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Abstract

Parentification is a parent-child dynamic in which children assume caregiving responsibilities
while parents fail to support and reciprocate children’s roles. There is a gap between empirical
research, which typically operationalizes parentification as the occurrence of children’s caregiving
behaviors, and theory, which emphasizes consideration of the family context in which children
engage in caregiving as well as adjustment. The present study (N=235) considered multiple
operationalizations of the construct by assessing kindergarten-aged children’s caregiving reactions
to interparental conflict in a standardized paradigm and additionally contextualizing caregiving
reactions within family context and child adjustment over time through mixture modeling
approaches. Although 88% of children endorsed caregiving, contextualizing caregiving resulted in
lower estimates of this phenomenon (conservatively, 30%). Moreover, contextualizing children’s
caregiving at the family level (i.e., within parent-child relationships) proved most informative in
identifying between-family differences in within-family experiences of parentification. Despite
identifying a pattern of parentification at the family level (high children’s caregiving reactions

in conjunction with poor parental caregiving competence and poorautonomy support), children’s
adjustment (externalizing, internalizing, prosocial behavior) remained in the normative range of
functioning over two years, potentially suggesting child resilience to this family risk context. As
such, these findings demonstrate an advancement in measuring parentification by contextualizing
young children’s caregiving within parent-child relationships.
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Parentification is a parent-child dynamic in which children assume adult-like caregiving
responsibilities while parents fail to reciprocate appropriate caregiving and restrict children’s
developing autonomy (Jurkovic, 1997). Parentification is further defined by children’s
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adjustment difficulty because children’s unsupported roles interfere with salient tasks of
development, including developing the self as a unique individual separate from the family
(Kerig, 2005). As such, the occurrence of children’s caregiving behaviors alone should

not define parentification; however, review of the parentification literature highlights the
dearth of literature contextualizing children’s caregiving roles at the family level (parent-
child relationships) and the individual level (child adjustment) (Nuttall & Valentino,

2017). This literature gap is notable because theory argues children’s caregiving may

be normative experiences or may be indicative of an adaptive response to family stress
when children’s caregiving is reciprocated and supported by families and not detrimental

to adjustment (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark 1973; Jurkovic, 1997). Indeed, caregiving
behaviors among early school-age children are commonly observed in normative family
stress contexts such as interparental conflict (Cummings, Zahn-Waxler, & Radke-Yarrow,
1984; Davies, Coe, Martin, Sturge-Apple, & Cummings, 2015; Leon & Rudy, 2005).

As such, it is important not to pathologize children’s caregiving behaviors as indicative

of parentification without examining the broader context in which these roles occur.
However, much of the parentification literature operationalizes parentification as children’s
caregiving or includes the family context along with caregiving in a single observed
variable (Macfie, Brumariu, & Lyons-Ruth, 2015), preventing examination of heterogeneity
in profiles of children’s caregiving, parent-child relationships, and adjustment. To address
this gap in the literature while advancing assessment and conceptualization of parentification
in school-age children, we assessed kindergartner’s caregiving in response to set of
standardized interparental conflict vignettes and then applied mixture modeling approaches
to contextualize caregiving within 1) the family level: children’s perceptions of maternal/
paternal caregiving competence, maternal/paternal autonomy support, and 2) the child
level: two-year adjustment trajectories across multiple facets of adjustment (internalizing,
externalizing, and prosocial behaviors). Interparental conflict was selected as a stress
paradigm for assessing caregiving because it is a normative family stressor (McCoy, George,
Cummings, & Davies, 2013) noted to elicit children’s caregiving behaviors during the

early school-age years. For example, developmental studies suggest that although toddlers
may engage in caregiving in response to interparental conflict, these behaviors significantly
increase by the transition to school to become a common response (Cummings et al., 1984).

Contextualizing Children’s Caregiving Within Parent-Child Relationships

We examined children’s perceptions of maternal and paternal caregiving competence and
maternal and paternal reports of parental autonomy support in order to contextualize
children’s caregiving within parent-child relationships. Seminal (Jurkovic, 1997) and

recent (Macfie et al., 2015; Nuttall & Valentino, 2017) theoretical models conceptualize
parentification within a family systems framework. Within this framework, children’s
caregiving is expected to be indicative of parentification when it occurs as a familial
response to stress characterized by a parental failure to reciprocate children’s caregiving
and to support children’s autonomy (Jurkovic, 1997). As such, parentification may contrast
with children’s caregiving responses to family stress in which children’s roles are supported
and reciprocated by parents. This distinction suggests heterogeneity in profiles of children’s
caregiving within family context, which has not yet been explored.
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Maintaining a sense of security in the family system is a central, salient goal for children
(Cummings & Davies, 2010). When parents are the source of familial stress, such as in

the case of interparental conflict, children may not be able to rely on caregivers to provide
scaffolding to cope with this stress (e.g., Davies, Sturge-Apple, Cicchetti, & Cummings,
2008). As such, parentification can be considered a child regulatory process for maintaining
emotional security in threatening family contexts. Kerig (2005) argued that children become
engaged in adult-like caregiving roles through two inter-related processes characterized

by children’s perceptions of caregiver incompetence to provide support for children and
parental restriction of children’s autonomy. First, under conditions of increased familial
stress children may voluntarily assume responsibility for parental needs without parental
encouragement (Cummings & Schermerhorn, 2003). Parents who abdicate their role or
accept children’s elevation to a parental role likely display poor caregiving competence
(Kerig, 2005). Second, children may engage in caregiving roles following parental demands
that children fulfill the emotional needs of parents at the expense of providing autonomy
support for children (Kerig, 2005). When parents appear childlike and demand that children
fulfill parental needs, such acts restrict the children’s autonomy and reflect psychological
control (Barber, 1996). Such parents are likely incapable of supporting children’s roles

in the family system, negatively impacting children’s perceptions of parents as competent
caregivers. As such, intrusive parenting that restricts autonomy is a key component of
parentification (Kerig, 2005). For example, in adolescence youth reports of caregiving
behaviors are associated with poor autonomy granting from mothers and fathers (Peris,
Goeke-Morey, Cummings, & Emery, 2008). As such, examination of parentification requires
broader assessment of parenting in addition to children’s engagement in caregiving.
Therefore, we contextualized children’s caregiving behaviors in the broader family context
of children’s perceptions of parental caregiving competence and parental autonomy support
versus restriction.

In contextualizing children’s caregiving at the family level it is important to consider
the parenting of both mothers and fathers as their parenting may differ. Much of the
parentification literature has focused on mother-child roles, with few studies examining
processes with fathers (Nuttall & Valentino, 2017). However, including both parents in
a broader systems perspective of the family provides a more complete understanding

of parentification processes (e.g., Cox & Paley, 1997). For example, parental warmth
from one parent may protect children from the risk associated with engaging in adult-
like caregiving (Etkin, Koss, Cummings, & Davies, 2014). Therefore, the present study
considered children’s perceptions of parental caregiving competence and parental autonomy
support in both mother-child and father-child relationships rather than assessing a single
parent-child dyad within the family system or aggregating across parents.

In order to advance the literature on parentification, we used a patterns-based or
person-centered methodological approach (e.g., Masyn, 2013). In applying a patterns-
based approach, we sought to disaggregate children’s caregiving behaviors and family
contextual variables in order to obtain more precise measurements of each and to allow
for heterogeneity in children’s caregiving, parental caregiving competence, and parental
autonomy support versus. Prior studies have coded observations of behaviors representing
the parentification construct in a single variable assessed at the parent level (e.g., “turning

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Nuttall et al.

