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Although there is some consensus among theorists regarding attributes of parents that
associate with optimal child outcomes, translation of the theory into measures has
been variable and inconsistent. These inconsistencies have been surprisingly little noted
in the literature and present a particular problem to researchers seeking to study
parenting in little examined cultures. This article describes these inconsistencies, and
suggests some practical resolutions based on the writers’ recent experience of studying
parenting in Islamic cultures. Some dilemmas and choice points described are: the use
of typologies vs. dimensions; measures of parenting styles vs. practices; the limited
number of items in most current scales of ‘style’ as opposed to ‘practice’ domains;
strategies to assess the validity of parenting practices when the culture-specific
‘meaning’ of the behaviour is not known; and the implications of the greater degree of
gender differentiation in cultures studied. Steps proposed as criteria for assembling
scales and determining psychometric acceptability when adapting measures to new
cultures are outlined. It is the goal of this article to raise discussion both about the
inconsistencies and lack of standardization of measures in the study of parenting, and
about guidelines for future studies charting new territory. Such discussion is timely as
developmental psychology takes on an increasingly global perspective.

Although some important conceptual studies have appeared in the last decade
regarding central issues in parenting (e.g. Darling & Steinberg, 1997; Maccoby, 1992),
there is a shortage of discussion of practical issues related to measuring parenting. An
important practical issue is the great variability that presently exists in the composition
of scales purported to measure constructs given similar names. Furthermore, there are
no practical guidelines for designing studies of parenting in ‘new’ cultures, where
measures of the constructs relevant to parenting have not been tested previously. This
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article is the result of the writers’ experience in conducting several recent studies of
parenting in Islamic cultures. Some general conceptual and measurement issues with
regard to the study of parenting are addressed first. We then follow this with some case
examples to illustrate the dilemmas that were faced and the resolutions we adapted. We
expect that our observations will be relevant to those planning research in any less-
studied culture, and may also help to clarify problematical issues for our discipline.

Measurement of parenting characteristics
Darling and Steinberg (1993) have described the historical trends in conceptualizing
parenting. One strategy used to describe parental characteristics has been to place them
along single dimensions of parenting, such as acceptance–rejection (Rohner, 1986), or
on orthogonal dimensions such as warmth–hostility and detachment–involvement
(Schaefer, 1965). A different strategy has been to use typologies, which incorporate
such dimensions but do not measure their effects separately. Baumrind’s (1967)
typologies of parenting styles have served as the template for the design of many such
recent studies. Baumrind described the ‘authoritative’ parenting style that incorporates
high levels of three separate dimensions: warmth, involvement and inductive discipline.
This combination is hypothesized as optimal for the child’s psychosocial development.

Typologies describe qualitatively different combinations of parental characteristics.
The influence of any single aspect of parenting was proposed to be dependent upon
the configuration of other aspects and, as such, it has been argued that measurement
along single dimensions would miss these aggregated effects. Typologies have also been
offered as being more ecologically valid than single or orthogonal dimensions (Darling
& Steinberg, 1993). The ecological validity of the typologies is claimed because they
describe naturally occurring combinations of parent behaviours, derived from
observations of parents. Typologies were identified in describing the parental milieu,
as it exists. In contrast, measuring parenting along quantitative dimensions assumes a
range of positions along these dimensions, and sets of combinations that may be
theoretical rather than real (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).

The configurational approach has resulted in a great deal of useful information
regarding parenting styles and outcomes in middle-class, North American, Caucasian
families. The authoritative parenting style has been associated with positive outcomes
fairly consistently among such students (Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992). In
numerous studies, there has also been some evidence for the salutary effects of this
style in non-Caucasian North Americans (Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992).

However, in other studies among minority groups within the USA, there is evidence
that processes occurring between parents and children influence outcomes quite
differently than in Caucasian families (e.g. Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates & Pettit, 1996;
Steinberg Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992). Chao (1994) has challenged the use of
constructs such as authoritarian and authoritative parenting, derived from the
Caucasian population and its historical traditions, to understand parenting in Asian-
American cultural groups. In her criticism, Chao pointed out that the relevance of these
typologies to Caucasian families is likely because the typologies reflect historical
influences and beliefs regarding the raising of children in the Western milieu. Because
this history is not shared by those from other cultures, however, the typologies are
unsuited for families of Asian descent. She proposed a typology that reflected optimal
Confucian parenting, based on a different script where combinations of characteristics
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are present in combinations that have not been described in Western descriptions of
parenting. The optimal parent she described was involved closely with the child,
devoted and willing to make sacrifices for the child’s well-being, and an important agent
of ‘family based’ control that is seen as supportive by both children and parents (Chao
& Sue, 1996).

