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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to reconu@jze scales of the Parenting Styles
and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ) as a typolaggdb on the parenting styles
conceptual framework, so that all four parentindest could be categorized from the
continuous measure. Exploratory factor analysis sdmple of 378 mothers of first-grade
children revealed four factors, each one represgimtidistinct parenting style. These
were used to categorize mothers as predominantfyatative 6=101), authoritariann(
=100), permissiven(= 82), uninvolvedif = 85), or an undifferentiated group that did not
fit any of the four stylesn(= 74). Validity was supported with predicted difaces in
parent and family emotion-related practices, mailedepression, and feeding practices
among parenting types. Minimizing responses tadamdgative emotion were greater for
uninvolved mothers than permissive and authoriatimthers. Distress responses were
higher for authoritarian and uninvolved mothersithathoritative and permissive
mothers. Family problem solving was higher for piesive and authoritative mothers
than the other two styles. Problem-focused resmowsee higher for authoritative than
permissive mothers. Affective responsiveness weatgr for authoritative and
permissive mothers than authoritarian mothers,eMbilvest for uninvolved mothers.
Maternal depressive symptoms were higher in uniresmothers than authoritative and
permissive mothers. Feeding practices also diffaradng parenting types. Authoritarian
mothers used greater restriction than permissivihens. Authoritative mothers reported
greater monitoring and encouraging healthy prastiban uninvolved mothers.
Permissive mothers used significantly lower lew#lpressure to eat than authoritarian
mothers. Modeling healthy eating was higher fohatitative and permissive than
authoritarian and uninvolved. Findings expand the af the PSDQ to measure the
uninvolved parenting style and to enhance the iglaf the permissive scale.
Replication and further validation of these scalesneeded.

Keywords:parenting styles; parenting typology; uninvolveatignting; response
to negative emotion; depression; feeding practices
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Parenting styles have been widely studied in res#arch and have been related
to many parent characteristics and child outcorfiee.Parenting Styles and Dimensions
Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson, Mandleco, Olsena&tH001) is one measure that is
widely utilized in current research to examine p#éirg styles (see review by Olivari,
Tagliabue, & Confalonieri, 2013). Although the PSi3@omprised of authoritative,
authoritarian, and permissive subscales, it doesweasure the uninvolved parenting
style. Additionally, this measure provides contins@ariable-centered scores rather than
categorizing parenting style typologies. A rectuaalization of the PSDQ may allow
researchers to improve and expand on the measurefgsrenting styles and identify
new ways in which parenting styles relate to paren families.

The aim of the current study is to examine thediastructure of the PSDQ and to
determine whether it is possible to measure thewatved parenting style as well as
authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive stysifig this instrument. In addition, this
study aims to classify categories of parenting dasethe underlying factors so
parenting styles can be examined typologicallyafythis new conceptualization of the

PSDQ is validated in two ways. First, constructdigy is established by examining



whether the new parenting style categories diffeex@ected on measures of parent
response to children’s emotions, maternal depresaiad family interaction. Next,
criterion-related validity is established by examgwhether there are significant

differences in feeding practices among the foueptng style categories.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Parenting Styles Framework

Decades of research have been dedicated to dewglagramework for parenting
styles. A circumplex model to describe the ovgraltern of parent behavior was first
introduced by Schaefer (1959, 1965) and was basédree dichotomies: acceptance
versus rejection, psychological autonomy versusipsipgical control, and firm
behavioral control versus lax behavioral contré&én@ming from this work, Baumrind
(1966, 1968) conceptualized three parenting prpegyauthoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive, to describe patterns of parental coatrd child socialization. These
typologies were subsequently reclassified basdti@orthogonal dimensions of
responsiveness and demandingness, and uninvolvedting was added as a fourth
parenting style (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). This pareg style has also been referred to
as unengaged (Baumrind, 1989; 1991), disengageadr{Bad, Larzelere, & Owens,
2010), neglecting (Steinberg et al., 1994), anelaté)g-neglecting (Baumrind, 1989;
2013). For clarity and consistency, the term unived is used throughout this paper.
Since this time, many researchers have continuegamine parenting styles and

specific characteristics that comprise each typpld¢pe dimension of responsiveness



refers to parental acceptance, support, warmthattndement to the child’s needs
(Maccoby & Matrtin, 1983; see also Baumrind et2010; Baumrind, 2013). The
dimension of demandingness refers to parental cbotrparental power assertion
(Maccoby & Matrtin, 1983). Baumrind (2012) suggehbtst the dimension of
demandingness is qualitatively different betweereping styles and the differences
must be distinguished. One type of demandingnesgrantive control, which is firm
and direct power assertion, also known as behdwordrol, has been related to positive
outcomes for children (Baumrind, 2012; Baumrindlet2010). Confrontive behavioral
control is goal oriented and uses reasoning (Baudn2012). Conversely, coercive
control is a negative type of power assertion ighattrusive, harsh, and punitive and has
been related to negative outcomes for children f@&ad 2012; Baumrind et al., 2010).
Finally, psychological control is covert, manipidat and undermines the child’s sense
of self (Barber & Xia, 2013; Baumrind, 2013). Soaspects of psychological control
include coercion, manipulation, conditional regadd disrespect (Barber & Xia, 2013).
In a recent review, Baumrind (2013) suggests thidter than responsiveness and
demandingness, the dichotomies of acceptance vesgasion, psychological autonomy
versus psychological control, and firm behavioaiteol versus lax behavioral control
can be used to conceptualize each of the four pagetypologies.
Parenting Style Typologies

Defining authoritative, authoritarian, permissiaad uninvolved parenting
typologies can be achieved by examining differigngls of the dimensions of acceptance

and rejection, behavioral control, and psycholdgiocatrol that are unique to each style.



In addition, parenting types can be distinguishechfone another by identifying other
parenting characteristics that have been empiyitialked to each style.

Authoritativeparents are those who are high on acceptanceedavioral
control, but low on psychological control (Baumrig@l13; Baumrind et al., 2010).
Baumrind (1966) conceptualized authoritative paastrational, warm, encouraging,
and controlling in a way that promotes child autooSimilarly, Maccoby and Martin
(1983) describe authoritative parents as cleatlyngerules and using reasoning to
enforce them, encouraging open communication, stipgcchildren’s independence,
and expressing love and affection. Authoritativeepéing style has been deemed the
optimal parenting style (e.g. Baumrind, 1966; Bauaahr2013; Maccoby & Martin,
1983) and has been related to positive child oussosuch as self-reliance (Baumrind,
1968; 1971), social responsibility (Baumrind, 197k)d adjustment (Baumrind et al.,
2010).

Authoritarian parents are rejecting and psychologically coritrgll(Baumrind,
2013; Baumrind et al., 2010). Authoritarian pareares highly demanding and are often
punitive and forceful in order to adhere to an &ltgostandard for behavior (Baumrind,
1966). Authoritarian parental control is coerciviel@omineering (Baumrind, 2012).
This parenting type has been related to less optmial outcomes, including lower self-
efficacy (Baumrind et al., 2010), more externaligproblems (Maccoby & Martin,
1983), and rebellion (Baumrind, 1968).

Permissiveparents promote psychological autonomy, are acug@nd exhibit
lax behavioral control (Baumrind, 2013; Baumrindikt 2010). Parents included in this

type are affirming and place few behavioral demaodthe child (Baumrind, 1966).



Permissive parents avoid coercive or confrontigefices as much as possible
(Baumrind, 1989). Additionally, permissive pareh&e been conceptualized as
indulgent and allowing children to make their owtes and decisions (Maccoby &
Martin, 1983). This parenting type has been relédezhild outcomes such as lower
achievement (Baumrind, 1971), lack of impulse aar{ivaccoby & Martin, 1983), and
lower autonomy (Baumrind et al., 2010).

Finally, uninvolvedparents are rejecting and have lax behaviorakabnt
(Baumrind, 2013). Parents in this type behave ynvaaly necessary to minimize
parenting effort and time (Maccoby & Martin, 1988hus, uninvolved parents may
respond to a child with hostility or may not resgat all, neglecting the needs of the
child altogether (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Baumrii®89) found that the uninvolved
parenting style was related to the use of coengraetices and a lack of monitoring.
Currently these four parenting styles are of paléicinterest in research examining many
parenting domains, two of which are feeding- andteon-related parenting.

Parenting Styles and Other Parent and Family Practies

In a recent review Morris, Cui, and Steinberg (20h8icated that parenting style
is related to emotional development in childrertiyzh parental responsiveness to child
emotions, parental expression of emotion, and tieeatl emotional climate of the
parent-child relationship. This is important foetturrent project because these authors
take the position that emotion-related parentiragpces can be used to better understand
parenting styles. Similarly, family functioning apdtterns of interaction can be used to

gain information about the parent-child relatiopsand overall parenting style. Two



pertinent areas of research are the way parergendgo children’s negative emotions
and the examination of family interaction.
Response to Negative Emotions

One area of parent child interaction that has lbelated to parenting styles is the
examination of how parents respond to childrentgatige emotions. Because it is
normative for children to experience negative eorsj the way parents respond
influences children’s emotion socialization and hdwldren cope with their own
emotions in the future (Eisenberg et al., 1999jea who respond to children’s
negative emotions in a way that is supportive, aghsing problem-focused, emotion-
focused, or encouraging responses, help the chiloeeome more socially and
emotionally competent (Fabes, Poulin, Eisenberlyla&&lden-Derdich, 2002).
Conversely, parents may respond in a way thatssportive, by minimizing or
dismissing the emotions, punishing the child, ardming distressed themselves (Fabes
et al., 2002). It is worth noting that these pareneffects may be instances of parental
response to the child and that the direction cfaff may be from child to parent (Bell,
1968).

Just as parenting style is a stable indicatiomefdverall climate of the parent-
child relationship over time (Baumrind, 2013), pda&d responses to children’s negative
emotions are thought to endure over time (Eisenbesad, 1999; Fabes et al., 2002).
There is some empirical evidence suggesting tlesetiwo constructs are related. In a
sample of mothers of preschoolers, Fabes et a02(2€kamined the relation between
responsive parental control and parenting resptmekildren’s negative emotions. They

found that parental control, measured using maksei&report on continuous subscales



of the Parental Control Scale, that is firm angoesive (i.e., authoritative) was
positively correlated with encouraging emotiongbession, problem-focused responses,
and emotion-focused responses, while negativeletaied with to distress reactions.
Topham et al. (2011) found that authoritative pangnstyle, measured using continuous
scales of the PSDQ, was negatively correlated mithmizing and punitive responses.

In a study of Turkish mothers of preschoolers, #dfgytun, Yagmurlu, and Yavuz

(2013) related maternal responses to negative emtiifour continuous dimensions of
parenting: induction, warmth, demanding obedienoé, punishment, which were
obtained from maternal self-report on the Child fiRepQuestionnaire. They found that
maternal inductive reasoning (conceptually linkecuathoritative parenting style) was
positively related to encouragement of emotion@iression and problem-focused
reactions, while maternal warmth (central to battharitative and permissive styles) was
positively related to emotion-focused reactions aegatively related to distress
reactions. In a sample of Chinese mothers of 8- gear-old children, Chan, Bowes, and
Wyver (2009) found that parents categorized asaait#tive , based on maternal self-
report on the Parenting Behavior Questionnaire étval., 2002) were more likely to
encourage emotion expression. Authoritarian pangritas been related to unsupportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions. Tophaal.€2011) found that authoritarian
parenting was positively related to minimizing gnahitive responses. Fabes et al. (2002)
and Altan-Aytun et al. (2013) both found that hapsinental control was positively
related to punitive and minimizing responses, aeghtively related to expressive

encouragement. Chan et al. (2009) reported a pesgiation between authoritarian



parenting and emotion dismissing reactions. Fin&lgbes et al. (2002) found that lax
parental control was positively related to minintiza and distress responses.
Family Interaction

Researchers have identified four aspects of famigraction that may be
conceptually and empirically linked to parentinges$ or patterns of behaviors that may
be reflective of parenting styles: problem solviogmmunication, affective
responsiveness, and affective involvement. Famibplem solving refers to the ability of
the family to find a resolution for problems asytlagise, in order to maintain family
functioning (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, 1983). Axding to Epstein, Bishop, and
Levin (1978) families who solve problems easily afigctively have higher levels of
functioning, which requires negotiation and underding. Another important aspect of
family interaction is family communication. Famgpmmunication can be understood as
the clarity and effectiveness of verbal exchangésinvthe family (Epstein et al., 1978;
Epstein et al., 1983). Family affective responsassrefers to whether family members
appropriately display emotions and affect acrosmnge of situations (Epstein et al.,
1983). Families with high levels of affective reapiveness have a wide range of
emotions that are appropriately shared within #milfy (Epstein et al., 1978). Baumrind
(1989) indicates that authoritative parents shayh hevels of warmth and love, but are
also willing to express anger and confront childndren needed, which provides
evidence that authoritative parents display a wahge of appropriate emotions.
According to conceptual definitions (Baumrind, 200&ccoby & Martin, 1983)
authoritarian parents show less warmth than autdtme parents, permissive parents

show less hostility and do not confront childremd aninvolved parents show lower



levels of both. Finally, affective involvement regeo the extent to which families value
and show interest in each other (Epstein et aB3)LHigh functioning families show
affective involvement that is empathic without lgpover-involved or self-centered.

