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Interest in research into parental educational styles has 
increased during the last century, and it has been called upon to 
explain many changes in family structures (Torío, Peña, & Inda, 
2008). Researchers have attempted to analyze the functioning 
of the dimensions which defi ne parental educational styles 
(i.e. warmth, hostility, control, etc.) because the quality of the 
parent-adolescent relationship may have an impact on children’s 
psychosocial development (Escribano, Aniorte, & Orgilés, 2013; 
Pérez, 2012).

Thus far, warmth has been the central dimension in this area of 
research and refers to emotional proximity, support, and cohesion. 
Moreover, in Baumrind’s model it is connected with control in 

the authoritative style (1967). Maccoby & Martín (1983) expanded 
Baumrind’s work into four parenting styles: authoritative, 
authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful. These four parenting 
styles involved combinations of acceptance/responsiveness/
warmth (level of sensitivity and parents’ capacity to respond 
to their children’s needs, mainly emotional requirements) and 
demandingness/control (requirements that parents use with their 
children to achieve certain goals, including behaviors such as 
involvement, discipline, and supervision).

Parent-child relationships have frequently been conceptualized 
in terms of interactions between two sets of parental attributes 
(e.g. parental warmth /acceptance and rejection). A central 
theme of Rohner’s interpersonal acceptance-rejection theory 
(IPARTheory) seeks to explain the socialization which confi gures 
parental educational styles and predicts that parental acceptance 
and rejection have far-reaching consequences for children’s health 
and social and emotional development. This theory demonstrates 
that high parental acceptance and low rejection of children are 
associated with a child’s positive developmental outcomes (Rohner, 
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Background: The Parent PARQ/Control (short version) for mothers and 
fathers is an inventory of 29 items where parents record their acceptance-
rejection and control behaviors towards their children. Despite vast 
research on IPARQTheory, it has yet to be vali-dated for a Spanish 
population. The goal of this study is to analyze the psychometric properties 
of the instrument and its factorial structure. Method: Participants were 
4,168 parents from the Principality of Asturias (2,166 mothers and 2,002 
fathers). Mean age for mothers was 39.50 years and 41.90 years for fathers. 
Following preliminary studies, we carried out exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) and confi rmatory factor analysis (CFA) for mothers and for fathers 
separately. Results: Analysis of mothers’ responses reveal an instrument 
comprising 15 items with a three factor-structure: warmth/affection, 
hostility/aggression and control. For fathers, the structure of the inventory 
gave a 23 item instrument with four factors: warmth/affection, hostility/
aggression, indifference/neglect and control. Conclusions: Overall, these 
results show that warmth/affection and control are the main dimensions in 
parental educational styles, and as hypothesized, mothers and fathers have 
different educational styles.
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Nuevas evidencias de validez de la escala Parent PARQ/control sobre 
estilos de educación parental. Antecedentes: el Parent PARQ/Control 
(versión corta, madre y padre) es un inventario de 29 ítems en el cual 
los progenitores refl ejan las conductas de aceptación-rechazo y control 
que ejercen hacia los hijos e hijas. A pesar de la investigación existente 
en relación a la IPARQTheory, este instrumento no ha sido validado en 
población española. El objetivo de este estudio fue analizar las propiedades 
psicométricas y la estructura factorial del instrumento. Método: los 
participantes fueron 4.168 padres y madres del Principado de Asturias 
(2.166 madres y 2.002 padres) con una edad media en las madres de 39,50 
y en los padres de 41,90. Siguiendo los estudios previos, se realizó un 
análisis factorial exploratorio y análisis factorial confi rmatorio, para 
las madres y para los padres. Resultados: en relación a la versión de 
la madre, se obtuvo una estructura factorial de tres factores (15 ítems): 
afecto, hostilidad y control. En la versión de los padres, el instrumento 
(23 ítems) con una estructura factorial de cuatro dimensiones: afecto, 
hostilidad, indiferencia y control. Conclusiones: los resultados muestran 
que las dimensiones de afectividad y control son las principales, y que 
las madres y padres presentan estructuras diferentes en los estilos de 
educación parental.
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2014; Rohner & Khaleque, 2002, 2010; Rohner, Khaleque, & 
Cournoyer, 2005a).

