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Parenting styles set the pace and quality of parent-child relationships
and parenting practices. This empirical research consisted of three studies
based on the Child Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI; Schaefer,
1965) and was conducted in Spain. The analysis checks the typology and styles
of parenting, bearing in mind both parents in a differentiated way. The first
study involved 762 adolescents of 12-17 years (mean age=13.69 y SD= 1.40;
52.7% boys). A total of 824 children of 8-11 years participated in the second
study (mean age=9.28 y SD= 1.34; 47.8% boys). The results of the explorato-
ry and confirmatory factorial analyses show a four-factor model: Support and
communications, Negative psychological control, Permissiveness, and Negli-
gence, for both the mother and the father, which determine parenting from the
children’s perception. The fit indexes are within the established limits to con-
sider this an appropriate questionnaire to assess parenting styles in childhood
and adolescence in Spanish populations.

Keywords: Parenting, factorial analyses, adolescence, middle child-
hood, young teens.

Estilos parentales: andlisis psicométrico de dos estudios en
poblacion espaiiola

Los estilos de crianza van marcando el ritmo y la calidad de las relaciones
entre padres e hijos, asi como las prdcticas de crianza. Este trabajo analiza los
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348 Parenting: Psychometric analysis

resultados de los andlisis factoriales exploratorio y confirmatorio del cuestio-
nario Child Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI; Schaefer, 1965)
realizado en dos estudios en poblacion espariola. El estudio contempla la tipo-
logia y estilos de crianza, teniendo presente a ambos progenitores de forma
diferenciada. En el primer estudio han participado 762 adolescentes de 12-17
anos (M=13,69 y DT= 1,40; 52,7% varones). En el segundo estudio han par-
ticipado 824 nifios y nifias de 8-11 arios (M=9,28 y DT= 1,34, 47,8% varo-
nes). Los resultados de los andlisis factoriales exploratorio y confirmatorio
muestran un modelo de cuatro factores referidos a Apoyo y comunicacion,
Control psicologico negativo, Permisividad y Negligencia, tanto para la ma-
dre como para el padre. Los indices de ajuste se situan dentro de los limites
establecidos para considerar que se trata de un cuestionario adecuado para
evaluar los estilos de crianza en la infancia y adolescencia en poblacion es-
paiiola.

Palabras clave: crianza, andlisis factorial, adolescencia, infancia tar-
dia, preadolescencia.

Parenting styles determine parent-child interaction and they are therefore
linked to the emotional atmosphere between parents and children (Darling &
Steinberg, 1993). This way, parenting styles set the pace and the quality of parent-
child relation-ships, as well as parenting practices, which pursue the children’s
adequate behavior.

The initial tridimensional model of parenting styles (Baumrind, 1968,
1996) classifies them into authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. This typo-
logical approach yields an orthogonal bidimensional perspective, defined by an
affective-attitudinal axis and a demand-control one (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).
Interaction between both dimensions, demand-control and affection-support and
love, results in a quadripartite typology of parenting patterns. This multidimen-
sional character sets a rather inductive or rather punitive parenting style (Hoff-
man, 1977, Wahl & Metzner, 2012). Currently, the classification into authorita-
tive or competent, authoritarian, indulgent, and negligent is widely accepted
(Barnhart, Raval, Jansari & Raval, 2013; Carlo, Mestre, Samper, Tur & Armenta,
2011; Sorkhabi, 2012).

Inductive parenting — Punitive parenting

Inductive parenting is based on affection and communication, and on setting
limits, which are defined by behavior control, and promoting autonomy (Hoff-
man, 1977; Parra & Oliva, 2006). Parents act according to criteria, respecting
their children’s feelings. This inductive style has had positive effects on the de-
velopment of children in practically every culture (Barnhart et al., 2013; Sorkhabi,
2012).
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Conversely, more punitive, authoritarian parenting is based on unidirectional
orders from the parents towards their children. With this style, the negative, psy-
chological control involves a lack of confidence, disqualifications and humilia-
tions towards the children, which has negative effects on the children’s process of
development (Wahl & Metzner, 2012).

Gender differences in parenting

Before the 1960s, research on parenting invisibilized the role of the father in
parenting. Later on, papers start to appear taking both parents into account, check-
ing for father-child and mother-child same-quality bonds (Silverstein & Auer-
bach, 1999). Still, research offers contradictory results.

