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INTRODUCTION. The construction of parental educational styles is diverse and they devel-
op along with the children being raised. Self Determination Theory (SDT) establishes two 
dimensions to define parental educational behaviours: autonomy support versus control, and 
structure versus chaos. On the basis of SDT, two parental educational styles are pointed: au-
thoritative and harsh. This study analyses the relationship between parental education styles 
and children’s perceptions of their parents’ behaviours, and the influence of the parent gender. 
METHOD. The sample comprised 2,404 parents, and 1,234 children from 3 autonomous com-
munities in Spain. The Parents as social context questionnaire was applied, and the Perceived 
Parental Autonomy Support Scale and Dependency-oriented psychological control scale in 
children. All of the instruments were adapted into Spanish. Multigroup path analysis was 
performed to identify the most appropriate model about parental educational styles in family 
dynamics, taking into account the parent’s gender. RESULTS. Firstly, the authoritative and 
harsh parental styles were confirmed via confirmatory factor analysis. The findings showed 
that the ideal model was that where there was no bi-directionality between parents’ percep-
tions about their educational styles and their children’s perceptions. The chosen model indi-
cates a unidirectional path from parents to children. Being necessary to keep a relation be-
tween the child’s perception about the received support for autonomy and parental control. 
The invariance of the model based on the gender was partially maintained. DISCUSSION. 
This study shows a model where the authoritative parental style influences child’s perceived 
autonomy support and where the harsh parental style has effects on child’s perceived threat. 
The concept of parental psychological control has been discussed. Finally, a balance between 
authoritative and harsh style, is proposed inside families. 
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Introduction

The socialization goals and strategies that parents use with their children are related to the 
warmth of their relationships, their levels of communication (acceptance versus rejection, affec-
tion versus hostility, closeness versus coldness), and the parents’ behaviour in guiding their chil-
dren’s development (autonomy support versus control, permissiveness versus strictness). The 
variables or dimensions which describe parental educational styles are diverse, and they may be 
combined in a variety of ways; pure models cannot be identified. Nonetheless, mixed styles, 
which change according to the child’s development, show that parental educational styles are 
conditioned by children’s behaviour and vice versa (Bernal et al., 2020). Nowadays, being a par-
ent is a difficult task which does not allow for improvisation. Moreover, parents have to apply 
specific strategies in order to deal with new societal needs. Parental educational styles reflect how 
adults act with regard to children in daily life contexts, their decision-making processes, and how 
they solve conflicts. Therefore, expectations and models are deployed with the aim of regulating 
behaviours and setting parameters that will be a benchmark for behaviours and attitudes (Torío 
et al., 2008). 

Three classic proposals have been used to define parental educative styles (Aroca et al., 2014). 
The traditional model, established unidirectional relationships between parents and children. 
This model was based on three dimensions: warmth vs hostility, permissiveness vs restrictiveness 
and, calm vs anxiety. In the model of joint construction, the basic relationships between parents 
and children were bidirectional. Baumrind (1967, 1971) defined three parental educational styles 
(authoritative, authoritarian and permissive), Maccoby & Martin (1983) subsequently reviewed 
Baumrind’s model starting from two basic dimensions: control or demandingness, and respon-
siveness and warmth. From the combination of these two factors, they produced a model of four 
parental educational styles: authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent and neglectful. Since then, 
researchers have reviewed and refined the core dimensions of these parental educational styles. 
The third theoretical model was the interactive parenting one (Aroca & Cánovas, 2012). In this 
model, the patterns in the family are not lineal, in fact, one parental educational style can take 
different outcomes depending on children’s characteristics. Aroca & Cánovas (2012) pointed out 
three dimensions in the minor which could determine the effect of parental educational styles: 
temperament, positive emotion and, regular development. 

Several additions have been made from Self Determination Theory (SDT). SDT establishes two 
longitudinal factors which define these styles: parental autonomy support (vs control) and struc-
ture (vs chaos) (Soenens et al., 2015). SDT establishes a difference between the content of goals 
and the regulatory processes in pursuit of them (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

There are two other central concepts in SDT: psychological needs satisfaction and motivation. 
Satisfaction of psychological needs is key to understanding human behaviour, while motivation 
refers to the ways of satisfying these psychological needs, which are considered innate and not 
learned. SDT defines three principal needs: competence, relatedness and autonomy (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000, p. 232). Parents are crucial for satisfying these needs in their children, while they are 
within this first institution of socialization (the family). 

