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Titulo: Estilos parentales materno y paterno en conjunto: validacion de la
forma simple de la Escala de Evaluacién del Estilo Parental

Resumen: La Escala para la Evaluacion del Estilo Parental (EEEP) pregunta a
los adolescentes sobre los estilos educativos de sus padres por separado
(“tu padre” y “tu madre”) o de forma conjunta (“tus padres”), pero solo se
ha evaluado la validez en la versién por separado. El objetivo de este traba-
jo fue evaluar la validez de las inferencias de la versioén conjunta. Se reclut6
una muestra de 1507 adolescentes, de 12 a 18 afios. Se realizaron analisis
factoriales exploratorios y confirmatorios en dos submuestras independien-
tes. Después se probé un modelo de ecuaciones estructurales para com-
probar la asociacion de las subescalas de la EEEP con desenlaces de los
adolescentes (optimismo, pesimismo y resultados académicos). Los resulta-
dos muestran buenas medidas de ajuste de la estructura del instrumento.
Ademas, las subescalas mostraron asociacion con los desenlaces. .a EEEP
puede ser usada con fiabilidad en su forma conjunta, resultando en una re-
duccién de items, los cual es a menudo beneficioso para la investigacion.
Palabas clave: Validacion. Estilos parentales. Modelo de ecuaciones es-
tructurales. Adolescencia.

Abstract: Oliva’s Escala para la Evalnacion del Estilo Parental (EEEP) [Scale
Jfor the evalnation of parenting styles] asks adolescents about their parents’ edu-
cation styles separately (“your father” and “your mother”) or in a com-
bined way (“your parents”), but only the separated version has been tested
for validity. The objective of this work was to carry out a validation of the
combined version. A sample of 1507 adolescents, aged 12 to 18 years, was
recruited. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were run in two
independent subsamples. Then, structural equation models (SEM) were
run in order to test the association between the EEEP’s subscales and ado-
lescent outcomes (optimism, pessimism, and academic achievement). Re-
sults showed a good fit of the instruments’ structure. Furthermore, the
subscales showed associations with the outcomes. The EEEP can be relia-
bly used in its combined form, which results in a reduction of items, often
beneficial for research.

Keywords: Scale validation. Parenting styles. Structural equation modeling.
Adolescence.

Introduction

Parents serve as role models for their children, who learn be-
liefs and behaviors from them (Alvarez et al., 2019; Varela et
al.,, 2019). Relationships with parents are essential socioemo-
tional (Collins & Steinberg, 2006) and moral assets (Mounts
& Allen, 2019), even beyond childhood, and strongly influ-
ence child development. Accordingly, it is important to de-
velop relevant assessment instruments to improve young
people’s development. In recent decades, there has increased
interest in defining and measuring the dimensions of parent-
ing style (Smetana, 2017).

Conceptualizations of Parenting Styles

The first investigations into parenting styles focused on
samples of children (Baumrind, 1967; Maccoby & Martin,
1983). However, in the 21st century, interest in parent—
adolescent relationships has increased. Obtaining infor-
mation from children directly rather than their parents re-
duces social desirability bias and increases objectivity (Gon-
zales et al., 1996). The first studies in this area took a typo-
logical approach to categorizing parenting styles (Baumrind,
1967; Maccoby & Martin, 1983). This approach classifies
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parenting styles in a generalized way, mainly in terms of the
variables affection and control, which together compose the
authoritative parenting style (Laursen & Collins, 2009; Stein-
berg & Silk, 2002). Later, the dimensional approach was de-
veloped to complement the typological approach (Steinberg
& Silk, 2002).

Studies subsequent to Baumrind indicated that the di-
mensions of control and affection were not completely in-
dependent, since parents’ degree of affection influences the
external manifestation of control (Darling & Steinberg,
1993). There is abundant literature demonstrating the im-
portance of parental warmth in adolescent adjustment, de-
velopment, and social and emotional well-being (Collins &
Laursen, 2004). Establishing which indicators support con-
trol has been controversial. For example, some scales meas-
uring control include parents’ knowledge of their children’s
activities (Oliva et al., 2007). However, such knowledge may
be the result either of parents’ efforts or of children’s self-
disclosure, which in turn becomes an important variable to
measure (Laird & Zeringue, 2019; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).

