranged froto @0, with higher scores indicating greater
warmth and support in the mother-child relationsipaddition to being discussed as a measure
of warmth in the child-parent relationship or ofateonship quality, the IBQ has also been
discussed in previous research as measuring pelnédtinteraction and communication-conflict
behavior/ positive communication (Wade, Wolfe, Bm\& Pestian, 2005; Steele, Nesbitt-Daly,
Daniel, & Forehand, 2005; Klein & Forehand, 199Pyinz et al. (1979) and Robin and Weiss
(1980) have reported adequate internal consistandydiscriminant validity. The alpha
coefficient for the current sample was .87.

Maternal Monitoring. Maternal monitoring was assessed by reports framtbther
using Stattin and Kerr's (2000) measure. Nine gassessed mother’'s knowledge of her child’s

whereabouts, activities, and relationships (Disl@&avicMahon, 1998). The items are rated on a

10



5-point scale0 (Not at All), 1 (Rarely),2 (Some of the timeB (Most of the time), and

(Always). Sample items ask mothers how much theynkabout “What this child does during
his or her free time” and “When this child has aara or assignment due at school.” Higher
scores indicated more maternal monitoring. Forctiveent sample, the coefficient alpha was .79.

Maternal Knowledge. The Parental Knowledge Scale (PKS; Stattin & K2@Q0)
assessed mothers’ knowledge about adolescentyg’atdilities. Fifteen items are rated on a 5-
point scale0 (Not at All), 1 (Rarely),2 (Some of the time (Most of the time), and
(Always). Five items make up three subscatesd disclosure; parental solicitation; and
parental control; however, items were only used from pagental solicitation andparental
control subscales of the measugample items measuripgrental solicitation include, “Do you
talk with this child’s friends when they come touydnome?” and “In the last month, how often
have you started a conversation with this childualhis or her free time?Parental control is
measured with items such as, “Does this child ieedk you before he or she can decide with
friends what to do on a Saturday night?” and “Da yequire that this child tell you where he or
she is at night, whom he or she is with, and whey do together?” For the current study, the
coefficient alpha was .74.

Youth Externalizing. The Aggression and Conduct Problems subscaldsedthild
Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991) wereduseassess the adolescent’s externalizing
behaviors in the past 6 months. Mothers answerate15, and the two subscales were
combined get a total score for aggression and adrmublems. The items are rated on a 3-point
scale:0 (not true),1 (sometimes or somewhat true), @&ery or often true). Raw scores were

used in the analyses, with higher scores indicatioge aggression and conduct problems
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(Achenbach, 1991). The Externalizing Score isstima of the items on the Aggression and

Conduct Problems subscales. The coefficient alphthe Externalizing Score was .86.

PLAN OF ANALYSES
Preliminary analyses

During preliminary data analysis, descriptive stats, including means and standard
deviations for continuous variables, as well ag@eatages for count variables, were conducted
on sociodemographic and major study variables.aBseciation between sociodemographic and
outcome variables was also examined (See Tabld Talole 2).

Ninety-two percent of the cases had complete da&ta {78 out of 194 cases) on the
primary constructs of interest for these analyBesause there was only a relatively small
proportion of missing data (range from .01 perd¢ent percent), due to caregivers skipping
items or because some items were not applicald# tespondents, single imputation was used
for implementing the expectation-maximization (EdMgorithm to estimate missing values.
Primary Analyses

Given the study’s focus on understanding varigbifitparenting styles within African
American single mother families, a person-oriergpgroach was employed. In order to identify
the cluster variates (i.e., parenting behaviordutiing maternal warmth and control) for the
cluster analyses, latent class analysis (LCA) imglieted by the Latent Gold Program (Vermunt
& Magidson, 2005) was used to determine maternaintlaand a maternal control clusters from
the expert dataLCA is a model-based cluster analysis that pravitatistical criteria for
selecting plausible cluster solutions (Magidson &Munt, 2004). Then, cluster analysis was

employed to classify individuals into homogenousgoups based on the cluster variates, with
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the goal of maximizing distance between subgromgssmainimizing the variance within
subgroups (Hair & Black, 2008pn Eye & Bogat2006).

In order to complete the cluster analyses, HairBladk’s (2008) 6-stage process was
used. After examining the data, the cluster vasiatere standardized and a distance matrix was
created using Gower’s distance (Everrit, 1993; [daBlack, 2008). In order to empirically
derive the clusters, a combination of hierarchasadlyses (i.e., Ward’s method) and non-
hierarchical analyses (i.&ksmeans) were used. Ward’'s Method attempts to magithe
differences between clusters by treating each iddal case as a separate cluster and then
combining the most similar clusters systematicatyil there is one all-inclusive cluster (Ward,
1963). The centroids derived in the agglomeratiedysis were used as seed points in the
second (non-hierarchical) cluster analysis, as agthe number of clusters derived by
investigating cluster trees and pseudseguared coefficients. The final cluster solutiosmsw
accepted by examining the correspondence of theigo$ between the hierarchical and non-
hierarchical procedures and the matching of clastath theory. Cluster means of the two
constructs (warmth and control) were investigateldbel the final clusters.

Given the multi-category nominal outcome (parensthde clusters generated in Aim 1),
a multinomial regression model was used test tip@tmesized link between family SES
(maternal income and education) and parenting styfem 2.

Finally, in order to examine the final hypothe$iattSES moderated the relationship
between parenting style, specifically no nonseraening, and youth externalizing behavior,
the generated parenting cluster solutions weredctoderder to contrast each parenting style
with the other parenting styles. The coded pargntariables were entered in a multiple

regression model to investigate the associatiowdsst family SES, maternal parenting style,
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and youth externalizing behavior, and to examimentioderating role of SES on the relationship
between parenting style and African American yaxternalizing behavior. The overall
average association of parenting style and incomygoath externalizing behavior will be
investigated separately, as well as the relatignghrenting style and youth externalizing
behavior, holding income constant at the mean. #iggificant interactions were explicated.

Power analyses were conducted to ensure thaudl sims, including the model with
the interaction term, were sufficiently poweree.(i5 = .80 or greater) to test the proposed
hypotheses with the available sample size (i.el,dd@ticipants).