Some empirical support for these associations as documented. Gauvain,
Perez, and Beebe (2013) provide evidence that atatiee parents, engage in higher
levels of problem solving than other parentingestyIThis was accomplished by using
archival data from Baumrind’s (1989) longitudinadik to examine parenting styles,
classified through parent and child interviews,gjiognaires, and observations, in
relation to parent-child conversations about pnobs®lving (Guavain & Huard, 1999).
In an adolescent sample, Cacioppo, Pace, and daf@0tL3) found that adolescent
perception of parental psychological control (assdsaising the Dependency-oriented
and Acheivement-oriented Psychological controlejcalonceptually central to
authoritarian parenting style, was negatively datesl with family communication,
affective responsiveness, and family affective lmgment. Finally, Topham et al. (2011)
found that a continuous measure of authoritativenqgang style was positively related to
family affective involvement and responsivenessijewtontinuous measures of
authoritarian and permissive parenting styles wegatively related to these practices.

Parenting Styles and Maternal Depression

The effects of maternal depression on parenting lh@en widely studied. There
is a strong body of empirical evidence that suggtstt maternal depression influences
maternal engagement and interaction with childrea multitude of ways (Dix &
Meunier, 2009). First, maternal depression has beked to higher levels of hostile,

intrusive, and harsh behavior in a meta-analytiere (Lovejoy, Graczyk, O'Hare, &

10



Heuman, 2000). Second, maternal depression hadibked to higher levels of
disengagement, negative affect, and lower leveteggonsiveness (Lovejoy et al., 2000).
Thus, it is logical for maternal depression to bsogiated with a parenting style that is
hostile and controlling (i.e., authoritarian) oseingaged and uninvolved. Further, Turney
(2011) provides evidence that depressed motheostrigpver engagement, and higher
psychological aggression and neglect than non-depdemothers when children are ages
one, three, and five.

Several studies have found evidence for the linlveen maternal depressive
symptoms and parenting styles. Pelaez, Field, R&gkand Hart (2008) found that
depressed mothers of toddlers were more likelyetolassified as exhibiting authoritarian
or disengaged parenting styles than non-depress#étens during an observation of a
play task. Similarly, Pelaez et al. (2008) foundtthermissive mothers were less likely to
be clinically diagnosed as depressed than the otleeparenting styles. In a sample of
sixth-grade children and their mothers, Leinonestadaus, and Punamaki (2003) found
that maternal depression (measured using summiecepelt of depressive symptoms)
negatively predicted maternal self-report (on a rinedi version of the scales used for the
lowa Youth and Families Project) of authoritativargnting style and positively predicted
both punitive and noninvolved parenting styles. kiddally, Aubuchon—Endsley,
Thomas, Kennedy, Grant, and Valtr (2012) reportpdsative association between
maternal depression, measured using maternalegsdftrof clinical depressive
symptoms, and authoritarian and permissive pargstiyles, measured using maternal-
report on the PSDQ. The finding in this study tmaternal depression was positively

related to authoritarian parenting is to be expkdttowever, the positive relation
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between permissive parenting style and depresgimgtoms was not expected because
permissive parenting style is characterized by hegkls of warmth and responsiveness.
Aubuchon-Endsley et al. (2012) used the PSDQ tcsaregparenting styles, so their
findings may provide evidence that the permissiuessale of the PSDQ is tapping into
both lax behavioral control and disengagement gndring positive aspects of
permissive parenting, such as acceptance. Alteeigtithe fact that the children in this
study were infants may have contributed to thasdiriigs.
Parenting Styles and Feeding Practices

Many recent studies, especially those focusingholdltood obesity, have
examined parenting styles in relation to feediracpces. Parental feeding practices are
specific strategies used by parents, which carcttyrer indirectly influence children’s
eating patterns and weight status (Blissett, 20Ilnee feeding practices have been
identified in which parents attempt to control dnén’s eating: restriction, pressure to
eat, and monitoring. Restriction refers to pareat@mpts to limit unhealthy foods, but
has been linked to increased consumption of thasesf (Birch et al., 2001). Thus, this
type of controlling feeding practice is not optiniad promoting healthy habits in
children. Similarly, pressure to eat refers to ptakattempts to get children to eat more
healthy foods, but has been linked to decreasesucoption of these foods (Birch et al.,
2001). However, the feeding practice of monitorting amount and type of food a child
eats has been regarded as a more positive waytmbtwhat children eat (Hubbs-Tait,
Kennedy, Page, Topham, & Harrist, 2008). One pasiteeding practice that is not
controlling is modeling healthy eating. Modeling thating of fruits and vegetables has

been associated with greater intake of these f{odscten, Fulkerson, Friend, Flattum,

12



& Schow, 2014). A second positive feeding practscencouraging healthy eating
practices (Cullen et al., 2001). This parentingcpca promotes healthful eating behavior
without being overly controlling (Hubbs-Tait et,&2008).

A synthesis of recent empirical findings reveakst #uthoritative parenting style,
measured using maternal-report on the PSDQ), istivejarelated to pressure to eat
(Blissett & Haycraft, 2008) and positively relat®d monitoring and encouraging and
modeling healthy eating practices (Hubbs-Tait £t24108). Permissive parenting has
been negatively associated with monitoring (Blis&gtlaycraft, 2008; Hubbs-Tait et al.,
2008) as well as modeling and encouraging heakiting practices (Hubbs-Tait et al.,
2008). Finally, authoritarian parenting has beesitp@ly associated with restriction and
pressure to eat (Blissett & Haycraft, 2008; Hubl#-€t al., 2008). A recent review of
parenting styles and feeding practices (Collinshéanson, & Burrows, 2014)
summarizes these same findings. However, thesemuthggest these associations are
moderate at best, and there is not enough eviderestablish a direct association
between feeding practices and parenting styledi(Sadt al., 2014)

Measurement of Parenting Styles

As the conceptualization of and domains relatgaar@nting styles have changed,
so have the methods used to measure them. Inidasurement of parenting styles was
conducted through observations of child behaviak @erent-child interaction as well as
interviews with parents and children (see reviewBaymrind, 2013). AdditionallyQ-
sorts were often used to classify parent and dgltavior (e.g. Baumrind, 1971,
Baumrind & Black, 1967; Baumrind et al., 2010; Blp&965). Over time, researchers

began to use questionnaires and surveys to ass@sgipg styles (e.g. Steinberg,
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Mounts, Lamborn, & Dornbusch, 1991) due to highs€asd impracticality related to the
use of observations and interviews. One specifaargde of this is Robinson, Mandleco,
Olsen, and Hart's (1995) Parenting Practices Quoieséire (PPQ). This 62-item, self-
report measure was developed specifically from Bo¢1965) Child Rearing Practices
Report, and was intended to identify continuousescaf authoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive parenting styles (Robinson et al., 199&)m the 1960s when Block
developed his measure to the 1990s, conceptualmzatif parenting styles shifted and
became more variable centered (e.g. Darling & Bt 1993), and the variable-
centered nature of the PPQ (Robinson et al., 1@9)cts this shift. Within each
parenting style scale of the PPQ are several sldssogeasuring underlying dimensions
of parenting styles. The authoritative scale is ena of the dimensions of warmth,
reasoning, democratic participation, and good raligasy going (Robinson et al., 1995).
The authoritarian scale of the PPQ combines subsodilverbal hostility, corporal
punishment, punitive strategies, and directiveiiRsdinson et al., 1995). Finally, the
permissive scale of the PPQ includes subscalesio$élf-confidence, ignoring
misbehavior, and lack of follow through (Robinsdrak, 1995). Several variations of
this measure have been developed in recent yegrs@@olahan, McWayne, Fantuzzo,
& Grim, 2002; Robinson et al., 1998; Robinson et2001; Wu et al., 2002). The current
study focuses on one of these.
The PSDQ

Robinson et al. (2001) developed the PSDQ as gotatitan of the PPQ. The
PSDQ is an abbreviated version of the PPQ, witee3Rreport items, measuring

continuous scales of authoritative, authoritaraarg permissive parenting styles. Only
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some of the original items and dimensions fromRR&) were retained in the PSDQ. The
authoritative scale was reduced from 27 to 15 itdfhesven items were removed from the
warmth dimension, two items were removed from #asoning and induction

dimension, one item was removed from the democpatitcipation dimension, and all

of the good natured and easy going items were rethexcept one, which was combined
with the democratic items. The authoritarian se@s reduced from 20 items to 15 items
and from four dimensions to three. The corporaligiument dimension was renamed
physical coercion and two items were removed; t@ms were removed from the
punitive dimension; and the verbal hostility ancedtiveness dimensions were reduced
by two items each and combined. Finally, the pesimésscale was reduced from 15 to 5
items and from three dimensions to one. All ofitirering misbehavior items were
removed. Four lack-of-follow-through items and dow self-confidence item were
retained to form an indulgent dimension.

The PSDQ has been widely used in recent yearsisaddvelopment has made it
possible to examine parenting styles affordabliarge samples (e.g. Padilla-Walker &
Coyne, 2011; Topham et al., 2011; Williams et2009) and across many cultures (e.g.,
Kern & Jonyniene, 2012, Onder & Giilay, 2009; Poeteal., 2005). However, several
limitations of this measure have been identifiekdkeE main issues regarding the use of
the PSDQ are relevant to this study. First, the @®Dly includes measures of
authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive pangntThere is not a measure of the
fourth parenting style, uninvolved parenting. As\pously stated, uninvolved parenting
style has been linked to unique outcomes, andghasld be considered as a unique

category of parenting styles.
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A second limitation of the PSDQ is that reliabiléggd validity related to the
permissive scale have been mixed. A recent rev@wdri et al., 2013) suggests that
internal consistencies among studies using theipsive subscale of the PSDQ have
ranged fromn=.38- .84, indicating inconsistency in reliabiligithough few studies have
provided detailed reports on the validity of theb@ys(Olivari et al., 2013), some have
argued that the items on the permissive subscaie Ien identified as indicators of
inconsistencyn parenting rather than permissiveness (e.g.i&uk et al., 2009). It is
important to re-emphasize that the permissive pggstyle scale of the original PPQ
included three subscales, but was reduced in tBERS include only four items from
the lack-of-follow-through dimension and one itemmnh the self-confidence dimension.
Thus, the permissive scale of the PSDQ is predamiyna measure of whether or not
parents follow through with directives and punishin®ecause permissive parenting
style is defined as parents who are warm and aiocgbtave low levels of
demandingness, and provide support for autonomyr{Bad, 2013; Maccoby & Martin,
1983), the PSDQ measure of permissive parentirg does not seem to exhibit face
validity. Further, according to conceptual defimits, one would not expect authoritarian
and permissive parenting styles to be positivelgteel, yet numerous studies utilizing the
PSDQ have found a significant positive correlatetween the two (Kern & Jonyniene,
2012; Langer, Crain, Senso, Levy, & Sherwood, 20bgham et al., 2011; Williams et
al., 2009). In a study utilizing a similar measwajch was also derived from the PPQ,
Coolahan et al. (2002) explicitly state that thengissive scale is more conceptually
similar to the uninvolved parenting style than pleemissive parenting style. This

evidence suggests that a re-evaluation of theitsabd the PSDQ is warranted with a
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focus on whether PSDQ items assess the uninvolaehping style and on whether
inclusion of an uninvolved parenting style factmproves the measurement of the
permissive parenting style.

A final limitation of the PSDQ is a concern thag ttmeasure deviates from the
original conceptual framework for parenting stydasscategories (e.g., Baumrind, 2013).
Parenting styles were initially conceptualized tygacally and each type can be
understood as representing a synthesis of parddtioteractions and parenting practices
that have an effect that is greater than the suthesfe interactions and practices
(Baumrind, 1971; Baumrind et al., 2010). Darlingl &teinberg (1993) suggest that
parenting styles are an indicator of the emotiatiailate of the parent-child relationship,
rather than the sum of specific parent practicesin®ind (1989) utilized both
typological and dimensional analyses, and suggleatshe typological approach more
accurately depicts the relation between parentipgg and child characteristics. Further,
Mandara (2003) suggests that utilizing a typologapgroach allows for data
systematically to be described and analyzed aaegitdi behavioral classifications. Thus,
in order to match method of analysis and operalipe definitions, parenting styles
should be examined categorically using a typoldgieethod rather than as continuous
dimensions. The current study aims to addresd #tlese issues related to the PSDQ.

