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Abstract

Food parenting practices and parenting styles are associated with child weight status, dietary 

intake, and eating behaviors. Although parents maintain a parenting style while also engaging in 

food parenting practices day-to-day, most studies have examined the separate impact of these two 

constructs on child outcomes. An examination of both practices and styles will facilitate the 

identification of how they mutually co-exist and influence child weight and weight-related 

outcomes. The current study examined the clustering of food parenting practices and parenting 

styles and evaluated the relationship between these parenting characteristics and child weight 

status, diet quality and eating behaviors. Children aged 5–7 and their parents (N = 150) from six 

racial/ethnic groups were recruited through primary care clinics. Latent class analysis classified 

subgroups based on parenting practices and styles. Regression analyses examined relationships 

between subgroups and child outcomes. The best-fitting model was two subgroups. Parents in 

subgroup 1 (n = 37) were more likely to restrict foods, pressure children to eat and less likely to 

engage in food modeling compared to subgroup 2 (n = 112). Parents in subgroup 1 were more 

likely to report authoritarian and permissive parenting styles and less likely to report an 

authoritative parenting style, compared to subgroup 2. Parents in subgroup 1 were more likely to 

report children who ate to obtain pleasure and who lacked internal cues for hunger than those in 

subgroup 2. There were no association between subgroups and child weight status, diet quality and 

other eating behaviors. Future research and interventions should take into consideration how 

parenting styles and practices mutually influence child weight and weight-related outcomes.
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Introduction

A growing body of evidence suggests that food parenting practices and parenting styles are 

significant correlates of weight status and eating behaviors in youth (Berge, Wall, Loth, & 

Neumark-Sztainer, 2010; Vaughn et al., 2016; Yee, Lwin, & Ho, 2017). Parenting styles 
refer to emotional and relational aspects of parents and are based on the degree of 

responsiveness and the degree of demandingness of the parent (Maccoby, 1992). The four 

classic parenting styles are: authoritative (high responsiveness, high demandingness), 

authoritarian (low responsiveness, high demandingness), permissive (high responsiveness, 

low demandingness), and neglectful (low responsiveness, low demandingness)(Maccoby, 

1992). Review papers have found an association between specific parenting styles and child 

weight-related outcomes (Berge, 2009; Pinquart, 2014; Vollmer & Mobley, 2013). 

Specifically, studies suggest an association between authoritative parenting style (high 

responsiveness, high demandingness) and lower child weight status, healthy dietary intake 

and physical activity. Parenting practices refer to context-specific behaviors or actions of 

parents for child-rearing purposes that influence children’s attitudes, behaviors, or beliefs 

(Vaughn et al., 2016). Thus, food parenting practices refer to feeding-specific behaviors or 

actions of parents. Recent content and concept maps of fundamental food parenting practices 

constructs define three higher-order constructs: coercive control, structure, and autonomy 

support; and each higher-order construct consists of subconstructs (O’Connor et al., 2017; 

Vaughn et al., 2016). For example, pressure to eat and restriction are subconstructs of 

coercive control; nutrition support is a subconstruct of autonomy support; and, parental 

modeling and covert feeding practices are subconstructs of structure. Covert feeding 

practices refers to controlling food intake in a way that is undetected by the child such as not 

purchasing unhealthy foods or avoiding specific restaurants (Ogden, Reynolds, & Smith, 

2006). Figure 1 illustrates individual, dyadic, and familial factors (e.g., parenting styles and 

practices) that may influence child health behaviors and weight status.

