Perceived Parental Autonomy Support and Parental Control in Spanish Late-Adolescents

Apoyo a la autonomía y Control parental en una muestra de adolescentes tardíos españoles

Abstract:
This study analyzed psychometric characteristics the Spanish version of the Perceived Parental Autonomy Scale (P-PASS), a self-report questionnaire to assess the adolescent’s perception of parental autonomy support. Confirmatory factor analyses demonstrated the hypothesized two-factor structure of the P-PASS, indicating the distinction between parental autonomy support and controlling parenting. Moreover, convergent validity was confirmed by theoretically consistent associations between the P-PASS and others measures of parental psychological control.  Results confirmed that parental autonomy support was a different dimension from overprotection and care. The findings from the hierarchical regression demonstrated the contributions of parental autonomy support and parental control to the development self -concept. Effect sizes findings highlight the upper weight of student’s perceived fathers’ behaviors on students’ family, social and physical self-concept. 
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Resumen
Este trabajo analizó las características psicométricas del Perceived Parental Autonomy Scale (P-PASS), versión española, auto-informe que evalúa la percepción de los adolescentes sobre el apoyo parental a la autonomía. El análisis factorial confirmatorio reveló dos factores del P-PASS, diferenciando entre el apoyo a la autonomía y el control parental. Además, la validez convergente se confirmó por la asociación consistente entre el P-PASS y otras medidas de control psicológico parental. También se confirma que el apoyo a la autonomía parental es una dimensión diferente de la sobreprotección y el cuidado. La regresión jerárquica reveló la contribución de la percepción del apoyo a la autonomía y el control parental en el autoconcepto adolescente. Se mostró un mayor peso de la conducta de los padres, percibida por los adolescentes, sobre los auto-conceptos familiar, social y físico.
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Research on parenting educational styles, and specifically on the parental control dimension, is based on multiple conceptualizations of this construct. There has been great confusion in the theoretical corpus because the term "control" has been used in different, contradictory ways (Skinner, Johnson, & Snyder, 2005). This disparity in the definition of the concept has influenced the results of research. So it is not surprising that empirical evidence on the effects of parental control in children and adolescents has often been inconsistent or wrong (Bean, Barber, & Crane, 2006).
In this sense, the goal of this study was to document the psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS), a multidimensional measure that accurately defines the construct “parental autonomy support versus control”. This scale helps overcome some of the problems brought about by the terminological confusion associated with the construct parental control.