SDT requires some conceptual clarifications: parental autonomy support refers to situations in 
which parents take their child’s point of view into consideration, support their child’s development, 
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and use communication with them to establish rules. In contrast, controlling parenting refers to the 
use of strategies such as rejection or coercion. Children of controlling parents report that their be-
haviour is controlled by reward contingencies such as deadlines or punishments, and pressured by 
parental expectations, feelings of withdrawal, being made to feel guilty, or shaming. 

The other dimension in SDT, structure vs chaos, also needs clarification. Structure refers to the 
family environment being organized so as to promote children’s competence. In these families, 
rules and their consequences are clearly stated, whereas in families without structure, rules 
change frequently, children do not know what parents expect from them, and parents or guard-
ians take the lead without listening to children’s opinions (Grolnick et al., 2014). 

Two contrasting parental educational styles can be established based on these dimensions. First-
ly, an authoritative educational style, which demonstrates the dimensions of warmth, autonomy 
support, and structure. The other is a harsh parenting style dominated by rejection, chaos or 
coercive behaviours (Egeli et al., 2015). 

A huge amount of research has attempted to define and explore controlling parenting. According 
to SDT, the elements of this dimension include threating to punish the child, making them feel 
guilty, manipulating them so that they do what the parent wants, and making them feel ashamed 
for not meeting parental demands (Grolnick et al., 2014; Mageau et al., 2015; Soenenes et al., 
2010). Consequently, parents who do not engage in this controlling behaviour achieve high lev-
els in warmth, autonomy support and structure, and exhibit low scores in rejection, chaos and 
coercion (Egeli et al., 2015; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). In addition, parents can engage in 
controlling behaviour which limits their children’s freedom to live their own lives, trying to be 
excessively close to their children. This can produce a dependency mechanism inside the family, 
which can lead to maladjustment in the children (Chyung et al., 2022; Flipello et al., 2020; 
Romm et al., 2020; Soenens et al., 2010).

Examination of possible differences in parental control according to parental gender showed that 
controlling parenting mediated between indifference and aggressive behaviours in fathers, while 
the warmth dimension did not influence controlling parenting. Meanwhile, controlling parent-
ing was affected by the warmth dimension in mothers (Fernández-García et al., 2017). It is nec-
essary to consider how these dimensions work in fathers and mothers, and even more important 
to determine whether the fact that a parent exhibits a predominant educational style makes it 
possible to recognise the quality of the aforementioned basic dimensions in order to establish a 
relationship of quality. It should be noted that the relationships between parents and children are 
bidirectional, children influence their parents and vice versa. In this vein, Baumrind (1967, 
1971) already noted an interrelationship between basic parenting dimensions: control, commu-
nication and warmth. However, there are no conclusive results about the relationship between 
parents’ and children’s behaviours (Cappa et al., 2011; Johnco et al.; 2021; Xerxa et al. 2021). 
Recent studies have reported clear relationships between both sides. Hickey et al. (2020) found 
a bidirectional relationship between parent and child; in the main, warmth influenced child 
functioning and vice versa —child behaviour affected parental warmth. Zhang et al. (2020) indi-
cated bidirectionality between children’s external behaviours and effective parenting. Hentges et 
al. (2021) focused on the influence of maternal depression on problems related to internalization 
of children’s behaviour. However, hostile paternal behaviour could be influenced by disruptive 
behaviour from the children. A study by Allman et al. (2021) reported that maladaptive parenting 
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persisted due to children’s symptoms, and psychological problems in children increased as a re-
sult of inadequate parenting educational styles. 

The aim of the present study was to establish and analyse the relationship between parents’ par-
enting behaviours and their children’s perceptions of them. Two models were tested. Model 1 
defined a linear relationship between parents’ and children’s perceptions (figure 1) while Model 
2 defined a bi-directional relationship between the two sides, parents and children (Circular 
model) (figure 2). 

