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The current study examined the effect of parentaiitoring on later
oppositionality outcomes in the context of earliatienal parenting behaviors (e.g.,
maternal warmth and maternal intrusiveness). # mgothesized that the direction of
relation between monitoring and oppositionality ovary based on the presence of
maternal warmth or maternal intrusiveness. Addaldypotheses included the
examination of sex and race separately to determimegher the hypothesized
associations differed for these groups. Ratingsaternal warmth and intrusiveness
were obtained from observational coding at ag®ppositionality and parental
monitoring data were obtained from maternal repélierarchical regression analyses
indicated that monitoring predicted decreases posjtional behavior from ages 7 to 10
for female, African American, and Caucasian groupdditionally, intrusiveness
moderated the relation between and oppositionfditynales, such that lower levels of
monitoring in the presence of early intrusivenessenassociated with increases in
oppositional behavior over time. Implications foture research examining the role of
parental monitoring and relational parenting bebisvin predicting oppositionality were

discussed.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Decades of parenting research have supported fha&tiamce of various parenting
behaviors and their influence on child outcomeg.(€aron, Weiss, Harris, & Catron,
2006; McKee, Colletti, Rakow, Jones, & Forehand®0 McKee et al. (2008) cite three
primary constructs to explain dimensions of parentivarmth, hostility, and behavioral
control. These may be thought of as either pasitivnegative, depending on whether
high levels of such behaviors predict adaptive afagiaptive child outcomes.

Both warmth and behavioral control, regarded agipegparenting behaviors,
have been associated with fewer maladaptive prabbeaross child development. As
early as age 2, behaviors such as maternal waesfiunsiveness and maternal
overcontrol/intrusiveness have been associatedahittren’s effortful control at age 5
(Graziano, Keane, & Calkins, 2010), which has icggions for later externalizing
behaviors. Additionally, greater levels of behaalaontrol at age 3 have been
associated with decreases in behavior problems &ges 2 to 4 (Shelleby et al., 2012).
Harvey and Metcalfe (2012) found that observed matevarmth at ages 3, 4, 5, and 6
each directly predicted oppositional or defiantdgbr one year later. Furthermore,
maternal warmth was stable across the four-yeanghé@rarvey & Metcalfe, 2012).
Parents’ supportiveness has also been relateg/th@egical adjustment of both

children and adolescents (see White & Renk, 20EB).example, van der Molen and



colleagues (2011) found that low maternal warmtk associated with increases in girls’
disruptive behavior from ages 7 to 12. Pettit eoleagues (2001) found that mother-
reported monitoring in late middle childhood wasaasated with concurrent mother-
reported delinquency. Also, behavioral controfessed in middle school, was related to
antisocial behavior four years later among a lagge, ethnically diverse sample of
male and female adolescents (Barber, Stolz, & QRed5).

Hostility has been associated with increased levegxternalizing behavior and
is regarded as a negative parenting behavior diig irafluence upon maladaptive
outcomes (see McKee et al., 2008), such as phydiecpline. Maternal spanking has
been associated with increases in child aggres&imss early childhood, from ages 1 to
5 (Lee, Altschul, & Gershoff, 2013). Psychologicahtrol may also be included within
the domain of hostility and researchers have fahatlparents who pressure children to
behave or think a certain way or who provide exges®r non-contingent, stimulation to
the child may actually undermine adaptive skilksythhope to impart (Tamis-LeMonda,
Briggs, McClowry, & Snow, 2009), such as indeperu#eor problem-solving skills.
Maternal intrusiveness, also associated with pdggical control, has been
longitudinally related to toddler peer inhibitiondasocial reticence at age 4 (Rubin,
Burgess, & Hastings, 2002). Parents’ psychologioaltrol in seventh grade was
positively associated with children’s dampened eéomal functioning (Wang, Pomerantz,
& Chen, 2007). Furthermore, both psychologicabaaty (i.e., fostering a child’s

individuality and self-determination) and behavlarantrol were associated with



enhanced academic functioning (Wang et al., 2afiifgrentiating the positive and
negative influences of different forms of parerm@htrol.
Externalizing Behavior

The parenting dimensions of warmth, hostility, &ethavioral control have all
been associated with externalizing outcomes irdodnl (see McKee et al., 2008), both
concurrently (e.g., Caron et al., 2006) and lordjitally (e.g., Feldman, 2010).
Externalizing behaviors include lying, fighting,llging, cruelty to animals, substance
use, having a temper, and being stubborn (Reem&iéopoulou, van Meurs, Verhulst,
& van der Ende, 2010). These behaviors are comyrasdociated with symptoms of
disruptive behavior disorders in tBgagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders(4th ed., text revDSM-IV-TR American Psychiatric Association, 2000).
Disruptive, externalizing behaviors are importanekxamine in childhood due to their
maladaptive effects on academic and social funictggras well as their prediction of
future negative behaviors (Shaw, Keenan, & Vontig@4).

Oppositional behavior. Within the broader construct of externalizing beba
are oppositional or defiant behaviors, which speailfy consist of manipulative,
disruptive, and emotionally reactive behaviors (Aicen Psychiatric Association, 2000).
An oppositional individual is one who argues oftesnglisobedient at home and at school;
is stubborn, sullen, or irritable; sulks or teasten; and has a reactive or explosive
temper (Reef et al., 2010). Although the prevatenicoppositional behavior at clinical
levels is only 10.2% (American Psychiatric Assdoiat 2000), most children exhibit

some form of oppositionality during the typical cee of development (Mash & Barkley,
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2003; Nock, Kazdin, Hiripi, & Kessler, 2007). Ogutonal behavior that is maintained
into childhood has implications for later adolegdaehavior, as well as functioning in
adulthood. In a longitudinal sample of males, &&s 15, Nagin and Tremblay (1999)
found that chronic levels of opposition predictedert acts (e.g., theft) even when other
externalizing behaviors were held constant. Funtioee, those with a chronic
oppositional trajectory experienced increases posjional behavior from ages 12 to 14
(Nagin & Tremblay, 1999). Thus, oppositional belbawn early adolescence may have
implications for later oppositional and delinquéshavior.

Research indicates that parenting behavior inflasmtild externalizing
behaviors across development. In a sampler oleosicchild temperament and maternal
controlling behavior has been related to averdiyles of noncompliance and lower
levels of committed compliance (Braungart-Riekesy&od, & Stifter, 1997). In
examining 1- and 2-year-old children’s responsasaternal control, Dix and colleagues
(2007) found that with age, children displayed mwiling compliance, indicating that
developmentally, children increase in their dingctbmpliant behaviors. Forehand,
Gardner, and Roberts (1978) provided some normdat@ among a sample of
community mother-child pairs with children ages ®%.5. They found that children
complied with 51% of mothers’ commands and possiédgponses to such compliance
included contingent positive attention or ignorofghe compliant behavior (Forehand et
al., 1978). Regarding how parental responses nfayence later compliant or defiant
behavior, it has been found among a sample of edidjescents that parental responses

to child disclosure can affect youths’ feelingdefng controlled by and connected with
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their parents (Tilton-Weaver et al., 2010). Addlilly, parents’ negative reactions to
disclosure predicted increases in adolescentsesg@nd decreases in adolescent
disclosure (Tilton-Weaver et al., 2010). Thusppears that parental control cannot be
equally applied across development; at later stayeh as early adolescence, parents
must combine attempts to control and shape thda'slappropriate behavior with
increased sensitivity and problem-solving (see Disi& McMahon, 1998), as these
skills may be less likely to foster secrecy andtkah disclosure (Tilton-Weaver et al.,
2010).

Oppositionality can also affect the developmenaditive functioning. Children
who followed high-level trajectories of parent-rejed opposition, as compared to other
externalizing behaviors, were more likely to rewtial functioning impairment
(Bongers, Koot, van der Ende, & Verhulst, 2008nportantly, different predictive
associations were found among the various exteinglbehaviors, indicating that
constructs such as oppositionality, aggressiotystadolations, and property violations
are distinct outcomes (Bongers et al., 2008). Swtbomes can also be differentially
predicted by parenting behaviors. For example,lexels of parental warmth and high
levels of punitive discipline are particularly assted with greater oppositional behavior
among elementary-age children (Stormshak, Biermwhjahon, Lengua, & Conduct
Problems Prevention Research Group, 2000).

Functions of Parenting
Not only are parenting behaviors characterizechey positive or negative

influence on later outcomes, but parenting behawan also be categorized based on
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function. For example, Kerr and Stattin (2003)oggtize two classes of parenting
behaviors: (a) relational and (b) regulatory/sujsemy.

Therelational function of parenting involves emotional warmtidan
responsiveness to the child’s needs (Kerr & Sta2@®3), and such behaviors have been
related to adaptive child outcomes across develapreqy., early childhood and
toddlerhood (Dix et al., 2007; Rubin, Hastings, Ghgtewart, & McNichol, 1998),
middle childhood and early adolescence (Aunola &M™u2004; Benson, Buehler, &
Gerard, 2008), and later adolescence (Baumrinadlamre, & Owens, 2010; Steinberg,
Lamborn, Darling, & Mounts, 1994). For exampleldfean (2010) characterized
warmth as the manner in which information is defkto a child and regarded it as a
behavior that could be instructional, disciplinawy affectionate in nature. Hostile
behaviors may also serve a relational functioringas the negative counterpart to
warmth and sensitivity (Barber et al., 2005). Example, intrusiveness, a component of
hostility, has been characterized as a controlimagernal style that may inhibit children’s
social interactions (Feldman, 2010).