Some authors distinguish behavioral control from psy-
chological control, positioning the latter as cleatly negative.
“Psychological control” in this context refers to a parent’s
attempts to control their child’s feelings, thoughts, or inter-
ests (Schaefer, 1965). More specifically, it involves parental
manipulation of and intrusion into children’s thoughts using
methods such as constant criticism, guilt induction, or emo-
tional blackmail (Mageau et al., 2015; Oliva et al., 2007). Be-
havioral control, in contrast, has been associated with better
outcomes among adolescent children (Datrling, 1999).
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However, some instruments do not distinguish between
types of control, and results can differ depending on how
control is measured (Gonzalez-Camara et al., 2019; Osorio
& Gonzalez-Camara, 2016). For example, some studies have
included physical punishment (Fuentes et al., 2015) or exag-
gerated rule setting (Calafat et al.,, 2014) in their assessment
of the control dimension. Such studies have found that con-
trol is associated with worse adolescent outcomes when de-
fined in this way. Though some authors suggest that this is
due to cultural differences, others attribute it to changes in
recent decades (Garcia et al., 2019). A recent systematic re-
view shows that the association between parental control
and adolescent outcomes depends on how control is meas-
ured and that it is therefore important to distinguish between
behavioral and psychological control (Gonzilez-Camara et
al., 2019).

In addition, promotion of autonomy is closely related to
authoritative parenting style (Oliva et al., 2007). While pro-
motion of autonomy has sometimes been understood as a
lack of psychological control, Barber et al. (2005) showed
that these are different dimensions. In terms of its influence
on child development, promotion of autonomy has been as-
sociated with better academic performance (Diaconu-
Gherasim & Miirean, 2016; Steinberg, 2001).

Finally, Oliva et al. (2007) included humor in their in-
strument for the evaluation of parenting style in order to
evaluate the attitude of joy and optimism between parents
and children. This attitude shapes a more positive climate
that promotes the welfare of both parents and children, as
well as positive parent—child relationships (Darling & Stein-
berg, 1993; Oliva et al., 2007).

Instruments Measuring Parenting Styles

Some instruments that measure parenting styles are ori-
ented towards infant children. Such instruments collect pet-
ceptions from both parents, such as the Parent-Child Rela-
tionship Inventory (Gerard, 1994) or from mothers only,
such as the Escala de pricticas parentales prosociales (Zacarias-
Salinas & Andrade-Palos, 2014). Other instruments can be
used for both infant and adolescent children, including the
Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (Shelton et al., 1996), the
Children’s Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory (Schaefer,
1965), the Cuestionario sobre la calidad de las relaciones padres—hijos
(Ortega & Triana, 2002), the Parental Perceptions Question-
naire (Pasquali & de Aradjo, 1986), and the Parenting Style
Inventory II (Darling & Toyokawa, 1997). According to a
recent systematic review (Gonzalez-Camara et al., 2019), the
most frequently used instruments in the 21st century to date
have included the Parenting Styles Index (Steinberg et al.,
1992), the Parental Socialization Scale (Musitu & Garcia,
2001), the Child’s Report of Parental Behavior Inventory
(Schaefer, 1965), the Parental Acceptance-Rejection/Control
Questionnaire (Rohner & Khaleque, 2005), and the Escala
para la Evaluacién del Estilo Parental [Scale for the Evalua-
tion of Parenting Styles] (EEEP; Oliva et al., 2007).

anales de psicologia/ annals of psychology, 2021, vol. 37, n® 1 (january)

According to the cited systematic review, the EEEP is
one of the most used instruments in the Hispanic world. It
encompasses a wide range of parenting dimensions and of-
fers a reduced number of items but very acceptable reliability
indices. Specifically, the EEEP measures six subscales: psy-
chological control (PC), behavioral control (BC), affection
and communication (AC), humor (H), promotion of auton-
omy (PA), and self-disclosure (SD). While the EEEP can be
used to evaluate maternal and paternal styles either separately
(“your father” and “your mother”) (Oliva et al., 2007) or to-
gether (“your parents”) (Oliva et al., 2011), only the former
has been validated. Given the increasing necessity of using
short and simple instruments, validating the simple version
of this instrument is of interest.