In accordance with the anthroponomical and universalist 
approach postulated by Rohner, several studies (Gómez & Rohner, 
2011; Khaleque & Rohner, 2002; Rohner et al., 2005a; Rohner & 
Khaleque, 2010) have indicated that research over the course of 
fi ve decades in every continent has shown that children and adults 
organize their perceptions of acceptance and rejection around the 
same classes of behavior. Thus, the factorial structural analysis of 
this model posits two constructs that defi ne the acceptance factor: 
warmth/affection and hostility/aggression. Warmth behavior is 
related to physical and verbal actions like hugs, kisses, and praise, 
whereas the hostility/aggression dimension is defi ned by “physical 
and verbal behaviors such as hitting,  kicking,  scratching,  cursing, 
and saying sarcastic,  thoughtless, or cruel things (Rohner et al., 
2005a, p. 7). Similarly, two factors explain parental rejection: 
indifference/ neglect (physical and psychological unavailability 
and a parental attitude of not paying attention) and undifferentiated 
rejection (lack of love and unappreciated or uncared-for behaviors). 

Moreover, Rohner, & Khaleque (2005) stated that the control 
dimension should be considered when explaining parental 
educational behaviors. This factor also evaluates the degree to 
which parents insist that their children comply with their rules, 
directives and prescriptions. Most socialization researchers agree 
that behavioral control (permissiveness-strictness) refers to the 
attempts made by parents to regulate, manipulate, or manage their 
children’s behavior. 

Nevertheless, although parental control and warmth may be 
independent in theory, the literature has not established whether 
this is true across all cultures. For example, parental control is 
positively associated with perceived parental warmth among 
adolescents in Asia, but negatively associated with warmth among 
young people in North America and Germany (Deater-Deckard 
et al., 2011). Therefore, Rohner & Khaleque (2005) created the 
Parent PARQ/Control questionnaire to evaluate this theory. 
Several studies have been carried out to validate this measure in 
different cultural contexts (Deater-Deckard et al., 2011; Gómez 
& Farhana Suhaimi, 2015; Gómez & Rohner, 2011; Khaleque & 
Rohner, 2002; Rohner & Khaleque, 2003; Rohner & Khaleque, 
2005; Rohner et al., 2005b). Various meta-analyses concluded that 
Parent PARQ/Control is a useful measure for assessing parental 
variations in control, in multiethnic and cross-cultural research.

However, there remains a lack of research into this theory in 
Spain. Therefore, we seek to validate and adapt this instrument 
with a sample from the Spanish region of the Principality of 
Asturias. We performed an exploratory and confi rmatory factor 
analysis to determine the best structure of the instrument and 
considered separate analyses for mothers and fathers.

Method

Participants

After obtaining permission from Ronald Rohner, we randomly 
selected two schools, one public and one private, from eight 
geographic zones of the Asturian Society for Economic and 
Industrial Studies: Eo-Navia, Narcea, Avilés, Oviedo, Gijón, 
Caudal, Nalón and Oriente.   The participants were 4,168 parents 
from the Principality of Asturias (2,002 fathers, 48% of the 
sample, 2,166 mothers, 52% of the sample). The fathers’ mean age 

was 41.90 years (SD = 6.70) and mothers’ 39.50 years (SD = 5.95). 
All families had children in nursery or primary schools across the 
region (2,002 boys and 2,081 girls). The most common parental 
educational level was secondary education (2.7% unfi nished 
primary, 18.6% primary education, 47.9% secondary education, 
30.8% higher education). Parents were employed in both skilled 
occupations (46.1%) and semi-skilled occupations (53.9%).  