The Current Study

The current study proposes three research questimhseveral hypotheses. First,
which approaches to mapping PSDQ scales to pagesitye categories are supported
empirically? The first hypothesis is that the PS&4Q be used to measure four

conceptually based scales of parenting stylesqdtjree underlying dimensions of
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parenting styles (1b), and that thesgriori theoretical approaches will be empirically
supported using exploratory factor analysis. Thegmthesized scales are outlined in
Table 1 and Table 2. Second, does the underlyictgrfatructure in this sample allow for
the four parenting styles to be measured catedlyrica type? The second hypothesis is
that parents will be categorized into types noydat authoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive styles, but also for uninvolved paremstyle. In other words, the null
hypothesis is that the PSDQ cannot be used toifglgssents into an uninvolved style.
Finally, the third research question is: can offeent characteristics and practices be
used to distinguish among parenting style categani®rder to demonstrate construct
and criterion-related validity? The third hypotlsesontains eight parts (a-h) and is
summarized in Table 3.

a. Mothers categorized as uninvolved will have loweram levels of family
affective involvement and emotion-focused respotsehild negative emotions
and higher levels of minimizing responses to chédative emotions than parents
categorized as permissive.

b. The uninvolved parenting style category will beeliéntiated from the
authoritarian parenting style category by havingdopunitive and higher
minimizing responses to child negative emotion.

c. The authoritative parenting style category willdierentiated from the
permissive parenting style category by having hidéneels of problem-focused
responses to child negative emotion, higher lesetamily problem solving, and

lower levels of expressive encouragement respdosasld negative emotion.
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Mean levels of distress responses to child negatwetions will differ among all
four parenting style categories as follows: unimredl will have the highest levels,
followed by authoritarian, permissive, and autlaivie parenting style will have
the lowest.

Family communication will differ among all four ganting style categories such
that: authoritative will be highest, then permissiauthoritarian, and uninvolved
will be the lowest.

Family affective responsiveness will be highestdothoritative and permissive,
low for authoritarian, and lowest for uninvolved.

. Authoritarian and uninvolved parenting styles wglve higher levels of maternal
depression than permissive style, and authoritg@renting style will have the
lowest levels of maternal depression.

In terms of feeding practices, the mothers wittaathoritative parenting style
will have high levels of monitoring, modeling, aedcouraging healthy practices
and low levels of restriction and pressure to Aathoritarian mothers will have
high levels of controlling feeding practices indlugl restriction, pressure to eat,
and monitoring. Mothers with a permissive parensibide will have low levels of
restriction, pressure to eat, monitoring, and ermging. Finally, uninvolved
parenting style will have the lowest levels of miotlg encouraging, pressure,

and monitoring and moderate levels of restriction.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHOD AND ANALYSIS

Procedures

The archival data for this study were collectexdrfr2005 to 2007 in the first two
years of the Families and Schools for Health (Fiig)ect, supported by the National
Institute of Food and Agriculture, United StategpBtment of Agriculture Research
Grant #2004-05545 to Amanda W. Harrist (Pl), TaK&nedy, Glade Topham, Laura
Hubbs-Tait, and Melanie Page. The FiSH project avkesge randomized-controlled
intervention study that examined parenting, peed, @sychosocial correlates of
childhood obesity longitudinally in rural OklahonRarticipants were recruited from 29
rural public elementary schools, which were assigoecontrol or intervention
conditions using stratified random sampling. Parelnitd, teacher, and intervention data
were collected over the course of 5 waves for titferént cohorts. However, for the
purposes of this study only data obtained from mtarin the first wave of data collection
(before any interventions) will be used. In the ¢&l2005 (cohort 1) and 2006 (cohort 2),
questionnaire packets were mailed or distributealltparents. Parents were given $15.00

for completing and returning the questionnaire pack
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Participants

Of the 1171 children participating in the FiSH @atj 494 parents completed and
returned the parent questionnaire packet. Forsthdy, only female caregivers who
identified themselves as the target child’s mothreeither the demographic or parenting
guestionnairer(= 445) were included. Of these female caregivérgetidentified
themselves as grandmothers and three as stepmotht#re demographic information
guestionnaire, while self-identifying as “motheri the first page of the packet of
parenting questionnaires (see Table 4). Additigndld participants identified
themselves as mothers on the demographic informé&tion, but did not provide that
information in the parenting packet. As noted beilowhe results, three mothers did not
complete sufficient items on the PSDQ to be inctliskethe analyses testing the study’s
hypotheses, yielding a total sample size of 44Zherst

The number of mothers who answered questions ateubgraphic information
ranged from 376 to 437. The mean age was 3%82<6.09). Of the 442 mothers in the
sample, 437 provided data on the sex of their chiftd7% had a son participating in the
FiSH project and 46.2% had a daughter participafiing distribution of ethnicity for the
mothers was 68.6% Caucasian, 12% Native Americadfo 1Hispanic, .9% African
American, .5% Asian, 3.6% Multiethnic, and 12% dmmt report ethnicity. The majority
of the mothers were married for the first time (84), while 18.3% were remarried,
11.3% were divorced, 2.3% were separated, 4.5% wiegle and never married, and
12.2% had missing data for this item. The highesgell of education was completion of
8" grade for 1.1% of mothers, some high school fo®2.8f mothers, high school

graduate for 11.3%, some vo-tech for 4.5% of matheo-tech graduate for 9.7% of
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mothers, some college courses for 24.2% of motloeiege graduate for 31.9%, and
was missing for 12.4% of mothers. Almost half (#5)%f mothers were unemployed at
the time of data collection, while 39.6% were emyplih, and 14.9% had missing data.
Measures

Parenting Styles

Female caregivers completed the PSDQ (Robinsoln, &081) to evaluate
parenting styles. Currently the PSDQ measures diraes of parenting styles using
authoritative(15 items grouped into three subscales: reasanthgition, warmth and
support, and autonomy grantingythoritarian (12 items grouped into three subscales:
non-reasoning, physical coercion, and verbal hgtiandpermissive5 items) scales.
Participants rated responses to each item usiivg-gbint scale from “never” to
“always” (coded 1 to 5). In a review of the psyclairt properties of the PSDQ, Olivari
et al. (2013) suggest that few articles have peyiciformation about reliability and
validity of this measure. Robinson et al. (200pamts the reliabilities as follows:
authoritative(a = .86),authoritarian(a = .82),andpermissivea = .64). Olivari et al.
suggest that Cronbach’s alpha levels are genaad#guate for authoritarian (.62-.95)
and authoritative (.71-.97) scales, but reliabiétyonsistently lower for the permissive
scale (.38-.95). Reliability analyses revealedftiiewing Cronbach’s alpha levels for
each of the scales in the current samalghoritative(a = .84),authoritarian(a = .74),
andpermissivdo = .73).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to exanthe underlying factor
structure in this sample and determine whetheetlsesupport for aoninvolvedstyle.

Next, these factors were used to classify mothecsfour parenting style categories:
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authoritative, authoritarianpermissiveanduninvolved Reliabilities for these newly
derived factors were calculated using tests ofmatieconsistency (Cronbachig and are
presented in the analysis of hypothesis 1a. Validds established by relating the
parenting style types created in the test of rebeqmestion 2 to the parenting practices
proposed in hypothesis 3.
Parent Response to Child Emotion

Parental response to child emotion was examiniag tise Coping with
Children's Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES; Fabisgnberg, & Bernzweig, 1990).
Parents reported how likely they were, from "venjikely" to "very likely," to respond
to child emotion in certain ways for 12 hypothetisiéuations. Six subscales representing
the types of responses are uggoblem-focused, emotion-focused, minimizmaitive
expressive encouragemeanddistressresponses to child emotion. Continuous mean
scores were calculated based on responses fosahshale. In a review and examination
of the psychometric properties of the CCNES, Faed. (2002) reported that internal
consistency was adequate in a series of previodsest and scores were consistent over
time when tested and retested four months apased=et al. found the following
Cronbach’s alpha levels for each of the subscaledilem-focusedx = .78),emotion-
focuseda = .80),minimizing(a = .78),punitive(a = .69),expressive encouragemént=
.85), anddistress(a = .70). In the same study, Fabes et al. examireddhdity of this
measure in two ways. First, in a sample of motbéhildren ages 3 to 6 years, CCNES
subscales were related to parenting indexes inr ¢odestablish construct validity. In a
second sample of mothers of preschool childrene&abal. examined whether CCNES

subscales could be used to predict children’s ematicompetence. In both of these
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studies, findings provided support for the validifythis measure.

In this sample, Cronbach’s alpha levels for allhef scales were found to be
similar to those previously reportgutoblem-focusedx = .77),emotion-focuse: =
.79), minimizing(a =.77), punitive(a = .73),expressive encouragemént= .87), and
distress(o = .68). Descriptive statistics for each subscadepaesented in Table 5.
Family Interaction

Participants completed a shortened version of toM&ster Family Assessment
Device (FAD; Epstein et al., 1983) in order to megasamily problem solving, family
communication, family affective involvemantifamily affective responsiveneg&arents
reported on how items relate to their family, rampgirom "strongly agree" to "strongly
disagree." Th@roblem solvingsubscale (6 items) was used to evaluate the family
ability to solve problems relating to family funmting, while thecommunication
subscale (6 items) evaluated whether family veriiaractions are clear and direct. The
family affective involvemestubscale (6 items) was used to evaluate the téwa@incern
and connection between family members, anddhely affective responsiveness
subscale (6 items) reflected the amount of emaigressed within the family.
Responses were coded such that higher scorestiefiber levels of functioning for
each subscale. Continuous mean scores were caltldased on scores for items in each
subscale. Epstein et al. (1983) established valafithe FAD by assessing whether it
could discriminate between families with clinicaldanon-clinical problems in family
functioning. Additionally, Epstein et al. reportdek following Cronbach’s alpha (internal
consistency) levels for each of the scatamily problem solvinge = .74),family

communicatior{a = .75),family affective involvemef = .78.), andamily affective
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responsiveneqs = .83). Reliability analyses in the current sampéze similar for
family problem solvinge = .75) but lower fofamily communicatiofa = .66),family
affective involvemerftx = .67.), andamily affective responsivenggs=.71).
Maternal Depression

The Center for Epidemiologic Studies DepressioneéSE2ES-D; Radloff, 1977)
was used to measure maternal depressive symptdmssisia 20- item self-report
measure in which mothers rated how often they mswpeed certain feelings (e.g. “l was
happy” and “I felt that people dislike me”) or befas (e.qg. “I talked less than usual”
and “My sleep was restless”) in the previous wétktings for each item use a four-point
Likert-type scale ranging from “rarely or none béttime” (0) to “most or all of the
time” (3). Continuous scores were calculated framgum of all item scores. Scores in
this sample range from 0 to 51 (see Table 5), higiher scores reflecting higher levels
of depression. Although clinical cut-off scores édeen established (e.g., Husaini, Neff,
Harrington, Hughes, & Stone, 1980), they were rsetuin this study because Lovejoy et
al. (2002) suggest that depressive symptoms méayeime parenting behavior even when
they are below clinical levels. The CES-D is wide§ed and has been deemed to have
adequate reliability and validity (Radloff, 197%pecifically, Radloff (1977) examined
test-retest reliability and internal consistencioas a wide range of groups (e.g., age,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity). Radloff et adtablished concurrent validity by
comparing CES-D scores to other self-report andaal measures of depressive
symptoms. Notably, this measure has also beenatatidn a sample of rural adults

(Husaini et al., 1980). Cronbachidor the current sample was high (.90).