Aims and Hypotheses

This study aimed to validate the simple version of the
EEEP for maternal and paternal parenting styles measured
together. In a departure from previous work (Oliva et al,,
2007), this research reassessed the reliability and validity of
the scores of the EEEP among a diverse sample of adoles-
cents. The study intended to replicate the original structure
of the latent variables and find associations with external
variables. Specifically, we expected:

e to replicate the same six-factor structure with good ad-
justment indices;

e to find good internal consistency indices for each factor;

e to find associations between psychological control and
worse outcome variables (inverse association with aca-
demic performance and optimism, direct association with
pessimismy); and

e to find associations between the other EEEP factors and
better outcome variables (direct association with academ-
ic performance and optimism, inverse association with
pessimism).

Methods

Participants

The inclusion criteria for data collection were targeted
towards schools offering curricular programs to adolescents
in the province of Zaragoza, Spain. In Spain, these programs
comprise the educational stages of compulsory secondary
education, baccalaureate, initial professional qualification
programs, and professional training. Ten schools were ran-
domly selected from all secondary schools in the province of
Zaragoza, with a proportional representation of public vs.
private and urban vs. rural schools: seven public schools
(four urban, three rural) and three private urban schools. Of
these, seven schools agreed to patticipate: six public schools
(four urban, two rural) and one private urban school. At
these schools, we requested participation from students in
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grades 7, 9, and 11 (approximately 12, 14, and 16 years old,
respectively).

The sample consisted of 1,507 adolescents (49.5% gitls).
Among participants, 33.2% were 11-13 years old, 32.8%
were 14-15 years old, and 34.0% were over 15 years old.
Roughly half of participants (50.8%) were from public urban
schools, while 39.0% attended public rural schools and
10.2% attended a private urban school.

Instruments

EEEP (Oliva et al, 2007). This instrument evaluates
several dimensions of parents’ style based on the perceptions
of their adolescent children (at least 12 years old). The ver-
sion we used does not differentiate between paternal and
maternal parenting styles but asks about parents’ jointly. It
consists of 41 items, and is divided into six factors: psycho-
logical control (8 items); behavioral control (6 items); affec-
tion and communication (8 items); humor (6 items); promo-
tion of autonomy (8 items); and self-disclosure (5 items).
The items are scored on a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to
6 = totally agree). In the authors’ validation, the reliability indi-
ces (Cronbach’s alpha) of the subscales were as follows for
mothers and fathers, respectively: psychological control (.80
and .80); behavioral control (76 and .78); affection and
communication (.88 and .90); humor (.82 and .82); promo-
tion of autonomy (.83 and .83); and self-disclosure (.83 and
.85).

Youth Life Orientation Test (Ey et al., 2005). This measure
is adapted from the revised Life Orientation Test (Scheier et
al., 1994) to assess optimism in children and adolescents be-
tween 7 and 18 years old. It consists of two subscales, opti-
mism and pessimism, which can be measured either jointly
and separately. In total, the measure contains 14 items: 6 op-
timistic items, 6 pessimistic items, and 2 distracting items. In
the Spanish version adapted by Royo (2016), statements are
scored on a Likert scale (1 = I never think that way to 5 = I al-
ways think that way). The internal consistency of the two scales
for the Spanish version of the instrument was .62 for opti-
mism and .78 for pessimism.

Academic performance. Participants were asked the average
grade of their academic record for the previous year.

Procedure

The objectives and characteristics of the study were ex-
plained to the principals and counselors at each school. Prior
to participation in the study, families were informed via letter
about the purpose and procedure of the study. Participants’
anonymity was ensured, and schools were informed that they
should exclude children whose families did not want them to
participate.

The questionnaires were completed during school hours.
The teacher of each classroom read the instructions to the
students and supervised them dutring completion. Question-
naires were completed over the course of 1 hour. After

completing the study, each school received an individualized
report with the overall results of their students.

The Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research were
followed (British Educational Research Association, 2011).
No compensation was granted for participating in the study.
Ethical approval was obtained for the project from the Aca-
demic Commission of the University of Zaragoza, Spain.

Data Analysis

The analysis began with a general evaluation of evidence
of reliability and validity. We evaluated the internal reliability
of each construct before proceeding to the validation of in-
ferences of the scale (Mufiiz & Fonseca-Pedrero, 2019), us-
ing independent samples for exploration through exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). Questionnaires that were not completed were dis-
carded from the analyses.