Parental autonomy support versus parental control
Previous research has made a distinction between psychological control and behavioral control (Barber, 1996). Psychological control refers to parental behaviors that interfere in children’s thoughts and feelings predicting increased internalizing symptoms. Behavioral control is defined as the parents' attempts to regulate, manage or control children’s behavior, and this parental dimension has positive effects on children’s and adolescents’ well-being (Bean et al., 2006). This differentiation between a control that is coercive (psychological control) and a control that guides and monitors (behavioral control) has caused many problems in interpreting the results of research because the term “control” has been used to refer to both ideas interchangeably and, consequently, the measures have been confusing and mixed (Griffith & Grolnick, 2014; Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2009).
To overcome these contradictions, Grolnick & Pomerantz (2009) proposed a new definition of "parental control”. In order to avoid the confusion between "good" and “bad” control, these authors suggested that the term "parental control" only be used to describe dominant and coercive parental behaviors. From this point of view, parental control refers to attempts “at forcing children to meet demands, solving problems for children, and taking a parental rather than child’s perspective” (Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2009, p.167). Thus, controlling parents undermine the development of autonomy because they use controlling tactics to get their children to behave the way they want. Autonomy support is the opposite pole to control. Autonomy supportive parents promote the development of a sense of volition in one’s actions because they allow their children to choose whenever possible, and support them so that they act in accordance with their personal values and interests (Griffith & Grolnick, 2014). 
In Grolnick et al. (2014) autonomy support was examined in academic, unsupervised time, and responsibilities domains. The authors concluded that there was good reliability and coherence for the four components of autonomy support that were measured with a semi structured interview. Further autonomy support was associated with several competence outcomes, especially in the academic and responsibilities domains. Other studies with the same semi structured interview found similar results. In work by Grolnick, Raftery-Helmer, Flamm, Marbell, & Cardemil (2015. See too Joussemet et al., 2005) it was found that autonomy support predicted some academic competences such as perceived academic competence, autonomous motivation, and English grades, but did not predict math grades. 
With regard to the social domain, parental autonomy support was negatively related to externalizing problem behavior (Skinner et al., 2005) and delinquent friends (Sher-Censor, Parke, & Coltrane, 2011), and positively related to social competence (Skinner et al., 2005). In the domain of psychological well-being, autonomy supportive parenting was negatively associated with depression (Ahmad & Soenens, 2010; Griffith & Grolnick, 2014; Sher-Censor et al.,2011) and self-criticism (Ahmad & Soenens, 2010), but was positively correlated with self-worth (Sher-Censor et al., 2011; Skinner et al., 2005), internalization of rules (Laurin & Joussemet, 2017), and general well-being (Beiswenger & Grolnick, 2010; Costa, Cuzzocrea, Gugliandolo, & Larcan, 2016;  Van der Kaap-Deeder, Vansteenkiste, Soenens, & Mabbe, 2017).
Similarly, studies that have used the P-PASS to measure autonomy supportive parenting have found positive correlations between perceived parental autonomy support and positive outcomes, such as life satisfaction, self-esteem, and positive affect (Mageau et al, 2015), identification with the honesty value (Bureau & Mageau, 2014), or feelings of need satisfaction and vitality (Costa et al., 2016). 

The current study
Our intention in this study was to validate the Spanish version of the Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS) with Spanish-speaking late adolescents. Previous studies have supported the psychometric properties of P-PASS (Bureau & Mageau, 2014; Costa et al., 201; Mageau et al., 2015), showed this instrument to be a useful and reliable scale for assessing autonomy supportive versus controlling parenting, providing effective differentiation between the two components. Cronbach’s alphas confirm the internal consistency of the P-PASS, and convergent validity was confirmed by correlation patterns between the P-PASS and measures of psychological control and other family components. 
So far, the P-PASS has only been translated into Italian (Costa et al., 2016). As long as there are no studies with a Spanish sample and only two adaptations to Canadian and Italian culture are available, it seems necessary to validate the P-PASS in different linguistic and cultural backgrounds countries. Thus, the current study assessed the factorial and convergent validity and reliability of a Spanish version of the Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS) with a sample of late adolescents. We expected to replicate the two-factor structure of the P-PASS (autonomy supportive and controlling parenting) and to find similar patterns of associations between P-PASS and other measures of family dimensions. In addition, we expected that both mothers’ and fathers’ autonomy support would positively influence self-concept in late-adolescents. 

Method
Participants
Students participating in this study (n = 368) were studying four degree subjects (Pedagogy, Primary Teaching, Engineering, and Computing). Over half (230) were women (62.7%) and 137 were men (37.3%) (one student failed to indicate the sex). The mean age was 19.80, SD = 2.11, but age data was lacking for 20 students. The age distribution was not normal, with absolute skewness and kurtosis values above 1, but equal variance was assumed (F=0.508, p>.05). The sampling technique used was random. 


Procedure
Data were collected during lectures. After a brief presentation in which the researcher described the purpose of the study, the students were asked to fill out the questionnaire. Everyone participated voluntarily in the data collection. Anonymity of answers was guaranteed.
All of the scales were translated from the English version. Three members of the research team, with knowledge of the English language and experience in the contents of various tests, developed an initial Spanish translation of the original version of each of the scales. Once completed, this initial version of different scales was assessed by two independent experts in parenting educational styles. They evaluated whether the items of different instruments reflected the reality of Spanish families and gave their judgements on the content and form of the instruments. Then, this Spanish translation was sent to a bilingual translator, who did not have prior knowledge of the original versions, in order to back-translate the Spanish versions. This translation confirmed that the Spanish version of the different instruments was identical in content to the original versions. 