Figure 1. Linear model to define family education style (Model 1)

Authoritative parental 
educational style 

Harsh parental 
educational style 

Child’s perceived autonomy support

Child’s perceived threat of psychological 
control

Child’s perceived dependency 
on psychological control

Figure 2. Circular model to define family education style (Model 2)
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Methodology

Participants

The sample comprised 2,404 parents and 1,234 children from 3 Autonomous Communities in 
Spain. The distribution by gender was 1,147 (47.7 %) fathers, and 1,224 (50.9%) mothers. 33 
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(1.4%) participants did not report this data. Of the children, 594 (48.2%) were boys, 636 (51.5 %) 
girls, 3 non-binary (0.2%), and one case (0.1%) did not report this information. Students includ-
ed in the sample were in the following grades: 0.6% in first grade, 0.3% second, 24.4% third, 
21.3% fourth, 26.9% fifth and, 26.5 % from sixth. Families’ incomes averaged between 25,000 
and 35,000 euros per year. Most of the parents (79.6%) were married, 8% were living together, 
7.2% were separated, 4.8% were single, and 0.4 % were widowed. The median (50 %) parental 
educational level was vocational educational training, level II. All the participants gave their 
written informed consent and the appropriate ethics committee reviewed and approved the study 
(code: 200/19).

Procedure

Once the project was approved by the Research ethics committee of the Principality of Asturias  
(Spain) (nº200/19), the study sample was selected. Because data collection started during the 
COVID lockdown, the sampling procedure needed to be changed from random to incidental in 
some regions. An invitation to join the study was sent to all primary schools in order to achieve 
the highest level of participation. The information sent to school head teachers included a letter 
explaining the aims of the project, along with examples of questionnaires for parents and chil-
dren. The research team also contacted schools by telephone to answer any questions about the 
information and to determine whether they agreed to participate in the study. In the final stage, 
two members of the research team went to the schools to collect the data. 

Instruments

Parents as social context questionnaire. Parent report (PSCQ) (Egeli et al., 2015, Skinner et al., 
2005) 

This scale consists of 31 items using a Likert scale (1 = not at all true to 4 = very true) which 
assesses the six basic SDT parenting dimensions: warmth, rejection, structure, chaos, autonomy 
support, and coercion. The original version was translated into Spanish following a back transla-
tion procedure (Hambleton et al., 2005). Factorial analysis revealed a five factor structure (Bart-
lett’s statistic = 17,543.8, p = .000, KMO = .883), which explained 52.429% of variance. The fit 
indices were χ2 = 1,967.931, df = 320, p = .000; TLI = .985; CFI = .990, RMSEA = .036, RMSR = 
.0400. The reliability indices were Cronbach’s α = .916 and McDonald’s Ω = .912. The resultant 
factors covered warmth (.872), structure (.814), autonomy support (.916), coercion-rejection 
(.882) and chaos plus two items of rejection (.791). 

The Spanish structure maintained the general structure of the original except for the rejection 
dimension which was split between coercion and chaos. Three items were located in coercion, 7 
“I don’t understand my child very well”, 8 “Sometimes my child is hard to like” and 9 “At times, 
the demands that my child makes feel like a burden”. Likewise, two items were located in chaos, 
item 10 “My child needs more than I have time to give him/her” and 11 “Sometimes I feel like I 
can’t be there for my child when he/she needs me”. The alpha values in the original version were 
warmth .79, rejection .72, structure .81, chaos .75, autonomy support .84 and coercion .80. The 
α value for the total PSCQ was .80. 
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Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (Joussemet et al., 2014)

This instrument consists of an 18-item scale evaluating perceived autonomy support and controlling 
parenting of children. Possible responses range from almost never to almost always. The instrument was 
also translated into Spanish following a backtranslation procedure. The fit indices demonstrated very 
good fit to a two-factor structure (Bartlett’s statistic = 14,277.6, p = .000, KMO = .865), χ2 = 1,370.693, 
df = 118, p = .000; TLI = .944; CFI = .957, RMSEA = .074, RMSR = .0600. The reliability for each 
factor was autonomy support α = .875 and psychological control α = .862. The internal consistency 
scale was, Ω = .874, α = .875. In the original version, the values were .70 and .78. 

Dependency-oriented psychological control scale (DPC) (Soenens et al., 2010) Spanish version 
(García-Pérez et al., 2019) 

This instrument contains eight items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree) assessing controlling parenting to keep children within close physical and emo-
tional boundaries. In the Spanish version the reliability was .90 in fathers and .83 in mothers. 
Values of Cronbach’s alpha in the original version were .86 for maternal DPC ratings and .83 for 
paternal DPC ratings. In our sample, alpha was α = .761, Ω = .763. The indices of fit indicated a 
very good single-factor structure (Bartlett’s statistic = 5,673, p = .000, KMO = .891), χ2 = 95.549, 
df = 20, p = .000; TLI = 990.; CFI = .993, RMSEA = .042, RMSR = .042.

