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Abstract: This dissertation contains two studies. The first study investigated the relations
between parenting practices and child social and academic outcomes. This study adopted
a comprehensive approach that examined the longitudinal relations of three types of
disciplinary and non-disciplinary tactics (power-assertion, positive parenting, derogatory
practices) to child psychosocial adjustment and academic performance from kindergarten
to second grade. Five hundred and eighty-five children (281 girls, 304 boys) and their
parents (581 mothers, 577 fathers) from the Child Development Project served as the
sample of this study. Results from parallel growth curve models showed that a higher
level of derogatory practices was associated with a slower decrease of social competence,
perhaps because children with parents who used more derogatory practices already
started with a low level of social competence (the initial levels of parent derogatory
practices and child social competence were negative correlated). Results from propensity
score matching analysis indicated that high level, in comparison to a low level, of mother
disciplinary tactics at first grade predicted lower levels of child social competence and
academic performance at second grade. The second study explored the unique
contribution of parent-child synchrony in child development. This study examined the
construct continuity of synchrony from early childhood (kindergarten year) to middle
adolescence (16 years old) and construct validity of synchrony in child social competence
and academic performance after taking into account the influences of parenting practices.
A subsample (N=157) of Child Development Project was included in the current study.
Results indicated that mother positive synchrony at kindergarten positively predicted
child social competence and academic performance at first grade whereas mother non-
synchrony negatively predicted child academic performance. In regard to the father
sample positive synchrony at kindergarten positively predicted both child social
competence and academic performance at first grade. On the contrary, father non-
synchrony positively predicted child externalizing problems. The continuity of the
construct synchrony was also established such that mother positive synchrony at the
kindergarten year was positively correlated with mother connectedness/balance at child
age 16 but mother nonsynchrony in kindergarten was negatively correlated with mother
connectedness/balance at age 16.

v



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
[. MANUSCRIPT ONE INTRODUCTION .....ccccuiiiiiiiieiiieiie et 1
Background of the Study...........ooooiiiiiiiiiii e 1
Statement of the Problem and Purpose.............coccviiiieniiiiiieiiiieeeieceeeee e 1
II. MANUSCRIPT ONE REVIEW OF LITERATURE ............ccoooiiii, 3
Advocacy of Positive Parenting .............cccveeeeriiiiieeniiiieeeiieee e 3
WaArMER .o 3
Advocacy of Power-Assertive Disciplinary Practices.........cccceevveiiieeenniiireeennnnn. 7
Physical and Verbal PoOwer ASSertion ............cccceeeviiieeeiiiieeeniiiieeeeiieee e 8
TIM@-OUL. .ttt e et e e 11
Privilege ReMOVal .........cccuviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 13
[II. MANUSCRIPT ONE METHODOLOGY ...ccutttitieiiiieiieeiiesieese et 15
N 21101 0] (TSP PPRUUUUPRUPPPPT 15
PrOCEAUIE ....eeeieiee ettt et 15
Child Development Project (CDP)........ccooouiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiie e 15
IMIBASUTES .....veeeiiiiieee ettt ettt ettt e ettt e s ettt e e s et e e e s aebreeeesenanee 18
DiSCIPHNATY TaACHICS . ..eeeeiiiiieeeiiiiieeeeiiiie et ee ettt e e et e e e e irreee e 18
POSItive Parenting.........ccccuviiiiiiiiiieeieiiiie ettt e 22
Child Social Competence and Behavioral Problems.............ccccoocveiinieeennen. 24
Child Academic Performance ............ccooveeviieeiiiiiiniieiiceeeeeec e 25
ANALYHC PIaN ..o e 25



Chapter Page

IV. MANUSCRIPT ONE FINDINGS .....ccctiiiiiiiiiiiieniteiee et 28
Model Fit for Growth Curve of Predictors and Outcomes ............ccceeveeenueennnnen. 28
Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Full Sample...........cccccoviivniiiiiiiiiiieee. 31

Predicting the Change in Child Outcomes...........cceeeeeeiiiieenniiiieeeeiieee e 33
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes ............ccocveerviiiiniieinnnenne. 33
Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Mothers versus Fathers.........c....ccccceeinnei. 35
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Mothers...........ccoocueerviiernneenne. 37
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Mothers .........cc.cccccevuveennee. 37
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Fathers ............ccoceerniiiinnnenne. 38
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Fathers...........cccccceenneennne. 38
Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Boys versus Girls............cccccvvieeiriiiieennnnn.. 39
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: BOYS..........coovveerniieiniieinieennne. 41
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: BOYS ........ccoccceeiviiiinneennne. 41
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Girls..........ccooveervieiiniiiiniennnne. 42
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Gitls.........ccccceevvviernnennnne. 43
Supplementary Analysis: Propensity Score Matching .........c.ccccevvveiriicennieennn. 44

V. MANUSCRIPT ONE DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION.........cccovvviieniiannene 45
Discussion Of FINAINGS........ccccuviiiiiiiiiieiiiiiie ettt e 45
LAMIEALIONS .eeuitveeiiiiieiiiee ettt ettt ettt et e sttt e st e et eeniaeeeas 52
CONCIUSION. ..ttt ettt e s et e st e sttt e st e e ateesnaaeeens 53

VI. MANUSCRIPT TWO INTRODUCTION ......oooiiiiiiiiiiieieeieeeieeiee e 54
Background of the Study...........coooiiiiiiiiiii e 54
Statement of the Problem and Purpose...........c.coovviiiieiiiiiiieiiiiiie e 54

VII. MANUSCRIPT TWO REVIEW OF LITERATURE.........ccccoeviiiiiiiieiieee 56
The Definition of Synchrony............cooeecviiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 56
The Uniqueness and Stability of Parent-Child Synchrony ...........ccccceviiinniicin. 59

VIII. MANUSCRIPT TWO METHODOLOGY ....ouvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeiieeeee 65

Vi



Chapter Page

Sample and ProCedUIE ..........cooouiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e 65
IMIBASUTES .....veeeiiiiitee ettt ettt ettt e ettt e e s ettt e e s eateeeesaabreeeesenanee 65
Disciplinary Tactics and Positive Parenting ...........ccocceevvieiinieiiniceinneennne. 65
Parent-child Synchrony at Kindergarten ...........cccccovvveiiiiiiinieiiniccinieeene 65
Child OULCOMES.......eiieiiiieiiiieeiie ettt e 68
Parent-child Synchrony at Child 16 ..........cccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc, 68
ANALYHIC PIan ......ooiiiiiiiii e 71
[X. MANUSCRIPT TWO FINDINGS ....cceiiiiiiiiiiiieniteee et 73
Mother and Father Kindergarten Synchrony and Child Social Development at the
FArSt GIade....coouviiiiiiieeiie e 73
Longitudinal Continuity of Synchrony..............ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiinniiiieeeiiee e, 76
X. MANUSCRIPT TWO DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION ........cooovvviieiiienene 78
Discussion Of FINAINGS........ccccuviiiiiiiiiieiiiiiie ettt 78
LAMIEALIONS .eeuittieiiiiieiiiee ettt e st e st e e bt e e niaeeeas 83
CONCIUSION. ..ttt ettt e s et e st e sttt e st e e ateesnaaeeens 84
REFERENCES. ...ttt ettt st s 85
APPENDICES. ...ttt ettt sttt e eiaee e 116
Appendix A: The Use of Propensity Score Matching to Reduce Bias in
MANUSCIIPE OMN@....iiiiiiiiie it 116
Selection of Covariates for Matching.............cccceevviiiiiiiiiiiieeniieeeeee. 116
Estimation of Treatment Effects without Propensity Score Matching........ 117
Balance Evaluation for Propensity Score Matching..............ccccceeeeeiienennn. 118
Regression using Propensity SCOTES.........coccveiieiiiiiiieeiiiiiiieeeiiiee e 124
Appendix B: Coding Instructions for Synchrony at Age 16...........ccoeveernnennne. 125
VT A ettt ettt ettt ettt e sttt e sttt e sateeseaaeeens 130

vii



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
3 e ettt et ettt 17
3 ettt et e st 20
3 e et ettt ettt 23
AL ettt et ettt et 29
B2 ettt sttt ettt et 30
A3 et ettt ettt et 32
B ettt st 36
A ettt sttt ettt et 40
L e et sttt 68
8 e e sttt et st 71
0L ettt ettt 74
. e ettt et 75
L2 T et e ettt e 120
L2 e et 121

viii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
3L e st st 26
3 et 27
3 ettt 27
L2 T e 122
L2, e 123

iX



CHAPTER I

MANUSCRIPT ONE INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
Parental discipline is a subject undergoing intense debate not only in the popular
press but also among academic circles. The discussion has been centered on the effectiveness
of different disciplinary practices in children’s upbringing that result in favorable outcomes.
Opinions and views have largely been divided into two distinct schools with one upholding
positive parenting that advises against the use of firm disciplinary practices (Grolnick, 2003;
Gershoff, 2002; Grusec, Goodnow, & Kuczynski, 2000; Straus, 2001) and the other
advocating the use of some power assertion to exercise control (Barber & Xia, 2013;
Baumrind, 2012; Larzelere, Gunnoe, Roberts & Ferguson, 2016). These perspectives can be
explored by comparing child “outcomes” (later behavioral and developmental patterns)
associated with different parenting practices.
Statement of the Problem and Purpose
Much parenting research in the past has been split by two isolated perspectives on
disciplinary practice (i.e., positive parenting versus power assertive parenting) and this split
persists in a considerable portion of the field. This ongoing division will hinder our
understanding of optimal parenting practices because as reviewed above both perspectives
have received empirical support for those disciplinary practices they advocate. In addition,

this academic schism will do no good for practitioners and parents as they are left unadvised



about the most effective practice in children’s upbringing. The goal of this study is to resolve
this issue by adopting a more comprehensive lens that includes disciplinary tactics
recommended by both perspectives and compares their effectiveness in promoting
competence and reducing problems of children. Based on previous findings, the following
three hypotheses were developed that link disciplinary tactics and child outcomes: Tactics
advocated by positive parenting perspective (i.e., warmth, supportiveness, reasoning, positive
reinforcement) are effective in promoting children’s positive outcomes (viz., competence,
academic achievement) whereas tactics advocated by the power assertive parenting
perspective (i.e., TO, privilege withdrawal, simple command, coercive order, extra-work
penalty, threatening) are effective in reducing children’s problematic (internalizing and
externalizing) behaviors. It is further hypothesized that non-physical derogatory practices
including verbal hostility (yell or scold, raise voice) and shaming are associated with the
worst child outcomes (i.e., low level of positive outcomes and high level of negative
outcomes). The potential moderators include parental and child gender, and gender match,

but no specific hypothesis will be given because of the limited evidence and mixed findings.



CHAPTER II

MANUSCRIPT ONE REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Advocacy of Positive Parenting

Positive parenting has been generally labeled as loving guidance (Markham,
2015). Previous studies have highlighted several defining attributes including warmth
(Kulkarni, 2010; McKee et al., 2007), support (van Aken & Riksen-Walraven, 1992), and
praise (Pfiffner & Kaiser, 2010). Although positive parenting researchers focus on
different facets of positive parenting, they commonly eschew the use of any firm
disciplinary tactics. According to this perspective, gentle and mild disciplinary practices
such as reasoning and induction can be employed in a noncoercive way but forceful and
power assertive acts such as verbal reprimands and physical punishment should be
avoided. The advocacy of positive parenting is primarily based on the evidence that
documented the link between positive-reinforcement types of parenting and desired child
outcomes (Davalos, Chavez, & Guardiola, 2005; Day & Padilla-Walker, 2009; Eamon &
Mulder, 2005). Because positive parenting is a general concept which subsumes a wide
range of tactics, it would be helpful to examine specific forms of parenting practice and
their associated effects on child development.
Warmth

In child development or family studies, warmth is a construct that depicts the

positive emotionality within parent-child relationships (MacDonald, 1992). Several other



terms including affection and acceptance also have been applied to this construct. A
parenting style characterized by high levels of warmth and responsiveness is known to
promote children’s well-being in various aspects (Bornstein & Tamis-LaMonda, 1989;
Parpal & Maccoby, 1985). For example, parenting was shown to impact child physical
health: the display of parental warmth and support lowered the chance of child obesity
(Berge et al., 2010; Rhee et al., 2010) and increased the odds of treatment success in
weight loss and weight control if children were in fact obese (Rhee et al., 2016). To
assess social-cognitive development, Smith, Landry and Swank (2000) followed 364
children from 6 months to 40 months and found the optimal social and cognitive
outcomes assessed at 40 months were predicted by their mothers’ high levels of warmth
over time with only slight increases in restrictiveness. The least desirable parenting style
showed low levels of warmth but dramatic increases of restrictiveness as children aged.
The positive influences of warm parenting are probably due to the recognition of
child needs and interests which sends the message to the child that he or she is important.
Moreover, the consistent immersion in a warm climate helps children form a positive
outlook with respect to interpersonal relationships and therefore facilitates an inclination
to pursue these relationships in the future (Sroufe, 2005). Parental warmth seems to be
particularly salutary in promoting children’s positive development rather than reducing
negative outcomes. For example, Davidov and Grusec (2006) found that parental warmth
predicted children’s ability to express positive affect and greater peer acceptance but not
the ability to regulate negative emotions. Notably, Davidov and Grusec in their study
distinguished parental warmth from parental responsiveness and noted that the latter

contributed independently to children’s negative emotion regulation.



Several child factors can moderate the positive relation between parental warmth
and child outcomes and temperament is one of them. Parenting effects may vary (i.e.,
attenuate or amplify) depending on child temperament and the interaction between child
temperament and parenting (Bates & Pettit, 2007). As one example, the relation between
maternal warmth and child externalizing problems was qualified by child effortful control
such that maternal warmth offered a buffer against externalizing problems only among
children with low levels of effortful control (Pluess & Belsky, 2013). This finding
highlights the important role of parenting in overcoming the risks of some heritable
psychological traits. Another possible moderating factor to consider is gender. Both child
and parent gender as well as the constellation of these two matters in terms of child
outcomes associated with parental warmth. Drawing data from a national survey,
Anderson (2016) found that the positive association between parental warmth from
childhood and physical health during adulthood followed a sex-matching pattern; that is,
the benefits associated with paternal warmth seemed to be male-specific whereas the
benefits of maternal warmth tended to be female-specific. This sex-matching pattern
could be due to a mutual selection process in which same-sex parent-child bonds are
more likely to form, thereby becoming more salient to children (Anderson, 2016). Of
course, more studies need to be conducted in order to corroborate this speculation. It is
also unclear whether this sex-matching pattern also extends to psychosocial outcome
domains such as depression, anxiety, social competence, and self-esteem.

Two forms of parental warmth—verbal and physical affection—have been studied
in relation to child development. For verbal affection, the evidence has convergently

documented a longitudinal relation between early exposure of verbal affection and



subsequent socio-emotional well-being of children (Floyd & Morman, 2000; Park, Vo, &
Tsong, 2009; Polcari, Rabi, Bolger, & Teicher, 2014) as well as the deleterious
consequences of verbal aggression (Belsky & de Haan, 2011; Iwaniec, Larkin, &
McSherry, 2007; Teicher, Samson, Polcari, & McGreenery, 2006). However, verbal
affection, if used too frequently and without any substantial basis, can be harmful. An
example of inappropriate use of verbal affection is inflated praise such as the phrase,
“You made an incredibly beautiful drawing!” (Brummelman, Crocker, & Bushman,
2016; Brummelman, Thomaes, Orobio de Castro, Overbeek, & Bushman, 2014) when, in
fact, the drawing is ordinary. Inflated praise, while intended to raise children’s self-
esteem, offers exorbitant compliments that are ungrounded in reality. In other words,
children are praised not based on their actual performance. These exaggerated
commendations are intended to boost children’s self-confidence but may inadvertently
convey an implicit message to the children that they are expected to live up to the same
standard in the future (Brummelman, Crocker, & Bushman, 2016). This may backfire if
children fail to maintain an exceptional performance in the future, thereby decreasing
children’s tendency to seek challenges and learning opportunities, particularly if the child
has low-self-esteem to begin with (Brummelman et al., 2014).

The findings on physical affection similarly convey a message of beneficial
effects on child outcomes. For example, Bornstein, Haynes, and O'Reilly (1996) found
that the expressions of physical affection by mothers such as tactile behaviors signaling
warmth and sensitivity could facilitate children’s collaborative play. Barber and Thomas
(1986) reported positive correlations between parents’ physical affection and child self-

esteem worth and this association was particular salient among father-daughter dyads.



Although verbal and physical affection are two major components of parental warmth,
most previous studies did not investigate their respective influences on child development
but instead aggregated them into a global measure (e.g., “positive involvement”,
Schluderman & Schluderman, 1970; “parental acceptance”, Coopersmith, 1967). This
aggregation practice therefore leaves the independent contributions of the two specific
affectionate behaviors unknown. Furthermore, very few studies have explored the of role
of parent verbal and physical affection in non-social domains such as academic
performance and it thus becomes an area of interest for the present study.
Advocacy of Power-Assertive Disciplinary Practices

Since Baumrind (1966) proposed three types of parenting styles in her seminal
work, an enormous amount of studies have been conducted to compare and contrast the
effects of these three styles on child and adolescent development. Among these three,
authoritative parenting style is recognized as the optimal parenting practice (Baumrind,
1966). Parents with authoritative parenting styles have high levels of responsiveness and
demandingness, two components that underlie Baumrind’s parenting typology. However,
much of research attention and emphasis is placed on the importance of responsiveness
with the role of demandingness in authoritative parenting being downplayed, if not
completely ignored, by many positive parenting researchers (see Grolnick, 2003;
Kochanska, 1995; Smith, 2010). The use of power-assertive techniques is an ongoing
subject of debate among parents, practitioners, and scholars. Controversies have tended to
concentrate on three power assertive parenting tactics in particular: physical and verbal
punishment, time out, and privilege removal (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Owens, 2010;

Durrant, 2007; Markham, 2015; Siegel & Bryson, 2014).



Physical and Verbal Power Assertion

Physical and verbal power assertion, as two subsets of punitive disciplinary
practices, are ways of providing negative consequences for children’s misbehavior. Many
parents resort to physical and verbal power assertion in hopes that such unpleasant
disciplinary experiences can halt or decrease child undesirable behaviors in the future
(Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health, 1998). Although
physical and verbal power assertion can be well-intended disciplinary techniques, the
legitimacy of their use has been questioned, particularly in western cultures (Gershoff,
2002; Grusec, Danyliuk, Kil, & O’Neill, 2017). On the other hand, advocates of “parental
management” (Eyberg et al., 2008; Patterson, 1982) which emphasizes both positive
reinforcement and limit setting endorse the use of power assertion under appropriate
conditions. For example, Baumrind (2012) made a distinction between coercive and
confrontive power assertion and posited that while the former was characterized by
arbitrary and peremptory power implementation, the latter was considered as negotiable
and reasoned parental regulation. Making this distinction is critical in terms of
contrasting the type of power assertion used by authoritarian parents (mainly coercive)
versus authoritative parents (mainly confrontive). This difference may be substantive but
it could also be attributed to children’s internal representations of parenting. Lee et al.
(2016) showed that children’s perceived authoritative parenting buffered against negative
effects of physical and verbal punishment. Perhaps children with this positive
representation do not regard parental punishment as purposefully punitive but rather as an
instrumental practice conducted for the good of the children themselves. As a result, this

power assertion, if embedded in a harmonious context, is less likely to arouse resentment



and resistance from children. In addition to the different characteristics of power
enforcement, the condition under which power is asserted also matters. Coercive power
assertion is often proactive, carried out irrespective of children’s preceding behaviors. In
contrast, confrontive power assertion is typically reactive, implemented when the child is
disobedient (Baumrind et al., 2010).

One of the most heavily debated forms of physical punishment is spanking.
Spanking and other forms of physical punishment are clearly correlated with negative
child outcomes (Boutwell, Franklin, Barnes, & Beaver, 2011; Gershoff & Grogan-
Kaylor, 2016; Jackson, Preston, & Franke, 2010; Regev, Gueron-Sela, & Atzaba-Poria,
2012; Straus, Douglas, & Medeiros, 2014). However, the causal impact of spanking
remains a heated scientific dispute primarily because (a) data are correlational given that
spanking cannot be examined in a randomized experimental setting, and (b) divergent
interpretations have been made of empirical findings analyzed through meta-analyses and
other critical reviews (see Gershoff, 2002, 2016; Ferguson, 2013; Larzelere, Gunnoe,
Roberts & Ferguson, 2016; Horn, Joseph, & Cheng, 2004; Paolucci & Violato, 2004).
With so much research attention having been focused on the “spanking debate,” far less
has been paid to alternative disciplinary tactics to physical discipline. Because of this and
given the current international trend that advocates bans against physical punishment by
parents (e.g., Global Summit on Ending Corporal Punishment held in 2011), there is a
need to investigate the effectiveness of other non-physical disciplinary tactics. Some
initial evidence has pointed out the reductions (albeit non-significant) of child
externalizing problems over time associated with parents’ use of alternative disciplinary

tactics including grounding, privilege removal, and sending to room (Larzelere, Cox, &



Smith, 2010). This finding is encouraging because it at least offers some alternatives that
parents can adopt when physical punishment is not an option.

The use of power assertive disciplinary tactics could vary by ethnicity. Because
not many studies have been conducted with respect to alternative disciplinary tactics,
relevant evidence is thus drawn from ones that focused on physical and verbal
punishment. Insofar as the interaction between physical punishment and demographic
factors is concerned, ethnic background seems to be more important than socioeconomic
status. For example, African American parents have been shown to a higher frequency of
physical punishment than White parents (Regalado et al., 2004; Slade & Wissow, 2004).
This difference holds even when family income served as a covariate (Berlin et al.,
2009). The authors of these studies speculated that more frequent use of physical
punishment perhaps reflected African American parents’ mindset that conceived of strict
discipline as a way to keep their children from involving in some risk behaviors when
living a dangerous neighborhood. Latino parents have shown either no difference from
(Regalado et al., 2004; Wissow, 2001) or a lower level (Slade & Wissow, 2004) of
spanking than White parents. The level of acculturation could be factored in when
considering the relatively low level of spanking among Latino parents. As an example,
Berlin et al. (2009) found that less acculturated Mexican American mothers spanked their
children less than White and African American parents.