Reviews of the existing literature suggest that the food parenting practice constructs and 

subconstructs described in Vaughn’s construct table significantly influence child eating 

behaviors and weight status (Vaughn et al., 2016; Yee et al., 2017). Indeed, most of the 

constructs in Vaughn’s construct map have been found to be either positively or negatively 

associated with child weight-related outcomes. For example, studies consistently found that 

parental modeling was positively associated with child healthy dietary intake, and pressure 

to eat was negatively associated with child weight status and healthy dietary intake but had a 

positive correlation with unhealthy food consumption. Most studies also found a positive 

relationship between restriction and child desire for restricted foods, tendency to overeat, 

intake of snack foods, and adiposity. Unfortunately, studies tend to examine the relationship 

between parenting practices and one specific child outcome, and do not explore how 

parenting practices influence a variety of child outcomes. Thus, an examination of more than 

one child outcome will provide knowledge about how parenting practices uniquely influence 
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various child outcomes. For example, it is possible that covert feeding practices impact child 

eating behaviors but not weight status. Knowledge about various food parenting practices 

and child outcomes may lead to novel interventions that are more individualized based on 

parental characteristics and targeted child outcome.

Research to date has examined specific food parenting practices or parenting styles with 

child outcomes, but these studies rarely explore how food parenting practices and parenting 

styles jointly impact child outcomes. For example, researchers have found that food 

parenting practices are dynamic and that there is an interplay among different practices 

(Loth, Uy, Neumark-Sztainer, Fisher, & Berge, 2018; Wiggins, Potter, & Wildsmith, 2001). 

In addition, another study recently showed that parent feeding practices are more state-like 

than trait-like and fluctuate throughout the day and across the week (Berge, Tate, Trofholz, 

Loth, et al., 2018). Furthermore, recent review papers argued that parenting styles are more 

trait-like compared to parenting practices which are less static, and that exploring the 

interaction of parenting styles and practices may improve intervention efficacy (Kremers et 

al., 2013; Patrick, Hennessy, McSpadden, & Oh, 2013). Given that all parents engage in 

multiple food parenting practices within the context of their own parenting style, an 

examination of both parenting practices and styles will provide knowledge of whether 

certain food parenting practices align with certain parenting styles. For example, it is 

possible that more coercive control practices exist alongside specific parenting styles and the 

co-occurrence of coercive control practices which in turn influences child weight and 

weight-related behaviors (e.g., dietary intake, physical activity, sedentary behavior). Such 

knowledge may lead to more real-world recommendations for parents and more efficacious 

interventions.

In the current study, latent profile analysis was used to examine the clustering of parenting 

styles and multiple food parenting practices among a cohort of racially, ethnically and 

socioeconomically diverse families. Latent profile analysis is a statistical approach that 

evaluates unobserved population heterogeneity and addresses the question: “Can individuals 

from a heterogenous population be divided into clinically meaningful subgroups?”. One of 

the primary advantages of this analytic approach is that subgroups are created to maximize 

homogeneity within groups and are based on observed data used to model theoretical 

concepts which are not directly measured (Lubke & Muthen, 2005). For example, latent 

profile analysis may lead to the identification of a common set of food parenting practices 

and parenting styles associated with healthful child outcomes. Such knowledge may inform 

interventions that move parents towards the approach with best outcomes and possibly detect 

parents at greater risk of engaging in food parenting practices that negatively impact child 

outcomes. In this context, the study addressed the following research questions: (a) Are 

there unique latent profiles (subgroups) based on food parenting practices (i.e., restriction, 

pressure to eat, modeling, covert feeding practices) and parenting styles (i.e., permissive, 

authoritarian, authoritative)? (b) What are the differences and similarities of the latent 

profiles in food parenting practices and parenting styles? (c) Do latent profiles predict child 

outcomes (i.e., weight status, healthy dietary intake, eating behaviors)?
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Materials and Methods

Study Design and Population

Data in the current study are from the Family Matters study, a 5-year incremental (Phase I = 

2014 – 2016; Phase II: 2017 – 2019), mix-methods, longitudinal study designed to identify 

factors in the home environment that may be risk and protective factors for childhood 

obesity. Phase I included an in-depth, mixed-methods, cross-sectional analysis of the home 

environment for children ages 5 to 7 years from six racial and/ or ethnic groups including 

African American, Hispanic/Latino, Hmong, Native American, Somali, and white (N = 150; 

n = 25 per group). The sample was intentionally stratified by race/ethnicity and weight status 

(overweight/obese = body mass index (BMI) ≥ 85%ile; non-overweight = BMI > 5%ile and 

< 85%ile) of the study child. Additionally, families were from low-income households 

(Department of Human and Health Services, 2019), with 70% of families earning less than 

$35,000 per year.

