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Abstract
Challenging parenting behavior (CPB) encompasses parental encouragement of children to push their own limits and take 
safe risks. Increased CPB has been associated with reduced anxiety scores in young children. This study sought to develop 
and evaluate a measure of CPB relevant to emerging adults (CPBQ-EA), and examine the relationship between anxiety and 
parenting behaviors, including; CPB, overprotection, rejection, and warmth. A sample of 442 18–25 year-olds completed 
self-report measures of anxiety and parenting. Exploratory factor analysis revealed three CPB domains; social, novelty, and 
competition. Greater social CPB was associated with lower social anxiety scores in emerging adults, but only when exhibited 
by fathers. Greater rejection exhibited by both parents was associated with higher emerging adult general anxiety and stress 
scores. These findings highlight the connection between paternal CPB and offspring social anxiety symptoms, the salience 
of parental rejection in emerging adult anxiety, and the importance of including fathers in parenting studies.

Keywords Challenging parenting behavior · Anxiety disorders · Social anxiety · Overprotection · Rejection · Warmth · 
Emerging adulthood

Introduction

The relationship between parenting behaviors and the devel-
opment and maintenance of offspring anxiety has been the 
subject of extensive research (Möller et al. 2014; Verho-
even et al. 2012). In particular, parental overprotection and 
rejection are parenting behaviors empirically associated with 
child anxiety symptoms across development (For reviews 
see Bögels and Brechman-Toussaint 2006; McLeod et al. 
2007a, b; Rapee 1997). Parental overprotection (used inter-
changeably with the word ‘control’ or ‘overcontrol’) occurs 
where parents provide more help and assistance to their child 
than necessary in an effort to protect them from potential 
danger (Hudson et al. 2011). Overprotection is theorized to 
increase the child’s perception of threat, as the child learns 
that the world is a dangerous place from which they need 

protection. This, in turn, lowers perceived control and sense 
of mastery over their environment, hindering development 
of effective coping skills and ultimately resulting in reduced 
competence beliefs and increased anxiety (Hudson and 
Rapee 2001; Rapee 1997).

Parental rejection includes criticism, low warmth and low 
responsiveness to children’s emotions and behaviors (Clark 
and Ladd 2000). Using a non-clinical child sample, Gruner 
et al. (1999) found high levels of rejection exhibited by both 
mothers and fathers to be the most significant predictor of 
elevated anxiety symptoms. Correspondingly, retrospec-
tive studies with adult clinical samples have found positive 
associations between parent rejection and offspring anxi-
ety, especially for adults with social anxiety (Arrindell et al. 
1983; Muris and Merckelbach 1998). Parental warmth, often 
described as the opposite of rejection (used interchangeably 
with the term ‘acceptance’) includes expressions of posi-
tive regard, emotional support and affection (Yap and Jorm 
2015). Parental warmth has been shown to enhance the 
perception of control, reduce the negative impact of over-
protective and intrusive parenting behaviors, and facilitate 
resilience and adaptive coping strategies in adolescents, all 
of which inadvertently moderate the impact of stressors and 
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enhance wellbeing (Fulton and Turner 2008; Raudino et al. 
2013; Zakeri et al. 2010)

Despite these empirical links between parenting behav-
iors and offspring anxiety the majority of research to date 
has focused on the parenting behavior of mothers. The 
fathers’ role in child anxiety etiology and maintenance has 
been largely overlooked in comparison, sparking interest 
towards the paternal role (Bögels and Perotti 2011). Theo-
retical exploration of the paternal role to date has led to 
the development of a novel parenting construct, termed 
challenging parenting behavior (CPB; Bögels and Phares 
2008). CPB is the parental encouragement of children to 
push their own limits and take safe risks, while accounting 
for their specific capabilities and competencies (Majdandžić 
et al. 2014). CPB has been found to be negatively related to 
parental overinvolvement (Möller et al. 2014), and positively 
associated with parental warmth (Majdandžić et al. 2016).