Instrument 

This project used the Spanish version (Rohner & Carrasco, 
2004)  of the Parental Acceptance Rejection/Control Questionnaire 
(parent version)-Parent PARQ/Control- (Rohner & Khaleque, 2002, 
2005). This questionnaire consists of 29 items on a Likert scale 
(4= almost always true to 1= almost never true) which evaluates 
parental acceptance/rejection and controlling behaviors with their 
children. We used the Spanish version (Rohner & Carrasco, 2004). 
Versions are available for both mothers and fathers. The structure 
of the original version includes: warmth/affection factor (8 items), 
hostility/aggression (6 items), indifference/neglect (6 items), 
undifferentiated rejection (4 items) and control factor (5 items).  
The alpha coeffi cient for the total PARQ was between .78, .88 for 
the maternal version and .84 for the paternal version. The internal 
consistency of factors in the maternal version was: warmth/
affection between .78 and .87, hostility/aggression between .78 
and .87, indifference/neglect between .52 and .69 and indifference/
rejection between .53 and .69. This information was not available 
for the paternal version (Rohner, 2005).

The control dimension was originally measured using “The 
Parental Control Scale (PCS)” (1987) –cited in Rohner & 
Khaleque, 2005–. After the authors adapted a scale of eight items, 
the alpha value for this dimension was between .62 and .74 for 
the maternal version and .71 for the paternal version (Rohner & 
Khaleque, 2005). Finally, this scale gathered fi ve items in Parent 
PARQ/C version (Rohner, 2005) with an internal consistency 
of .74. Results of meta-analysis studies showed that the overall 
alpha coeffi cient aggregated across all versions of the PCS was .73 
(Rohner & Khaleque, 2005).

Procedure  

Once the schools had agreed to participate, students were 
provided with two envelopes containing both questionnaires, one 
for each parent.  Parents returned the completed questionnaires to 
the teachers.   

Data analysis

Analyses were performed by dividing the sample into three 
subsamples. With the fi rst subsample, an exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) was carried out using the Factor program 
(Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2006). We then ran a confi rmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) using MPLUS 7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 
2014) with the second subsample, so the re-specifi cation model 
was guided by the standardized factor loadings and modifi cation 
indexes.  Finally, the third subsample was used for a second CFA, 
in order to confi rm the previous CFA model. 

The maternal and paternal versions were analysed separately. 
We fi rst checked whether the data were suitable for EFA: normality 
of sample (skewness, kurtosis), Bartlett’s test, and Kaiser-Meyer-
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Olkin (KMO). Unweighted least squares were used as the factor 
extraction method. We employed the promin oblique rotation 
method (Lorenzo-Seva, 1999). The fi tted model included: the 
Chi-Square test of signifi cance (χ2), the Tucker Lewis index–non 
normed fi t index (TLI-NNFI), the comparative fi t index (CFI), 
the goodness of fi t index (GFI), Root Mean Square of Residuals 
(RMSR), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and 
Steiger’s Root Mean Square error of approximation (RMSEA). It 
is worth noting that although recent studies had evaluated the four 
- factor structure which excluded control from the PARQ model 
we thought it was important, however, to take into account all the 
factors involved in the construct of the PARQ/C.

Results

Exploratory factor analysis

In the maternal version (n = 708) and paternal version (n = 663) 
the univariate normality was evaluated by skewness and kurtosis 
values (Table 1). 

The Bartlett’s statistic = 2651.00, df  = 153, p = 000010, and 
KMO = .81. We used the scree plot (Cattell’s test) and “paralley 
analysis” Horn’s Test, to determine how many factors were 
retained; the advised number of dimensions was between two and 
three. Initially, we obtained a parsimonious model of 2 factors 
(with the model corresponding to the two poles of the warmth 
spectrum, “acceptance” and “rejection”), but this model did not 
show acceptable fi t (Table 2). Consequently, we carried out a 
refi nement of items, removing those with extreme skewness and 
kurtosis, and those items which exhibited a communality less than 
.10 communality.  The fi t indices support the three-factor solution 
as the best, χ2 (708,102) = 406.06, p = .000010; TLI-NNFI = .82; 
CFI = .88; GFI = .98; RMSR = .04. The alpha coeffi cient for the 
whole scale was .79.