Instead of describing parenting characteristics by using typologies, an alternative
approach is to dismantle typologies into their component parts, as proposed by Barber
(1997) and Darling and Steinberg (1993). Thus, instead of assessing the effect of the
‘authoritative’ style of parenting, the effects of warmth, involvement and inductive
discipline would be examined separately. The dismantling of typologies into linear
dimensions seems particularly important when studying cultures other than those
where the typology emerged. First, this strategy eliminates the need to be concerned
about whether the particular combination of parenting characteristics captured by a
typology exists in the ‘new’ culture. Second, the relationship between single
dimensions and outcomes is easier to interpret; with typologies it is unclear which
component of the combination was responsible for the outcome. Finally, and as argued
in the present article, the basic dimensions that make up the typologies have been
proposed to be ‘universal’ in their effects, and they thereby offer a strategy to
understand the components of optimal parenting in under-studied cultures.

On the conceptual level, there is some consensus among investigators with regard to
what are considered basic dimensions. Maccoby and Martin (1983) described the two
essential components of parenting styles to be responsiveness and demandingness.
These constructs have been used in many studies of parenting. Although other
investigators use different terms (e.g. acceptance or warmth for responsiveness, and
behavioural control or regulation for demandingness), the concepts behind respon-
siveness and regulation reappear frequently.

A third dimension, autonomy-granting, has recently been given attention in the
theoretical literature (Ryan, Deci, & Grolnick, 1995; Steinberg, Mounts, Lamborn, &
Dornbusch, 1991), although it has not been included consistently in many studies.
Steinberg and his group included ‘psychological autonomy’ as a criterion for classifying
parents into Baumrind’s typologies. This dimension is defined as ‘the extent to which
parents employ non-coercive, democratic discipline and encourage the adolescent to
express individuality within the family.’ (Steinberg et al., 1991, p. 25). In contrast,
harsh, dominating, restrictive or psychological control (Barber, 1996) is an important
negative dimension identified by several investigators and a component of the
authoritarian parent typology.

The problem of non-standardized constructs and scales
Aclose look, however, reveals little uniformity in how the dimensions are constructed.
Consider the instruments used by two influential groups of investigators: Steinberg’s
group assesses warmth/involvement as a unidimensional construct (items provided in
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991). Low scores on this scale indicate
deficient warmth. Greenberger’s scale is called parental warmth and acceptance
(Greenberger & Chen, 1996), or more recently, parental warmth (C. Chen, Green-
berger, Lester, Dong, & Guo, 1998). In contrast, this scale captures a bipolar construct,
with low scores on this scale indicating not just deficient warmth, but rejection and
hostility.
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The picture for demandingness is similarly complicated. In the scales used by
Steinberg’s group (Lamborn et al., 1991) derived from Baumrind’s model, there are no
‘negative’ control components included. Firmness is assessed by supervisory practices
(e.g. ‘My parents know exactly where I am most afternoons after school’). In contrast,
The Child Rearing Practices Report used in multiple studies (e.g. Lin & Fu, 1990)
includes rejecting and critical behaviours in the grouping, along with firmness. Berndt,
Cheung, Lau, Hau, and Lew (1993) similarly assess control by items such as ‘My parent
keeps me in awe’, and ‘My parent moralises to me’. This kind of control appears to be
quite different from the benign control identified by Baumrind, and suggests a
conflation of constructs in the measure used. To add to the confusion, Steinberg’s
warmth scales include several items that might be considered demandingness
(Maccoby & Martin, 1983), for example ‘My parent keeps pushing me to do my best
in whatever I do’.

Steinberg and his group (Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992; Steinberg
et al., 1991) conceptualize autonomy-granting as being the reverse of ‘psychological
control’. Items proposed to tap this construct included ‘How often do your parents tell
you that their ideas are correct and you should not question them?’ (reverse scored).
Ryan and Lynch (1989) consider autonomy-granting a key variable in their theory, and
use a bipolar construct with encouragement of independence vs. overprotection.
Overprotection is quite a different construct from psychological control; yet for
different investigators, overprotection and psychological control lie on the opposite
end of the spectrum from autonomy-granting. Furthermore, when dimensions are
constructed in a bipolar fashion (e.g. psychological control on one extreme and
autonomy-granting on the other), it is assumed that the absence of one indicates the
presence of the other. It is conceivable, however, that parents might be neither
psychologically controlling nor autonomy-granting, and this assumption needs to be
established empirically, especially when one is venturing to study new cultural groups.