Page 4

to the child for caregiving at the expense of providing the child with parental guidance,”
Jacobvitz, Hazen, Curran, & Hitchens, 2004), child level (e.g., “[child] tries to impose
restrictions or punishments when parents or sibling are perceived to have neglected a felt
responsibility,” Johnston, Gonzalez, & Campbell, 1987), or dyadic (parent-child) level (e.g.,
“it is unclear who the child is and who the parent is throughout the session,” Macfie,
Houts, McElwain, & Cox, 2005). Thus, examining children’s caregiving and parenting

as separate variables and applying a patterns-based approach allows for heterogeneity in
family context to emerge (i.e., distinguishing a pattern of caregiving that is unsupported
and unreciprocated from a pattern of caregiving that is supported and reciprocated).
Moreover, assessing children’s caregiving and parenting as separate manifest indicators of
parentification improves validity by utilizing multiple measures (e.g., children’s caregiving
and parenting assessed in separate paradigms) and multiple reporters (e.g., children and
both parents). To assess children’s engagement in caregiving we used a laboratory-based
interparental conflict task in order to standardize the stress exposure across children. It is
important to hold the stressor itself constant because families differ in their responses to
stress (Cummings & Davies, 2010). Finally, we utilized a normative, middle class sample
rather than a sample of children experiencing higher levels of stress in their family in
order to disentangle parentification from extreme parental incompetence (e.g., maltreating
parents).

Contextualizing Children’s Caregiving Within Child Adjustment

We examined children’s concurrent and prospective adjustment (externalizing, internalizing,
and prosocial behavior) in order to further contextualize early school-age children’s
caregiving within adjustment. Children’s poor socioemotional adjustment is central to the
concept of parentification (Jurkovic, 1997). The extant literature assessing parentification
at the family level identifies associations with young children’s poor adjustment, including:
increased externalizing and internalizing symptoms and disruptions in social interactions
with peers. Parentification in observed interactions with mothers and fathers during
toddlerhood was associated with teacher reports of externalizing symptoms and difficulty
maintaining appropriate peer relationships in kindergarten (Macfie et al., 2005) and with
internalizing symptoms at age seven (Jacobvitz et al., 2004). Parentification at the time of
a divorce (age 4-12) was associated with concurrent withdrawn behavior and withdrawn
behavior two years after divorce (Johnston et al., 1987). Among children between the ages
of 4 and 8, parentification was associated with teacher ratings of fewer prosocial behaviors
(Leon, Wallace, & Rudy, 2007).

Our methodological approach builds on the existing variable-based literature by
implementing a patterns-based approach that considers children’s concurrent and
prospective adjustment to identify a pattern constituting parentification. Traditional variable-
based models of parentification assume that the association between children’s caregiving
and adjustment is the same across families, which obscures potential differential adjustment
in the context of children’s caregiving that is unreciprocated and unsupported at the

family level and children’s caregiving that is reciprocated and supported at the family

level. We assessed children’s adjustment concurrent with caregiving and parenting as

well as prospectively with repeated assessments over time because early maladaptation
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may contribute to future maladaptation (e.g., Cicchetti, 1993). Alternately, if children’s
caregiving behaviors are supported and reciprocated and not characterized by concurrent
maladjustment, it is essential to verify that maladjustment does not emerge later in
development (e.g., Hetherington,1999). Thus, examining children’s adjustment trajectories
may be useful for identifying parentification.

Hypotheses

Method

Based on parentification theory (Jurkovic, 1997), we hypothesized the identification of a
parentification pattern characterized by early school-age children’s caregiving behaviors

in conjunction with poor parental competence, parental restriction of autonomy (control),
and children’s poor adjustment over time and across multiple domains of socioemotional
adjustment. We expected that such a parentification pattern would be qualitatively

different from a potential pattern of children’s caregiving behaviors accompanied by
caregiving competence and appropriate parental autonomy support (indicating reciprocation
of caregiving), and sustained children’s competence, as such a pattern is theorized to
represent an adaptive and secure familial response to interparental conflict (Jurkovic, 1997).
Given that interparental conflict is a normative familial stressor and that we assessed a
community (hon-clinical) sample, we expected a large low-risk, non-parentification class in
which children would report few caregiving reactions, high parental caregiving competence,
appropriate autonomy support, and children’s competence in contrast to the parentification
class. Finally, because parentification is not simply poor parenting (Shaffer & Egeland,
2011), we also hypothesized that a class might emerge that was characterized by poor
parenting (poor parental caregiving competence and poor parental autonomy support) but
not accompanied by child caregiving responses.

In examining our hypothesized profile of parentification, we evaluated frequencies of
parentification when operationalized as caregiving responses alone (ignoring context), as
caregiving contextualized at the family level only and as caregiving contextualized at both
the family level and the individual level (as hypothesized above). Because parentification
has often been evaluated as a predictor of adjustment outcomes in the literature rather
than included in the operationalization of parentification as conceptualized by theory, we
alternatively considered child adjustment as an outcome of caregiving contextualized at
the family level rather than definitional to the construct of parentification, which allowed
us to further explore potential differences across these various conceptualizations of
parentification.

Data for the present study were drawn from a longitudinal, prospective study designed to
assess the impact of interparental conflict on child development. Families were recruited
from two demographically similar cities in the Midwest and in the Northeast under
institutional review board approvals. Eligibility criteria included that the couple had been
living together for at least three years, had a child enrolled in kindergarten, and could
complete questionnaires in English. Data for the present study were collected when children
were in kindergarten (wave 1), first grade (wave 2), and second grade (wave 3).
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Participants

The sample for the present study includes 235 families. Forty-five percent of the children
were female. Ethnicity was as follows: 70.50% Caucasian, 14.5% African American, 13.6
Multiracial, and 1.7% Hispanic. At wave 1, children ranged in age from 4.99 to 8.43 years
(M =6.00, SD=0.48), at wave 2 children ranged in age from 5.34 to 8.72 years (M= 6.97,
SD = 0.50), and at wave 3 children ranged in age from 6.23 to 9.22 years (M= 7.99, SD

= 0.53). The majority of couples were married (98.7%), and the majority of parents were
biological parents of participating children (94.9% of mothers and 87.6% of fathers). At
Wave 1, mothers ranged in age from 22 to 51 (M= 35.02; SD =5.60 years), and fathers
ranged in age from 22 to 52 (M = 36.84, SD = 6.15). Family income was under $29,000 for
19.2% of families, $29,000-75,000 for 59.7% of families, and over $75,000 for 20.8% of
families. The study retention rate was 92%.

Measures

Children’s Caregiving Reactions to Interparental Conflict.—At wave 1 children
watched standardized, recorded conflict vignettes between actors portraying parents (Davies,
Forman, Rasi, & Stevens, 2002). Vignettes varied in terms of anger intensity, conflict
resolution, and content (i.e., whether or not the conflict is about the target child). Children
watched one of two sets of tapes portraying the same conflict types in order vary the specific
content of the scripts to increase generalizability of the findings. Tape administration was
randomized and each videotape followed a similar ordering of themes and properties of
interparental conflict portrayed by the same actors. Following vignettes, children were
asked, “What would you have done?” and presented picture cards reflecting behavioral
response options: play, walk away, huddle, watch, help with tasks, mediate, comfort,

and yell. Children were then asked, “Tell me what is happening in the picture” to

clarify understanding. The present study utilized data from the three vignettes portraying
destructive conflicts (an unresolved conflict, an escalating conflict, and a child rearing
conflict) because constructive conflicts are not expected to elicit child caregiving reactions.
Children’s endorsements of a caregiving response (help, mediate, comfort) were coded
dichotomously. Children’s responses were summed across vignettes (e.g., Davies et al.,
2002) to form a single index of child caregiving reactions to interparental conflict (possible
range: 0-3).