In the paternal version, Bartlett’s statistic was 3531.70, df  = 253, 
p = .000010, and KMO = .87. Cattell’s test indicated four factors, 
and Horn’s test advised two dimensions (warmth and rejection 
dimensional spectrum), χ2 (663,208) = 753.55, p = .000010; TLI-
NNFI = .80; CFI =.83; GFI = .97; RMSR = .05, however, the 
solution that produced the best fi t included four dimensions (Table 
3). Fit indexes included:  χ2 (663,167) = 435.852, p = .000010; 
TLI-NNFI = .88; CFI = .92; GFI = .99; RMSR = .03. The alpha 
coeffi cient for the whole scale was .83. 

Confi rmatory factor analysis

In the maternal version, the fi rst CFA (conducted with the 
second subsample), had the following fi t indexes, TLI = .81, CFI = 
.84, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06. We then ran the re-specifi cation 
model, producing correlations of item 3 with 1 and 4; 15 with 27, 
and 14 with 26. Subsequently the fi t index improved, TLI = .89, 
CFI = .91, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05. The model was replicated 
with the third subsample, and the fi t indexes were TLI = .89, CFI 
= .89, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05 (Figure 1). 

The model is based on three dimensions: warmth, hostility and 
control (Figure 1). The control dimension is related to the warmth 
and hostility dimensions. The warmth dimension is similar to 
Rohner ś original model (Figure 1). 

In the paternal version, the fi t indexes were: TLI = .89, 
CFI = .90, RMSEA = .04 SRMR = .04. We re-specifi ed the 

model introducing correlation parameters between item 12 
and 17. Subsequently the fi t indexes improved, TLI = .91, CFI 
= .91, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04. The second CFA had to 
be re-specifi ed because the fi t was poor (TLI = .88, CFI = .87, 
RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06). Correlations of item 12 with 17 
and 11; 3 and 7; 9 and 15 were introduced. The subsequent fi t 
of the model was: TLI = .91, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .03, SRMR 
= .05 (Figure 2). 

The warmth and indifference dimensions had the strongest 
correlation. The warmth dimension assessed the fathers’ 
affectionate and supporting behaviours. The paternal hostility 
dimension was defi ned by negative behaviors. The indifference/
neglect dimension was defi ned as concerned behaviors or paying 
attention to the child. The paternal control dimension included 
direct behaviors and supervision.

Discussion

These fi ndings demonstrate the differences between fathers and 
mothers in the original PARQ/Control (parental version) (Rohner 
& Khaleque, 2002, 2005; Rohner & Carrasco, 2004). In terms of 
warmth/affection, our data are close to the original model, as this 
factor is the one which exhibits the highest reliability for both 
parents. 

In the original version (Rohner, 2005) this dimension has 8 
items. In our validation study only the maternal version maintains 
this number of items, whereas the paternal version contains only 
6 items. 

The maternal hostility dimension exhibits differences in our 
sample compared to the original version. Asturian mothers use 
positive punishment to control their child’s behavior, but they do 
not use emotional punishment, such as saying unkind things or 
hurting their child ś feelings. On the other hand, in the paternal 
sample, the hostility factor is similar to the original version. The 
only difference may be that Asturian fathers consider not paying 
attention to their child as hostility. This is the reason why item 28 
is in this factor and not part of indifference/neglect. 

One of the most interesting results was found in the indifference/
neglect and indifference rejection dimensions, as neither of them 
appears in mothers’ factorial structure. The absence of these 
dimensions in Asturian mothers suggests cultural differences 
between Asturian and American societies. Asturian mothers are 
close to and show warmth to their children, and unconcerned and 
rejection behaviors are absent. Furthermore, the indifference/
neglect dimension is present in fathers’ factorial structure, 
showing a very similar structure to the original version and strong 
internal consistency. However, one must consider the presence of 
items with negative loading in this factor; as the disadvantages of 
combining negative and positive items in an instrument are well 
documented (Solís, 2015).

The inclusion of the control dimension in the EFA and CFA 
is an innovative aspect of this study and could explain the 
lower discrimination indices. Our purpose was to defi ne the 
loading and importance of this factor in parental educational 
styles theory. In the EFA, both maternal and parental versions 
have the same factorial structure (Rohner & Carrasco, 2004; 
Rohner & Khaleque, 2005) as the original version. The internal 
consistency was similar between the mothers’ version and the 
original. On the other hand, the fathers’ version exhibited lower 
internal consistency. 
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, Skewness, Kurtosis and discrimination index values for the PARQ/Control items for AFE

Items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis D.I.