RESULTS

Expert Ratings

Latent class analysis (LCA) was used to derivetelugariates from the expert ratings of
three parenting behavior measures. For the cuaralyses, a two-cluster solution LCA was
tested first for maternal warmth and then for madecontrol. Results from these analyses
indicated that items from the Interaction BehaWarestionnaire (IBQ; Prinz et al., 1979), a
measure of maternal warmth, and on the Parentimmy#atdge Scale (PKS; Stattin & Kerr, 2000),
a measure of maternal knowledge, were identifigplaasof the maternal warmth construct. In
addition, these analyses suggested that itemstimimthe Parenting Knowledge Scale (PKS;
Stattin & Kerr, 2000), as well as a measure of mmatiemonitoring (Stattin & Kerr, 2000)
represent maternal control. Analyses indicateddhaaternal warmth and control factor with
good internal consistencies (alpha = 0.61; 12 itemgvarmth; alpha = 0.96; 16 items for
control) could be derived from three measures oémiang behavior.

Seventeen of the 39 items were classified as miegsmaternal control. All variables

had at least a 95 percent probability of beinggeesd to the maternal control cluster. In addition,
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13 items were classified as measuring maternal Warifhe probabilities of being assigned to
the maternal warmth cluster ranged from 77 pertef®00 percent. One itemlf'the last month,
how often have you started a conversation with this child about his or her freetime?,” was
classified in both the maternal warmth and conthae$ters. This item was removed in order to
increase the differentiation between the two caresst Therefore, 12 maternal warmth variables
and 16 maternal control variables were retainedhfercluster analyses.

Cluster Analyses

The cluster analyses began by addressing misstagadin single imputation. Single
imputation provides consistent estimates of parametlues, but standard errors may be
affected because of overestimation of sample $&esafer & Graham, 2002). Because cluster
analyses do not rely on or use precision estimttegotential standard error biases should not
influence the results. Some of the imputed valueewutside the range of the data due to the
means of items being near the boundaries of thgerahthe data. These values were rounded
down to be within the range of the data (e.g., 4/8% rounded to 4). No notable differences in
the variable distributions were observed aftemtiigsing data were imputed.

Next, Ward’s method of agglomeration was used @ithwver’s distance to determine the
number of clusters and cluster seeds foktheeans cluster analysis. This procedure was
conducted with the 28 variates selected in the L&WSNVO aspects of parenting (warmth and
control). Prior to the analyses, scores on therieng variates were standardized to ensure that
classification would not be influenced by differesan scale variability. Because a definitive
approach to determining the number of cluster®isagreed upon (Milligan & Cooper 1985), a
number of approaches were used. First, clustes ttird pseudo-T-squared coefficients helped

determine an appropriate number of clust€igster trees indicated that there were between
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three and five clusters of African American singlether parenting styles. When examining the
pseudof-squared coefficients, it is suggested that thebarof clusters is determined based on
the relative stability in change in the coeffici&m one stage to the next (Hair & Black, 2008).
Based on this criterion, the 3-cluster solutiojuding the cluster seeds was carried forward
into the non-hierarchical &¢kmeans analysis.

A k-means cluster analysis with an a priori threetehsssolution was conducted using
the cluster centroids from the Ward’s Method analgs the cluster seeds. In order to profile the
clusters, the average of each construct, materaahttr and control, was found. The three
clusters that emerged are: 1) Cluster 1, labelatigkiiative 6 = 71), and was characterized by
the highest scores on the maternal warmth and nateontrol constructs; 2) Cluster 2, labeled
Permissiverf = 72), was characterized by moderately above gedevels of maternal warmth
and moderately low levels of maternal control; 8)ster 3, labeled Disengaged, was the least
prevalent clustem(= 51), and was characterized by relatively lowss@mn maternal warmth
and moderately low scores on maternal control. t€iuseans on each construct (warmth and
control) for these final clusters are presente@iahle 3, and cluster profiles are depicted in
Figure 1.

Multinomial Regression

A multinomial logistic regression was performedagsess the relationship between
maternal education and income (SES) and the erafriderived parenting style clusters.
Results indicate that when maternal education acone were entered together in the model
there was not a statistically significant relatioipsbetween these predictors and parenting style,
v*=7.95,df = 4,p=.09. In addition, neither maternal educatigrs 5.01,df = 2,p = .08, nor

maternal incomey’= 1.25,df = 2, p = .53, were statistically significant predictofsparenting
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style cluster. The overall model and the assamdbetween education and parenting style,
however, approached statistical significance (pe&:,10).

In order to better understand the patterns assaocwith the marginal significance of this
overall model, nine subpopulations were definetepyesent the sample. Values of relatively
low, medium, and high income ($10,000, $30,000, $6@ 000, respectively) and education
(high school/GED, college degree, and more thalegeldegree, respectively) were selected to
best capture the majority of the sample and vamatiithin the sample. Results from these
analyses suggested that, although the model aathpéer estimates are not statistically
significant, there is a substantial model effedhi& data (see Table 4). That is, at the highest
income ($50,000) and education level (graduate, tawnedical school degree) the likelihood of
falling in the Authoritative parenting cluster wa®re than 93%, while at the lowest income
($10,000) and education level (high school dipldaizD) the likelihood of falling in either of
the non-optimal parenting clusters (i.e., PermessivDisengaged parenting) was more than 61%.
Multiple Regression M odel

Finally, a multiple regression model was perforr@dxamine the relationship between
the empirically derived parenting style clusterst@nnal income, and child externalizing
problems (see Table 5 for significance levels amalues). The third hypothesis initially
pertained to No Nonsense parenting in particulawedver, as noted above, a No Nonsense
parenting cluster was not obtained in this samplecordingly, a post hoc decision was made to
examine the interrelationship between all of theeically derived parenting clusters, maternal
income, and youth externalizing problems. In addjtboth maternal income and education
were included in the analysis of Aim 2; howevecame and education were highly correlated (

=.41,p<.01). Previous research also suggests that snmoqdified models of SES often yield
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similar results to more complex models, with famiigome a potentially more powerful
indicator of overall SES than educati@ir{no et al., 2002; Duncan, Daly, McDonough, &
Williams, 2002) As such, in order to maximize independent vaeagied enhance
interpretability, only maternal income was includgdhis stage of analysis.