Treatment of missing data 

Analysis of missing data indicated a percentage between 7.7% and 26.6%. The data were not 
missing completely at random, MCAR, as Little’s test gave χ2 = 115,679, df = 65, p = .000. The 
pattern of missing data was also examined: the outcomes were 348 (20%), 469 (40%), 170 (60%), 
27 (80%) and nine reports with 100% missing data. The total number of records with at least one 
missing piece of data was 1,023.

In addition, the sociodemographic characteristics of this group of records were examined. To that 
end, a χ2 test was performed to compare the group with and without missing data. Participants 
with missing data exhibited particular features: medium level of qualifications, lower annual 
incomes, male children in the first grades of primary education (between the first and third year 
of elementary school); male parent, private or private publicly funded school, actively working 
(outside or inside the home). Significant differences in terms of research variables were not 
found in parental factors (p > .05). However, there were significant differences in the child-relat-
ed dimensions. With regard to children’s perception of parental autonomy support, the partici-
pant group with missing data had a lower mean score than those without missing data (means = 
3.130 vs 3.200, t = -2.651, p = .008). In the two variables which assessed children’s perceptions 
of parental control, members of the missing data group reported higher scores than the group 
without missing data, in PPASS psychological control, means = 1.720 vs 1.632 t = 3.659, p = .000, 
in dependency psychological control, means = 1.809 vs 1.679, t = 4.127, p = .000. 

To handle missing not at random data (MNAR) 80/20, and considering that the best multiple 
imputation procedure overestimates the original mean by 5% (Fernández-Alonso et al., 2012), 
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the best solution established two subsamples: one without any missing data (n = 1,381, Group 1) 
and the other containing the records with missing data to do the data imputation (n = 1,023, 
Group 2). An imputation procedure in the core variables with linear regression was carried out 
in the second sample. The number of imputations was 5. A t Student test let us choose the impu-
tation group with the fewest differences in the five criterion variables. Records with all data 
missing were deleted (n = 7). 

Data Analysis

A multigroup path analysis model was produced to identify which of the two models better ex-
plained how different parental educational styles inside the family work and the influence of 
parents’ gender. After discovering that the missing data group exhibited different traits from the 
other records, two different analyses, for group 1 and group 2 were run simultaneously. 

As skewness and kurtosis gave absolute values lower than one, the normality of data from both 
groups was accepted. Maximum likelihood estimation was used to assess the models. The mod-
els were assessed using AMOS 22.0 software with the following indices of fit: the Chi-Square test 
(χ2), χ2 /df; the Tucker Lewis index (TLI), the comparative fit index (CFI), Steiger’s Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Akaike’s information criterion (AIC). To explore 
the role of parents’ gender in the model, five conditions were considered: a. the parameters were 
free (unconstrained model), b. equivalence of intercepts in fathers and mothers, c. uniformity in 
means d. covariance equivalence and, e. similarity in the residual values. 

The indices of fit were examined to assess whether the models varied by gender: χ2 /df < 5 indi-
cating adequate fit (Marsh & Hocever, 1985); differences in CFI and TLI values should be lower 
than .01 and in RMSEA lower than .05 (Atitsogbe et al., 2018; Milfont & Fischer, 2010; Savickas 
& Perfeli, 2012). Smaller differences between models’ AIC indicate greater invariance (Akaike, 
1974).

Results

Correlations between basic dimensions

In accordance with the previous studies by Skinner et al. (2005) and Egeli et al. (2015), parental 
educational styles had the following syntax: the authoritative educational style included the di-
mensions of warmth, structure, and autonomy support; the harsh educational style included 
coercion and chaos dimensions. Additionally, a second-order Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) was conducted to ensure that this was suitable. The outcome of the two-factor CFA for 
mothers (Bartlett’s statistic = 10,728.1, p = .000, KMO = .851) were as follows: χ2 = 1,727.650, 
df = 404, p = .000; TLI = .955; CFI = .961, RMSEA = .059. The authoritative style gave a value of 
α = .919 and the harsh style gave α = .888. For the fathers’ group (Bartlett’s statistic = 8,701.9, 
p = .000, KMO = .864), χ2 = 1,599, df = 404, p = .000; TLI = .959; CFI = .965, RMSEA = .062. The 
authoritative style gave a value of α = .926 and the harsh style gave α = .903.
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Table 1 shows the descriptive and Pearson correlations for the observed variables in both parents 
and children. The authoritative style was negatively correlated with the harsh style in both fa-
thers and mothers. In terms of the children’s perceptions, parental autonomy support exhibited 
a negative relationship with two kinds of control (threating and dependency) in both fathers and 
mothers. The harsh style was positively correlated with the control dimension in PASS and 
DAPCS. However, this educational style had a negative relationship with perceived autonomy 
support of children. The similar values for the descriptive statistics in the two groups leads us to 
conclude the validity of these findings. 