The role of ethnicity in verbal punishment is even less clear: whereas some
studies (e.g., Smith & Brooks-Gunn, 1997) reported more frequent use of verbal
punishment by African American mothers than White mothers, others (e.g., Regalado et

al., 2004; Wissow, 2001) showed no ethnic differences. One possible reason of these
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discrepant findings can be attributed to the equivocal definitions of verbal punishment.
For example, Smith and Brooks-Gunn (1997) defined verbal punishment as the use of
humiliating phrases towards children such as scolding and derogation but Regolado et al.
(2004) and Wissow (2001) classified verbal punishment as acts that were negative in tone
but non-derogatory in nature (e.g., yelling). Although these acts were emotionally
aversive, they were not abusive remarks that operated as personal attacks against
children. The use of derogatory verbal punishment by African American is somewhat in
line with their higher levels of physical punishment, perhaps due to the heightened
concerns of these parents to establish firm control that keep their children away from
trouble.

Time-out

Time-out (TO) is defined as “a period of time in a less reinforcing environment
made contingent on a behavior” (Brantner & Doherty, 1983, p. 87). TO is a popular
parent management tactic that is often used as an alternative to physical and verbal
punishment. Although TO has been recommended as an effective parenting technique by
interventionists to deal with child misbehaviors when other techniques often fail to work
(Delaney, 1996), it is a misunderstood and understudied research topic.

TO is considered as a necessary strategy in many behavioral interventions
(Everett, Hupp, & Olmi, 2010). The implementation of TO often results in an
inaccessibility to some desired items or activities and therefore (theoretically) abates the
rates of children’s inappropriate behaviors. Classified as a mild form of restrictive
punishment, it remains to be a popular technique for behavioral modification purposes. In

reviewing 30 years of studies that investigated parental use of TO, Everett et al. (2010)

11



showed that TO was a widely-used behavioral intervention by parents in treating
children’s noncompliance (71% of the cases), with over half of the TO sessions (58.4%)
lasting for about 2 to 3 minutes. When the functional value of TO was assessed, Everett
and colleagues demonstrated the effectiveness of TO in reducing attention-maintained
(e.g., seeking attention from parents to get access to toys) and escape-maintained (e.g.,
avoiding unwanted demands such as a work task) behaviors.

The benefits of TO are maximized when used in combination with other
management methods, mostly positive reinforcement tactics including praise, rewards,
instructional representation, and social skills training (for reviews, see Everett et al.,
2010; Morawska et al., 2011). These benefits have been found among children during
different developmental stages (e.g., 1-year-old infants, Mathews et al. 1987; toddlers,
Larzelere et al., 1996; Morawska & Sanders, 2006; preschoolers, Sanders et al., 2000;
primary school children, Webster-Stratton, 1993) and across different settings (e.g.,
behavioral outpatient service program, Warzak & Floress, 2009; psychiatric settings,
Crespi 1988, Joshi et al., 1988; summer camp for children with ADHD, Fabiano et al.
2004).

In order for TO to be effective, it is imperative that parents be consistent in their
responses to children’s misconduct. In dealing with child oppositional behaviors, the
reaction from parents is crucial. Delaney (1996) described how verbal battles between a
child and parent over an expectation (e.g., to pick up a toy) can easily escalate if these
prolonged verbal exchanges are intentionally used by the child to delay complying with
the expectation. As a result, the child is likely to adopt the same aversive pattern of

interactions in the future given the “successful” experience of stalling an undesired
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demand from the parent in the past. If TO is meant to break this cycle of continuous
fighting, it needs to be delivered every time the argument occurs without exception.

Some coercive parameters that can add to the effectiveness of TO include a
verbalized warning prior to the implementation of TO (Roberts, 1982), a barrier-enforced
prevention of escape (e.g., bolt the door), and even a follow-up spanking enforcement in
response to escape (Day & Roberts, 1983; Roberts, 1988). In spite of their usefulness in
reducing child noncompliance and problematic behaviors, these forceful “add-ons” can
escalate TO into child abuse and are thus not recommended by many parenting experts
and professional associations (e.g., Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders,
1990; Delaney, 1996; Herbert, 1981).
Privilege Removal

In addition to TO, privilege removal (PR) is another commonly used noncoercive
disciplinary technique. It functions as a punishment technique that imposes a
consequence to child inappropriate behaviors by taking away the activities or belongings
he/she enjoys. In surveying parental discipline practices for children 2 to 11 years old
from a national sample, Barkin, Scheindlin, Richardson, Ip, and Finch (2007) found that
41% of parents reported their use of PR in the past month, ranked only second to TO
(Barkin et al., 2007). The prevalent use of PR could be a result of parents’ own
experience as children: 31.4% of the parents reported privilege removal as the most
commonly experienced discipline in childhood. Despite its popularity, the pros and cons
of PR have not been studied extensively. And among those handful of investigations,
most lumped PR into a broader category that included other noncoercive practices such

as TO (see, e.g., Chamberlain et al., 2008; Forgatch & DeGarmo, 1999; Forgatch,
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Patterson, & DeGarmo, 2005). As a result, it is difficult to identify the independent

contributions of PR to child outcomes.
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CHAPTER III

MANUSCRIPT ONE METHODOLOGY
Sample

Participants in this study were drawn from a large multi-site longitudinal study
(Child Development Project; Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1990), which included 585 children
(281 girls, 304 boys). Children were approximately 5 years old (M = 4.61 years, SD
=.59) when they completed the first assessment prior to or early in kindergarten.
Children participated in this study reflect a diverse background of ethnicity (80%
European American, 18% African American, and 2% other ethnic groups) and
socioeconomic status (9%, 17%, 25%, 33%, and 16% classified into five lowest-to-
highest classes according to Hollingshead’s Four Factor Index of Social Status,
(Hollingshead, 1975).

Procedure
Child Development Project (CDP)

The CDP is a longitudinal project that was launched in April 1987 at three
geographical regions in the US (Nashville, Tennessee; Knoxville, Tennessee;
Bloomington, Indiana). Children in this project were recruited from the years before they
entered kindergarten (1987, 1988) and followed to their adulthoods. During kindergarten
pre-registration, parents of matriculating children were approached in person or by mail

to solicit their involvements in the longitudinal study. Interested parents were further
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contacted by research staff to obtain their signed permissions for data collection at all
phases of the project (Dodge et al., 1990).

Information pertinent to the present study was collected by interviews and
observations during home visits (Table 3.1 summarizes measures used for manuscript one
at different time points). Both interviews and observations were conducted by research
staff who previously went through a 4-week training session. Before conducting any real
interviews, interviewers were trained to reach a reliability of .80 or higher based on the
percentage agreement with a supervisor’s scores across all items. Reliability of scores
from actual interviews were calculated by the independent ratings of 56 randomly
selected families (9.6% of total) made by a second research staff who was present when
the interview was conducted. A 90-minute audio-recorded interview including both open-
ended and structured questions was conducted by one research staff with the mother and
father (if he was available). During the time when one parent was interviewing, the other
parent filled out some questionnaires that were relevant to the project. The other research

staff member conducted an interview with the child during this time.
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Table 3.1. Measures Used for Manuscript One at Three Time Points.

Measures Assessment Informant Time points
Changes and . .
Disciplinary Tactics Adjustments Parent Kindergarten, First grade,
. . Second grade
Questionnaire
.. ) .. Research  Kindergarten, First grade,
Positive Parenting Post-visit Inventory staff Second grade
Child Social
Competence and TCPR, TRF, Teacher, Kindergarten, First grade,
Problematic CBCL/4-16 Parent Second grade
Behaviors
Child Academic Current School Kindergarten, First grade,
Performance by Teacher
Performance Second grade

Teacher report

Research staff conducting the parent and child home interviews had opportunities
to observe the interaction between the parent and child from greeting to the end of the
visit. After the home visit, each research staff independently completed a post-visit

inventory to summarize their impressions of parent-child interactions.
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Measures

Disciplinary Tactics

Disciplinary tactics were measured by the home interview (kindergarten year) and
parent report (first and second grade). During the home visit, parents were asked about
their disciplinary experience (either through interview or self-report) in regard to child
misbehaviors during the past year. Using the Changes and Adjustments Questionnaire
(Dodge et al., 1994), the interviewer recorded and coded parents’ use of particular
disciplinary tactics on a 3-point scale (O=never mentioned, 1=mentioned, 2=emphasized).
In the first and second grade, parents reported their use of particular disciplinary tactics
on a 5-point scale (O=never, 1=less than once a month, 2=about once a month, 3=about
once a week, 4=about every day). The coding was different for the kindergarten year
because during the interview at kindergarten parents were allowed to freely mention any
disciplinary tactics they used and “2” was coded if specific disciplinary tactic from the
list was by chance mentioned. The interviewers followed up by prompting parents those
tactics that were not mentioned from the list and “1” was coded if parents responded in
the affirmative and “0” otherwise. For parent report in first and second grade, parents
were not given the chance to express freely their disciplinary tactics but rather were asked
about their frequencies of using specific disciplinary tactics listed on the questionnaire.
The listed tactics included TO, privilege withdrawal, simple command, reasoning, verbal
hostility (yell or scold, raise voice), physical punishment (grabbing, shaking, spanking
with hand or objects), coercive order (get child to apologize; make amends), extra-work
penalty (give child extra chores), threatening, shaming, and positive reinforcement

(promise treat for good behavior). Scores from TO, privilege withdrawal, simple
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command, coercive order, extra-work penalty, and threatening were summed in the
current study to create a composite measure of power-assertive disciplinary tactics for
mothers and fathers! respectively within kindergarten year, first and second grade
(descriptive statistics for each category of the composite measure are presented in Table
3.2). The composite measure of derogatory disciplinary practices was created similarly
by summing scores from verbal hostility and shaming with each era (see Table 3.2). Both
the individual scores of specific disciplinary tactics and the composite scores of power-
assertive disciplinary tactics and derogatory disciplinary practices were standardized for
use in the statistical analysis. The interrater agreement was high (» = 0.80) at the
kindergarten year? and internal consistencies of the disciplinary tactic measure across the

three time points are shown in Table 3.3.

! Data regarding fathers’ disciplinary tactics were only available for fathers at the
kindergarten year

2 Interrater agreement was only available at the kindergarten year because in subsequent
years, data were self-reported on a questionnaire
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Table 3.2. Descriptive Statistics for Unstandardized Disciplinary Tactics and Positive

Parenting Measures.

First Second
Informant  Measure Item Kindergarten
grade grade
M SD M SD M SD
Time out 1.09 0.75 2.00 1.09 192 1.07
Privilege
) 0.86 0.80 1.69 I1.11 1.72 1.05
withdrawal
Simple
1.17 048 3.06 1.05 3.03 1.01
command
Power- )
] Coercive
assertive 0.93 0.39 2.17 1.11 2.10 1.00
o order
Disciplinary
) Extra-work
Tactics 024 051 0.69 094 0.83 1.05
penalty
Threatening 0.51 0.60 196 1.35 2.05 1.27
Verbal
o 1.12 0.50 2.63 1.18 2.64 1.12
hostility
Shaming 028 047 030 0.67 0.27 0.64
Speaking with
Mother peating 0.07 025 0.08 027 007 025
a positive tone
Expressing a
positive 0.20 0.40 0.10 0.30 0.08 0.28
attitude
Gives
i 1.80 327 040 0.86 031 0.46
Positive att.erlltlon
Parenting Initiates
positive
. 0.51 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.50 0.50
physical
contact
Accepts
positive
) 0.12 033 0.26 044 0.12 0.33
physical
contact
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Time out
Privilege
withdrawal
Simple
command
Disciplinary Coercive
Tactics order
Extra-work
penalty
Threatening
Verbal
hostility
Shaming
Father Speaking with
a positive tone
Expressing a
positive
attitude
Gives
attention

Positive
Initiates

Parenting N
positive
physical
contact
Accepts
positive
physical

contact

0.99

0.78

1.24

0.92

0.15

0.52

1.16

0.21

0.01

0.18

0.33

0.42

0.01

0.73

0.75

0.47

0.37

0.39

0.63

0.47

0.43

0.11

0.39

0.47

0.50

0.10

0.10

0.13

0.46

0.54

0.34

0.31

0.34

0.50

0.50

0.48

0.10

0.08

0.43

0.55

0.10

0.31

0.28

0.50

0.50

0.31
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Positive Parenting

Parents’ use of positive parenting tactics was captured by a post-visit inventory
completed by two visitors (the parent interviewer and the child assessor) to assess
parental warmth and supportiveness toward the child during their naturally-observed
interactions (i.e., interactions observed when setting up and concluding the interviews).
Items from the post-visit inventory were adopted from the HOME scale (Caldwell &
Bradley, 1984). The two visitors each coded parental warmth and supportiveness (for
mother and father separately) by noting the occurrence: O=occured, 1=did not occur.
Three items evaluated parental warmth which is defined as an emotion-laden construct (a
measure of verbal affection) in the present study: “mother/father speaks to child with a
positive tone”, “mother/father expresses a positive attitude when speaking of the child”,
and “mother/father gives attention when child talked”. Additionally, parental
supportiveness as a behavioral-oriented construct (a measure of physical affection) was
assessed by two items: “mother/father initiates positive physical contact with the child”
and “mother/father accepts positive physical contact from the child”. The two visitors had
substantial agreement on the sum of their ratings at the kindergarten year? (r = .49,
p<.01); internal consistencies across the three time points are presented in Table 3.3.
Scores from corresponding items were summed to create two composite measures—

verbal and physical affection—for mothers and fathers. respectively. Standardized scores

were used for subsequent analysis.

3 Interrater agreement was assessed during the kindergarten year
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Table 3.3. Internal Consistency of Measures Used in Manuscript One

Mother Father =~ Mother  Father CBCL/A-16 . Child
disciplinary disciplinary positive  positive Externalizing Internalizing Ow%:w::“:m_ TCPR  academic
tactics tactic parenting parenting problem problem a.a _m% performance
isorder
Kindergarten 0.55 0.57 0.68 0.6 0.92 0.86 0.69 0.85 0.82
First Grade 0.81 - 0.78 0.82 0.93 0.89 0.72 0.88 0.92

Second Grade 0.82 - 0.74 0.86 0.94 0.9 0.73 0.88 0.88
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Child Social Competence and Behavioral Problems

To assess social competence, classroom teachers completed the Teacher Checklist
of Peer Relationships (TCPR; Dodge, 1986). The TCPR is a 5-point scale (from 1=never
true to 5 = almost always true) that evaluates child social behaviors and peer relationships
in the school setting. Six items that measured child social competence were drawn from

2 G

the TCPR: “gets along well with peers of the same sex”, “gets along well with peers of

2 ¢

the opposite sex”, “isolates him/herself from the peer group” (reverse coded), “accepted
by the peer group”, “other children actively dislike this child and reject him or her from
their play” (reverse coded) and “other children like this child and seek him or her out for
play”. A composite score of social competence was created by summing the scores from
these six items, which then will be standardized for use in the data analysis. Inter-item
reliability is reported in Table 3.3.

To assess externalizing behavior problems (i.e., aggression, delinquency),
teachers also completed the Teacher's Report Form (TRF) of the Achenbach Child
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986) for each child. TRF is a 118-item
scale that assesses a range of children’s adaptive functioning and behavioral problems,
with a scoring system from O=not true, 1=somewhat or sometimes true, to 2=very true or
often true. The TRF externalizing subscale include 51 items that assess child aggressive
and delinquent behaviors. The scores from these items were summed to form a composite
externalizing behavior problem score which was standardized to be used in subsequent
analysis. Reliability scores are presented in Table 3.3.

Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL/4-16) completed by mothers was used to

measure child internalizing problems (50 items). CBCL/4-16 contains 112 items on
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which the child is rated on a 3-point scale (0=not true, 1=somewhat or sometimes true,
2=very true or often true) for various emotional and behavioral problems (Achenbach &
Edelbrock, 1983). A composite score was created for internalizing problems by summing
the corresponding items. Again, standardized scores were computed and used in the data
analysis.
Child Academic Performance

Teachers reported child academic performance in the current year for four
common subjects (reading, writing, spelling, and math) using a 4-point scale (0=Failing,
1=Below Average, 2=Average, 3=Above Average). The internal consistency of this
measure is presented in Table 3.3. A composite assessment of child academic
performance was created by summing the scores across all four subjects and standardized
scores will be used in further analysis.

Analytic Plan

Given the longitudinal nature of the data in manuscript one, latent growth
modeling was used for the analysis. Latent growth modeling is appropriate for this study
because it allows one to estimate the growth trajectories of both parental practices and
child outcomes (Bollen & Curran, 2006). And more importantly, it permits an
examination of the association between the intercept of independent variables (parental
practices in this study) and both the intercept and slope of dependent variables (both
positive and negative child outcomes in this study). In other words, it offers an
opportunity to answer the question: how does the initial level of parental practices
influence both the initial level and the rate of change of child outcomes (both positive and

negative) across time (see Figures 1, 2 and 3; dotted lines are the paths not examined in
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this study)? Moreover, to reduce the chance of drawing causal inference from other
observed covariates (e.g., family socioeconomic status, oppositional defiant disorder,
problematic behaviors, social competence, academic performance) rather than the
variables of interest (parental practices in this study), a propensity score matching
approach (Haviland, Nagin, & Rosenbaum, 2007; Haviland, Nagin, Rosenbaum, &
Tremblay, 2008) was used as a supplementary analysis to create balance on these
observed covariates for different groups in order to level out the effects of these matched
covariates on the outcome variables (child social and academic outcomes in this study).
To put it in another way, through matching propensity scores individuals from different
groups appear comparable on some observed but theoretically irrelevant covariates,
thereby rendering the causal effects attributable to the variables of interest. Missing data
were handled by multiple imputation approach.

Figure 3.1. Latent Growth Model for the Association between Power-Assertive

Disciplinary Tactics and Specific Child Outcomes.

. . Second
Kindergart First Grad
indergarten irst Grade Grade
Power \_ _____ Power
Assertive Assertive Slope
3 _--"
- - < !
y -7
Specific Child ~ \_ _____ Specific Child
Outcome Outcome Slope
Kindergarten First Grade Second
Grade
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Figure 3.2. Latent Growth Model for the Association between Derogatory Parenting

Practices and Specific Child Outcomes.
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Figure 3.3. Latent Growth Model for the Association between Positive Parenting

Practices and Specific Child Outcomes.
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CHAPTER IV

MANUSCRIPT ONE FINDINGS
Model Fit for Growth Curve of Predictors and Outcomes

The first step was to determine the shape of growth curve that best fitted each
predictor and outcome (i.e., straight line, quadratic curve). The current study adopted the
criteria for fit indexes proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999) who recommended that a good
fitting model should follow the combinational rules of Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) above .95, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)
below .08, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) below .06. For
parental practices, linear curve models fit well to the data for mother verbal and physical
affection whereas quadratic curve models had better fit for the rest of parenting variables:
mother physical affection increased over the three years whereas mother verbal affection
generally decreased across time, all other parenting variables first increased from
kindergarten year to first grade and then decreased from first grade to second grade (see
Table 4.1 for the change in mean scores). Linear curve models also had good fit with
respect to all four child outcomes: externalizing problems, internalizing problems,
academic performance, and social competence: both externalizing and internalizing
problems increased from kindergarten to second grade while social competence
decreased over the three years and academic performance remained relatively stable

across time (see Table 4.1 for the change in mean scores across time and see Table 4.2

28



for the fit statistics for the linear and/quadratic models). Models with shapes that had

better fit were included in subsequent analyses.

Table 4.1. Change of Mean Scores Across Time for Variables of Interest in Manuscript

One.

Variables of Interest Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade
Externalizing Problems 12.60 18.50 19.86
Internalizing Problems 4.68 6.16 6.32
Academic Performance 6.60 6.47 6.66

Social Competence 24.63 24.49 22.49
Mother Disciplinary Tactics 4.82 11.57 9.52
Mother Derogatory Tactics 0.68 2.93 291

Mother Verbal Affection 0.60 0.55 0.56
Mother Physical Affection 0.58 0.84 1.00
Father Verbal Affection 0.48 0.86 0.67
Father Physical Affection 0.54 1.17 0.97
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Table 4.2. Fit Statistics of Linear and Quadratic Growth Curve Models for Each Predictor and Outcome.

Linear Model Quadratic Model
Variable 2 2
X df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR X df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Mother Disciplinary Tactics 562.19 1.00 0.00 -3.89 0.98 0.71 347.46 3.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Mother Derogatory Tactics 346.45 1.00 0.00 -3.25 0.77 0.39 o.ooLﬂ o.oo,f 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Mother Physical Affection 1.93 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.04 0.02 - - - - - -
Mother Verbal Affection 0.52 1.00 1.00 1.03 0.00 0.01 - - - - - -
Father Physical Affection 79.64 1.00 0.00 -72.48 0.37 0.14 o.ooLﬁ o.o% 1.00 1.84 0.00 0.01
Father Verbal Affection 47.42 1.00 0.00 -2.06 0.28 0.10 o.oouﬂ o.oo,r 0.92 0.77 0.08 0.03
Externalizing Problems 11.59 1.00 0.98 0.94 0.14 0.03 - - - - - -
Internalizing Problems 5.89 1.00 0.97 0.90 0.09 0.03 - - - - - -
Social Competence 0.00" 000" 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 - - - - - -
Academic Performance 5.16 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.09 0.02 - - - - - -

"The model is just-identified with zero degree of freedom and model fit cannot be assessed in this case.