For the full sample, adjustment statistics were estimated
to the normal distribution and skewness and kurtosis were
calculated. The adjustment was rejected, and we needed to
estimate the polychoric correlation matrix as an alternative to
the Pearson matrix for subsequent analyses (Ferrando & Lo-
renzo-Seva, 2014; Lloret-Segura et al., 2014). The internal ev-
idence of the reliability of the instrument’s scores was esti-
mated using the ordinal coefficient alpha (OCA; Contreras &
Novoa-Mufioz, 2018; Zumbo et al., 2007) and compared
with the omega coefficient (Dunn et al., 2014).

Parallel analysis was used to define the number of factors
(Glorfeld, 1995). EFA was then performed on the poly-
choric matrix of correlations within a random half of the
sample using the unweighted least squares method. Loads
above 0.4 units were considered significant (Lloret-Segura et
al., 2014). This EFA was compared with that performed on
the Pearson correlation matrix estimated by maximum likeli-
hood. Promax was the factor rotation used for both cases,
from which the correlations between factors were estimated.
We evaluated two alternatives for the remaining sample us-
ing CFA. The first was based on the authors’ proposal (Oliva
et al., 2007) and incorporated six independent dimensions,
and the second used three dimensions: Bebavioral Control, Psy-
chological Control, and Positive Parenting (Affection and Communica-
tion, Humor, Promotion of Autonomy, and Self-Disclosure), based
on a classification of the dimensions made by the same au-
thors (Oliva et al., 2011).

Robust two-stage maximum likelihood (RML; Lloret-
Segura et al., 2014) was used for estimation purposes. The
cutoff values proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999) for model
validation were used: 1) comparative fit index (CFI) > 0.95
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) < 0.09;
or 2) root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) <
0.05 and SRMR < 0.06. The measurement properties of the
instrument were estimated using the model chosen based on
this analysis. Items were discarded due to low performance
on the basis of item reliability < 0.4, composite reliability <
0.7, variance extracted < 0.5 units, and convergent validity #
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value > 1.96 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; O’Rourke & Hatcher,
2013).

Likewise, the modification indices of the Ward test and
the Lagrange multiplier were used to restrict or release pa-
rameters, respectively. Suggestions were accepted if they pre-
sented explainable changes related to the conceptual theory
of the model and if the variations in y? values were signifi-
cant at p < .05. Modifications to the model were made indi-

vidually. Data analysis was performed using SAS version 9.4
(SAS, 2020).

Alvaro Balaguer et al.

Once the instruments were validated, we proceeded to
identify evidence of external validation through a two-step
structural equation modeling (SEM) approach (Anderson &
Gerbing, 1988; O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013). Parenting Style
was evaluated in terms of its six constructs (Psychological Con-
trol, Bebavioral Control, Affection and Communication, Humor,
Promotion of Autonomy, and Self-Disclosure) as predictors of
adolescents’ Dispositional Optimism and Academic Performance.
The resulting model was evaluated for invariance (mean and
covariance) by multigroup analysis by sex (Figure 1).

Psychological
Control

Affection and
communication

Promotion of

Autonomy

Figure 1. Initial model evaluated. Solid line correspond to a direct relationship. Dashed line correspond to an inverse relationship. Straight

lines are unidirectional relationship. Curve arrows correspond to covariance relationship.

Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Prior to EFA and CFA, normality inspection was per-
formed by calculating skewness and kurtosis for each item of
the instrument (Table 1). Skewness was high for almost all
variables, and kurtosis was high for some variables in the Af
Section and Communication construct. As a consequence of this
condition, we risked underestimating both the internal con-

sistency of the instrument’s constructs and the factorial loads
if the Pearson product-moment correlation matrix was used
(Ferrando & Lorenzo-Seva, 2014). Thetefore, calculations
were performed in parallel on half of the sample, taken at
random for the training analysis of the model, which con-
sisted of the internal consistency indices and factor loads of
the EFA both on the Pearson product-moment matrix and
on the polychoric matrix (Table 1). Parallel analysis confirm
the six dimensions structure of the original model (Figure 2).

Table 1. Statistics for the variables and constructs of parenting styles, normal adjustment, internal consistence, and Exploratory Factor Analysis.