25



Child Feeding Practices

The Child Feeding Questionnaire (CFQ); Birch et2001) was used to examine
parent practices and perceptions regarding chddifg). Subscales oéstriction,
pressure andmonitoringwere used. ltem responses were reported usingtirg
Likert-type scales ranging from “never” to “always” “agree” to “disagree”. Continuous
scores were computed for each subscale. Validithis measure has been previously
established (Birch et al., 2001) by conducting comdtory factor analysis in samples
comprised of parents of 5- to 9-year-olds and pgareh8- to 11-year-olds from diverse
backgrounds. Validity has also been establishetblyparing subscales of the measure
to each other and to child weight status (Birchlgt2001).Internal consistency
reliabilities for the subscales were reported 8dorrestriction .70 forpressureand .92
for monitoringby Birch et al. (2001). Reliability analyses foetcurrent sample revealed
the following internal consistenciegstriction(a = .67),pressurga = .72), and
monitoring(a = .87).
Encourage Healthy Eating and Modeling

Two questionnaires aancouragingandmodelinghealthy eating (Cullen et al.,
2001) were used to evaluate parental influenceshdd feeding. As indicated by Hubbs-
Tait et al. (2008) items were revised from the ioagjCullen et al. (2001) measure to
reflect parent rather than child perspectives. #t&are ranked from "encourages a lot" to
"discourages a lot" and "never" to "always". Contins scores for each scale were
calculated. Validity has been established in andllygolder (grades 4-6) sample by
relatingencouragingandmodelingscales to recall of child consumption of healthgds

(Cullen et al., 2001). Previous reliability for #eescales was .88 fencouragingand .78
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for modeling(Cullen et al., 2001). Reliability analyses foe tturrent sample revealed the
following Cronbach's: values:encouraginga = .80) andnodeling(a = .87).
Descriptive statistics for this sample are presemerlable 5.
Data Analysis

All data analyses were conducted with IBM SPS® 2Ihless otherwise
specified, significance levels were sepat .05.
Research Question One

The underlying factors of the PSDQ were examinadgusSFA. Consistent with
procedures outlined by Tabachnick and Fidell (200@® Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy was used to determiether the use of EFA is
appropriate in this data set. This measure prouitesatio of partial correlations among
variables, and Tabachnick and Fidell (2006) suggesiore of at least .60. Principal axis
factoring was used because this extraction methdmzes variance extracted from the
factors while accounting for unique and error vace(Tabachnick & Fidel, 2006).
Additionally, principal axis factor analysis wagtmethod initially used by Robinson et
al. (1995). Orthogonal (i.e. varimax) rotation we®d. Next, the number of factors to
extract was considered for only factors with eigdags above 1, but determined by
examining the scree plot and conducting parallalyams. Parallel analysis involves
comparing eigenvalues for the sample to eigenvahagsare generated randomly for a
sample with the same number of subjects and it@akaft, 2010). Only factors with
eigenvalues that exceed the values from the randgeamerated sample were retained
(Pallant, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Montarfd PCA for Parallel Analysis

(Watkins, 2000) was used to conduct the parallelyasms. The final factors were
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examined and items with loadings with an absoluagmtude of .30 or greater were
retained. These factors were compared to previglbiscales of the PSDQ as well as to
the two conceptual approaches proposed in hypahesand 1b.
Research Question Two

The method used to categorize types depended dadtoes resulting from the
analysis of research question 1. Based on the hgpes, the strategy was as follows: If
four factors representing the four parenting stylese identified (hypothesis 1a), then
scores on each scale would be convertessimores, and mothers would be categorized
according the parenting style for which they haglltlghestz-score, as long as thus
score was at least .13D above the next highest parenting style. Mothers laddz-
scores that were within .1ZD would be assigned to an undifferentiated category
(Larzelere, personal communication, 2014). If festelating to the underlying
constructs within parenting styles were identifjed., acceptance, psychological control,
behavioral control; hypothesis 1b), then mothersldie categorized according to high
and low levels of each factor as they corresporidedch parenting style. This has been
previously accomplished in several ways. Rhee, IngnAppugliese, Kaciroti, and
Bradley (2006) categorized parenting styles by alioimizing dimensions using a median
split and classifying parents based on high andlém&ls of two dimensions. Simon and
Conger (2007) also used two dimensions, but instéatkdian splits, they classified
parents based on cut-off scores representing sepbexhibiting that behavior at least
half the time. This method reduces misclassificabbparents based on skewed data
(Simon & Conger, 2007). The final method of catézption was decided in consultation

with a research methodologist and statistician dbasethe factors derived from EFA.
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Research Question Three

Validity of the new conceptualization was testedeweral ways. First, construct-
related validity was tested. Planned comparisorre weed to test whether continuous
scales of emotion-related parenting practices eansied to distinguish among parenting
style types. Specifically, a series of one-way Asab of Variance (ANOVA) tests were
used to test for differences between categoriesivivolved parenting style and
permissive parenting style (hypothesis 3a), unvetlparenting style and authoritarian
parenting style (3b), and authoritative and perivesparenting style (3c) for the key
dependent variables identified in each hypothé&gext, differences in distress response
to child negative emotion (hypothesis 3d), famibyrenunication (3e), family affective
responsiveness (3f), and maternal depression (8 eompared among all four
parenting style categories using one-way ANOVAgst-hoccomparisons were made
using Tukey's HSD to determine which parentingesgdtegories differ significantly.

Next criterion-related validity was tested by expig differences among the four parenting style
categories for each of the five continuous measofréseding practices identified in hypothesis
3h and displayed in Table 3. This was done usiregwaly ANOVAs angost-hocTukey HSD

comparisons.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Exploratory Factor Analysis

In order to test Research Question 1, EFA was tesegamine the underlying
factor structure of the PSDQ. Only participants wbmpleted all items of the PSDQ
were included in the EFA(= 378). When compared to the mothers with inconepdigita
(n=64), these 378 mothers did not significantlyetifih age(1, 397) = -.91p = .31,
marital statug?(5) = 6.32,p = .28, ethnicityy’(6) = 7.67 p = .26, education?’(8) = 7.01,
p = .53, employment statyd(1) = 2.51p = .11, or child gendey’(1) = 1.88,p = .66.
This sample was suitable for factor analysis bezdus sample size exceeds the
recommendation by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006)Qff Barticipants or a ratio of at least
five participants for every item included in theAFAdditionally, the KMO value of .84
suggests that factor analysis is appropriate, iasnell above the minimum of .60
suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006).

Initially, an EFA was conducted on the 32 itemshaf PSDQ, using principal axis
extraction, varimax rotation, and extracting atittas with eigenvalues greater than one.
A total of eight factors had initial eigenvalueab 1.0 and accounted for 57.45% of the

variance. However, examination of the scree pl@uie 1) suggested that three or four
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factors should be retained. Finally, parallel as&slyevealed that for this sample of 378
participants and 32 items, four factors have eigkres greater than those that may
randomly occur (Table 6). Thus, it was determirtead an EFA forcing a four- factor

solution (Hypothesis 1a) or a three factor-solufidgpothesis 1b) would be appropriate.

Test of Hypothesis 1a

An EFA was conducted using principal axis factdraction, varimax rotation,
and a forced four-factor solution. Factor loadiafier rotation are displayed in Table 7.
Factor 1 explained 12.73% of the variance and dediul4 items. Cronbachidor this
factor was 0.84. Factor 2 accounted for 9.18% efvidriance and included 8 items.
Reliability for this factor was good: & .78). Factor 3 contained 12 items and accounted
for 8.34% of the variance. Four of these 12 itefas bbaded on either Factor 1 or Factor
2, but were retained as components of Factor 3e#ls Iw addition, two of those four
items loaded negatively on Factor 3 and were thegakverse coded before
incorporation into Factor 3. After reverse codihgde two items, Cronbachidor this
factor was .77. Finally, Factor 4 was comprisedight items and accounted for 4.27%
of the variance. Seven of those items also loadeshe of the other factors. Three of
them loaded negatively on Factor 4 and were, thezefeverse coded. This factor had

Cronbach's: of .63.

Each of the four factors were evaluated by conmgatems loading on each
factor to those proposed in hypothesis 1a and pueMSDQ scales (see Table 8). A
comparison of items loading on the first factoraaled that 11 of the 14 items are the 11

items hypothesized to load on a factor of authtiviigparenting style in hypothesis 1a.
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Thus, the first factor was namadthoritativeand was determined to represent this
parenting style. The items loading on the secontbfanclude eight of the nine
hypothesized authoritarian items, so factor two me®edauthoritarian The third factor
includes all five of the hypothesized items for tmenvolved style with the addition of
seven other items representing hostility, lackneblvement, and lack of regulation. This
factor was named theninvolvedfactor. Finally, the fourth factor includes fivétbe

seven hypothesized permissive items and threeiadaliitems that loaded negatively on
the factor. Two of the items with negative loadimgsasured physical coercion and one
measured non-reasoning punitive control, with loseares on responses to these three
guestions reflecting Factor 4. The five permissigens and the three reverse-coded
punitive and coercive items were all consistenhwitolerant and permissive parenting

style, so this factor was nampédrmissive.

The four factors extracted from this EFA are csigsit with the four factors
proposed in hypothesis 1a. Twenty-nine of the 8@ in the factor analysis loaded on
the expected parenting style factors. The inclusiohl items on two factors apiece was
not anticipated, but improves the conceptual fithef final factors with the standard
conceptualization of parenting styles. Therefdne,decision was made to use these four

factors for analyses in hypotheses 2 and 3.

Test of Hypothesis 1b

A final EFA was conducted using the same extracdiod rotation as the two
previous EFAs, but this time a three factor solutieas forced. Factor loadings are

displayed in Table 9. The first factor containedté&is and explained 13.27% of the
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variance. The second factor had 9 items with fac@dings above 0.3 and explained
9.32% of the total variance. The third factor h@dtéms and explained 8.64% of the
variance. Finally, two items “When my child asksywite/she has to conform, | state,
"Because | said so," or "l am the parent and | wantto” and “I punish by putting my
child off somewhere alone with little if any exp&ion” did not have factor loadings

with an absolute magnitude above 0.3 on any oftiree factors.

Similar to methods used in the test of hypothgaighese three factors were
evaluated by comparing them to the factors proposégpothesis 1b (see Table 10).
Examination of the first factor revealed that ibtains items from all three factors (i.e.,
acceptance, firm behavioral control, and psychalalghutonomy) of underlying
dimensions proposed in hypothesis 1b. The secandrfeesulting from this EFA
contains four rejection items from the hypothesiaedeptance and rejection factor and
three items from the psychological control and pgyagical autonomy factor in
hypothesis 1b. The third factor contains two itéros the psychological control and
autonomy factor, one rejection item, and four itdrom the firm and lax behavioral
control factor from hypothesis 1b. None of thes#des provide support for hypothesis
1b because the items do not load to form the hygsitked underlying dimensions of
parenting styles (i.e., a factor of acceptancerajattion, a factor of psychological
autonomy and control, and a factor of firm andbakavioral control). Accordingly, the

decision was made to reject hypothesis 1b.

Further analyses were conducted to compare therfaitbm this EFA to the
PSDQ scales previously established by Robinsoh €G01). These comparisons are

presented in Table 10. The first factor correspamel§ with the originaluthoritative
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scale of the PSDQ, as it consisted of the samé&trisiincluded on the authoritative scale
developed by Robinson et al. The second factoranameight of the nine items on
Robinson et al.’s authoritarian scale; and one itéishow respect for my child’s
opinions by encouraging my child to express thenofh the authoritative scale loads
negatively on this factor. Thus, this factor appdarrepreserduthoritarian parenting.

The third factor includes all five items from Robam et al.’s PSDQ permissive scale as
well as three positively loading authoritarian igefrom the non-reasoning and punitive
subscale, and two negatively loading authoritatesns from the regulation subscale,
one that assessed explaining consequences anthérdlat assessed emphasizing
reasons for rules. This factor appears to reprgsamissive as well as uninvolved
parenting styles. These factors are virtually achm&b the Robinson et al. scales of three
parenting styles. The only difference between tli@sors and Robinson et al.’s PSDQ
scales are the loadings of items relating to n@sering and punitive control on the third

factor and the items that were allowed to loadvem flactors.

Although this three-factor solution correspond#hi® standard PSDQ dimensions,
the four-factor solution was retained for seveealsons. First, the four-factor solution is
more consistent with the current conceptualizatibparenting styles as comprising four
categories because it adds an uninvolved styleitidddlly, it revises the permissive
style, as identified by Robinson et al. to incliglumrind’s responsiveness dimension,
particularly, autonomy support. Finally, a gregiercentage of hypothesized items load
on the pertinent proposed factor in the four-faswution than the three-factor solution.
Thus, the four-factor solution from Hypothesis laswised to categorize mothers into

parenting style types.
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Establishing Parenting Style Types

Test of Hypothesis 2

The next step, after deciding to move forward il four-factor solution, was to
categorize parents into dominant types from trair £ontinuous factor-based summary
scores. To do this, mean scores were calculatetdtiners for each of the four factors.
Three mothers did not complete enough items (75%agh factor) to have mean scores
for all four factors. These participants were regtbfrom the sample and were not
categorized. Descriptive statistics for these fiacéwe presented in Table 5. Next, all
scores were standardized and mothers were assagrstbre for each of the four
continuous parenting style factors. This was dongctount for differences in the
distribution of scores between the four factors altalv for comparison among them.
First, mothers were assigned to a parenting sstiegory when their highestscore was
at least .25%Dhigher than the next highesscore for a factor. However, using this
criterion yielded 33% of mothers who were unablbeéalassified because their top two
z-scores were within .2SD of one another. In order to reduce the size of the
undifferentiated group, the criterion was reducedl25SD difference between the two
highest factor scores. Results of this classificatevealed that 101 mothers (22.9%)
were authoritative, 100 mothers (22.6%) were autdnoan, 82 mothers (18.6%) were
permissive, 85 (19.2%) were uninvolved, and 747%§.were categorized as
undifferentiated. For these undifferentiated mathibe distribution of factors with
scores within .125D of one another are as follows: 32 authoritative p@gnissive, 17
authoritarian and uninvolved, seven authoritativeé authoritarian, six authoritarian and

permissive, six uninvolved and permissive, fouhautative and uninvolved, and two
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with close scores on three parenting styles. Theé sexies of tests of validity compared
the four categories of parenting styles and didimdtide undifferentiated mothers in the

analyses.

Tests of Construct Validity

Planned Comparisons

In order to test hypotheses 3a-c, a series ofnmeANOVA tests examining
differences in emotion-related parenting practlmggarenting style category were

conducted. Significant between-groups differencessammarized in Table 11.