*n<.05
w0k < 001
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Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Full Sample

With the full sample, 14 of 16 models (2 models did not converge) that linked
disciplinary tactics and positive parenting with different child outcomes had excellent fit
to the data (see Table 4.3). A parallel latent growth curve modeling was then preformed
to estimate the intercept-slope relationship between parenting variables and child
outcomes in two aspects: first, the intercepts of parenting variables and child outcomes
were correlated to see whether the initial levels of the former were related to the initial
levels the latter; second, the slope of each child outcome was regressed onto the intercept
of all parenting variables to determine whether initial level of the latter predicted the

change of the former.
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Table 4.3. Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models with the Full Sample (N=581)

Child Outcome X daf CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

30.30 7.00 098 095 0.08  0.05

Externalizing Problems 14.88 7.00 099 098 004  0.02
18.04 8.00 098 097  0.05 0.03

16.46 8.00 0.99 097 004 0.2

12.83 7.00 099 098 004 0.03

Internalizing Problems 13.22 7.00 098 097  0.04  0.03
9.68 8.00 099 098  0.02 0.02

10.33 8.00 099 098  0.02 0.2

21.32 7.00 1.00 099 006  0.06

Social Competence 6.14 7.00 1.00 100  0.00  0.01
7.83 7.00 .00 1.00 0.0l  0.03

14.22 9.00 099 098  0.03  0.03

13.60 8.00 099 099 004 0.02

Academic Performance 11.81 8.00 099 099 003 0.03
8.51 8.00 1.00 100 001 002

12.46 8.00 099 098  0.03 0.2
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Predicting the Change in Child Outcomes

No parenting variables were found to significantly predict the change in child
externalizing problems over time (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f=-0.04, p = 0.68;
derogatory tactics: f = 0.17, p = 0.29 parent verbal affection: f = 0.12, p = 0.33; parent
physical affection: f = 0.23, p = 0.26). None of the intercepts from parenting variables
significantly predicted the slope of child internalizing problems (power-assertive
disciplinary tactics: f = 0.09, p = 0.63; derogatory disciplinary practices: f = -0.19, p =
0.64; parent verbal affection: f = 0.52, p = 0.28; parent physical affection: f = 0.34, p =
0.61). The intercept of derogatory practices positively predicted the change of child social
competence (f =0.05, p = 0.05), meaning a higher initial level of mother derogatory
practices was associated with a slower decrease of child social competence. No significant
predictions were found from other parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics:
S =0.02, p = 0.12; derogatory disciplinary practices: f = 0.42, p = 0.16; the models for
parent verbal and physical affection did not converge because of problems in iterations).
None of the intercepts from parenting variables significantly predicted the slope of child
academic performance (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f=-0.06, p = 0.46; derogatory
disciplinary practices: f=-0.06, p = 0.69; parent verbal affection: f=0.00, p = 1.00; parent
physical affection: f=0.17, p = 0.35).
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes

Intercepts of child outcomes were predicted by parenting variables at the same
time point to understand the relationship between their initial levels. The intercept of
child externalizing problems was positively predicted by parent derogatory practices (5 =

0.27, p = 0.04), meaning that children had a high level of externalizing problems at the
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kindergarten year if their parents used a high level of derogatory practices at that time (or
vice versa). No other parent variable intercepts significantly predicted the intercept of the
child externalizing problem (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f=0.11, p = 0.09;
parent verbal affection: f = 0.12, p = 0.33; parent physical affection: f=0.23, p = 0.26).
The intercept of child internalizing problems was not predicted by any of the parenting
variables intercepts (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f =-0.07, p = 0.67; derogatory
disciplinary practices: f = 0.06, p = 0.71; parent verbal affection: f=0.12, p = 0.30;
parent physical affection: f = -0.20, p = 0.35). For child social competence, the intercept
was negatively correlated with derogatory practices (f =-0.37, p = 0.01). The prediction
was not significant by parent power-assertive disciplinary tactics (f =-0.07, p = 0.29),
and the models for parent verbal and physical affection did not converge because of
problems in iterations. Lastly for child academic performance, the intercept was
negatively predicted by the intercept of parent verbal affection (5 =-0.33, p <0.01) and
physical affection (f =-0.52, p <0.01) whereas it was not significantly predicted by
power-assertive disciplinary tactics: = 0.01, p = 0.89) nor derogatory practices (f = -
0.06, p = 0.58).

In summary, 5 of the 16 predictions (31.25%) were significant at p <.05 (and one
was marginally significant at p <.10), suggesting findings greater than would be
expected by chance. Four concurrent predictions on the initial levels of child outcomes
were significant: the initial level of parent derogatory practices was positively correlated
with child externalizing problems and negatively correlated with social competence, and
the initial level of child academic performance was negatively correlated with both parent

verbal and physical affection. One significant intercept-slope prediction was found: The
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intercept of derogatory practices positively predicted the change of child social
competence, meaning a higher initial level of mother derogatory practices was associated
with a slower decrease of child social competence.
Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Mothers versus Fathers
Two separate analyses of growth curve modeling were conducted for data collected
for mothers and fathers respectively. The models that linked parenting variables and

different child outcomes all had good fit to the data (see Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4. Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models with Data from Mothers (N=581) and Fathers (N=577)

Parent Gender Predictor X df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Disciplinary Tactics 33.12 7.00  0.97 0.94 0.08 0.05
Derogatory Tactics 12.98 7.00  0.99 0.98 0.04 0.02
Physical Affection 17.66 8.00 0.98 0.97 0.05 0.03
Verbal Affection 21.07 8.00  0.98 0.96 0.05 0.03
Disciplinary Tactics 18.44 8.00 098 0.96 0.05 0.03
Derogatory Tactics 16.06 8.00 0.98 0.96 0.04 0.03
Physical Affection 14.88 8.00 0.96 0.93 0.04 0.03
Mother Verbal Affection 13.59 8.00 0.97 0.95 0.04 0.03
Disciplinary Tactics 22.02 7.00  1.00 0.99 0.06 0.06
Derogatory Tactics 5.74 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.01
Physical Affection 15.91 8.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.02
Verbal Affection 10.50 8.00 1.00 1.00 0.02 0.02
Disciplinary Tactics 13.35 8.00 0.99 0.99 0.03 0.02
Derogatory Tactics 13.02 8.00 0.99 0.99 0.03 0.03
Physical Affection 9.25 8.00 1.00 1.00 0.02 0.02
Verbal Affection 18.21 8.00  0.98 0.97 0.05 0.02
Physical Affection 19.83 10.00  0.98 0.97 0.04 0.03
Verbal Affection 18.31 8.00  0.98 0.97 0.05 0.03
Physical Affection 14.23 10.00  0.97 0.96 0.03 0.03
Father Verbal Affection 15.23 8.00 0.96 0.93 0.04 0.03
Physical Affection 14.92 9.00  1.00 1.00 0.03 0.03
Verbal Affection 7.38 7.00  1.00 1.00 0.01 0.02
Physical Affection 16.83 10.00  0.98 0.98 0.03 0.03
Verbal Affection 9.77 8.00  1.00 0.99 0.02 0.02
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Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Mothers

No significant regression was found for any of the parenting variable intercepts in
predicting the slope of child externalizing problems for mothers (power-assertive
disciplinary tactics: f=10.04, p =0.71; derogatory disciplinary practices: f=0.07, p = 0.65;
parent verbal affection: f = 0.16, p = 0.17; parent physical affection: f = 0.13, p = 0.40).
Nor did any parenting variable intercepts predict child internalizing problem slope (power-
assertive disciplinary tactics: f = 0.12, p=0.63; derogatory disciplinary practices: § = -0.50,
p = 0.39; parent verbal affection: f = 0.41, p = 0.34; parent physical affection: f = 0.20, p
= 0.58). The intercept of mother derogatory practices positively predicted the change of
child social competence (f = 0.05, p = 0.04), meaning a higher initial level of mother
derogatory practices was associated with a slower decrease of child social competence. No
significant prediction was found for child social competence (marginally significant for
power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = 0.02, p = 0.08; parent verbal affection: f = -0.01,
p = 0.60; parent physical affection: f=-0.01, p = 0.58) nor for child academic performance
(power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f=-0.11, p =0.31; derogatory disciplinary practices:
£ =0.03, p = 0.84; parent verbal affection: f = 0.02, p = 0.85; parent physical affection: f
=-0.12, p=0.41).

Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Mothers.

For child externalizing problems, the intercept of mother verbal affection positively
predicted the initial level of child externalizing problems (f = 0.24, p = 0.01). The intercept
of mother derogatory practices also positively predicted the initial level of child
externalizing problems, although it was only marginally significant (f = 0.22, p = 0.06).

No significant prediction was found for mother power-assertive disciplinary tactics (f =
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0.11, p = 0.17) but the prediction was marginally significant for derogatory practices (f =
0.22, p =0.06). None of the intercepts of mother parenting variables significantly predicted
the initial level of child internalizing problems (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -
0.06, p =0.52; derogatory practices: = 0.18, p = 0.26; verbal affection: £ =0.13, p =0.27;
physical affection: = 0.10, p = 0.54). However, the intercept of mother derogatory tactics
and verbal affection both significantly negatively predicted the initial level of child social
competence (f = -0.30, p = 0.01; g = -0.19, p = 0.04, respectively). No significant
predictions were found for other mother parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary
tactics: f = -0.06, p = 0.45; physical affection: f = -0.17, p = 0.13). For child academic
performance, the intercept of mother verbal and physical affection negatively predicted the
initial level (8 =0.04, p = 0.61; f=-0.03, p = 0.74).
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Fathers.

For fathers, growth curve models were only run for positive parenting variables
(i.e., parental verbal and physical affection) because no data were collected for father
disciplinary tactics in first and second grade. The intercepts of father verbal and physical
affection did not significantly predict the change of child externalizing problems (f = -
0.04, p=0.71; p = 0.18, p = 0.48, respectively), internalizing problems (f = 0.59, p =
0.42; p=0.25, p = 0.43, respectively), social competence (f = 0.02, p=0.44; = 0.00, p =
0.98, respectively), nor academic performance (5= 0.19, p = 0.44; £ = 0.02, p = 0.84,
respectively).
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Fathers

For father parenting variables, the intercepts of verbal and physical affection did

not predict the initial level of child externalizing problems (f = -0.09, p = 0.21; = -0.03,
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p = 0.86, respectively). Nor did father verbal and physical affection intercepts predict the
initial level of child internalizing problems (5 = 0.06, p=0.55; f =-0.33, p = 0.19,
respectively), child social competence (f =-0.12, p =0.12; f=-0.02, p = 0.92,
respectively), or child academic performance (f =-0.03, p=0.68; 5 =-0.25, p = 0.17,
respectively).

To summarize, 4 of the 24 predictions (12.5%) were significant at p < .05 (and
three were marginally significant at p <.10), with the findings again greater than would
be expected by chance. Three concurrent predictions were found: The intercept of mother
derogatory tactics and physical affection both significantly negatively predicted the initial
level of child social competence whereas the intercept of mother verbal affection
positively predicted the initial level of child externalizing problems. One intercept-slope
prediction was found: The intercept of mother derogatory practices positively predicted
the change of child social competence, meaning a higher initial level of mother
derogatory practices was associated with a slower decrease of child social competence.

Latent Growth Curve Modeling for Boys versus Girls
Similar to the analyses conducted for mothers and fathers, growth curve models

were run separately for boys and girls. All models had good fit to the data (see Table 4.5).
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Table 4.5 Fit Statistics for Growth Curve Models with Data from Boys (N=186) and Girls (N=395)

Child Gender Child Outcome Predictor X df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Disciplinary Tactics 14.74 7.00 0.97 0.94 0.08 0.06
. Derogatory Tactics 9.74 7.00 0.99 0.97 0.05 0.04
External Probl
KIGtRalizing STobiets Physical Affection 1183 800 097 095 005  0.04
Verbal Affection 11.70 9.00 0.98 0.97 0.04 0.05
Disciplinary Tactics 19.39 7.00 0.93 0.86 0.10 0.07
Tnternalizing Problems UQommSJ\ ,_,mowom 14.55 7.00 0.93 0.86 0.08 0.05
Physical Affection 4.00 7.00 1.00 1.14 0.00 0.03
Bo Verbal Affection 7.97 7.00 0.98 0.96 0.03 0.03
Y Disciplinary Tactics 12.74 7.00 0.99 0.98 0.07 0.06
. Derogatory Tactics 6.29 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.03
Social C i
octal Lompetence Physical Affection 490 700 100 1.0l 000 003
Verbal Affection 11.53 7.00 0.99 0.99 0.06 0.06
Disciplinary Tactics 7.37 8.00 1.00 1.01 0.00 0.03
. Derogatory Tactics 7.44 8.00 1.00 1.01 0.00 0.03
Academic Performance Physical Affection 1622 800 094 089 007 004
Verbal Affection 8.81 8.00 0.99 0.99 0.02 0.03
Disciplinary Tactics 18.24 8.00 0.99 0.97 0.06 0.05
. Derogatory Tactics 11.75 8.00 0.99 0.99 0.03 0.02
External Probl
xiernalizing Frobletms Physical Affection 1292 800 099 098 004  0.03
Verbal Affection 7.00 8.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.02
Disciplinary Tactics 11.21 8.00 0.99 0.98 0.03 0.03
.. Derogatory Tactics 13.15 8.00 0.98 0.97 0.04 0.03
Internal Probl
CIATIZING S TOblelns Physical Affection 722 800 100 101 000 003
Girl Verbal Affection 6.35 10.00 1.00 1.04 0.00 0.02
Disciplinary Tactics 16.60 7.00 1.00 0.99 0.06 0.05
. Derogatory Tactics 5.70 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.02
Social Competence £ .
Physical Affection 7.06 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.01 0.02
Verbal Affection 5.53 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.02
Disciplinary Tactics 9.42 8.00 1.00 1.00 0.02 0.02
. Derogatory Tactics 10.59 8.00 1.00 0.99 0.03 0.03
Academic Performance Physical Affection 720 800  1.00 100 000 0.2
Verbal Affection 12.85 8.00 0.99 0.98 0.04 0.03
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Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Boys

The change of externalizing problems was not predicted by any of the intercepts
of parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: = 0.11, p = 0.39; derogatory
tactics: = 0.21, p = 0.25; parent verbal affection: f = 0.14, p = 0.53; the coefficient for
parent physical affection could not be calculated because the variable covariance matrix
was not positive definite). The intercepts of parenting variables did not predict the change
of internalizing problems (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = 0.14, p = 0.36;
derogatory tactics: f =-0.16, p = 0.52; parent verbal affection: f = -0.04, p = 0.87; the
coefficient for parent physical affection could not be calculated because the variable
covariance matrix was not positive definite). No significant prediction was found for the
change of child social competence (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: = 0.02, p =
0.63; derogatory tactics: f = 0.10, p = 0.06; the coefficient for parent verbal and physical
affection could not be calculated because the variable covariance matrix was not positive
definite). Also, no parenting variables significantly predicted the change of academic
performance (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -0.03, p = 0.85; derogatory tactics:
S =-0.18, p = 0.46; parent verbal affection: f = 0.09, p = 0.73; the coefficient for parent
physical affection could not be calculated because the variable covariance matrix was not
positive definite).
Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Boys.

For externalizing problems, no intercepts of parenting variables predicted the
initial level (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = 0.16, p = 0.16; derogatory tactics: S
=0.25, p = 0.12; parent verbal affection: = 0.11, p = 0.55; the coefficient for parent

physical affection could not be calculated because the variable covariance matrix was not
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positive definite). The intercept of parent verbal affection did, however, positively predict
the initial level of internalizing problems (5 = 0.47, p = 0.05) but no significant prediction
was found for the other parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -
0.19, p = 0.13; derogatory tactics: f = -0.14, p = 0.48; the coefficient for parent verbal
and physical affection could not be calculated because the variable covariance matrix was
not positive definite). The intercept of derogatory tactics negatively predicted the initial
level of social competence (5 = -0.39, p = 0.02) whereas no other significant predictions
were found (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -0.16, p = 0.17; the coefficient for
parent verbal and physical affection could not be calculated because the variable
covariance matrix was not positive definite). No other significant predictions of the initial
level of academic performance were found (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -
0.05, p = 0.58; derogatory tactics: = 0.03, p = 0.83; verbal affection: f=-0.29, p = 0.08;
the coefficient for parent physical affection could not be calculated because the variable
covariance matrix was not positive definite).
Predicting the Change of Child Outcomes: Girls.

The change of externalizing problems was not predicted by any of the intercepts
of parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f =-0.07, p = 0.61;
derogatory tactics: f =-0.15, p = 0.61; parent verbal affection: = 0.15, p = 0.47; parent
physical affection: g = 0.07, p = 0.76). The coefficients could not be calculated for
internalizing problems because the variable covariance matrix for the slope was not
positive definite. The change of social competence was not predicted by any of the
intercepts of parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: £ = 0.01, p = 0.40;

derogatory tactics: f = 0.02, p = 0.29; parent verbal affection: f = 0.01, p = 0.46; parent
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physical affection: f =-0.01, p = 0.50), nor was any significant prediction found for
academic performance (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: f = -0.08, p = 0.40;
derogatory tactics: f = 0.09, p = 0.61; parent verbal affection: f =-0.03, p = 0.80; parent
physical affection: = 0.16, p = 0.34).

Predicting the Initial Level of Child Outcomes: Girls.

For externalizing problems, the intercept of parenting verbal affection
significantly positively predicted the initial level (5 = 0.21, p = 0.03) but no significant
predictions were found for other parenting variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics:
£ =0.12, p=0.08; derogatory tactics: = 0.24, p = 0.13; parent physical affection: f =
0.06, p = 0.60). The intercepts of parenting variables did not predict the initial level of
internalizing problems (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: = 0.07, p = 0.48;
derogatory tactics: f = 0.12, p = 0.58; parent verbal affection: f =-0.05, p = 0.71; parent
physical affection: f =-0.21, p = 0.34). The initial level of social competence was not
predicted by the intercept of any parent variables (power-assertive disciplinary tactics: £
=-0.08, p = 0.30; derogatory tactics: = -0.30, p = 0.12; parent verbal affection: S =-
0.17, p = 0.08; parent physical affection: f = -0.06, p = 0.60). Finally, for academic
performance, both the intercepts of parent verbal and physical affection significantly
negatively predicted the initial level (f =-0.34, p <0.01, f=-0.46, p <0.01,
respectively) whereas the predictions were not significant for power-assertive
disciplinary tactics (f = 0.03, p = 0.71) and derogatory tactics (f =-0.14, p = 0.27).

In summary, 5 out of 40 predictions (12.5%) were significant at the .05 and .01
level (and two were marginally significant at p <.10): for boys, the intercept of parent

verbal affection positively predicted the initial level of internalizing problems, and the
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intercept of derogatory tactics negatively predicted the initial level of social competence.
For girls, the intercept of parent verbal affection positively predicted the initial level of
externalizing problems, and the intercepts of parent verbal and physical affection
negatively predicted the initial level of academic performance.

Supplementary Analysis: Propensity Score Matching.

Despite the effort to unravel the longitudinal relationship between the predictor
and the outcome, parallel latent growth curve modeling at times provides weak causal
evidence because of two reasons. First, it fails to take into account the influences of
selection process on the outcome and as a result the findings could be confounded by
selection biases. The second source of bias could be due to random measurement errors
in the pretest covariates. These measurement errors are an artifact of latent constructs
created in the model building process and for this reason the problem of unreliability
could emerge because rarely are observed covariates used to determine how participants
are selected into different conditions (Steiner, Cook & Shadish, 2011). Given these two
reasons, propensity score matching technique was used as an alternative approach to
reduce the effects resulted from these two sources of bias. The results of using propensity
scores to match groups with different levels of parenting practices on a series of
covariates are shown in Appendix A. In summary, findings showed that a high level of
mother power-assertive disciplinary tactics at first grade, compared with a low level, was
associated with lower levels of child social competence and academic performance at

second grade.
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CHAPTER V

MANUSCRIPT ONE DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Discussion of Findings

With longitudinal data across multiple time points, this study investigated the
effects of different parenting practices on child development during early and middle
childhood. Using the parallel process growth curve modeling technique, this study is able
to capture the longitudinal growth of both the parenting predictors and child outcomes,
and more importantly how the initial levels of different parental practices correlate with
the initial levels and subsequent changes of the child variables. The findings highlight the
differential roles of non-physical disciplinary tactics and positive parenting in child social
and academic development, especially in consideration of the different developmental
trajectories of child outcomes—both externalizing and internalizing problems were
increasing and social competence was decreasing but academic performance was
generally stable over time. The results of concurrent predictions in kindergarten showed
that parent’s use of derogatory tactics was associated positively with child externalizing
problems and but negatively with social competence. Child academic performance was
negatively correlated with parent verbal and physical affection. When mother and father
samples were examined separately, significant predictions were only found for mothers:
mother physical affection was positively linked with child externalizing problems

whereas both mother physical affection and derogatory tactics was negatively related to
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child social competence. Two significant intercept-slope predictions were found: For
both the full sample and mother subsample, the intercept of derogatory practices
positively predicted the change of child social competence (f =0.05, p = 0.05), meaning a
higher initial level of mother derogatory practices was associated with a slower decrease
of child social competence. Longitudinal results from a propensity score matching
analysis showed that a high level, in comparison to a low level, of mother power-
assertive (but non-physical) disciplinary tactics at first grade predicted lower levels of
child social competence and academic performance at second grade.