Eligible children and parents were recruited from primary care clinics within Minneapolis 

and St. Paul, Minnesota. Potential participants received a phone call (in their own language) 

within two weeks after recruitment letters had been sent from their clinic to confirm receipt 

of recruitment letter, answer any questions, review eligibility requirements, and invite study 

participation. Eligible families participated in two in-home visits over a 10-day period. 

During the first home visit, written consent/assent were obtained from caregivers and 

children. In-depth information about the recruitment and eligibility criteria and the 

procedures and data collection have been published elsewhere (Berge, Trofholz, et al., 

2017). Of the original sample, one child/family did not have scores for food parenting 

practices and was excluded from the current study. The University of Minnesota’s 

Institutional Review Board Human Subjects Committee approved all protocols used in the 

Family Matters study.

Measures

Details about study variables (e.g., definition, measure) are described in Table 1.

The current study did not assess for neglectful parenting style, a fourth parenting style which 

has been measured in other literature, because prior research has shown that this parenting 

style has low prevalence (Berge, Wall, Bauer, & Neumark-Sztainer, 2010; Berge, Wall, Loth, 

et al., 2010). Secondly, child diet quality, was calculated from three 24-hour dietary recall 

interviews conducted with the primary caregiver using the Nutrition Data System for 

Research system, developed by the Nutrition Coordinating Center, University of Minnesota, 

Minneapolis, MN (Center, 2016; Schakel, Buzzard, & Gebhardt, 1997; Schakel & Himes, 

2001; Schakel, Sievert, & Buzzard, 1988). Finally, validation variables were selected based 

on prior empirical support for associations with parenting practices and styles as well as 

expert opinion among coauthors of clinical relevance. Validation analyses served two 

purposes: (1) examination of correlates that may support clinical validity of latent profiles, 

and (2) description of latent profiles. For example, emotional atmosphere (i.e., chaotic) has 

been shown to be a predictor of restriction feeding practices during a meal (Berge, Tate, 
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Trofholz, Loth, et al., 2018), and primary caregiver’s level of education was included for 

descriptive purpose.

Statistical Analyses

Latent profile analysis.—Latent profile analysis, an extension of latent class analysis 

that allows for the use of continuous “indicator” variables, was used to determine the 

optimal number and composition in which participants aggregated based on food parenting 

practices (food restriction, pressure to eat, parent modeling, covert feeding practices) and 

parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive)(Muthén & Muthén, 1998–

2015). An advantage of this analytic approach is that objective criteria (e.g., parsimony 

indices) are used to evaluate the existence of meaningful subgroups, or latent profiles, 

including optimal number and composition (Lubke & Muthen, 2005). Since there is not an a 

priori assumption (e.g., it is not known beforehand which participant belongs to which 

subgroup), observed data are used to model theoretical concepts which cannot be directly 

measured (Lubke & Muthen, 2005). These observed data, or indicators, used to characterize 

latent profiles were selected based on prior theoretical evidence (Vaughn et al., 2016; Yee et 

al., 2017). Correlations among indicators were small to moderate (rs ranged from .004 for 

food restriction with parent modeling to .53 for teaching about nutrition with parent 

modeling), indicating the assumption of conditional independence was likely met.

Analyses were conducted in Mplus Version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015). In this study, 

latent profile analysis was utilized to create a more representative measurement of feeding-

related parenting by combining food parenting practices and styles into exclusive latent 

profiles. Individuals were assigned to one of the latent profiles based on their highest 

posterior probability of profile membership derived from responses to the indicators. We 

tested the fit of a series of models, ranging from one to six profiles, to the observed data. To 

approximate the best-fitting model, or correct number of classes, we compared standard fit 

indices including the Akaike Information Criterion, consistent Akaike Information Criterion, 

Bayesian Information Criterion, sample-size adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion, Bayes 

factor, bootstrap likelihood ratio test; Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio 

test, and entropy (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). We also examined the mean posterior 

probability of each latent profile (a profile-specific measure of how well the observed 

variables predict latent profile membership).