Construct Item Omega  Skewness Kurtosis — Ordinal Factorial loads based on ~ Cronbach  Factorial loads based on
coefficient Alpha  polychoric matrix correlation  alpha  Pearson matrix correlation
PC BC AC H PA SD PC BC AC H PA SD
Psychological .86 .88 .85
Control (PC) 15 0.04 -0.13 50% ATH
16 0.45 -0.11 75% ik
17 0.31 -0.01 78* 76*
18 -0.01 -0.11 S5T7* 57*
19 -0.19 -0.11 67* G4*
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Construct Item Omega  Skewness Kurtosis Ordinal Factorial loads based on ~ Cronbach  Factorial loads based on
coefficient Alpha  polychoric matrix correlation  alpha  Pearson matrix correlation
PC BC AC H PA SD PC BC AC H PA SD
20 0.58 -0.99 .67* .62%
21 0.25 -0.11 T4% .69%
22 1.12 0.07 .67* .61%
Behavioral .83 .87 .83
Control (BC) 9 -1.07 -0.03 .66* .60*
10 -1.22 0.26 75% .66*
1 -1.24 0.45 79* T1*
12 -0.34 -0.01 .61% .59%
13 -0.67 -0.48 .66* .66%
14 -1.03 0.03 TT* 74%
Affection and 92 93 91
Communication 1 -1.51 1.88 70% .69*
(AC) 2 -1.69 2.30 .78* 76*
3 -1.21 0.92 .83% .83%*
4 -1.11 0.51 70* .69*
5 -1.19 1.02 48* .39%
6 -1.10 0.41 .53* 49%
7 -1.37 1.59 .52% AT*
8 -0.94 0.36 .35 33
Humor (H) 0.89 .92 .89
Promotion  of 31 -1.13 0.84 .62% 57*
Autonomy (PA) 32 -1.03 0.78 73% .68*
33 -1.11 0.71 74% TT*
34 -0.74 0.12 .62% .58%*
35 -1.02 0.44 73% T4%
36 -0.86 0.05 .58%* .59%
.89 .90 .88
23 -0.89 -0.04 43% .36
24 -1.17 0.82 .68* 52
25 -1.07 0.56 .80* .66%
26 -0.92 -0.05 .58* 56*
27 -0.81 -0.10 .80* 87
28 -0.75 -0.30 76* .82%
29 -1.11 0.54 51 47*
30 -1.33 1.34 48% A40%
Self-Disclosure .86 .90 .87
(SD) 37 -0.67 -0.68 72% .68*
38 -0.67 -0.75 73% 70*
39 -0.41 -0.88 78* 78*
40 -0.36 -0.99 75% 74%
41 -0.21 -0.01 .59% 55%

* Factorial loads > .40

Normality adjustment statistics (skewness and kurtosis), internal reliability coefficients for each dimension (Cronbach alpha and Otrdinal Alpha), and factor
loads estimated from the polychoric correlation matrix and Pearson product-moment, for the items that are part of the instrument that evaluates Parenting

Styles.

We found high OCA values for the Affection and Commn-
nication, Promotion of Autonomy, Humor, and Self-Disclosure con-
structs (o = 0.9), which suggested possible multicollinearity.
For the EFA, although the underestimation effect of the
Pearson matrix was generally observed, both results (that
generated from the Pearson matrix and that generated from
the polychoric matrix) presented the same structure, with the
items loading on their respective dimensions. Omega coeffi-
cient values were similar to Cronbach’s alpha values. The
model also revealed some strong correlations between con-
structs, with the exception of Psychological Control and Behav-
doral Control (Table 2).

Table 2. Matrix of correlation between constructs of Parenting Styles.

PC BC AC H PA SD
PC 1.00
BC .23 1.00
AC -35 34 1.00
H -34 27 .67 1.00
PA =25 27 .58% .56% 1.00
SD -.16 .35 .53* 49% .53% 1.00

* Correlation coefficient > .40

Matrix of correlation between the scores of the factors: Psychological Control
(PC), Bebavioral Control BC), Affection and Communication (AC), Humor (H),
Promotion of Autonomy (PA), and Self-disclosure (SD).
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:  Smused ——— Acial . Up to thi.s .point, the rpulticollinearity (high OCA) apd
1254 divergent validity (correlations between factors) of the in-
) strument showed low adjustment of the model. To improve
100 \ this adjustment, we identified the poorly performing con-
| structs and their respective items and proceeded to eliminate
- | them. Items 9 and 12 of Behavioral Control, items 15, 20, and
CEES A 22 of Psychological Control, and item 23 of Promotion of Autonomy
& \ were removed from the instrument in this way (Table 3).
509 |
‘.l
254 4
00 T T T T b _I ________ T
0 8 10 20 30 0
Position

Figure 2. Parallel Analysis (PA) for the definition of the number of dimen-
sions in which the generated data are grouped for the model of Parenting
Style (PS). The intersection between the simulated data and the actual data
indicates the number of factors to be retained in the exploratory factor anal-

ysis (EFA).