Parenting is a heavily researched topic and although many studies have
investigated the associations between specific parenting and child outcomes, very few
have actually taken a comprehensive approach to examining simultaneously the
influences of both disciplinary tactics and non-disciplinary positive parenting on multiple
developmental outcomes. With the use of growth curve modeling, this study further adds
to the literature about the contribution of different parenting approaches to the changes of
developmental outcomes. In determining the trajectories of children’s developmental
outcomes, there are evincing signs of increased psychosocial problems and decreased
social competence over time. The compromised competence during this period could be
due to the transition from kindergarten to elementary school experienced by the children
since the new interpersonal environment may appear rather daunting and challenging as
they are now surrounded by more peers than they were in kindergartens. This supposition
is confirmed by the fact that the subdued development is evident in the interpersonal
domain but not academic area. Furthermore, the consequences of such plight could echo

for several years because the school-entry period serves as the fundamental part of
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subsequent development (Entwisle & Alexander, 1993). Although it is reasonable to
associate the decline of social competence with the escalation of adjustment problems,
there are likely other markers of social competence that were not included in this study.
For example, social competence in the current study was measured by six items that
focused on peer acceptance and preference and yet another important component to be
considered is prosocial behaviors. Certainly, prosocial behaviors and peer
acceptance/preference are closely interwoven such that children with prosocial
reputations are often liked and sought as playmates by peers because of their socially
appropriate behaviors (Rey, 2003), but children with high prosocial behaviors sometimes
also possess other competent characteristics such as emotion regulation that may or may
not be directly related to peer relationships. Examining the trend of other dimensions of
social competence thus remains to be an important question worth further investigation.
In addition to capturing the developmental changes over time, the “add-on”
technique of latent growth curve modeling—parallel process estimation allows one to
make predictive inferences on the features of growth trajectories in terms of both the
initial level and the rate of change of the outcome variables. Causal effects can be
estimated by the prediction of the initial level (i.e., intercept) on the rate of change (i.e.,
slope) for the variables of interest (Pakpahan, Hoffmann & Krdger, 2015). In the current
study, the estimation of causal effects via parallel process latent growth curve modelling
pertains to using the intercepts of parenting variables to predict the slopes of child
variables. In this regard, most of the findings in this study are counter to the hypotheses
wherein causal effects are not established. There are several possible reasons for this.

First, the conceptualization of the parenting measures is somewhat arbitrary. This could
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result in misclassification of some parenting variables. For example, this study
categorized threat into power-assertive disciplinary tactics which were hypothesized to
reduce externalizing problems. Some parenting scholars (e.g., Kochanska & Aksan,
1995), however, have discouraged the use of threats as it has been negatively associated
with child compliance and positively related to child defiance. Threatening could
nonetheless fall into the category of derogatory tactics because like verbal hostility and
shaming it is also psychologically aggressive. These derogatory tactics can be as
aversive, if not more, as physical punishment such that they may leave a psychological
scar in children, creating a faulty self-image that could last lifelong (Loader, 1998). In
addition to threat, simple command could be another misplaced power-assertive
disciplinary tactic. Kochanska and Aksan (1995) distinguished between direct commands
as a gentle parental control and direct commands accompanied by a negative comment,
harsh physical intervention, or threat as negative parental control, and it was the latter
that was linked to adverse child outcomes (high defiance and low compliance) whereas
the former was correlated with favorable outcomes (low defiance and high compliance).
Apart from these two “problematic” items, other parenting variables might still be
effective discipline tactics worth advocating. For example, Lindhiem, Shaffer, and Kolko
(2014) showed that parents became more likely to use time-out and privilege removal as
two nonaggressive discipline strategies in substitution for aggressive strategies after
participating in an interventional program that aimed to promoting effective parenting.
The second reason for the non-significant predictions could be due to the low event
frequency in the current study. For example, the use of some disciplinary tactics by the

study sample were so infrequent (e.g., extra-work penalty, shaming) that the significant
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associations, even if they may exist, failed to emerge. A related issue for the positive
parenting variable is the dichotomized coding of the measures, a practice that lowers the
power for statistical analysis. Although dichotomization eases the coding and
interpretation of the results, it essentially loses a large proportion of information. As an
example, splitting a variable at the median reduces power by the amount equivalent to
discarding a third of the data (MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002).
Dichotomization in general may subsume considerable variability within each group
(Altman & Royston, 2006) and therefore it is a strategy that should be used with caution.

Despite these non-significant findings, the current study did find one significant
linkage between a parenting variable intercept and a child outcome slope: parents’ high
level of derogatory practices at kindergarten was associated with a slower decrease in
social competence over time. This somewhat unexpected finding could be due to the
limited room for the decline of social competence among children with parents who use a
high level of derogatory practices, as indicated by the negative association on the initial
levels of parent derogatory practices and child social competence. In other words, these
children already start with a low level of social competence and not much potential is left
for social competence to continuously decrease.

The intercepts of parenting predictors and child outcomes were correlated in
current study, although it is not possible to draw any causal conclusions from these
correlations. For example, the positive correlation between parent derogatory tactics and
child externalizing problems at kindergarten year could be due to the increasing
problematic behaviors of children as a result of parent derogatory tactics, or parent’s use

of derogatory practices in response to child misconduct at this age. Similarly, the
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negative association between parent verbal/physical affection and child academic
performance might be attributed to the intention of parents to assist their children in case
of poor academic performance, or children’s academic ineptness because of their
dependence on parental supports. Without further evidence, overextrapolcating these
correlational findings is not warranted. Stronger causal evidence, however, does come
from propensity score matching analysis. In the realm of non-randomized control studies,
a propensity score matching approach, when used appropriately, can adequately reduce or
eliminate confounding effects (Austin, 2011). When matched on a series of covariates
including pretest or proxy-pretest variables (viz., child externalizing problems,
internalizing problems, social competence, academic performance, oppositional defiant
disorder) and demographic measure (viz., family socioeconomic status), the results
suggest mother’s excessive use of power-assertive disciplinary tactics at first grade is
counterproductive to optimal child outcomes in terms of social competence and academic
performance at second grade. The negative side of power-assertive disciplinary tactics
emerges only when the high level of use is compared with the low level of use, with no
difference found between the medium and low level. This illustrates that power-assertive
disciplinary tactics, perhaps similar to physical punishment, can be damaging when
overly used (Ferguson, 2013; Lansford, Wager, Bates, Pettit, & Dodge, 2012; Larzelere,
Gunnoe, Roberts & Ferguson, 2017). Moreover, the effectiveness of power-assertive
tactics is context-specific, depending on the type of child noncompliance. Larzelere and
colleagues (2018) showed that power assertive and punishment tactics were least
effective in reducing the severity of child noncompliance when responding to parent-

oriented noncompliance (negotiating and whining) but most effective when dealing with
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parent-opposing noncompliance (defiance and hitting). They further found that moderate
use of punishment was accompanied by the decrease of behavioral problems in the long
term. This finding is similar to the propensity score matching result in current study
which showed the trend of fewer child externalizing problems at second grade was
associated with the medium level of power-assertive disciplinary tactics used by mothers
at first grade, although this association was not significant. It follows that power-assertive
disciplinary tactics may be needed to impose and administer clear and consistent
behavioral rules that help bring down children’s conduct problems, to which end a
medium usage is more optimal than a severe or minimal usage, where the former can be
too intrusive to the autonomy of children and therefore compromises their competence

and the latter is simply ineffective in curtailing children’s misbehaviors.
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Limitations

The present study is limited in several ways. First, although parent’s self-reports
of their use of specific disciplinary tactics at the first and second grade have high internal
consistencies and are thus reliable measurements, the results may suffer from social
desirability bias which can cause some parents to underreport their use of certain
disciplinary tactics. As an example, the frequencies of extra-work penalty and shaming
were much lower than other disciplinary tactics. Admittedly, parents may rarely use these
two disciplinary practices in reality, but reliance on self-reports can not rule out the
possibility that parents overreport desirable behaviors while underreport undesirable
ones. Future studies need to replicate the self-report findings of this study with other
methods, preferably home or laboratory observations. Second, the limited number of time
points in this study makes it difficult to estimate longer term trajectories of both the
parenting variables and child outcomes. Although the three time points of this study
enable the option of exploring nonlinear trends, the statistical power for these models is
low: three out of four quadratic models were just identified for which the fit statistics
were not available. Also, because the time points are confined to the period from
kindergarten to second grade, it is unknown whether there would be any change of
trajectories before kindergarten or after second grade. It is possible, for instance,
children’s initial level of social competence will reinstate after two years’ adjustment in
the elementary school. Examining the developmental trend and longitudinal relationship
between parenting and child outcomes beyond early childhood and at other important
points of environmental and biological transitions (e.g., the entry from elementary school

to middle school, the onset of puberty) will further our understanding on this topic.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, the findings of the current study highlight the potential benefits of
power-assertive disciplinary tactics which as alternative strategies to physical punishment
have been understudied in the past. These firm disciplinary practices with judicious use
rather than heavy reliance appear to be useful in keeping children’s behavioral problems
in check. When it comes to child rearing, these findings suggest that best parenting
practices should not be deemed as exclusively positive parenting. After all, given the
desire of children to continually assume autonomy and their relative lack of self-control,

parenting without any use of firm discipline may do more harm than good.
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CHAPTER VI

MANUSCRIPT TWO INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
Parenting is not unidirectional; it is embedded in a dyadic parent-child
relationship. Relationships constitute an important part of our lives. In the early few
years, we develop attachment with our parents, later we build companionship with peers,
and still later we establish intimate relationship with romantic partners. How the
influences of one relationship transfer to another remains as a central research theme in
developmental science and family study. The present study aims to explore the distinct
contributions of parent-child synchrony to children’s social development after taking into
consideration the effects of parenting practices. In other words, how do parent-child
synchronized interactions differ from—or add to, or interact with--parenting practices in
relation to children’s social development? In the following literature review, theories and
empirical findings that point out the unique features of parent-child synchrony are
summarized and then testable hypotheses are developed to examine the influences of
parent-child synchrony on children’s social development after controlling for the
contributions of parenting practices.
Statement of the Problem and Purpose
Although parent-child synchrony has been demonstrated to be a conducive factor

in the positive socialization of children, previous studies with a few exceptions (e.g.,
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Mize & Pettit, 1997) have not empirically explored the possibility of parent-child
synchrony (or parent-child interaction in general) being a distinct construct from
parenting practices. Given disparate orientations of the interaction (parenting as being
vertical versus parent-child synchrony as being horizontal), it is likely that parent-child
synchrony would have significant contributions to children’s social development above
and beyond the influences of parenting practices. Specifically, based on the findings from
Harrist et al. (1994), it is expected that children from positively synchronous parent-child
dyads would have the optimal social outcomes (i.e., higher levels of social competence
and academic performance but lower levels of problematic behaviors such as aggression
and social withdrawal) compared with children from negatively synchronous dyads or
non-synchronous dyads, even after controlling for the effects of parenting practices.
Another property to be examined is stability, with parent-child synchrony expected to be
a relatively stable construct. Specifically, it is hypothesized that rank-order consistency
will be shown across the two time points: positive, negative and non-synchrony at
kindergarten will be highly correlated with positive, negative and non-synchrony,

respectively, at age 16, even after controlling for the effects of parenting practices.
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CHAPTER VII

MANUSCRIPT TWO REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The Definition of Synchrony

In a seminal review by Harrist and Waugh (2002), synchrony is described as “a
type of interaction between two people (in particular a child and caregiver) ... that is
mutually regulated, reciprocal, and harmonious” (p. 557). The notion of synchrony has
largely been raised from the infancy literature. In observing mother-infant face-to-face
interactions, Tronick and colleagues (Als, Tronick, & Brazelton, 1979; Brazelton,
Tronick, Adamson, Als, & Wise, 1975; Tronick, Als, & Brazelton, 1980) proposed a
model—the dyadic-states model—that describes the sequential structure of a certain type
of mother-infant interaction: Interactions begin with the mother's positively eliciting her
infant's attention, followed by the onset of infant's positive expression, which further
sustains mother’s positive expression until the infant becomes disengaged. This model
greatly inspired subsequent research and since then many new terms have been proposed
to describe the positively coordinated interaction between the mother and infant, for
example, “mutual responsiveness” (Kochanska, 1997), “joint attention” (Moore &
Dunham, 1995), “dyadic affect regulation” (Hann, Osofsky, Barnard, & Leonard, 1994),
“affect attunement” (Haft & Slade, 1989), and “behavior-state matching” (Field, Healy,

Goldstein, & Guthertz, 1990). While all these terminologies share some commonalities
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with synchrony—that is, the interaction needs to be bidirectional and reciprocal—there
are also significant differences.

First, since most of the studies from which these other terminologies originated
focused on the period of infancy or toddlerhood, the effort to strike a balance of power on
the part of children has been overly emphasized, given the fundamentally asymmetric
relationship they are in. In other words, because adult parents are naturally equipped with
more power and authority, the contributions of children to their interactions with parents
during the first few years are more heavily valued. For example, Kochanska (1997)
proposed the term “mutual responsiveness” based on mother’s orientation towards less
power assertion and more children’s internalization of maternal rules. A similar
assumption underlies adoption of the terms “dyadic affect regulation” and “affect
attunement” in which the burden is placed on adult parents to encourage and elicit
positive affect from infants who have limited ability to regulate their own affect. In the
process of regulating and attuning to infant’s affect, caregivers need to first recognize and
then accommodate an infant’s emotional needs, with the purpose of reaching a more
reciprocal and balanced interaction later on. “Joint attention” and “behavior-state
matching” are terms consistent with the social contingency framework which suggests
that infant’s attentions and behaviors are “contingent” upon those of the caregivers. This
social contingency, however, relies on infant’s development of self and intersubjectivity.
Caregivers play an important role in this developmental process in terms of actively
scaffolding the verbal and behavioral exchanges with infants (Rochat, 2001).

Secondly, the notion of synchrony has been applied beyond the period of infancy

to describe a horizontal interaction between parent and child where both parties have
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more equal contributions (e.g., Russell, Pettit, & Mize, 1998). This more symmetric and
power balanced interaction has indeed been documented in early and middle childhood.
For example, in a study that examined the relation between dyadic synchrony and toddler
compliance, Rocissano et al. (1987) defined synchrony as a dyadic exchange between
mother and toddler, with the interaction being broken into a turn-by-turn sequence during
which both the mother and toddler can lead or follow. Notably, in cases where toddlers
diverged from the joint topic by which synchronous interaction was maintained, mothers
often followed the child’s lead in order to restore the out-of-sync interaction back into
synchrony. Harrist et al. (1994) studied synchrony with a sample of kindergarteners and
their mothers. Synchrony was captured by evaluating the dyadic quality of parent-child
interaction (i.e., engagement, affective tone, connectedness) instead of individual
behaviors from either side. Studies conducted in middle childhood adopted similar
measures of synchrony that emphasized reciprocity, interconnectedness, mutuality, and
shared affect on the dyadic level (Criss et al., 2003; Lindsey et al., 2008).

A third difference between synchrony and other terminologies pertains to the
quality of interaction. Whereas other terminologies tend to reduce the quality of
interaction to individual behaviors, synchrony highlights an optimal state of interaction
achieved by children and caregivers (Harrist & Waugh, 2002). As mentioned above, the
operationalization of synchrony in research typically involves ratings on the
connectedness, reciprocity, and shared affect, all of which can be seen as an assessment
that evaluates the degree of harmony of the interaction. Unlike other measures that used
individual behaviors to infer the state of the interaction, the measure of synchrony

assesses the transactional nature of the interaction (Harrist et al., 1994). Although global
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evaluation necessarily leaves more room for subjective interpretation compared to
molecular assessment, studies have demonstrated that good reliability could be achieved
by sufficient training on observational coding (see Ambrose & Rosanne Menna, 2013;
Bureau et al., 2014; Criss et al., 2003; Harrist et al., 1994; Kirsh, Crnic, & Greenberg,
1995; Lindsey & Caldera, 2015; Lindsey et al., 2008; Rocissano et al, 1987). Synchrony
thus may be considered a valid proxy that measures the interactional quality of parent-
child dyads. Given these differences, the term synchrony is used in this study. These are
not just semantic differences but also differences with theoretical implications: For
example, synchrony can potentially serve as a bridge that links parent-child interaction
and the development of child-peer relationships.
The Uniqueness and Stability of Parent-Child Synchrony

In a description of children’s interpersonal experience with parents, Hartup (1989)
categorized parent-child interactions into a “vertical” versus “horizontal” distinction.
Vertical interaction is characterized by an asymmetrical structure of power and authority,
one often found in parent-child dyads during the early years. The interaction is vertical in
the sense that parents are expected to contribute more in order to initiate and maintain the
interaction simply because they are more powerful, competent, knowledgeable, and
skillful. Horizontal interaction, on the other hand, assumes an equal distribution of power
and authority, indicating a pattern of exchanges that is more egalitarian and reciprocal
(Russell et al., 1998). In this sense, parenting practices, given the directionality of the
influences and power differences embedded in the relationship, are hierarchical, whereas
parent-child interactions, due to its bidirectional nature and power egalitarian

assumption, are horizontal.
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Horizontal interaction is more frequently observed between child and peers where
no asymmetrical balance of power is assumed. Nevertheless, it can also take place in
parent-child dyads especially when children become more competent and are granted
with more autonomy. In fact, it is reasonable to expect more and more horizontal
interactions occurred from the period of toddlerhood. This is indicated by the evolved
perspective held by parents that “inducted the child into a system of reciprocity”
(Kochanska, 1997, p. 94), an orientation that begins to emerge during toddlerhood.
Kochanska also noted that this orientation that enables parents to value more mutuality
and resort less to power and coercion is conducive to children’s social development in
that a benign mutually responsive system can be created to elicit children’s willingness to
cooperate and prevent the development of hostility and aggression (Kochanska, 1997,
Kochanska, & Aksan, 2004; Kochanska, Aksan, Prisco, & Adams, 2008). Around the age
of kindergarten and first grade when children reach the concrete operational stage of
cognitive development, the pattern of horizontal interaction should become more
conspicuous because children are more capable of internalizing rules and taking the
perspectives of others. This is accompanied by parent’s active invitation of power sharing
and deliberate consideration of children’s viewpoints, with the goal of transiting to a co-
regulated interactional system (Russell et al., 1998). This co-regulated system can
promote children’s cognitive expectation and behavioral tendency to reciprocate which
are particularly needed in their interactions with peers.

Several theoretical models have been proposed to characterize the dyadic nature
of parent-child interactions. Probably the first theoretical model is the control system

approach presented by Bell (1968). Although greater emphasis was still placed on the
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responsibility of parents in socializing children, Bell started to recognize the effects of
children on activating different behavioral repertoires of parents. Of course, the degree of
child effects depends on several other factors such as child gender, age, and temperament
(or the term “congeniality” used by Bell), socioeconomic status of parents, and family
structure including birth order, family size, and density, and yet the contributions of
children should not be dismissed. This reminder raised by Bell attempts to reinterpret, if
not complete reject, traditional models. More recent theoretical development builds upon
Bell’s framework with an emphasis to factor in the role of children in parent-child
interactions. For example, the transactional model (Dumas, LaFreniere, & Serketich,
1995) recasts children as active agents who can influence the dyadic exchanges of
behaviors with their caregivers. Instead of defining the pattern of interaction purely from
a childrearing perspective such as the characterization of four parenting styles (i.e.,
authoritarian, authoritative, neglectful, and permissive), this model calls attention to the
transactional process that underlines parent-child interactions. A balance of power is
stressed between mothers and children in their ongoing relationship and any destruction
of this balance can result in dysfunctional interactions which in turn pose some threats to
children’s development. Several studies have been designed to test this model, with a lens
that focused on controlling behaviors between mothers and children (Dumas, LaFreniere,
& Serketich, 1995; Dumas, LaFreniere, Beaudin, & Verlaan, 1992; LaFreniere & Dumas,
1992). Findings from these studies lend support to the model and demonstrate the
efficacy of examining the coercive pattern of power exchange in mother-child
interactions. Specifically, a balanced exchange of power has been shown to be an

indicator of positive mother-child relationships and also as a promotor of children’s
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social competence. Interactions with this pattern can benefit children given the abundant
opportunities for them to exercise appropriate control but not at the expense of their
mothers. An imbalanced power exchange, however, where control is more heavily used
by one side, will compromise children’s social development as children are either unable
to adopt more socially appropriate strategies for interactions (in the case of aggressive
children who initiate and maintain excessive control over their mothers) or fail to assert
the degree of autonomy that is needed at their developmental level (in the case of anxious
children who have little control over their mothers). In sum, the interactional patterns that
children learn from the dyadic exchanges with their parents can be transferred to
subsequent social encounters with other peers. In other words, parent-child interactions
function as a relational milieu for children to develop their social skills, in contrast to the
vertical-oriented parenting practices which imply the use of power and control by parents
to transmit their socialization values (Lollis & Kuczynski, 1997). In this regard,
synchronous interactions between parent and child may play a prominent role in
promoting children’s optimal development of peer relationships (see Harrist et al., 1994).
Empirical findings have also evinced the positive effects of parent-child
synchrony in other areas of child development (such as communicative competence and
self-control: Lindsey et al., 2009; cognitive ability: Kirsh, Crnic, & Greenberg, 1995;
behavioral and emotional adjustment: Barber, Bolitho, & Bertrand, 2001; Deater-Deckard
& Petrill, 2004). Moreover, the synchronized interaction pattern remains conducive in
other developmental stages beyond early childhood (such as adolescence: Lindsey et al.

2008; Criss, Shaw, & Ingoldsby, 2003; youth: Davis, Bilms, & Suveg, 2017).
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Despite the unique role of parent-child synchrony in children’s socialization, no
previous studies have been found that investigated the stability associated with this
construct. Stability, however, is an important component of any proposed theoretical
concepts within family system because families are assumed to possess some self-
stabilizing properties that sustain their own habitual patterns of interaction (Maccoby,
1984; Radke-Yarrow, Zahn-Waxier, & Chapman, 1983). Dysfunctional families can be
distinguished from healthy families in that they often engage in problematic interactions
which over time contribute substantially to pathological relationships and negative child
outcomes (Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989).
Understanding family interactions can thus aid in probing the cause of dysfunctional
family and child deviance. If synchrony is a valid categorization of parent-child
interaction, examining the longitudinal properties of the synchrony construct allows one
to further evaluate the reliability and the legitimacy of it being used as a proxy indicator
of relationship quality between parent and child. Since no studies on this topic can be
located, relevant evidence from parenting practices and child rearing research is reviewed
here.