Theregulatory/supervisoryunction of parenting involves active regulatiorda
supervision of the child’s activities and assoociasi (Kerr & Stattin, 2003). Such
activities are analogous to behavioral controlyinch parents attempt to manage their
child’s actions and whereabouts (Barber, 1996)haB®ral control among preschool and
early childhood samples has been primarily rel&dettie prevention of injury and
insurance of safety (Dishion & McMahon, 1998). $hparents and caretakers across

multiple studies have indicated that the need fonihoring increases with the risk in the
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environment, e.g., at home, at the park, in asee Dishion & McMahon, 1998).
Additionally, less parental monitoring was deemedeassary as child age increased
(Dishion & McMahon, 1998). Dishion and McMahon 9B) proposed a developmental
model of monitoring in which the associated behesv&volve from infancy to
adolescence. Specifically, monitoring at younggrsawould involve such observable
processes as caretaking, safety, compliance, gpehgsed activities. In adolescence,
monitoring would involve communication and problewolving skills so as to resolve
parent-adolescent conflict, which may emerge aseadents begin to exert their
autonomy and independence (Dishion & McMahon, 1998)

The relational and regulatory functions of paremtiehavior have often been
studied in association with adolescent delinqueaoy, well-established literatures of
parental monitoring and parenting styles indichtg thildren of parents who exhibit
high levels of both relational and regulatory babes/are less likely to be delinquent
(e.g., Baumrind, 1968; Steinberg et al., 1994)cdntrast, children of parents who
exhibit low levels of relational and regulatory bglors have been found to engage in
greater delinquency (e.g., Dishion & McMahon, 199&inberg et al., 1994). Thus, both
regulatory (e.g., behavioral control) and relatiqieag., warmth and hostility) parenting
behaviors are relevant in predicting child outcomes
Regulatory Influence of Parental Monitoring

Parental monitoring, a specific component of bebralicontrol, involves
appropriate limit-setting and an awareness andaguaiel of child behavior (McKee et al.,

2008). And, monitoring has been found to havegaicant relation with externalizing



problems (Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994). Higtelsewf control can act as a buffer
against child and adolescent disruptive behavi@ettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Criss,
2001). For example, low levels of parental confrel., poor monitoring) have been
associated with child and adolescent externaligyrlgptoms, such as conduct disorder,
drug use, and delinquency (see McKee et al., 2008).

Evidence for the longitudinal effects of parentalmtoring can be found in the
parenting styles literature. Baumrind’s parensihges examined dimensions of
parenting behavior related to levels of demandisgrand responsiveness (Baumrind,
2005), analogous to behavioral control and warmapectively. Two well-studied
parenting styles that have evolved out of Baumsamndsearch include authoritarian
parenting (i.e., high in demandingness and lovegponsiveness) and authoritative
parenting (i.e., high in both demandingness anploresiveness) (Baumrind, 1991a,
1991b). Authoritative parenting styles assessqumeschool were associated with higher
levels of competence and emotional health in adelese (Baumrind et al., 2010). In
contrast, it was found that adolescents who hadmarated as authoritarian during
preschool were notably maladjusted on dimensioos as communal and cognitive
competence, individuation, and self-efficacy (Baunthet al., 2010).

Monitoring is most often regarded as a positiveepting behavior, labeled as an
adaptive form of parental control (Barber et al02). Thus, it has often been associated
with warm and sensitive parenting in empirical sgsh (e.g., Barber et al., 2005;
Baumrind, 2005; Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Fletch®teinberg, & Williams-Wheeler,

2004; Pettit et al., 2001). For example, parecakrol can convey to a child that parents
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are interested and involved in his or her life,rpoting positive adjustment (Pomerantz
& Eaton, 2000). Yet, limited research shows thahitosing may predict maladaptive
child outcomes if associated with less sensitivemi@ng or negative aspects of control
(e.g., psychological control; Barber, 1996; Barli@isen, & Shagle, 1994).

Barber and colleagues (1994) emphasized the digabfparental control, e.g.,
behavioral and psychological, asserting that dgnetpchildren require both regulation
(i.e., presence of behavioral control) and auton@imy, lack of psychological control).
For example, children require sufficient regulatiororder to understand that society is
governed by a set of rules and standards thatrthusy abide by in order to function as
competent citizens (Barber et al., 1994). Addgibn they require a degree of
psychological autonomy so that, through socialradtons, children acquire knowledge
that they are effective, functioning members ofistycwith a clear personal identity
(Barber et al., 1994). This is supported by figdimelated to Baumrind’s authoritative
parenting style, in which parents apply high lewdlbsehavioral control in the context of
a warm and responsive relationship (Baumrind e28l10), thus, lower levels of
psychological control are employed. Baumrind’segsh has also highlighted the
negative consequences of high levels control iratis&nce of responsiveness, e.g. an
authoritarian parent (Baumrind, 1968; Baumrindlet2910).

Pomerantz and Eaton (2000) also recognized thepdmpbses of control. One
purpose of parental control is to indicate to thidcthat a parent is involved and
interested, but parental control may also commueit@athe child that he or she is not

competent, thus challenging and suppressing thé'slaiutonomy (Pomerantz & Eaton,
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2000). For example, providing homework help tdédcwhen such help is not solicited
may convey that the child is not capable of conipiethe task independently and needs
to be regulated by the parent (Pomerantz & Eatd@QR In their longitudinal study of
elementary-age students, Pomerantz & Eaton (2@Q@df evidence that, as children
progressed from Grades 2 to 5, they increasinglggpeed parent behaviors such as
helping, monitoring, and decision-making as indieabf their own incompetence.
Additionally, even when children were ultimatelyngpliant, they reported feeling “sad
or angry about being told what to do” (Pomerantg&on, 2000, p. 142). Thus,
although behavioral control has been associatdupuasitive outcomes, it is necessary to
consider multiple aspects of parental control an these can affect child outcomes as
early as ages 7 and 10, as well as later into adefee. It may be the case, for example,
that relational parenting behaviors moderate tke@ation between forms of parental
control and externalizing outcomes.
Relational I nfluences of Parenting

Aspects of parental control, such as behavioralgmydhological control, serve to
regulate children’s behaviors, but, as previousgntioned, parenting behaviors also
serve a relational function. Dimensions of relagilgparenting behaviors include maternal
intrusiveness and maternal warmth.

Maternal intrusiveness. Maternal intrusiveness is a controlling parentethi
interaction style characterized by the mother’srestamulation of the child (Feldman,
2010), i.e., the mother is providing more stimuaatfor the child than the environment

requires (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2009). Duringustve interactions, mothers impose a
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personal, maternal agenda, often disregarding thieathild desires (Feldman, 2010).
Operational definitions of intrusiveness includeg/gibal manipulation of the child’s body,
interruption of the child’s activities or convernsais, disregarding the child’s signals, and
parent-led interactions (Winslow, Shaw, Bruns, &Iler, 1995). Parent-child
interactions that are abrupt or intrusive are pdwgrecursors for the development of
maladaptive responses from children (Barber el@P4). In a longitudinal study by
Feldman (2010) that examined mother-child relalipagterns from infancy to
adolescence, two groups of adaptation levels [a®.and high) were examined, where
adaptation refers to reports of psychosocial anjast at age 13 (see Feldman, 2010).
The overall pattern of intrusiveness was a gradaeline, however, when adaptation
groups were examined separately, it was foundtkiealow adaptation group experienced
an increase in observed maternal intrusiveness &ges 6 to 13. Thus, children
reporting low psychosocial adjustment at age 13e&pced a different trajectory of
intrusive parenting; not only were these childressllikely to experience a decline in
maternal intrusiveness, but also this maladaptaremting behavior actually increased
across six years of middle childhood and the ttaomsto adolescence (Feldman, 2010).
These findings indicate a significant relation betw maternal intrusiveness and problem
behaviors during adolescence. In Feldman’s sartipdeg was a divergence in maternal
intrusiveness between adaptation groups at agel@rflan, 2010), indicating that at this
developmental stage, there may be important dififege in parenting behaviors that

distinguish adaptive and maladaptive behavior duaidolescence.
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We know that high levels of regulatory parentinpdgors, such as parental
monitoring, in conjuction with less sensitive paneg, such as intrusiveness, may
influence maladaptive child outcomes. Some evidémcthis is shown in literature
examining overprotective parenting behaviors. Agadopted adolescents who were
biologically predisposed towards externalizing hebia it was found that rates of
problem behaviors were highest for those adolesaghb rated their mothers above the
median on overprotective behaviors (Riggins-Casgetadoret, 2001). Such findings
support the potential negative implications of péaebehavioral control. Importantly,
maternal overprotection was the only proximal emwmental risk factor that
significantly added to an adolescent’s biologicsk for expressing psychopathology
(Riggins-Caspers & Cadoret, 2001). Parentingdttee indicates some evidence for the
detrimental effects of parental monitoring behasj@r regulatory/supervisory function of
parenting, but the specific circumstances undeckthis is a positive or negative
parenting behavior are still unclear.

Maternal warmth. Maternal warmth, one of the parenting dimensions
enumerated by McKee et al. (2008), is defined Ispldiys of physical affection, positive
affect, and friendliness, as well as quality of wensation provided by the mother
towards her child (Feldman, 2010; Winslow et 893). Parent-child warmth has
emerged as a significant predictor of child behaamoss the parenting literature
(MacDonald, 1992) and across development, fronyediildhood to adolescence (e.g.,
Graziano et al., 2010; Harvey & Metcalfe, 2012; dan Molen et al., 2011; White &

Renk, 2012). Expressions of positive emotionsh mothe home environment and
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specifically in the child’s presence, have beeatesl to low levels of externalizing
behavior (see Eisenberg et al., 2005). Warmthalsasbeen associated with
externalizing outcomes in longitudinal studies.alsample that followed children from
infancy through late adolescence, Olson, Batesjyamnd Lathier (2000) found that
individual differences in levels of observed ma&marmth, supportiveness, and
positive engagement as early as six months of egghgbed later externalizing behaviors
assessed by multiple raters. For example, loweldeof warmth and positive
engagement measured at 13 to 24 months prediatatkgievels of externalizing
behavior at age 17 (Olson et al., 2000).

The importance of warmth in predicting child belmvnay come from its role in
facilitating a positive parent-child relationshigrass development. For example,
MacDonald (1992), using social learning theory,dtipesized that a continuing
relationship of warmth between parent and child i@asult in the child more easily (a)
accepting the values of the parent, (b) identifyintp the parent, and (c) engaging in a
higher level of compliance to parental requestscdntrast, a lack of warmth in
parenting interactions has been associated withgledncy and aggression (MacDonald,
1992). The presence of warmth in the context bBl®ral control was also noted. In a
review of warmth as a developmental constructa$ wmdicated that relatively high
amounts of control are tolerated by children ifsén@re also accompanied by parental
warmth (MacDonald, 1992), further implying the moateng effect of relational

parenting behaviors among regulatory parenting \aergand child outcomes.
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Developmental Considerations

The developmental stage of a child’s life is impattto consider in determining
how parenting behaviors may influence child behavid-or example, Dubin and Dubin
(1963) named thauthority inception periodirom birth to 6 years, as the period in which
children experience the exercise of their paresughority and learn possible responses
to such authority. As young as 3-5 years old,drkit may learn that rebellion is one
response to an adult’s authority (Dubin & Dubin63® Thus, even in early childhood,
children acquire strategies other than compliamckeabedience to respond to parental
demands. Literature on parenting styles demomsttaat an authoritative parent, one
who combines high levels of warm and sensitive miarg with high levels of behavioral
control, will promote the healthiest child outconiBaumrind, 1991b, 1996), such as low
levels of defiance. And these findings supportithglication that both relational and
regulatory parenting behaviors of early childhoog immportant in predicting early
adolescent oppositional behavior.