Validation analyses compared groups on demographic characteristics, child temperament, 

household factors and general parenting practices. Analyses were conducted using analyses 

of variance or Fisher’s Exact test.

Multiple regression models were used to examine the relationship between child dietary 

intake summary and eating behaviors and latent profiles based on food parenting practices 

and parenting styles. Logistic regression model was used to examine the relationship 

between child weight status (non-overweight versus overweight/obese status) and latent 

profiles based on food parenting practices and parenting styles. All models were controlled 

for the potential confounders of parent age and weight status, child age, sex and race/

ethnicity, and household income and structure. All analyses were conducted in SPSS© 

software version 22 (IBM, Released 2013).
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Results

Latent Profile Analysis

As shown in Table 2, the two-group solution had a higher sample-size adjusted Bayesian 

Information Criterion compared to other solutions (better fit is associated with lower score) 

but also had the lowest values for parameters, consistent Akaike Information Criterion and 

Bayesian Information Criterion as well as the highest value for entropy. Moreover, the two 

likelihood-based tests (i.e., bootstrap likelihood ratio test; Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin 

adjusted likelihood ratio test) and the Bayes factor, or the pairwise comparison of fit 

between two neighboring class models, supported a two-group model.

Although fit indices did not converge on a single model, which is common, the likelihood 

and pairwise comparison of fit tests, parsimony, and two of the information criteria 

supported the two-group model (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). These results suggest that 

two subgroups, or latent profiles, within this population fit the data best and provide the 

clearest delineation of latent profiles based on food parenting practices and parenting styles.

Table 3 provides the average posterior probabilities associated with latent profiles to which 

individuals were assigned, and values indicate the probability that a parent belongs to the 

assigned latent profile and no other latent profile (posterior probability).

Based on posterior probability of profile membership for each parent, parents were assigned 

into one of the two profiles, with 37 parents being assigned to latent profile 1 (LP1) and 112 

parents being assigned to latent profile 2 (LP2). For parents assigned to LP1, the mean score 

for parenting practices were: 21.76 (SD = 5.24) for food restriction, 13.16 (SD = 4.02) for 

pressure to eat, 11.54 (SD = 2.80) for parent modeling, and 19.92 (SD = 5.64) for covert 

feeding practices. Regarding parenting styles, the mean scores were 14.14 (SD = 2.75) for 

authoritative, 11.92 (SD = 1.85) for authoritarian, and 8.35 (SD = 1.48) for permissive. 

Compared to LP1, parents assigned to LP2 had lower mean scores on food restriction and 

pressure to eat, 18.24 (SD = 6.74 and 10.88 (SD = 3.71), respectively; and, higher scores on 

parent modeling and covert feeding practices, 12.59 (SD = 2.41) and 20.80 (SD = 6.19), 

respectively. For parenting styles, the means scores for LP2 were 15.78 (SD = 2.68) for 

authoritative, 8.29 (SD = 2.16) for authoritarian, and 4.63 (SD = 1.33) for permissive. Table 

4 presents comparisons between the two latent profiles on indicator variables (food 

parenting practices and parenting styles).

Parents assigned to LP1 had higher scores on food restriction, F(1, 147) = 8.39, p = .004, 

partial η2 = .05 and pressure to eat, F(1, 147) = 10.04, p = .002, partial η2 = .056, and lower 

scores on parent modeling, F(1, 147) = 4.85, p = .03, partial η2 = .03, compared to those 

assigned to LP2. In other words, parents in LP1 were more likely to restrict certain foods 

offered to child and pressure child to eat, and less likely to engage in food modeling, 

compared to parents in LP2. However, effect sizes were small (< .1). Regarding parenting 

styles, parents in LP1 had higher scores on authoritarian, F(1, 147) = 84.11, p < .001, partial 

η2 = .36, and permissive, F(1, 147) = 205.88, p < .001, partial η2 = .58, and lower scores on 

authoritative, F(1, 147) = 10.30, p = .002, partial η2 = .07, compared to parents in LP2. 