 Table 1. Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations of the observed variables model in Group 1 
(without imputed records) and Group 2 (with imputed records)

Group 1 (n = 1,381)a Group 2 (n = 987)b

Model dimensions 1 2 3 4 5
M

(SD)
1 2 3 4 5

M
(SD)

1. Authoritative 
style -.297*** .073* -015 .005

10.762
(0.876) -.322*** .117** -.084 .07

10.673
(1.00)

2.Harsh style -365*** -.176*** .154*** .126*** 3.435
(0.879)

-.462*** -.091* .199*** .210*** 3.545
(0.927)

3.Child’s perceived 
autonomy support

.117*** -.142*** -.348*** -.342*** 3.240
(0.539)

.228*** -.215*** -.420*** -.335*** 3.162
(0.585)

4. Child’s 
perceived threat 
of psychological 
control

-.094* .135*** -.329*** .494*** 1.643
(0.491)

-.084 .159*** -.400*** .515*** 1.764
(0.546)

5.Child’s perceived 
dependency 
psychological 
control

-.009 .047 -.212*** .476*** 1.743
(0.656)

-.006 .110** -.377*** .535*** 1.909
(0.780)

M (SD 10.381
(1.053)

3.521
(0.923)

3.154
(0.622)

1.617
(0.509)

1.604
(0.627)

10.520
(1.160)

3.509
(0.963)

3.131
(0.599)

1.654
(0.530)

1,725
(0.718)

Note. Intercorrelations for mothers are presented above the diagonal, and for fathers, below the diagonal. Mothers’ means 
and standard deviations are presented in the vertical columns, fathers’ means and standard deviations are presented in the 
horizontal rows.
a n mother = 745, n father = 636. 
b n mother = 478 , n father = 509, 29 participants did not indicate the gender. 
*** p < .001

Analysis of models of parental educational styles

Table 2 shows the result of model 1 and model 2 in the five conditions in both groups (1 and 2). 
Model 1 was defined by the fact that parental educational styles influenced children’s percep-
tions, which were not related with each other. Model 2 indicated that parental educational styles 
are constructed through their children’s perceptions and children are influenced by parental ed-
ucational styles. Likewise, children’s perceived parental behaviours are related to each other, in 
fact, this bi-directionality is the key to all of the dynamics of the model. Before taking model 2, 
other options were also tested, such as the independence of children’s perceived parental styles. 
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However, as the correlations in table 1 indicate, these variables are strongly related. In fact, the 
covariance between each children’s dimension and between parental educational styles had to be 
included in model 1 in order to achieve a good fit. In both groups, TLI and CFI were < .80, and 
RMSEA > .08 when this covariance was not considered. 

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit indicators for the hypothesized theoretical models

Group 1 (n = 1,381) Group 2 (n = 987)

χ2/df p CFI TLI RMSEA AIC χ2/df p CFI TLI RMSEA AIC

Model 1.a. 3.49 .002 .978 .927 .044 88.94199 4.696 .000 .972 .906 .061 96.178
Model 1.b. 1.745 .051 .987 .978 .024 76.941 4.827 .000 .941 .941 .062 113.926
Model 1.c. 1.496 .103 .99 .986 .02 72.941 4.655 .000 .935 .935 .061 117.164
Model 1.d. 1.232 .229 .994 .993 .014 66.941 4.787 .000 .923 .923 .062 124.591
Model 1.e. 0.91 .585 1.00 1.003 .000 54.941 3.723 .000 .924 .924 .053 117.9
Model 2.a. 6.028 .000 .956 .853 .063 104.168 7.146 .000 .953 .843 .079 110.877
Model 2.b. 4.019 .000 .96 .912 .049 98.168 7.434 .000 .926 .836 .081 128.908
Model 2.c. 3.288 .000 .963 .933 .042 94.168 6.442 .000 .924 .861 .074 128.863
Model 2.d. 2.128 .004 .972 .967 .03 82.168 5.43 .000 .904 .887 .067 138.312
Model 2.e. 1.573 .04 .981 .983 .021 70.168 4.217 .000 .906 .918 .057 131.002

Note. a. Unconstrained model. Constrained models: b. intercepts, c. means, d. covariances, e. residuals. 