There are two types of stability: relative stability and absolute stability. This
distinction was first made by Alder and Scher (1994) to illustrate the different ways of
measuring consistency of a particular construct. Whereas relative stability focuses on the
consistency of relative position that individual locates within a group across time,
absolute stability concerns the absolute changes occurred at either the individual and
group level across time. For example, the question, “Do authoritarian parents maintain

higher levels of demandingness across time compared with authoritative parents?” is a
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measure of relative stability, whereas, “Do authoritarian parents use the same level (i.e.,
frequency and extent) of physical punishment when their child is in adolescence as when
their child was in kindergarten years?” is a measure of absolute stability. Relative
stability is usually indexed by test-retest correlation coefficients that calculate the rank-
order consistency of individual within a group across two time points; in contrast,
absolute stability typically uses analyses of variance (ANOVAs) or ¢ tests to assess the
change in the mean level.

Existing stability tests of parenting behaviors show better relative stability than
absolute stability (Asselmann et al., 2015; Forehand & Jones, 2002; Jacob et al., 2000;
Roberts, Block, & Block, 1984). Specific parenting dimensions such as warmth and
communication appear to be more stable than others including strict control and
punishment (Asselmann et al., 2015; Carrasco, Rodriguez, Barrio, & Holgado, 2011;
Jacob et al., 2000; Rimehaug, Wallander, & Berg-Nielsen, 2011). The varying degrees of
consistency further indicate the fluidity of certain parenting behaviors. Indeed, as pointed
out by Holden and Miller (1999) in their meta-analysis study of parents’ child rearing,
relative stability is a more appropriate measure of consistency because rarely do parents
maintain the exact same type of behaviors across time due to the need to modify their
behaviors based on the situation and the development level of children. Unlike parenting
behaviors that are more parent-centered, parent-child synchrony pays more attention to
the interaction that may better reflect the dyadic relationship between parent and child.
Nevertheless, it remains unknown whether this synchrony construct will manifest relative

stability across time after controlling for the effect of parenting practices.
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CHAPTER VIII

MANUSCRIPT TWO METHODOLOGY
Sample and Procedure

Participants in manuscript two were a subsample of the Child Development
Project, which included 157 children (67 girls, 90 boys). Data used in this study were
collected from home observations and laboratory tasks. To be more specific, parents’ use
of disciplinary tactics and positive parenting practices were assessed by home
observations; child social behaviors were measured by Achenbach Child Behavior
Checklist (TRF, CBCL/4-16; Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986) and Teacher Checklist of
Peer Relationships (TCPR; Dodge, 1986) completed by the teachers (for a detailed
description, see Measures of manuscript one). Parents’ and children’ interactions were
observed naturally at home during the kindergarten year and during a structured
laboratory-based task when the child was age 16.

Measures

Disciplinary Tactics and Positive Parenting.

The measures of disciplinary tactics and positive parenting are the same as
Manuscript One (see Manuscript One methods for details).
Parent-child Synchrony at Kindergarten.

Two naturalistic observations with each lasting 2 hours were conducted at each

participant’s home prior to (summer) or during (early fall) the kindergarten year. The
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observation and coding process used in this study largely adopted the Social Events
System approach developed by Harrist and Pettit (2000). In this approach, observers were
asked to write down a narrative that depicted all ongoing social interactions involving the
target participant. This narrative was then segmented into interactional episodes that were
of interests to the researcher (i.e., social events). Although some degrees of inference by
the observer were required, this approach enabled observers to pay more attention to
behaviors that were of social nature than those purely based on some objective units such
as time. This in turn will exclude some irrelevant information, thereby potentially
improving reliability for subsequent coding. After receiving sufficient training, observers
are able to retrieve the meaning of behaviors with a low-level inference (e.g., a sincere
smile or a phony laugh) in real time that are otherwise difficult to capture after the event.
In addition, the recorded episode can easily be transcribed into an analyzable entity
(Harrist & Pettit, 2000).

In this study, a social event is defined as any interaction between the target
participant child and his/her parent. Observers recorded behaviors exchanged between the
child and the parent as well as the context where the interaction was occurring. Following
is an example of a recorded social event:

Target child (TC) returns to the living room with her patent leather shoes on.
Mother (M) looks at them and exclaims, “Youve got them on the wrong feet!” TC
quickly changes them, saying that she keeps forgetting. M continues to comment that she
doesn’t know how TC can do that.

Because different social events could happen close in time, to determine the

beginning and end of a social event three criteria were used: contextual change (e.g., Has
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the setting or participants been changed?), content characteristics (e.g., Is there a different
purpose or goal involved in this social interaction compared to others?), and affective
tones (e.g., Is the affective tone of this episode different from others?). Social events
could be discerned based on change of any of the three criteria. A total of 14,000 social
events were recorded. The average number of social events that occurred was 82 per
mother-child dyad and 48 per father-child dyad.

Trained graduate and postgraduate students coded the social event on three
components that evaluated the quality of dyadic interaction between the target child and
one of his/her parents (triadic interactions involving both parents were not coded):
engagement, measuring the reciprocity of the interaction, is the number of back-and-forth
turns in a social event; affective tone, capturing the emotional stance of the interaction, is
a 1-3 rating scale (1 = both partners negative, 2 = only one partner is negative, 3 = mutual
non-negativity); and connectedness, describing the joint nature of the interaction, is on an
1-to-5 rating scale: 1 = both partners had different focus of attention and few exchange of
action/affect during most of the interaction time, 3 = partners may have different focus of
attention during part of the interaction time and there might be some exchange of
action/affect but not for the entire event, 5 = the partners shared the same attention for the
entire interaction time and there were frequent exchanges of action/affect between the
partners.

Based on these components, three interaction styles—positively synchronous,
negatively synchronous, and nonsynchronous—were derived in order to classify each
parent-child social event (see Table 8.1). Positively synchronous interactions were

evidenced by high engagement (2 or more turns), mutually non-negative affect (a rating
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of 3), and high connectedness (a rating of 4 or 5). Negatively Synchronous interactions
were characterized by high engagement (2 or more turns) and highly connected (a rating
of 4 or 5) but mutually-negative affect (a rating of 1). Nonsynchronous events were
marked by low-to-moderate connectedness (a rating of 1, 2, or 3) and affective tone that
was not mutually negative (a rating of 2 or 3). Because a number of social events could
occur to each parent-child dyad, a proportional score was calculated for each of the three
interaction styles (i.e., positively synchronous, negatively synchronous, and
nonsynchronous) in which each dyad was classified. Cronbach's alpha was .86 for the
synchrony measure for mothers and .85 for the synchrony measure for fathers. Inter-rater
reliability (Kappa) was .75 for engagement (.75 for mother-child dyads, .78 for father-
child dyads), .84 for affective quality (.84 for mother-child dyads, .91 for father-child
dyads), and .45 for connectedness (.45 for mother-child dyads, .47 for father-child
dyads).

Table 8.1. Parent-child Synchrony Classification at Kindergarten.

Engagement Mutual affect Connectedness
Positive Synchrony High Non-negative High
Negative Synchrony High Negative High
Non-Synchrony Low Non-negative Low

Child Outcomes.

The measures of child outcomes are the same as Manuscript One (see Manuscript
One methods for details).
Parent-child Synchrony at Child 16.

Parent-child synchrony was also assessed when the child was 16. However, unlike

the measure of parent-child synchrony at kindergarten that took place at participants’

68



homes, parent-child synchrony at child age 16 was measured using specific experimental
tasks conducted at the research laboratory (see Criss et al., 2001). In three laboratory
tasks, parent and child (adolescent) were first asked to report some conflict topics they
both agreed on. These conflict topics, ranging from teenager’s school work, friends, and
after-school activities to emotional conflicts between parent and child, were pre-selected
by researchers and presented to the participants on a set of cards. Parent and child took
turns reading the cards and providing their answers (General Parent-Adolescent
Interaction Task). After 8 minutes’ discussion, parent and child chose five of the topics
that both of them agreed upon having conflicts to further discuss about some possible
solutions (Problem-Solving Task). Parent and child were involved in this problem-
solving discussion for another 8 minutes. Finally, parent and child were presented with 4
hypothetical vignettes where they were asked to discuss the issues of conflicts as if they
were really happening to them (Hypothetical Vignette Task). Both parent and child
needed to continue their discussion until they reached a solution to the conflicts involved
in each vignette before moving to the next one. This discussion section last 10 minutes.
Following is an example of the hypothetical vignettes:

Your family is planning the annual summer picnic at the park. However, you
usually get very bored at the family picnics. You would rather go to a friend’s house.

Trained research assistants provided global ratings of what the CDP Coding
Manual referred to as “Synchrony” but what is actually coordinateness and balance of the
interactions between parent and child as a measure of parent-child synchrony at child 16
(including the “flow” of interaction as well as affective matching, be it positive or

negative affect which were not distinguished in the coding). The ratings were conducted
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on a 9-point scale, with 1 indicating no interaction and 9 indicating perfect synchrony. In
the Kindergarten wave, three types of synchrony were operationalized: positive, negative,
and non-synchrony. Thus, positive versus negative affect was coded to distinguish
positive versus negative synchrony. In the age 16 synchrony coding, only affect matching
was coded with no distinction between positive versus negative affect (see Appendix B
for the detailed coding instructions of synchrony at age 16). To make this synchrony
measure more comparable to that used in kindergarten, the rating of relationship quality
that assesses the overall shared affect between parent and child was added. This rating
was also conducted on a 9-point scale, with 1 indicating an unhappy and emotionally
unsatisfying relationship and 9 reflecting a warm, open, happy, and emotionally
satisfying relationship. In the current study, the classification of parent-child synchrony
into positive synchrony, negative synchrony, and non-synchrony at child age 16 is
therefore a combination of global ratings on coordinateness/balance and relationship
quality (see Table 8.2): Positive synchrony was characterized by high
coordinateness/balance (a rating of 7 to 9) and positive relationship (a rating of 7 to 9).
Negative synchrony was indicated by high coordinateness/balance (a rating of 7 to 9) but
negative relationship (a rating of 1 to 3). Non-synchrony was reflected by low
coordinateness/balance (a rating of 1 to 3) and neutral relationship (a rating of 5). A
binary code was assigned when each synchrony classification (positive-, negative-, or
non-synchrony) occurred in the task (0=did not occur, 1=occurred). A summed score
(range = 0-3) was then computed for each of the three interaction styles across the three
tasks. Cronbach's alpha was .77 for the synchrony measure for mothers and .66 for the

synchrony measure for fathers. Inter-observer reliability calculated as Kappa (using the 9-
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pt ratings) was .69 for relationship quality and .74 for synchrony.

Table 8.2. Parent-child Synchrony Classification at Child Age 16

Coordinateness/Balance Affect
Positive Synchrony High Positive
Negative Synchrony High Negative
Non-Synchrony Low Neutral
Analytic Plan

The goals of manuscript two were to (a) explore the unique contributions of
parent-child synchrony to children’s social development, after controlling for the effects
of parenting practices; and (b) examine the longitudinal continuity of synchrony. To
address the first goal, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine the
independent contributions of the three types of parent-child synchrony and parenting
practices to child outcomes (i.e., social competence, internalizing and externalizing
problems, academic performance) at first grade. Multivariate hierarchical regression was
performed with positive parenting measures being entered in the first step and three
synchrony measures being entered in the second step. Contributions of parent-child
synchrony above and beyond the effects of positive parenting were examined based on
the additional explained variance introduced by the second step (i.e., the change of R-
squared statistics).

To examine the second goal, Spearman's rank-order correlation was first
conducted with each type of parent-child synchrony across two time points (kindergarten
and age 16). Categorized synchrony scores at child age 16 were used in this correlational
analysis to determine the continuity of each synchrony category. Given that the

categorization of synchrony at child age 16 may result in a loss of statistical power due to
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decreased variation, the original measures (i.e., coordinateness/balance, relationship
quality) at child age 16 were kept as continuous variables for which the across-time
Pearson product-moment correlations involving synchrony at kindergarten were run.
Because of the limited number of father participants at the child age 16, only the mother
sample was included in the correlation analysis. Missing data were handled by multiple

imputation approach.
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CHAPTER IX

MANUSCRIPT TWO FINDINGS

Mother and Father Kindergarten Synchrony and Child Social Development at the
First Grade
Due to the rare occurrence of negative synchrony (no negative synchronous

interactions were observed for 85% of mothers and 91% of fathers in kindergarten year,
and 98% of mothers at child age 16), negative synchrony was excluded from further
analysis. The correlations between mother and father kindergarten synchrony and child
outcomes at first grade are shown in Table 9.1: Mother and father positive synchrony
both positively, albeit marginally (p=.09, p=.07, respectively), correlated with child
social competence. In contrast, mother and father non-synchrony were both significantly,
negatively correlated with child social competence and academic performance.
Moreover, father non-synchrony and child externalizing problems were positively

associated.
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Table 9.1. Correlations Between Mother and Father Synchrony at Kindergarten and Child

Outcomes at First Grade.

Externalizing Internalizing Social Academic
problems problems competence performance
Mother positive
synchrony (n=157) 0.06 0.04 0.13 0.08
Mother non-synchrony 0.08 0.02 0.16* _0.27%*
(n=157)
Father positive
synchrony (7=102) -0.09 -0.05 0.18 0.14
Father non-synchrony 0.23% 0.02 _0.28%* _0.27%*
(n=102)
*p <.05
**p <.01

The next set of analyses that further addressed the first hypothesis examined the
independent contributions of mother and father kindergarten synchrony to child outcomes
at first grade. To this end, hierarchical linear regression was used to examine the
contributions of parent-child synchrony at kindergarten after taking into consideration the
effects of parenting measures. The results (see Table 9.2) showed that mother positive
synchrony (N=157) at kindergarten positively predicted child social competence and
academic performance at first grade (= 0.04, SE = 0.02, p <.05; = 0.03, SE=0.01, p
<.05) whereas mother non-synchrony negatively predicted child academic performance
(f=-0.04, SE = 0.01, p <.05). In regard to the father sample (N=102) positive
synchrony at kindergarten positively predicted both child social competence (£= 0.09,

SE =0.03, p <.01) and academic performance (£ = 0.07, SE = 0.02, p <.01) at first grade.

74



Table 9.2. Hierarchical Linear Regression Analysis of Predicting Child Outcomes

Step 1 Step 2

Predictor variables Outcome variables Outcome variables

Internalizing problems ~ Externalizing problems ~ Social competence ~Academic performance Internalizing problems Externalizing problems Social competence Academic performance

Mother disciplinary tactics 0.52(0.37) 0.17 (1.49) -0.38 (0.25) 0.40 (0.20)* 0.57(0.37) -0.06 (1.52) -0.28 (0.25) 0.50 (0.19)*
Mother derogoraty tactics -0.75(0.51) -3.58 (2.07) 0.46 (0.35) 0.46 (0.27) -0.85(0.51) -3.32(2.10) 0.38(0.35) 0.37(0.27)
Mother physical affection 1.08 (0.75) 0.40 (3.03) -0.47(0.51) 0.55(0.40) 1.09 (0.75) 0.59(3.07) -0.60 (0.51) 0.46 (0.39)
Mother verbal affection -1.49 (0.87) -4.69 (3.53) 0.69 (0.60) 0.83 (0.46) -1.50 (0.87) -4.75 (3.55) 0.73 (0.59) 0.87 (0.45)
Mother postive synchrony -0.00 (0.03) -0.06 (0.11) 0.04 (0.02)* 0.03 (0.01)*
Mother non-synchrony -0.04 (0.03) 0.11(0.11) -0.03 (0.02) -0.04 (0.01)*
R? 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.19
R? change 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.05
Father disciplianry tactics -0.01 (0.34) 0.73 (1.34) -0.19(0.23) -0.06 (0.17) 0.04 (0.46) -0.10 (1.58) -0.28 (0.28) -0.07 (0.21)
Father derogotary tactics 0.28 (0.76) -4.32 (2.96) 0.78 (0.51) 1.13 (0.37)** -0.18 (1.15) -5.25(3.96) 1.00 (0.70) 1.55 (0.52)**
Father physical affection -0.41(0.74) -5.39(2.87) 0.35(0.50) 0.77 (0.36)* -0.22 (0.98) -4.46 (3.36) 0.23 (0.59) 0.76 (0.44)
Father verbal affection 0.05(0.92) -0.41(3.58) -0.60 (0.62) 0.97 (0.45)* 0.02 (1.28) -5.35 (4.40) 0.08 (0.77) 1.50 (0.58)*
Father positive synchrony -0.02 (0.06) -0.30 (0.19) 0.09 (0.03)** 0.07 (0.02)**
Father non-synchrony 0.03 (0.05) 0.39 (0.16)* -0.06 (0.03) -0.02 (0.02)
R? 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.23 0.01 0.17 0.15 037
R? change 0.00 0.11 0.12 0.14
*<.05

< (]
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On the contrary, father non-synchrony positively predicted child externalizing

problems (S = 0.39, SE = 0.16, p < .01). No other significant predictions were found.
Longitudinal Continuity of Synchrony

The first set of correlational analyses was conducted with the categorical measure
of synchrony at child age 16. Results showed that mother positive synchrony between
kindergarten (a proportion score) and child age 16 (0-3 sum of binary occurrence score)
did not significantly correlate (» = 0.04, p = .64, n =146) whereas mother nonsynchrony
across these two time points was positively correlated (» = 0.22, p < .01, n = 146). The
nonsignificant correlation of mother positive synchrony across time could be due to the
low statistical power as a result of transforming a continuous variable (9-point rating)
into a categorical variable (0-3 summed score). In fact, over half (56%) of the time
mother positive synchrony at child age 16 was coded as nonoccurrence after converting it
into the binary variable (i.e., 0=did not occur, 1=occurred). Therefore, as a post-hoc
analysis to increase power, the ratings of coordinateness/balance and relationship quality
at child age 16 were kept as continuous variables which were then summed across the
three tasks. Correlations were then computed between mother positive synchrony and
nonsynchrony at the kindergarten year and mother coordinateness/balance and
relationship quality at child age 16. Results showed that mother positive synchrony in
kindergarten was positively correlated with mother connectedness/balance at child age 16
(r=0.19, p < .05, n = 146) whereas the correlation between mother nonsynchrony in
kindergarten and mother connectedness/balance at age 16 was negative (» = -0.20, p
<.05, n = 146). The correlations involving mother relationship quality had the same signs

but were not significant (mother positive synchrony and relationship quality: » = 0.07, p
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= .39, n = 146; mother nonsynchrony and relationship quality: » =-0.06, p = .44, n =

146).

77



CHAPTER X

MANUSCRIPT TWO DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Discussion of Findings

The goal of manuscript two was to investigate the unique influences of parent-
child synchrony om child social development. The analyses conducted in this study hope
to achieve this goal by first testing the stability of the parent-child synchrony construct
and second examining the contributions of parent-child synchrony to child social
outcomes after taking into account the effects of parenting practices. Results are in
general in support of parent-child synchrony as a unique and stable construct.

Although parent-child synchrony has been proposed as a meaningful concept
beyond infancy (Harrist & Waugh, 2002), very little attention has been paid to the role
and functions of synchrony in subsequent eras. Even far less empirical research has been
conducted to explore the continuity of parent-child synchrony between early and later
developmental stages and thus this study is an attempt to fill in the gap in this research
area. The fact that parent-child synchrony was found to be relatively stable across time
points to the need to speculate the key contributor to the stability of this construct.
Although the longitudinal continuity of parent-child synchrony itself is an unexplored
area, attachment theory may be borrowed to aid in the understanding of the steadiness of
synchrony between parent and child. Specifically, attachment theory posits that during

positive, sensitive interactions with parents, children are instilled with a sense of
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protection, comfort, and safety from which security is established that signifies the
internalization of positive images of parents and people around them (Bowlby, 1969,
1982). In contrast, a sense of insecurity in children is developed out of negative or
neglectful relationships with parents (Belsky & Fearon, 2008; De Wolff & van
[Jzendoorn, 1997; Thompson, 2006). Security, however, could be a proxy of positive
parent-child relationship which is an umbrella term that includes a series of emotional
and behavioral components. For example, the mutually responsive orientation (MRO)
perspective proposed by Kochanska and colleagues (Aksan, Kochanska, & Ortmann,
2006; Kochanska, 2002; Kochanska, Kim, Boldt, & Yoon, 2013) considers positive
affect, connectedness and mutual responsiveness as the key elements that define the
quality of parent-child relationship. Although MRO has been demonstrated as a useful
approach to capturing the interactional style and quality of parent-child interaction, it is a
global rating based on the aggregation of four dyadic dimensions (coordinated routines,
harmonious communication, mutual cooperation, and emotional ambience). Admittedly,
global rating has the advantage of easing the interpretation of results and facilitating
theory construction, but it may fall short of identifying the underlying components that
endure over time. Indeed, when global assessment was used the longitudinal continuity of
parent-child synchrony only received partial corroboration. When individual components
were examined, however, the continuity of parent-child synchrony over two
developmental stages was more evident where connectedness in particular emerged as a
distinct dimension that correlated across time.