Test of hypothesis 3aThe aim of hypothesis 3a was to test for differsnce
between uninvolved and permissive categories israldifferentiate these two
parenting style types. As expected, mothers inuthevolved parenting style category
reported significantly lower family affective inw@ment F(1,165) = 23.61p < .001]
and significantly higher minimizing reactions taldmegative emotiongq(1,164) =
39.76,p < .001] than mothers categorized as permissive. Emdticused responses to
child negative emotions did not significantly diffeetween these two grougd(l,164) =
2.9,p=.009].

Test of hypothesis 3bHypothesis 3b predicted differences in uninvolvad a
authoritarian parenting style categories for pugitnd minimizing reactions to
children’s negative emotions. Results of one-wayOAM tests indicate that differences
in punitive reactions did not significantly diffgfF(1,182) = .89p = .35 nor did

minimizing response$[1,182) = 1.61p = .21].
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Test of hypothesis 3clt was hypothesized that mothers categorized as
authoritative would report significantly higher faynproblem solving, higher problem-
focused, and lower expressive encouragement responghild negative emotions than
mothers categorized as permissive. Results indibateauthoritative mothers had
significantly higher problem-focused responded [178) = 6.98p = .009], but
differences were not significant for expressiveamagementf(1,178) = 1.61p = .21]

or family problem solvingf(1,178) = 1.71p = .19].

Planned Comparisons Among Four Parenting Styles

It was hypothesized that differences in distrespaase to child negative
emotions (3d), family communication (3e), familyeattive responsiveness (3f), and
maternal depression (3g) could be used to diffeaEnamong all four parenting style
categories. In order to test these hypotheses oioetway ANOVA tests were conducted
to test for overall between-groups differences. thist-hoccomparisons were made
using Tukey’'s HSD to identify which categories drid significantly. All significant
post-hoadifferences that are reported were significanhapt< .05 level. These results

are summarized in Table 11.

Test of hypothesis 3dIt was predicted that mean levels of distress nesp®
would be highest for mothers categorized as uniredylfollowed by authoritarian, then
permissive, and with mothers categorized as au#iwe reporting the lowest levels of
distress responses. The overall ANOVA was sigmfi¢g(3,360) = 18.13p < .001], so
post-hoccomparisons were tested. Overall the results stggbthe hypothesized rank

ordering of distress responses. Authoritarian nrstheported significantly higher levels
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of distress responses than authoritative and psiveisSimilarly, uninvolved mothers
reported significantly higher distress responsas tiuthoritative and permissive
mothers. However, differences were not signifigarthe pairs of parenting styles at the
extremes, either between authoritative and peraassi between authoritarian and

uninvolved.

Test of hypothesis 3eHypothesis 3e predicted that mothers categorized a
authoritative would report the highest family conmuation, followed by permissive,
authoritarian, and with the mothers in the uninedlcategory having the lowest levels of
family communication. Because the overall ANOVA veagnificant F(3,363) = 12.97p
< .001] differences were analyzed between categdtiessistent with the hypothesis,
family communication was significantly higher farthoritative and permissive mother
categories than authoritarian and uninvolved categoThere were no significant
differences between authoritative and permissivieetween authoritarian and

uninvolved groups.

Test of hypothesis 3flt was proposed that family affective responsivenesuld
be highest for authoritative and permissive mothexsg for authoritarian mothers, and
lowest for uninvolved mothers. The one-way ANOVAjgasted that there were
significant differences in mother report of famidlffective responsiveness among
categoriesf(3,361) = 15.43p < .001]. Post-hoccomparisons indicated that authoritative
and permissive mothers had significantly higherassdor affective responsiveness than
authoritarian and uninvolved mothers. Also as mtedi, authoritarian mothers reported

significantly higher family affective responsivesdblan uninvolved mothers.
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Test of hypothesis 3gHypothesis 3g predicted that mothers categorized as
authoritarian and uninvolved would have higher lewé depression than mothers
categorized as permissive and authoritative. Theeveaely ANOVA was significant
[F(3,361) = 4.85p = .003] andoost-hoccomparisons revealed that depression scores
were significantly higher for uninvolved motherathpermissive and authoritative
mother categories. There were no significant déffiees for the authoritarian category.

Tests of Criterion-Related Validity

Differences among parenting style categories otemal report of five feeding
practices were examined to determine whether thétseia could be used to differentiate
between parenting style types (hypothesis 3h). Whais accomplished by using one-way
ANOVA tests for each of the feeding practices pndt-hocTukey’s HSD tests for all
feeding practices with significant ANOVASs.

The test of differences between groups for reéstnovas significantf(3,364) =
4.99,p =.002]. Tukey'spost-hocHSD test revealed that authoritarian mothers had
significantly higher scores on restriction thanmissive mothers. No other differences
between groups were significant. Pressure to eatffovand to differ significantly
between groupd$(3,362) = 7.03p < .001]. Post-hoccomparisons reveal that
authoritative, authoritarian, and uninvolved mosheported significantly higher use of
pressure than permissive mothers. Differences amoimyolved, authoritative, and
authoritarian were not significant. The one-way AWOwas significant for monitoring
[F(3,363) = 5.49p = .001]. Examination of Tukey's HSD indicates thathoritative
mothers use higher levels of monitoring than uniwed mothers. No other categories

were significantly different. Results of the ANOM#&r encouragingf(3,362) = 3.30p
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=.02] led topost-hoccomparisons suggesting that the only significaffiéidnces was
that authoritative mothers use more encouragerhantuninvolved mothers. Finally,
between groups differences were also significanirfodeling F(3,63) = 11.24p <

.001]. Results of Tukey’s HSD indicate that modghwvas significantly higher for
authoritative and permissive mothers than authwaiteand uninvolved. Differences in
modeling for authoritative and permissive or auitlaoian and uninvolved mothers were

not significant.

40



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Summary and Interpretation of Results

The purpose of this study was to examine the uyitigrfactor structure of the
PSDQ and to use the factors identified to developethod of categorizing mothers into
four parenting style types. Findings in this stpdgvide preliminary support for the use
of the PSDQ as a measure of four continuous soélearenting styles: authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive, and uninvolved, as w&elh method for categorical
classification of mothers into these four styleddAionally, strategic comparison among
parenting style categories on continuous scalesnaftion-related parenting and family
practices demonstrates aspects of validity of tipasenting style categories.
PSDQ Factor Structure

Exploration of the underlying factor structure loétPSDQ provided support for
the examination of four parenting styles in severays. It was hypothesized that either
four factors corresponding to each of the parergiglgs or three factors relating to the
underlying dimensions of parenting styles would egaeResults of the EFA tests
revealed that the hypothesized four-factor solutvas empirically supported (hypothesis

1a) while the factors relating to the three undegydimensions were not supported
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(hypothesis 1b). In both circumstances, the resdlES~A differed from the scales
created by Robinson et al. (2001). While the autiiiive scale derived from EFA in the
three-factor solution in this study was consisteitl the authoritative scale identified by
Robinson et al. (2001), the authoritarian scalg¢aioed only some of the original items,
and the permissive scale differed from the origiteahs in that some of the authoritarian
and authoritative items loaded with the five pesivis items.

The pattern of items loading on the four factdrparenting styles identified in
this study is fairly consistent with the hypothesiZactors and is virtually identical to the
conceptual framework proposed in this paper. Orgontant distinction between the
hypothesized factors and the final factors idegdifin this study is that factors were
allowed to load on both items when the absolutemtade of both loadings was above
.30. This meant that 10 items were included on rtiwaa one factor in this study. This
method was advantageous and can be justified eraleways. First, all of the items with
multiple cross-loadings were conceptually consistéth both factors in which they
were included. For example, the item “I show respacmy child’s opinions by
encouraging my child to express them” had posiaelings on both authoritative (.399)
and permissive (.382) factors. According to theepting styles framework, this makes
sense because this item represents warmth ancctégpandividuality (Baumrind, 1989)
which are central to both authoritative and perimesparenting styles. The inclusion of
cross loadings allowed each of the four factorisatee items that represented a more
complete range of the constructs within each pargtyle. Another reason this method
was used was to allow items to load positively aedatively on two factors. For

example, the item “I emphasize the reasons fostulad a positive loading on the
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authoritative factor (.558) and negative loadinglmauninvolved factor (-.318). By
assigning this item to both factors, it was posstbltap into high and low levels of the
use of reasoning. Thus, for items loading posiyivel one factor and negatively on
another, reverse scoring them and allowing theordses load on two factors provided a
conceptually better representation of the parergtyig.

The authoritative factor included all eleven praggbauthoritative items and three
items identified by Robinson et al. (2001) as aaton granting items (summarized in
Table 8). It is important to include these autonatagns because, according to Baumrind
(1971), parents must encourage children’s indivitluand independence in order to be
classified as authoritative. Similarly, these iteamsy reflect Schaeffer's (1965)
psychological autonomy construct, which is cenwaduthoritative parenting style.
Notably, the highest loading items on this facepresent both behavioral control and
parental warmth and acceptance. These loadingsasizetthe centrality of both
demandingness (behavioral control) and responssgefvearmth and acceptance) for the
authoritative factor identified in the current aysss. These findings are consistent with
the conceptual framework of the authoritative pangnstyle for more than 40 years
(Baumrind et al., 2010). To summarize, items logain this factor included items
relating to acceptance and warmth, behavioral obatrd regulation, and autonomy—all
of which are consistent with the definitions offaaritative parenting presented by
Baumrind (2013) and proposed in this study.

Items on the authoritarian factor identified thrbu€fFA are consistent with the
items hypothesized for the authoritarian factomp@thesis 1a) as well as with two

subscales presented by Robinson et al. (2001)—Medstlity and physical coercion.
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Items on these two subscales address both theglegatelly controlling and rejecting
aspects of authoritarian parenting style emphadiged8aumrind (2013) and clearly load
on the factor that is consistent with the concdpaton of these two subscales as
authoritarian. In contrast, the items from the measoning punitive subscale did not load
with the authoritarian factor. One loaded negayiva the permissive factor and all four
loaded positively on the uninvolved factor. Thi€@sistent with hypothesis 1a because
three of these four items were hypothesized to tathe uninvolved factor.
Conceptually, these items are consistent with bathoritarian and uninvolved parenting
styles because they represent punishment thgeigirgy and punitive. However, these
items loading only on the uninvolved factor makesse because all four of these items
represent punishment that requires very parettial &ffort (e.g., “I punish by putting my
child off somewhere alone with little if any exp&ion”), which is characteristic of the
uninvolved style (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).

Although the permissive factor identified in thtady only contained five of the
seven items proposed in hypothesis 1a and alsadedlseven additional items, it is
consistent with the conceptualization of permisgigesnting presented by Baumrind
(1971; Baumrind, 1989; Baumrind, 2013). The highestlings on this factor are “I spoll
my child,” the reverse of “I spank when my childlisobedient,” and “I encourage my
child to freely express him/herself even when disaimpg with parents.” Although there
are not any items representing warmth and indukgealtitems clearly represent
acceptance and low levels of demandingness. Camagptthis is consistent with
permissive parenting that is accepting, toleramd, @does not attempt to control or

regulate the child’s behavior in any way (Baumribh€66; 1989). For permissive parents,
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the item relating to spoiling the child appearsepresent a lack of demandingness,
which is consistent with Robinson et al.’s (200dh@eptualization of permissive style.
One item from the Robinson et al. (2001) permissivascale that was predicted to load
on the permissive factor (hypothesis 1a) but didi\d'l find it difficult to discipline my
child.” One explanation for this may be that, assented by Maccoby and Martin
(1983), permissive parents are tolerant and acggpind thus may not see a need to
discipline their child. In other words, permissparents may find discipline as less
necessary or less often used, rather than “ditfictihe inclusion of high loading
autonomy granting items and negatively loading geglating to punitive reactions and
physical punishment is consistent with the concaefinition of permissive parents as
accepting, allowing psychological autonomy, anditiglax behavioral control. In other
words, this factor represents all three underlglimgensions of parenting styles, whereas
Robinson et al.’s (2001) PSDQ permissive scal®midated by one negative aspect of
permissiveness (lack of follow through).

The uninvolved factor identified in this study imded all five hypothesized items
as well as seven additional items. Of these itéhesthree highest loading items are
related to use of threats and lack of follow thioughese items are consistent with the
conceptualization of uninvolved parenting stylgpasents who will do anything
necessary (i.e., empty threats) to minimize pangreifort (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In
addition, this factor also includes items represgntejection (i.e., “I yell or shout when
my child misbehaves” and “I punish by putting myldloff somewhere alone”) and
items related to lack of discipline and giving anthe child, both of which are

conceptually consistent with uninvolved parentithydes Finally, there are two negatively
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loading items representing a lack of regulation srasoning. Together these items
address all defining aspects of uninvolved pargniiow control, rejection, and low
commitment to parenting. Only one item loading lois factor that was unexpected is, “I
spoil my child.” One explanation for this item miag that uninvolved parents perceive
themselves as spoiling the child because they erselittle regulation and control.
Alternatively, others may tell them that they spbegir child because others perceive
their lack of effort. Finally, the fact that onlye item loading was not expected
underscores the empirical support of EFA for theceptual framework of the current
study.