Regarding the period of early adolescence, Baun{di@é1a) noted the presence
of a transition from childhood to adolescence, odog from ages 10 to 15. The
transition to adolescence marks the developmetatgésn which individuals are
navigating the move from a safe, controlled, aretifmtable childhood to a more
autonomous, indeterminate adulthood (Baumrind, aR9Regulatory parenting
behaviors, such as behavioral control, are padrgulmportant during this transition, in
which there is increased autonomy and independamdehus greater opportunity for

individuals to engage in independent decision-mgkine exertion of behavioral controls
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helps prevent association with delinquent peerseagdigement in risky behaviors
(Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Patterson, 2002). Baundr{1991a) suggested that in
navigating the transition between life stages, @slt#nts are likely to resist unilateral
exercises of authority, which have likely been phecedent for parental control during
childhood. Thus, more sensitive parenting mustdsebined with behavioral control at
this stage in development to promote positive aat@et adjustment.
Individual Differences of Sex and Race

Literature regarding externalizing and aggressefeaiors shows that there are
differences in the presentation of such behaviet&/éen boys and girls. For example,
longitudinal analyses employing growth curve maaglechniques have found that girls’
externalizing symptoms improved more over time thays’ symptoms (Capaldi, Pears,
Kerr, Owen, & Kim, 2012). Among 9-year old boysauvmet criteria for disruptive
behavior disorders, Campbell and colleagues (1826)d that teacher ratings of these
children, as compared to those whose behavior imegrby age 9, evidenced a pathway
to persistent behavior problems beginning at agét&se findings indicate that
externalizing behaviors among boys who are alreddigk in early childhood are more
likely to be stable nearing the transition to adoénce. Davidov and Grusec (2006)
found that maternal warmth was linked to betteutaigpon of positive affect among boys
and girls, but was linked to greater peer accepgtémcboys only, suggesting different
processes for how warmth helps socialize maledeamdles. Further evidence for
gender socialization has been found by PomeramtRaile (1998), who showed that

mothers are more likely to exert control in thegerece of autonomy granting for boys,
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whereas they were more likely to exert control withautonomy granting for girls.
These findings indicate that controlling mothersyrddferentially allow for independent
decision-making based on the sex of the child.

Additionally, the parenting literature supportssbesex differences, as some
differential effects have been found for same-sanept-child dyads. For example,
correlational analyses showed that a parent’s@iékbehavior was more associated
with child externalizing behavior when the paremtsvof the same sex; antisocial
behavior of the opposite-sex parent was less aeewith child externalizing behavior
(Capaldi et al., 2012). Deater-Deckard and Dod§97) found magnified effects
between harsh discipline and externalizing behawdren the parent and child were of
the same sex. A study of African American mothatdcdyads found that mothers were
observed to be more empathetic, more encouragiagner, and less negative towards
their daughters than towards their sons (Mandartayay, Telesford, Varner, & Richman,
2012). Barber and colleagues (2005) found thagrgal monitoring from the mother, as
opposed to the father, was one of the most salegdative predictors of antisocial
behavior in adolescence. Thus, it appears thaiss&ax important individual factor to
consider in the processes between parenting belsaamal child outcomes.

Literature regarding ethnic or racial differenceg@arenting has found consistent
differences between the behaviors of CaucasiarAfichn American families. For
example, research has indicated that African Araerfamilies generally display greater
levels of physical discipline as compared with Cesign families (e.g., Deater-Deckard

& Dodge, 1997; Dodge & Gonzales, 2009; Giles-Si8tsaus, & Sugarman, 1995),
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although such behaviors are more detrimental an@angasian participants (e.g.,
Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1996). [Blo& of detrimental effects among
African American families may be partially explaihly research indicating that
physical discipline and “no nonsense” parentingagnative among ethnic minority
families (Maynard & Harding, 2010). Thus some pérey behaviors that may be
regarded as having a negative influence among agenous majority sample may
operate differently for racially diverse samples.

Additionally, studies conducted with racially digersamples have found
significantly different levels of warmth, behavibcantrol, and psychological control
across European American and African American methEBor example, mother-
reported warmth was significantly higher among pean Americans and child-reported
behavioral and psychological control were greateorag African Americans (Hill &
Tyson, 2008). Fung and Lau (2012) examined a sawfdturopean American and Hong
Kong Chinese participants and found that psychobdgiontrol was independently
related to child behavior problems among Europearecan families only, but not
among Chinese participants, indicating that suchpmments of control may not
necessarily lead to negative implications amontpgeethnic minority groups. Chao
and Ague (2009) examined differences in adolesgerteptions and interpretations of
parental control among Chinese, Korean, Filipimal Buropean American participants.
Findings indicated that Asian immigrant adolesceeported their parents as higher on
dimensions such as strictness and psychologicataiphut European American

adolescents were more likely to report feelingarajer towards these parent behaviors

17



(Chao & Agque, 2009). Such differences across ed#figidiverse groups indicates that
parenting behaviors that are often understood tmdladaptive may operate within a
different process across cultures.
The Present Study

The current study examined the interplay of specdgulatory and relational
aspects of parenting in predicting later opposéldrehavior in a community sample of
children. The relational parenting behaviors ofmté and intrusiveness were measured
at age 7 and the regulatory parenting behaviorasfitaring was measured at age 10. It
was hypothesized that the association betweenatgylparental monitoring and early
adolescent oppositionality would be moderated blyezaelational parenting behaviors.
Consistent with previous literature, it was hypasiked that within the context of positive
relational parenting behaviors (i.e., warmth), niormng would be negatively associated
with problem behaviors (e.g., Barber, 1996; Badiaal., 2005; McKee et al., 2008).
Specifically, at high levels of warmth, higher mimning was hypothesized to predict
lower levels of oppositionality. Thus, the proteeteffect of monitoring would be
augmented by the positive relational parenting bemaf warmth. In contrast, within
the context of negative relational parenting betwv(i.e., intrusiveness), monitoring was
expected to be positively associated with negatiteomes. Specifically, at high levels
of intrusiveness, higher monitoring will predicgher levels of oppositionality. Thus,
when associated with a negative relational pargridghavior, monitoring was expected
to exert a maladaptive influence on opposition&ldvéor in early adolescence.

Furthermore, in order to contribute to the mixaeréiture that indicates sex is an
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important individual factor to consider, it was loyppesized that the associations between
early relational parenting behaviors, regulatorseping behaviors, and early adolescent
oppositionality may vary for males and females.ditidnally, it was hypothesized that
the relations may vary depending on the reported o the family. Thus, separate
analyses were conducted to test the specific sffefctex and race on the proposed

models.
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CHAPTER Il

METHOD

Recruitment and Attrition

The current study utilized data from three cohoftshildren who were part of an
ongoing longitudinal study, the RIGHT Track projedthe goal of recruitment for
RIGHT Track participants was to obtain a sampleholidren who were at risk for
developing future externalizing behavior probleit tvas representative of the
surrounding community in terms of race and socioentc status (SES). All cohorts
were recruited through child day care centersQbenty Health Department, and the
local Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) prograRotential participants for cohorts 1
and 2 were recruited at 2-years of age (cohorf2441996 and cohort 2: 2000-2001) and
screened using the Child Behavior Checklist (CBEZ; 2chenbach, 1992) completed
by the mother in order to over-sample for extemiadj behavior problems. Children
were identified as being at risk for future extéimiag behaviors if they received an
externalizing T-score of 60 or abovEfforts were made to obtain approximately equal
numbers of males and females. A total of 307 ceildrere selected.

Cohort 3 was initially recruited when infants wérenonths of age (in 1998) for
their level of frustration based on laboratory agliagon and parent report and these
participants were followed through the toddler périsee Calkins, Dedmon, Gill, Lomax,

& Johnson, 2002 for more information). Childreanfr cohort 3 whose mother’s
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completed the CBCL at 2-years of age were includede current studyn(= 140). Of
the entire sampleN\(= 447), 37% of the children were identified asigeat risk for future
externalizing problems. There were no signifiad@tiographic differences between
cohorts with regard to se)é (2, N = 447) = .63p = .73, race (i.e. African American or
Caucasian)® (2, N = 447) = 1.13p = .57, or 2-year SE&, (2, 444) = .53p = .59,
Cohort 3 had a significantly lower average 2-yedemnalizing T-scoreN] = 50.36)
compared to cohorts 1 andM € 54.49)t (445) = -4.32p = .001.

Families lost to attrition included those who confut be located, who moved out
of the area, which declined participation, and wlitbnot respond to phone and letter
requests to participate. There were no significiffiérences noted between families who
have and have not participated in terms of g2X1, N = 447) = 2.51p = .11, racey 2
(3, N=447) = 3.95) = .27, 2-year socioeconomic status, t (432) = qp22,83 or 2-
year externalizing T-score, t(445) = -.567 .58.