Overall, parenting style, maternal income, anditieraction between parenting style and
income accounted for approximately 32% of the vexgain youth externalizing behavidi (5,

188) = 17.67p < .0001. Both parenting style and income wertssiizally significantly
associated with youth externalizing behavior, hosvethe interaction was not a statistically
significant predictor. Given this pattern of fings) main effects will be examined in more detail
and the pattern of the interaction, although ngrigicant, will be explored.

Holding income constant at its mean ($29,734), jtarg style was statistically
significantly associated youth externalizing probdgF (2, 188) = 37.26p < .0001. As such, the
parameter estimates indicate that for cluster thévitative Parenting, the modeled average
youth externalizing score is 3.35, for cluster & rRissive Parenting, the modeled average youth
externalizing score is 5.69, and for cluster 3gdgaged Parenting, the modeled average youth
externalizing score is 12.04. The combined eféégarenting style accounted for
approximately 28% of the variance in youth extamnad) problems. Across parenting clusters,
the average association between maternal incomgaurit externalizing behaviors was -0.74,
indicating that with $10,000 increase in incomagsociated with a 0.74 unit decrease in youth
externalizing behavior scords (1, 188) = 9.76p = .002. Maternal income accounted for about
3% of the variance in youth externalizing behavidthough the overall interaction was not
significant (i.e., the slopes of each line do ngh#icantly differ from one anotheF, (2, 188) =

0.75,p = .47; see Figure 2), the parameter estimatesateli that the association between
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Permissive and Disengaged parenting with exteringligroblems across income was
significantly different than zero. Specifically etimteraction between Permissive parenting and
income indicates that for every $10,000 increaseaternal income externalizing behaviors
decrease .92 units, while the interaction betweserigjaged parenting and income indicates that
for every $10,000 increase in maternal income egleing behaviors decrease .94 units (see
Figure 2). The slope associated with the interadbetween Authoritative parenting and Income,
however, was not statistically significantly diféet than zero.
DISCUSSION

This study examined variability in parenting styaghin an African American single
mother sample, as well as sociocultural predidtioes, SES) and child outcomes (i.e.,
externalizing problems) associated with the derpagknting styles. Results from the study
confirmed variability in parenting stylegthin African American single mother families;
however, the empirically derived parenting stylggeced to some extent from what was
predicted based on prior theory and research. Aghamot statistically significant, the pattern of
results also suggested a trend consistent witly $typlotheses regarding SES and parenting.
Finally, although the original hypothesis pertaine@ parenting style that was not observed in
this study (i.e., No Nonsense parenting), resoligcate that the derived parenting styles and
maternal income predicted youth externalizing bedrayand for certain parenting styles youth
externalizing behavior varied by maternal incomacheof these findings will be discussed in
more detail in the subsequent sections.

With regard to parenting style, descriptive anadysealed that the majority of mothers
in the study reported engaging in relatively highdls of both maternal warmth and control.

The finding that African American single motherpaged relatively high levels of control is
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consistent with previous work with both African An@an and single mothers (e.g., Baumrind,
1997; Brody & Flor, 1998; McLoyd, 1990). Yet, theding that mothers in our sample reported
relatively high levels of warmth is inconsistentlwprevious literature suggesting that African
American and single mothers are less likely to gega behaviors conveying warmth, such as
hugging or praising their children, than Europeaneficans (e.g., Baumrind, 1972; Baumrind,
1997; Hashima & Amato, 1994). Maternal warmth isoggated with a myriad of positive youth
outcomes, such as academic achievement, decregges$sion, and social competence (e.qg.,
Deater-Deckaret al., 1996; Dodge et al., 1994; McHale et £0&). Better understanding
which mothers engage in behaviors demonstratingnamay help us identify factors
associated with this positive parenting dimensand, in turn, design interventions to promote
positive parenting practices. Accordingly, thehmtgroup approach used in this investigation,
rather than the comparative approach more typicegd in the literature, may help to better
clarify relative variabilitywithin African American single mother families (Hill, 2006

Despite the overall high levels of warmth and colnteported by mothers in the sample,
cluster analyses highlight variability in levelstbése two parenting behaviors across the sample.
Cluster analyses generated three distinct subgroup®thers within the sample, which were
labeled Authoritative, Permissive, and Disengageskt on the average level of each parenting
behavior within the clusters. Contrary to the erggliterature, cluster analyses not only
indicated that there is variability in parentinglstwithin African American single mothers, but
also the parenting style considered to be the prestalent among African Americans,
Authoritarian, was not derived (Baumrind, 1972; Baund, 1997; Hashima & Amato, 1994). In
addition, the parenting style considered to beifipdo and protective for African American

children, No Nonsense parenting, did not emergedB& Flor, 1998). In fact, more than a third
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of the sample engaged in the parenting style leamgidered optimal for child outcomes,
regardless of sociocontextual variables (i.e., Atithtive) (e.g.Deater-Deckaret al., 1996;
Dodge et al., 1994; McGroder, 2000).

Moving beyond the parenting clusters, existingéditere tends to focus on marital status
and race as predictors of parent{Bgqumrind, 1972; Baumrind, 1997; Hashima & Amato,
1994) yet, this study suggests that other important cang variables, primarily SES, may
predict parentingvithin African American single mother familied/hile not statistically
significant, a substantial model effect within thega and the trends towards significance for the
overall model p < .10), are worthy of consideration. In line wittepious research (Hill, 2006;
Hoff et al., 2002), the trends towards significasaggest that family SES (maternal income and
education) is associated with parenting style.