In summary, there is consensus among investigators in the West that warmth,
regulation and respect for the child’s autonomy are important parental characteristics in
achieving optimal outcomes for children. Thus, at the conceptual level, despite some
differences in specifics, theorists show many similarities (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
However, at the practical level, organization of these constructs into dimensions and
scales is highly variable. The names used to describe the scales can be confusing, and
investigators vary over whether they use single dimensions or typologies. When the
parental characteristics are organized into bipolar dimensions, there is significant
variability in which two parental characteristics are placed at ‘opposing’ ends. Finally,
the items chosen to reflect the dimension or typology are highly variable and may
conflate separate constructs. Overall, this lack of standardization in the translation of
constructs into measures is quite striking; and yet it has been little noted in the
literature.

We wish to clarify that although we encourage the use of standardized scales, our
intent is not to devalue the importance of creative and innovative approaches to
definition and measurement of constructs. Indeed, we would argue that in order to
recognize innovation and assess its value in a specific situation, baseline standards are
needed. The problem as we see it with non-standardized scales is not the presence of
diversity, but the assumption of invariability when in fact there is significant variation
present. Two researchers using different items to measure a construct they call by the
same name may not be tapping this construct equally effectively, and may even be
measuring different constructs. Furthermore, those researchers embarking on studies
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where they wish simply to assess a construct using a well-established method should be
able to do so using a common language and readily available scales. At the present time
such a standard is presumed to exist because of the overlapping naming of scales by
different investigators; in fact it does not.

Parental warmth, control and autonomy-granting: Style vs. practice
The distinction between style and practice is relatively recent (Darling & Steinberg,
1993; Stevenson-Hinde, 1998) and has particular implications for methodology in cross-
cultural work on parenting. Styles are related to behaviours that occur over a broad
range of situations and thereby create an ‘atmosphere’ within which parent–child
interactions take place. They are postulated to have similar influences across cultures
(Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Hart, Nelson, Robinson, Olsen & McNeilly-Choque, 1998).
Practices, in contrast, are situation-specific behaviours. These behaviours take place
within defined and limited contexts, and may have different ‘meanings’ to different
cultural groups.

Darling and Steinberg’s proposal that the central ‘atmospheric ’ variables have similar
meanings in all cultures has intuitive appeal as well as some empirical backing. For
example, it would be expected that warm, loving, affectionate parents provide an
atmosphere where children are keen to please and emulate them. Reviewing the cross-
culture literature on family and development, Kagitçibasi (1996) found empirical
support for this hypothesis and has proposed that warmth is a universally salutary
attribute of parenting. Conversely, it would be expected that psychologically
dominating, difficult-to-please parents would create an atmosphere where negative
affect would be high, and where the child’s well-being and effective function would be
compromised. Barber and Harmon (2001) have reported this finding to be true in
several very different cultures.

In contrast, parental practices or behaviours would not necessarily have the same
meaning in different cultures. Rohner and Pettengill’s (1985) study illustrates such
differences. Correlates of parental control practices among Korean adolescents were
examined to determine whether they followed the pattern that had been found among
Western youth, who perceive control as a manifestation of parental rejection. Control
was defined as ‘the extent to which parents place restrictions or limits on children’s
behaviour, and the extent to which these restrictions are enforced’ (pp. 525–526). The
authors reported that, in contrast to Western findings, scores on their scale measuring
control practices correlated with high warmth and low neglect among Korean youth.

Specific practices may be more typically associated with specific styles in different
cultures. For example, endorsement of the practice item ‘My parent offers to help me
with my homework’ may assess warmth/involvement in middle-class, Caucasian
families in North America. However, in many Asian families, where parents’ educational
levels are frequently below that of their adolescent offspring, this behaviour may not
tap the same construct.

The distinction between style and practice becomes all the more important when a
new culture is being studied, as the ‘meaning’ of different practices may not be clearly
established from the start. In cultures where parenting measures have not been
validated, developing measures of specific styles would be an important first step. A
central ‘core’ of style items would allow both for style dimensions to be linked to what
is already known in other cultures (the etic), as well as serve as a base for exploring

383Mainstream parenting research



culture-specific or emic relationships among these style dimensions and culture-specific
practices. For this reason, it is imperative to separate style and practice items in analyses
in cultures where the scales were not originally developed.