Children’s Representations of Caregiver Competence.—Maternal and paternal
caregiving competence at Wave 1 was assessed using the MacArthur Story Stem Battery
(MSSB; Bretherton, Oppenheim, Buschsbaum, Emde, & The MacArthur Narrative Group,
1990), a narrative story-stem task for assessing child representations of family relationships.
The revised MSSB was adapted to include stories depicting interparental conflicts of varying
intensities (see Schermerhorn, Cummings, & Davies, 2005 for story stem scripts). To be
consistent with the vignettes task, the present study utilized data from the destructive
conflicts: a mild conflict regarding a lost set of keys and an intense conflict regarding a
messy kitchen. An examiner presented story stems using family action figure dolls of a
mother, a father, and a child consistent with the child’s gender and ethnicity. The examiner
began each story and asked the child to use the figures to complete the story. Verbal prompts
such as “Does anything else happen?”, “What is Dad doing?”, “What’s going to happen?”
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and “Who cleaned up the dishes?” were used to encourage children to elaborate on and
clarify their stories as needed.

Children’s representations of caregiver competence were coded to assess the degree to which
the child portrays caregivers as competent at protecting and supporting the child and family
(Davies & Winter, 2003). Caregiver competence was coded separately for each parent on a
five-point scale (1-5). High scores reflect children’s portrayals of the caregiver as a source
of support and protection to the child and the family while low scores reflect children’s
portrayals of the caregiver as vulnerable and unable to serve as a source of support or
protection or as an effective manager of stress. Data were coded by four trained coders who
achieved reliability on 20% of the sample. Inter-rater reliabilities across the four coders for
each of the two destructive stories were .90 and .93 for mother’s competence and .86 and
.93 for father’s competence. Consistent with prior work using the present coding scheme
(e.g., Davies, Sturge-Apple, Winter, Cummings, & Farrell, 2006), codes across the stories
were summed to create total scores of children’s representations of maternal and of paternal
caregiving competence.

Parental Psychological Autonomy Support versus Restriction.—At Wave 1,
mothers and fathers completed the parent version of the Child Report of Parenting Behavior
Inventory (PV-CRPBI; Margolies & Weintraub, 1977). Mothers and fathers completed the
15-item psychological autonomy versus psychological control dimensional scale, reporting
on both their own parenting and the parenting of their partner (Schwartz, Barton-Henry, &
Pruzinsky, 1985). Questions were answered 1-5 on a Likert scale. Internal consistency was
a = .84 across all reports. Scored on a continuum, low scores are indicative of psychological
autonomy whereas high scores are indicative of psychological control, that is, parenting that
controls child behaviors and does not permit the child to develop as an individual apart from
the parent and the parent’s needs (Schaefer, 1965). The scores for mother’s and father’s
behaviors were obtained by averaging self-report and partner-report data.

Child Externalizing and Internalizing Symptoms.—Mothers and fathers completed
the internalizing and externalizing scales of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL;
Achenbach, 1991). CBCL data were collected when children were in kindergarten, first
grade, and second grade. Internal consistencies ranged from a = .87 to .90 for externalizing
and from a = .84 to .88 for internalizing. Mother and father reports were correlated at each
wave for externalizing (wave 1: r= .62, p<.001; wave 2: r= .65, p<.001; wave 3: r=.51,
p<.001) and internalizing (wave 1: r= .47, p<.001; wave 2: r= .42, p<.001; wave 3: r=.36,
p<.001) symptoms. Consistent with prior work (e.g., Johnston et al., 1987), parent reports
were averaged to create a single score for internalizing symptoms and a single score for
externalizing symptoms at each wave.

Prosocial Behavior.—Mothers and fathers completed the Child Behavior Scale (CBS;

Ladd & Profilet, 1996) when children were in kindergarten, first grade, and second grade.
The CBS assesses children’s prosocial behavior with the 7-item prosocial scale. Items are
rated on a 1-3 Likert scale. Internal consistencies were a = .78 for mother reports and a =
.82 for father reports. Mother and father reports were correlated at each wave (wave 1; r=
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.31, p<.001; wave 2: r=.36, p<.05; wave 3: r= .38, p<.001) and averaged to create a single
score.

Interparental Conflict.—Mothers and fathers completed the O’Leary-Porter Scale (Porter
& O’Leary, 1980) when children were in kindergarten. The O’Leary-Porter Scale consists of
10 items assessing children’s exposure to interparental hostility and has demonstrated good
internal consistency and concurrent validity. In the present sample, internal consistencies
were a = .80 for mother reports and a = .78 for father reports. Mother and father reports
were correlated (r= .60, p<.001) and averaged. Interparental conflict was included as

a covariate of class because 1) children’s caregiving was assessed in an interparental

conflict paradigm, and 2) interparental conflict is a familial variable expected to elicit child
caregiving yet children’s caregiving may occur in the absence of interparental stress (e.g.,
Boszormenyi-Nagy & Krasner, 1973).

Analytic Strategy

The analytic strategy of the present study involved a model building approach. This
approach allowed us to: 1) report frequencies of parentification when operationalized

as children’s caregiving responses alone, as caregiving contextualized at the family

level (parental competence and autonomy support versus control) and as caregiving
contextualized at both the family level and the individual level (children’s adjustment);

and 2) reduce the number of models fit during mixture modeling to reduce capitalizing

on chance. Children’s caregiving was first contextualized at the family level through a
preliminary latent class analysis with continuous indicators, which is also called latent
profile analysis (LPA) (Masyn, 2013), to identify clusters of families that qualitatively differ
in terms of children’s caregiving behaviors, parental competence, and parental autonomy
support. Second, children’s caregiving was additionally contextualized at the individual level
(children’s adjustment); latent growth curve models were incorporated into the final LPA
solution in the growth mixture model (GMM) framework, such that latent class membership
was indicated by children’s caregiving, the family-level (parental caregiving competence and
autonomy support), and by child adjustment over time. Lastly, and in contrast to the prior
model, we also fit models in which adjustment was predicted by latent class membership
rather than an influencer of class membership.

All data were modeled in Mplus (version 7.31; Muthén & Muthén, 2015) using full
information maximum likelihood estimation with missing data. Missing data rates for each
variable are reflected in valid sample sizes reported in Table 1. In all models, we controlled
for interparental conflict. Finite mixture models were initially run with 200 random

starts with the 20 best starting values completely iterated to determine the maximum log
likelihood; the number of random starts was increased as necessary to achieve replication
of the best loglikelihood value. Final models were then re-run with 2,000 random starts in
order to confirm replication of the best loglikelihood. The optimal number of classes was
determined using the Bayesian information criterion (BIC; Schwartz, 1978) for comparing
non-nested models because simulation studies demonstrate the utility of the BIC over other
metrics when determining the appropriate number of latent classes (Nylund, Asparouhov,
& Muthén, 2007). As recommended by Muthén (2003), substantive interpretations of class
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solutions were also considered. We began with more constrained models and attempted
to lessen constraints to fit more complex models. Increasing numbers of classes were fit
within each model specification until the BIC stopped decreasing or until models failed to
converge.

Preliminary Data Analysis

The majority of children (88%) endorsed a caregiving response in one or more interparental
conflict vignettes (comfort: 37%, help: 31%, mediate: 63%). Descriptive data and
correlations are presented in Table 1. Observed sample correlations between maternal and
paternal caregiving competence and between maternal and paternal control were high (-

= .80 or greater); therefore, these covariances were allowed to be non-zero in subsequent
mixture models in order to avoid over-estimating the number of classes in the population
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2015). As such, all models are most accurately described as LPA or
LCA models with continuous indicators and residual covariances, henceforward referred to
as LPA.