On the one hand, it has been proved that a father’s love can be the best pre-
dictor of the children’s psychosocial development and functioning, both as young
children and as adults (Rohner & Veneziano, 2001). On the other, it has been
proved that mothers are more involved in parenting and that children perceive a
stronger involvement of mothers (Laible & Carlo, 2004). Likewise, it has been
proved that the mothers’ expressivity has positive effects on the children’s devel-
opment (Eisenberg et al., 2003).

To sum up, although there are no conclusive results, it seems that mothers
can have a significant influence on parenting, regardless of the children’s sex.
These responsibilities seem to spread both to the factors pertaining to inductive
discipline (love, autonomy, and control), and to those pertaining to a punitive
parenting style (hostility, negligence, and permissiveness) (Tur-Porcar, Mestre,
Samper & Malonda, 2012).

Moreover, the parents’ parenting style has proved to be quite stable and subject
to few changes throughout adolescence (Rodriguez, Del Barrio & Carrasco, 2009),
which seems to support the existence of the family interaction patterns characteris-
tic of certain households. For example, controlling parents still want to control their
children regardless of their age (Parra & Oliva, 2006). Even so, as the children grow
up, parents tend to decrease their control and increase their autonomy. This might
be due to the inherent needs of adolescent children. In adolescence, a process of
extension of the social networks takes place which requires greater progressive
autonomy (Parra & Oliva, 2006; Spera, 2005). Likewise, it has been proved that
the children’s perception of parenting styles is usually a reliable source of information
and even more coherent than that provided by the parents (Silk, Morris, Kanaya &
Steinberg, 2003), among other reasons, because it is less subject to social desira-
bility (Roa & del Barrio, 2002).

The differences between the father and the mother justify the fact that this
research is conducted separately for the mother and the father, which strengthens
this paper.
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Therefore, the goal of the current study is to analyze the dimensions and the
structure of the Child Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI) (Schaefer,
1965), and to observe to what extent they fit into the theoretical model mentioned
in the introduction.

The analyses were conducted bearing in mind the father’s and the mother’s
parenting, from the children’s perception, in two studies covering from late child-
hood to adolescence. A factor analysis of this same questionnaire has been con-
ducted previously (Samper, Cortés, Nache & Tur, 2006). However, now we have
more information. It is advisable to update these analyses for two reasons basically:
one, to simplify the factorial structure into four factors, following the aforemen-
tioned model (Baumrind, 1968, 1996; Maccoby & Martin, 1983); and another,
because of the reliability of some of the previous papers.

Method
Participants
Study 1

The participants were selected with simple randomness criteria, taking into
account the geographical location so as to consider different zonal districts. The
participants were 762 adolescents aged between 12-17 years (M=13.69 and
SD=1.40), attending school at 4 different centers (2 public and 2 charter schools
subsidized by the Valencian Government). A 52.7% were male and 47.3% wom-
en. Of the total sample, 541 lived with both parents (71%), while 221 belonged to
single-parent families. With respect to the fathers’ level of education: university
studies (40.5%), high school diploma or vocational training (31.7%), primary
school (4.2%), and uneducated (8.9%). Mothers: university (41%), high school or
equivalent (35.5%), primary (3.5%), and uneducated (3.5%). Non-defined in fa-
thers (3.4%) and mothers (0.9%).

Study 2

The population comprised 824 boys (47.8%) and girls (52.2%) aged between
8-11 years (M=9.28 and SD=1.34), attending school at 5 public centers. Of the total
sample, 71.1% lived with both parents and 28.9 with one of them (single-parent
families). The presence of the mother or the father stood at 98% in both cases.
Fathers’ level of education: university studies (19.4%), high school diploma or
vocational training (17.7%), primary school (27.8%), and uneducated (8.9%).
Mother: university (19.9%), high school or equivalent (16.1%), primary (24.7%)
and uneducated (9.5%). Non-defined in fathers (26%) and mothers (29.7%).
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TABLE 1. AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS, MEANS AND TYPICAL DEVIATIONS OF THE STUDIES.

N Age Mean D Kurtosis
Study 1 762 12-17 13.69 1.40 -.736
Study 2 824 8-11 9.28 1.34 -.950

Instruments

The Child’s Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI; Schaefer, 1965;
Samper et al., 2006). It evaluates the rules of parent-child interaction perceived by
the children, both with respect to the father and the mother. The initial question-
naire includes 52 items (distributed into 8 factors for the father and 8 for the
mother), which present typical situations of everyday life and family education. A
three-choice scale is presented (never, sometimes, always). These are the dimen-
sions: a) Permissiveness: total freedom without rules or limits; b) Autonomy and
Love: sociability and independent thought is stimulated; c) Love: positive evalua-
tion, expressing affection, emotional support; d) Love and Control: intellectual
stimulation of the children, discipline focused on the child; e) Control: intrusive-
ness, control through blame and paternal guidance; f) Control and Hostility: ap-
plying strict rules and punishments; g) Hostility: predominance of irritability,
negative evaluation and rejection; h) Hostility and Negligence: hostility and, at the
same time, extreme autonomy, where the children perceive a lack of attention to
their needs. These are the average reliabilities of the four molar dimensions —
obtained through the Kuder-Richarson-20 test: Love = .84; Hostility = .78; Au-
tonomy = .69; Control = .66 (Schaefer, 1965).