Some problems faced in designing studies in ‘new’ cultures – and some
resolutions
The studies we conducted (Stewart, Bond, Abdullah & Ma, 2000; Stewart, Bond, Ho,
Zaman, Dar, & Anwar, 2000; Stewart, Bond, Kennard, Ho & Zaman, 2002; Stewart et al.,
1999) were in the domain of parenting characteristics and the relationship of these
characteristics to offspring outcomes in youth from Islamic cultures. Our review led us
to the conclusion that there was some conceptual consistency within the field with
regard to identification of important parental characteristics. However, the translation
of the concept into practice was highly variable. Simply adapting existing scales was
not an option; we had to assemble items and develop scales that would be appropriate
for approaching a ‘new culture’. We came to the following three conclusions to guide
our efforts. First, typologies had questionable validity in cultures other than the ones in
which they were developed, and so single dimensions would be most appropriate.
Second, the oppositeness of bipolar measures of a dimension of parental style in new
cultures needed to be established empirically rather than presumed theoretically.
Finally, the use of style rather than practice items was justified when approaching
cultures where the meaning of specific behaviours may not be immediately apparent.

Unfortunately, translating the decision to use unidimensional scales of style into
measures was more difficult than we expected. Most scales contain a mixture of items
measuring style and practice. We found that the two parental style groupings that are
most clearly defined without practice items are warmth and psychological or
dominating control (see Appendix). For all these items, the parent’s style is defined
pervasively (e.g. ‘My parent is strict’), and not in domain-specific terms that may be a
particular behavioural translation of the style (e.g. ‘My parent does not allow me to
attend my friends’ birthday parties’). For this reason, we used these two dimensions in
most of our studies.

Questions may be raised regarding the style/practice distinction at this point. First, if
styles and practices are supposed to be separable conceptually, then why is it difficult
to measure some style dimensions without items that tap practices? We believe that this
difficulty is quite understandable because atmosphere is communicated through a large
number of specific actions, the meaning of which may be quite clear within the culture
in which the scale was developed. Extant scales have been developed from within a
culture (typically in Western cultures) where practice items are understood clearly as
having negative or positive effects. We were able to extract items for two dimensions;
others may be able to create additional dimensions without practice items. The fact that
it is difficult to construct scales for some dimensions without practice items is a
challenge rather than a finality that renders the distinction meaningless. A second
question might be: Unless all styles can be measured without practice items, is the
distinction between style and practices useful? As we hope to demonstrate in the next
section, even two dimensions of warmth and dominating control offer a useful strategy
for understanding parenting in understudied cultures.
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‘Universal’ style dimensions and behavioural meaning in new cultures
Warmth and dominating control offer two important dimensions of parental style that
may be universal, and against which the meaning of specific practices might be
elucidated. The use of these styles as ‘touchstones’ was an important strategy we have
used in understanding data from ‘new’ cultures. In several of our studies (Stewart,
Bond, Abdullah, & Ma, 2000; Stewart, Bond, Ho, Zaman, Dar, & Anwar, 2000; Stewart et
al., 2002), the meaning of specific practices had to be investigated, either as a central or
as a procedural question, before we could go on to examine their association with
outcomes.

In Bangladesh (Stewart, Bond, Abdullah, & Ma, 2000), for example, we had no
information about the ‘meaning’ of parental knowledge of their adolescents’ activities,
which, as most researchers before us, we assumed to be influenced at least in part by
parental supervisory practices and monitoring (cf. Kerr & Stattin, 2000). Nor did we
believe we ought to presume what these meanings might be. We examined their
meanings by considering the degree to which parental knowledge was associated with
parental warmth vs. parental dominating control in boys and in girls. We found that for
girls, parental knowledge was strongly associated with parental warmth, but not with
dominating control. In contrast, for boys, parental knowledge was associated with
parental dominating control, but not with warmth. We proposed that these findings
reflect the dramatic gender differences in the degree to which girls vs. boys are
protected and supervised, elucidating culture-specific societal values with regard to
such parental practices.