Contextualizing by Parent-Child Relationships: Latent Profile Analysis

The preliminary LPA contained the five continuous indicator variables (children’s
caregiving, maternal and paternal competence, maternal and paternal control) and the
interparental conflict covariate. Models with class-specific variances were compared to
models with class invariant variances. Models in which two covariances between indicator
variables were estimated and the remainder fixed to zero (Models 1-4) were compared

to models in which covariances between all indicator variables were estimated (Models
5-6). Models with class-specific covariances were compared to models with class-invariant
covariances. Further model descriptions and parameterizations are presented with results in
Table 2.

The final selected model was the two-class model solution for Model 2, a stringent model
estimating five class-specific means, two class-specific covariances, and five class-invariant
variances. Classification quality was good, with class probabilities for the most likely
membership above 0.80 for all classes. Full parameter estimates for the selected model

are presented in Table 4. As hypothesized, results suggest a parentification latent class (n

= 70) in which the highest child caregiving response scores occurred in a family context

in which maternal and paternal control was also observed to be the highest in the sample
and maternal and paternal caregiving competence were lower. The second latent class

(n = 165) was characterized by lower child caregiving levels, higher observed levels of
maternal and paternal caregiving competence, and lower maternal and paternal control,
which is consistent with expectations of a non-parentification, no-risk class. The covariance
between maternal and paternal parenting was lower in the parentification class than in the
non-parentification class. The interparental conflict covariate influenced the resolution of the
class solution, with interparental conflict associated with greater likelihood of membership
in the parentification class rather than the non-parentification class (6= 0.21, s.e. = 0.06,

p<.01).
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Contextualizing by Child Adjustment: The Complete Growth Mixture Model

Growth mixture modeling (GMM) is a finite mixture extension of latent growth curve
modeling that allows for heterogeneity in change patterns, such that differences in
longitudinal change can be described within latent classes (McLachlan & Peel, 2000).
Children’s adjustment for each facet of adjustment (externalizing, internalizing, and
prosocial behavior) was incorporated with the model selected in the preliminary LPA into
a GMM framework. As such, the latent class variable was indicated by both the family-
level indicators and by children’s adjustment over time along with children’s caregiving
in accordance with our hypotheses and parentification theory. We attempted to lessen
constraints to fit more complex models in which GMM parameters (intercept and slope
variances and covariance, basis coefficients) were class-specific. Full GMM results are
presented in Table 3 by adjustment outcomes. Full parameter estimates for the selected
models for each adjustment outcome are then presented in Table 4 alongside estimates from
the model selected in the preliminary LPA. Comparison of the two-class model solutions
obtained in the preliminary LPA and in the GMM for each adjustment outcome revealed
shifts in the class solutions across adjustment outcomes.

Externalizing Symptoms.—The class-specific means model was selected. Additionally
estimating basis coefficients resulted in minimal improvement in BIC. Classification quality
was good, with class probabilities for the most likely membership of 0.82 for the non-
parentification class (n = 109) and 0.88 for the parentification class (n = 126). The
parentification class was characterized by a greater initial level of symptoms in kindergarten
than in the non-parentification class. Both classes displayed decreases in externalizing
between kindergarten and second grade though, the parentification class decreased more
rapidly than the non-parentification class. Interparental conflict was associated with greater
likelihood of membership in the destructive parentification class (6= 0.19, s.e. = 0.05,

£<.001).

Internalizing Symptoms.—The class-specific means model was selected. Additional
estimation of basis coefficients resulted in minimal improvements in BIC. Classification
quality was good, with class probabilities for the most likely membership of 0.82 for the
non-parentification class (n = 131) and 0.87 in the parentification class (n = 104). The
parentification class was characterized by a greater initial level of symptoms in kindergarten
than in the non-parentification class. Both classes displayed increases in internalizing
between kindergarten and second grade, though the parentification class increased more
rapidly than the non-parentification class. Interparental conflict was associated with greater
likelihood of membership in the parentification class (6= 0.19, s.e. = 0.08, p<.05).

Prosocial Behavior.—The class-specific latent basis model with class-specific variances
and covariances was selected. Classification quality was good, with class probabilities

for the most likely membership of 0.85 in the non-parentification class (n = 111) and

0.91 in the parentification class (n = 124). The parentification class was characterized by
decreases in prosocial behavior, with 54% of the decline occurring between waves 1 and

2. In contrast, the non-parentification class displayed increases in prosocial behavior over
time characterized as a sharp increase in prosocial behavior between kindergarten and first
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grade with prosocial behaviors then remaining stable into second grade. Estimation of class-
specific intercept and slope variances and their covariance identified qualitatively larger
variances in the non-parentification class than in the parentification class. Interparental
conflict was associated with greater likelihood of membership in the parentification class (&
=0.12, se. =0.07, p<.01).

Adjustment as an Outcome

We also fit GMMs in which adjustment was predicted by latent class membership rather
than an influencer of class membership. We used a manual 3-step approach with saved BCH
weights from the Preliminary LPA presented above to test latent distal outcomes (latent
growth curve models) (Asparouhov & Muthen, 2014). Results are presented in Table 4
below the presentation of the models in which adjustment was included in the class solution.
For the internalizing model, a simplified covariance structure was fit due to nonconvergence
issues. Significant differences emerged for externalizing, such that levels were higher at
kindergarten for the parentification class, and for prosocial behavior, such that changes in
prosocial behavior were significantly different for the parentification class and decreasing
rather than increasing.

Discussion

Guided by theoretical models of parentification emphasizing a family systems approach
(e.g., Jurkovic, 1997; Macfie et al., 2015; Nuttall & Valentino, 2017), this study
contextualized children’s caregiving responses to the family stressor of interparental conflict
in conjunction with: 1) the broader parenting context in which they occur (parental
caregiving competence and autonomy support) and, 2) children’s concurrent and prospective
adjustment (internalizing, externalizing, and social competence) to identify a subset of the
sample experiencing parentification. We used a rigorous method that assessed children’s
engagement in caregiving in a laboratory-based interparental conflict task to standardize

the stress exposure across children within a normative family stress context. Further, we
assessed children’s caregiving and parenting in separate paradigms and across multiple
reporters to improve the validity of our assessments for understanding differences in family
contexts. As such, the present study makes important contributions to conceptualization

of parentification and the assessment and measurement of parentification during the

early school-age years, a developmental period with few extant measures for assessing
parentification relative to other developmental periods (Macfie et al., 2015) despite the
salience of caregiving during this period (Cummings et al., 1984; Leon & Rudy, 2005).
Consistent with parentification theory and our hypotheses, results identified a parentification
pattern qualitatively different from non-parentification. Families in the parentification class
experienced more interparental conflict than families in the non-parentification class,
indicating that increased family stress does indeed elicit parentification.

Notably, the majority of children (88%) endorsed a caregiving reaction (e.g., help, mediate,
comfort) to one or more interparental conflict vignettes. Consistent with the interparental

conflict literature (Cummings et al., 1984; Davies et al., 2015; Leon & Rudy, 2005), such a
finding quantifies child caregiving reactions to familial stress as quite common, even in the
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context of normative family stress, and provides support for models of child development
emphasizing children’s agentic behavior in the family system (Cummings & Schermerhorn,
2003). Importantly, consideration of these roles in conjunction with the broader context

in which they are embedded, as suggested by parentification theory, reduced the rate of
parentification observed compared to operationalizing parentification solely on the basis

of child caregiving reactions. These results emphasize the importance of contextualizing
children’s caregiving roles in order to avoid overpathologization of children’s caregiving as
reflecting a familial pattern of parentification or child maladjustment.