The modeled probabilities within this sample furteeplicate this relationship. The
modeled probabilities suggest that, as maternahiecdecreases the probability of engaging in
Authoritative parenting decreases, while the prditglof engaging in both Permissive and
Disengaged parenting styles increases. This fgndirconsistent with the literature suggesting
that families with lower SES are more susceptiblsttessors that compromise parenting
practices (e.g., Conger & Donnellan, 2007; HillD@DMcLoyd, 1990). It is possible that lower
income African American single mother families hawere demands, such as more hours at
work relative to higher income families, which peet mothers from engaging in parental
control, such as monitoring their children aftesah

Interestingly, however, as maternal education eses, the probability of engaging in
Authoritative parenting behaviors increases, wthkelikelihood of engaging in Disengaged

parenting decreases, and the probability, althdoghof engaging in Permissive parenting does
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not decrease. Although levels of maternal corgrelabout equivalent between the Permissive
and Disengaged parenting clusters, the level omtlasubstantially differs between these two
parenting styles (i.e., moderately high warmthRermissive parenting and low warmth for
Disengaged families). Although these findings nieeble interpreted cautiously given non-
significance, previous research suggests that mateducation level in particular may be a
better predictor of warmth than income (Davis- Ke&d05;Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn & Duncan,
1997). Research suggesting a positive associagittmeen maternal education level and maternal
coping skills may provide one explanation for timsling (Judge, 1998; Klebanov et al., 1994,
Lee, 2003). It is possible that increased educatiat) in turn, increased coping strategies that
may evolve with higher levels of education may helgthers exhibit warmth even in the face of
life stressors, such as financial strain and dbddavior problems.

In addition to beginning to elucidate specific ®@donomic factors associated with
variability within African American single motheapenting styles, results also begin to reveal
socioeconomic and parenting contexts associatddAfitcan American youth externalizing
behaviors. As predicted, the results from the mldtregression indicate that adolescents with
mothers who engage in Authoritative parenting aoeentikely to have below average
externalizing behaviors, while youth from homes rehmothers engage in Permissive or
Disengaged parenting styles are more likely to leaternalizing behaviors above the mean for
the sample. The decreased levels of maternalaantboth the Permissive and Disengaged
parenting styles may result in increased levelsctihg out or aggressive behavior. It is possible
that parents who fall within these two clustersndb exhibit controlling behaviors, such as
monitoring, do not set limits on youth behaviordamegatively reinforce youth externalizing

behavior or engage in inconsistent discipline. &ter, parents who engage in Permissive
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parenting may engage in behaviors that convey warwttich, in turn, may be slightly more
protective than Disengaged parenting resultingiatively lower levels of externalizing
behaviors. Alternatively, Disengaged parents mak the supervision or behavioral control
necessary to ameliorate or end youth problem bera{Baumrind, 1991; Kawabata, Alink,
Tseng, van IJzendoorn, & Crick, 2011).

Less maternal income was also associated withasesein youth externalizing behavior.
Poverty may be associated with environments, sa¢tomes that are less cognitively
stimulating and dangerous neighborhoods, which Ineagtetrimental for youth psychological
well being, including increased externalizing babayDavis-Kean, 2009Dearing, McCartney,

& Taylor, 2006) Another possibility supported by the literatueeg(, Conger & Donnellan,

2007; Cook et al., 2012, Hoff et al., 2002; McL0o$890) is that the relationship between
income and youth externalizing behavior operatesutih compromised parenting. Although the
categorical parenting predictor prevented the eratian of mediators, future research should
examine parenting and other potential mechanism.

Finally, in order to preliminarily examine the efteof income on the association between
parenting style and externalizing behavior, the emating role of maternal income was
investigated. Although the overall interaction vma$ significant, the model suggests that across
the range of maternal income, youth externalizielgavior remains relatively low and stable for
the families who engage in Authoritative parentwdjle externalizing behaviors increase as
maternal income decreases for both families wh@aged in Permissive and Disengaged
parenting. In addition, results suggest that exl&zimg behavior was highest for those youth in
low-income homes with mothers who engage in Disgadgarenting. Consistent with past

research (e.gDeater-Deckaret al., 1996; Dodge et al., 1994; McGroder, 208@}horitative
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parenting is the most optimal for youth externaligbehavior, while Permissive parenting leads
to externalizing behavior that is average for thmgle, and Disengaged parenting is the most
deleterious for youth externalizing behavior. Cetesit with the cumulative risk model,
(Appleyard, Egeland, Dulmen, & Sroufe, 20@rchinal et al., 1996 these results highlight
that Authoritative parenting is not only optimat f@uth externalizing behavior, but that it
protects youth with multiple risk factors (i.e.Wancome, single mother household, racial
minority).

As with all research, study findings must be inteted in the context of the study
limitations. First, these analyses are cross-seatiavhich prohibits the analysis of the stability
of parenting styles or the extent to which matemedme changes over time and the influence
that may have on both parenting style and youthragtizing behavior. Because previous
research suggests that parenting and SES are dypamcesses that change overtime
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Cook et al., 2012; McLoy@QQ@), research in the future should
investigate parenting and the effect of SES onrarg and youth externalizing behavior
longitudinally. Although this study included twarte points, the attrition between time points
prohibited longitudinal analyses. Second, althorggults preliminarily suggest aspects of SES
that influence parenting practices (i.e., less rmafleeducation is associated with less maternal
warmth), the categorical nature of the parentingtelrs precluded the examination of mediation.
Third, this study used a single reporter for alionatudy variables. While there are pros and
cons to using mother self report for all variables possible that this increased the likelihood
of finding significant associations between ounafales of interest. Fourth, the parenting
behavior measures used to empirically derive Afriéaerican single mother parenting styles

were originally developed to assess parenting cacistestablished and normed with middle-
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income, intact, European American families. Whilester analyses are a first step toward a
more culturally-sensitive understanding of pareppnactices within African American single
mother families, an important direction for futwverks is to investigate the construct validity of
these measures for African American and single erddmilies. Fifth, given several non-
significant, but marginal, findings and the empitig driven nature of some of the analyses,
research should replicate these analyses to irecteasonfidence of some of the observed
patterns in this sample. Finally, this study famisn African American single mother families,
so findings may not generalize to other racialtbni groups or two parent African American
families. Yet, we believe that the focus on Africamerican single mother families in particular
is a strength of the study, which we turn to next.