Measures
Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS) (Mageau et al., 2015). This instrument consists of 24 items assessing autonomy support (AS) versus controlling parenting (PC). Adolescent participants rated each item on a 7-point likert-scale (1 = Do not agree at all to 7 = Very strongly agree). Participants completed one scale about their mothers, and another about their fathers. Original version reliability ranged from .89 to .94 from mothers and fathers.
Other measures. In order to validate the P-PASS, we assessed two complementary measures of psychological control and one measure of parenting care and overprotection. In addition, we measured one indicator of late adolescents’ psychological adjustment: self-concept. 
Psychological Control Scale- Youth Self-Report (PCS-YSR) (Barber, 1996) and Psychological Control-Disrespect Scale (PCDS) (Barber, Xia, Olsen, McNeely, & Bose, 2012). The first scale consists of 8 items that assess psychological control. The alpha value in the Spanish sample was .80 for mothers, and .83 for fathers. The second scale consists of 8 items that assess a type of psychological control that communicates to the adolescents that they were not respected as individuals. In the Spanish mothers’ group, the internal consistency was .84; and in the Spanish fathers’ group, the alpha value was .85. In both scales items were rated on a 3-point scale ranging from 1 (Not like her/him) to 3 (A lot like her/him), the participants rated the items separately for each parent.
Parental Bonding Instrument (Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979). This scale assesses two dimensions of parenting: care and overprotection. The overprotection scale consists of 13 items, and the care scale consists of 12 items. The internal consistency in the Spanish version was .86 in the father’s sample and .82 in the mother’s sample.
AF5. Autoconcepto Forma 5 (García & Musitu, 1999). This self-report is a Spanish instrument which assesses a person’s self-concept in five aspects: social, academic, emotional, family, and physical. Participants answered 30 items with values between 1 and 99, depending on the level of agreement with the statement. The reliability of the overall scale is .82; and by each self-concept academic/professional life, α = .88; social, α = .70; emotional, α = .73; family, α = .77 and physical, α = .74. 

Data analysis
Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were carried out to test the psychometric characteristics of P-PASS separately for fathers and for mothers. To do so a similar procedure to the original version (Mageau et al., 2015) has been followed. Since this instrument and its theoretical model have only been tested in two cultures (Italian and Canadian), it seems necessary to test the theory and factorial structure in a whole way, focusing on two different types of factorial analysis. Firstly, the sample was divided into two subsamples to minimize measurement errors. The EFA was performed using the Factor program. Another important issue was the assessment of parametric criteria to be able to carry out this analysis: normality of the sample (skewness, kurtosis) and Bartlett’s and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s (KMO) indexes. 
With the second subsample we then ran a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using MPLUS 7.3 software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012) to test the structure given by the EFA. 
Convergent and divergent validity was analyzed. The former by Pearson’s correlations run between P-PASS, PCS-YSR, PCDS, and the latter with correlations between P-PASS and PBI which can ensure content validity from the perceived autonomy support dimension. Finally, hierarchical regression analyses allowed the predictive power of P-PASS on student’s self-concept to be assessed. The effect sizes were calculated to test the predictive power of P-PASS on each kind of self-concept. To reach this aim Cohen f2 (Cohen, 1988) was calculated. 