Procedure

In both studies the process started with information for the teachers and the fami-
lies, who gave their consent. Confidentiality and anonymity were preserved. The
application of the instrument took place in the schools in a collective way. In both
studies the instrument was part of a longer file, for which reason the sessions were 45-
50 minutes long. Statistic processing was conducted with SPSS 19.0 and AMOS 6.0.

Data analysis

First of all, we divided the participating population into two subsamples: one
comprised the boys and girls who lived with their fathers on a daily basis (defined
as “presence of the father”) and the other comprised those who lived with their
mothers (defined as “presence of the mother”) As has been proved, the perception
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352 Parenting: Psychometric analysis

of the role of the father or the mother may depend on the time of cohabitation
(Bravo & Del Valle, 2009).

Then, for each subsample, we conducted exploratory factor analyses by
means of principal component analyses with Promax rotation (Nunnally & Bern-
stein, 1994; Rennie, 1997), along with the item-factor correlation, and the items
with low correlations were discarded (below .40, although they can be accepted
below .30) (Hair, Black, Rabin, Anderson & Tatham, 2006). The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin index (KMO) and Bartlett’s sphericity test made the data fit for factoriza-
tion. The acceptance of four factors was defined by the sedimentation graph (Cat-
tell’s scree test) and the total explained variance (Henson & Roberts, 2006; Bern-
abé-Valero, Garcia-Alandete & Gallego-Pérez, 2014).

The items were discarded and the factors reduced according to the following
criteria: a) items with a loading below .40 (Hair et al., 2006); b) items with a load-
ing over .40, which saturated in two or more factors similarly — the item was pre-
served when it saturated in two factors but the differences were noticeable and
one of them had a loading over .50; ¢) the item’s internal consistency had to pre-
sent an alpha o > .60 (Lathan & Wexley, 1994).

To estimate the goodness of fit of the confirmatory factor analysis, according
to Hu and Bentler (1999), the following were considered: goodness of fit index
(GFI), non-normative fit index (NNFI), and Bentler’s compared fit index (CFI).
All these indexes had to be over .90.

Additionally, we considered the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), which evaluates the level of discrepancy between the model and the
data in the population. In RMSEA a value below .08 is acceptable (sets the limit
of acceptability), and being close to .05 is the model’s value of fit (Hu & Bentler,
1999). Lastly, we conducted the factors’ internal consistency analysis through
Cronbach’s alpha (Prieto & Delgado, 2010).

Results
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

Cattell’s scree test showed that the weight of the information is concentrated in 4
factors, represented by 38 items. KMO indexes, along with Bartlett’s sphericity test
—a contrast test— prove the fit of the factor analysis (table 2, see next page). The KMO
coefficients close to 1 and those obtained from Bartlett’s test show they are fit for fac-
torization (y* divided by the degrees of freedom below 6.0) (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Regarding factor saturation and item-factor correlations, Table 3 (see page
354) reflects that the factorial weights (coefficients) are over .400, reaching val-
ues close to .800 in both studies. However, there is one factorial weight of .384
(item 38 of Study 2, because it improved the factor’s alpha) (Hair et al., 2006).
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With regard to item-factor correlations, table 3 also shows moderately high and

high correlations (almost over .400), which confirms that the item belongs in the
factor (Hair et al. 2006; Costello & Osborne, 2005; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

TABLE 2. KAISER AND BARTLETT’S SPHERICITY TEST INDEXES.

KMO Ve df

Study 1 “Presence father” 911 2827.07*** 703
“Presence mother”  .908  2332.18*** 703

Study 2 “Presence father” 902  3669.89*** 803

“Presence mother” 924  3201.61*** 805

**%% Sig=.00001; d.f.= degrees of freedom

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis, displayed in table 4 (see page
356), show the model’s goodness of fit indexes for both studies. As can be seen,
the RMSEA obtained is between 0.044 and 0.061 in both studies. Additionally,
the robust measurement indexes (GFI, NNFI and CFI) present levels over .90 in
every case, which indicates good fits (Ferrando & Anguiano-Carrasco, 2010; Hu
& Bentler, 1999).