Specifically, when the familial context was included in the class solution (i.e., LPA),
parentification constituted 30% of the sample. Including children’s adjustment trajectories in
the class solution (i.e., GMM) resulted in shifts in the class solution such that parentification
constituted a larger proportion of the sample than considering parenting context alone (44
—54%) but less than caregiving behaviors in isolation (88%). As such, including children’s
adjustment trajectories classified more children as parentified over considering only the
family context. More children were identified as experiencing parentification through
consideration of externalizing symptoms (54%) and prosocial behavior (53%) than through
consideration of internalizing symptoms (44%), highlighting that not all facets of adjustment
appear equally impacted. However, results regarding children’s adjustment trajectories must
be interpreted with caution because only minor differences emerged in mean level and slope
parameter estimates for children’s adjustment when adjustment was allowed to influence the
class solution versus models in which adjustment was treated as an outcome. In the latter
models, few significant differences in adjustment emerged across classes. As such, although
we intended to contextualize children’s caregiving at both the family and individual level in
conceptualizing parentification, the family level (i.e., parent-child relationships) proved most
informative in identifying children experiencing parentification. Given that parentification
was a pattern experienced by about 30% the sample under our most conservative estimates,
this study suggests that a familial pattern of parentification is a relatively common parent-
child dynamic, even among families experiencing normative stress. This conclusion supports
recent theoretical work emphasizing parentification as a relevant yet understudied family
context construct (e.g., Macfie et al., 2015).

Importantly, there were few differences in adjustment across children categorized in the
parentification class versus the non-parentification class. Regardless of whether or not
adjustment was considered in the class solution, our parentification class appeared to display
adjustment outcomes suggesting resilience despite an observed family parentification risk
context. Across models, in the parentification class children’s adjustment remained in

the normative range of functioning, with relatively little change observed over time.
Internalizing and externalizing means were in the normative range from kindergarten into
second grade. Although there are no published norms for our measure of prosocial behavior,
mean scores were in the mid-to-high range of possible scores, suggesting social competence.
Therefore, although children in the parentification class displayed poorer adjustment
relative to children in the non-parentification class, few significant differences emerged
when adjustment was conceptualized as an outcome; results under all conceptualizations
suggest that it is possible for children to display functioning in the normative range
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while experiencing a familial pattern of parentification, further cautioning against the over-
pathologization of children’s caregiving.

With regards to mothers’ and fathers’ parenting, examination of class-specific mean
estimates of maternal and paternal parenting consistently demonstrated a familial pattern

or parentification in which mothers demonstrated poorer parenting (e.g., poorer caregiving
competence and autonomy restriction) than fathers. Moreover, differences in maternal

and paternal parenting are further reflected in estimates of class-specific covariances
between maternal and paternal behaviors. Larger covariances in parental behavior were
consistently found in the non-parentification class in comparison to the parentification
class, suggesting less consistency in maternal and paternal parenting in the context of
parentification than in the absence of parentification. These results extend prior findings
noting greater children’s caregiving in families in which mothers are experiencing more
pathology than fathers (Kelley et al., 2007) and linking dissatisfaction in the interparental
relationship with maternal attitudes that children should fulfill parental needs (Shaw et

al., 2004). Results of the present study also bolster support for prior work implicating
maternal parenting as a driving force in parentification (e.g., Hetherington, 1999; Mayseless,
Bartholomew, Henderson, & Trinke, 2004). However, findings do not suggest that parenting
of fathers is superfluous to examinations of parentification; although paternal parenting

was characterized by less risk relative to maternal parenting, paternal parenting was
characterized by qualitatively greater risk in the context of parentification than in the context
of non-parentification. Therefore, given that the majority of prior parentification work has
focused solely on mother-child relationships (Nuttall & Valentino, 2017), the present study
underscores the importance of examining both maternal and paternal parenting.

Limitations and Future Directions

By providing a lab-based interparental conflict vignette task to assess children’s caregiving
roles, we were able to observe variation in children’s responses to stress while holding the
stressor itself constant. Although we viewed standardizing the stress context a strength of
this method, this method of assessing children’s caregiving may have other limitations. For
example, we did not directly assess children’s actual caregiving responses. However, rates of
children’s caregiving responses to conflict vignettes in the present study are similar to prior
work assessing children’s involvement behavior in both community and clinical samples
(Jenkins, Smith, & Graham, 1989; Jouriles, Rosenfield, McDonald, & Mueller, 2014).

Moreover, our assessment of children’s caregiving did not specifically distinguish between
emotional and instrumental parentification, a distinction sometimes made by parentification
theory (e.g., Jurkovic, 1997) and empirical assessments later in development (e.g.,
Jurkovic, Thirkield, & Morrell, 2001). Interparental conflict is a family stress context

with inherently emotional implications for children. Children’s caregiving behavior in
response to interparental conflict is likely a reflection of children’s attempts to preserve
emotional security (Cummings & Davies, 2010). Our assessment of parental autonomy
support also focused on emotional autonomy (Barber, 1996). Therefore, our assessment

of parentification may reflect a form of emotional parentification. However, it is possible
that some children may have interpreted caregiving options such as “help” as instrumental
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caregiving and our assessment of parental caregiving competence may have also been
confounded by instrumental caregiving. Because emotional parentification is theorized to
be particularly detrimental to children (Kerig, 2005), distinguishing between emotional

and instrumental forms in future research may lead to differential associations with
children’s adjustment than those reported here. Emotional parentification has been assessed
among preschool-age children using a mother-child emotional reminiscing task specifically
intended to elicit discussion of child emotion (Nuttall, Speidel, & Valentino, 2019). Davies
and colleagues (2015) used parent conflict discussions to observe children engaging in
mediation. Therefore, laboratory family discussion paradigms may be useful for isolating
these dimensions of parentification and a fruitful next direction for improving assessment of
parentification among early school-age children.

A notable strength of our study is the inclusion of the parenting of both parents; this design
allowed us to note differences in parenting between mothers and fathers in the context

of destructive parentification. However, our assessment of children’s caregiving reactions
also did not distinguish between caregiving reactions directed at supporting the mother
versus the father. Some empirical work notes that adult-like caregiving roles may occur
with one parent but not the other (Jacobvitz & Bush, 1996) and, thus, our family-wide
measurement of caregiving may have obscured potential differences in familial profiles of
parentification when caregiving is directed towards one parent and not the other parent.
Future work should seek to address this limitation. Moreover, the two-parent nature of the
sample may also have provided children in the parentification class with sufficient supports
for the buffering of more severe adjustment difficulties. For example, single parenthood and
parental divorce are contexts in which negative associations between adult-like caregiving
roles and maladjustment are frequently observed (e.g., Mayseless et al., 2004).

We specifically used a non-clinical sample in order to disentangle parentification from
extreme parental incompetence (e.g., maltreating parents); however, children’s caregiving
scores in the parentification class were relatively low in comparison to the possible

range of scores. Children’s mean caregiving scores fell in the moderate range of possible
scores. Given that interparental conflict is a normative familial stressor, higher levels of
familial stress might be necessary to elicit higher levels of children’s caregiving. Obtaining
a parentification class scoring in the highest range of children’s caregiving reactions

may require sampling a familial stress context in which familial stress is at a more
pathological level, for example, interparental conflict at the severity level of domestic
violence is a context in which negative associations between adult-like caregiving roles and
maladjustment has been observed (e.g., Fortin, Doucet, & Damant, 2011). When children
engage in higher levels of caregiving, the risk to children’s adjustment may also be greater
than we observed and differentially influence modeling results.