The fact that connectedness rather than relationship quality stands out as a more

significant factor in linking with synchrony at kindergarten could be attributed to several
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possible reasons. First, different methodologies were employed in observing and coding
synchrony at the two developmental periods: for synchrony at kindergarten naturalistic
observation was used whereas for synchrony at child age 16 experimental tasks were
adopted. The different nature of research design could give rise to different rates of
observed dimensions when coding synchrony. For example, when experimental tasks
were conducted in a standardized situation participated parents and children may only
display a limited range of emotions and most likely negative emotions such as anger and
sadness are probably rarely, if not completely absent, manifested in this setting due to
social desirability effects. The low frequency of observed negative emotions in laboratory
settings is well documented in previous studies (Buss & Goldsmith, 1998; Fox,
Henderson, Rubin, Calkins, & Schmidt, 2001; Kochanska et al., 2002). It has been shown
that negative emotions coded in a laboratory situation could occur 8.8 times less than the
coded positive emotions (Durbin, 2010). Certainly, naturalistic observation is not
immune to this conundrum but at least one would expect the severity of this problem to
be lesser than in the laboratory assessment because perhaps participants are less aware
that they are put in the spotlight. The composite nature of synchrony data at kindergarten
precludes the possibility of further analyzing the underlying behavioral and emotional
components and thus investigating the longitudinal continuity of these individual
components could be a direction for future research. Another possibility could be that
compared with behaviors, emotions or emotion-based relationships are more fluid and
situation depended, rendering them unstable to code over time. Even though a negatively
synchronized dyad is characterized by negative emotions, some of these negative

emotions may be very subtle and hard to notice. For example, the discussion tasks used to
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elicit emotional conflicts in this study are probably more effective in inducing certain
types of negative emotions (e.g., anger and distress) rather than others (e.g., fear and
sadness). This is in line with the greater number of studies that focused on those more
overt and noticeable negative emotions (see Cole, Zahn-Waxler, & Smith, 1994; Diener
& Mangelsdorf, 1999; Gilliom, Shaw, Beck, Schonberg, & Lukon, 2002). In this sense,
the lack of evidence in synchrony continuity on the part of emotion component could be
due to the difficulty in observing negative emotions, with the weak across-time
correlation possibly resulted from inconsistent coding of emotions.

Aside from continuity, perhaps what is more interesting is the differential roles of
parenting practices and parent-child synchrony during early childhood. The findings from
this study lend some preliminary support to the distinct function of synchrony in the
realms of child social and academic development after accounting for the effects of
parenting practices. Predictive validity has been demonstrated in the current study as
indicated by the established association between the two synchrony styles (i.e., positive
synchrony and non-synchrony) and child social competence and academic performance,
albeit with weaker evidence for positive synchrony. The uniqueness of synchrony points
out the need to separate it from the general parenting concept. This separation is
necessary because of the potential different nature of these two constructs: whereas
parenting pays more attention to the influences from the parent to the child, parent-child
synchrony recognizes the contributions of children and the considers parent-child dyad as
a relational unit. The affiliative bond formed between the parent and child has important
developmental connotations as it brings in a recognition of the growing physical

mobility, competence and autonomy of children after they enter the toddler period (Shaw
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& Bell, 1993). Considering that children become more active as they grow older, parents
should be more strategic even if they intend to instill in their children some “how-to”
knowledge. For example, if parents want to teach children something about the approach
to interacting with peers, the transfer of knowledge and modeling of skills would be made
easier if an optimal interactive context is created. That is not to say the directional
influences from parent to child must be eschewed but rather they are certainly needed
especially when children are misbehaving and disruptive. The reciprocal interaction style,
however, provides another channel for children’s learning in addition to the
unidirectional parenting practices. After taking into consideration of the effects of
parenting practices, the findings of this study confirm the direct link between parent-child
synchrony and social competence as speculated in previous research (Harrist, Pettit,
Dodge, & Bates, 1994): synchronous interaction itself can provide an ideal learning
situation where children practice and master social skills such as timely and contingent
response, appropriate pacing of interactions, and so on.

Highlighting the relational function during the developmental course also has
theoretical alignments. For example, attachment theory traces the sense of security to the
source of warm and responsive interactions between parent and child in which an internal
working model that regards others as welcoming and reliable is developed. Children with
this positive internalization thus have the tendency to reciprocate positive interactions
with others, which is itself a key facet of social competence during early and middle
childhood. Alternatively, the competence in the social realm can be explained by social
learning theory. That is, parent-child interaction provides a learning experience for

children to practice and acquire the skills necessary to initiate and maintain a harmony
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relationship with peers. Competent children could have learned from their past
experience that they do not have to resort to some socially unacceptable behaviors such
as aggression to either get their ways or simply attract others’ attention. Social learning
theory (Bandura, 1977), compared with attachment theory in this aspect, also offers a
better explanation for the link between non-synchrony and externalizing but not
internalizing problems because incompetent children, without resorting to the aversive
behaviors, have deficient sociocognitive skills to build a positive relationship with peers.
The link nonetheless found only for father-child non-synchrony, is indicative of the more
salient role of fathers as oppose to mothers in children’s behavioral development. Perhaps
fathers particularly serve as gatekeepers of their children’s conduct problems and
children who are deprived of good relationships with their fathers are more susceptible to
developing problematic behaviors.

The influences of parent-child synchrony also extend beyond the social realm, as
evidenced by the association between kindergarten synchrony and first-grade academic
performance. The negative association between non-synchrony and academic
performance was more evident than the positive association between synchrony and
academic performance, suggesting that the negative effects associated with the absence of
synchrony can be more widespread than the positive effects of synchrony. The
implications from this result therefore lean more toward decreasing the non-synchrony
between parent and child given the limited time and resources for intervention.

Limitations
Several limitations of this study should be noted. First, the sample size of this

study was relatively small. This is likely the cause of the marginally significant
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associations between positive synchrony and the social competence outcome. In addition
to the limited number of participants, the sample was also homogeneous in terms of its
nonclinical nature. This might be the reason why negative synchrony was rarely observed
in this study but previous report nonetheless showed that the occurrence of coercive
exchange was around 15% among clinically referred families (Wahler et al., 1990).
Thirdly, the two time points of this study was somewhat far apart from each other, and so
even though the longitudinal continuity is evident the correlational findings fail to
provide any indication of the trend of synchrony within and beyond these two time
points. It might be the case that synchrony is less stable during some developmental
periods (e.g., early adolescence and early adulthood). Future research with multiple time
points will be able to depict a clearer picture in this aspect.
Conclusion

Despite these limitations, the current study demonstrates the continuity of parent-
child synchrony across time, further validating this relational construct. The results of this
study also highlight the important function of synchrony in promoting positive
development of children and the potential risks associated with the absence of synchrony.
Interventional efforts should particularly be focused on reducing non-synchronous

interactions between parent and child when time and resources are limited.

84



REFERENCES

Achenbach, T. M., & Edelbrock, C. (1986). Manual for the Teacher's Report Form and
Teacher Version of the Child Behavior Profile, Burlington, VT: University of
Vermont, Department of Psychiatry.

Aksan, N., Kochanska, G., & Ortmann, M. R. (2006). Mutually responsive orientation
between parents and their young children: Toward methodological advances in the
science of relationships. Developmental Psychology, 42, 833-848. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.42.5.833.

Alampay, L. P., Godwin, J., Lansford, J. E., Bombi, A. S., Bornstein, M. H., Chang,

L., ... & Oburu, P. (2017). Severity and justness do not moderate the relation
between corporal punishment and negative child outcomes: A multicultural and
longitudinal study. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41, 491-502.
doi:10.1177/0165025417697852.

Alder, A. G., & Scher, S. J. (1994). Using growth curve analyses to assess personality
change and stability in adulthood. In T. F. Heatherton & J. L. Weinberger
(Eds.), Can personality change? (pp. 149-173). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Als, H., Tronick, E., & Brazelton, T. B. (1979). Analysis of face-to-face interaction in

infant-adult dyads. In M. E. Lamb, S. J. Suomi, & G. R. Stephenson (Eds.), Social

85



interaction analysis: Methodological issues (pp. 33-76). Madison, WI: University of
Wisconsin.

Altman, D. G., & Royston, P. (2006). The cost of dichotomizing continuous variables.
BMJ, 332(7549), 1080. doi:10.1136/bm;j.332.7549.1080

Ambrose, H. N., & Menna, R. (2013). Physical and relational aggression in young
children: the role of mother—child interactional synchrony. Early Child Development
and Care, 183, 207-222. doi:10.1080/03004430.2012.669756.

Andersson, M. A. (2016). The long arm of warm parenting. Journal of Family Issues, 37,
879-901. doi:10.1177/0192513x14532256.

Asselmann, E., Knappe, S., Wittchen, H. U., Lieb, R., & Beesdo-Baum, K. (2015).
Stability of recalled parental rearing behavior in a community sample of adolescents
and young adults. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 25, 614-621.
doi:10.1111/jora. 12158

Austin, P. C. (2011). An introduction to propensity score methods for reducing the effects
of confounding in observational studies. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 46, 399-
424. doi:10.1080/00273171.2011.568786

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Barber, B. K., & Thomas, D. L. (1986). Dimensions of fathers' and mothers' supportive
behavior: The case for physical affection. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48,
783-794.

Barber, B. K., & Xia, M. (2013). The centrality of control to parenting and its effects. In

86



R. E. Larzelere, A. S. Morris, & A. W. Harrist (Eds.), Authoritative parenting:
Synthesizing nurturance and discipline for optimal child development (pp. 61-87).
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Barkin, S., Scheindlin, B. E., Richardson, H., Ip, I., & Finch, S. (2007). Determinants of
parental discipline practices: A national sample from primary care practices. Clinical
Pediatrics, 46, 64-69. doi:10.1177/0009922806292644.

Baumrind, D. (1996). The discipline controversy revisited. Family Relations, 45, 405-
414. doi:10.2307/585170

Baumrind, D. (2012). Differentiating between confrontive and coercive kinds of parental
power-assertive disciplinary practices. Human Development, 55, 35-51.
doi:10.1159/000337962.

Baumrind, D., Larzelere, R. E., & Owens, E. B. (2010). Effects of preschool parents'
power assertive patterns and practices on adolescent development. Parenting:
Science and Practice, 10, 157-201. doi:10.1080/15295190903290790.

Bell, R. Q. (1968). A reinterpretation of the direction of effects in studies of socialization.
Psychological Review, 75, 81-95. doi:10.1016/B978-0-08-006882-4.50019-0

Belsky, J., & de Haan, M. (2011). Annual research review: Parenting and children’s brain
development: The end of the beginning. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 52, 409-428.

Belsky, J., & Fearon, R. P. (2008). Precursors of attachment security. Handbook of
attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applications, 2,295-316.

Berlin, L. J., Ispa, J. M., Fine, M. A., Malone, P. S., Brooks-Gunn, J., Brady-Smith, C., ...

87



& Bai, Y. (2009). Correlates and consequences of spanking and verbal punishment
for low-income white, African American, and Mexican American toddlers. Child
Development, 80, 1403-1420. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01341.x

Blumenfeld, P. C., Pintrich, P. R., Meece, J., & Wessels, K. (1982). The formation and
role of self perceptions of ability in elementary classrooms. The Elementary School
Journal, 82, 401-420. doi:10.1086/461278

Bollen, K. A. & Curran, P.J. (2006). Latent Curve Models: A Structural Equation
Perspective. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Bornstein, M. H., Haynes, O. M., O'Reilly, A. W., & Painter, K. M. (1996). Solitary and
collaborative pretense play in early childhood: Sources of individual variation in the
development of representational competence. Child development, 67(6), 2910-2929.

Bornstein M., Tamis-LeMonda C. S. (1989). Maternal responsiveness and cognitive
development in children. In: M. H. Bornstein (Ed.). Maternal responsiveness:
Characteristics and consequences (pp. 49-61). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment. London, England: Hogarth
Press.

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Retrospect and prospect. American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, 52, 664-678. doi:10.1111/j.1939-0025.1982.tb01456.x

Brantner, J.P., & Doherty, M.A. (1983). A review of timeout: A conceptual and
methodological analysis. In S. Axelrod & J. Apsche (Eds.), The effects of

punishment on human behavior (pp. 87-132). New York, NY: Academic Press.

88



Brazelton, T. B., Tronick, E., Adamson, L., Als, H., & Wise, S. (1975). Early mother-
infant reciprocity. In M. A. Hofer (Ed.), The parent-infant relationship (pp. 137-
155). London, England: Ciba.

Brantner, J. P., & Doherty, M. A. (1983). A review of timeout: A conceptual and
methodological analysis. In S. Axelrod & J. Apsche (Eds.), The effects of
punishment on human behavior (pp. 87-132). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Brummelman, E., Crocker, J., & Bushman, B. J. (2016). The praise paradox: When and
why praise backfires in children with low self-esteem. Child Development
Perspectives, 10, 111-115. doi:10.1111/cdep.12171.

Brummelman, E., Thomaes, S., Orobio de Castro, B., Overbeek, G., & Bushman, B. J.
(2014). “That’s not just beautiful—that’s incredibly beautiful!” The adverse impact
of inflated praise on children with low self-esteem. Psychological science, 25, 728-
735.

Bureau, J. F., Yurkowski, K., Schmiedel, S., Martin, J., Moss, E., & Pallanca, D. (2014).
Making children laugh: parent-child dyadic synchrony and preschool attachment.
Infant Mental Health Journal, 35, 482-494. doi:10.1002/imhj.21474.

Buss, K. A., & Goldsmith, H. H. (1998). Fear and anger regulation in infancy: Effects on
the temporal dynamics of affective expression. Child Development, 69, 359-374.
doi:10.2307/1132171

Caldwell, B., & Bradley, R. (1984). Home Observation for Measurement of the
Environment (HOME)-revised edition. Little Rock, AR: University of Arkansas,
Little Rock.

Carrasco, M. A., Rodriguez, M. A., Del Barrio, M. V., & Holgado, F. P. (2011). Relative

89



and absolute stability in perceived parenting behaviour: A longitudinal study with
children and adolescents. Psychological Reports, 108, 149-166.
doi:10.2466/02.09.10.21.PR0.108.1.149-166

Cavaleri, M. A., Olin, S. S., Kim, A., Hoagwood, K. E., & Burns, B. J. (2011). Family
support in prevention programs for children at risk for emotional/behavioral
problems. Clinical child and family psychology review, 14(4), 399-412.

Chamberlain, P., Price, J., Leve, L. D., Laurent, H., Landsverk, J. A., & Reid, J. B.
(2008). Prevention of behavior problems for children in foster care: Outcomes and
mediation effects. Prevention Science, 9, 17-27. doi1:10.1007/s11121-007-0080-7.

Claes, L., Luyckx, K., Baetens, 1., Van de Ven, M., & Witteman, C. (2015). Bullying and
victimization, depressive mood, and non-suicidal self-injury in adolescents: The
moderating role of parental support. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24, 3363-
3371. doi:10.1007/s10826-015-0138-2.

Cole, P. M., Zahn-Waxler, C., & Smith, K. D. (1994). Expressive control during a
disappointment: Variations related to preschoolers' behavior
problems. Developmental Psychology, 30, 835-846. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.30.6.835

Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health. (1998). Guidance for
effective discipline. Pediatrics, 101, 723-728.

Coopersmith, S. (1967). The antecedents of self-esteem. San Francisco: W. H. Freeman &

Co.

90



Corpus, J. H., Ogle, C. M., & Love-Geiger, K. E. (2006). The effects of social-
comparison versus mastery praise on children’s intrinsic motivation. Motivation and
Emotion, 30, 333-343. doi:10.1007/s11031-006-9039-4.

Cote, S., Bouffard, T., & Vezeau, C. (2014). The mediating effect of self-evaluation bias
of competence on the relationship between parental emotional support and children's
academic functioning. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 84, 415-434.
doi:10.1111/bjep.12045.

Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders (1990). Position paper on the use of
behavior reduction strategies with children with behavioral disorders. Behavioral
Disorders, 15, 243-260.

Crespi, T. D. (1988). Effectiveness of time-out: A comparison of psychiatric, correctional
and day-treatment programs. Adolescence, 23, 805-811.

Criss, M. M., Shaw, D. S., & Ingoldsby, E. M. (2003). Mother—son positive synchrony in
middle childhood: Relation to antisocial behavior. Social Development, 12, 379-400.
doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00239

Criss, M. M., Colwell, M. J., Harach, L. D., Lisonbee, J. A., Meece, D., & Pettit, G. S.
(2001). The Parent-adolescent Interaction Task (PAIT): Procedure and Code Book.
Auburn, AL: Auburn University.

Cutrin, O., Gémez-Fraguela, J. A., & Sobral, J. (2016). Two faces of parental support:
Risk and protection for antisocial youth depending on parental knowledge. Journal

of Child and Family Studies, 26, 296-305. doi:10.1007/5s10826-016-0559-6.

91



Davis, M., Bilms, J. & Suveg, C. (2016). In sync and in control: a meta-analysis of
parent-child positive behavioral synchrony and youth self-regulation. Family
Process, 56, 962-980 doi:10.1111/famp.12259.

Day, R. D., & Padilla-Walker, L. M. (2009). Mother and father connectedness and
involvement during early adolescence. Journal of Family Psychology, 23, 900-904.
doi:10.1037/a0016438

Day, D. E., & Roberts, M. W. (1983). An analysis of the physical punishment component
of a parent training program. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 11, 141-152.
doi:10.1007/BF00912184

Delaney, K. (1999). Time-out: An overused and misused milieu intervention. Journal of
Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 3, 53-60. doi:10.1111/j.1744-
6171.1999.tb00045.x

Delaney, M. E. (1996). Across the transition to adolescence: Qualities of

parent/adolescent relationships and adjustment. Journal of Early Adolescence, 16,

274-300. doi:10.1177/0272431696016003002

De Wolff, M. S., & van [jzendoorn, M. H. (1997). Sensitivity and attachment: A meta-
analysis on parental antecedents of infant attachment. Child Development, 68, 571-
591. do0i:10.2307/1132107

Diener, M. L., & Mangelsdorf, S. C. (1999). Behavioral strategies for emotion regulation
in toddlers: Associations with maternal involvement and emotional
expressions. Infant Behavior and Development, 22, 569-583. doi:10.1016/S0163-

6383(00)00012-6

92



Dodge K. A. (1986). A social information processing model of social competence in
children. In M. Perlmutter (Ed.), Minnesota Symposium in Child Psychology Vol. 18
(pp. 77—-125). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., & Pettit, G. S. (1990). Mechanisms in the cycle of
violence. Science, 250, 1678-1683. doi:10.1126/science.2270481

Dodge, K. A., Pettit, G. S., & Bates, J. E. (1994). Socialization mediators of the relation
between socioeconomic status and child conduct problems. Child Development, 65,
649-665. doi:10.2307/1131407

Donaldson, J. M., & Vollmer, T. R. (2011). An evaluation and comparison of time-out
procedures with and without release contingencies. Journal of Applied Behavioral
Analysis, 44, 693-705. doi:10.1901/jaba.2011.44-693.

Dowling, C. B., Smith Slep, A. M., & O'Leary. S. G. (2009). Understanding preemptive
parenting: relations with toddlers' misbehavior, overreactive and lax discipline, and
praise. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 38, 850-857.
doi:10.1080/15374410903258983.

Drayton, A. K., Byrd, M. R. Albright, J. J., Nelson, E. M., Andersen M. N., & Morris, N.
K. (2017). Deconstructing the time-out: What do mothers understand about a
common disciplinary procedure? Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 39, 91-107.
doi:10.1080/07317107.2017.1307677.

Dumas, J. E., LaFreniére, P. J., Beaudin, L., & Verlaan, P. (1992). Mother-child
interactions in competent and aggressive dyads: Implications of relationship stress

for behaviour therapy with families. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 21, 3-13.

93



Dumas, J. E., LaFreniere, P. J., & Serketich, W. J. (1995). "Balance of power": A
transactional analysis of control in mother-child dyads involving socially competent,
aggressive, and anxious children. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 104, 104-113.
doi:10.1037/0021-843X.104.1.104

Dunham, P. J., & Moore, C. (1995). In C. Moore & P. J. Dunham (Eds.), Joint
attention: Its origins and role in development (pp. 15-28). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum

Durbin, C. E. (2010). Validity of young children's self-reports of their emotion in
response to structured laboratory tasks. Emotion, 10, 519-535.
doi:10.1037/a0019008

Entwisle, D. R., & Alexander, K. L. (1993). Entry into school: The beginning school
transition and educational stratification in the United States. Annual Review of
Eociology, 19, 401-423. doi:10.1146/annurev.s0.19.080193.002153

Everett, G. E., Hupp, S. D., & Olmi, D. J. (2010). Time-out with parents: A descriptive
analysis of 30 years of research. Education and Treatment of Children, 33, 235-259.

Eyberg, S. M., Nelson, M. M., & Boggs, S. R. (2008). Evidence-based psychosocial
treatments for children and adolescents with disruptive behavior. Journal of Clinical
Child and Adolescent Psychology, 37, 215-237.

Fabiano, G. A., Pelham, W. E., Jr., Manos, M. J., Gnagy, E. M., Chronis, A. M.,
Onyango, A. N., et al. (2004). An evaluation of three time-out procedures for
children with attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Behavior Therapy, 35, 449—

469. doi:10.1016/S0005-7894(04)80027-3

94



Ferguson, C. J. (2013). Spanking, corporal punishment and negative long-term outcomes:
A meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Clinical Psychology Review, 33,
196-208. do0i:10.1016/j.cpr.2012.11.002

Field, T., Healy, B. T., Goldstein, S., & Guthertz, M. (1990). Behavior-state matching
and synchrony in mother-infant interactions of nondepressed versus depressed
dyads. Developmental Psychology, 26, 7-14. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.26.1.7

Flouri, E., & Midouhas, E. (2017). Environmental adversity and children's early
trajectories of problem behavior: The role of harsh parental discipline. Journal of
Family Psychology, 31, 234-243. doi:10.1037/fam0000258.

Floyd, K., & Morman, M. T. (2000). Affection received from fathers as a predictor of
men's affection with their own sons: Tests of the modeling and compensation
hypotheses. Communications Monographs, 67, 347-361.

Forehand, R., & Jones, D. J. (2002). The stability of parenting: A longitudinal analysis of
inner-city African-American mothers. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 11, 455-
467.

Forgatch, M. S., & DeGarmo, D. S. (1999). Parenting through change: An effective
prevention program for single mothers. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 67, 711-724. doi 10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80049-8

Forgatch, M. S., Patterson, G. R., & DeGarmo, D. S. (2005). Evaluating fidelity:
Predictive validity for a measure of competent adherence to the Oregon model of
parent management training. Behavior Therapy, 36, 3-13.

Fox, N. A., Henderson, H. A., Rubin, K. H., Calkins, S. D., & Schmidt, L. A. (2001).