Participants

This project utilized data from participants of REGHT Track study at ages 7
and 10. At age 7, 308 families participated invVadht data collection. Of these, 6 tapes
were not usable due to technical difficulties. afje 10, 346 families participated. The
final sample included participants with data froatiothe 7- and 10-year lab visits
(n=296). T-tests were conducted to determine whegthgicipants in the current
sample differed on mean levels of study and denmpincavariables from those
participants who were not included. Significarftatences were found by se¥435) =

-2.07,p = .04], indicating that participants in the curretudy were more likely to be
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female than those participants who were not indyde., those who did not have both
7- and 10-year data).
Procedures

Prior to each assessment, families were contdotddllow-up data collection.
Mother-child dyads came in to the lab and parti@gdan several interaction tasks, which
were videotaped for later coding. Mothers anddrkih also independently completed
several questionnaire measures during the lah visit
M easur es

Observational coding. Mother-child interaction tasks recorded during Thgear
lab visit were scored using global codes adaptaa the Early Parenting Coding System
(see Appendix D; Winslow et al., 1995). Two resbassistants coded 10% of the total
sample together, for all tasks. Another 10% wewded separately to assess reliability
(weighted kappas for all ratings were above .70)0 coded tasks were used in the
current study: 1) araft task in which mother-child dyads were instructed teate a
mask together, using a grocery-sized brown papgrwigh a slot already cut for the eyes,
and assorted craft materials; and Zgames taskin which mother-child dyads were
either given a selection of age-appropriate toysasked to play as they normally would
at home (Cohort 1; 7 min) or instructed to playaag of pick-up-sticks, with rules
explained by the researcher (Cohorts 2 and 3; 7.nTihese tasks were selected because
their activities allowed for a broad range of relaal parenting behaviors to be observed,

in contrast to more structured, goal-oriented tasks
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Maternal warmth. Warmth was coded as maternal behaviors that indlude
physical affection, quality of conversation, postaffect, and friendliness with the child.
Additionally, general displays of warmth such aset@f voice and displays of closeness
contributed to mothers’ ratings. For each taskihais were rated from low to high
warmth on a 4-point likert scale (1 = None, 2 Stfld, 3 = Some, 4 = A lot), with sum
scores across two observational tasks (e.g., anafgames) ranging from 2 to 8.

Maternal intrusiveness. Intrusiveness assesses the degree to which ttieemo
attempts to direct the task and prevents the &gfirom being child-centered and was
coded regardless of the child’s response to thenparbehavior. Examples of coded
behaviors include not deferring to the child’s eeqsed desires, giving unnecessary
commands, physically manipulating or restricting tild, and preventing the child from
attempting tasks by doing it for him or her. Facle task, mothers were given a rating on
a 4-point likert scale (1 = Not at all, 2 = A léfl3 = Somewhat, 4 = Intrusive) and ratings
were summed across the two observational taskiel & maternal intrusiveness score,
ranging from 2 to 8.

Parental monitoring. Mother report of monitoring was assessed usingoacale
from the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ); t®heFrick, & Wootton, 1996). The
APQ is a 42-item scale designed to assess sewgpaltiant aspects of parenting
practices related to children’s disruptive behaviancluding parental involvement,
monitoring/supervision, use of positive parentiaghniques, inconsistency in discipline,
and harsh discipline. The current study utiliZeel Poor Monitoring/Supervision

subscale (10 items), which assessed parental kdgelef child’s activities, supervision
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at home, and communication between parent and wiméh leaving the home (see
Appendix A). Mothers rated the typical frequenéyehaviors in the home on a 5-point
likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = AImost never, 3 = Sames, 4 = Often, 5 = Always).

Sample items included: “child fails to leave notémlet you know where he/she is
going,” “you don’t check that your child comes hoatehe time he/she was supposed to,”
and “your child comes home from school more thah@ur past the time you expect
him/her.” Mothers’ ratings of items were reverseled so that higher scores indicated
more adaptive levels of monitoring and supervisi®atings were averaged across items
to yield a monitoring score, ranging from 1 tol&ternal consistency for the measure in
the current sample (Cronbach’s alpha = .55) wadasito that established by the
measure authors (Shelton et al., 1996).

Child oppositionality. Ratings of oppositional behavior at age 10 wéxtaioed
from mother report on the Behavior Assessment 8y$be Children, Second Edition
(BASC-2; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). The BASC-2amposed of 160 items that
assess a range of child behaviors. At age 10,emo#ssessed the frequency of
behaviors over the past several months by ratergston a 4-point likert scale (1 =
Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often, 4 = Always). BASC-2 yields composite scores,
e.g., externalizing and internalizing problemswa#l as specific subscales, e.g., attention
problems and anxiety. In order to assess oppasit@nd defiant behavior specifically,
individual items were selected based on diagnatscriptors of oppositional defiant
disorder from théSM-IV-TR(American Psychiatric Association, 2000). From

behavioral subscales such as aggression and combbbééms, 11 items were selected to
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measure oppositionality: easily annoyed, disobasgies with parents, listens to
directions (reversed), breaks rules, argues whered®wn way, annoys others on
purpose, seeks revenge, loses temper easily, bneélekgjust to see what happens, and
stubborn (see Appendix C; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2064r each participant, mothers’
responses were summed to yield a total early acee®ppositionality score, ranging
from 11 to 44, with higher scores indicating higbeerall levels of oppositional and
defiant behavior. Internal consistency was esthbli in the current sample (Cronbach’s
alpha = .85).

Early oppositionality, at age 7, was also asseasddised as a covariate in the
current study. To measure early oppositionaligmis were selected from mother report
of child behavior on the Behavior Assessment Syster@hildren (BASC; Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 1992), which similarly assesses chilcbens on a 4-point likert scale.
Seven items were selected from the Parent Repalt Sistens (reversed), throws
tantrums, argues with parents, gets easily friesdrdies to get out of trouble, complains
about rules, and argues when denied own way (sperfgix B; Reynolds & Kamphaus,
1992). Mothers’ ratings were summed to yield ahyagppositionality score, ranging
from 7 to 28. Internal consistency was establishdtie current sample (Cronbach’s

alpha = .80).
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CHAPTER Il

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

The data was first imputed to account for missialy&s using the missing value
analysis (MVA) technique in SPSS. Little’s (seep&pdix B; Reynolds & Kamphaus,
1992) missing completely at random (MCAR) showeéthaSquare = 924.69 (= .001;
df = 798), indicating that the data were systemaiiaallssing. As previously mentioned,
it was found that participants in the current stuaye more likely to be female than
those participants who were not included in theentrsample. An expectation-
maximization (EM) algorithm was then used to geteevalues to fill in all the missing
data.

Preliminary analyses included examining skewnedskartosis values to
determine normality of the study variables (seel@ah. All skewness values were
between -3 and 3 and thus the variables were detedno be normally distributed.
Although variables were normally distributed, itsw@oted that among the current sample
there was a restricted range of reporting on paftenbnitoring. When descriptives were
examined, the range of scores for the monitorimdeswas restricted, with no parents
reporting low levels of monitoring (M = 4.72, Rangéd.-5) (see Table 1). About 23% of

parents reported levels of monitoring at greatantbne standard deviation above
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the mean (M =4.72, SD = 0.28). Only 16% of tample reported lower monitoring
behaviors, i.e., average monitoring scores lowan thne standard deviation below the
mean. Although the possible average scores raingedl to 5, the lowest score
reported was 3.50. Thus, participants in the cuirsample reported a restricted range of
monitoring, overall

Correlational analyses were conducted with all geatiables (Table 2). As
expected, early oppositionality was significanttyrelated with oppositionality at age 10
(r =.68,p<.001), and thus was included in all future anedysas a covariate.
Furthermore, including early oppositionality allavi®r the assessment of increases in
oppositional behavior across the three-year sfgatioeconomic status (SES) at age 7
was not correlated with oppositionality at age b ao it was not included as a covariate,
although SES was correlated with concurrent pargriiehaviors (see Table 2).
Maternal warmth and maternal intrusiveness weratiegy correlatedr(= -.27,p
<.001), such that higher levels of warmth wereaisded with less intrusive parenting
behaviors and vice versa, although the magnitudei®fassociation was small. Maternal
warmth was also negatively associated with earpospionality ¢ = -.13,p = .024).
Finally, parental monitoring was negatively asstadawith oppositionality at age 7 £ -
.28,p = .001) and oppositionality at age X0=(-.31,p < .001), indicating that greater
levels of parental monitoring were associated Vatter oppositional behaviors at both

ages.
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Regression Data Analyses

Regression models examining warmth and monitoring. To test the hypothesis
that children whose mothers’ exhibited high lewalsvarmth and high levels of
monitoring will exhibit lower levels of later oppitisnality, a hierarchical regression
analysis was conducted. Early oppositionality emtered in the first step, in order to
assess changes in oppositional behavior. Additygriee contrasting early parenting
behavior of interest (i.e., maternal intrusivenesa$ entered in the first step to account
for the fact that parenting behaviors do not odcusolation (Little & Rubin, 2002). In
the second step, maternal warmth and parental ororgtwere entered in order to test
main effects. The interaction of maternal warmthatental monitoring, calculated using
methods recommended by Aiken and West (Caron,2@)6), was entered in the third
step. Table 3 shows the beta weights and signdie&or each step in the warmth model.
Early oppositionality, explained nearly half theiaace in oppositionality at age 10.
Neither maternal warmth nor maternal intrusivenesse significant predictors of
changes in oppositional behavior from ages 7 t@altBpugh parental monitoring was a
negative predictor of the outconig291) = -2.85p = .005. No support for the
hypothesis that maternal warmth would moderatedlagion between parental
monitoring and early adolescent oppositionality feasd [ change = .006-
change(1, 290) = 3.1p,= .08].

Regression models examining intrusiveness and monitoring. To test the
hypothesis that high levels of early maternal isitraness and high levels of parental

monitoring predict greater levels of later oppasitility, a hierarchical regression
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analysis was conducted, parallel to the modelrtgstiaternal warmth. The covariates of
early oppositionality and early parenting (i.e. temaal warmth) were entered in the first
step. Table 4 shows the beta weights and signéiedor each step. The hypothesis that
maternal intrusiveness moderates the relation tyarental monitoring and early
adolescent oppositionality was also not suppof@thange = .00F-change(1, 290) =
1.94,p = .17]. The results did indicate, however, adiedfect for monitoring, such that
change in oppositionality from ages 7 to 10 is Iowhen monitoring behaviors are
higher,t(291) = -2.85p = .005.
Models Separ ated By Sex

To test the hypothesis that the process amongiymsélational parenting
behaviors, behavioral control, and later extermadibehaviors differs between males (n
= 133) and females (n = 163), the previous regoessiodels were run separately for
males and females.