1. Digo cosas buenas sobre mi hijo [I say nice things about my child] 3.49/3.46 .61/.66 -.97/-1.06 0.79/0.97 .18/.28

2. Presto atención a mi hijo/a [I pay attention to my child] 3.63/3.53 .54/.62 -1.04/-1.04 0.03/0.40 .28/.36

3. Me preocupo de que mi hijo/a sepa exactamente lo que puede o no puede hacer [I see to it that my child knows 
exactly what (s)he may or may not do]

3.68/3.65 .52/.58 -1.45/-1.63 1.51/2.45 .33/.39

4. Hago que mi hijo/a confíe en mí [I make it easy for my child to confi de in me] 3.72/3.67 .49/.58 -1.61/-1.77 2.13/2.99 .32/.41

5. Pego a mi hijo/a cuando se lo merece  [I hit my child, even when (s)he does not deserve it] 1.40/1.30 .67/.62 1.97/2.41 4.11/6.11 .08/.13

6. Mi hijo/a es un gran incordio para mí [My child is a nuisance for me] 1.07/1.07 .35/.35 5.83/5.79 39.24/38.98 .08/-.10

7. Siempre le digo a mi hijo/a cómo debe comportarse [I always tell my child how (s)he should behave] 3.42/3.35 .71/.76 -1.04/-0.93 0.6/0.131 .28/.28

8. Castigo a mi hijo/a severamente cuando estoy enfadado [I punish my child severely when I am angry] 1.62/1.49 .76/.69 1.14/1.40 0.93/1.71 .13/.10

9. Estoy demasiado ocupado para contestar las preguntas de mi hijo/a  [I am too busy to answer my child’s 
questions]

1.36/1.43 .65/.64 2.07/1.53 4.49/2.55 -.01/-.12

10. No le gusto a mi hijo/a [I resent my child] 1.25/1.24 .66/.64 3.09/3.08 9.31/9.30 .06/-.01

11.Estoy realmente interesado en los asuntos de mi hijo/a [I take real interest in my child’s affairs] 3.76/3.60 .56/.66 -2.91/-1.84 9.43/3.46 .22/.30

12. Digo muchas cosas desagradables a mi hijo/a [I say unkind things to my child] 1.18/1.18 .52/.53 3.61/3.57 14.01/13.41 .06/-.02

13. Presto atención a mi hijo/a cuando me pide ayuda [I pay attention to my child when (s)he asks for help] 3.74/3.66 .51/.58 -2.16/-1.79 5.39/3.05 .33/.34

14. Insisto en que mi hijo/a haga exactamente lo que le digo [I insist that my child do exactly as (s)he is told] 2.94/2.98 .79/.81 -0.23/-0.25 -0.65/-0.79 .35/.28

15. Hago que mi hijo/a sienta que le quiero y le necesito [I make my child feel wanted and needed] 3.78/3.58 .48/.67 -2.26/-1.62 5.28/2.31 .38/.41

16. Presto muchísima atención a mi hijo/a [I pay a lot of attention to my child] 3.40/3.28 .69/.69 -1.00/0.69 0.77/0.21 .28/.39

17. Daño los sentimientos de mi hijo/a [I hurt my child’s feelings] 1.13/1.15 .69/.42 3.29/3.59 13.13/15.65 .01/.05

18. Olvido cosas importantes de mi hijo/a que debería recordar [I forget important things my child thinks I 
should remember]

1.38/1.49 .37/.77 2.23/1.70 3.89/2.46 .01/-.02

19. Cuando mi hijo/a se comporta mal le hago sentir que no le quiero [When my child misbehaves, I make him/
her feel I don’t love him/her anymore

1.18/1.16 .82/.48 3.58/3.72 13.07/15.51 .07/.02

20. Dejo que mi hijo/a haga lo que quiera [I let my child do anything (s)he wants to] 1.37/1.39 .56/.60 1.73/1.45 3.10/1.83 -.10/-.05