Results
Factor structure. The EFA was performed using unweighted least squares as the factor extraction method. Promin was the oblique rotation method employed (Lorenzo-Seva, 1999). The fit model measures included: the Chi-Square test of significance (χ2), the Tucker Lewis index–non normed fit index (TLI-NNFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the goodness of fit index (GFI), Root Mean Square of Residuals (RMSR), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Steiger’s Root Mean Square error of approximation (RMSEA).
Table 1 gives factor loadings in each factor. For perceptions about fathers, the necessary criteria for the EFA were met, Bartlett’s statistic = 2069.0, df = 276, p = .000010, and KMO test = .92. The fit indices support a two-factor solution, χ2(187,229) = 242.22, p = .2619; TLI-NNFI = 0.99; CFI = 0.99; GFI = 0.97; RMSR = .07, the expected mean RMSR for an acceptable model being .0811 (Kelley’s criterion). The alpha coefficient for the whole scale was .92 and the two- factor structure explained 45% of variance. We also examined a six-factor model, χ2(175,147) = 32.53, p = .999; TLI-NNFI = 1.04; CFI = 1.00; GFI = 0.99; RMSR = .02. 
With respect to perceptions about mothers, the necessary parametric criteria were also met, Bartlett’s statistic = 1728.0 (df =   276; p = 0.000010), and KMO test = .86. The two-factor model (autonomous support vs controlling parenting) had excellent fit, χ2 (175, 229) = 279.96, p = .012; TLI-NNFI = 0.98; CFI = 0.98; GFI = 0.95; RMSR = .08, the expected mean for RMSR for an acceptable model being .0836 (Kelley’s criterion). The Alpha value was .90 in the maternal scale, and the two predominant factors explaining of 43% of the variance. The six-factor model achieved a good fit, χ2 (175, 147) = 37.27, p = .099; TLI-NNFI = 1.05; CFI = 1.00; GFI = 0.99; RMSR = .03. 
Overall, CFA allowed the confirmation of the factor structure model for six-factor model. In the paternal version the CFA for the two-factor model, with the second subsample (n = 139), had the following indexes of fit, TLI = .88, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .07. The six-factor model fit was: TLI = .79, CFI = .82, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .07. 
The CFA for the maternal subsample (n = 167) produced the following indices for the two-factor model, TLI = .86, CFI = .88, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .07. For the six-factor model the indices were TLI = .81, CFI = .84, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .07.
Table 1
Factor loadings for Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS), reliability, Fathers’items / Mothers’ items
	Items
	Loadings
	Mean
	Variance
	% of Variance
	Reliability

	Autonomy- Support
	
	
	
	37/33
	.97/.98

	Offering choice within certain limits
	
	
	
	
	.93/.86

	1. My parents gave me many opportunities to make my own decisions about what I was doing
	.61/.60
	5.63/5.54
	1.88/2.24
	
	

	4.  My point of view was very important to my parents when they made important decisions concerning me
	.74/.78
	4.85/5.02
	3.17/2.72
	
	

	8.  Within certain limits, my parents allowed me the freedom to choose my own activities
	.61/.63
	5.59/5.81
	2.19/1.59
	
	

	14. My parents hoped that I would make choices that corresponded to my interests and preferences regardless of what theirs were
	.68/.66
	5.41/5.22
	2.24/2.45
	
	

	Explaining the reasons behind the demands, rules, an limits
	
	
	
	
	.94/.82

	2.  When my parents asked me to do something, they explained why they wanted me to do it
	.64/.71
	4.72/4.88
	2.36/2.37
	
	

	9.  When I was not allowed to do something, I usually knew why
	.62/.61
	5.10/5.13
	2.16/2.32
	
	

	19. My parents made sure that I understood why they forbid certain things
	.66/.60
	4.53/4.87
	3.18/2.66
	
	

	23.  When I asked why I had to do, or not do, something, my parents gave me good reasons
	.84/.72
	4.65/4.87
	2.48/2.89
	
	

	Being aware of, accepting, and recognizing the child’s feelings
	
	
	
	
	.90/.89

	7. My parents encouraged me to be myself
	.68/.72
	5.97/5.94
	1.82/2.16
	
	