In Pakistan (Stewart, Bond, Ho, Zaman, Dar, Anwar, 2000), the central issues of our
study involved parenting and adolescent outcomes. We were particularly interested in
the ‘meaning’ of autonomy-granting by parents in this culture. The meaning and
associations that this style holds in a culture where obedience to parents’ wishes is
expected and valued is of significant theoretical interest. Self-determination theory
(Ryan & Lynch, 1989) would hold that such behaviours are essential for the
internalization of parental values, even if those values include obedience to parents’
wishes. In contrast, Markus & Kitayama (1991) propose that internalization of values is
not a goal in collectivist cultures. They suggest that the behaviour of individuals in
communal cultures is influenced by ‘external’ expectations; parental practices that
emphasize ‘internals’ would be largely irrelevant.

We found that autonomy-granting was highly associated with warmth for both boys
and girls. However, in causal models of how parental attributes relate to their children’s
outcomes, parental autonomy-granting played an important positive role for boys, but
not for girls. These findings allow for an effective representation of societal forces in
middle-class Pakistan today. There has been a dramatic increase in public awareness of
the need to empower women in this culture where traditionally they have little control
over their own lives and can be subjected to significant abuse. On the other hand, the
central life domain for females remains the home and family. Overall, parental practices
associated more strongly with girls’ than boys’ outcomes. Warmth played a significant
and direct role in their life satisfaction, unlike parental autonomy-granting. Further-
more, there were some signs that parental autonomy-granting may have a negative
effect on their interpersonal relationships. In contrast to the girls, middle-class Pakistani
boys live in a world where the sense of agency that might result from high levels of
parental autonomy-granting (Ryan et al., 1995) provides an advantage to their social
adaptation.
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Finally, this procedure of examining the association of practices with established
style dimensions could be helpful not just when Western constructs are exported to
non-Western cultures, but also when non-Western constructs are examined in the
West. We investigated the ‘exportability’ to Western samples of a set of parenting
practices that have been associated with Chinese parenting. Chao (1994) has described
Chinese parenting as being guided by the framework of guan, a term that means
training. We composed a set of items based on what she had proposed to assess guan,
and examined their relationship to parenting styles and young adult outcomes in Hong
Kong, Pakistan and the USA (Stewart et al., 2002; Stewart et al., 1998). We found that
psychometrically this set of practices showed good reliability in Western as well as in
the two Asian groups examined. Furthermore, for all three groups, the set of training
practices associated positively with the parental style variable of warmth, but not with
dominating control. The salience of the construct in Asian, but not Western, cultures
was reflected in the finding that training was associated with many more outcomes in
the Asian cultures, but not in the USA sample.

Psychometrics and exercising due caution
The issues identified above present a major obstacle to the integration of the research
on parenting styles, and should be of concern to all investigators designing new studies.
Although the development of standardized scales of parental styles would help by
allowing researchers to use a consistent and common language, the present variability
does not prevent researchers from carrying out new studies. The strategy we used, and
which may be helpful for those working within ‘new’ cultures, was to start by using the
two conceptual touchstones of warmth and dominating control against which to
understand further culture-specific elaborations. We want to clarify that we are not
proposing a restriction of investigations to these scales, but rather the inclusion of
these scales to clarify the meaning of additional items, scales and constructs in
understudied cultures.

However, after we chose the items to tap basic scales of warmth and psychological
control, we then faced the question of establishing acceptable psychometric properties
for the scales (or subscales) we used for our substantive analyses. The difficulties and
inconsistencies we recount in this section are not exclusive to the studying of parenting
per se, and there are numerous guides in the cross-cultural literature (see e.g. van de
Vijver & Leung, 1997) for researchers taking their instruments abroad. However,
examination of recent studies of parenting in little-studied cultures reveals a lack of
uniformity in procedures used to adapt scales to new cultures. Furthermore, in the
study of parenting, the fact that several subgroups are involved (i.e. mothers, fathers,
daughters and sons) means that the delineation of the samples and the methods of
calculating reliability become particularly salient.

The variation in statistical procedures can be illustrated by considering three articles
where parenting strategies were assessed in the special international issue of
Developmental Psychology (April 1998). At one extreme, one group of investigators
(X. Chen et al., 1998) referenced studies that did not provide detailed information
about the psychometric properties of the specific scales that were used in the
investigation. Another set of investigators (C. Chen et a l., 1998) did report
psychometric properties for their sample: alpha coefficients were calculated separately
for each cultural sample in their study. However, their method for calculating the alpha
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coefficient had a positive biasing effect on the statistic. They averaged scores from
mothers and fathers for each item on a 13-item scale; instead of calculating the alpha on
this derived 13-item scale, they calculated coefficient alphas by pooling mothers’ and
fathers’ 26 items.