21. Hago que mi hijo/a se sienta importante [I make my child feel that what (s)he does is important] 3.41/3.31 .61/.76 -1.12/-0.90 0.73/0.23 .25/.31

22. Atemorizo o amenazo a mi hijo/a cuando hace algo mal [When my child makes something wrong, I frighten 
or threaten him/her]

1.38/1.33 .61/.58 1.82/2.00 3.51/4.30 .15/-.01

23. Me preocupo sobre lo que piensa y le gusta a mi hijo/a para hablar sobre ello [I care about what my child 
thinks and encourage her/him to talk about it]

3.58/3.31 .74/.76 -1.34/-0.78 1.57/-0.24 .24/.39

24. Siento que los demás niños/as son mejores que mi hijo/a independientemente de lo que él/ella haga [I feel 
other children are better than (s)he is no matter what (s)he does]

1.13/1.14 .62/.48 3.83/4.29 17.25/19.73 .10/.14

25. Hago saber a mi hijo/a que no es querido [I let my child know (s)he is not wanted] 1.11/1.08 .65/.44 4.84/5.96 21.93/34.78 -.10/.05

26. Quiero controlar cualquier cosa que mi hijo/a haga [I want to control whatever my child does] 2.62/2.54 .39/.95 0.03/0.02 -1.01/-0.95 .27/.34

27. Hago saber a mi hijo/a que le quiero [I let my child know I love him/her] 3.83/3.69 .55/.60 -3.31/-2.26 13.29/5.59 .33/.43

28. Solo presto atención a mi hijo/a cuando hace algo que me molesta [I pay no attention to my child as long as 
(s)he does nothing to bother me]

1.13/1.16 .96/.48 3.96/3.52 17.5/13.551 .10/-.10

29. Trato a mi hijo/a amablemente y con cariño [I treat my child gently and kindly] 3.76/3.73 .45/.49 -2.14/-1.78 5.26/3.15 .24/.29

Note: The numerical results are given as mother/father. The wording of the items in this table have been taken literally from Rohner’s original version of the instrument

Table 2
Summary of exploratory factor analysis. Mothers’ version (n = 708)

χ2 df TLI-NNFI CFI GFI RMSRa

Two factor 999.486*** 298 .74 .78 .96 .05

Three factor 406.056*** 102 .82 .88 .98 .04

Note: TLI-NNFI = Tucker Lewis index - Non normed fi t index; CFI = comparative fi t 
index; GFI = goodness of fi t index; RMSR = root mean square of residuals
a Kelly’s criterion = .04
*** p<.001

Table 3
Summary of exploratory factor analysis. Fathers’ version (n = 663)

χ2 df TLI-NNFI CFI GFI RMSRa

Two factor 753.547*** 208 .80 .83 .97 .05

Four factor 435.852*** 167 .88 .92 .99 .03

Note: TLI-NNFI = Tucker Lewis index – Non normed fi t index; CFI = Comparative fi t 
index; GFI = goodness of fi t index; RMSR = Root mean square of residuals
a Kelly’s criterion = .04
*** p<.001
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It is necessary to consider the role of the control factor in the 
CFA. When the correlations between control and other factors were 
not established, the model did not fi t for the maternal or paternal 
version, so the central role of control must be considered in order 
to understand the theoretical model. In this sense, though parental 
warmth has been generally regarded as a universally positive 
parenting value, in contrast, parental control may be more culturally 
variable with respect to its normative meaning and potential 
consequences. For example, the study by Deater-Deckard et al. 
(2011), with thirty different cultural groups, indicated that relatively 
high levels of warmth and control were found in African American 
and Latino families and that relatively high warmth but low control 
levels were evidenced in European and American families. 

This paper has two main limitations: fi rst, further studies 
should validate the factorial structure in other Spanish regions in 
order to generalize this factorial structure to the whole Spanish 
population.  It is important to deepen our understanding of this 
topic because of the human need to feel support and acceptance 
and in order to promote positive psychological development. In 
addition, the measure used in the this study does not distinguish 
between the different types of control. It is important to consider 
behavioral and psychological control because that may affect a 
child’s autonomy and development of self-regulation (Barber & 
Xia, 2013; Parra & Oliva, 2007). Finally, this study lacked other 
measures, or information from proxies, such as teachers or the 
parents’ children themselves, which are needed in order to assess 
external validity.