	13. My parents were able to put themselves in my shoes and understand my feelings
	.77/.73
	4.72/4.96
	2.48/2.88
	
	

	16. My parents were open to my thoughts and feelings even when they were different from theirs
	.79/.59
	5.03/5.24
	2.92/2.97
	
	

	24. My parents listened to my opinion and point of view when I disagreed with them
	.68/.66
	4.97/4.97
	2.77/3.06
	
	





Table 1 (Continue)
Factor loadings for Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS), reliability, Fathers’ items/ Mothers’ items
	Items
	Loadings
	Mean
	Variance
	% of Variance
	Reliability

	Parental control
	
	
	
	9/10
	.93/.94

	Threatening to punish the child
	
	
	
	
	.93/.86

	3.  When I refused to do something, my parents threatened to take away certain privileges in order to make me do it
	.08/.35
	4.02/4.40
	3.06/3.46
	
	

	10.I always had to do what my parents wanted me to do, if not, they would threaten to take away privileges
	.29/.51
	2.72/2.79
	2.55/3.03
	
	

	15. When my parents wanted me to do something, I had to obey or else I was punished
	.32/.44
	3.44/3.61
	3.06/2.90
	
	

	20. As soon as I didn’t do exactly what my parents wanted, they threatened to punish me
	.36/.47
	2.70/2.93
	2.52/2.74
	
	

	Inducing guilt
	
	
	
	
	.92/.83

	6. When my parents wanted me to do something differently, they made me feel guilty
	.73/.74
	2.00/1.88
	2.12/1.91
	
	

	12. My parents made me feel guilty for anything and everything
	.76/.56
	1.49/1.45
	1.25/0.90
	
	

	18. When my parents wanted me to act differently, they made me feel ashamed in order to make me change
	.68/.57
	1.57/1.58
	1.40/1.45
	
	

	21. My parents used guilt to control me
	.58/.74
	1.74/1.77
	1.68/1.86
	
	

	Encouraging performance goals
	
	
	
	
	.93/.89

	5.My parents refused to accept that I could want simply to have fun without trying to be the best
	.27/.33
	2.43/2.71
	3.47/3.72
	
	

	11. My parents believed that, in order to succeed, I always had to be the best at what I did
	.11/.43
	2.78/2.97
	3.83/3.85
	
	

	17. In order for my parents to be proud of me, I had to be the best
	.63/.50
	1.92/2.10
	2.18/2.42
	
	

	22. My parents insisted that I always be better than others
	.64/.31
	1.85/1.95
	2.51/2.57
	
	



Convergent and divergent validity. Given that the factorial structure was similar for perceptions about fathers and mothers; Pearson’s correlation was run between the P-PASS, PCS, PCDS, and PBI scales (Table 2 and 3). Correlations between the perception of parental autonomy support dimensions and the PCS and PCDS scales were negative (Table 2), while the correlations of these scales with the perception of parental control were positive.
Table 2
Summary of Intercorrelations from P-PASS, PCS, PCDS and AF5
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1.   Autonomy Support mother
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.   Autonomy Support father
	.82***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.   Parental control mother
	-52***
	-52***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.   Parental control father
	-40***
	-63***
	.79***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.   PCS mother
	-55***
	-44***
	.52***
	.33***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.   PCS father
	-31***
	-52***
	.42***
	.59***
	.57***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.   PCDS mother
	-49***
	-42***
	.53***
	.38***
	.75***
	.45***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.   PCDS father
	-31***
	-54***
	.42***
	.64***
	.42***
	.78***
	.58***
	
	
	
	
	

	9.   Social self-concept
	.20***
	.31***
	-24***
	-21***
	-18***
	-17***
	-22***
	-19***
	
	
	
	

	10. Academic self-concept
	.26***
	.22***
	-16***
	-.12*
	-16***
	-.05
	-16***
	-.10
	.19***
	
	
	