Finally, a third set of researchers (Hart et al., 1998) provided a careful and thorough
report of the psychometric properties of each scale in each of the samples of the study.
International collaborators first assessed the functional equivalence of the items in the
scales. Factors were extracted to determine whether item groupings were consistent
with the intended scales. This factor analysis was based on the combined group of items
from mothers and fathers; however, they also reported that prior, separate analyses had
resulted in ‘identical factor structures’. The items that constituted each factor were
reported, as were loading ranges. Cronbach’s alphas were also reported for the scales
thus constituted (and all were above .71).

There are psychometric implications of the strategies used in the studies described
above. Alphas based on the pooled (rather than averaged) scores of both parents are
likely to be inflated if parents’ scores are strongly correlated, since increasing the
number of items in a scale improves the obtained alpha (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998).
As an example, alpha coefficients calculated separately for mothers’ and fathers’
dominating control in Bangladesh (Stewart, Bond, Abdullah, & Ma, 2000) were .51 in
both cases. Parents’ scores were highly correlated (rs from .84 to .90). When the alpha
was calculated with both parents’ items pooled, it increased to .78. In contrast, the
alpha based on the averaged scores was .52, more consistent with the alphas for each
parent individually. Thus, a more accurate estimate of reliability can be obtained by
averaging parents’ scores and using these averages to obtain alphas.

In our studies, we began instrument adaptation by subjecting the style items we had
assembled to a factor analysis, deriving the theoretically determined two factors for
warmth and dominating control. Furthermore, factor structures of the items for boys
and girls, mothers and fathers were examined separately, so that the scales measuring
parenting are based on commonalities across four separate factor analyses. We
recommend this more demanding procedure because dynamics across genders and
generations may be different and one cannot presume similarity, especially in a new
culture.

Adisadvantage of this rigorous procedure is the reduction in the number of items. To
begin with, once practice items are dropped from Western scales, the pool of style
items is quite small. Restriction of items in each scale had both positive and negative
consequences for our studies. On the one hand, we were acutely aware of the potential
problem of ‘response fatigue’, since in cultures such as Bangladesh and Pakistan
adolescents have little exposure to self-rated measures requiring reflection. Threat to
validity would probably increase with the number of items to be completed. On the
other hand, the smaller number of items available has an adverse impact on the
psychometric properties of the instruments, especially alphas (Murphy & Davidshofer,
1998).

In Bangladesh, as in most non-Western cultures, there is much greater sex role
differentiation than in Western cultures. So, it was incumbent on us to demonstrate
gender similarities in factor composition rather than assume them. As we did not have
equal numbers of boys and girls, separate analyses had to be conducted for each gender.
A pooled average would also have allowed for fewer analyses, but pooling requires
equal numbers of the subgroups so that no one subgroup’s pattern exercises greater
influence on the overall results. With equal numbers in each group only common
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factors would survive the pooling. (Averaging the correlation matrices and factor
analysing the average would be another approach, as in Bond (1988).) Given that we
intended to compare genders, the specific items on each of the scales needed to be
identical. Since parenting dimensions are not conceptualized as being orthogonal
(Lamborn et al., 1991), items might cross scales in different samples when orthogonal
solutions are called for. Our criterion for inclusion of an item was loading of at least .35
for both genders on the scale in which the item theoretically ‘belonged’. We ended up
with four items in the warmth scale and three items in the dominating control scale.

Small numbers of items in scales affect the obtained alpha coefficients (Murphy &
Davidshofer, 1998). Editors and reviewers are reluctant to publish findings when the
alpha coefficients of the scales on which the results are based are low. This concern is a
powerful deterrent for researchers working in less-studied cultures. However, Boyle
(1991) has proposed that high internal item consistency defined by strong alphas may
simply reflect item redundancy. For example, consider the five-item ‘coercion’ scale
(a = .76) in an article (Hart et al., 1998) in Developmental Psychology’s special issue.
This scale of the parenting instrument rated: slapping, grabbing, yelling, shouting, and
using physical discipline. Such redundancy guarantees high alphas, but reduces the
range of scale coverage. Boyle (1991) proposes that a better measure of domain
coherence and coverage is mean inter-item correlation between .20 and .40.