This work increases our understanding of the main dimensions 
of binomial acceptance-rejection in the Spanish cultural context.  
We have also demonstrated that mothers and fathers have different 
educational styles and behaviors towards their children. Finally, 
parental control appears to be an important element of family 
socialization processes before adolescence.
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Table 4
Factorial structure obtained. Mothers’ version (n = 708) / Fathers’ version

(n = 663)

Warmth/Af-
fection

Hostility/
aggression

Indifference/
Neglect

Control

Reliability .83/.81 .63/.70 /.81 .70/.65

n items 9/6 3/7 /4 4/3

Item 1 .48/.41

Item 2 /.86

Item 3 /.43 .48/

Item 4 .53/.37

Item 5 .52/.43

Item 6

Item 7 .57/.77

Item 8 .61/.39

Item 9 /-.51

Item 10

Item 11 .38/ /.39

Item 12 /0.36

Item 13 .42/ /.61

Item 14 .64/.66

Item 15 .79/.69

Item 16 /.62

Item 17 /0.63

Item 18

Item 19

Item 20

Item 21 .62/.43

Item 22 .42/.51

Item 23 .67/ /.37

Item 24 /.48

Item 25

Item 26 .50/.58

Item 27 .63/.88

Item 28 /.40

Item 29 .52/.62

Note: Mothers’ values are on the left of the slash, fathers’ values are on the right
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Item 1

Item 4

Item 15

Item 21

Item 27

Item 29

Item 5

Item 8

Item 12

Item 17

Item 22

Item 24

Item 28

Item 2

Item 3

Item 9

Item 11

Item 13

Item 16

Item 23

Item 7

Item 14

Item 26

Warmth
affection

Hostility
aggression

Indifference
/Neglect

Control

.48***

.63***

.70***

.57***

.57***

.63***

.36***

.60***

.31***

.42***

.54***

.17***

.23***

.65***

.46***

-.30***

.49***

.65***

.50***

.47***

.56***

.61***

.58***

.40***

.32***

-.38***

.87***

.26***

-.47***
.20***

.11***

-.26***

.23***

Figure 2. Confi rmatory factor analysis. Parent PARQ/Control. Fathers’ version. Short Form. Note: n
AFC1

 n = 856; n
AFC2 

= 483
* p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001

Warmth
affection

Hostility
aggression

Control

Item 1

Item 4

Item 11

Item 15

Item 21

Item 23

Item 27

Item 29

Item 5

Item 8

Item 22

Item 3

Item 7

Item 14

Item 26

.39***

.39***

.32***

.62***

.55***

.53***

.44***

.60***

.40***

.56***

.56***

.63***

.43***

.33***

.28***

-.39***

.21***

56***

.26***

.26***

.32***

.11***

Figure 1. Confi rmatory factor analysis. Parent PARQ/Control. Mothers’ version. Short Form. Note: n
AFC1

 n = 706; n
AFC2 

= 752
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001



New validity evidence of the Parent PARQ/Control scale of Parental Educational Styles

253

References

Barber, B. K., & Xia, M. (2013). The centrality of the control to parenting 
and his effects. In R.E. Larzelere, A. Sheffi eld Morris & A.W. 
Harrist (Eds.), Authoritative Parenting: Synthesizing nurturance and 
discipline for optimal child development (pp. 61-87). Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association. 

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of 
preschool behavior. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 75, 43-88.

Deater-Deckard, K., Lansford, J. E., Malone, P. S., Peña, L., Sorbring, E., 
Bacchini, D., …, Al-Hassan, S. M. (2011). The association between 
parental warmth and control in thirteen cultural groups. Journal of 
Family Psychology, 25(5), 790-794.

Escribano, S., Aniorte, J., & Orgilés, M. (2013). Factor structure and 
psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the Alabama Parenting 
Questionnaire (APQ) for children. Psicothema, 25(3), 324-329.

Gómez, R., & Farhana Suhaimi, A. (2015). Malaysia parent ratings of 
the parent-parental acceptance-rejection questionnaire: Invariance 
across ratings of Malay, Chinese, and Indian Children. Cross-Cultural 
Research, 49(1), 90-105.