	11. Emotional self-concept
	.05
	.11*
	-15***
	-.12*
	-24***
	-20***
	-18***
	-13***
	.29***
	-.09
	
	

	12. Physical self-concept
	.13*
	.14*
	-.07
	-.09
	-17***
	-.10
	-20***
	-.06
	.33***
	.30***
	.19***
	

	13. Family self-concept
	.58***
	.60***
	-48***
	-.51***
	-.53***
	-.54***
	-.60***
	-.61***
	.28***
	.17***
	.11*
	.22***



 p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001
There were positive correlations between both maternal and paternal autonomy support and five dimensions of self-concept, whereas correlations between controlling parenting and those same dimensions were negative. 
Table 3 shows the correlations between PBI and P-PASS. The correlations were close to zero between the two instruments. This result reinforced the definition of autonomy support and parental control as dimensions which are separated from care and overprotection behaviors. 
Table 3
Summary of Intercorrelations from P-PASS, and PBI
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. PBI. Care mother
	
	
	
	

	2. PBI. Care father
	.89***
	
	
	

	3. PBI. Overprotection mother
	-.02
	-.01
	
	

	4. PBI. Over protection father
	-.02
	-.02
	.75***
	

	5.Autonomy Support mother
	-.02
	.01
	-.01
	-.08

	6.Autonomy Support father
	.01
	.03
	-.01
	-.08

	7.Parental control mother
	.01
	-.03
	.01
	.05

	8.Parental control father
	.00
	-.07
	.00
	.05


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

Predictive validity. To analyze the predictive power of both parental dimensions, a hierarchical regression was performed. Criterion variables referred to the five kinds of self-concept were assessed through AF5 (Table 4). Firstly, a regression model was run with four predictor variables, adding one predictor variable at each time and following a series of steps. In step 1, maternal autonomy support was added; paternal autonomy support was then added in step 2; maternal control in step 3, and finally, in step 4, paternal control. However, considering  the Pearson's correlations between mothers’ and fathers’ parenting behaviors, the partial correlations, the low values in Tolerance and that VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) values which were higher than  5, a second regression analysis was carried out, separating mothers from fathers. 
Data allowed us to determine the predictive validity of P-PASS. Firstly, it seemed that family self-concept could be explained by P-PASS data. The effect sizes of parental autonomy support and control were Cohen f2 = .69, r2 = .41 for mothers’ behavior; and f2 = .72; r2 = .42 for fathers' one (Table 4). Mothers' high perception of autonomy support and father's low perception of parental control lead to good family self-concept. 
Insert table 4. It was very difficult insert this table here, for this reason this table is in the final of the document 
P-PASS can theoretically predict social self-concept. The effect sizes of the predictor variables were higher for father’s regression analysis (f2 = .14; r2 = .12) than for mothers' (f2 = .06; r2 = .06). Regarding academic self-concept, data showed the positive effect of perceived parental autonomy support being the values of the effect sizes,  f2 =.09; r2 = .08 and f2 =.06; r2 = .06 for mothers’ and fathers’ behaviors, respectively.
The percentage of explained variance in emotional self-concept was not very high, r2 = .02; f2 = .02 neither for mothers' nor for fathers' regression analysis. Perceived maternal controlling was the unique significant predictor of this self-concept. Finally, the improvement of physical self-concept, would have to consider perceived parental autonomy support. The value of effect sizes was f2 = .25; r2 = .20 in fathers’ model, and f2 = .02; r2 = .02 in mothers’ model.