Bögels and Perotti (2011) suggest a specific role for 
fathers in child anxiety etiology, or prevention thereof, 
through this concept of CPB. Traditional gender roles 
emphasize the role of fathers in domains of physical play, 
encouragement of safe risk-taking and the promotion of 
independence, and later, fostering children’s transition to the 
external world (Bögels and Phares 2008). This emphasis on 
interaction with the outside world has led to the development 
of theoretical models built upon this notion that fathers have 
a significant, different influence over child anxiety develop-
ment to mothers, specifically where social anxiety (or anxi-
ety regarding the external world) is concerned (Bögels and 
Perotti 2011; Spence and Rapee 2016). Under a fundamental 
assumption that children tend to regard paternal reactions to 
social stimuli more highly than that of their mothers, Bögels 
and Perotti (2011) suggest that fathers with social anxiety 
are more likely to pass this on to their offspring than moth-
ers with social anxiety. Given that paternal CPB has been 
linked to reduced social anxiety in children (Majdandžic 
et al. 2014), the aim of this paper will be to individually 
assess maternal and paternal parenting, whilst also examin-
ing the relationship between parenting and emerging adult 
social anxiety symptoms.

Extant literature on this construct has focused on the 
relationship between CPB and anxiety in infants and young 
children (Lazarus et  al. 2016; Majdandžic et  al. 2016; 
Majdandžic et al. 2014; Möller et al. 2014). In fact, the 
examination of parenting behaviors on offspring anxiety in 
general is largely limited to childhood and early adolescence 
(see reviews and meta-analyses by McLeod et al. 2007a, 
b; Yap et al. 2014). Arnett (2000) labels emerging adult-
hood as a distinct developmental period characterized by 
profound identity exploration and change, and a lack of age-
specific norms. The period in which offspring potentially 
live under their parents’ rules and expectations has extended 
(Arnett 2000), and Rapee and Spence (2004) suggest that 

the magnitude of parent influence on the child may remain 
consistent as long as they are living at home. We know very 
little about the relationship between parenting and emerg-
ing adult anxiety, however emerging adulthood is a period 
where incidences and onset of anxiety such as; panic dis-
order (Cartwright-Hatton et al. 2006), agoraphobia (Cos-
tello et al. 2011) and social anxiety disorder (Kessler et al. 
2005) are elevated, making it a period worthy of continued 
exploration. Consequently, it is important to establish per-
tinent factors involved in the development and maintenance 
of anxiety symptoms in the specific context of emerging 
adulthood. This study will be the first to examine the unique 
effect of CPB towards anxiety in emerging adulthood.

This study had five specific aims. First, to develop a reli-
able measure of perceived CPB, and explore the underly-
ing factor structure of this construct, in an emerging adult 
population. Second, to examine the construct validity of the 
CPB measure by comparing it with the parenting constructs 
overprotection, rejection, and warmth. We hypothesized that 
CPB will have a significant negative relationship with paren-
tal overprotection and rejection, and a significant positive 
relationship with parental warmth. The third aim of the study 
was to explore the role of parent gender in light of the strong 
theoretical emphasis on paternal CPB; firstly, to examine 
whether mothers and fathers differ in CPB, and secondly, to 
determine the relative strength of father and mother CPB in 
predicting emerging adult anxiety, particularly social anxi-
ety. Fourth, we aimed to explore whether parental overpro-
tection, rejection and warmth are related to offspring anxiety 
in an emerging adulthood population. We hypothesized that 
parental overprotection and rejection will have a significant 
positive relationship with anxiety in emerging adulthood, 
such that greater perceived parental rejection or overprotec-
tion will be associated with greater emerging adult anxiety. 
We predicted that parental warmth will have a significant 
negative relationship with anxiety in emerging adulthood, 
such that more parental warmth will be associated with less 
emerging adult anxiety. The final aim was to examine the 
relationship between CPB and anxiety in emerging adult-
hood, extending upon the existing findings pertaining to 
CPB in infancy and childhood. We hypothesized that CPB 
will have a significant negative relationship with anxiety in 
emerging adulthood such that greater perceived CPB will be 
associated with less emerging adult anxiety.