Preliminary analyses. Descriptive statistics separated by sex are provide
Table 5. All skewness values were between -3 aad3hus the variables were
determined to be normally distributed for both saded females. One-way analyses of
variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to test for diéfeces on study variables between
males and females (see Table 6). Males had ssgnifiy higher levels of parent-reported
early oppositionality than femaleB([L, 294) = 4.89p = .028], although no sex
differences were found for 10-year oppositionaliBifferences in the levels of observed
maternal warmth were marginally significaf{(1, 294) = 3.23p = .069], suggesting that

males experienced patterns of greater warmth thraales at age 7.
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Correlational analyses were also conducted sepafatenales and females
(Table 7). Socioeconomic status was positivelyatated with maternal warmth and
negatively correlated with maternal intrusivenessiioth males and females (see Table
7). Early oppositionality was highly correlatedhwviater oppositionality for both sexes
(femalesr =.71,p < .001; malest = .63,p <.001). Early oppositionality was
negatively correlated with parental monitoring @ 40 for both males € -.21,p = .02)
and femalesr(= -.33,p < .001). The same pattern was present for thecedzm
between parental monitoring and oppositionalitsge 10, which were significantly
correlated for both males € -.20,p = .02) and females € -.39,p <.001). Maternal
warmth and maternal intrusiveness were negativalsetated for both males € -.22,p
=.01) and females € -.31,p < .001), such that greater levels of warmth atagere
associated with lower levels of concurrent intresiess.

However, not all patterns of correlations were Embetween males and females.
Early oppositionality was significantly relatedrtaternal warmth at age 7 among males
(r =-.19,p = .03) but not among females= -.12,p = .14). Additionally, maternal
warmth was negatively associated with oppositityali age 10 among malas<-.20,p
=.02), but warmth was not associated with latgrogjtionality for femalesr(= .02,p
=.78).

Regression models examining war mth and monitoring. The previous warmth
and monitoring model was run separately for matesfamales. Given that race was
another demographic characteristic of interestag entered as a covariate in analyses

examining the separate processes of sex suchrpaliféerences found could be
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explained above and beyond the effect of racid#ddhces. Hierarchical regression
methods parallel that of the previous models, wiHy oppositionality, early parenting
(i.e., maternal intrusiveness), and race beingredtas covariates into the first step.
Tables 8 and 9 show the beta weights and signideéor each step in the warmth
models for males and females, respectively.

As expected, oppositionality at 7-year was a sigaiit predictor of later
oppositionality for both male$(L29) = 9.22p < .001] and femaleg([L59) = 12.55,

p <.001]. The overall model explained 11% moreace for the increases in female
oppositionality than male oppositionality across three-year period. Parental
monitoring was a significant predictor of changesppositionality from ages 7 to 10 for
females {(157) = -2.79p = .01], but not for males. Furthermore, matematmth
exerted a marginally significant effect for femalg€$57) = 1.90p = .06. Warmth did

not moderate the relation between parental mongoand oppositionality for either
males [R change = .012-change(1, 126) = 2.7p,= .10] or females [Rchange = .003;
F-change(1, 156) = 0.96,= .33].

Regression models examining intrusiveness and monitoring. The covariates of
early oppositionality, early parenting (i.e., matdrwarmth), and race were entered into
the first step of the hierarchical regression dhdubsequent steps were run parallel to
previously described models. Tables 10 and 11 gheweta weights and significance
for each step in the intrusiveness models for mahesfemales, respectively. Early
oppositionality was a significant positive predictd later oppositional behavior at age

10 for both malest(129) = 8.98p < .001] and femaleg(fL59) = 12.84p < .001], and
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again, the model explained 10% more variance irctiaage in oppositionality from ages
7 to 10 for females. Maternal warmth was not aificant predictor of male
oppositionality. However, warmth was marginallg@sated with female changes in
oppositionality across the developmental peri¢tH9) = 1.89p = .06]. Neither

maternal intrusiveness nor parental monitoring texka main effect for males within this
model, although parental monitoring was a signiftqaredictor of increases in female
oppositionality t(157) = -2.79p = .01. Early intrusiveness significantly moderatteel
relation between monitoring and increases in opijposil behavior among malesiR
change = .018-change(1, 126) = 4.0p,= .05], but not females fRRhange < .001F-
change(1, 156) = 0.0%,= .83].

To further probe the interaction for males, singlgpes analyses were conducted
to determine if the slope plotted was significamlifferent from zero using Preacher’s
online tool for assessing two-way interactions 99Trhe minimum and maximum
observed values of intrusiveness and monitoringraymoales (see Table 5) were entered
to determine high and low levels of the interactianiables. Analyses revealed that the
lines representing children whose mothers exprdssetevels of intrusiveness
(b=-4.42,p = .02) and high levels of intrusivenegs=-18.88,p = .03) were
significantly different from zero. The steep negaslope associated with high levels of
intrusiveness indicates that in the context ofghlyi intrusive mother, increases in
monitoring predict greater overall decreases inosgjpnal behavior. Low levels of

intrusiveness are associated with less steep dag@aoppositionality. Figure 1 shows
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plotted slopes for high and low values of parentahitoring in the presence of early
intrusiveness.
Models Separ ated By Race

Preliminary analyses. To examine the potential differences among ragalips
in the current sample, separate analyses were ctedjueginning with descriptive
statistics (Table 12). All variables among theup®were determined to be normally
distributed, as skewness values were between -3.aRarticipants were identified as
Caucasian (n = 199), African American (n = 83) bmiaxed origin (n = 14) through
parent report. The mixed origin group was excluledh the following analyses due to
its low sample size.

One-way ANOVA results revealed significant diffeces across all study
variables except parental monitoring (see Tablen@)cating that Caucasian and African
American parents did not differ on their levelg@borted monitoring at age 10. It was
found that mean level of socioeconomic status (SHE&)ng Caucasian families at age 7
was significantly higher than SES for African Angam families (Mean difference = 8.72,
p<.001). Thus, SES was entered as a covariateifotiowing regression analyses.
There was a significant difference between Caunaaia African American families on
early oppositionality (Mean difference = 1.387 .002), indicating that Caucasian
participants reported higher levels of oppositidgalt age 7 than African American
participants. There were also significant differesion the observational coding scales,
such that Caucasian mothers were rated as highmean levels of warmth than African

American mothers (Mean difference = 0.p6; .05) and African American mothers were

33



rated as higher on mean levels of intrusiveness @mucasian mothers (Mean
difference = 0.51p < .001).

Correlational analyses were conducted separatel@dacasian and African
American participants (Table 13). Socioeconomatust at age 7 was positively related
to maternal warmth among both groups, althoughréiaion was low and only
marginally significant for Caucasian families{.14,p = .06) and was small for African
American familiesi(= .26,p = .02). For both Caucasian and African American
participants, early oppositionality was highly @ated with oppositionality at age 10
(African Americansr = .72,p < .001; Caucasiam:= .62,p < .001). Early
oppositionality was also related to maternal warattage 7, but only among African
American participants (= -.24,p = .03). Both measures of oppositionality weretezla
to parental monitoring at age 10 (see Table 13)erd was a significant small correlation
between early maternal warmth and maternal inteus@gs for both Caucasian<-.19,

p =.01) and African Americarr € -.24,p = .03) participants.

Regression models examining warmth and monitoring. The following
regression models separated by Caucasian and Aficeerican participants included
sex as a covariate in order to predict differencgsarenting processes above and beyond
those explained by sex. Additionally, early oppiosality, socioeconomic status, and
early parenting (i.e., maternal intrusiveness) veenered in the first step, and the
remaining steps for the models were parallel tee¢hareviously described. Tables 14
and 15 show the beta weights and significancedoh atep in the warmth models

separated by Caucasian and African American ppatits. Early oppositionality was a
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significant predictor of oppositionality at age fbd both Caucasiart(fL85) = 10.68,

p < .001] and African Americart([7/6) = 8.74p < .001] participants. Additionally, the
model accounted for 13% more variance in the ptiesiof oppositionality at age 10
among African American participants than Caucasidrtgere were no significant main
effects found for either early relational parentbehavior, i.e., warmth and intrusiveness.
Parental monitoring at age 10 was a significandigter of change in oppositionality
from ages 7 to 10 for both Caucasiat($g§3) = -2.76p = .01] and African Americans
[t(74) = -2.20p = .03]. Furthermore, the interaction between whrartd monitoring
was marginally significant for Caucasian particiggaii’ change = .011F-change(1,
182) = 3.61p = .06], but not among African Americans’[hange = .0045-change(1,
73) = 0.73p = .40].

To further probe the interaction of warmth and nhanmmng for Caucasian
participants, simple slopes analyses were conduataag Preacher’s online tool for
assessing two-way interactions (Preacher, CurraBager, 2006). The minimum and
maximum observed values of warmth and monitoringragmCaucasians (see Table 12)
were entered to determine high and low levels efititeraction variables. Given the
significance level of the results among Caucasatigpants, the moderating influence
of warmth is interpreted with caution. Analysegaaed that the lines representing
children whose mothers expressed low levels of wa(m= -4.90,p < .01) and high
levels of warmthlf = -12.96,p = .02) were significantly different from zero. &h
negative slopes associated with both high and ém@l$ of the moderator indicate that in

the context of both high and low warmth, monitorprgdicts decreases in oppositional
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behavior from ages 7 to 10. Though, children wkxigegienced high levels of warmth
were reported to express greater decreases iniippakbehavior as monitoring
increased (see Figure 2).

Regression models examining intrusiveness and monitoring. Sex, early
oppositionality, socioeconomic status, and earhgping (i.e., maternal warmth) were
entered in the first step, and the remaining stepthe models were parallel to those
previously described. Tables 16 and 17 show tke weights and significance for each
step in the intrusiveness models separated by faady oppositionality was a
significant predictor for both Caucasia(lB5) = 10.75p < .001] and African American
[t(76) = 8.79p < .001] participants. No main effects were présenearly relational
parenting behaviors, but parental monitoring didrea significant negative association,
predicting change in oppositional behavior fromsaagé¢o 10 among both Caucasian
[t(183) = -2.76p = .01] and African American participant$/4) = -2.20p = .03].
Intrusiveness did not moderate the relation betvw@eantal monitoring and later
oppositionality for either CaucasianqBhange = .00IF-change(l, 182) = 0.29,= .59]
or African American [R change = .009;

F-change(1, 73) = 1.5¢4,= .22] participants. Overall, the full model tafrican
Americans explained 15% more variance than the saatel among Caucasian
participants and accounted for more than 50% of/én@nce in changes in oppositional

behavior from ages 7 to 10 (see Tables 16 and 17).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to contributle literature regarding the
influence of parental monitoring on oppositionah&eior. The unique contribution of
this study was to examine whether relational pangriiehaviors moderated the effects of
monitoring, which was construed as a regulatoryakign, on oppositional outcomes.
Furthermore, race and sex differences were examgieeh that the literature outlines
the importance of differential parenting practioepredicting optimal outcomes for
these groups.