Once these two parameters were reflected in model 1, it had a better fit than model 2 (table 2). 
Although TLI and CFI exhibited appropriate values, the majority were > .90, except Model 2 in 
group 2, the values for RMSEA were worse. In model 2b it was higher than .08 (mediocre fit), 
Χ2/df was higher than 5 in model 2a in both groups and in models 2b and 2c in group 2 (table 2). 
Consequently, model 1 was more acceptable in both groups. 

Analysing the invariance of the model by parents’ gender, the overall goodness-of-fit indices im-
proved in the five models and the tests of differences in fit between adjacent support measure-
ment invariance also improved. Nevertheless, the invariance of intercepts was partial, ΔCFI = .05, 
and in both groups the fit was worse. This meant that the value of the intercept was not the same 
for mothers and fathers; consequently, children’s perceptions of parental educational styles were 
different depending on the parents’ gender. Maintaining the invariance of intercepts was more 
difficult in group 2. 

It is interesting to note that the number of fathers in this group was higher than in group 1. 
The means invariance model (Model 1c), and covariance and residuals invariance models 
(Model 1d and 1e) provided excellent fit to the data in both groups and ΔCFI and ΔTLI were 
less than .01, with ΔRMSEA lower than .05. These values reinforce the fact that the means of 
parental educational styles were the same in fathers and mothers, and that the difference in 
observed and expected values (estimation errors) were the same for both parents. We can 
summarize by saying that the pattern of the model was equal for mothers and fathers when 
describing the influence of parenting styles on how they were perceived by their children. 
However, this picture did not work when we analysed parenting behaviour only from child’s 
perception. 
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The proposed final model is presented in figure 3. Although the figures for Group 1 and Group 
2 (imputed data) were similar, there was a small increase as result of the imputation process, as 
shown in figure 3. This authoritative parental style exhibited a positive influence on children’s 
perceptions of their parents’ autonomy support. The influence of the harsh parenting style was 
that it meant children perceived control, the weight was similar to that from authoritative style 
parenting (β 1 = .10, p = .000). More specifically, the influence was noted on perceived control 
exerted through threats, making children feel guilty, and focusing on performance goals. The 
weight of perceived dependency on psychological control was not significant (β 1 = .03, p = .358). 
The influence of parenting behaviour on children’s perceptions was determined by the covari-
ance between parenting styles (β 1 = .37, p = .000). When parents exhibited an authoritative style, 
there was a negative relationship with the harsh style. There was a similar occurrence with the 
covariance between children’s perceptions: the findings demonstrated negative relationships be-
tween autonomy support and two kinds of psychological control, which was stronger with psy-
chological control from PPASS (β 1 = -.31, p = .000). 

Figure 3. Final model defining family education style

Authoritative parental 
educational style 

Harsh parental 
educational style 

Child’s perceived 
autonomy support

Child’s perceived threat 
of psychological control

Child’s perceived dependency 
on psychological control

β 
P
 = -37***

β 
M
 = -43***

β 
1
 = .21***

β 
2
 = .36***

β 
1
 = .10***

β 
2
 = .19***

β 
1
 = .10***

β 
2
 = .15***

β 
1
 = .03

β 
M
 = .13***

Note. β1 = weights in Group 1. β2 = weights in Group 2.
*** p < .001.

Discussion

This study has highlighted the complexity of family relationships. Research has defined how 
parental education styles are employed, however, the key is to try and understand how the rela-
tionships between parents’ and children’s behaviours can be understood. The present study be-
gan by describing two different models, starting from the basic factors of parental educational 
styles. In addition, the study faced a significant issue concerning how missing data was managed, 
a situation that is not uncommon in research like this involving data collection from families. As 
previous sections have covered, the missing data group was mainly made up of fathers, with 
specific characteristics. The issue was dealt with and we were able to analyse the results with two 
samples to ensure the validity of outcomes and to establish possible differences based on the 
characteristics of this group.
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The results confirm the structure of both parenting styles: authoritative parenting shows warmth, 
structure and autonomy support behaviours, meanwhile a harsh educational style includes be-
haviours related to psychological control. This finding is similar to previous research (Axpe et al., 
2019; Egeli et al., 2015; García et al., 2020; Luo et al., 2021; Skinner et al., 2005,). The final model 
showed that the relationship between parental educational styles and children’s perceptions of pa-
rental behaviours is unidirectional. This is an important issue that has been studied before, al-
though with different results. Most previous research has focused on the influence of educational 
styles in specific childhood disorders and how these may be affected by parental behaviours. How-
ever, there are almost no studies focusing on the relationship between basic parental educational 
dimensions from parental and child perspectives. The originality of the present study is the analysis 
of this crucial relationship considering fathers’ and mothers’ educational styles. 