Method

Participants

Two separate samples were used in the present study. Sample 
1, a focus group, assisted with the adaptation of a pre-exist-
ing questionnaire to an emerging adult sample. Six students 
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(2 male) aged between 18 and 25 years (M age = 19.1) were 
recruited via the Macquarie University psychology par-
ticipant pool. Following questionnaire adaptation, an inde-
pendent sample was recruited (sample 2) via the Macquarie 
University psychology participant pool, and externally via 
Facebook posts on researcher and Macquarie University 
profiles with those aged 18–25 expected to make up a large 
proportion of their audience. In sample 2, 57 participants 
were excluded from analyses: 44 did not provide initial 
demographic information, 12 did not meet age requirements, 
and one reported demographic information that made them 
identifiable. Participants were eligible for the study if they 
were between the ages of 18–25, and had a current rela-
tionship with at least one living parent. The final sample 
(N =442) aged 18–25 (M =20.02, SD =2.1) consisted of 
78.7% females, 20.8% males and 0.5% identified their gender 
as other. Participants predominantly identified as being of 
Oceanic ethnicity (49.8%), followed by North-West Euro-
pean (11.3%), North-East Asian (7.9%), North African and 
Middle Eastern (7.5%), South-East Asian (7.5%), Southern 
and Eastern European (6.6%), Southern and Central Asian 
(6.1%), People of the Americas (2.7%) and Sub-Saharan 
African (0.7%). Most participants identified their caregiver 
composition as two-parent, mother and father (88.7%), 9.3% 
as sole parent, mother, and 2% as sole parent, father. The 
majority (79.9%) of participants spoke English as their first 
language, and 75.8% reported that they currently live with 
their caregiver/s. Most participants reported seeing their par-
ents 5–7 days per week (67.2%).

Measures

The Challenging Parenting Behavior Questionnaire—Scale 
Construction

Initial Item Selection The original version of the Challeng-
ing Parenting Behavior questionnaire (Majdandžić et  al. 
2010), is a parent-report assessment with age versions to 
facilitate measurement from infancy to adolescence (ages 0, 
1, 2–3, 4–6, 7–12 and 12–18). This measure includes seven 
subscales: teasing, rough-and-tumble play, encouragement 
of risk-taking, social daring, competition, encouragement of 
assertiveness, and challenging modeling. For the purposes 
of this study, items from the 12–18-year-old English version 
of the CPBQ (Majdandžic et al. 2010) were used as a guide 
to construct items for the CPBQ-EA (Smout et al. 2016). As 
the CPBQ is a parent-report measure, items were converted 
from parent-report to self-report format. For example, the 
item “I play jokes on my child” became “My mother/father 
plays jokes on me”.

In addition to items from the existing measure, we 
reviewed qualitative data obtained from a retrospective study 
of challenging parenting behavior (Lazarus et al. 2018) to 

explore the experience of challenging parenting behavior 
for an adult population. Risk-taking and social assertive-
ness subscales remained relevant for these participants; 
however adult participants additionally reported that their 
parents challenged them in academic, political, vocational, 
travel and personal domains. A number of proposed items 
were developed by the researchers of the current study to 
reflect these recurring sentiments, including “My mother/
father makes effort to engage me in intellectual conversa-
tion”. The CPBQ 12–18 (Majdandžic et al. 2010) and 32 
proposed new items from the qualitative data were taken to 
the focus group.

Scale Adaptation Focus group participants (N =6) were 
provided with a definition of CPB, asked to read items from 
the CPBQ 12–18 (Majdandžic et al. 2010), and propose new 
items for the CPBQ-EA (Smout et  al. 2016). Participants 
were then asked to indicate the items they believed should 
be altered or removed. Discussions were voice-recorded, 
and written suggestions were kept and collated. The 36 
items included in the draft measure can be seen in Appendix 
1; 15 items were retained from the adolescent version, with 
the remainder consisting of new or adapted items.

Challenging Parenting Behavior Questionnaire Emerging 
Adult Version (CPBQ‑EA) The CPBQ-EA was adapted for 
the present study in order to create a self-report measure of 
current perceptions of CPB appropriate to an emerging adult 
population. Participants completed the 36 items separately 
for each parent (mother n =401; father n = 366) in reference 
to the parenting they currently receive, rating statements 
such as “My father/mother encourages me to undertake hob-
bies or activities where I will meet new people” on a five-
point Likert scale from 1 (not applicable) to 5 (completely 
applicable). Seven items required reverse scoring.