Findings of the current study confirm that paremahitoring exerts a direct
protective effect on increases in oppositional behrdrom ages 7 to 10, after accounting
for both early relational parenting behaviors aadyeoppositionality. Parental
monitoring predicted decreases in oppositionalibyf ages 7 to 10 for female, African
American, and Caucasian groups. These findingsarsistent with the literature
describing parental monitoring as a form of behatioontrol that is understood to be a
protective factor for child externalizing behav{®reacher et al., 2006). As such, the
hypotheses regarding the main effects of regulatargnting behaviors were confirmed.

The results of the current study did not suppathiipothesis regarding direct
effects for early relational parenting behaviorsraternal warmth and maternal

intrusiveness among the full sample, although wianvas a marginally significant
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predictor of changes in oppositional behaviorfémnales, even after accounting for early
child behavior. This indicates that positive asp@¢ mothers’ relational parenting
behaviors, such as warmth and sensitivity, are nmdkgential in preventing female
oppositionality. This could be accounted for bifjetences between male and female
socialization, or it may also be related to thee of same-sex parent-child dyads
(Barber et al., 2005; McKee et al., 2008; Pettalet2001). Furthermore, correlational
differences for relational parenting behaviors wenesent between racial groups: warmth
was associated with lower levels of early opposdldehavior among African American
participants, but the same association was noeptder Caucasian participants. This
can be interpreted to reflect that during middlgdtiood, there are racial differences
between how positive relational parenting behavévesrelated to oppositional behavior.
Ethnic minority parenting literature indicates thi@ugh minority parents may use more
harsh discipline as compared to Caucasian parerttse context of warmth and
responsiveness, these typically maladaptive pargtiehaviors are not as detrimental
(Davidov & Grusec, 2006; Maccoby, 2003; Menagh&®3), and so warmth may be
particularly important in preventing externalizibghaviors among this sample. Among
Caucasian participants, it may be the case thanthais not specifically associated with
oppositionality, but rather with a broad range elh&vior or emotional difficulties
(Deater-Deckard, lvy, & Petrill, 2006), and thahbegioral control or parental monitoring
is a more direct influence upon lower externalizoapavior problems (McKee et al.,

2008).
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In the current study, early maternal intrusivenasslerated the relation between
parental monitoring and changes in oppositionabln for males, such that high levels
of intrusiveness predicted steep decreases in djgmad behavior as monitoring
increased. Low levels of intrusiveness were assediwith higher overall levels of
oppositional behavior and a less steep decreabese behaviors from ages 7 to 10.
Although this finding is in contrast to the hypagieed association that high intrusiveness
and high monitoring would together exert maladagpgffects, it is informative in
suggesting that, for males, high regulatory behayieven in the presence of a highly
intrusive mother, decrease oppositional behavioindiuthe transition to adolescence.
Overall, these findings support the research thggasts that high levels of behavioral
control predict greater levels of adaptive funatmgp e.g., Baumrind’s authoritarian
parenting style (Caron et al., 2006), and is a&salprotective factor within the child’s
environment (Baumrind, 1968, 1991a; Baumrind et24110).

There was also a marginally significant moderagffgct of warmth among
Caucasian participants. Further analyses revebégcdhmong Caucasian participants,
higher levels of monitoring in the presence of higdrmth were associated with more
steep decreases in oppositional behavior from age<.0. The combination of high
warmth and high monitoring was associated with lolereels of oppositional behavior
than the combination of high warmth and low monitgy supporting the parenting style
literature which indicates that authoritative paireg styles (e.g., high demandingness

and high responsiveness) are most adaptive (Riggaspers & Cadoret, 2001).
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It is important to cast these results in a developta framework that considers
the task young people are faced with as they tiandrom childhood to early
adolescence. Parental monitoring was assessatydbg transition to adolescence, also
known as early adolescence, which is regarded @asrireg from ages 10 to 15
(Baumrind, 1966, 1968; Baumrind et al., 2010). WRary parenting behaviors such as
monitoring are particularly important in the tratren to adolescence, during which there
is increased autonomy and independence, providorg wpportunity for children to
engage in maladaptive behaviors. Although it idarstood that children develop
autonomy as they transition to adolescence, withertain freedoms such as the ability
to drive, there is a ceiling on the level of indegence children may have from parents,
i.e., a certain amount of disclosure between paedtchild appears necessary in order
for a child to participate in academic, extracurae, and social environments. Thus, the
variability in regulatory parent behaviors like nitonng may be limited during this time
and it may be the case that the hypothesized miigietfects with monitoring and
intrusiveness were not captured because of théekihnange reported by the current
sample. As noted by Dishion and McMahon (Baumrirt91a), the issue of parental
monitoring is likely to vary with developmental &ta of the child and thus, measurement
should be adjusted accordingly. In the currerd\stthe measure of monitoring included
items that may have been less salient to the mudléhood period, which likely
contributed to parents’ limited report of low les&f monitoring behavior. Also, the
relational parenting behaviors coded at age 7 ddogtapture early parenting behaviors

that may influence early adolescent outcomes, atthdow these behaviors were
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operationalized may have been mismatched with ¢élveldpmental period in which
oppositionality was examined. For example, intresess was operationalized as
assessing mostly physical actions and behaviattsegbarent. It may not have captured
more subtle intrusive actions, such as verbal stames, which may be a more relevant
parenting behavior during this developmental period

Although the literature provides evidence for tivec effect of maternal warmth
on externalizing behaviors (1998), this finding was replicated in the current study. It
is possible that no main effects were evidenceqehim because early oppositionality
accounted for a large portion of the variance enghtcome, i.e., 10-year oppositionality.
In the current study, changes in oppositional befrdvom ages 7 to 10 were examined
so that predictors would account for oppositioretidvior above and beyond early levels
of child behavior. Additional information may berdred from a cross-sectional design,
assessing parenting behaviors and child outcomasnaurrent time points, as these
concurrent parenting behaviors may be more infiaktitan early, foundational
parenting behaviors.

The current study sought to examspeecificrelational parenting behaviors (e.g.,
maternal warmth), although these could also besasgemore broadly (e.g., including
responsiveness and sensitivity). Additionallynay be the case that although relatively
stable parenting behaviors, like warmth (e.g., Badi al., 2005), remain influential
throughout childhood, the impact of these effecty whiffer across developmental

periods. For example, warmth may be associatdudless oppositional or defiant
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behavior in early childhood, and with less delimgyeand risk-taking behavior during
adolescence (e.g., MacDonald, 1992).

Additionally, levels of parenting behaviors may e across developmental
periods, and this change may be more influentemh tstability in parenting behavior. For
example, some longitudinal studies of emotional laelcvioral problems have found
that changes in relational parenting behaviorserathan stable trajectories, were
associated with the development of maladaptiveesdeint behaviors (Forehand & Jones,
2002).

Regarding the direct effects of intrusiveness,tiahiresearch suggests that
intrusiveness and overprotection may influencetgreapposition or defiance from
children (e.g., Feldman, 2010). Similar hypothesmessupported by the parenting styles
literature and the negative effects of an authoaitaparent (Pomerantz & Eaton, 2000;
Riggins-Caspers & Cadoret, 2001). Thus, it waseetqu that intrusiveness would
significantly predict maladaptive child behavioutimo main effect was found in the
current sample. The lack of findings may be exgdiby the externalizing nature of the
current study. Although authoritarian parentindgest have been associated with
externalizing behaviors (e.g., Baumrind et al.,®0nd include components of parental
control, previous literature has associated psyicél control with internalizing
outcomes, as well (e.g., Heller, Baker, Henker, i@dHaw, 1996; Prinzie, van der Sluis,
de Haan, & Dekow, 2010; Querido, Warner, & Eyberg, 2002; Thompsdalis, &
Richards, 2003; Williams et al., 2009). Additidgalntrusiveness is one aspect of

psychological control that was assessed in theentigtudy. It may be the case that
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broader operationalization and measurement of ivegaglational parenting behaviors
could have accounted for greater variance in tlaagés in oppositionality. Negative
verbal statements towards children are often cheriaed as hostility, a well-understood
negative parenting behavior (see McKee, 2008). gilestion of whether intrusiveness is
a similar behavior to hostility or whether thesegpaing behaviors have distinct effects
remains to be explored. Studies with adolescet#s ase adolescent-report to assess
parenting behaviors, such as intrusiveness or péygical control (e.g., Benson et al.,
2008), but further study is needed to better opmralize these behaviors for
observational coding across development. As pusiyomentioned with regard to
warmth, these parenting behaviors may look diffeeemnoss development as well as have
different salience for child behaviors. Thus, ¢fiects of relational parenting behaviors
may have been better captured had these been reéakumg the preschool age, as
responsive parenting has been associated withdatepliance during this period (Parpal
& Maccoby, 1985).
Limitations and Future Directions

Certain limitations were present in the currentgfuncluding aforementioned
measurement difficulties. The range of monitotedpaviors reported in the current
sample was restricted due to the majority of paresting their behaviors at high levels
of monitoring. Thus, the sample did not as adegjyatapture low levels of monitoring,
which may have affected the ability to discriminaggween low and high levels of
monitoring. Also, it should be noted that withiretcurrent sample, a large amount of

variance was accounted for by the initial level®pgpositional behavior at age 7.
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Specifically, early oppositional behavior account@d38 to 52% of the variance in
changes in oppositionality across the multiple nimd&amined. Thus, limited variance
remained to be predicted by the variables of istemad the hypothesized interaction
terms.

Additionally, appropriate measurement of monitorioghaviors has been a
relevant discussion in recent literature. For gxamKerr and Stattin suggest that there
are differences between parental knowledge andcadent disclosure and that these may
differentially predict behavioral outcomes (see 8#net al., 2008). Thus a measure to
capture both aspects of this behavior may haveyoextidifferent findings. In the
current study, monitoring was assessed using aal#gbfom a measure intended to
assess multiple facets of parenting behavior (Re8tattin, 2000; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).
All the items on the Poor Monitoring/Supervisiorbsoale from the APQ were
negatively valenced, thus the measure may havilagarticular way of describing
monitoring (i.e., in terms of maladaptive parerdaor) and also may have affected
maternal report. Future studies may employ moenoed measurement of monitoring,
e.g., child or adolescent report of behavioral sardand assessing multiple dimensions
such as parental knowledge and child disclosure.