These findings suggest that parents in LP1 were more likely to report permissive and 
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authoritarian parenting and less likely to report authoritative parenting, compared to those in 

LP2. Going forward, LP1 will be referred to as, “Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting 

Style and Controlling Feeding Practices” and LP2 will be referred to as “Authoritative 

Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices.” Controlling Feeding Practices 

refers to restricting foods offered to the child and pressuring the child to eat. Effect sizes 

were moderate for permissive and authoritarian parenting, and small for authoritative 

parenting.

Validation Analyses

Tables 5 and 6 present distributions of demographic characteristics, child temperament, 

household factors and general parenting practices between latent profiles.

Parent weight status differed between latent profiles (Fisher’s Exact p = .03), in that the 

Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling Feeding Practices group had 

more parents who were obese compared to the Authoritative Parenting Style and Less 

Controlling Feeding Practices group. Although effect sizes were small (< .1), there were 

significant differences in children’s temperament (anger/frustration), F(1, 147) = 13.02, p < .

001, partial η2 = .08, parenting energy, F(1, 147) = 4.64, p = .03, partial η2 = .03, teaching 

about nutrition, F(1, 147) = 1.07, p = .001, partial η2 = .07, household chaos, F(1, 147) = 

12.40, p = .001, partial η2 = .08, and food insecurity, F(1, 147) = 6.08, p = .02, partial η2 = .

04. Specifically, parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group reported children with higher negative affect, had less time or 

energy to feed their child “right”, were less likely to teach their child about nutrition, had 

higher household chaos, and had higher food insecurity, compared to parents in the 

Authoritative Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices group. There were not 

significantly differences between latent profiles on child age, sex, race and temperament 

(impulsivity and inhibitory control), primary caregiver education level and income, and 

kitchen appliance adequacy.

Latent Profiles and Children’s Weight Status, Healthy Dietary Intake, and Eating Behaviors

Membership to a particular latent profile contributed significantly to the model predicting 

food responsiveness, explaining 3.9% of the variance after adjusting for parent age and 

weight status, child age, sex and race/ethnicity, and household income and structure, 

adjusted R2 = .125, Δ adjusted R2 = .036, F(17, 131) = 2.25, p = .006. Specifically, on 

average, parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group were more likely to have children who ate to obtain pleasure and 

who lacked internal cues for hunger than parents in the Authoritative Parenting Style and 

Less Controlling Feeding Practices group (see Table 7).

None of the other variables in the model were significantly associated with food 

responsiveness. Membership to a particular latent profile did not contribute to the models 

predicting child weight status, dietary intake summary, and other eating behaviors (i.e., food 

fussiness, satiety responsiveness) (see Table 8).
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Discussion

The current study addressed significant research gaps by using latent profile analysis to 

identify homogenous subgroups of parents based on both food parenting practices and 

parenting styles. In addition, this study examined the relationship between subgroups of 

parents and child weight, eating behaviors, and diet quality. Results suggest two subgroups 

of parents, and significant differences between the two groups in food parenting practices 

and parenting styles. Certain parenting styles appear to be related to more controlling 

parental behaviors, while others appear related to more teaching and modeling food-related 

behaviors. Specifically, parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and 

Controlling Feeding Practices group were more likely to restrict certain foods offered to 

child and pressure child to eat, and less likely to engage in food modeling, compared to 

parents in the Authoritative Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices. Related 

to child outcomes, parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and 

Controlling Feeding Practices group were more likely to have children who ate to obtain 

pleasure and who lacked internal cues for hunger compared to parents in the Authoritative 

Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices group. These findings extend prior 

research using parenting practices or styles and indicate that profiles related to both style and 

practices influence important child food-related outcomes and suggests that future research 

and interventions should consider the interaction of parenting styles and food parenting 

practices.