The Short Egna Minnen Beträffande Uppfostran 
(s‑EMBU) The s-EMBU (Arrindell et al. 1999) has 23 items 
loading onto three subscales; rejection, emotional warmth, 
and overprotection, and is administered twice to obtain 
separate ratings for mothers and fathers. The s-EMBU was 
administered concurrently, rather than retrospectively. For 
example, the item ‘my parents praised me’ became ‘my 
mother/father praises me’. The s-EMBU utilizes a 4-point 
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (No, never) to 4 (Yes, most of 
the time). Item 17 was reverse scored. The factor structure 
has been validated in university and Australian samples and 
is recommended as a reliable, functional equivalent to the 
longer version of the EMBU (Arrindell et al. 2005; Markus 
et  al. 2003). The internal consistency of the subscales in 
the present study was good for fathers (rejection: α = .81; 
warmth: α = .86; overprotection: α = .86) and mothers (rejec-
tion: α = .86; warmth: α = .89; overprotection: α = .90).
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The Depression and  Anxiety Stress Scale (DASS‑21) The 
DASS-21 (DASS-21; Lovibond and Lovibond 1995) is com-
prised of anxiety, stress and depression subscales and is recog-
nized as a reliable and valid psychometric assessment of anxi-
ety in students and adults (de Wilde and Rapee 2008; Osman 
et al. 2012). In the present study, only the stress (generalized 
worry) and anxiety (physiological arousal and anxiety) sub-
scales were utilized (Brown et al. 1997). There are seven items 
for each scale, scored on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0 
(Did not apply to me at all), to 3 (Applies to me very much, or 
most of the time). The internal consistency of DASS-21 sub-
scales in the present study was found to be good for the stress 
(α =.87) and anxiety subscales (α = .86).

The Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS) The SIAS (Mattick 
and Clarke 1998) was administered to participants to assess 
social anxiety symptoms. Participants rated their fear across 
20 social interactions (e.g. “I have difficulty making eye con-
tact with others”) on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 (not at all 
characteristic of me) to 4 (extremely characteristic of me). 
Items 5, 9 and 11 were reverse scored. The internal consist-
ency and test–retest reliability of the SIAS has been validated 
in community, undergraduate and clinical samples with Cron-
bach’s alphas ranging from .88 to .93 (Brown and Whiteside 
2008; Mattick and Clarke 1998; Peters 2000). Internal reliabil-
ity in the present study was excellent (α = .94).

Procedure

Macquarie University Human Research Ethics Committee 
approved all procedures involved in the current study. Sam-
ple 2 participants were invited to complete an online ques-
tionnaire of approximately 30 min duration. After providing 
informed consent, participants provided demographic informa-
tion and completed the parenting scales (CPBQ-EA, s-EMBU) 
separately for each parent, and the anxiety scales (DASS-21, 
SIAS) via the online survey platform, Qualtrics. Branched 
logic was applied to the questionnaire, whereby if participants 
indicated that their family composition included two mothers, 
they received two mother versions of each parenting scale. If 
they indicated a single parent household, they only completed 
one of each parenting measure. Participants from the psychol-
ogy participant pool were reimbursed with course credit for 
their time, and external participants were reimbursed by going 
in the draw to win 1 of 3 $50 gift vouchers.

Results

Approach to Exploratory Factor Analysis

As parents may differ in their expression of CPB and 
items may load differently for each parent, analyses were 

conducted separately for mother and father scales. Although 
previous child and infant versions of the CPBQ had estab-
lished subscales, it was unknown whether these would 
endure in an emerging adult population. Therefore, explora-
tory factor analysis (EFA) was performed on the sample 2 
data to discern the underlying factorial structure. Principal 
axis factoring (PAF) was chosen in order to determine the 
underlying constructs that were expected to have an effect on 
outcome variables (Tabachnick and Fidell 2013b). We aimed 
to produce a measure with strong factor structure, therefore, 
several EFA’s were performed where items with low com-
munalities (< .4) (Costello and Osborne 2005) were removed 
individually, until all items that remained had satisfactory 
communalities. Initial iterations were performed without 
rotation in order to understand the true nature of the data. 
An oblique rotation method (direct oblimin; delta = 0) was 
later applied to permit the natural correlation of the items 
(see Costello and Osborne 2005). The Kaiser Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy (KMO; Kaiser and Rice 1974) showed 
that both scales were appropriate for factor analysis as they 
obtained values greater than .70 (Mother; KMO = .92. 
Father; KMO = .92).