General Discussion
This research examined the psychometric properties of the P-PASS in a sample of Spanish late youths. Exploratory and confirmatory analysis showed a good fit with the original instrument. With respect to the EFA, the internal consistency was high and this structure explained 85% of the variance in the students’ perceptions about paternal autonomy support. In the maternal version, values were a little lower, but still above the statistical threshold. In this sense, our results were similar to those obtained in other studies which analyzed the psychometric properties of the P-PASS (Costa et al., 2016; Mageau et al., 2015). These results confirm that is a useful instrument for studying perceived parental autonomy support and controlling parenting. Besides, EFA and CFA findings showed that the two-factor model explained more appropriately the theoretical model about perceived parental autonomy support and controlling parenting. 
In terms of the loading of each factor and item, Table 1 clearly showed that most of items about fathers and mothers had almost similar loadings. In research by Mageau et al. (2015) two controlling items needed additional work because in one of their studies, the correlations between these items with controlling parenting factors were lower. Both items measured parents’ use of threats, a controlling parenting behavior. For this reason, Mageau et al. (2015) recommended that future research should be carried out in order to improve the assessment of the controlling component of threatening. In line with Mageau’s research results, our study confirmed that one of these two items did not either yield satisfactory loadings (item 3) in the father’s group. On the other hand, the other item, number 15, obtained good loadings in the Spanish sample. 
Results also showed that the negative correlations between autonomy support dimensions and parental control behaviors supported the assertion that they were two different dimensions. Likewise, the inverse correlations between the dimensions of the P-PASS and the results of the PCS and PCDS reinforce the hypothesis that they are two divergent dimensions from a conceptual point of view. Soenens, Vansteenkiste, & Sierens (2009) recognized that there is a debate about whether parental autonomy support and parental control are orthogonal dimensions or opposite ends of one dimension. They stated that the constructs “parental autonomy support” and “parental control” have been studied in relative isolation from one another, so little is known about the relationship between the two constructs. In short, our result confirmed that the two factors are different dimensions in a similar way to the results found by Mageau et al. (2015), using the same instrument (P-PASS). In addition our findings corroborate the theoretical corpus of self-determination theory since in this theory parental control is viewed as antithetical to autonomy support because parents who use controlling tactics ignore the child’s perspective and pressure the child to comply with the parents’ standards and expectations. Van der Kaap-Deeder et al. (2017) recognized that the lack of parental autonomy support does not mean the presence of parental psychological control. So the absence of autonomy support is different from forcing a child to behave in a certain way using parental control tactics.
Our results also confirmed that parental autonomy support was a different dimension from other parenting behaviors, particularly overprotection and care. Parents are responsible for taking care of children, and providing them with love and security. Nevertheless, care is different to parental autonomy support which is a behavior that helps the development of a sense of volition in children because parents allow them to choose, whenever possible, and encourage them to behave according to their personal values and interests.   
The positive correlation between maternal and paternal autonomy support reinforces the idea that this construct exists independently from gender and, in addition, both dimensions work in the same direction inside the family environment. Similar consideration is possible regarding positive correlations between mothers’ and fathers’ parental control. Our research demonstrates the importance of studying the relative contribution of both fathers and mothers to autonomy support and parental control. Too often research only takes into account a young person’s perception of maternal behaviors (Mageau et al., 2015). Our research contributes to the advancement of scientific knowledge in parenting because it takes into account the perceptions of late adolescents about the autonomy supportive and controlling behaviors of both mothers and fathers. 
Following on from this, the findings from the regression demonstrate the important role of perceived autonomy support and parental control in predicting family and social self-concept. Our results confirm previous research about the role of autonomy support and parental control in the development of different outcomes, specifically self-concept (Sher-Censor et al., 2011; Skinner et al., 2005). Self-concept is basically the image we have of ourselves and it includes the perception of our abilities and capabilities. This image is formed from a number of variables, but it is particularly influenced by our interactions with people who are meaningful to us. In this sense, parents play an important role in their children’s lives, especially in early life. Our research confirmed that parents who provided choice within certain limits, gave rationales for requirements and limits, and recognized the adolescent’s perspective created a sense of competence and promoted a good self-concept. On the other hand, parents who threatened to punish, who cultivated performance goals, and induced guilt helped to produce a poor self-concept. 
To go into more detail, perceived maternal and paternal autonomy support had significant influence (weight) on four self-concept: family, social, academic, and physical. Similarly, controlling mothers negatively influenced family, social, and emotional self-concept, and controlling fathering negatively influenced family self-concept. It seems that maternal and paternal autonomy support had similar influence on the development of family, academic, and physical self-concepts. However, if we focus on social self-concept, the greatest influence comes from autonomy support fathering.  
Therefore, as Mageau et al. (2015) concluded, it would be necessary to do more research about the predictive validity of the P-PASS by using other outcome measures. By doing so it would be possible to compare the results of our research concerning the associations between P-PASS autonomy support, controlling parenting and self-concept, with other studies which have already analyzed the correlations between P-PASS and other outcomes (Costa et al., 2016; Bureau & Mageau, 2014; Mageau et al., 2015).