This study also has strengths. First, this studydes on African American youth from
single-mother households between the age of 11l&ny@ars. This age range, which is
relatively ignored in the parenting literaturecigical given the importance of parenting in
promoting a safe adolescent transition and thegot&an of risky behavior and outcomes
(Tragesser, Beauvais, Swaim, Edwards, & Oettin@720n addition, 67 percent of African
American youth live in single-mother households@ne point during their childhood or
adolescence (Barrett & Turner, 2005; Mather, 201@& Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2012). As
such, findings are informative for meeting the reeefla growing, yet underrepresented, segment
of the United States population. Third, much & tesearch on African American single
mothers (e.g.Jones, Forehand, Dorsey, Foster, & Brody, 2005¢sdBhaffer, Forehand, Brody,
& Armistead, 2003Shook, Jones, Forehand, Dorsey, & Brody, 2016)$es exclusively on
very low-income families or simply controls for SBSincome (Hill, 2006). Such an approach

limits the generalizability of findings to only timeost vulnerable youth and families.

25



Accordingly, the current study examined parentBig§S, and youth externalizing problems
within a sample that more closely approximatesonaii statistics on African American single-
mother families in the Untied States (Shattuck &ider, 2013). This more representative
sample, as well as the within group analyses oicAfr American parenting yielded more
variability in parenting style and youth outcomieart is traditionally discussed or recognized
within African American single-mother families, vkothat has traditionally relied on
comparative designs (Hill, 2006; Hoff et al., 2002¢urth, the broader literature on race has
emphasized the need to disentangle the contexdlgsl of race and SES (e.g., Hoff et al, 2002;
McLoyd, 1990; Pinderhughes & Le, 2008). As sublst within group analyses and a
relatively economically diverse sample allowedtfoe examination of SES within African
American single mother families. Finally, and gyl most importantly, this study reverted
back to the person-oriented approach used at trenadf the parenting literature (McGroder,
2000). This approach helped elucidate variabititgarenting styles within African American
single-mother families, which, in turn, may beitgorm family-focused interventions targeting
this relatively underserved group.

In summary, this study provides preliminary evident variability in parenting styles
within an all African American single mother sampligh the aim of best understanding the
parenting and socioeconomic contexts that influgkfcean American youth from single-
mother households. To date, the parenting liteeaften fails to consider variabilityithin the
African American and single mother family contef@aurrett & Turner, 2005; also see Jones et
al., 2007; Murry et al2001for reviews); yet, this study suggests that it mely such an
approach that may be necessary to continue to teyend the risk or deficit-focused

perspective that characterizes theory and resesrsingle mother and African American

26



parenting. Findings suggest promise for this apgrda further elucidate the contexts in which
African American single mothers engage in optingknting practices, as well as subgroups of
African American youth from single mother homegt tinay be at increased risk for the
development of externalizing problems. In the faflwombining the person-oriented approach
with a variable oriented or dimensional approacly pravide additional information about the
influence of parenting style on youth problem bebis/(McNamara, Selig, & Hawley, 2010).
For example, future research should examine pagstyles with both person-oriented and
variable oriented approaches to determine whicthatkaccounts for more of the variability in
externalizing problems, and should extend this @ggn to determine how parenting patterns
may be associated with other youth outcomes, ssi@ght@rnalizing problems. In addition, given
the importance and integral involvement of exteni@dadily support and non-marital coparents in
African American single-mother childrearing, futuesearch should include fathers and non-
marital coparents (e.g., grandparents and othendetd family) in analyses of parenting style
and investigate the joint effects of parentingesgth youth outcomes (Hoeve, Dubas, Gerris, van
der Laan, & Smeenk, 2011; Hoff et al., 2088rtin, Ryan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007 It is the
combination of this work that will yield a more tudally relevant understanding of the parenting
practiceswithin African American single mother families that hlas potential to inform more
targeted and tailored preventative interventiorg @alicies for this relatively underserved and
at-risk population (e.g., Kotchick & Forehand, 2008 et al., 2008; McLoyd, 1990). Findings
suggest that youth externalizing problems may bkeatale in response to family environment
change, including parenting and sociocultural fexctBreventive interventions targeting
parenting in African American families have alreaalided progress on this front (e.g., Brody

et al., 2005Coard, Wallace, Stevenson, & Brotman, 2004; Foreéhkhiller, Armistead,
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Kotchick, & Long, 2004)Interventions designed to increase African Amerisiaigle mother’'s
coping skills in particular may increase the cafyafor maternal warmth in the face of economic
hardship and youth problem behaviaradge, 1998; Klebanov et al., 1994; Lee, 2008gn,
interventions that target the quality of hoar& neighborhood environments for disadvantaged
families in particular may further or maximally pnote youth well being and decrease youth
externalizing behavior (Davis-Kean, 20@=earing et al., 2006)Although sociocultural factors,
such as maternal income and education may beessable to intervention, long-term public
policies can be implemented to provide resourcedgraentives to support at-risk and
underserved populations. For example, findinggesgthat increasing maternal education may
lead to increased maternal warmth and, in turnpadtparenting practices and enhanced youth
outcomes. Yet, current welfare policy often progidi@ancial support, while few incentives are
provided for continuing education. This remains tase in spite of research that suggests small
increases in maternal education can have subdtanpiacts on family environment and
parenting, and lead to more stable financial sbnat(Davis-Kean, 2003%lebanov et al., 1994
Creating policies that support educational growthAfrican American single mothers may lead
to optimal parenting practices, and, in turn, preanmuth well being in the face of multiple risk

factors.
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Table 1

Demographics (n =194) for the overall sample

Mothers Youth

Variable M D % M D %
Age (years) 38.05 6.67 -- 13.00 1.59 -
Gender

Female % - -- 100.00 - - 45.40

Male % - - 0.00 - - 54.60
Education

Less than high school -- - 0.50 - - -

Some high school -- -- 5.20 - - -

High school or GED -- -- 8.80 -- -- -

Some college -- -- 51.00 -- - -

College degree -- - 20.10 - - -

Some graduate school -- -- 6.20 - - -

Graduate school -- - 8.20
Employment Status* -- - 82.00 - - -
Annual Income $29,734  $17,456 -- - - -