We therefore propose the following guidelines for adapting parenting scales to
under-studied cultures:

(1) Single dimensions of parenting in unidimensional arrangement, rather than
typologies or bipolar dimensions, should be used.

(2) ‘Style’ and ‘practice’ items should be separated (we found that we were able to
compile an adequate set of style items for the dimensions of ‘warmth’ and
‘dominating control’, but other investigators may wish to derive different
constructs).

(3) The items should emerge as coherent in factor analyses separately conducted for
the different subgroups of perceivers in each culture.

(4) Inter-item correlation as well as coefficient alphas should routinely be reported
separately for each category of rater, and the inter-item correlation should fall
above .20. In the absence of adequate inter-item correlations, if the items have
emerged as coherent in factor analyses, the scales should be designated as
provisional.

These resolutions allow entry into a ‘new’ culture using a brief scale to address initial
questions. A goal of further studies should be to develop a broader range of items that
assess the intended parenting characteristics. Skeletal scales should be made more
substantial by deriving a set of items, from within the culture, that are purported to
reflect constructs that relate to style scales (e.g. warm or dominating styles of
parenting). Some of these items may include practices. The correlations of these items
with the original scale would serve as the test of whether they reflect warmth (or
dominating control, or other appropriate construct measured) in the specific culture.

Cultures within cultures
Although the importance of assessing for and understanding gender effects has been
emphasized in Western cultures as well (e.g. Clark, 1987), in Islamic cultures, such as
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Bangladesh, our findings demonstrate that gender appears to create virtually a second
‘culture within a culture’. Ethnic subgroups within single cultures (e.g. Chinese and
Filipinos in the Philippines, Hindus and Muslims in India) may also show dramatic
differences. Similarly, differences are likely to exist in cultures where class differences
are large, as we found in our qualitative study of mothers in Pakistan (Zaman & Stewart,
2001). Whereas these caveats have been outlined previously and their impact
demonstrated (e.g. Kohn, Naoi, Schoenbach, Schooler, & Slomyczynski, 1990),
subanalyses based on socio-economic background are rarely provided. When two
cultural groups are compared, matching for social class would be particularly
important. For example, in the recent special issue of Developmental Psychology
(1998), several studies mention the diverse socio-economic status of their sample.
However, with the notable exception of Bornstein et al. (1998), they do not provide
information regarding differences within their samples based on social class, nor do
they examine associations between social class indicators and outcomes.

Summary
In summary, this article outlines some under-noted problems in the measurement of the
constructs of parenting. We believe that further discussion about the inconsistencies is
important, with the eventual goal of establishing standardized scales for parenting
styles. In addition, we offer from our own experience some resolutions that might be
helpful to other researchers: at the conceptual level, we propose that the two
important constructs, parental warmth and dominating control, serve as useful
dimensions of likely universally positive and negative styles. We provided information
about our findings with these constructs in our studies, to serve as examples of how
universal styles can be used to probe the meaning of practices in understudied cultures.

We have also outlined some basic standards for psychometric adaptations of scales.
The issue of psychometrics is not specific to ‘new’ culture studies, and many complex
guidelines have already been issued. In practice, however, the standard in the
developmental literature is much more variable than for studies within Western
cultures, or for studies in other subdisciplines such as social psychology. Finally, we
draw attention to some concerns that take on particular salience in cross-cultural
studies, but are not specific to parenting: the issue of cultures within cultures.
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Kagitçibasi, C. (1996). Family and human development across cultures. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2000). What parents know, how they know it, and several forms of

adolescent adjustment: Further support for a reinterpretation of monitoring. Developmental
Psychology, 36 , 366–380.

Kohn, M. L., Naoi, A., Schoenbach, C., Schooler, B., &Slomyczynski, K. M. (1990). Position in the
class structure and psychological functioning in the United States, Japan and Poland.
American Journal of Sociology, 95 , 964–1008.

Lamborn, S., Mounts, N., Steinberg, L., & Dornbusch, S. (1991). Patterns of competence and
adjustment among adolescents from authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent and neglectful
families. Child Development, 62 , 1049–1065.

Lin, C. Y. C., & Fu, V. R. (1990). A comparison of child rearing practices among Chinese,
immigrant Chinese, and Caucasian-American parents. Child Development, 61 , 429–433.

Maccoby, E. (1992). The role of parents in the socialization of children: An historical overview.
Developmental Psychology, 28 , 1006–1017.