Limitations 
This study has several limitations. Firstly, the results were only from late adolescents. The data only reflected the adolescent’s perceptions of parenting behavior. This is a valid approach because adolescents’ perceptions are a critical part of interpreting relationships between parents and their children. However, we must note that it is also important to obtain information from different agents because there may be differences between parents’ perceptions of their behavior and late adolescents’ perceptions about their parents’ behavior (Van Petegem, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, & Beyers, 2015). Therefore, the next step in this research would be to assess these dimensions using a multi-informant design that takes into account the parents’ points of view (Van Petegem, Beyers, Vansteenkiste, & Soenens, 2012).
A second limitation is that the sample was quite homogenous. The lack of heterogeneity in the sample, particularly in relation to ethnicity, limits the ability to generalize the results from the study. Therefore there is a need to replicate the study with more ethnically diverse samples, for example in Andalusia, which is Spanish region with more ethnic diversity. Furthermore, in our study the adolescents were not asked about their socioeconomic status, parents’ educational qualifications or family structure. These variables should be taken into account in future studies to achieve more generalizable results. 
Despite these limitations, this research provides support for the reliability and validity of the P-PASS in the Spanish context, and to the cross-cultural validation of the instrument. In addition, our study contributes to the debate about whether parental autonomy support and parental control are orthogonal dimensions or opposite ends of one dimension, indicating that both can be seen as largely incompatible dimensions of parenting. 	
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Table 4
Predictive Validity of the Perceived Parental Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS)
	
	Family self-Concept
	
	Social self-concept
	
	Academic concept
	
	Emotional self-concept
	
	Physical self-concept

	
	r2
	Δr2
	β
	VIF
	
	r2
	Δr2
	β
	VIF
	
	r2
	Δr2
	β
	VIF
	
	r2
	Δr2
	β
	VIF
	
	r2
	Δr2
	β
	VIF

	Predictor variable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mother’s  Regression model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(Enter in Step 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autonomy support 
	
	.37
	.49***
	1.36
	
	
	.05
	.14*
	1.36
	
	
	.08
	.27***
	1.35
	
	
	.00
	-.02
	1.35
	
	
	.02
	.14*
	1.35

	(Enter in Step 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parenting control
	.41
	.04
	-.23***
	1.36
	
	.06
	.01
	-.16**
	1.36
	
	.08
	.00
	-.01
	1.35
	
	.02
	.02
	-.14*
	1.35
	
	.02
	.00
	.00
	1.35

	Father’s Regression model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(Enter in Step 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autonomy support
	
	.39
	.47***
	1.63
	
	
	.11
	.31***
	1.62
	
	
	.06
	.27***
	1.61
	
	
	.01
	.06
	1.62
	
	
	.20
	.15*
	1.63

	(Enter in Step 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parenting control
	.42
	.03
	-.24***
	1.63
	
	.12
	.001
	-.04
	1.62
	
	.06
	.001
	.05
	1.61
	
	.02
	.01
	-.09
	1.62
	
	.20
	.00
	.01
	1.63



* p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001