Note. *Percent Employed.
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Table 2

Descriptive Satistics and Correlations Among Main Study Variables

Variables M (D) Range 1 2 3 4 5
1 Maternal Warmth 14.34 (2.94) 4-18 -0.51** 0.21* 0.14 -0.56**
2 Maternal Control 57.64 (5.63) 23-60 -- 0.19* 0.24*20.41**
3 Maternal Income $29,734 ($17,456) $0-$120,000 - 419, -0.21*
4  Maternal Education -- -- -- -0.25**
5  Youth Externalizing 6.49 (6.60) 0-35 --

Notes. *p < .05; *p< .01



Table 3

Means on Cluster Variables (i.e., Maternal Warmth and
Control) by Parenting Style Cluster

Maternal Warmth Maternal Control

Cluster 16 = 71) . 778 (.209) 683 (.548)
Cluster 2 (1= 72) 221 (.376) -.402 (.858)
Cluster 3 i = 51) -1.40 (.825) -.384 (1.16)
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Table 4
Modeled Probability (%) of Being Assigned to a GarsBased
on Maternal Education and Income

Predictors Parenting Style Clusters
Authoritative Permissive Disengaged
Education Income (n=71)% h=72)% (n=52) %
HS/GED 10 38.32 22.68 39.00
College 10 53.87 21.36 24.78
More than College 10 67.87 18.02 14.11
HS/GED 30 61.03 3.37 35.60
College 30 76.89 2.84 20.27
More than College 30 87.42 2.16 10.42
HS/GED 50 74.66 0.38 24.96
College 50 86.61 0.30 13.09
More than College 50 93.41 0.22 6.38

Notes. HS/GED = High school diploma or GED; College =I€g€ degree; More than
College = Graduate, law, or medical school dedremme is in the $10,000.
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Table 5
Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Youth Externalizing Behaviors

AR? Total RZ? B t

Parenting Style 0.28*** 0.28 -- --

Authoritative -- -- 3.35 --

Permissive -- -- 5.69 --

Disengaged -- -- 12.04 --
Average Maternal Income 0.03** 0.31 -0.74  3.21**

Parenting Style X Maternal Income 0.01 0.32 -- --
Authoritative X Maternal Income - - -0.36  -0.97
Permissive X Maternal Income - - -0.92 -1.94*
Disengaged x Maternal Income -- -- -0.94 -2.47*

Note. *p < .05;** p <.01;*** p <.001. Regression coefficients for each parerdtyip
represent average predicted externalizing scoresnigancome constant at the mean;
however, these coefficients are not associatedinfigience statistics (i.e., no significance

test).
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Figure 2. The interrelationship of parenting style, mateinabme, and youth externalizing
behavior.
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APPENDIX A: DEMOGRAPHICS (MOTHER-REPORT)

Interviewers identified each family with a partiatpn identification number and the location of
data collection (home, agency, etc); interviewdss &sted their own names. Mothers were
asked to report on various demographic questionataheir level of education, employment,
income, etc.

Q4. Mother age

years

98 Refuse to Answer

Q5. How much schooling did you finish? (Choose)one

1 Less than HS
2 Some HS
3 HS diploma or GED
4 Some college or vocational school
5 College degree
6 Some graduate, law, or medical school
7 Graduate, law, or medical school degree
8 Refuse to Answer
Q6. Are you currently a student?
1 Yes
No Skipto Q8
Refuse to Answer Skipto Q8
Q7. Are you a full- or part-time student? (Choosge)
1 Part-time student
Full-time student
8 Refuse to Answer

Q8. Are you currently employed?

1 Yes Skip to Q11

No

Refuse to Answer Skipto Q11

Q9. Which best describes your unemployment sta{@ose one)
1 Unemployed not due to a disability
2 Unemployed due to a disability
3 Retired
8 Refuse to Answer

If Q9 isgreater than 1, then skip to Q13.

36



Q10. Are you currently looking for work?

Yes Skip to Q13
No Skipto Q13
Don't Know Skip to Q13
Refuse to Answer Skipto Q13

Q11. Are you employed full- or part-time? (Choose)

Part-time employee
Full-time employee
8 Refuse to Answer

Q12. What s it you do for a living?

$ $
999997 Don't Know
999998 Refuse to Answer

Q14. What is your zip code?

999997 Don't Know
999998 Refuse to Answer

Q15. How long have you lived in this zip code?

__ YEARS
o MONTHS
o WEEKS
97 Don't Know (Years)
98 Refuse to Answer (Years)
Q16. Does your neighborhood have a name?
1 Yes
0 No Skipto Q18
7 Don't Know Skipto Q18
8 Refuse to Answer Skipto Q18

Q17. What is your neighborhood's name?

Q18. Are you the biological mother of the childtmEpating in this study? (Choose one)
1 Biological mother

2 Adoptive mother

3 Other

8 Refuse to Answer
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If Q18isequal to 3, then skip to Q19.
If Q1l8islessthan 3, then skip to Q20.
Q19. Describe relation to child
Q20. Have you ever been married? (Choose one)
Never married
Legally married, but separated
Divorced
Widowed
Refuse to Answer

O W N - O

Q21. How many children do you have, including the i this study?
_____children

98 Refuse to Answer

Q22. How many adults live in your home, includirauyself?

people

98 Refuse to Answer

Q23. How many children live in your home, includiyamur own children?
______people
98 Refuse to Answer

38



APPENDIX B: MATERNAL WARMTH/SUPPORT (MOTHER-REPORT)

Think back over the last several weeakt$iome. Please tell us if you believe that theestent is
mostlytrue or mostlyfalse about you and the child participating in this studgur answers will
not be shown to your child, coparent, or anyone gls/our family.