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent–child
interaction. In E. M. Hetherington (Ed.), Mussen manual of child psychology (Vol. 4, 4th ed.,
pp 1–102). New York: Wiley.

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, motivation,
and emotion. Psychological Review, 98 , 224–253.

Murphy, K. R., & Davidshofer, C. O. (1998). Psychological testing: Principles and applications
(4th ed.). London: Prentice Hall.

390 Sunita Mahtani Stewart and Michael Harris Bond



Rohner, R. (1986). The warmth dimension: Foundations of parental acceptance–rejection
theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rohner, R., & Pettengill, S. M. (1985). Perceived parental acceptance–rejection and parental
control among Korean adolescents. Child Development, 56 , 524–528.

Ryan, R., Deci, E., & Grolnick, W. (1995). Autonomy, relatedness and the self: Their relation to
development and psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & D. J. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental
psychopathology, (vol. 1, pp. 618–655). New York: Wiley.

Ryan, R. M., & Lynch, J. (1989). Emotional autonomy versus detachment: Revisiting the
vicissitudes of adolescence and young adulthood. Child Development, 60 , 340–356.

Schaefer, E. S. (1965). A configurational analysis of children’s reports of parent behaviour.
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 29 , 552–557.

Steinberg, L., Dornbusch, S. M., & Brown, B. B. (1992). Ethnic differences in adolescent
achievement: An ecological perspective. American Psychologist, 47 , 723–729.

Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S., Dornbusch, S., & Darling, N. (1992). Impact of parenting practices on
adolescent achievement: Authoritative parenting, school involvement, and encouragement to
succeed. Child Development, 63 , 1266–1281.

Steinberg, L., Mounts, N., Lamborn, S., & Dornbusch, S. (1991). Authoritative parenting and
adolescent adjustment across varied ecological niches. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 1,
19–36.

Stevenson-Hinde, J. (1998). Parenting in different cultures: Time to focus. Developmental
Psychology, 34 , 698–700.

Stewart, S. M., Bond, M. H., Abdullah, A. S. M., & Ma, S. (2000). Gender, parenting and adolescent
functioning in Bangladesh. Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 46 , 540–564.

Stewart, S. M., Bond, M. H., Ho, L. M., Zaman, R. M., Dar, R., & Anwar, M. (2000). Perceptions of
parents and adolescent outcomes in Pakistan. British Journal of Developmental Psychology,
18 , 335–352.

Stewart, S. M., Bond, M. H., Kennard, B. D., Ho, L. M., & Zaman, R. M. (2002). Does the Chinese
construct of guan export to the West? International Journal of Psychology, 37(2), 74–82.

Stewart, S. M., Bond, M. H., Zaman, R. M., McBride-Chang, C., Rao, N., & Fielding, R. (1999).
Functional parenting in Pakistan. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 23 ,
747–770.

Stewart, S. M., Rao, N., Bond, M. H., Fielding, R., McBride-Chang, C., & Kennard, B. D. (1998).
Chinese dimensions of parenting: Broadening western predictors and outcomes. Interna-
tional Journal of Psychology, 33 , 345–358.

van de Vijver, F., & Leung, K. (1997). Methods and data analysis of comparative research. In J. W.
Berry, Y. H. Poortinga, & J. Pandey (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology (2nd ed.)
vol. 1, (pp. 257–300). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Zaman, R., &Stewart, S. M. (2001). Autonomy and the parenting of adolescent girls in Pakistan.
Presented at the annual meeting of the International Association of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
Winchester, July, England.

Received 10 May 2000; revised version received 19 September 2001

391Mainstream parenting research



Appendix
Style items used in past studies to measure perceptions of parents
Warmth/acceptance

My parent is physically affectionate with me
My parent praises me when s/he is pleased with my behaviour
My parent tells me that s/he loves me
My parent lets me know through actions that s/he loves me
My parent enjoys spending time with me
I can count on my parents to help me out if I have a problem

Dominating control
My parent is strict
My parent is controlling of me
I am afraid of my parent
My parent becomes angry with me
My parent is critical of me
I worry that my parent will stop loving me if I do not live up to his/her expectations

Autonomy-granting
In family discussions, my parent encourages me to look at both sides of the issue
When my parent wants me to do something s/he explains why
My parent asks my opinion about decisions that affect me
When my parent disapproves of my behaviour, they reason with me about it
My parent listens to my point of view even when we disagree

392 Sunita Mahtani Stewart and Michael Harris Bond