Continuity and discontinuity of behavioral inhibition and exuberance:

95



Psychophysiological and behavioral influences across the first four years of
life. Child development, 72, 1-21. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00262

Gershoff, E. T. (2002). Corporal punishment by parents and associated child behaviors
and experiences: A meta-analytic and theoretical review. Psychological Bulletin,
128, 539-579. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.128.4.539.

Gershoff, E. T., & Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2016). Spanking and child outcomes: Old
controversies and new meta-analyses. Journal of Family Psychology, 30, 453-469.
doi:10.1037/fam0000191

Gilliom, M., Shaw, D. S., Beck, J. E., Schonberg, M. A., & Lukon, J. L. (2002). Anger
regulation in disadvantaged preschool boys: Strategies, antecedents, and the
development of self-control. Developmental Psychology, 38, 222-235. doi:
10.1037/0012-1649.38.2.222

Graham, R. A., & Weems, C. F. (2015). Identifying moderators of the link between
parent and child anxiety sensitivity: The roles of gender, positive parenting, and
corporal punishment. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 43, 885-893.
doi:10.1007/s10802-014-9945-y.

Grolnick, W. S. (2003). The psychology of parental control: How well-meant parenting
backfires. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Grolnick, W. S. (2009). The role of parents in facilitating autonomous self-regulation for
education. Theory and Research in Education, 7, 164—173.

doi:10.1177/1477878509104321

96



Grolnick, W. S., & Pomerantz, E. M. (2009). Issues and challenges in studying parental
control: Toward a new conceptualization. Child Development Perspectives, 3, 165-
170. doi:10.1111/.1750-8606.2009.00099.x

Grusec, J. E. (2011). Socialization processes in the family: Social and emotional
development. Annual Review of Psychology, 62, 243-269.

doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.121208.131650

Grusec, J. E., Danyliuk, T., Kil, H., & O’Neill, D. (2017). Perspectives on parent
discipline and child outcomes. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41,
465-471. doi:10.1177/0165025416681538.

Gunderson, E. A., Gripshover, S. J., Romero, C., Dweck, C.S., Goldin-Meadow, S., &
Levine, S. C. (2013). Parent praise to 1- to 3-year-olds predicts children's
motivational frameworks 5 years later. Child Development, 84, 1526-1541.
doi:10.1111/cdev.12064.

Haft, W. L., & Slade, A. (1989). Affect attunement and maternal attachment: A pilot
study. Infant Mental Health Journal, 10, 157-172. d0i:10.1002/1097-
0355(198923)10:3%3C157::AID-IMHJ2280100304%3E3.0.CO;2-3

Hann, D. M., Osofsky, J. D., Barnard,K. E., & Leonard, G. (1994). Dyadic affect
regulation in three caregiving environments. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
64, 263-269. doi:10.1037/h0079510

Harrist, A. W. & Pettit, G. S. (2000). The Social Events System: Creating and coding
focused narrative records of family interaction. In P. Kerig & K. Lindahl (Eds.),
Family Observational Coding Systems: Resources for Systematic Research (pp.187-

205). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

97



Harrist, A. W., Pettit, G. S., Dodge, K. A., & Bates, J. E. (1994). Dyadic synchrony in
mother-child interaction: Relation with children's subsequent kindergarten
adjustment. Family Relations, 43, 417-424. doi:10.2307/585373

Harrist, A. W., & Waugh, R. M. (2002). Dyadic synchrony: Its structure and function in
children’s development. Developmental Review, 22, 555-592. doi:10.1016/S0273-
2297(02)00500-2

Hartup, W. W. (1989). Social relationships and their developmental
significance. American Psychologist, 44, 120-126. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.2.120

Haviland, A. M., Nagin, D. S., Rosenbaum, P. R., & Tremblay, R. E. (2008). Combining
group-based trajectory modeling and propensity score matching for causal inferences
in nonexperimental longitudinal data. Developmental Psychology, 44, 422—436. doi:
10.1037/0012-1649.44.2.422

Helwig, C. C., To, S., Wang, Q., Liu, C., & Yang, S. (2014). Judgments and reasoning
about parental discipline involving induction and psychological control in China and
Canada. Child Development, 85, 1150-1167. doi:10.1111/cdev.12183.

Henderlong, J., & Lepper, M. R. (2002). The effects of praise on children's intrinsic
motivation: A review and synthesis. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 774-795.
doi:10.1037/0033-2909.128.5.774.

Henriksen, P. W., Ingholt, L., Rasmussen, M., & Holstein, B. E. (2016). Physical activity
among adolescents: The role of various kinds of parental support. Scandinavian
Journal of Medicine & Science in Sports, 26, 927-932. doi:10.1111/sms.12531.

Herbert, M. (1981). Behavioural treatment of problem children: A practice manual.

London, England: Academic Press.

98



Hoffman, M. L. (1975). Developmental synthesis of affect and cognition and its
implications for altruistic motivation. Developmental Psychology, 11, 607-622.
doi:10.1037/0012-1649.11.5.607

Holden, G. W., & Miller, P. C. (1999). Enduring and different: A meta-analysis of the
similarity in parents' child rearing. Psychological Bulletin, 125, 223-254.
doi:10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.223

Hollingshead, A. A. (1975). Four-factor index of social status. Unpublished manuscript,
Yale University, New Haven, CT.

Holtrop, K., McNeil Smith, S., & Scott, J. C. (2015). Associations between positive
parenting practices and child externalizing behavior in underserved Latino
immigrant families. Family Process, 54, 359-375. doi:10.1111/famp.12105.

Horn, I. B., Cheng, T. L., & Joseph, J. (2004). Discipline in the African American
community: The impact of socioeconomic status on beliefs and
practices. Pediatrics, 113, 1236-1241. doi:10.1542/peds.113.5.1236

Hustedt, J. T., & Raver, C. C. (2016). Scaffolding in low-income mother-child dyads:
Relations with joint attention and dyadic reciprocity. International Journal of
Behavioral Development, 26, 113-119. doi:10.1080/01650250042000636.

Iwaniec, D., Larkin, E., & McSherry, D. (2007). Emotionally harmful parenting. Child
Care in Practice, 13, 203-220.

Jackson, A. P., Preston, K. S., & Franke, T. M. (2010). Single parenting and child
behavior problems in kindergarten. Race and Social Problems, 2, 50-58.
doi:10.1007/s12552-010-9026-y

Jacob, T., Moser, R. P., Windle, M., Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (2000). A new

99



measure of parenting practices involving preadolescent-and adolescent-aged
children. Behavior Modification, 24, 611-634. doi:10.1177/0145445500245001

Jeon, S., & Neppl, T. K. (2016). Intergenerational continuity in economic hardship,
parental positivity, and positive parenting: The association with child behavior.
Journal of Family Psychology, 30, 22-32. doi:10.1037/fam0000151.

Joshi, P. T., Capozzoli, J. A., & Coyle, J. T. (1988). Use of a quiet room on an inpatient
unit. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 27, 642—
644. doi:10.1097/00004583-198809000-00022

Kaminski, J. W., Valle, L. A., Filene, J. H., & Boyle, C. L. (2008). A meta-analytic
review of components associated with parent training program effectiveness. Journal
of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36, 567-589. doi:10.1007/s10802-007-9201-9.

Kim, S., Boldt, L. J., & Kochanska, G. (2015). From parent-child mutuality to security to
socialization outcomes: Developmental cascade toward positive adaptation in
preadolescence. Attachment and Human Development, 17, 472-491.
doi:10.1080/14616734.2015.1072832.

Kirsh, S. J., Crnic, K. A., & Greenberg, M. T. (1995). Relations between parent—child
affect and synchrony and cognitive outcome at 5 years of age. Personal
Relationships, 2, 187-198. doi:0.1111/5.1475-6811.1995.tb00085.x

Kochanska, G. (1997). Mutually responsive orientation between mothers and their young
children: implications for early socialization. Child Development, 68, 94-112.
doi:10.2307/1131928

Kochanska, G. (2002). Mutually responsive orientation between mothers and their young

100



children: A context for the early development of conscience. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 11,191-195. doi:10.1111/1467-8721.00198

Kochanska, G., & Aksan, N. (1995). Mother-child mutually positive affect, the quality of
child compliance to requests and prohibitions, and maternal control as correlates of
early internalization. Child Development, 66, 236-254. doi:10.2307/1131203

Kochanska, G., & Aksan, N. (2004). Development of mutual responsiveness between
parents and their young children. Child Development, 75, 1657-1676.
doi:10.1111/5.1467-8624.2004.00808.x

Kochanska, G., Aksan, N., Prisco, T. R., & Adams, E. E. (2008). Mother—child and
father—child mutually responsive orientation in the first 2 years and children’s
outcomes at preschool age: Mechanisms of influence. Child Development, 79, 30-44.
doi:10.1111/5.1467-8624.2007.01109.x

Kochanska, G., Gross, J. N., Lin, M. H., & Nichols, K. E. (2002). Guilt in young
children: Development, determinants, and relations with a broader system of
standards. Child Development, 73, 461-482. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00418

Kochanska, G., Kim, S., Boldt, L. J., & Yoon, J. E. (2013). Children's callous-
unemotional traits moderate links between their positive relationships with parents at
preschool age and externalizing behavior problems at early school age. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 54, 1251-1260. doi:10.1111/jcpp.12084

Kristjansson, A. L,. & Sigfiisdoéttir, I. D. (2009). The role of parental support, parental
monitoring, and time spent with parents in adolescent academic achievement in
Iceland: A structural model of gender differences. Scandinavian Journal of

Educational Research, 53, 481-496. doi:10.1080/00313830903180786.

101



LaFreniére, P. J., Dumas, J. E., Capuano, F., & Dubeau, D. (1992). Development and
validation of the Preschool Socioaffective Profile. Psychological Assessment, 4, 442-
450. doi:10.1037/1040-3590.4.4.442

Lansford, J. E., Wager, L. B., Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S., & Dodge, K. A. (2012). Forms of
spanking and children’s externalizing behaviors. Family Relations, 61, 224-236.
doi:10.1111/5.1741-3729.2011.00700.x

Larzelere, R. E., Cox, R. B., & Smith, G. L. (2010). Do nonphysical punishments reduce
antisocial behavior more than spanking? A comparison using the strongest previous
causal evidence against spanking. BMC Pediatrics, 10, 10-27. doi:10.1186/1471-
2431-10-10

Larzelere, R. E., Gunnoe, M. L., Roberts, M. W., & Ferguson, C. J. (2016). Children and
parents deserve better parental discipline research: Critiquing the evidence for
exclusively “positive” parenting. Marriage & Family Review, 53, 24-35.
doi:10.1080/01494929.2016.1145613.

Larzelere, R. E., Knowles, S. J., Henry, C. S., & Ritchie, K. J. (2018). Immediate and
long-term effectiveness of disciplinary tactics by type of toddler noncompliance.
Parenting: Science and Practice, 18, 141-171. doi:10.1080/15295192.2018.1465304

Larzelere, R. E., & Kuhn, B. R. (2005). Comparing child outcomes of physical
punishment and alternative disciplinary tactics: A meta-analysis. Clinical Child and
Family Psychology Review, 8, 1-37. doi:10.1007/s10567-005-2340-z.

Larzelere, R. E., Schneider, W. N., Larson, D. B., & Pike, P. L. (1996). The effects of
discipline responses in delaying toddler misbehavior recurrences. Child & Family

Behavior Therapy, 18(3), 35-57. doi:10.1300/J019v18n03 03

102



Leclére, C., Viaux, S., Avril, M., Achard, C., Chetouani, M., Missonnier, S., & Cohen, D.
(2014). Why synchrony matters during mother-child interactions: A systematic
review. PLoS One, 9, e113571. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0113571.

Lee, Y. E., Brophy-Herb, H. E., Vallotton, C. D., Griffore, R. J., Carlson, J. S., &
Robinson, J. L. (2016). Do young children's representations of discipline and
empathy moderate the effects of punishment on emotion regulation? Social
Development, 25, 120-138. doi:10.1111/sode.12141

Lereya, S. T., Samara, M., & Wolke, D. (2013). Parenting behavior and the risk of
becoming a victim and a bully/victim: A meta-analysis study. Child Abuse and
Neglect, 37, 1091-1108. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.03.001.

Leung, K.-M., Chung, P.-K., & Kim, S. (2016). Parental support of children’s physical
activity in Hong Kong. European Physical Education Review, 23, 141-156.
doi:10.1177/1356336x16645235.

Lindhiem, O., Shaffer, A., & Kolko, D. J. (2014). Quantifying discipline practices using
absolute versus relative frequencies: Clinical and research implications for child
welfare. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 29, 66-81.
doi:10.1177/0886260513504650

Lindsey, E. W., & Caldera, Y. M. (2015). Shared affect and dyadic synchrony among
secure and insecure parent-toddler dyads. Infant and Child Development, 24, 394-
413. doi:10.1002/icd.1893.

Lindsey, E. W., Colwell, M. J., Frabutt, J. M., Chambers, J. C., & MacKinnon-Lewis, C.

(2008). Mother-child dyadic synchrony in European American and African

103



American families during early adolescence: Relations with self-esteem and
prosocial behavior. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 54, 289-315.

Loader, P. (1998). Such a shame—A consideration of shame and shaming mechanisms in
families. Child Abuse Review, 7, 44-57. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-
0852(199801/02)7:1%3C44::AID-CAR334%3E3.0.CO;2-7

Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1986). Family factors as correlates and predictors
of juvenile conduct problems and delinquency. In M. Tonry, & N. Morris (Eds.),
Crime and justice (pp. 29-149). Chicago, IL University of Chicago Press.

Loulis, S., & Kuczynski, L. (1997). Beyond one hand clapping: Seeing bidirectionality in
parent-child relations. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14, 441-461.
doi:10.1177/0265407597144002

MacCallum, R. C., Zhang, S., Preacher, K. J., & Rucker, D. D. (2002). On the practice of
dichotomization of quantitative variables. Psychological Methods, 7, 19-40.
doi:10.1037/1082-989X.7.1.19

Maccoby, E. E. (1984). Socialization and developmental change. Child Development,

55, 317-328. doi:10.2307/1129945

Mathews, J. R., Friman, P. C., Barone, V. J., Ross, L. V., & Christophersen, E. R. (1987).
Decreasing dangerous infant behaviors through parent instruction. Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis, 20, 165-169. doi:10.1901/jaba.1987.20-165

Matte-Gagne, C., Harvey, B., Stack, D. M., & Serbin, L. A. (2015). Contextual
specificity in the relationship between maternal autonomy support and children's

socio-emotional development: A longitudinal study from preschool to

104



preadolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44, 1528-1541.
doi:10.1007/s10964-014-0247-z.

Mathis, E. T., & Bierman, K. L. (2015). Dimensions of parenting associated with child
prekindergarten emotion regulation and attention control in low-income families.
Social Development, 24, 601-620. doi:10.1111/sode.12112.

Minton, C., Kagan, J., & Levine, J. A. (1971). Maternal control and obedience in the two-
year-old. Child Development, 42, 1873-1894. doi:10.2307/1127592

Mize, J. and Pettit, G. S. (1997), Mothers' Social Coaching, Mother-Child Relationship
Style, and Children's Peer Competence: Is the Medium the Message? Child
Development, 68: 312-323. doi:10.1111/1.1467-8624.1997.tb01942.x

Morawska, A., & Sanders, M. R. (2006). Self-administered behavioral family
intervention for parents of toddlers: Part I. Efficacy. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 74, 10-19. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.74.1.10

Morawska, A., Sanders, M., Goadby, E., Headley, C., Hodge, L., McAuliffe, C,, ... &
Anderson, E. (2011). Is the Triple P-Positive Parenting Program acceptable to
parents from culturally diverse backgrounds? Journal of Child and Family Studies,
20, 614-622. doi:10.1007/s10826-010-9436-x

Morrill, M. 1., Hawrilenko, M., & Cordova, J. V. (2016). A longitudinal examination of
positive parenting following an acceptance-based couple intervention. Journal of
Family Psychology, 30, 104-113. doi:10.1037/fam0000162.

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Morris, M. D., Steinberg, L., Aucoin, K. J., & Keyes, A. W.

(2011). The influence of mother-child emotion regulation strategies on children's

105



expression of anger and sadness. Developmental Psychology, 47, 213-225.
doi:10.1037/a0021021.

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Myers, S. S., & Robinson, L. R. (2007). The role
of the family context in the development of emotion regulation. Social Development,
16, 361-388. doi:10.1111/5.1467-9507.2007.00389.x.

Moses Passini, C., Pihet, S., & Favez, N. (2013). Assessing specific discipline
techniques: A mixed-methods approach. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 23,
1389-1402. do0i:10.1007/s10826-013-9796-0.

Newman, A., Suarez, C., Lee, W. S., & Honrubia, V. (1992). Afferent innervation of the
vestibular nuclei in the chinchilla. II. Description of the vestibular nerve and nuclei.
Brain Research, 597, 278-297.

Oris, L., Seiffge-Krenke, 1., Moons, P., Goubert, L., Rassart, J., Goossens, E., & Luyckx,
K. (2016). Parental and peer support in adolescents with a chronic condition: A
typological approach and developmental implications. Journal of Behavioral
Medicine, 39, 107-119. doi:10.1007/s10865-015-9680-z.

Orkin, M., May, S., & Wolf, M. (2017). How parental support during homework
contributes to helpless behaviors among struggling readers. Reading Psychology, 38,
506-541. doi:10.1080/02702711.2017.1299822.

Pakpahan, E., Kroger, H., & Hoffmann, R. (2015). Statistical methods for causal analysis
in life course research: An illustration of a cross lagged structural equation model
and a latent growth model. International Journal of Social Research Methodology,
20,1-19

Paolucci, E. O., & Violato, C. (2004). A meta-analysis of the published research on the

106



affective, cognitive, and behavioral effects of corporal punishment. The Journal of
Psychology, 138,197-222. doi:10.3200/JRLP.138.3.197-222

Park, Y. S., Vo, L. P., & Tsong, Y. (2009). Family affection as a protective factor against
the negative effects of perceived Asian values gap on the parent-child relationship
for Asian American male and female college students. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic
Minority Psychology, 15, 18.

Parpal, M., & Maccoby, E. E. (1985). Maternal responsiveness and subsequent child
compliance. Child Development, 56, 1326-1334.

Pastorelli, C., Lansford, J. E., Luengo Kanacri, B. P., Malone, P. S., Di Giunta, L.,
Bacchini, D., .. & Tapanya, S. (2016). Positive parenting and children's prosocial
behavior in eight countries. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 57, 824-
834. doi:10.1111/jcpp.12477.

Patterson, G. R. (1982). Coercive family process. Eugene, OR: Castalia Press.

Patterson, G. R. (1986). Performance models for antisocial boys. American
Psychologist, 41, 432-444. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.41.4.432

Patterson, G. R. (1997). Performance models for parenting: A social interactional
perspective. In J. E. Grusec & L. Kuczynski (Eds.), Parenting and children's
internalization of values: A handbook of contemporary theory (pp. 193-226).
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Patterson, G. R., DeBaryshe, B. D., & Ramsey, E. (1989). A developmental perspective
on antisocial behavior. American Psychologist, 44, 329-335. doi:10.1037/0003-

066X.44.2.329

107



Pavlova, M. K., Silbereisen, R. K. Ranta, M., & Salmela-Aro, K. (2016). Warm and
supportive parenting can discourage offspring's civic engagement in the transition to
adulthood. Journal of Youth Adolescence, 45,2197-2217. doi:10.1007/s10964-016-
0511-5.

Pedersen, D. E. (2017). Parental autonomy support and college student academic
outcomes. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26, 2589-2601. doi:10.1007/s10826-
017-0750-4.

Polcari, A., Rabi, K., Bolger, E., & Teicher, M. H. (2014). Parental verbal affection and
verbal aggression in childhood differentially influence psychiatric symptoms and
wellbeing in young adulthood. Child abuse & neglect, 38, 91-102.

Pomerantz, E. M., Moorman, E. A., & Litwack, S. D. (2007). The how, whom, and why
of parents’ involvement in children’s academic lives: More is not always better.
Review of Educational Research, 77,373—410.

Pratt, M., Singer, M., Kanat-Maymon, Y., & Feldman, R. (2015). Infant negative
reactivity defines the effects of parent-child synchrony on physiological and
behavioral regulation of social stress. Developmental Psychopathology, 27, 1191-
1204. doi:10.1017/S0954579415000760.

Quiroga, A., Lopez-Rodriguez, L., & Willis, G. B. (2015). Parental support buffering the
effect of violence on adolescents' depression: Gender differences. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence. doi:10.1177/0886260515587664.

Radke-Yarrow, M., Zahn-Waxler, C., & Chapman, M. (1983). Children’s prosocial

108



dispositions and behavior. In P. Mussen, & E. M. Hetherington (Eds.), Manual of
child psychology (Vol. 4: Socialization, personality, and social development, pp.
469-545). New York, NY: Wiley.

Raufelder, D., Hoferichter, F., Ringeisen, T., Regner, N., & Jacke, C. (2015). The
perceived role of parental support and pressure in the interplay of test anxiety and
school engagement among adolescents: Evidence for gender-specific relations.
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24, 3742-3756. doi:10.1007/s10826-015-0182-
y.

Readdick, C. A., & Chapman, P. L. (2000). Young children's perceptions of time out.
Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 15, 81-87.
doi:10.1080/02568540009594777.

Regalado, M., Sareen, H., Inkelas, M., Wissow, L. S., & Halfon, N. (2004). Parents’
discipline of young children: Results from the National Survey of Early Childhood
Health. Pediatrics, 113, 1952-1958.

Regev, R., Gueron-Sela, N., & Atzaba-Poria, N. (2012). The adjustment of ethnic
minority and majority children living in Israel: Does parental use of corporal
punishment act as a mediator? Infant and Child Development, 21, 34-51.

Reuben, J. D., Shaw, D. S., Neiderhiser, J. M., Natsuaki, M. N., Reiss, D., & Leve, L. D.
(2016). Warm parenting and effortful control in toddlerhood: Independent and
interactive predictors of school-age externalizing behavior. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 44, 1083-1096. doi:10.1007/s10802-015-0096-6.