Choose0 =True 1 =False

The child is easy to get along with

The child is well behaved in your discussions witm or her

The child is receptive to criticism or listens whg correct him or her
For the most part he or she likes to talk to you

You and he or she never seem to agree

This child usually listens to what you tell himlogr

At least three times a week, you and he or sharmgty with each other
He or she says that you have no considerationspert for his or her feelings
You and this child compromise or reach an agreemharmhg arguments
10 This child often doesn’'t do what you ask

11.The talks that you and he or she have are frusgati

12.This child often seems angry with you

13.He or she acts impatient with you

14.1n general, you don’t think that you and he or gbealong very well
15.This child almost never understands your side drgament

16. This child and you have big arguments over littiegs

17.He or she is defensive and often doesn’t listemtat you say

18.He or she thinks your opinions or ideas don’t count

19.You and he or she argue a lot about rules

20.This child tells you he or she thinks you are unfai

CoNooOrWNE
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APPENDIX C: MATERNAL MONITORING (MOTHER-REPORT)

The next several items will ask you how much yoawrmabout the activities of the child
participating in this study.

Choose:0 =Not at All 1 =Rarely 2 =Some of thetime 3 =Most of thetime 4 =Always

How often do you know:
1. What your child does during his or her free time?
Who this child has as friends during his or hee fiiene?
What type of homework this child has?
What this child spends his or her money on?
When this child has an exam or assignment duehaio$2
How this child does on different subjects in scfrool
Where this child goes when out at night with frishd
What this child does and where he or she go aftevd?
In the past month, how often have you had no ideerthis child was at night?

© o N Ok WD
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APPENDIX D: MATERNAL KNOWLEDGE (MOTHER-REPORT)

The following items will ask you how often you kn@lout the daily activities of the child
participating in this study.

Choose: 0Not at all 1=Rarely 2= Some of the time 3 =Most of thetime 4 =Always

How often:
1. Does this child talk at home about how he oristi®ing in different subjects in school?

2. Does this child usually tell you how school wasen he or she gets home? For example, how
he or she did on exams, relationships with teacle¢cs?

3. Does this child keep a lot of secrets from ybaut what he or she does with his or her free
time?

Does this child hide a lot from you about whatdn she does during nights and weekends
If this child goes out at night, does he or t&tleyou what he or she has been doing?
In the last month, have you talked with the ptg®f this child's friends?

N o g bk

Do you talk to this child's friends when theyr@to your home? For example, ask what they
do or think or feel about things?

8. In the last month, have you started a convensatith this child about his or her free time?
9. Do you initiate a conversation about things thegipened during this child's school day?

10. Do you usually ask this child to talk abouttys that happened during his or her free time?
For example, whom he or she met, activities, etc.?

11. Does this child need to have your permissicstdg out late on a weekday evening?

12. Does this child need to ask you before he ercsim decide with friends what to do on a
Saturday night?

13. If this child has been out very late one niglatyou require that he or she explain what he or
she did and whom he or she was with?

14. Do you require that this child tell you wheredr she is at night, whom he or she is with,
and what they do together?

15. Before this child goes out on a Saturday nidbtyou require him or her to tell you where he
or she is going?
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APPENDIX E: CHILD BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST (MOTHER-REPORT

The following is a list of items that describe dnén and adolescents. For each item that
describes your child now or within the past 6 mangiease tell us whether the item is very true,
somewhat true, or not true of your child. Pleasaeaan all items as well as you can, even if some
do not seem to apply to your child.

Choose: 0= Not true 1= Somewhat true 2= Very tru®8fuse to Answer

How true is this of your child:

. Drinks alcohol without parents' approval

. Argues a lot

. There is very little he or she enjoys

. Cries a lot

. Cruelty, bullying, or meanness to others

. Demands a lot of attention

. Destroys his or her own things

. Destroys things belonging to his or her familythers

© 00 N O O A W N B

. Disobedient at home

[
o

. Disobedient at school

[ —
[

. Doesn't seem to feel guilty about misbehaving

=
N

. Breaks rules at home, school, or elsewhere

=
w

. Fears certain animals, situations, or pladi®rahan school

'_\
o

. Fears going to school

=
o1

. Fears he or she might think or do something bad

=
(o))

. Feels he or she has to be perfect

[ —
\]

. Feels or complains that no one loves him or her

=
o

. Feels worthless or inferior

=
(o]

. Gets in many fights

N
o

. Hangs around with others who get in trouble

N
=

. Would rather be alone than with others

N
N

. Lying or cheating

N
w

. Nervous, high strung, or tense

N
~

. Nightmares

N
&)

. Constipated, doesn't move bowels
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26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40,
41,
42,
43,
44,
45,
46,
47,
48,
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

Too fearful or anxious

Feels dizzy

Feels too guilty

Overtired

Aches or painsnft stomach or headaches), without a known medicaecau
Headaches, without a known medical cause

Nausea, feel sick, without a known medical

Problems with eyesadt if corrected by glasses), without a known mediealse
Rashes or other skin problems, without a knowedical cause
Stomachaches or cramps, without a known medaae

Vomiting, throwing up, without a known medicaluse

Physically attacks others

Prefers being with older kids

Refuses to talk

Runs away from home

Screams a lot

Secretive, keeps things to self

Self-conscious or easily embarrassed
Sets fires

Sexual problems

Shy or timid

Steals at home

Steals outside the home

Stubborn, sullen, or irritable

Sudden changes in mood or feelings
Sulks a lot

Suspicious

Swearing or obscene language
Talks about killing self

Teases a lot

Temper tantrums or hot temper

Thinks about sex too much
Threatens people
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59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

Smokes, chews, or sniffs tobacco
Truancy, skips school

Underactive, slow moving, or lacks energy

Unhappy, sad or depressed
Unusually loud

Uses drugs for nonmedical purposes, (dontidechlcohol or tobacco)

Vandalism

Withdrawn, doesn't get involved with others

Worries
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APPENDIX F: EXPERT RATER SCALE

Overview: For over 20 years, two universal parenting dinemshave helped define patterns of
parenting. Baumrind (1967) originally referred hese two dimensions dsmandingness and
responsiveness. Baumrind characterizquirental demandingness as involving the use of direct
confrontation and monitoring, patterns of firm aywhsistent discipline, and high maturity demands,
while she characterizguhrental responsiveness as affective warmth, cognitive responsiveness,
attachment and bonding, unconditional acceptameesitive attunement, involvement, and reciprocity.