CPBQ‑EA Father

PAF was conducted on the father scale first. The original 36 
CPBQ items resulted in a 7-factor solution with eigenvalues 
greater than one (12.3, 3.4, 2.6, 1.6, 1.4, 1.2, 1.2). Examina-
tion of the scree plot, suggested by Costello and Osborne 
(2005) to be the best indicator of factor retention, identified 
a 4-factor solution and Horn’s parallel analysis suggested the 
retention of 8 factors as appropriate (Horn 1965). However, 
these 8 factors did not make conceptual sense, a number of 
factors contained fewer than 3 items, and many items had 
weak communalities. The item with the lowest communality 
(.29) was excluded and the analysis was re-run. This proce-
dure was repeated until there were no communalities < .4. 
This produced a rotated 4-factor solution of 25 items that 
explained 59.8% of the variance, in accordance with the 
original scree-plot findings. At this point, factor analysis of 
the mother CPBQ-EA began to provide comparison.

CPBQ‑EA Mother

PAF resulted in 7 factors with eigenvalues greater than one 
(11.3, 3.5, 1.8, 1.7, 1.3, 1.1, 1.1). Examination of the scree 
plot suggested a 3-factor solution, and Horn’s parallel analy-
sis suggested the retention of 8 factors as appropriate (Horn 
1965). However, these 8 factors did not fit the data well for 
the same reasons as the father solution. The item with the 
lowest communality (.16) was excluded first, and the analy-
sis was re-run. This procedure was repeated until all items fit 
the data well and had satisfactory communalities, resulting 
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in a 4-factor rotated solution of 26 items that explained 
57.1% of the variance.

Final Model

The exclusion iteration procedure was continued from this 
point concurrently for both mother and father versions. As 
it was intended for both scales to contain the same items to 
facilitate dissemination of the measure, decisions to retain 
or remove further items were made according to suitability. 
Item 34 had a cross-loading in the father version (Teasing: 
.34; Competition: .44), however was retained because when 
removed from the mother version, factors merged incompre-
hensibly. In the final stage, items 7, 13 and 23 were removed 
due to inconsistent or low factor loadings across both ver-
sions, and item 36 was returned into the father version as it 
loaded well for mothers. A model of 23 items was reached 
where both scales contained the same items, all items loaded 
meaningfully onto 4 factors, and communalities of all items 
were satisfactory. The final mother version explained 57.5% 
of the variance, and the father version explained 60.2% of 
the variance. The 4 factors represented concepts pertain-
ing to parental encouragement of social assertion and 
personal fulfilment (‘Social’; 10 items), competitiveness 

(‘Competition’; 5 items), light-hearted teasing and jok-
ing (‘Teasing’; 3 items) and encouragement of trying new 
things (‘Novelty’; 5 items). However, the teasing subscale 
was excluded from subsequent analyses due to the fact it 
only contained 3 items. A factor with fewer than 3 items 
is potentially weak or unstable, where 5 or more strongly 
loading items per factor are recommended (Costello and 
Osborne 2005). This in turn eliminated the aforementioned 
cross-loading item in the father version. The final 20-item 
questionnaire can be seen in Appendix 2. In the mother ver-
sion, social accounted for 39.3% of the variance, competi-
tion 11.6%, and novelty 2.7%. In the father version, social 
accounted for 40.9% of the variance, competition 12.0%, 
and novelty 3.9%. Factor loadings from the pattern matrix 
for items in the final scales are presented in Table 1. For the 
father version, Cronbach’s alpha values were good to excel-
lent (social: α = 0.93; competition: α= .85; novelty: α= .90). 
Similar results were obtained for the mother version (social: 
α= .93; competition: α= .82; novelty: α= .88).

Data Analysis Plan

Data obtained from the online questionnaire was exported to 
SPSS 22.0. Of the final sample, 38 participants had missing 

Table 1  Item-factor loadings for exploratory factor analysis with oblimin rotation of the CPBQ-EA mother and father versions

Loadings < 0.3 were omitted for clarity of interpretation
Values in boldface represent the loading of the item onto its respective factor