In the current study, there were significant differences in parenting styles between the two 

parent groups. Parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group were more likely to engage in coercive control parenting practices 

such as restricting certain foods and pressuring child to eat compared to the Authoritative 

Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices group. This finding supports the 

notion that parents with an authoritarian style of parenting tend to exhibit high 

demandingness/control and low responsiveness/nurturance. Although slightly 

counterintuitive, parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group also were more likely to endorse a permissive parenting style 

compared to the Authoritative Parenting Style and Less Controlling Feeding Practices group. 

An explanation for this finding is that parents who use a permissive parenting style may be 

more influenced by contextual factors such as stress and chaos resulting in more controlling 

food parenting practices.(Berge, Tate, Trofholz, Fertig, et al., 2018; Berge, Tate, Trofholz, 

Loth, et al., 2018; Loth et al., 2018). Indeed, our previous research indicates that 

environmental factors influence parents use of more coercive feeding practices (Berge, Tate, 

et al., 2017; Loth et al., 2018) and we found parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive 

Parenting Style and Controlling Feeding Practices group reported higher household chaos, 

higher food insecurity, less time or energy to feed their child “right,” and a child with higher 

negative affect.

Consistent with previous research, findings in this study indicate that parents engage in 

multiple food parenting practices (Berge, Tate, Trofholz, Loth, et al., 2018; Loth, 

MacLehose, Fulkerson, Crow, & Neumark-Sztainer, 2013a, 2013b; Loth et al., 2018; 

Vaughn et al., 2016). In a qualitative study that explored momentary impacts on food 
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parenting practices (Loth et al., 2018), parents described how their feeding practices were 

easily influenced by momentary factors (e.g., schedule changes, parental stress, child 

behavior) and how such factors shifted parents away from structure and autonomy 

supportive feeding practices towards coercive and indulgent feeding practices. Thus, it is 

possible that parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group engage in multiple feeding practices such as restricting “unhealthy” 

foods and pressuring child to eat “healthy” foods in response to their chaotic environment 

and stress. It also is possible that using numerous parenting practices contribute to the 

chaotic environment that influences eating regulation in children (Berge, Wall, Loth, et al., 

2010).

Results from this study showed that latent profile predicted food responsiveness such that on 

average parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling Feeding 

Practices group had higher food responsiveness scores or were more likely to report their 

child ate to obtain pleasure and lacked internal cues for hunger. Prior research indicates that 

restricting food and pressuring to eat are linked to both desirable and undesirable food 

consumption (Yee et al., 2017). In fact, coercive parenting practices (e.g., food restriction, 

pressure to eat) have been shown to have unintended negative consequences on child eating 

behaviors such as increased unhealthy food consumption, tendency towards overeating and 

increased desire for restricted foods (Vaughn et al., 2016; Yee et al., 2017). Although 

coercive parenting practice may lead to the child eating more healthy foods in the moment, 

the child tends to choose less healthy options once independent. Thus, structure and 

autonomy support provide the child with scaffolding which allows freedom to learn within a 

supportive environment and make more healthful choices in the future. In this study, not 

only were their children more likely to eat to obtain pleasure and lacked internal cues for 

hunger, but parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group also were more likely to restrict foods and pressure their child to 

eat. Since parents in the Authoritarian and Permissive Parenting Style and Controlling 

Feeding Practices group also reported a more chaotic environment, it is possible that the 

relationship between chaotic environments and food parenting practices is bi-directional; 

and both affect the regulation of eating. For example, a chaotic environment (i.e., 

disorganization and hurriedness) during dinner may contribute to coercive parenting 

practices and the increased use of coercive parenting practices may contribute to a more 

chaotic environment. Future research should aim to better understand how and why 

environmental factors influence engagement in different food parenting practices, and how 

this complex relationship impacts child outcomes. Future studies also should examine 

whether parenting styles function as moderators or mediators of the association between 

parenting practices and child outcomes.