Gómez, R., & Rohner, R. P. (2011). Tests of factor structure and 
measurement invariance in the United States and Australia using 
the adult version of the parental acceptance-rejection questionnaire. 
Cross-Cultural Research, 45(3), 267-285.

Khaleque, A., & Rohner, R. P. (2002). Perceived parental acceptance-
rejection and psychological adjustment: A meta-analysis of cross-
cultural and intracultural studies. Journal of Marriage and Familiy, 
64, 54-64.

Lorenzo-Seva, U. (1999). Promin: A method for oblique factor rotation. 
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 34, 347-365.

Lorenzo-Seva, U., & Ferrando, P. (2006). FACTOR: A computer program 
to fi t the exploratory factor analysis model. Behavior Research 
Methods, 38(1), 88-91.

Maccoby, E. E., & Martín, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of 
the family: Parent-child interaction. In E. M. Hetherington & P. H. 
Mussen (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: vol 4. Socialization, 
Personality and Social Development (pp. 1-101). New York: Wiley.

Muthén, L., & Muthén, B. (2014). M-Plus program version 7.3.
Parra, A., & Oliva, A. (2006). Un análisis longitudinal sobre las 

dimensiones relevantes del estilo parental durante la adolescencia 

[Relevant dimensions of parenting style during adolescence: A 
longitudinal study]. Infancia y Aprendizaje, 29(4), 453-470.

Pérez, P. (2012). La socialización parental en padres españoles con hijos 
de 6 a 14 años [Parenting style in Spanish parents with children aged 6 
to 14]. Psicothema, 24(3), 371-376.

Rohner, R. P. (2005). Parental acceptance-rejection questionnarire 
(PARQ): Test Manual. In R. P. Rohner & A. Khaleque (Eds.), 
Handbook for the Study of Parental Acceptance and Rejection (4ª ed., 
pp. 43-106). Storrs: Rohner Research Publications.

Rohner, R. P. (2014). PARTheroy gets a new name: Interpersonal 
Acceptance Rejection Theory (IIPARTheory). ISIPAR Newsletter, 8, 
1-17. Retrieved from http://www.isipar.org/3.htm

Rohner, R. P., & Carrasco, M. A. (2004). PARENT PARQ/Control. 
Unplished version. Retrieved from http://www.isipar.org/

Rohner, R. P., & Khaleque, A. (2002). Parental acceptance-rejection and 
life span development: A universalis perspective. Online Readings in 
Psychology and Cultural, 6(1), 2015.

Rohner, R. P., & Khaleque, A. (2003). Reliability and validity of the Parental 
Control Scale. A meta-analysis of cross-cultural and intracultural 
studies. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 34(6), 643-649.

Rohner, R. P., & Khaleque, A. (2005). Parental control scale (PCS). Test 
Manual. En R. P. Rohner & A. Khaleque (Eds.), Handbook for the 
study of parental acceptance and rejection (pp. 107-135). Storrs: 
Rohner Research Publications.

Rohner, R. P., & Khaleque, A. (2010). Testing central postulates of parental 
acceptance-rejection theory (PARTheory): A meta-analysis of cross-
cultural studies. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 2, 73-87.

Rohner, R., Khaleque, A., & Cournoyer, D. E. (2005a). Parental acceptance-
rejection theory, methods, evidence, and implications. In R. Rohner & 
A. Khaleque (Eds.), Handbook for the study of parental and acceptance 
and rejection (pp. 1-35). Storrs: Rohner Research Publications.

Rohner, R. P., Khaleque, A., & Cournoyer, D. E. (2005b). Parental 
Acceptance-Rejection: Theory, Methods, Cross-Cultural evidence, 
and implications. ETHOS, 33(3), 299-334.

Solís, T. (2015). The dilemma of combining positive and negative items in 
scale. Psicothema, 27(2) 192-197.

Torío, S., Peña, J. V., & Inda, Mª M. (2008). Estilos de educación familiar 
[Parenting styles]. Psicothema, 20(1), 62-70.