The underlying factors identified in this samplere/consistent with the
conceptual framework of parenting styles and diedypothesized factors of four
parenting styles. These four factors are impoffianimproving and expanding the
current use of the PSDQ, by including an uninvolisedor and by including a more
conceptually sound measure of permissive pareniingse factors also make it possible
to examine four parenting style categories.

Categorizing Parenting Style Types

In this study, it was hypothesized that parentdatbe classified into parenting
style categories representing all four parentigtediypes. Using criteria outlined in this
study (i.e., highest standardized score for a pexgstyle is at least .125 SD higher than
all other styles), most mothers were categorizéglome of the four parenting style types.
This method is useful for several reasons. Figstyding standardized scores this method
allows for the comparison of differing parentinglss. If raw scores had been used,

mothers would not have been categorized in thisveause mean scores were higher
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for authoritative n = 2.14) and permissiven= 3.57) factors than authoritariam €
1.81) and uninvolvedht = 1.98) factors (see Table 5). This may be pailtily to social
desirability. Thus, the use of standardized scallesved the four factor scores to be
compared for each mother, based on the distribatidhe sample and relative to all
other mothers. Although less rigorous, the us@ 26 SD difference in z-scores rather
than .255D allowed more mothers to be assigned to a parestiig category and
included in the evaluation of construct validitgiead of excluding them. Importantly,
results from hypothesis 3 suggest that these tgpesalid using the .125D criterion.
Using the .125%Dcriterion, a total of 368 mothers were assignea tategory.
The distribution of mothers was: 101 (22.9%) authtve, 101 (22.6%) authoritarian, 82
(18.6%) permissive and 85 (19.2%) uninvolved. HosveVv4 (16.7%) mothers were not
able to be categorized using these criteria an@ sabsequently placed in an
undifferentiated category. This distribution is ®hat consistent with other findings.
Rhee et al. (2006) has the closest percentagesdionilar sample. Rhee et al. categorized
parents into parenting style types using dimensadmsaternal sensitivity and
expectations for self-control when children werg years-old. The distribution among
parents was: 179 (20.53%) authoritative, 298 (3)1&uthoritarian, 132 (15.14%)
permissive, and 263 (30.16%) neglecting. In a oiffie study of motherd\N(= 95) of 6 to
14 year olds, Desjardins, Zelenski and Coplan (2088gorized parenting types by
dichotomizing restrictiveness and nurturance saailéise Child Rearing Practices
Report. They found that 27 (28.42%) mothers wetbaitative, 22 (23.16%) were
authoritarian, 27 (28.42%) were permissive, and2090) were neglectful. Finally, out of

164 families with nine-year-old children, Baumrigi®89) reported the following
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frequencies for the parenting prototypes: 13 (7.93thoritative, 23 (14.02%)
authoritarian, 12 (7.32%) permissive, and 17 (1@Bi®jecting-neglecting. The rest of
the parents (60.37%) fell into parenting types thate less differentiated than the four
prototypes.

These undifferentiated mothers may not fit into phaeenting style categories for
several reasons. First, these mothers may be catidns of parenting style categories
proposed by Baumrind (1991; 2013; Baumrind et2811,0) such as her in-between
categories of democratic, directive, and good-ehqagents. For example, the largest
group of undifferentiated mothers was mothers witisez-scores for authoritative and
permissive 1i=32). These mothers may represent democratic pagestlle (Baumrind,
1991) which is made up of mothers who are mediumadheling and highly responsive.
However, these mothers may also have cies®res on these two factors because they
share common items or because there are not emoundtontive control items in the
PSDQ to adequately differentiate between thesegtwops. Similarly, the second
highest group of undifferentiated mothers was mrstigth close scores on authoritarian
and uninvolved factors. Conceptually, these ardlairhecause these parents are
characterized as hostile and rejecting, but theofisenfrontive and psychological
control differentiates these two styles. The PSD&Yy mot contain sufficient items
addressing the constructs of confrontive and pdpgieal control to fully differentiate
the authoritarian and uninvolved styles.

Parenting Style Categories and Parent and Family Rrctices
Tests of hypothesis 3 were conducted to validaendwly derived categories of

parenting style types. Results of planned compasisadicate that each of the parenting
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style categories is valid and independent of oside categories on at least some
variables. Critical distinctions can be made logkat these differences.

Importantly, the new uninvolved parenting style tandifferentiated from all
three other parenting style categories on seveathesized characteristics. When
compared with permissive mothers, uninvolved matied significantly higher levels of
distress and minimizing responses to children’satieg emotions and lower levels of
family communication, family affective responsivesend family affective involvement.
There were not any parenting practices hypotheszéeé different that were not
significantly different for these two parentinglstgategories, confirming the importance
of differentiating uninvolved parents from permigsparents. Uninvolved mothers also
had higher levels of distress response and loweldeof family communication and
family affective responsiveness than authoritathahers, which is consistent with
expectations for these two styles. Finally, fanaifiective responsiveness was the only
variable that was significantly different for autiiarian and uninvolved mothers. In
contrast, distress, minimizing, and punitive regasto negative emotion as well as
family communication were not significantly differefor these two groups. Failure to
differentiate between these two parenting stylethese variables may be a function of
the rejection and hostility that is characteristidoth of these parenting styles.

As hypothesized, distress responses to child negathotions were higher for
authoritarian mothers than permissive mothers,evainily communication and
affective responsiveness were higher for permissigéhers than for authoritarian
mothers. This is consistent with previous assestibat these two parenting styles differ

on acceptance, warmth, and responsiveness (Ma&dibgrtin, 1983).
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Permissive mothers reported significantly lowerlgpean-focused responses to
child negative emotions than authoritative moth&lss finding is important because
problem-focused responses to children’s negativatienhave previously been found to
be related to firm and responsive control (Fabes.e2002), a dimension that was
hypothesized to differ between these two parergtgigs. This is consistent with
Hypothesis 3c and illustrates authoritative parestsof guidance and support in helping
the child cope with the emotions and alter subseoehavior based on these emotions
(e.g., if bike is broken and child is upset, heiga:figure out how to fix it). However,
the finding that authoritative and permissive maghdid not significantly differ on
family problem solving may suggest that both pargntypes are proactive in solving
problems relating to family relationships.

Differences between authoritative and permissivéhers were not significant for
expressive encouragement or distress responsefddemotions, family
communication, or family problem solving. Expregsencouragement was hypothesized
to be higher for permissive mothers because thiabla represents parental acceptance
of children’s negative emotional displays. The inglthat authoritative and permissive
categories of mothers do not significantly differ@xpressive encouragement is
consistent with the conceptualization that botkheke categories have high warmth and
acceptance. As previously discussed, permissivbemn®tvere less distressed by and
minimizing toward children’s negative emotions, dradl higher family communication,
affective responsiveness, and affective involventigsut uninvolved mothers. Thus, the
current findings support the similarity in respaasiess between authoritative and

permissive parenting style types, but not uninvéleeauthoritarian parenting types.
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These differences in parenting and family prast@song parenting style
categories provide insight into the wider conssuneasured by the PSDQ. Baumrind
has unfailingly (1968; 1991; 2013) conceptualizadepting style types as greater than
the sum of individual items, practices, dimensiarssomponent parts. Findings in this
study provide evidence that the categories derfirad the four underlying factors of the
PSDQ do go beyond the specific items to descrifferdnces in parenting and family
behavior. This is critical to demonstrate validiby these underlying constructs of the
parenting typology.

Parenting Style Categories and Maternal Depression

Maternal depression was hypothesized to differ agadihfour parenting style
categories. Findings indicated that permissiveaurttioritative parenting style categories
had significantly lower scores on the depressi@besihan uninvolved mothers. This is
consistent with previous findings that depressethers are less warm and responsive
and more disengaged than non-depressed mothersjlyost al., 2002). Depression in
the authoritarian parenting style category was donot to differ significantly from any
other group. This finding may suggest that depogssiay is more closely linked to
parenting behavior related rejection and disengagetypical of uninvolved mothers
than the punitive and coercive control exerciseaulmoritarian mothers. However, this
finding may be also function of the methods usedgerationalize depression in this
study. Comparison of clinical levels of depressaomong the categories may produce
different results. Still, the finding that uninveld mothers have the highest levels of

depression is a critical distinction that is wanthting.
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Parenting Style Categories and Feeding Practices

It was hypothesized that authoritarian mothers @aoeport the highest levels of
restriction, uninvolved mothers would use modeest®unts of restriction, and
authoritative and permissive mothers would regoetlowest levels of restriction. The
only significant difference was that authoritararents were more highly restricting
than permissive parents. This difference is coestswith only the highest and lowest
levels of restriction hypothesized. This findingygasts that future research is needed to
better understand the types and ways that restmicdiused in authoritative and
uninvolved parenting. Authoritarian mothers wer@dtyesized to report the highest use
of pressure in the feeding context, and authoviéatpermissive, and uninvolved mothers
were hypothesized to use low levels of pressurevaver, the only significant difference
between types was that permissive parents usdisagntly less pressure than all other
categories. Hypothesis 3h proposed that authat@iind authoritarian mothers would
report the highest levels of monitoring childrefdsd intake, permissive mothers would
report low levels, and uninvolved mothers wouldagegin the lowest levels of
monitoring. Results suggested that only authovamnothers used significantly more
monitoring than uninvolved mothers. It was proposed all parenting styles would
differ in the amount of encouragement reportedhautiative highest, authoritarian
moderate, permissive low, uninvolved lowest, ydy @uthoritative mothers were
significantly more encouraging than uninvolved neoth

Finally, it was hypothesized that modeling wouldhiogh for authoritative
mothers, low for authoritarian and permissive mghand lowest for uninvolved

mothers, but findings were that authoritative aathpssive were greater than
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authoritarian and uninvolved. One explanation lfags thay be that authoritative and
permissive mothers may be more engaged or spenal tmue with their children than
authoritarian and uninvolved mothers, providing enopportunities to model healthy
practices.

Although all significant differences among paragtstyle types were in the
expected direction, only some of the hypothesizddrdnces were significant. This is
consistent with position of Collins et al. (2014t there is not a well-established direct
link between parenting styles and feeding practi€asre may be other variables that
moderate the effects of this relationship. A widelyof research documents parenting
styles that are specific to the feeding contexerred to aseeding stylegHughes,

Power, Fisher, Mueller, & Nicklas, 2005). This domapecific application of parenting
styles is more closely related to feeding practtb@s general parenting styles (Hughes et
al., 2005). In a recent review, Vollmer and Mob{013) suggest that several studies
have found that parenting styles do not consistendtch feeding styles.

Strengths

It is important to highlight the strengths of tkisidy. The greatest strength of this
study is that it expands and improves on the usefid of the 32-item PSDQ. Results in
this study support the hypotheses that four pargrdiyles can be validly measured using
the PSDQ and that parenting style factors can bd tescategorize parenting style types.
The methods used in this study to reconceptudied>SDQ were rigorous as they
combined a conceptual framework with an EFA asmapiecal test of proposed factors.
Reise, Waller, and Comery (2000) suggest that E&Abe used to evaluate

psychometric properties and to address the adegqfaepresentation of constructs by a
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measure. Previous studies (e.g., Coolahan et0dl2; Dlivari et al., 2013) provided
evidence that the permissive scale of the PSDQnwasalidly tapping into the construct
of permissive parenting style. This study providesnceptual framework and empirical
evidence for improved and valid permissive and woived parenting style factors.
Finally, the large sample size in this study isrargyth because it exceeded the
recommendation of 300 participants suggested bwadfatick and Fidell (2007) for the
use of EFA and allowed for the categorization otimeos into parenting styles with
adequate sample size in each parenting style type.
Limitations

Although this study has many strengths, there s several limitations which
must be acknowledged. This study utilized archdzh, and was therefore limited to the
measures used in the previous data collectiondsin of the new parenting styles is
limited because there were not any other pareistiyigs measures available to relate to
the new factors. Parenting practices measures wge to examine differences among
parenting style categories for two specific cordertsponse to child negative emotions
and feeding. However, there were not any validatiamables representing global
parenting styles or practices. Furthermore, thuidystould have been improved if a more
complete measure of psychological control and amive behavioral control had been
available for assessing parenting styles and flidaton. The items in the PSDQ were
not developed with the intent to measure thesetaarts and provide limited insight into
these aspects of parenting styles. Another linoitatif this study is the use of self-report
data. Utilizing data from a single informant foetRSDQ and validation measures is a

potential source of bias, including social desirgb{Leary, 2012). Measures for all

54



variables were questionnaire format, thus responses subject to differences in
interpretation of items by participants (Leary, 2RIQuestionnaire format also requires
that participants must be self-aware of parentiggglviors. Baumrind (2005) suggests
that this is a potential source of bias becausmlskiwowledge and behavior are not
always congruent. A final limitation is that thisnsple was fairly ethnically homogenous.
Previous studies have questioned the extensioarehting styles to different cultural
groups (see Sorkhabi & Mandara, 2013). Thereftuese four factors of parenting styles
may not emerge in more ethnically diverse sampled,further exploration is warranted.
Future Research Suggestions