Also important in future studies is considering tlevelopmentally salient
construct of growing autonomy and independencedoly adolescents. Parental
monitoring was not as variable as hypothesizedhduthe phase of early adolescence
examined in the current study, given the emergexgbbpmental transition. It may be

the case that at the particular developmental gergsessed in this study, monitoring is
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more related to activities such as completion shework and friend selection, rather
than behaviors generally assessed by parental onmgitscales, e.g., knowledge of
child’s evening whereabouts, knowledge of childtiddapendent decisions, child’s
accountability for returning home at curfew. Thilg longitudinal design of the current
study could be extended to include an older sampdereplicate similar models to assess
whether monitoring exerts the hypothesized malagaetffects in the presence of high
intrusiveness among older adolescents.

Although racially diverse research assistants calkedelational parenting
behaviors of warmth and intrusiveness at age imigation of the current study includes
the lack of African American coders. Literaturggests that there may be an association
between the race of the coder, the race of thécpmmt, and the levels of parenting
behavior observed. For example, in a study thatpased the ratings of ethnically-
matched versus ethnically dissimilar coders whoewating African American families,
analyses revealed that African American codersiratethers as less controlling and
rated the overall interaction as less conflicthalt did non-African American coders
(Gonzales, Cauce, & Mason, 1996). Furthermoregsitof African American coders
were more consistent with the mothers’ and adofgstperceptions of their own
behavior than were those ratings provided by nomcah American coders (Gonzales et
al., 1996). Future research can incorporate canfatee same race background as that of
participants, if possible, so that training andatality are conducted with cultural

considerations.
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Additionally, as previously mentioned, future seglcould incorporate adolescent
report of parental monitoring as well as adolesseflftreport of oppositional behaviors.
Research has found that discordance between pardraidolescent report of behavioral
problems has been associated with conduct disesaleptoms and the quality of the
parent-child relationship (APQ; Shelton et al., @9%uggesting that there is merit in
comparing the assessment of multiple reportersunBed (Maurizi, Gershoff, & Aber,
2012) acknowledged the concept of a neglectinghdasged parenting style, in which a
parent is low in demandingness and responsivemeswas generally indifferent towards
the child. Regarding parent report of early admes oppositionality, it may be the case
that neglecting parents are broadly unaware of teidren’s activities, behaviors, and
feelings and thus would not be adequate reportdteadolescent’s behavior. Future
research that includes concurrent parent and adieseport would allow for the study
of how highly correlated parent and child percamiof both individuals’ behaviors are
and would allow for differential prediction of malaptive outcomes, by reporter. It has
also been suggested that parents may reduce thaeitaring behaviors in response to
high oppositionality (2005), thus, parental repadrbehavioral control may be associated
with and affected by their responses to prior ims¢s of oppositionality. Racz and
McMahon (see Dishion & McMahon, 1998) similarly edf in their review of parental
monitoring and its relationship with child and aekient conduct problems, that parents
and children influence each other in a dynamiciréational manner and these
interactions are important to consider by assessild and parent effects

simultaneously.
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As noted, positive relational parenting behavioesenoperationalized as maternal
warmth in the current study, but these may alsodmeeptualized more broadly to
include parents’ responsiveness and sensitivit§ 120 Future research could include
multiple dimensions of positive relational paregtlmehaviors to examine whether these
are independent predictors of later oppositionaitg whether one dimension is a more
salient predictor. Similarly, observed intrusivesieone component of psychological
control, was measured in the current study as peca®f negative relational parenting
behaviors. But psychological control or hostilign also include derogatory verbal
commands, inconsistent discipline, or lack of aatag granting (Feldman, 2010; McKee
et al., 2008; Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 1997). Feistudies may attempt to employ a wider
range of coding methods in order to capture mdtgmensions of psychological control
or even more specific behaviors related to intreisess. For example, frequency coding
could be employed to assess for the number of Vedmamands the parent directs
towards the child, the number of child-directedwaités or comments that the parent
ignores or redirects, and the number of physidaltyisive behaviors the parent engages
in.

An additional area of further study in this domaiould be to consider individual
factors of both the parent and child. Factors thay be important to understanding child
behavior as it is predicted by regulatory and refetl parenting behaviors include
emotion regulation skills. Emotion regulation heen posited as one mechanism for the
association between warmth and lower externalibglgaviors (e.g., Barber et al., 2005;

Benson et al., 2008; McKee et al., 2008). Thathddren of warm, positive parents
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develop better coping strategies and emotionakobahd thus exhibit fewer
externalizing behavior problems. Further mores¢hehildren may be less likely to
experience negative emotion or display aggressieiant behavior (e.g., Eisenberg et al.,
2005). It may be the case that children who asblento regulate their negative
emotions, such as feeling sad or angry due to preontrol, may retaliate with
oppositional or defiant behavior. Thus, future sgadhat employ examination of
differences in emotion regulation may help explaiy high levels of warmth and
monitoring did not lead to lower levels of oppamitality during early adolescence for the
current sample. Furthermore, differences in emmategulation by sex may help to
explain why there was a marginally significant etflor warmth among females in the
current sample but not among males; perhaps emguiation mediates the relation
differently between sexes. Additionally, a furthiemitation of the current study was that
the sample was limited to exploring same-sex dgéatactions for only mothers and
daughters. Future studies could include similade®with the measurement of father
behaviors in order to further assess the affecsewfon the hypothesized models.
Understanding how various parenting behaviors chawvgr time may also be
fundamental in identifying behaviors that are sdl@t different developmental
transitions. For example, the current study exacharly parenting behaviors at one
time point with the hypothesis that this contextNdobe relatively stable at age 10, when
later parenting behaviors and child outcomes wezasured. Future studies may directly
assess for the stability of such parenting behaymg., measuring maternal warmth and

intrusiveness across multiple time points. It rbaythe case that changes in stability are
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predictive of child behavior, rather than just eel of behavior at a particular period of
measurement. Longitudinal examination of parentielgavior stability would also allow
for the prediction of child behavior trajectoriesy., whether certain patterns of change in
parenting behaviors predict particular problem ledra among children and adolescents.
In conclusion, the current study noted importasbagtions between early
relational parenting and changes in oppositionabb®r from ages 7 to 10, as well, as
associations between concurrent regulatory pamgbihaviors and early adolescent
oppositionality. It should be noted, however, tiiat majority of oppositional behavior
during the transition to adolescence was predioteutitial levels of oppositional
behavior from early childhood. The primary hypdaiiseof interest—whether parenting
behaviors would interact and produce an overprvtestyle that led to greater
oppositionality—was not supported, but results fribwa current study establish important
initial relations. The associations establishedh@ycurrent study can be used to expand
our knowledge of how relational and regulatory pérey behaviors influence early

adolescent oppositionality.
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APPENDIX A

ALABAMA PARENTING QUESTIONNAIRE

Alabama Par enting Questionnaire

Ratings:

1 = Never

2 = Almost Never
3 = Often

4 = Almost Always
5 = Always

Poor Monitoring/Supervision Subscale

6

10.
17.
19.
21.
24,
28.

29.
30.

32.

Your child fails to leave a note or to let yaww where he/she is going.

Your child stays out in the evening past tethe/she is supposed to be home.
Your child is out with friends you do not know

Your child goes out without a set time to benk.

Your child is out after dark without an adulth him/her.

You get so busy that you forget where youlddlsiand what he/she is doing.
You don’t check that your child comes homerfrechool when he/she is
supposed to.

You don't tell your child where you are going.

Your child comes home from school more thahaur past the time you expect
him/her.

Your child is at home without adult superwisio
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APPENDIX B

BEHAVIORAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM FOR CHILDREN

Behavioral Assessment System for Children, BASC (7-year)

Ratings:

1 = Never

2 = Sometimes
3 = Often

4 = Always

7 items to measure oppositionality/defiance

4, Listens (reversed)

30. Throws tantrums

49. Argues with parents

54. Gets easily frustrated

76. Lies to get out of trouble

84. Complains about rules

118. Argues when denied own way
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APPENDIX C

BEHAVIORAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM FOR CHILDREN, SECONIDETION

Behavioral Assessment System for Children, Second Edition, BASC-2 (10-year)

Ratings:

1 = Never

2 = Sometimes
3 = Often

4 = Always

11 items to measure oppositionality/defiance

7. Easily annoyed

15. Disobeys

40. Argues with parents

41. Listens to directions (reversed)
47. Breaks rules

56. Argues when denied own way
72. Annoys others on purpose

88. Seeks revenge

90. Loses temper easily

125. Breaks rules just to see what happens
142. Stubborn
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APPENDIX D

GLOBAL CODING OF MOTHER-CHILD INTERACTION

Global Coding of Mother-Child Interaction (7-year)
Parent Warmth

Warmth includes general warmth between the chittithe parent and positive affect
expressed by the parent through tone of voice acidlfexpressions. Focus on the
parent’s actions and displays of warmth, not thkleh(avoid paying too much attention
to the child’s behavior). Included are displaysioseness, friendliness, encouragement,
positive affect (smiling at the child, laughing lwvthem), and interest in the task. Physical
affection and quality of the conversation alsanportant. It is important to keep in mind
that while you are rating the parent’s behavioy gee rating the quality of the
interaction. In other words, general laughter mpatc#fic to the interaction, focused on the
task, should not be considered in this rating.

1) None: No warmth, parent expressed no positive emotioenvh
communicating with child; parent’s emotional exgies was neutral or
negative; parent ignores the child, not engageld ghild and/or makes
negative comments to the child

2) Alittle Not warm, a few times parent expressed positivetiemdut
otherwise was affectively neutral or negative wita child; the parent does
not initiate contact (verbal or physical) with ttiald

3) Some: Somewhat warm, parent expressed positive emolioosi as often as
neutral or negative affect was expressed with Hilel ¢

4) A lot: Warm, parent expressed positive emotion more dftan not with the
child; parent is engaged with the child for muchiref time, general
relationship is characterized by warmth

Parent Intrusiveness

Overall, how intrusive was the parent during thek®alntrusiveness includes: giving
commands unnecessarily, physically manipulatingicggg child, preventing child from
attempting task(s) by doing it for the child. Calesithese behaviors intrusive regardless
of the child’s behavior.