This study had several strengths, including the use of more advanced statistical analysis, 

adjustments for confounding factors, the measurement of both parenting style and parenting 

practices, in addition to child eating behaviors, and a sample that included racially/ethnically 

and socioeconomically diverse families. There are several limitations that should be taken 

into consideration when interpreting the findings. First, self-report measures and interview 

were used, and responses may be based on expectations and societal norms. Future studies 

would benefit from multiple informants and more objective measures such as observations 
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(Berge et al., 2014). Second, the developmental stage of children included in this study is a 

limitation because results are not generalizable to other stages of development. In a meta-

analysis, Yee et al. (2017) examined age as a moderator for the relationship between 

parenting practices and child food consumption and found that the effects of pressuring to 

eat on healthy food consumption was significant only among younger, and not older, 

children. Thus, it is possible that findings from this study may not be generalizable or 

replicable in populations of older children. Third, this is a cross-sectional study and thus we 

have identified associations and not causality. Finally, our relatively small sample size and 

analytic strategy both limit the generalizable of the results to other populations. For 

example, based on the uneven group sizes in the two-group solution, it is possible that we 

identified one unique group and the other group was the remaining heterogeneous sample. 

Although the two-group solution appears to have theoretical clarity, the model was not 

predictive of numerous outcomes. Thus, future studies would benefit from larger sample 

sizes to determine whether a more nuanced grouping of parents better differentiate child 

eating and weight outcomes. Additionally, latent profile analysis is dependent on the 

indicators included in the models, and thus there may be other food parenting practices and 

styles (e.g., neglectful parenting style) that were not included and may be more helpful in 

explaining how practices and styles together impact child weight and weight-related 

outcomes. Although our results may reflect our unique sample, there may be high internal 

validity to identify processes that exist for this sample.

Conclusions

This study identified unique latent profiles (subgroups) based on food parenting practices 

and parenting styles and explored differences and similarities of the latent profiles (i.e., 

demographics, general parenting, child temperament, and household factors). Moreover, this 

study demonstrated how latent profiles predict child food responsiveness, or susceptibility to 

the hedonistic qualities of food and lack of internal cues for hunger. Indeed, findings from 

this study indicate that parents of children aged 5–7 years utilize a broad range of food 

parenting practices, and a subgroup of parents may use more coercive control and structure 

strategies. Results suggest that it may be important for clinicians to provide guidance and 

education to parents about the dynamic interplay among parenting styles and food parenting 

practices such as ecological momentary interventions. Future interventions may help parents 

to identify ways of establishing and maintaining structure and autonomy supportive 

parenting practices despite the environment and life stressors.

Since parenting practices are more fluid and parents engage in multiple goal-oriented 

approaches throughout a meal or day or week, identification of ways to help parents adopt 

food parenting practices that do not necessarily fit with their parenting style may be 

beneficial. For example, a more authoritarian parent may require assistance in learning 

autonomy supportive parenting practices, and a more permissive parent may require 

assistance in establishing structure parenting practices. This study provided another 

approach to examining the complexity of food parenting practices and gives clinicians and 

researchers an opportunity to better understand how combinations of parenting practices and 

styles impact child eating outcomes. Future research should continue to examine the broad 

Jennings et al. Page 10

Appetite. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2020 August 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



range and interplay of parenting styles and food parenting practices to better understand the 

role of parents in child’s weight and eating behaviors.
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Figure 1. 
Conceptual Framework
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Table 3.

Means for the Posterior Probabilities Associated with the Two-Profile Model

Latent Profile N 1 2

1 37 .92 .08

2 112 .03 .97

Note. Posterior probabilities are the probability that an individual belongs to the assigned profile and to no other profiles. Values are the average 
posterior probabilities associated with the profiles to which individuals were assigned.
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