Questionnaire item Social Competition Novelty

My mother/father encourages me to speak my mind and back myself .68/.66
My mother/father promotes the importance of being socially assertive and standing up for myself .79/.73
My mother/father encourages me to do my best .63/.82
My mother/father challenges me by engaging in intellectual conversation .42/.37
My mother/father encourages me to stick up for myself if others try to take advantage of me .90/.81
My mother/father encourages me to stand up for my opinion and beliefs .82/.76
My mother/father encourages acts of leadership and independence, such as stepping up in the workplace .65/.59
My mother/father encourages me to excel .68/.71
My mother/father tells me to be my own person .67/.56
My mother/father encourages me to keep active, healthy and fit .61/.43
My mother/father tries to beat me at sports .97/.94
If I’m playing sport with my mother/father, she/he tries to win .66/.77
My mother/father challenges me to competitive games like cards, soccer or running races .69/.52 /− .32
My mother/father challenges me to physical contests (for example play fighting, running, tennis, arm wres-

tling, etc.)
.68/.50

I play rough contact sports with my mother/father .43/.32
My mother/father encourages me to talk to new people and pursue new interests .30 − .58/− .74
My mother/father encourages me to undertake new things, such as going on holiday alone or having a part 

time job
− .74/− .65

My mother/father encourages me to undertake hobbies or activities where I will meet new people − .84/− .83
My mother/father encourages me to take initiative in social contexts. For example, organising a party − .47/− .67
My mother/father encourages me to try new things, such as travelling alone or considering a new career − .75/.76
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data for the DASS-21 and SIAS, 49 participants had missing 
data for the mother version of the s-EMBU subscales, 76 
participants had missing data for the father s-EMBU sub-
scales, 41 participants for the mother version of the CPBQ-
EA, and 76 participants for the father CPBQ-EA.

Analyses were interpreted at the significance level of 
α=.05. The construct validity of the final CPBQ-EA sub-
scales was established through Spearman’s rho correlations 
with s-EMBU subscales. The relationship between concur-
rent parental overprotection, rejection, warmth and CPB 
with emerging adults’ current anxiety was examined through 
a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses (MRA) 
whilst controlling for potential covariates (i.e. gender). 
Three measures of current anxiety were examined; physi-
ological arousal and anxiety (anxiety), generalized worry 
(stress), and social anxiety. The hypothesis that emerging 
adults reported CPB may differ between mothers and fathers 
was examined via paired samples t-tests.

Descriptive summaries of variables utilised in the cur-
rent study are available in Table 2. All variables violated 
the Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk significance 
statistics (p < .05), likely reflective of the large sample size 
(Tabachnick and Fidell 2013a). As such, the normal curve 
rather than the significance level was used to determine 
whether, and which, transformation was necessary (Field 
2013a, b). Square root and reflected square root transfor-
mations improved skewness and kurtosis values to within 
an acceptable range for CPBQ scales, but not for s-EMBU 
scales. Subsequent analyses were run using both the trans-
formed, and untransformed data. Analyses with transforma-
tions yielded the same pattern of results as those without. 

Furthermore, different subscales within the same ques-
tionnaires had inconsistent transformations applied, with 
other subscales having no transformations, which is not 
desirable (Field 2013a, b). Consequently, untransformed 
variables are reported here with bootstrapping, described 
as a method robust to violations of assumptions and outliers 
(Field 2013a, b). Non-parametric test equivalents were used 
where applicable.

Demographic Analyses

Total Sample

Chi square and F-tests were conducted to examine poten-
tial differences between sample participants recruited inter-
nally (university students) or externally (via social media 
channels) on demographic variables. Significant differ-
ences were found for age, ethnicity, whether English was 
the second language (ESL), whether participants currently 
lived at home, and the amount of time per week spent with 
parents. Consequently, a series of one-way between groups 
analysis of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted, examining 
the relationship between these demographic variables with 
responses on the anxiety outcome variables; social anxiety 
(SIAS), anxiety and stress (DASS-21) (See Table 3). Living 
at home was significantly related with lower anxiety scores 
(p =.03). Amount of time spent per week with parents was 
significantly related with anxiety (p = .01) and stress scores 
(p = .003), with more time spent with parents being associ-
ated with lower anxiety scores. Finally, higher participant 
age was significantly related to higher stress scores (p = .03). 