Finally, as is always the case in finite mixture modeling, it will be important for future
studies to replicate these results. In many cases, data did not have sufficient resolution

to lessen constrained models to estimate class-specific variances. Although a sample size
of 235 is typical for a large-scale, multi-site longitudinal study of child development,

it is relatively small for finite mixture modeling. Maximum posterior probabilities were
high suggesting that solutions provided a good description of sample data. In addition, it
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will be informative to replicate these findings in a higher-risk sample given the relative
low-risk nature of interparental conflict and our observations of normative child adjustment
outcomes. Despite the limitations of the present study, the present study improves methods
for assessing parentification among early school-age children and provides important initial
empirical support for parentification theory’s emphasis on parentification as not simply

the occurrence of children’s caregiving behaviors in response to familial stress but, rather,
as children’s caregiving behaviors embedded in the broader family context of response to
stress.

Acknowledgements:

This study was supported by the National Institute of Mental Health (R01 MHO071256) awarded to Patrick T. Davies
and E. Mark Cummings.

References

Achenbach TM (1991). Manual for the Child Behavior Checklist: 4-18 and 1991 profile. Burlington,
VT: University of Vermont Department of Psychiatry.

Asparouhov T, & Muthén B (2014). Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Using the BCH method
in Mplus to estimate a distal outcome model and an arbitrary second model. Mplus Web Notes: No.
21. Revised July 16, 2018. Retrieved from: http://statmodel.com/.

Asparouhov T, & Muthén B (2015). Residual association in latent class and latent transition analysis.
Structural Equation Modeling, 22, 169-177. doi: 10/1080/10705511.2014.935844

Barber BK (1996). Parental psychological control: Revisiting a neglected construct. Child
Development, 67(6), 3296-3319. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.th01915.x [PubMed: 9071782]

Boszormenyi-Nagy | & Spark GM (1973). Invisible loyalties: Reciprocity in intergenerational family
therapy. Hagerstown, MD: Harper & Row.

Bretherton I, Oppenheim D, Buschsbaum H, Emde RN, & The MacArthur Narrative Group (1990).
MacArthur Story-Stem Battery. Unpublished manual.

Cicchetti D (1993). Developmental psychopathology: Reactions, reflections, projections.
Developmental Review, 13, 471-502. doi: 10.1006/drev.1993.1021

Cox MJ, & Paley B (1997). Families as systems. Annual Review of Psychology, 48, 243-267. doi:
10.1146/annurev.psych.48.1.243

Cummings EM & Davies PT (2010). Martial conflict and children: An emotional security perspective.
New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Cummings EM, & Schermerhorn AC (2003). A developmental perspective on children as agents in
the family. In Kuczynski L (Ed.), Handbook of Dynamics in Parent-Child Relations (pp. 91-108).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cummings EM, Zahn-Waxler C, & Radke-Yarrow M (1984). Developmental changes in children’s
reactions to anger in the home. The Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 25(1), 63-74. doi:
10.1111/j.1469-7610.1984.th01719.x [PubMed: 6693527]

Davies PT, Coe JL, Martin MJ, Sturge-Apple ML, & Cummings EM (2015). The developmental costs
and benefits of children’s involvement in interparental conflict. Developmental Psychology, 51(8),
1026-1047. doi: 10.1037/dev0000024 [PubMed: 26053147]

Davies PT, Forman EM, Rasi JA, & Stevens Kl (2002). Assessing children’s emotional security in
the interparental relationship. Child Development, 73(2), 544-562. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00423
[PubMed: 11949908]

Davies PT, Sturge-Apple ML, Cicchetti D, & Cummings EM (2008). Adrenocortical underpinnings
of children’s psychological reactivity to interparental conflict. Child Development, 79(6), 1693—
1706. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01219.x [PubMed: 19037943]

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.


http://statmodel.com/

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Nuttall et al.

Page 16

Davies PT, Sturge-Apple ML, Winter MA, Cummings EM & Farrell D (2006). Child adaptational
development in contexts of interparental conflict over time. Child Development, 77(1), 218-233.
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00866.x [PubMed: 16460535]

Davies PT, & Winter MA (2003). University of Rochester Story Stem Narrative System. Unpublished
coding manual. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester.

Etkin RG, Koss KJ, Cummings EM, & Davies PT (2014). The differential impact of parental warmth
on externalizing problems among triangulated adolescents. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 175(2),
118-133. doi: 10.1080/00221325.2013.813437

Fortin A, Doucet M, & Damant D (2011). Children’s appraisals as mediators of the relationship
between domestic violence and child adjustment. Violence and Victims, 26(3), 377-392. doi:
10.1891/0886-6708.26.3.377 [PubMed: 21846024]

Hetherington EM (1999). Should we stay together for the sake of the children? In Hetherington
EM (Ed.), Coping with divorce, single parenting, and remarriage: A resiliency perspective (pp.
93-116). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.

Jacobvitz DB, & Bush NF (1996). Reconstructions of family relationships: Parent—child
alliances, personal distress, and self-esteem. Developmental Psychology, 32(4), 732—743. doi:
10.1037/0012-1649.32.4.732

Jacobvitz D, Hazen N, Curran M, & Hitchens K (2004). Observations of early triadic family
interactions: Boundary disturbances in the family predict symptoms of depression, anxiety, and
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder in middle childhood. Development and Psychopathology,
16(3), 577. doi: 10.1017/S0954579404004675 [PubMed: 15605626]

Jenkins JM, Smith MA, & Graham PJ (1989). Coping with parental quarrels. Journal
of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 28(2), 182-189. doi:
10.1097/00004583-198903000-00006 [PubMed: 2925570]

Johnston JR, Gonzalez R, Campbell EG (1987). Ongoing postdivorce conflict and child disturbance.
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 15(4), 493-509. doi: 10.1007/BF00917236 [PubMed:
3437086]

Jouriles EN, Rosenfield D, McDonald R, & Mueller V (2014). Child involvement in interparental
conflict and child adjustment problems: A longitudinal study of violent families. Journal
of Abnormal Child Psychology, 42(5), 693-704. doi: 10.1007/s10802-013-9821-1 [PubMed:
24249486]

Jurkovic GJ (1997). Lost childhoods: The plight of the parentified child. New York, NY: Brunner/
Mazel, Inc.

Jurkovic GJ, Thirkield A & Morrell R (2001). Parentification in adult children of divorce: A
multidimensional analysis. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30(2), 245-257. doi: 10.1023/
A:1010349925974.

Kelley M, French A, Bountress K, Keefe H, Schroeder V, Steer K, ...Gumienny L (2007).
Parentification and family responsibility in the family of origin of adult children of alcoholics.
Addictive Behaviors, 32(4), 675-685. doi: 10.1016/jaddbeh.2006.06.010 [PubMed: 16839693]

Kerig PK (2005). Revisiting the construct of boundary dissolution: A multidimensional perspective.
Journal of Emotional Abuse, 5(2-3), 5-42. doi: 10.1300/J135v05n02_02

Ladd GW & Profilet SM (1996). The Child Behavior Scale: A teacher-report measure of young
children’s aggressive, withdrawn, and prosocial behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 32(6),
1008-1024. doi: 10.0012-1649/96

Leon K, & Rudy D (2005). Family processes and children’s representations of parentification. Journal
of Emotional Abuse, 5(2-3), 111-142. doi: 10.1300/J135v05n02_06

Leon K, Wallace T & Rudy D (2007). Representations of parent-child alliances in children’s family
drawings. Social Development, 16(3), 440-459. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00392.x

Macfie J, Brumariu LE, Lyons-Ruth K (2015). Parent-child role-confusion: A critical review of an
emerging concept. Developmental Review, 36, 34-57. doi: 10.1016/j.dr.2015.01.002

Macfie J, Houts RM, McElwain NL, & Cox MJ (2005). The effect of father-toddler and mother-toddler
role reversal on the development of behavior problems in kindergarten. Social Development, 14(3),
514-531. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.2005.00314.x

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Nuttall et al.