Findings in this study are exploratory and prostteng preliminary support for
the use of the PSDQ in examining four parentintestgtegories. However, future
research is needed to determine whether thesen§iadire replicated in other similar
samples. In addition, the use of confirmatory faetmalysis is needed to reproduce or
further refine the measure. Future research isradeded to determine whether these
findings extend to other groups including sampleshars and fathers of children in
other age groups, geographic locations, and etiesciFurther analysis of the items that
had cross-loadings and were retained on two factareseded. These items may have
different meaning for parents of one style tharepts of another style. For example,
autonomy items may represent autonomy supportuibroaitative mothers but autonomy
granting for permissive mothers. Refinement of ¢hmms and the addition of new items
may measure these parenting styles more adequétedye is a need for the parenting
style categories identified in this study to bedatled using other measures of parenting

styles or observational methods. Future analysesegessary to understand the mothers
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classified as undifferentiated in this study. Asadyin this study suggests that many of
the undifferentiated mothers were highly authontaand permissive, and future
research is needed to determine how these motHtmsfcbm mothers who were
categorized in each of these categories. Futuearels is also needed to further examine
the link between parenting styles and feeding prestand how these relate to child
nutrition and obesity. Finally, this research shidu extended to examine how these
parenting styles relate to child characteristia$ amtcomes over time.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to provide validatba novel method for
measuring conceptually and empirically sound pangrdtyle categories. Through the
use of EFA, four distinct parenting style categemesre developed from the PSDQ and
used to categorize mothers as authoritative, amdin@n, permissive, and uninvolved.
These categories were found to differ significaothykey parenting and family practices,
supporting the validity of the parenting style donsts measured. Moreover, some
differences in feeding practices were identifiecbamparenting style categories. Overall,
these results offer support for the current metbfotheasuring parenting style types—
including uninvolved parenting style, which maydea a better understanding of this

distinct parenting style.
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Table 1

Hypothesized 4 Factors of Parenting Styles (Hysithea)

, PSDQ
Hypothesized Factor Scale PSDQ Subscale
AUTHORITATIVE PARENTING STYLE
Warmth &
7. Encourages child to talk about the child’s tleab Authoritative Support
Warmth &
1. Responsive to child’s feelings or needs Autldixie Support
Warmth &
12. Gives comfort and understanding when childpsett Authoritative Support
Warmth &
14. Gives praise when child is good. Authoritative  Support
Warmth &
27. Has warm and intimate times together withcchil Authoritative Support
25. Gives child reasons why rules should be obeyed. Authoritative Regulation
31. Explains the consequences of the child’s beinavi Authoritative Regulation
11. Emphasizes the reasons for rules. AuthoritativeRegulation
5. Explains to child how we feel about the chilgtsod and
bad behavior. Authoritative Regulation
29. Helps child to understand the impact of behawjo
encouraging child to talk about the consequencéssdier
own actions. Authoritative Regulation
21. Shows respect for child’s opinions by encourggihild to Autonomy
express them. Authoritative Granting
AUTHORITARIAN PARENTING STYLE
2. Uses physical punishment as a way of discigirmar Physical
child. Authoritarian Coercion
Physical
6. Spanks when our child is disobedient. Authaatar Coercion
Physical
32. Slaps child when the child misbehaves. Authoén Coercion
Physical
19. Grabs child when being disobedient. Authosrtari  Coercion
16. Explodes in anger towards child. Authoritariaderbal Hostility
13. Yells or shouts when child misbehaves. Authaan Verbal Hostility
23. Scolds and criticizes to make child improve. thauitarian  Verbal Hostility
30. Scolds and criticizes when child’s behaviorstdemeet
our expectations. Authoritarian Verbal Hostility
4. When child asks why (he)(she) has to conforatest Non-Reasoning/
because | said so, or | am your parent and | wanttg. Authoritarian Punitive
PERMISSIVE PARENTING STYLE
24. Spoils child. Permissive Indulgent
18. Takes into account child’s preferences in ngkilans for Autonomy
the family. Authoritative Granting
3. Takes child’s desires into account before asiiegchild to  Authoritative Autonomy
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do something. Granting

9. Encourages child to freely express (him/hersai&n when Autonomy

disagreeing with parents. Authoritative  Granting

15. Gives into child when (he)(she) causes a commatout

something. Permissive Indulgent

Autonomy

22. Allows child to give input into family rules. ubhoritative Granting

8. Finds it difficult to discipline child. Permiss Indulgent

UNINVOLVED PARENTING STYLE

28. Punishes by putting child off somewhere aloith little Non-Reasoning/

if any explanations. Authoritarian Punitive

20. States punishments to child and does not &cd@ithem. Permissive Indulgent

17. Threatens child with punishment more often thetaally

giving it. Permissive Indulgent
Non-Reasoning/

26. Uses threats as punishment with little or rstifjeation. Authoritarian Punitive

10. Punishes by taking privileges away from chilthwittle if Non-Reasoning/

any explanations. Authoritarian Punitive
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Table 2

Hypothesized Factors of Parenting Styles Dimens{biypothesis 1b)

Hypothesized Factor PSDQ Scale PSDQ Subscale

ACCEPTANCE vs. REJECTION

ACCEPTANCE

7. Encourages child to talk about the child’s tlesb Authoritative ~ Warmth &
Support

1. Responsive to child’s feelings or needs Autlatirie Warmth &
Support

12. Gives comfort and understanding when child is Authoritative Warmth &

upset. Support

14. Gives praise when child is good. Authoritative Warmth &
Support

27. Has warm and intimate times together withcchil Authoritative ~ Warmth &
Support

18. Takes into account child’s preferences in mgkin Authoritative Autonomy

plans for the family. Granting

REJECTION

13. Yells or shouts when child misbehaves. Authaan Verbal Hostility

32. Slaps child when the child misbehaves. Authoan Verbal Hostility

16. Explodes in anger towards child. Authoritariavierbal Hostility

28. Punishes by putting child off somewhere aloite wAuthoritarian Non-Reasoning/

little if any explanations. Punitive

FIRM vs. LAX BEHAVIORAL CONTROL

FIRM

25. Gives child reasons why rules should be obeyed. Authoritative Regulation
29. Helps child to understand the impact of behdwjo Authoritative Regulation
encouraging child to talk about the consequences of

his/her own actions.

31. Explains the consequences of the child’s bemavi Authoritative  Regulation
11. Emphasizes the reasons for rules. AuthoritativeRegulation
5. Explains to child how we feel about the chilgtsod Authoritative Regulation
and bad behavior.

LAX

8. Finds it difficult to discipline child. Permiss Indulgent

3. Takes child’s desires into account before asktieg Authoritative Autonomy

child to do something. Granting

22. Allows child to give input into family rules. udhoritative Autonomy
Granting

15. Gives into child when (he)(she) causes a Permissive Indulgent

commotion about something.

PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTROL vs. AUTONOMY:
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CONTROL

23. Scolds and criticizes to make child improve. thauitarian
30. Scolds and criticizes when child’s behaviorsidie Authoritarian
meet our expectations.

26. Uses threats as punishment with little or no Authoritarian
justification.

10. Punishes by taking privileges away from chilthw Authoritarian
little if any explanations.

4. When child asks why (he)(she) has to conform,  Authoritarian
states: because | said so, or | am your parent aaat

you to.

AUTONOMY

21. Shows respect for child’s opinions by encourggi Authoritative
child to express them.

9. Encourages child to freely express (him/hersa®n Authoritative
when disagreeing with parents.
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Verbal Hostility
Verbal Hostility

Non-Reasoning/
Punitive

Non-Reasoning/
Punitive

Non-Reasoning/
Punitive

Autonomy
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Table 3

Hypothesized Differences Among Parenting Styledoaites (Hypothesis 3)

Scale Authoritative Authoritarian Permissive  Uninvolved

CCNES

Expressive

Encouragement High Moderate

Problem-Focused High Low

Emotion-Focused Highest Low

Moderate-

Distress Low High Low High

Minimizing High Low Highest

Punitive High Moderate
FAD

Problem-Solving High Moderate

Communication High Low Moderate Lowest

Affective Responsiveness Highest Low High Lowest

Affective Involvement High Low
Maternal Depression Lowest High Low Highest
CFQ Restriction Low High Low Moderate
CFQ Pressure Low High Low Low
CFQ Monitoring High High Low Lowest
Encouraging High Moderate Low Lowest
Modeling High Low Low Lowest

72



Table 4

Comparison of Participants Self-ldentifying as Matin Parenting Questionnaire (PQ)
Packet and in Demographic Questionnaire (DQ)

Identify as Mother

Response on DQ in PQ No response in PQ Total
Mother 368 10 378
Father 7 0 7
Step-mother 3 0 3
Grandmother 3 0 3
Left-blank 54 0 54
Total 435 10 445

Note.When both parents completed the parenting packaters completed the
guestionnaires for mothers and fathers completedtiestionnaires for fathers. Seven
fathers in this group completed the demographictpenaire.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics

Variable n Mean (SD) Range
Authoritative 442 4.14 (.45) 1.86-5.00
Authoritarian 442 1.81 (.46) 1.00-3.88
Permissive 442 3.57 (.51) 1.17-3.58
Uninvolved 442 1.98 (.45) 1.50-4.88
CCNES Expressive Encouragement 437 3.81 (.56) 3. @3-
CCNES Emotion Focused 437 4.10 (.45) 2.50-5.00
CCNES Problem Focused 437 4.17 (.40) 2.42-4.92
CCNES Minimizing 437 2.14 (.53) 1.08-4.00
CCNES Punitive 437 1.93 (.45) 1.00-4.00
CCNES Distress 437 2.19 (.44) 1.17-3.82
FAD Problem Solving 441 3.16 (.38) 2.00-4.00
FAD Communication 441 3.05 (.37) 2.00-4.00
FAD Affective Responsiveness 439 3.23 (.44) 1.59m4.
FAD Affective Involvement 440 3.05 (.44) 1.67-4.00
CES-D Depression 439 10.50 (9.03) 0-51.00
CFQ Responsibility 440 4.47 (.56) 2.00-5.00
CFQ Monitor 441 3.83(.82) 1.00-5.00
CFQ Pressure 440 2.58 (1.06) 1.00-5.00
CFQ Restriction 442 3.68 (.79) 1.00-5.00
Encourage 440 4.11 (.52) 1.00-5.00
Model 441 2.56 (.50) 1.43-4.00
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Table 6
Parallel Analysis

Initial Eigenvalues Randomly Selected

Factor in Sample Eigenvalues
1 6.406 1.5887
2 3.054 1.5060
3 2.480 1.4482
4 1.669 1.3983
5 1.354 1.3567
6 1.317 1.3126
7 1.099 1.2737
8 1.003 1.2371
9 956 1.2031
10 .885 1.1687
11 .862 1.1382
12 .816 1.1065
13 789 1.0741
14 .730 1.0454
15 .690 1.0164
16 .658 9877
17 647 9612
18 627 9336
19 614 9069
20 582 8792
21 549 .8524
22 518 .8283
23 488 .8015
24 472 1744
25 430 1475
26 402 1221
27 .383 6953
28 .361 .0160
29 331 0171
30 .308 .0186
31 .282 .0198
32 236 .0223

Note Sample eigenvalues > randomly selected
eigenvalues are in boldface.
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Table 7

Factor Loadings for EFA of PSDQ: Four Factor Soturti

Factor
PSDQ Item 1 5 3 Z
| explain the consequences of the child's behavior. .664 .043 -.319 .066
| encourage my child to talk about his/her troubles .652 -.154 -.060 -.015
I help my child to understand the impact of .621 .000 -.286 181
behavior by encouraging my child to talk about the
consequences of his/her own actions.
| explain to my child how we feel about the child's .586 .070 -.178 -.021
good and bad behavior.
I give my child reasons why rules should be .583 .034 -.227 .090
obeyed.
| emphasize the reasons for rules. .558 .059 -.318 .085
| give praise when my child is good. .548 -.198 .095 -.016
| show respect for my child's opinions by .538 -.256 .028 351
encouraging my child to express them.
I give comfort and understanding when my child is .513 =221 -.046 -.016
upset.
| am responsive to my child's feelings and needs. .414 -.193 .027 -.015
| encourage my child to freely express him/herself .399 -.095 -.014 .382
even when disagreeing with parents.
I have warm and intimate times together with my .391 -.094 -.061 .080
child.
| take my child's desires into account before agkin .309 -.006 -.013 .260
the child to do something.
| scold or criticize when my child's behavior -211 .604 -.007 132
doesn't meet my expectations.
| explode in anger towards my child. -.145 .603 .267 -.021
I grab my child when being disobedient. -.029 .599 .165 -.068
| scold and criticize to make my child improve. 431 .569 .069 .067
| yell or shout when my child misbehaves. -153 .548 .340 -.080
| use physical punishment as a way of disciplining -.034 501 -.030 -.318
my child.
| slap my child when the child misbehaves. -.017 .488 .184 -.060
| spank when my child is disobedient. .042 475 .020 -.445
| state punishments to my child and do not actually-.048 .239 .667 .007
do them.
| threaten my child with punishment more often  -.076 217 .648 .057
than actually giving it.
| use threats as punishment with little or no -.230 .193 517 -.043
justification.
| find it difficult to discipline my child. -121 081 .438 .186
| give into my child when the child causes a -.093 .163 416 211
commotion about something.
| punish by taking privileges away from my child -.034 -.049 413 -.170

with little if any explanations.
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| punish by putting my child off somewhere alone -.174
with little if any explanation.