1) Not at all: Not intrusive, although parent may have helpedi@cted the
child when needed
2) Alittle: A few instances of intrusiveness
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3) Somewhat: Parent was intrusive on several occasions
4) Intrusive: Consistently intrusive; parent’s interaction stygemed to be
characterized by intrusiveness
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Table 1

APPENDIX E

TABLES AND FIGURES

Means and Standard Deviations of Primary MeasurdD&mographic Variables

Variable Mean SD Min. Max. VarianceKurtosis Skewness
Hollingshead at
age 7 4510 1193 9.00 66.00 142.23 -0.12 -0.55
Early
Oppositionality 1278 3.12 7.00 23.00 9.77 0.39 10.5
Maternal Warmth 5.48 1.18 2.00 8.00 1.39 -0.12 0.28
Maternal
Intrusiveness 2.85 0.93 1.58 8.00 0.86 3.27 1.42
Parental Monitoring 4.72 0.28 3.50 5.00 0.08 1.86 -1.30
Oppositionality at
age 10 18.46 4.45 11.00 36.00 19.83 1.58 0.97
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Table 2

Correlation Coefficients for Independent and Degendscale Variables

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Hollingshead Score at --
age 7
2. Early Oppositionality -.01 --
3. Maternal Warmth 22%% - 13* -
4. Maternal Intrusiveness  -.25** -.02 =27 -
5. Parental Monitoring .03 -.28**  -.02 -.05 -
6. Oppositionality at age 10 -.04 .68**  -.06 .02 -.31** -

Note. *p < .05, *p< .01
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Table 3

Maternal Warmth and Parental Monitoring Regresse@ppositionality at Age 10

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 AT
Early Oppositionality .68**
Maternal Intrusiveness .03
Step 2 .02**
Maternal Warmth .03
Parental Monitoring -.13**
Step 3 .01
Warmth X Monitoring -.08

Note. *p <.05, *p < .01

Table 4

Maternal Intrusiveness and Parental Monitoring Regged on Oppositionality at Age 10

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 A65**
Early Oppositionality .69**
Maternal Warmth .03
Step 2 .016**
Maternal Intrusiveness .03
Parental Monitoring -.13**
Step 3 .003
Intrusiveness X Monitoring -.06

Note. *p <.05, *p < .01
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of Primary MeasbreSex

Males
(N =133)
Std.
Mean Min. Max. Dev. Var. Kurtosis Skewness
Hollingshead
Score at age 7 45.8114.00 66.00 11.29 127.49 0.37 -0.57
Early
Oppositionality  13.22 7.00 23.00 3.04 9.24 0.75 0.56
Maternal
Warmth 5.62 2.00 8.00 1.15 1.33 0.14 0.27
Maternal
Intrusiveness 2.87 1.58 8.00 0.96 0.93 5.23 1.67
Parental
Monitoring 469 3.50 5.00 0.27 0.07 3.03 -1.46
Oppositionality
at age 10 18.9011.00 36.00 429 18.41 3.01 1.17
Females
(N =163)
Std.
Mean Min. Max. Dev. Var. Kurtosis Skewness
Hollingshead
Score at age 7 44,54 9.00 66.00 12.41 154.05 -0.40 -0.52
Early
Oppositionality  12.42 7.00 23.00 3.16 9.96 0.21 0.52
Maternal
Warmth 5.37 3.00 8.00 1.19 1.42 -0.26 0.32
Maternal
Intrusiveness 2.84 1.76 6.00 0.90 0.81 1.26 1.18
Parental
Monitoring 474 3.70 5.00 0.28 0.08 1.16 -1.24
Oppositionality
at age 10 18.0911.00 33.00 456 20.82 0.74 0.89
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Table 6

Summary of ANOVA for Sex and Race Groups

Differences by Sex

df F p-value
Hollingshead Score at
age 7 1 0.80 0.373
Early Oppositionality 1 4.89 0.028
Maternal Warmth 1 3.32 0.069
Maternal Intrusiveness 1 0.10 0.749
Parental Monitoring 1 2.26 0.134
Oppositionality at age 10 1 2.40 0.122

Differences by Race

df F p-value
Hollingshead Score at
age 7 2 19.03 < 0.001
Early Oppositionality 2 10.37 < 0.001
Maternal Warmth 2 3.14 0.045
Maternal Intrusiveness 2 11.30 < 0.001
Parental Monitoring 2 1.82 0.164
Oppositionality at age 10 2 9.58 <0.001
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Table 7

Correlation Coefficients for Independent and Degeniécale Variables, by Sex

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Hollingshead at Age 7 -- -.02 .20* -.25%* .08 .03
2. Early Oppositionality -.02 -- -.19* -.07 -.21* .63**
3. Maternal Warmth 23 =12 -- -.22%* .02 -.20*
4. Maternal Intrusiveness  -.25** .01 -.31** -- -.07 -.07
5. Parental Monitoring .01 -.33**  -.03 -.03 -- -.20*
6. Oppositionality at -.09 1 .02 .02 -.39** --

Age 10

Note. Correlations for males are provided above the diagand females are below the
diagonal. p < .05, *p < .01.

Table 8

Maternal Warmth and Parental Monitoring RegresseMale Oppositionality at Age 10

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 A41**
Race .09
Early Oppositionality .63**
Maternal Intrusiveness -.01
Step 2 .01
Maternal Warmth -.07
Parental Monitoring -.08
Step 3 .01
Warmth X Monitoring -11

Note. *p <.05, *p < .01
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Table 9

Maternal Warmth and Parental Monitoring RegresseBi@male Oppositionality
at Age 10

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 507**
Race -.04
Early Oppositionality L
Maternal Intrusiveness .02
Step 2 .036**
Maternal Warmth il
Parental Monitoring -.16**
Step 3 .003
Warmth X Monitoring -.05

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01,fp < .06

Table 10

Maternal Intrusiveness and Parental Monitoring BReged on Male Oppositionality
at Age 10

Variable i R? AR?
Step 1 A42%
Race .08
Early Oppositionality .62**
Maternal Warmth -.07
Step 2 .01
Maternal Intrusiveness -.01
Parental Monitoring -.08
Step 3 .02*
Intrusiveness X Monitoring -.14*

Note. *p <.05, *p < .01

75



Table 11

Maternal Intrusiveness and Parental Monitoring Regged on Female Oppositionality
at Age 10

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 52%+
Race -.03
Early Oppositionality T2%*
Maternal Warmth Il
Step 2 .03**
Maternal Intrusiveness .05
Parental Monitoring -.16**
Step 3 <.001
Intrusiveness X Monitoring .01

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01,tp < .06
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Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Primary MeasbrieRace

Caucasians
(N =199)
Mean Min. Max. Std.Dev. Var. Kurtosis Skewness
Hollingshead
Score at age 7 47.9815.00 66.00 10.78 116.11 0.29 -0.69
Early
Oppositionality 13.07 7.00 23.00 2.92 8.51 0.70 0.62
Maternal Warmth 5.60 3.00 8.00 1.18 1.39 -0.40 0.31
Maternal
Intrusiveness 2.68 158 6.00 0.78 0.61 2.01 1.30
Parental
Monitoring 471 3.70 5.00 0.28 0.08 1.25 -1.16
Oppositionality at
age 10 18.77 11.00 33.00 3.93 15.44 1.30 0.81
African American
(N =83)
Mean Min. Max. Std.Dev. Var. Kurtosis Skewness

Hollingshead
Score at age 7 39.26 9.00 63.00 11.83 140.04 -0.39 -0.31
Early
Oppositionality 11.69 7.00 21.00 3.20 10.22 -0.29 0.46
Maternal Warmth 5.24 3.00 8.00 1.07 1.14 0.59 0.59
Maternal
Intrusiveness 3.19 1.76 6.00 0.98 0.97 -0.29 0.56
Parental
Monitoring 4,72 350 5.00 0.29 0.08 3.31 -1.55
Oppositionality at
age 10 17.09 11.00 31.00 460 21.11 0.89 1.01
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Table 13

Correlation Coefficients for Independent and Degeniécale Variables, by Race

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Hollingshead Score at -- -.05 14t -.10 .05 -.05
age 7
2. Early Oppositionality  -.09 -- -.09 -.01 -.34** .62**
3. Maternal Warmth 26*%  -.24* -- -.19**  -.06 -.02
4. Maternal Intrusiveness -.16 .01 -.24* -- -.02 -.02
5. Parental Monitoring 10 -.34** A3 -.19 -- -.34**
6. Oppositionality at -.10 g2 210 .08 -42%* -
age 10

Note. Correlations for Caucasian participants are pravigeove the diagonal and
African American participants are below the diadohp < .05, **p < .01, P < .06.

Table 14

Maternal Warmth and Parental Monitoring Regresse@ppositionality at Age 10,
among Caucasian Participants

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 384
Sex .02
Hollingshead at Age 7 -.02
Early Oppositionality .62**
Maternal Intrusiveness -.03
Step 2 .027**
Maternal Warmth .03
Parental Monitoring =17
Step 3 01t
Warmth X Monitoring -11

Note. *p < .05, *p <.01,7p < .06
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Table 15

Maternal Warmth and Parental Monitoring Regresse@ppositionality at Age 10,
among African American Participants

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 .516**
Sex -.03
Hollingshead at Age 7 -.02
Early Oppositionality L
Maternal Intrusiveness .07
Step 2 .040*
Maternal Warmth A2
Parental Monitoring -.18*
Step 3 .004
Warmth X Monitoring -.08

Note. *p <.05, *p < .01
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Table 16

Maternal Intrusiveness and Parental Monitoring Bsged on Oppositionality at Age 10,

among Caucasian Participants

Variable B R? AR?
Step 1 .386**
Sex .02
Hollingshead at Age 7 -.02
Early Oppositionality .62**
Maternal Warmth .05
Step 2 .025*
Maternal Intrusiveness -.03
Parental Monitoring - 17
Step 3 .001
Intrusiveness X Monitoring .03

Note. *p < .05, *p < .01

Table 17

Maternal Intrusiveness and Parental Monitoring Regged on Oppositionality at Age 10,
among African American Participants

Variable i R? AR?
Step 1 520**
Sex -.03
Hollingshead at Age 7 -.06
Early Oppositionality A3**
Maternal Warmth .10
Step 2 .036
Maternal Intrusiveness .06
Parental Monitoring -.18*
Step 3 .009
Intrusiveness X Monitoring -11

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01,tp < .06
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Figure 1. Interaction of Maternal Intrusivenesd &arental Monitoring Predicting
Oppositional Behavior among Males

Changein Oppositionality from Age 7 to 10
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Figure 2. Interaction of Maternal Warmth and P&akklonitoring Predicting
Oppositional Behavior among Caucasian Participants
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