Page 17

Macfie J & Swan SA (2009). Representations of the caregiver-child relationship and of the self, and
emotion regulation in the narratives of young children whose mothers have borderline personality
disorder. Development and Psychopathology, 21, 993-1011. doi: 10.1017/S0954579409000534
[PubMed: 19583894]

Margolies PJ, & Weintraub S (1977). The revised 56-item CRPBI as a research instrument:
Reliability and factor structure. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 33, 472-476. doi:
10.1002/1097-4679(197704)33:2<472::AID-JCLP2270330230>3.0.CO;2-S

Masyn KE (2013). Latent class analysis and finite mixture modeling. In Little TD (Ed.), The Oxford
Handbook of Quantitative Methods (pp. 551-611). New York, NY: Oxford.

Mayseless O, Bartholomew K, Henderson A, & Trinke S (2004). “I was more her mom than she
was mine”: Role reversal in a community sample. Family Relations, 53(1), 78-86. doi: 10.1111/
J.1741-3729.2004.00011.x

McCoy KP, George MRW, Cummings EM, & Davies PT (2013). Constructive and destructive marital
conflict, parenting, and children’s school and social adjustment. Social Development, 22(4), 641—
662. doi: 10.1111/s0de.12015

McLachlan G, & Peel D (2000). Finite mixture models. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Muthén B (2003). Statistical and substantive checking in growth mixture modeling. Psychological
Methods, 8(3), 369-377. doi: 10.1037/1082-989x.8.3.369 [PubMed: 14596497]

Muthén LK, & Muthén BO (2015). Mplus user’s guide (7th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Author.

Nuttall AK, Speidel R, & Valentino K (2019). Expanding and extending the role reversal construct
in early childhood. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 1-14. doi: 10.1007/s10826-019-01490-w
[PubMed: 33311964]

Nuttall AK, & Valentino K (2017). An ecological-transactional model of generational
boundary dissolution across development. Marriage & Family Review, 53, 105-150. doi:
10.1080/01494929.2016.1178203

Nylund KL, Asparouhov T, & Muthén BO (2007). Deciding on the number of classes in latent
class analysis and growth mixture modeling: A monte carlo simulation study. Structural Equation
Modeling, 14(4), 535-569. doi: 10.1080/10705510701575396

Peris TS, Goeke-Morey M, Cummings EM, & Emery RE (2008). Marital conflict and support seeking
by parents in adolescence: Empirical support for the parentification construct. Journal of Family
Psychology, 22(4), 633-642. doi:10.1037/a0012792 [PubMed: 18729677]

Porter B, & O’Leary D (1980). Marital discord and child behavior problems. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 8(3), 287—295. doi: 10.1007/BF00916376 [PubMed: 7410730]

Schaefer ES (1965). A configurational analysis of children’s reports of parent behavior. Journal of
Consulting Psychology, 29(6), 552-557. doi: 10.1037/h0022702 [PubMed: 5846126]

Schermerhorn AC, Cummings EM, & Davies PT (2005). Children’s perceived agency in the context
of marital conflict: Relations with marital conflict over time. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 51(2). doi:
10.1353/mpq.2005.0012

Schwartz G (1978). Estimating the dimension of a model. The Annals of Statistics, 6, 461-464.

Schwartz JC, Barton-Henry ML, & Pruzinsky T (1985). Assessing child-rearing behaviors: A
comparison of ratings made by mother, father, child, and sibling on the CRPBI. Child
Development, 56(2), 462-479. [PubMed: 3987419]

Shaffer A & Egeland B (2011). Intergenerational transmission of familial boundary dissolution:
Observations and psychosocial outcomes in adolescence. Family Relations, 60 (3), 290-302. doi:
10.1111/.1741-3729.2011.00653.x

Shaw DS, Criss MM, Schonberg MA, & Beck JE (2004). The development of family hierarchies and
their relation to children’s conduct problems. Development and Psychopathology, 16, 483-500.
doi: 10.1017/S0954579404004638 [PubMed: 15605622]

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.



Page 18

Nuttall et al.

'70°>d

¥
‘50" >d
x

‘anem Apnis a1ealpul siduasgns 101U Jeuasediaiu] = uod {|eI20soid = 0id ‘Buizijeusau) =y ‘Buizifeussx3 = 1x3 {(1oddns
Awouolne ‘sa) |013u0d [eusdred = Dd ‘(1oddns Awouoine "sA) [041U02 [eulalew = DI ‘dauaredwod BuiniBaled eulsied = D94 ‘eaualedwod Buiaifaled jeussrew = JOJIN ‘BulAibaIed pliyd = 999 910N

059¢ 00T¢ 00T¢c 00Te 00°¢8 00'8L 00'S. 00°€L 00°28 00’58 05'S9 0089  000T 0007 00€ wnuwixen

057 00TT 00TT 00CT  00YE  00VE  OO€E  00CE  00CE  00CE 0S¥ 000  00¢ 00 000 wnuwiun

vLy  90C 6T OTT 288 S9'8 108 9.8 €T'6 16'8 TTL /89  8LT v9'T 880 as

96'TT TS8T 09'8T  €€'8T  VE'ES  TZe§  80¢G  T€0S 205 80TS  GTOF  €LEy 98§ z8's vS'T uesi\
gez €1z Gee sez 144 vee sez 144 vee ez sez ez 622 62z gee

— 900- E€T0- 900-  €T0 LST0 970 TT0  ,,600 870 00 870 ,ST0- . 870~ 000 oD ST

— wrvso o cas . sco-  €g0- _ €0~ . Svo-  T¥0o-  LC0- 200 60°0- 100 100 00— €oid ¥T

- ,Teo . 9¢0- _ €co- _ 610~ _ 190- . 8v0- _ TvO0- 7100 800- 0O 01’0 0T'0- 201d €T

— .90~ l¢o- | vZO- 60— _ ev0- _ O0E0- z00  €00- €00 100 500~ Toid 2T

— 90 00 090 €50 ,.S¥0 900 IO €00 100 500 ul Tt

— VL0 V0 €90 W0 100  0T0 €00 200 100 aui 0T

— €70 L, T90 L, ¥90  Zzo0 L¥TO 500 000 200 RN

— 180 €0 _¥T0 _ €0 71r0- Tr0- 910 X3 g

— w820 _ 2T0 .90 7T1T0- LVIO- [4%0] ax3 L

— L9050 goo-  TTO- 100 x3-9

—  ,,880 _ST0- o0oT0-  €00- '2d g

—  LVT0- eTo- 700 TON ¥

— 080  100- T090de
— L iT0- Tooonz
- 9201
ST T €T ct T ot 6 8 L 9 S 14 € 4 T

sa]|qelieA Buowy SUONR[a1I0D pUR ‘SUONBIASQ PIBpUE]S ‘SUBSIA|

‘T algeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.



Page 19

Nuttall et al.