Descriptive and reliability analyses

The reliability indexes, obtained through Cronbach’s alpha (table 5, see page
356), are between .60 and .86 (study one, range between .62 and .86; study two,
range between .60 and .81). Alpha indexes over .60 were considered adequate
(Hair et al., 2006).

So as to complete this information, we calculated the mean scores and typical
deviations of the questionnaire’s four factors. Table 5 also shows higher mean
scores in the younger population (8-12 years, Study 2). It seems that, towards late
childhood, children perceive greater support and communication, greater negative
psychological control, less permissiveness, and less negligence than in adoles-
cence, both from the father and the mother. In the adolescent population, the mean
scores for permissiveness increases for fathers and mothers (Study 1).

A general comparison of both studies shows higher mean scores in the Support
and Communication factor when it is related to other factors. Moreover, the in-
dexes are higher in the mothers than the fathers.
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TABLE 4. FIT INDEXES OF THE CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSES IN BOTH STUDIES.

RMSEA NNFI GFI CFI

“Presence father” .045 931 903 .928
Study 1

“Presence mother ” 044 941 9 1 5 975

“Presence father” .061 923 908 .926
Study 2

“Presence mother” 056 921 902 955

**%% Sig=.00001; d.f.= degrees of freedom

TABLE 5. MEANS, TYPICAL DEVIATIONS, AND RELIABILITY VALUES OF THE FACTORS.

Study 1 Study 2

Factors “ “ “ “
presence presence presence presence

mother” father” mother” father”

M7 SD o M SD o M SD o M SD

Support and communication 227 38 85 227 .38 .86 2.53 .28 .77 242 35 .81

Negative psychological control  1.89 .38 .75 1.82 .36 .76 198 .35 .64 194 .36 .63

Permissiveness 1.57 38 .62 159 40 .63 132 32 .60 134 .36 .64

Negligence 1.50 45 .68 1.55 45 62 152 .51 .63 1.56 .53 .67
Discussion

The results of the factor analyses show a structure of four clearly differentiated
factors grouped into: Support/Communication; Negative Psychological Control;
Permissiveness; and Negligence. Study number 1 was conducted on an adolescent
population (early and middle adolescence) and study number two, on a population
from late childhood to young adolescence. They also show that the questionnaire
may be quite appropriate to assess parenting styles in late childhood and adoles-
cence.

The distribution into four factors is in accordance with the quadripartite
model of parenting styles defended by Baumrind (1996), Maccoby and Martin’s
contribution (1983), and the contribution by Darling and Steinberg (1993), and
even with Schaefer’s polar dimensions of control/autonomy and affec-
tion/hostility (1965).

The perception the children have regarding their fathers’ and their mothers’
parenting presents small variations. In late childhood, the children perceive greater
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support and communication, especially from the mother. Likewise, in childhood,
they feel greater psychological control from both parents. In adolescence, it seems
the parents tend to reduce the psychological control and increase permissiveness.
Family communication and support also decrease. In this sense, the permissive-
ness observed may reflect the need to yield to the children’s demands for greater
autonomy and independence (Spera, 2005).

Lastly, negligence shows mean scores quite similar in both stages of develop-
ment. These results may be related to the idea of granting certain stability to parenting
styles (Rodriguez et al., 2009; Parra & Oliva, 2006). When parents exercise a
negligent parenting style, they do so regardless of the children’s age. In a way,
these results support the notion of behavior patterns from the father and the moth-
er which make a difference in the way they influence their children. As has been
proved, the perception the children have of their father and their mother is differ-
ent, as is the influence each one has on the development of adolescent children
(Tur-Porcar et al., 2012) and in childhood (Solis-Camara & Diaz Romero, 2007).
This research is not without limitations. The main one is related to the collection
and the source of information, based on self-reports from the children taken in one
evaluation. Although this procedure presents fewer social desirability problems
(Roa & Del Barrio, 2002), it could be complemented with information from the
parents and with longitudinal information.

Another limitation may have to do with the level of education of the partici-
pants’ parents. The adolescent population belongs to a greater percentage of fami-
lies with further education (over 70% has a university degree, high school diplo-
ma or equivalent).

However, it must be concluded that this paper simplifies the questionnaire’s
structure — intended to evaluate parenting styles — and may offer valuable infor-
mation as a working tool
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