I spoil my child. -.003
| take into account my child's preferences in .262
making plans for the family.

| allow my child to give input into family rules. 311

When my child asks why he/she has to conform, | .048
state, "Because | said so," or "l am the parentland
want you to."

-.005

113
.023

-.180
.209

.336

379

-.016

.006

322

-.162

.395
.348

.332
-.328

Note.Factor loadings > |.30| are in boldface.
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Table 8

EFA of PSDQ: Four-Factor Solution Compared with diesis 1a and PSDQ

PSDQ PSDQ
Scale Subscale
AUTHORITATIVE
| explain the consequences of the child's behavior. Authoritative Regulation
. . Authoritative Warmth &
| encourage my child to talk about his/her troubles Support
I help my child to understand the impact of behavio by
encouraging my child to talk about the consequencex his/her Authoritative Regulation
own actions.
Lg)ﬁgl\:;;}l(?r.to my child how we feel about the child'ggood and bad Authoritative Regulation
| give my child reasons why rules should be obeyed. Authoritative Regulation
| emphasize the reasons for rules. Authoritative Regulation
. . - Authoritative Warmth &
| give praise when my child is good. Support
| show respect for my child's opinions by encouragig my child to Authoritative Autonqmy
express them. Granting
. . S Authoritative Warmth &
| give comfort and understanding when my child is pset. Support
. . . Authoritative Warmth &
| am responsive to my child's feelings and needs. Support
| encourage my child to freely express him/herseén when I Autonomy
. . . Authoritative :
disagreeing with parents. Granting
| have warm and intimate times together with my chid.
. . . . Authoritative Autonqmy
| allow my child to give input into family rules. Granting
| take my child's desires into account before agkire child to do Authoritative Autonomy
something. Granting
AUTHORITARIAN
| scold or criticize when my child's behavior doesih meet my Authoritarian  Verbal Hostility
expectations.
| explode in anger towards my child. Authoritarian ~ Verbal Hostility
| grab my child when being disobedient. Authoritarian  Physical Coercion
| scold and criticize to make my child improve. Authoritarian ~ Verbal Hostility
| yell or shout when my child misbehaves. Authoritarian ~ Verbal Hostility
| use physical punishment as a way of discipliningiy child. Authoritarian  Physical Coercion
| slap my child when the child misbehaves. Authoritarian  Physical Coercion
I spank when my child is disobedient. Authoritarian  Physical Coercion
UNINVOLVED
| state punishments to my child and do not actuallyo them. Permissive Indulgent
| threaten my child with punishment more often thanactually Permissi
S ermissive Indulgent
giving it.
. o o Authoritarian  'on-Reasoning/
| use threats as punishment with little or no justiication. Punitive
| find it difficult to discipline my child. Permisse Indulgent
| give into my child when the child causes a comoroabout Permissive Indulaent
something. 9
| punish by taking privileges away from my child wih little if any ~ Authoritarian ~ Non-Reasoning/
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explanations.

| spoil my child.

| punish by putting my child off somewhere alone wth little if any
explanation.

| yell or shout when my child misbehaves.

When my child asks why he/she has to conform,test®8ecause |
said so," or "l am the parent and | want you to."

- | emphasize the reasons for rules.

- | explain the consequences of the child's belavio

PERMISSIVE

I spoil my child.

| take into account my child's preferences in makig plans for the
family.

| allow my child to give input into family rules.

| encourage my child to freely express him/hersefven when
disagreeing with parents.

I show respect for my child's opinions by encouragig my child to
express them.

-When my child asks why he/she has to conformatest'Because |
said so," or "l am the parent and | want you to."

- | spank when my child is disobedient.

- | use physical punishment as a way of disciptnimy child.

Punitive

Permissive Indulgent
Authoritarian  'on-Reasoning/
Punitive
Authaigta  Verbal Hostility
Authoritarian  'on-Reasoning/
Punitive
Authoritative Regulation
Authoritative Regulation
Permissive Indulgent
Authoritative Autonqmy
Granting
Authoritative Autonqmy
Granting
Authoritative Autonqmy
Granting
Authoritative Autonqmy
Granting
Authoritarian  'on-Reasoning/
Punitive
Authorigéari Physical Coercion

Authoritarian ~ Physical Coercion

Note Items loading on factors as hypothesized (1a)rabeldface. Items with negative factor loadings a

denoted with (-).
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Table 9
Factor Loadings for EFA of PSDQ: Three Factor Siint

PSDQ Item Factor
1 2 3

| explain the consequences of the child's behavior. .658 .056 -.343
I help my child to understand the impact of behabipencouraging

my child to talk about the consequences of histhrer actions. .649 -.018 -.270
| show respect for my child's opinions by encounggny child to

express them. .616 -.306 .078
| encourage my child to talk about his/her troubles .607 -.105 -.135
| give my child reasons why rules should be obeyed. .587 .038 -.240
| emphasize the reasons for rules. .562 .059 -.323
| explain to my child how we feel about the chilgsod and bad

behavior. .554 .103 -.229
| give praise when my child is good. .505 -.145 .013
| encourage my child to freely express him/hersein when

disagreeing with parents. 490 -.167 .068
| give comfort and understanding when my childpset. 476 -177 -.113
| have warm and intimate times together with mydhi .396 -.089 -.075
| allow my child to give input into family rules. .394 -.241 .076
| am responsive to my child's feelings and needs. .383 -.154 -.032
| take my child's desires into account before agkire child to do

something. .372 -.056 .043
| take into account my child's preferences in mglptans for the

family. .351 -.054 .074
I grab my child when being disobedient. -.038 .604 167
| explode in anger towards my child. -134 592 .289
| use physical punishment as a way of disciplinimgchild. -.120 .561 -.101
I spank when my child is disobedient. -.088 .560 -.099
| yell or shout when my child misbehaves. -.162 558 .337
| scold and criticize to make my child improve. 081 .514 133
| scold or criticize when my child's behavior doesmeet my

expectations. -.151 .510 .095
| slap my child when the child misbehaves. -.026 .495 .180
When my child asks why he/she has to conform,test®8ecause |

said so," or "l am the parent and | want you to." .055 294 .192
| threaten my child with punishment more often tlaatually giving it. -.054 .218 .645
| state punishments to my child and do not actuddiyhem. -.044 .254 .641
| use threats as punishment with little or no figsttion. -.231 .205 .503
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| find it difficult to discipline my child.

| spoil my child.

| give into my child when the child causes a conioroabout
something.

| punish by taking privileges away from my childtlittle if any
explanations.

| punish by putting my child off somewhere alon¢hiittle if any
explanation.

-.060
112
-.024

-.088

-.216

039
.022
112
.016

.043

491

482
478

.320

273

Note.Factor loadings > |.30] are in boldface.
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Table 10

EFA of PSDQ: Three-Factor Solution Compared wittpbthesis 1b and PSDQ

Hypothesized PSDQ PSDQ
Factor (1b) Scale Subscale
FACTOR 1
| explain the consequences of the child's Flrmcl?)i?r%\lnoral Authoritative Regulation
behavior.
| help my child to understand the impact of . .

. . ) Firm Behavioral o .
behavior by encouraging my child to talk about Control Authoritative Regulation
the consequences of his/her own actions.
| show respect for my child's opinions by P'sAycthoIogmaI Authoritative A(;Jton?my
encouraging my child to express them. utonomy ranting
| encourage my child to talk about his/her Acceptance Authoritative V\/Sarmth fc
troubles. uppor
| give my child reasons why rules should be Flrmcl?)i?r%\lnoral Authoritative Regulation
obeyed.
| emphasize the reasons for rules. Firm Behavioral Authoritative Regulation

Control
| explain to my child how we feel about the Flrmcii?r%\lnoral Authoritative Regulation
child's good and bad behavior.
: : S Y Warmth &
| give praise when my child is good.
give p y g Acceptance Authoritative Support
| encourage my child to freely express P'sAy(ihoIogmaI Authoritative A(;Jton?my
him/herself even when disagreeing with parents. Utonomy ranting
| give comfort and understanding when my child Acceptance Authoritative V\/Sarmth fc
is upset. uppor
| have warm and intimate times together with Acceptance Authoritative V\/Sarmth ;&
my child. uppor
| allow my child to give input into family rules. Laxgoenr;ﬁgllloral Authoritative Regulation
| am responsive to my child's feelings and Acceptance Authoritative V\/Sarmth ;&
needs. uppor
| take my child's desires into account before Lax Behavioral I Autonomy
; ; : Control Authoritative Grantin
asking the child to do something. 9
| take into account my child's preferences in Acceptance Authoritative Agton?my
making plans for the family. ranting
FACTOR 2
| grab my child when being disobedient. Rejection Authoritarian Physu_:al
Coercion
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| explode in anger towards my child.

| use physical punishment as a way of
disciplining my child.

| spank when my child is disobedient.

| yell or shout when my child misbehaves.

| scold and criticize to make my child improve.

| scold or criticize when my child's behavior
doesn't meet my expectations.
| slap my child when the child misbehaves.

- | show respect for my child's opinions by
encouraging my child to express them.

FACTOR 3

| threaten my child with punishment more often

than actually giving it.

| state punishments to my child and do not
actually do them.

| use threats as punishment with little or no
justification.

| find it difficult to discipline my child.

| spoil my child.

| give into my child when the child causes a
commotion about something.

- | explain the consequences of the child's
behavior.

- | emphasize the reasons for rules.

| punish by taking privileges away from my
child with little if any explanations.

Does not load on any factors

Rejection

Rejection

Psychological
Control

Psychological
Control

Rejection

-Psychological
Autonomy

Psychological
Control

Lax Behavioral
Control

Lax Behavioral
Control

(Lax) Behavioral
Control

(Lax) Behavioral
Control

Psychological
Control

When my child asks why he/she has to conform,

| state, "Because | said so," or "l am the parent

and | want you to."
| punish by putting my child off somewhere
alone with little if any explanation.

Psychological
Control

Rejection
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Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Authoritarian
Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Authoritative

Permissive

Permissive

Authoritarian

Permissive

Permissive

Permissive

Authoritative

Authoritative

Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Authoritarian

Verbal Hostility

Physical
Coercion

Physical
Coercion

Verbal Hostility
Verbal Hostility

Verbal Hostility
Physical
Coercion

Autonomy
Granting

Indulgent

Indulgent

Non-
Reasoning/
Punitive

Indulgent

Indulgent

Indulgent

Regulation

Regulation

Non-
Reasoning/
Punitive

Non-
Reasoning/
Punitive

Non-
Reasoning/
Punitive



Table 11

Tests of Differences in Parenting Practices AmoatgRting Style Categories (Hypothesis 3a-h)

Significant
Scale 1 2 3 4 Grou
Authoritative Authoritarian  Permissive  Uninvolved . P
Differences
CCNES Expressive 4.11 (47) 4.02 (49) i
Encouragement
CCNES Problem-Focused ~ 4-38 (:34) 4.24 (.36) 1>3
CCNES Emotion-Focused 4.18 (.05) 4.07 (.38) ns
CCNES Distress 1.99 (.44) 2.36 (.39) 2.09 (.40) 2.34 (.45) 1,3<24
CCNES Punitive 2.13 (:45) 2.07 (.45) ns
FAD Problem-Solving 334 (.39) 3.27(.38) ns
EAD Communication 3.18 (.36) 3.01(.34) 3.16 (.35) 2.90 (.37) 1,3>2,4
i Affective 3.37(44)  3.18(43)  3.36(38)  299(47)  1,3>2>4
esponsiveness
FAD Affective 3.15 (.40) 2.84 (.42) 3>4
Involvement
Maternal Depression 9.51 (9.66) 10.61 (8.07) 8.84 (8.33) 13.65(9.20) ,3<4
CFQ Restriction 3.74 (.80) 3.89 (.79) 3.45 (.75) 3.67 (.73) 2>3
CFQ Pressure 2.61 (1.10) 2.85(1.02) 2.19 (.99) 2.78 (1.00) 43,
CFQ Monitoring 4.07 (.84) 3.80 (.81) 3.88 (.79) 3.60 (.76) 1>4
Encouraging 4.20 (.61) 4.07 (.46) 4.19 (.48) 3.99 (.50) 1>4
2.72 (.57) 2.44 (.46) 2.71 (.47) 2.39 (.46) 1,3>2,4

Modeling

NoteMeans and standard deviations are listed only &oiables proposed to differ from each other in

hypothesis 3.
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Figure 1. Scree Plot
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