The data supported the simpler model which relies on a unidirectional relationship from parental 
educational styles to children’s perceptions about them (Cappa et al., 2011; Johnco et al., 2021; 
Xerxa et al. 2021; Zhou et al., 2021). This relationship is similar in fathers and mothers. The 
authoritative educational style impacts children’s perceived autonomy support, however, the op-
posite does not occur. Because the indices of fit for model 2 were not acceptable, and because the 
model was more complex, model 1 was selected. The harsh educational style includes more 
controversial conceptual dimensions —the type of parental control. As result of this, two mea-
sures of controlling parenting were included. Our results showed that the harsh parental style 
had the strongest influence on children’s perceptions of psychological control related to parental 
behaviours such as threatening punishment, making the child feel guilty for not doing what the 
parent wants, and forcing the child to be the best. This is a very interesting result because it 
shows the path to follow in order to examine the concept of parental psychological control more 
deeply. These findings reinforce the presence of different kinds of psychological control. For in-
stance, in our sample, fathers and mothers with harsh educational styles had less influence on 
perceived parenting psychological control related to keeping children close, sharing feelings or 
ideas with parents, and not leaving the family home. 

Another strength of the study was the analysis of the stability of the model in both fathers and 
mothers. Studies including these two perspectives remain scarce. However, the results of our 
multigroup analysis allow us to note the consistency in both parents. This is particularly evident 
in the strong covariance between authoritative and harsh styles. When this relationship was not 
considered, the model did not fit. This is interesting for families with two parents, as having 
different educational styles can have a positive influence on their children. 

The difference in intercepts indicates that if we focus on children’s perceived parenting styles 
independently from the parental educational style, the child’s perception would be different for 
each parent. Biological, psychological and social factors may explain how children arrive at their 
perceptions about their parents’ behavior. We can also question the direct influence of parents 
over children. In fact, there are differences in “retrospective perception” about fathers’ and moth-
ers’ parenting styles. When children were asked about their parents’ parenting behaviors, studies 
such as Aldhafri (2020, p.64) reported that children viewed fathers as more authoritative than 
mothers. Furthermore, these findings can support a new parental educational paradigm, between 
the traditional model, the unidirectional pattern and the interactive parenting one. It claims the 
need to take into account the minor`s perceptions to determine the influence of parents’ educa-
tional styles (Aroca et al., 2014).
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Limitations and Future Research

This study has two main limitations. Firstly, the characteristics of the sample, as the majority of 
couples were married. It would have been interesting to have a more balanced composition ac-
cording to civil status in order to determine whether this might affect the relationship between 
parents’ educational styles and their children’s perceptions. 

Secondly, there were different replies according to parental gender. As the missing data analyses 
showed, many fathers did not complete the whole questionnaire. This forced us to split the sam-
ple into two groups —one without missing data and one with missing data— in order to develop 
an imputation procedure. From a methodological point of view, this was a positive outcome be-
cause it allowed the comparison of the same data in two different groups. However, family re-
search should attempt to address this common issue. For instance, setting up more motivational 
projects for this kind of sample, launching awareness campaigns at schools and parents’ groups 
so that fathers’ needs can be addressed and updated. Above all, this should be done in line with 
the social, educational, psychological, and economic characteristics of each group. 