Over time, the name of these constructs shifted tla@ two terms are now referred topasental
control andparental warmth. Parental control is often defined as the amount of supervision, the
decisions parents make about their children’s gigs/and friends, and the rules parents holdHeirt
children. In additionparental warmth has been defined as a parents’ expression oesttar children’s
activities and friends, involvement in childrentgigities, expression of enthusiasm and praise for
children’s accomplishments, and demonstration feicibn and love.

Instructions: Below is a list of items commonly used to asseatemal parenting behaviors, specifically
mater nal warmth and control. For each itenfjrst decide if the item is measuring maternal
warmth. Then, decide if the item is measuring maternal con#olswers range from 0: Definitely
not to 3: Excellent match. This scale was modeftat aimilar methods used in Jensen et al.
(2007).

Do thefollowing items measur e maternal warmth/responsiveness?

1. The child is easy to get along with
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

2. How often do you know whom this child has asrfds during his or her free time?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

3. How often do you know what type of homework tttidd has?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

4. The child is well behaved in your discussiontkim or her
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match
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5. How often do you initiate a conversation abbinds that happened during this child's school day?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

6. At least three times a week, you and he or shamgry with each other
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

7. Before this child goes out on a Saturday nilgbty often do you require him or her
to tell you where he or she is going?
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

8. He or she says that you have no consideratioespect for his or her feelings
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

9. How often do you know when this child has anmexa assignment due at school?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

10. How often do you require that this child teduywhere he or she is at night, whom he or shetig w
and what they do together?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

11. You and this compromise or reach an agreememiglarguments
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

12. How often do you know how this child does difiedent subjects in school?

0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not

46



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

3- Excellent match

This child often doesn’t do what you ask
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often in the last month, have you talkethwhe parents of this child's friends?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

The talks that you and he or she have areétirgg
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

In the last month, how often have you startedreversation with this child about his or her ftieee?
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

In general, you don’t think that you and heloe get along very well
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you usually ask this child to tabbout things that happened during his or hertfree?
For example, whom he or she met, activities, etc.?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often does this child need to have younmggsion to stay out late on a weekday evening?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

This child and you have big arguments ovdelittings
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

3- Excellent match

He or she thinks your opinions or ideas dooltrtt
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often does this child need to ask you keefar or she can decide with friends

what to do on a Saturday night?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

For the most part he or she likes to talk to yo
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

You and he or she argue a lot about rules
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you know what your child does dgris or her free time?
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

You and he or she never seem to agree
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

This child usually listens to what you tell himher
1. Definitely not

2. Probably not

3. Kind of; more than not

4. Excellent match

How often do you know where this child goes mbat at night with friends?

0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

3- Excellent match

The child is receptive to criticism or listamlen you correct him or her
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you know what this child does arere he or she goes after school?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

He or she acts impatient with you
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you know in the past month, hotehave you had no idea where this child was at
night?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

This child tells you he or she thinks you améaur

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

How often do you talk to this child's friendeem they come to your home? For example, ask what
they do or think or feel about things?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

This child often seems angry with you

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

If this child has been out very late one niglov often do you require that he or she explaiatvie
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or she did and whom he or she was with?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

37. He or she is defensive and often doesn't listemhat you say
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

38. How often do you know what this child spendsdriher money on?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

39. This child almost never understands your sfdsargument
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

Now, do these items measur e maternal control/ demandingness?

1. The child is easy to get along with
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

2. How often do you know whom this child has asrfds during his or her free time?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

3. How often do you know what type of homework tttidd has?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

4. The child is well behaved in your discussiontgwkim or her
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
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3- Excellent match

5. How often do you initiate a conversation abbiurids that happened during this child's school day?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

6. At least three times a week, you and he or shampry with each other
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

7. Before this child goes out on a Saturday nigbty often do you require him or her
to tell you where he or she is going?
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

8. He or she says that you have no consideratioespect for his or her feelings
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

9. How often do you know when this child has anmexa assignment due at school?
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

10. How often do you require that this child teduywhere he or she is at night, whom he or shetig w
and what they do together?
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

11. You and this compromise or reach an agreemeiglarguments
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

12. How often do you know how this child does difiedent subjects in school?
0- Definitely not
1- Probably not
2- Kind of; more than not
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

3- Excellent match

This child often doesn’t do what you ask
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often in the last month, have you talkethwhe parents of this child's friends?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

The talks that you and he or she have areétirgg
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

In the last month, how often have you startedraversation with this child about his or her fiieee?
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

In general, you don’t think that you and heloe get along very well
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you usually ask this child to tabbout things that happened during his or hertfree?
For example, whom he or she met, activities, etc.?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often does this child need to have youmigsion to stay out late on a weekday evening?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

This child and you have big arguments ovdelittings
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

52



21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

He or she thinks your opinions or ideas doaltrtt
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often does this child need to ask you leefer or she can decide with friends

what to do on a Saturday night?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

For the most part he or she likes to talk to yo
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

You and he or she argue a lot about rules
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you know what your child does dgris or her free time?
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

You and he or she never seem to agree
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

This child usually listens to what you tell himher
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

How often do you know where this child goes mhat at night with friends?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

The child is receptive to criticism or listamlen you correct him or her
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

How often do you know what this child does aire he or she goes after school?

0-
1-
2-
3-

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

He or she acts impatient with you

0-
1-
2-
3-

How often do you know in the past month, hotemhave you had no idea where this child was at

0-
1-
2-
3-

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

night?
Definitely not
Probably not
Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

This child tells you he or she thinks you améaur

0-
1-
2-
3-

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

How often do you talk to this child's friendkem they come to your home? For

0-
1-
2-
3-

example, ask what they do or think or feel abburgs?

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

This child often seems angry with you

0-
1-
2-
3-

Definitely not
Probably not

Kind of; more than not
Excellent match

If this child has been out very late one nigloty often do you require that he or she

0-
1-

explain what he or she did and whom he or shewita®

Definitely not
Probably not
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2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

. He or she is defensive and often doesn't ligtemhat you say
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match

. How often do you know what this child spendsdriher money on?

0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not
3- Excellent match

. This child almost never understands your sfdma@argument
0- Definitely not

1- Probably not

2- Kind of; more than not

3- Excellent match
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