Table 3. Properties of the measurement instrument.
Construct and item Original measure instrument

Without low reliability items Modification Lagrange multiplier

VEE R SL t VEE R SL ¢ VEE R SL t
PC 43 .862 .51 .84 .51 .84
15 31 .55 16.53
16 51 71 28.40 48 .69 25.65 A48 .69 25.81
17 52072 28.79 S50 74 30.65 .55 74 30.46
18 49 .70 26.67 5373 29.28 .53 73 28.98
19 53073 29.95 52072 28.68 .53 73 28.91
20 34 .58 18.23
21 49 .70 27.26 45 .67 23.99 45 .67 23.90
22 29 54 15.86
BC 46 .84 .50 .80 .50 .80
9 37 .61 19.44
10 53073 28.58 ST 25.94 .50 71 25.82
11 5675 30.85 5171 26.17 .51 71 26.04
12 34 58 17.81
13 43 .66 22.43 42 .65 21.52 43 .65 21.75
14 bS53 73 28.85 57 76 29.90 .58 .76 30.19
AC .60 92 .59 92 .59 .92
1 S50 .71 30.32 S50 71 30.88 49 .70 30.39
2 57076 37.21 57 .75 37.34 .56 75 37.12
3 .65 81 47.74 .66 .81 49.42 .66 .81 49.37
4 .68 .82 51.87 .68 .83 54.05 .68 .83 54.15
5 66 81 48.63 .65 .81 48.65 .65 .81 48.59
6 5775 36.65 S50 74 35.27 .55 74 35.40
7 .63 .79 43.83 .61 .78 42.33 .60 78 41.99
8 bS53 73 33.11 5473 34.42 .54 73 34.42
H .63 91 . . .63 91 . .62 .89
31 67 .82 50.30 67 .82 51.61
32 76 .87 67.09 76 .87 68.44 .68 .82 50.90
33 53072 32.16 53073 33.36 .55 74 34.26
34 5675 36.00 5675 36.82 .56 75 35.81
35 .63 .79 43.39 .63 .79 44.39 .67 .82 48.95
36 6279 42.93 63 .79 44.73 .66 .81 48.37
PA 49 .88 .53 .89 .53 .89
23 A7 42 10.91
24 .61 78 39.77 58 .76 37.74 .58 .76 37.21
25 S50 74 33.57 S50 74 34.24 .55 74 34.13
26 51 71 29.98 50 .70 29.53 .50 .70 29.62
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Construct and item Original measure instrument

Without low reliability items

Modification Lagrange multiplier

VEE R SL ? VEE R SL ’ VEE R SL 4
27 57 75 35.12 56 75 35.60 .57 75 35.88
28 5977 37.94 5977 38.02 .58 76 37.73
29 52072 30.54 5272 31.14 .52 72 31.22
30 A1 .64 22.93 41 .64 23.41 41 .04 23.18
SD .61 .89 .60 .88 .62 .87

37 55 74 33.14 54 74 33.51

38 57 75 35.12 57 75 35.77 .50 71 29.39
39 74 .86 57.28 73 .86 57.62 77 .88 61.74
40 70 .83 50.59 .68 .83 50.04 73 .86 55.63
41 5171 29.79 49 .70 29.15 49 .70 29.04

R: Reliability; VEE: Variance Extraction Estimates; SL: Standardized load; # t value.

* Composite Reliability.

Properties of the instruments for measuring Parenting Styles in the validation process. Original instrument, instrument without items of low reliability, and in-

strument modified by the indices produced by the Lagrange Multiplier.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Our CFA began by evaluating the two proposed theoret-
ical alternatives: the six-dimensional model proposed by Oli-
va, and the model reduced to three dimensions: positive par-
enting (Affection and Communication, Humor, Promotion of Aux-
tonomy, and Self Disclosure) and two types of control. In our
analysis, the original model proposed by the authors per-
formed better than the alternative where the variables related
to positive parenting were grouped (CFI: 0.89, 0.77; Tucker—
Lewis index [TLI]: 0.88, 0.76; SRMR: 0.057, 0.075; RMSEA:
0.059, 0.086, 90% CI [0.056, 0.059] and [0.083, 0.088], re-
spectively).