Table 2  Means, minimums, 
maximums, standard deviations, 
skewness and kurtosis for all 
variables

Scale Version Subscale N Minimum Maximum Mean SD Skew Kurtosis

SIAS total 404 18.00 92.00 44.59 15.35 0.61 − 0.21
DASS-21

Anxiety 404 0.00 21.00 6.70 4.93 0.65 − 0.30
Stress 404 0.00 21.00 8.53 5.08 0.22 − 0.64

CPBQ-EA
Mother Social 401 10.00 50.00 39.13 9.28 − 1.13 0.93

Competition 401 5.00 25.00 8.88 4.33 1.15 0.66
Novelty 401 5.00 25.00 17.50 5.19 − 0.57 − 0.44

Father Social 366 10.00 50.00 39.44 9.15 − 1.13 0.93
Competition 366 5.00 25.00 12.89 5.46 0.21 − 0.90
Novelty 366 5.00 25.00 16.98 5.43 − 0.45 0.13

s-EMBU
Mother Overprotection 393 8.00 35.00 19.11 6.73 0.54 − 0.75

Emotional warmth 393 6.00 24.00 18.82 4.41 − 0.89 0.20
Rejection 393 5.00 28.00 10.47 4.19 1.77 3.39

Father Overprotection 366 9.00 33.00 15.90 5.55 0.56 0.24
Emotional warmth 366 6.00 18.00 17.01 4.36 − 0.36 − 0.72
Rejection 366 6.00 24.00 9.82 3.52 1.60 2.15
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Hierarchical multiple regression analyses predicting anxiety 
thus needed control for age, time spent with parents, and 
living at home.

Relationships Among Parenting Variables

Spearman’s Rho correlations were run between all predictor 
and criterion variables, due to some variables not conform-
ing to normality prerequisites (see Table 4). A preliminary 
aim of the present paper was to establish the way in which 
the novel parenting construct of CPB is related to parenting 
behaviors of warmth, overprotection and rejection as meas-
ured by the s-EMBU, thus assessing the construct validity of 
the new scale. The correlation coefficients between parenting 
subscales can also be seen in Table 4.

For both mothers and fathers, higher social and novel 
CPB was significantly associated with decreased rejection, 
decreased overprotection and increased warmth. Increased 
competition was only significantly associated with increased 
paternal warmth, and not with maternal warmth, parental 
rejection or overprotection.

Differences in Maternal and Paternal Challenging 
Parenting

Paired samples t-tests were conducted to discern any dif-
ferences in mother and father CPB. There appeared to be 
no significant difference in the perceived amount of social 
CPB exhibited by mothers and fathers, t (345) = .742, 
p = .47. However, emerging adults perceived their fathers as 

exhibiting significantly more competitive challenging parent-
ing behavior (M = 13.0, SD = 5.64) than mothers (M = 9.03, 
SD = 5.64), t (345) = − 12.965, p =.001) with a large effect 
size (sr2 = .33). Furthermore, emerging adults perceived 
their mothers as exhibiting significantly more novelty based 
challenging parenting behavior (M = 17.95, SD = 4.88) than 
fathers (M = 17.15, SD = 4.88), t (345) = 3.050, p =.01. How-
ever, the eta-squared statistic (sr2 = .03) indicated a small 
effect size.

Hierarchical Multiple Regression: Parenting 
Behaviors and Emerging Adult Anxiety

Regression models were run using bootstrapping with 1000 
replications separately for each outcome variable: social 
anxiety, anxiety and stress. The demographic variable 
pertaining to living at home was removed due to multicol-
linearity with the “see parents 5–7 days a week” variable, 
which was retained as it was considered more descriptive. 
No other variables had tol/VIF values that lay outside the 
appropriate range of < 0.1 (tol) and > 10 (VIF) (Field 2013a, 
b). Resultantly, all models were run controlling for age 
and days per week spent with parents (dummy coded into 
1–2 days per week, 3–4 days per week and 5–7 days per 
week). However, the pattern of results between parenting 
variables and anxiety outcomes were comparable in models 
controlling for these variables, and without. As such, the 
standardized (β) regression coefficients, unstandardized (B) 
bootstrapped coefficients (with 95% confidence intervals) 
and squared semi-partial correlations (sr2) for the parenting 

Table 3  Univariate ANOVA 
results examining the 
relationship between ethnicity, 
ESL, living at home, time spent 
with parents and participant age 
relating to anxiety scores

*p < 0.05

Variable SIAS DASS-21 anxiety DASS-21 stress

n F values Sig. n F values Sig. n F values Sig.