Another key point is agreement between parents and children about parenting behaviors. It 
would be useful to analyze the match between the two perceptions. Some previous studies have 
not found much equivalence between parents’ and children’s points of view (Aldhafri, 2020; 
Mayuri et al., 2015). This agreement should be examined in the Spanish population in order to 
explore possible differences. If such differences were confirmed, they would have to be taken into 
account when designing and developing parental programs. Otherwise, interventions with fam-
ilies may be in error due to the starting point not being the same in parents and children. 
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Resumen 

Estilos educativos parentales desde la perspectiva de los progenitores y menores

INTRODUCCIÓN. La construcción de los estilos educativos parentales es diversa y estos se 
van desarrollando con la educación de los menores. La teoría de la autodeterminación (TAD) 
establece dos dimensiones para definir los comportamientos parentales: apoyo a la autonomía 
versus control, estructura versus caos. Partiendo de la TAD, se construyen dos estilos educati-
vos: autoritativo y severo. Este estudio analiza la relación entre la percepción de los progeni-
tores y la de los menores acerca de los estilos educativos parentales y la influencia del género 
del progenitor. MÉTODO. 2.404 progenitores y 1.234 hijos/hijas procedentes de tres comuni-
dades autónomas españolas cumplimentaron el cuestionario para padres/madres: “Los proge-
nitores como contexto social”, “Escala de apoyo parental percibido” y “Escala de control 
psicológico orientado a la dependencia”. Todos los instrumentos fueron adaptados al castella-
no. Se llevó a cabo un path analysis multigrupo para identificar el modelo más adecuado sobre 
los estilos educativos parentales en la dinámica familiar, teniendo en cuenta el género del 
progenitor. RESULTADOS. A través de un análisis factorial confirmatorio se verificaron los 
dos estilos educativos parentales. Se confirma que el modelo ideal era aquel donde no hay 
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bidireccionalidad entre las percepciones de los progenitores acerca de sus conductas parenta-
les y las de sus hijos/hijas. El modelo elegido muestra una unidireccionalidad desde los padres 
hacia los menores. Siendo necesario mantener la relación entre la percepción del menor sobre 
el apoyo a la autonomía y el control parental recibidos. La invarianza del modelo basándose 
en el género fue parcial. DISCUSIÓN. Este estudio revela un modelo donde el estilo autorita-
tivo influye en el apoyo parental percibido por el menor y el estilo severo determina el miedo 
percibido. Se discute el concepto de control psicológico parental. Por último, se propone un 
equilibrio, dentro de la familia, entre el estilo autoritativo y el severo. 

Palabras clave: Estilos parentales, Relaciones padres hijos, Influencia parental, Estructura 
familiar. 

Résumé 

Les styles d’éducation parentale au regard des parents et des enfants

INTRODUCTION. La construction des styles d’éducation parentale est diverse et ceux-ci évo-
luent au fur et à mesure avec l’éducation des enfants. La théorie de l’autodétermination (TDA) 
établit deux dimensions pour définir les comportements parentaux : le soutien à l’autonomie 
versus contrôle et structure versus chaos. Sur la base de cette théorie deux styles éducatifs 
sont construits : l’autoritaire et le sévère. Cette étude analyse la relation entre la perception 
des parents et celle des enfants à propos des styles d’éducation parentale, ainsi que l’influence 
de la dimension de genre. MÉTHODE. 2404 parents et 1234 enfants, issus de trois commu-
nautés autonomes espagnoles, ont répondu au questionnaire sur la parentalité : “Parents en 
tant que contexte social”, “Échelle de soutien parental perçu”, “Échelle de contrôle psycholo-
gique orienté vers la dépendance”. Tous les instruments ont été adaptés à l’espagnol. Une 
analyse de cheminement multigroupe a été effectuée pour identifier le modèle le plus adéquat 
parmi les styles d’éducation parentale dans la dynamique familiale, en considérant le genre 
des parents. RÉSULTATS. Une analyse factorielle confirmatoire à permis de vérifier les deux 
styles d’éducation parentale. Il est confirmé que le modèle idéal est celui où il n’y a pas de 
bidirectionnalité entre les perceptions des parents sur leurs propres comportements et celles 
des leurs enfants. Le modèle choisi montre l’unidirectionalité qui va des parents vers les en-
fants. La relation entre la perception par l’enfant du soutien à l’autonomie et le contrôle paren-
tal reçu doit être maintenue. L’invariance du modèle en fonction du genre a été partielle. 
DISCUSSION. Cette étude révèle un modèle où le style autoritaire influence le soutien paren-
tal perçu par l’enfant et le style sévère détermine la peur perçue. Le concept de contrôle psy-
chologique parental est aussi abordé. Enfin, au sein de la famille un équilibre, entre le style 
autoritaire et le style sévère, est proposé

Mots-clés : Styles de parentalité, Relations parents-enfants, Influence parentale, Structure 
familiale.
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