PIOg Ul pareatpul

1 [8POW [euly 8y} Se Pajos|as [9POIAl :Z 810N

$109)J9 81e1IBA0D 10} Sis)ewesed T-) pue uonodoid ssejo 1oy sisiawered T-3 parewnss A|jeuoiippe [apow yoes ;T sloN

%8€°0T ‘¥
%0v°€ €0 %cCCTT €0 %¢0'9 €D
%8E'9Z:C0  %TIT'GZ:2D  suoiodoid %cC1'8¢ :¢O %€8'8¢ :¢O %¥0°0€ 20 suoiodold
uonnjos sjgeradiaul %TC0L:TD %68V, 1D SSe|0 %L6'6V ‘10 %91°99 10 %/.6'69 ‘1O SSe|D
Ue 0} 8618AU0D 10U PIP [3POIN 09T'¥¥19 TSEVCTS alg 80€°€9TS 18T LTTS €.0°€609 ald
99 144 [4 0¢ 14 9€ 124 Slsjowered
S9SSE[0 ¢ S9SSE[0 € S9SSE[0 Z sse|o T Sasse[o ¢ S9SS[0 € S3sSBI0 2 S9SSB[0 JO #
S103EI1pUI

|| USBMIBQ SBOURLIBAOD JURLIBAUI-SSR]D ‘SB0UBLIBA ‘SUBSL 914108dS-SSe[D 19 |9pOIA

SI01BOIPUI P3IB|81I00 UBBMIBQ SBOUBLIBAOD JUBLIBAUI-SSE[O ‘S3OUBLIEA PUE SUBSW 013109dS-SSe|D) € |8POIN

%€ L ¥O %EBE ¥O

%¥9°0T ‘€0 %68 :€0 %819 ‘€0 %189 €0
%11'GC 'O %9€'6 70  %G.'GE 7D  suomodold %.0'8¢ :¢0 %89'V¢C :Z0 %6.'6¢C ‘¢O suorodold
%c0'LS T %0LT8:TD %99 ‘TO SSe|0 %c9'79 1O %1589 ‘1O %T1C0L ‘IO SSEID
¥29'6¥1S 98%'9¢TS 998'0TTS alg L26°8TTS ¢0C'7609 LT/°180S al1g
2% e /Z  sioeweled 6 0 T2 siolewWeled
SasSe[0 ¥ S9sSe[0 € SOSSe[0 7 SASSE[d JO # S3sSe[0 ¥ S9sSEe[0 € Sassep 2 SISSE[D JO #

sioyealpul |[e

U99MI9( SBOUBLIBAOD ‘SBOURLIEA JUBLIEAUI-SSE|D UM SUBBW 914199ds-SSB[D G [9POIA

S90UR| JeA JUR|IRAUISSE D PUE S JOTRDIPUI POTR B 110D USBMIB( S3oUR| JeA0D pue SUeaW J14109ds-sse(D :Z PPo N

%9¢'Y ‘¥O %99, ‘¥O

%SL'ST €D %9¢'Y €0 %9€'6 €D %7158 :€D
%SGG'2Z 270 WIS8Z 0 WET'EE:ZD  suomiodoid %9€°6 2¢O %9€°6 2¢O %T1¢ 0T :¢0 suonodo.d
%SY'LS T %ECL9TO  %T8'99 1O SSe|0 %cC9'€L T %ET'28 1D %6.'68 ‘1O SSe|D
Yy¥'08TS 282'¢v1S 1866609 olg 4] A4S L16°L609 E€TT'€80S alg
S oy 92  sleeweled €€ 9¢ 6T sJglaweled
Sasse|O ¢ S3sse|d £ SSSe|O Z  SASSe|d JO # $3sSe|9 1 $3sSe|0 € Sasse|d ¢ S3SSB| JO #

s101e21pUl

Pa1R|31100 USSMID] SIUBLIEAOD PUB SBOUBLIBA ‘SURSW J14193ds-558|D 7 [3POIA

S101221PUI P3IR|91100 UBBMISQ SBOUBLIBAOD ‘S9IUBLIEA JURLIBAUI-SSRIO UYNIM SUBBW J13199ds-SSB|D T |9PON

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

S|I9POIN d1 Aleuiwijald 1o} S1nsay
‘¢ 9lqel

J Fam Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 April 01.



1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuen Joyiny

Nuttall et al.

Table 3:

Growth Mixture Modeling Results for the Complete Model

Page 20

Complete Model with Child Externalizing

Class-specific Means Means, basis Means, variances Means, variances, basis

parameters Coefficients coefficients

# of parameters 29 31 32 34

BIC 9521.401 9518.656 Model did not converge to an Model did not converge to an
interpretable solution interpretable solution

Class C1: 46.38% C1:46.81%

Proportions C2:53.62% C2:53.19%

Complete Model with Child Internalizing

Class-specific Means Means, basis Means, variances Means, variances, basis

parameters Coefficients coefficients

# of parameters 29 31 32 34

BIC 9575.654 9573.213 Model did not converge to an Model did not converge to an
interpretable solution interpretable solution

Class C1:55.75%  C1: 54.04%

Proportions C2:44.26%  C2:45.96%

Complete Model with Child Prosocial Behavior

Class-specific Means Means, basis M eans, variances Means, variances, basis
parameters Coefficients coefficients
# of parameters 29 31 32 34
BIC 7687.299 7687.386 Model did not converge to an 7660.760
interpretable solution
Class C1:31.92%  C1:37.02% C1: 47.23%
Proportions C2:68.09%  C2:62.98% C2: 52.77%

Note 1: Each model additionally estimated all parameters estimated in the selected LCA model

Note 2: Model selected as the final model is indicated in bold
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Results for All Final Models

Table 4.

Page 21

Parameter Preliminary LPA GMM with Externalizing GMM with Internalizing GMM with Prosocial
Behavior Behavior Behavior
Class (n) Means 1 (165)  2(70) 1 (109) 2 (126) 1(131) 2(104) 1(111) 2 (124)
cce 1467 1717 134 1707 1.40™ 1.68™ 1377 1677
MCGC 614 5207 626" 548" 6.15™" 5.49™* 6.19™" 5527
PCGC 614 530" 6177 561" 6.10 " 561" 6.13™" 563"
MC 4168™ 47.88™ 4114 45817 41.39™ 46.20™" 41.93™" 45.23™"
PC 3930 41.87" 39.48™" 40,68 39.50 40.84™" 40127 40177
Level - - 47.28™* 54.06™" 49.84™* 5416 18.86™" 17.86™
Slope - - -0.25 -0.44 0.54 0.62 0.78™* -0.35
Variances
cce 076 076 0747 0.74™* 0.75™" 0.75™" 075™* 0.75™"
MCGC 246™ 246" 2517 251" 255" 255™F 256" 256™"
pCGC 3017 301 3.00™ 3.09™ 311 311 310" 310"
MC 39.00™ 39.00™" 42347 4234 4153 4153 43747 43747
PC 4947 49.47™ 5015 50.15 ™" 50.42™* 50.42™* 51.14™* 51.14™F
Level - - 54.16™" 54.16™ 53.33™% 53.33™% 256" 321™
Slope - -- 270* 270" 243 243 1.07 2767
Covariances
Y2, Y3 218" 208™ 223" 222" 2.26™" 2.23™ 2317 2.09™"
Y4, Y5 41117 3031 44747 3527 44.10™* 34.03™" 4558™" 31.49™F
Level, Slope - - -2.15 -2.15 -2.32 -2.32 162* -0.82
GMMs with Adjustment as an Outcome
Class (n) Means 1 (165) 2 (70) 1 (165) 2 (70) 1(165) 2 (70)
Level 49,55™* 54,07 50,87 54,10 1855 18.05™
Slope -0.16 -0.74 078* 0.14 026 _035*
Variances
Level 5121 79.63" 41.56™" 10036 286" 289"
Slope 1.67 4.18 Fix @0 750%* 0.24 0.69
Covariance
Level, Slope -1.43 1.86 Fix @0 -13.33% 0617 0.17
Differences b s.e b s.e. b s.e.
Level 453* 1.95 3.23 1.99 -0.50 0.41
Slope -0.58 0.76 -0.64 0.78 ~060™* 0.23

Note: Class 1 = Non-parentification class, Class 2 = Parentification class; CCG = child caregiving; MCGC = maternal caregiving competence;
PCGC = paternal caregiving competence; MC = maternal control (vs. autonomy support); PC = paternal control (vs. autonomy support);
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Hok

p<.01,
*
p<.05,

p=.05
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