The three-dimensional model was discarded, and the
original model was evaluated against the model from which
items with low reliability were removed. The modification
indices of the Ward test and the Lagrange multiplier were
then applied, one modification at a time (Table 4). For this
method, the ideal adjustment criteria and improvements to
the model that would not affect the content validity criteria
or the stability of the factor estimate were addressed. Based
on this analysis, two items were removed (31 of Humor and
37 of Self-disclosure) for which the Lagrange multiplier identi-
fied a relationship between items of the same construct
(multicollinearity).

Table 4. Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Various Models, Parenting Styles (N = 559).

Model d. f. x2 Ad. £ Ay2 TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA (RMSEA CL.90)
Base model 820 13409.3

Six factors model 764 2160.8 56 11248.5%* 0.88 0.89 0.057 0.059 (0.056-0.059)
Without low reliability items 545 1484.4 219 676.4%* 0.91 0.92 0.047 0.056 (0.052-0.059)
Without 31 512 1334.2 252 826.6** 0.92 0.93 0.046 0.054 (0.050-0.057)
Without 37 480 1197.6 65 286.8** 0.93 0.93 0.048 0.052 (0.048-0.055)

x? = chi-square; d. f. = degrees of freedom; TLI: Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual;

RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; RMSEA (90% CI) =

model.
#* p< 01

Relationship between the Instrument, Dispositional
Optimism, and Academic Performance through
SEM

The selected model’s relationship with the external varia-
bles Dispositional Optimism and Academic Performance was evalu-
ated via confirmatory analysis. Descriptive statistics for these
subscales are presented in Table 5. The adjustment of Dispo-
sitional Optimism was first assessed through CFA, which
showed optimal values of adjustment (CFI = .95; TLI = .94;
SRMR = .0394; RMSEA = .0542, 90% CI [.048, .061]; a =
.70 [optimism]; & = .80 [pessimism]).

RMSEA 90% Confidence Limits. Each A was calculated from the previous

Table 5. Descriptive statistic for subscales used in the SEM model.

Variable Mean SD  Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach Omega
alpha coefficient

OP_4 343 1.12 -0.31 -0.53 0.70 0.70

OP_6 3.18 1.09 -0.07 -0.51

OP_8  4.30 0.90 -1.32 1.44

OP_10 416  0.89 -0.95 0.69

OP_12 3.58 1.09 -0.44 -0.47

OP_14 4.28 0.89 -1.20 1.11

PE_3 245 0.93 0.46 0.13 0.80 0.80

PE_5 234 1.13 0.53 -0.51

PE_7 246 109 041 -0.34

PE_9 243 1.25 0.57 -0.66

PE_11 194 1.04 1.11 0.73

PE_13 1.89 1.00 1.17 1.02

AP 430 227 -0.17 -1.13

OP: dispositional optimism; PE: dispositional pessimism; AP: academic per-
formance.
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Table 6. Matrix of correlation between constructs of SEM for external vali-
dation of Parenting Styles (N=1075).
PC BC AC H PA

Once all measurement instruments were validated, the
causal model was estimated using SEM. A correlation matrix
for the scores of the factors evaluated is presented in Table

SO OP PE AP

6. The Ward test modification indicator and convergent va- gg 12'30 1,00
lidity tests showed that some functional relationships wete ¢ 39 31 100

not significant (p = .05). Such items were eliminated from
the model. Although the elimination of non-significant rela-
tionships did not improve the indices of adjustment of the
model, they were nevertheless removed in the search for a
parsimonious model and a model not affected by relation-
ships attributable only to chance (CFI = .93; TLI = .92;
SRMR = .040; RMSEA = .042, 90% CI [.040, .044]). The
model presented in Figure 3 was obtained through this pro-
cess.

H -39 28 85  1.00

PA  -42 31 81 .79 1.00

Sb  -21 53 .67 .66 .61 1.00

op -17 18 53 55 50 44 1.00

PE 35 -11 -45 -41 -40 -31 -83 1.00

AP -12 06 16 12 12 .09 14 -20 1.00

Matrix of Pearson correlation between the scores of the factors associated
with Psychological Control (PC), Behavioral Control (BC), Affection and Communica-
tion (AC), Humor (H), Promotion of Autonomy (PA), and Self-disclosure (SD). Op-
timism (OP), Pessimism (PE), and Academic Performance (AP).