Rey, J. (2003). Prosocial behavior, early childhood. In T. P. Gullotta & M. Bloom (Eds.),

109



Encyclopedia of primary prevention and health promotion (pp. 846-852). Boston,
MA: Springer,

Rhee, K. E., Jelalian, E., Boutelle, K., Dickstein, S., Seifer, R., & Wing, R. (2016). Warm
parenting associated with decreasing or stable child BMI during treatment. Child
Obesity, 12, 94-102. doi:10.1089/chi.2015.0127.

Rimehaug, T., Wallander, J., & Berg-Nielsen, T. S. (2011). Group and individual stability
of three parenting dimensions. Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health,
5, 5-19. doi:10.1186/1753-2000-5-19

Roberts, G. C., Block, J. H., & Block, J. (1984). Continuity and change in parents' child-
rearing practices. Child Development, 55, 586-597. doi:10.2307/1129970

Roberts, M. W. (1982). The effects of warned versus unwarned time-out procedures on
child noncompliance. Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 4, 37-53.
doi:10.1300/J019v04n01 04

Roberts, M. W. (1988). Enforcing chair timeouts with room timeouts. Behavior
Modification, 12, 353-370.

Roberts, D. S., Tingstrom, D. H., Olmi, D. J., & Bellipanni, K. D. (2008). Positive
antecedent and consequent components in child compliance training. Behavior
Modification, 32, 21-38.

Rochat, P. (2001). Origins of self-concept. In G. Bremner & A. Fogel (Eds.), Blackwell
handbook of infant development (pp. 191-212). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Rocissano, L., Slade, A., & Lynch, V. (1987). Dyadic synchrony and toddler
compliance. Developmental Psychology, 23, 698-704. doi:10.1037/0012-

1649.23.5.698

110



Russell, A., Pettit, G. S., & Mize, J. (1998). Horizontal qualities in parent—child
relationships: Parallels with and possible consequences for children's peer
relationships. Developmental Review, 18, 313-352.

Sanders, M. R., Markie-Dadds, C., Tully, L. A., & Bor, W. (2000). The Triple P-Positive
Parenting Program: A comparison of enhanced, standard, and self-directed
behavioral family intervention for parents of children with early onset conduct
problems. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68, 624-640.
doi:10.1037/0022-006X.68.4.624

Saritas, D., Grusec, J. E., & Gencoz, T. (2013). Warm and harsh parenting as mediators
of the relation between maternal and adolescent emotion regulation. Journal of
Adolescence, 36, 1093-1101. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.08.015.

Schary, D. P., Cardinal, B. J., & Loprinzi, P. D. (2012). Parental support exceeds
parenting style for promoting active play in preschool children. Early Child
Development and Care, 182, 1057-1069. doi:10.1080/03004430.2012.685622.

Schludermann, E., & Schludermann, S. (1970). Replicability of factors in children's
report of parent behavior (CRPBI). The Journal of Psychology, 76, 239-249.

Shaw, D. S., & Bell, R. Q. (1993). Developmental theories of parental contributors to
antisocial behavior. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 21, 493-518.
doi:10.1007/BF00916316

Sheehan, M. J., & Watson, M. W. (2008). Reciprocal influences between maternal
discipline techniques and aggression in children and adolescents. Aggressive

Behavioral, 34, 245-255. doi:10.1002/ab.20241.

111



Slade, E. P., & Wissow, L. S. (2004). Spanking in early childhood and later behavior
problems: A prospective study of infants and young toddlers. Pediatrics, 113, 1321-
1330. doi:10.1542/peds.113.5.1321

Smith, C. L. (2010). Multiple determinants of parenting: Predicting individual differences
in maternal parenting behavior with toddlers. Parenting: Science and Practice, 10,
1-17. doi:10.1080/15295190903014588

Smith, J. R., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (1997). Correlates and consequences of harsh discipline
for young children. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 151, 777-786.
doi:10.1001/archpedi.1997.02170450027004

Smith, K. E., Landry, S. H., & Swank, P. R. (2000). The influence of early patterns of
positive parenting on children's preschool outcomes. Early Education and
Development, 11, 147-169. doi:10.1207/s15566935eed1102_2.

Snyder, J., Cramer, A., Afrank, J., & Patterson, G. R. (2005). The contributions of
ineffective discipline and parental hostile attributions of child misbehavior to the
development of conduct problems at home and school. Developmental Psychology,
41,30-41. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.30.

Sroufe, L. A. (2005). Attachment and development: A prospective, longitudinal study
from birth to adulthood. Attachment and Human Development, 7, 349-367.
doi:10.1080/14616730500365928.

Straus, M. A., Douglas, E. M., & Medeiros, R. A. (2014). The primordial violence:
Spanking children, psychological development, violence, and crime. New York, NY:

Routledge.

112



Tabak, 1., & Zawadzka, D. (2016). The importance of positive parenting in predicting
adolescent mental health. Journal of Family Studies, 23, 1-18.
doi:10.1080/13229400.2016.1240098.

Teicher, M. H., Samson, J. A., Polcari, A., & McGreenery, C. E. (2006). Sticks, stones,
and hurtful words: relative effects of various forms of childhood maltreatment.
American Journal of Psychiatry, 163, 993-1000.

Thompson, R. A. (2006). The Development of the Person: Social Understanding,
Relationships, Conscience, Self. In N. Eisenberg, W. Damon, & R. M. Lerner
(Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Social, emotional, and personality
development (pp. 24-98). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Tronick, E., Als, H., & Brazelton, T. B. (1980). Monadic phases: A structural descriptive
analysis of infant-mother face to face interaction. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of
Behavior and Development, 26, 3-24.

Tsai, K. M., Dahl, R. E., Irwin, M. R., Bower, J. E., McCreath, H., Seeman, T. E., et al.
(2017). The roles of parental support and family stress in adolescent sleep. Child
Development. doi:10.1111/cdev.12917.

Tung, L., & Lee, S. S. (2017). Latent trajectories of adolescent antisocial behavior:
Serotonin transporter linked polymorphic region (5-HTTLPR) genotype influences
sensitivity to perceived parental support. Developmental Psychopathology, 29, 185-
201. doi:10.1017/S0954579416000031.

Ungar, M., & Lerner, R. M. (2008). Introduction to a special issue of research in human

development: Resilience and positive development across the life span: A view of

113



the issues. Research in Human Development, 5, 135-138.
doi:10.1080/15427600802273961.

Vidal, S., & Woolard, J. (2017). Youth's perceptions of parental support and parental
knowledge as moderators of the association between youth-probation officer
relationship and probation non-compliance. Journal of Youth Adolescence, 46, 1452-
1471. doi:10.1007/s10964-015-0368-z.

Wade, S. L., Cassedy, A., Walz, N. C., Taylor, H. G., Stancin, T., & Yeates, K. O.
(2011). The relationship of parental warm responsiveness and negativity to emerging
behavior problems following traumatic brain injury in young children.
Developmental Psychology, 47, 119-133. doi:10.1037/a0021028.

Wahler, R. G. (1990). Who is driving the interactions? A commentary on “child and
parent effects in boys' conduct disorder.” Developmental Psychology, 26, 702-704.

Waller, R., Shaw, D. S., & Hyde, L. W. (2017). Observed fearlessness and positive
parenting interact to predict childhood callous-unemotional behaviors among low-
income boys. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 58, 282-291.
doi:10.1111/jcpp.12666.

Warzak, W. J., & Floress, M. T. (2009). Time-Out training without put-backs, spanks, or
restraint: A brief report of deferred time-out. Child and Family Behavior Therapy,
31, 134-143. doi:10.1080/07317100902910570.

Webster-Stratton, C. (1993). Oppositional defiant and conduct disorders: The importance

of home-school partnerships. School Psychology Review, 22, 437-457.

114



Whiteside-Mansell, L., Bradley, R. H., & McKelvey, L. (2008). Parenting and preschool
child development: Examination of three low-income U.S. cultural groups. Journal
of Child and Family Studies, 18, 48-60. doi:10.1007/s10826-008-9206-1.

Wissow, L. S. (2001). Ethnicity, income, and parenting contexts of physical punishment
in a national sample of families with young children. Child Maltreatment, 6, 118-
129. doi:10.1177/1077559501006002004

Xing, X., Zhang, H., Shao, S., & Wang, M. (2017). Child negative emotionality and
parental harsh discipline in Chinese preschoolers: The different mediating roles of
maternal and paternal anxiety. Frontier Psychology, 8, 339.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00339.

Yan, J., Han, Z. R., Tang, Y., & Zhang, X. (2017). Parental support for autonomy and
child depressive symptoms in middle childhood: The mediating role of parent—child
attachment. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26, 1970-1978.

doi:10.1007/s10826-017-0712-x.

115



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: THE USE OF PROPENSITY SCORE MATCHING TO REDUCE BIAS
IN MANUSCRIPT ONE
Selection of Covariates for Matching

A key step of using propensity score matching is the selection of covariates.
Steiner and colleagues (2010) identified three domains that were most effective in
reducing bias, two of which were relevant to the present study: proxy-pretests and
demographics. In order to designate some variables as pretest covariates, kindergarten
year was chosen as the pretest time point and second grade was selected as the posttest
time point, and therefore parenting practice measures at first grade were predictors of
child outcomes at second grade. Pretest covariates in this study included child
externalizing problems, internalizing problems, social competence, academic
performance, oppositional defiant disorder, and family socioeconomic status at the
kindergarten year. Family socioeconomic status was assessed by the Hollingshead Four-
Factor Index (Hollingshead, 1975) completed by the parents. The Hollingshead Four-
Factor Index contained educational and occupational information from the mother and
father. An educational score was computed by converting the years of completed
education to a 7-point scale (1-6 years = 1, 7-9 years = 2, 10-11 years = 3, 12 years =4,
13-15 years = 5, 16-17 years = 6, 18 years and above = 7). The occupational score, based

on the type of job that the mother or father reported, ranged from 1 (farm
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laborers/menial service workers) to 9 (higher executives and major professionals). A
composite family socioeconomic score for individual or single income families was
created by multiplying the educational score by a weight of 3 and the occupational score
by 5 and then summing the products (i.e., Hollingshead score = (occupation value x 5) +
(education value x 3)). The same equation was used for two income families but the
resulting scores from the mother and father were divide by two in order to derive a single
score for family socioeconomic status. Child oppositional defiant disorder was assessed
by 5 items from the CBCL/4-16 and a composite score was calculated by summing the
corresponding items.
Estimation of Treatment Effects without Propensity Score Matching

The measure of mother disciplinary tactics was chosen for matching in this study
because some parenting experts have called for the need to distinguish intermediate use
of power-assertive disciplinary tactics from the lowest and highest use (Barber & Xia,
2013; Larzelere, Knowles, Henry & Ritchie, in press). The scores from this measure were
then standardized and divided into three groups based on the standardized scores: low-
level group contained individuals with scores that were one standard deviation below the
mean, high-level group included individuals with scores that were one standard deviation
above the mean, and individuals in the medium-level group had scores that fell between
one standard deviation above the mean and one standard deviation below the mean.

Using multiple regression, initial examination of the data without propensity score
matching suggested child social competence and academic performance at the second

grade were negatively associated with the use of disciplinary tactics by mothers (f=-1.31,

SE=0.57, p<.05; /~=-0.45, SE=0.13, p<.001, respectively).
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Balance Evaluation for Propensity Score Matching

Matching was conducted for mother disciplinary tactics at the kindergarten year.
The analysis was performed through R statistical software with the twang package being
used for propensity score matching. The twang package was chosen because it can handle
more than two treatment conditions (this is realized through the mnps function in twang)
and thus it fits the treatment configuration of this study (three power-assertive
disciplinary tactics conditions have been created: high, medium and low). The twang
employs tree-based regression models that use iterations to estimate the weights for
multiple treatments. The parameter of interest for impact evaluation used in this study is
the average treatment effect (ATE) which assesses the average level of gain or loss on the
outcome if a randomly chosen person were assigned to a particular treatment compared
with another treatment (Burgette, Griffin & McCaffrey, 2017). The stopping rule was the
absolute standardized bias or the effect size (ES) which calculated the absolute
standardized mean difference as for the estimate of balance metric and the mean of the
balance metrics as a way to summarize across covariates (“‘es.mean” hereafter).

A series of graphic and statistical diagnostics are then used to evaluate the degree
of balance achieved by the propensity score matching model. Propensity score analysis
assumes that the probability of receiving each treatment for each experimental unit
should be non-zero and in the graph this is reflected by the overlap of empirical
distributions of propensity scores. As shown in Figure 12.1, the non-zero probability
assumption is generally met when assessing the balance of match on mother disciplinary
tactics. A second step of balance diagnosis is to assess the reduction of absolute

standardized mean differences (ASMD) between the treatment groups after weighting is
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applied. Figure 12.2 showed significant decreases of ASMD after weighting was applied
through the es.mean stopping rule. Statistical diagnostics were in line with these graphic
assessments as indicated by the increased p-values after weighting (Table 12.1). From
Table 12.2, we see that the effective sample sizes after the matching do not deviate from
the original sample sizes before matching, indicating that the majority of cases are

retained.
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Table 12.1. Covariate Balance Statistics for Propensity Score Matching on Mother Disciplinary Tactics

Maximum Standardized Effect Size Minimum p-value Maximum Kolmogorov-Smirnov Score Minimum Kolmogorov-Smirnov p-value

0.25 0.04 0.16 0.09

0.15 0.17 0.1 029

- 034 0.01 0.20 0.02

Before weighting 0.15 0.19 0.08 0.63
0.20 0.07 0.1 020

0.43 0.00 0.17 0.06

0.09 045 0.10 0.72

0.03 0.85 0.05 0.98

o 0.12 0.29 0.11 051

After weighting 0.03 0.78 0.07 0.96
0.11 0.33 0.08 0.66

0.21 0.03 0.09 0.58
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Table12.2. Sample Sizes Before and After Propensity Score Matching.

Power assertive disciplinary Original sample size Effective sample size
tactic treatment condition before matching after matching
Low 111 94.25
Medium 356 343.87
High 114 101.45
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Figure 12.1. Non-zero Assumption for Propensity Score Matching on Mother

Disciplinary Tactics.
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Figure 12.2. Pairwise ASMD comparison for propensity score matching on mother

disciplinary tactics.
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Regression using Propensity Scores

Four models were run by predicting the influences of mother disciplinary tactics
on different child outcomes. By setting the low level of mother disciplinary tactics as the
reference group, the medium level of mother disciplinary tactics predicted a lower level
of externalizing problems, but this prediction was not significant (f=-2.72, SE=2.94,
p=0.36). The high level of mother disciplinary tactics did not significantly differ from
low level of mother disciplinary tactics in predicting child externalizing problems
(=0.57, SE=3.42, p=0.87). Compared with low level of mother disciplinary tactics, no
significant difference was found for high and medium level of mother disciplinary tactics
when predicting child internalizing problems. High level of mother disciplinary tactics
did, however, significantly predict lower level of child social competence (= —2.30,
SE=1.15, p<.05) and academic performance (= —0.56, SE=0.26, p<.05) relative to low
level of mother disciplinary tactics whereas no significant difference was found between
medium level and low level of mother disciplinary tactics in predicting child internalizing

problems (/= —0.58, SE=0.85, p=0.49).
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Appendix B
Coding Instructions for Synchrony at Age 16
Rate: All (Dyadic)

Synchrony assesses the harmony, interconnectedness, responsiveness, reciprocity,
engagement, mutual focus, and shared affect of the dyad. It assesses how coordinated and
balanced the interaction is (e.g., smooth turn taking and following the other’s lead). It could be
characterized by a balance between partners in leading and following the action sequence. That is,
one partner does not dominate the interaction. Both partners are responsive to one another.
Synchrony indexes the degree to which the members of the dyad reflect back on one another
(e.g., reflective listening). It is a judgment of the smoothness of the dyad’s interaction free from
warmth. Thus, this is not synonymous with positive affect (or warmth). In fact, it is possible for a
dyad to be low in positive affect, yet still be highly synchronous.

1 = Both partners are in the room, but are engaged in different or parallel activities with no
interaction.

e Mom and teen look only at cards or around the room but not each other and do not

converse

2 = Partners interact, but don’t seem to be on the same wave-length. One condition that suggests a
rating of ‘2' is if partners talk but they don’t have a shared focus throughout the majority of the
8-minute segment. One partner may talk about the housework and chores while the other talks
about the mall, and they don’t respond to the other’s comments, throughout a segment. To be
coded a 2, the partners do not make eye contact or share affect. A ‘2' also may be assigned if
one partner bids for attention and the other consistently ignores or makes irrelevant responses
a majority of the time. A ‘2' may be assigned if one partner totally dominates the interaction
during the segment.

e Mom says, “I’d really like to talk to you about this housework issue,” and the adolescent
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laughs or ignores her. This type of behavior would be consistent during the segment.

e The adolescent monopolizes the conversation and will not let mom interrupt the filibuster
throughout the segment.

e Mom is talking about housework, and the adolescent announces “I want dinner.” Again,
such behavior would be consistent throughout the segment.

e Mom is on-task discussing problem, but the adolescent is ignoring her and tapping the
microphone through the majority of the segment.

3 = If partners are making eye contact and/or sharing affect, this tends to rule out assigning a 2',
even if they are engaged in different tasks. Such behavior would be assigned a ‘3'. A ‘3" also
would be assigned if a partner abruptly interrupts ongoing interaction or the others’ focus,
especially if this seems very inappropriate, a majority of times during the segment.

e Mom is talking about cleaning and the adolescent abruptly buts in and won’t let her
finish. Such behavior would occur repeatedly throughout the segment.

e Mom says, “I’d really like to talk to you about this housework issue” and the adolescent
looks at her but does not respond verbally. Such examples would occur repeatedly
during the segment.

4 = One way to receive a ‘4' is for a significant portion of the segment to look like a ‘3', but other
portions of the segment look like higher levels of synchrony. A second way to receive a ‘4" is for
most of the segment to look fairly synchronous, but for there to be one or more notable, obvious
miscues. A rating of ‘4' may be assigned if the partners are using the same materials (e.g., card
prompts), but the focus of attention is mostly on the materials themselves rather than on the
actions, affect, etc. of the partner. A ‘4" also can be assigned if the partners have the same

focus, but one is dominating and the other following for the majority of the segment. For
instance, if the partners are sharing the same focus, but this is because one is carrying the

“synchrony” by always being responsive to the partner. Shared affect and/or a good bit of eye
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contact throughout the segment tends to rule out a rating of ‘4.
e Mother makes suggestions about possible solutions to the present problems and the
teen always agrees and follows mother’s suggestion; mother never follows adolescent’s
suggestion or adolescent may make occasional comments such as, “Oh.” Partners do
not make eye contact or share affect.
5 = A rating of ‘5' is assigned to dyads who are typical in regards to synchrony. Partners are
engaged in the same activity and have a joint focus through the majority of the segment. To get
a °5', both partners must be responsive to each other, noticing cues and responding with at
least minimal appropriateness (e.g., not ignoring or doing something bizarre). There often is
some balance and mutuality in the leading and following, but not perfect balance. That is, both
partners may make suggestions and receive positive responses and get a rating of ‘5'. Partners
may have eye contact and shared affect and receive a ‘5, but can receive a ‘5" without shared
affect or eye contact. Basic turn-taking without additional signs of synchrony would tend to get a
‘5"
e The parent and teen take turns giving opinions on problems, rarely commenting on each
others’ opinions, and not making a lot of eye contact or sharing affect.
6 = A rating of ‘0' is assigned when partners are engaged in the same activity and there is some
balance and mutuality in leading, following, and responsiveness throughout the segment. To get
a ‘6', there must be at least some eye contact or some shared affect (e.g., looking at each other
and laughing; both looking surprised at a topic), but it need not be for the whole period.
7 = A rating of ‘7' is given when partners are engaged in the same activity and there is
considerable
balance and mutuality in leading, following, and responsiveness throughout the segment. To get
a ‘7', there must be considerable eye contact or shared affect (e.g., looking at each other and
laughing; both looking surprised at a topic), but it need not be for the whole period. Any miscues

seem inconsequential or trivial in the context of the interaction.
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e Partners are engaged in a conversation in which the tone and pace are well-timed and
matched, indicating considerable mutual responsiveness.

e The parent or adolescent appears especially responsive.
8 = A rating of ‘8' is given for partners who are engaged in the same activity, are mutually
responsive to one another, mutually balanced in offering leads and following leads, have equal
responsibility for maintaining the interaction and share affect and/or make eye contact a good
bit. Minor miscues occur but seem inconsequential.
9 = A rating of ‘9" is given for partners who are engaged in the same activity, are mutually
responsive to one another, mutually balanced in offering leads and following leads, have equal
responsibility for maintaining the interaction and share affect and/or make eye contact a good
bit throughout the segment. Partners can both be described as responsive. Even minor miscues
do not occur.
Clarifications: Synchrony
1. Physical closeness can substitute for eye contact or shared affect, if the closeness reflects
moving together, shared, joint agenda.
2. Behaviors that tend to raise ratings:
a. Eye contact
b. Shared affect
c. Responsiveness of BOTH partners
d. Suggestions by BOTH partners
e. Physical closeness
3. Behaviors/actions that tend to lower ratings:
a. One partner is directing other, and other is following - it is not mutual or reciprocal.
b. One partner is making comments that are irrelevant to partner’s interest (e.g., The
adolescent is talking about school work, and the mother is talking about garden club).

c. What is allowed for one partner is not for another (e.g., The parent teases the
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adolescent, but gets angry when adolescent does the same back).

d. One partner ignores or misses the other’s cues.

e. One partner abruptly and inappropriately changes the topic/focus of the problem solving
task.

f. One partner constantly interrupts the other person.

g. One partner is completely (or nearly) disengaged from the task.

h. One partner talks directly to the camera (e.g., mother talks about the teen in the third

person).
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