Affection and
communication

Figure 3. Estimated final model for the relationship between the constructs of Parental Style, Academic Performance, and Dispositional Optinsism.
The values represent the significant standardized linear coefficients (p < 0.05). Solid line correspond to a direct relationship. Dashed line cor-
respond to an inverse relationship. Straight lines are unidirectional relationship. Curve arrows correspond to covariance relationship.

The resulting model shows that Pessimism was inversely
influenced by Affection and Communication and Behavioral Con-
trol, and directly influenced by Psychological Control. On the
other hand, Affection and Communication, Humor, and Self-
Disclosure directly influenced Optimism. Finally, Academic Per-
Jformance was directly influenced by Affection and Communication
(Figure 3).

Finally, when evaluating the invariance of the model and
considering boys and gitls as groups, no changes were ob-
served that indicated an improvement in the model (CFI =
.92; SRMR = .048; RMSEA = .045). However, when esti-
mating the parameters for each sex, we found that, for boys‘:
Affection and Communication no longer influenced Optimism (f
= 0.076; p = .45). In addition, the relationship between Op#/-
mism and Academic Performance was not present among boys (8
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= 0.24; p = .63). On the contrary, forﬂgirls, Self-Disclosure was
not significantly related to Optimism (B = .088; p = .10), and
the negative effect of Bebavioral Control on Pessimism disap-
peared (8 = -.023; p = .62). For the remaining variables, the
changes identified were on the level of magnitude, where Af
Section and Communication influenced gitls over Pessimism at a
rate almost double that among boys (ﬁba}.s = -.183; ﬁ;ir[s =
-.364). This finding stands in contrast to Psychological Control
and its influence on Pessimism, which in boys is almost dou-
ble the rate estimated for gitls (ﬁba}.s = .335; ﬁyms =.151).

Discussion

The proposed model for evaluating parenting styles as a
whole (i.e., for fathers and mothers jointly) encountered sev-
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eral difficulties not reported in previous studies (Oliva et al.,
2007, 2011). Overall, these difficulties were related to the bi-
ased behavior of some dimensions and the model’s low reli-
ability in the two dimensions related to parental control. This
affected the performance of the model when assessed via
CFA. Bias, which resulted in multicollinearity problems, was
resolved with the use of adequate statistical techniques.

It was necessary to eliminate some items due to low reli-
ability. In analyzing the content of these items, we observed
that they were associated with extreme perceptions of their
respective dimension. For example, in the psychological con-
trol dimension, questions associated with unexplained pun-
ishments or with parents who withdraw communication
were removed. Similarly, in the behavioral control dimen-
sion, items related to exhaustive control of time and money
were eliminated. Since these problems were not reported in
the validation of the version of the instrument that evaluated
maternal and paternal parenting styles separately (Oliva et al.,
2007), we speculate that they might be related to mixing the
responses of both parents. In other words, a parent’s sex
might be associated with differences in behavior that are not
reflected in adolescents’ ratings.

For dispositional optimism, although optimism and pes-
simism were expected to behave similarly (Hinz et al., 2017),
differential effects were found. Pessimism was influenced by
parental affection and communication, as well as both psy-
chological and behavioral control. The two classical compo-
nents of authoritative parenting (affection and communica-
tion and behavioral control) seemed to decrease pessimism,
while psychological control seemed to increase it. This is
consistent with the hypotheses of the present study. Affec-
tion and communication, together with self-disclosure and
especially humor, were again shown to be precursors of op-
timism and positive factors in adolescent development. As
these variables are usually considered components of posi-
tive parenting (Oliva et al., 2011), we expected that they
would increase optimism (Hasan & Power, 2002).

Although some authors consider pessimism to be a mir-
ror image of optimism (Gustems-Carnicer et al., 2017), our
findings did not support this view, as the predictive capacity
of pessimism was greater than that of optimism. This effect
has also been detected by other authors (Ey et al., 2005). An
explanation for this differential effect can be found in the
concept of cognitive dissonance within the construct of un-
realistic optimism proposed by Kapikiran and Acun-
Kapikiran (2016). According to these authors, when young
people are asked about their optimistic vision of their lives,
they tend to hide situations that diminish this perception.
However, when adolescents are asked specifically about neg-
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