Ethnicity 404 1.083 0.374 404 0.869 0.542 404 1.074 .380
ESL 404 0.363 0.547 404 0.002 0.967 404 1.164 .281
Living at home 404 0.140 0.709 404 4.521 0.034* 404 1.458 .228
Time spent with 

parents p/w
404 0.265 0.851 404 3.921 0.009* 404 4.740 .003*

Age 404 0.941 0.475 404 1.577 0.140 404 2.212 .033*

Table 4  Correlations between 
parenting constructs as 
measured by the CPBQ-EA and 
the s-EMBU

*p < .05; **p < 0.01

CPBQ-EA s-EMBU

Mother Father

Rejection Overprotection Warmth Rejection Overprotection Warmth

Social − .38** − .23** .66** − .33** − .14* .65**
Competition .05 .01 .05 .09 .02 .19**
Novelty − .32** − .21** .55** − .21** − .15** .53**
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predictors reported in Table 5 are reported from regression 
models not controlling for age or days per week spent with 
parents. Mother and father versions of parenting subscales 
were entered into the same models as multicollinearity was 
not of concern.

For each analysis, variables were entered in the following 
order: father s-EMBU subscales (rejection, warmth, over-
protection), mother s-EMBU subscales (rejection, warmth, 
overprotection), father CPBQ-EA subscales (social, compe-
tition, novelty), mother CPBQ-EA subscales (social, com-
petition, novelty).

Social Anxiety

The model as a whole was statistically significant explain-
ing 20.4% of the total variance, ∆R2 = .20, ∆F (12, 
333) = 7.09, p < .001. The father social subscale was the 

only significant predictor of emerging adult social anxiety 
scores, B =− 0.37, p = .048, accounting for a significant 
1.2% of the variance. Father social was negatively related 
to social anxiety scores.

Anxiety

The model as a whole was statistically significant 
explaining 18.8% of the total variance, ∆R2 = .19, ∆F 
(12, 333) = 6.42, p < .001. Mother and father rejection 
subscales were significant predictors of emerging adult 
anxiety scores (mother rejection: B =0.25, p = .02; father 
rejection: B =0.45, p = .001). Each explained a significant, 
unique proportion of variance in anxiety (mother rejection: 
1%, father rejection: 4%). Mother and father rejection were 
positively related to anxiety scores.

Table 5  Hierarchical multiple regression analyses predicting emerging adult anxiety from parenting behaviours of mothers and fathers

Results are reported controlling for age and days per week spent with parents. B = unstandardized bootstrapped regression coefficient; 95% 
CI = 95% confidence interval calculated based on 10,000 bootstrap samples; β =standardized regression coefficient; sr2 = squared semi-partial 
correlations
Statistical significance: *p ≤ 0.5. **p ≤ 0.01

Predictor Outcome variable

SIAS DASSas DASSss

B [95% CI] β sr2 B [95% CI] β sr2 B [95% CI] β sr2

Father
Rejection 0.64

[− 0.06, 1.32]
0.14 .01 0.45**

[0.23, 0.66]
0.31** .04 0.44**

[0.19, 0.66]
0.29** .04

Warmth 0.39
[− 0.21, 0.93]

0.11 .00 0/15
[− 0.06, 0.34]

0.13 .01 0.13
[− 0.09, 0.32]

0.11 .00

Overprotection 0.33
[− 0.07, 0.71]

0.12 .01 − 0.03
[− 0.14, 0.08]

− 0.04 .00 − 0.01
[− 0.12, 0.10]

− 0.12 .00

Social CPB − 0.37*
[− 0.76, − 0.01]

− 0.21* .01 − 0.05
[− 0.16, 0.05]

− 0.10 .00 − 0.11*
[− 0.22, − 0.00]

− 0.18 .01

Competition CPB − 0.01
[− 0.31, 0.28]

− 0.01 .00 − 0.05
[− 0.14, 0.06]

− 0.05 .00 − 0.07
[− 0.17, 0.04]

− 0.08 .00

Novelty CPB 0.22
[− 0.27, 0.74]

0.08 .00 0.06
[− 0.11, 0.23]

0.07 .00 0.09
[− 0.06, 0.26]

0.10 .00

Mother
Rejection 0.41

[− 0.28, 1.07]
0.10 .00 0.25*

[0.05, 0.46]
0.19* .01 0.25*

[0.03, 0.47]
0.18* .01

Warmth − 0.15
[0.78, 0.52]

− 0.04 .00 0.03
[− 0.18, 0.26]

0.03 .00 0.10
[− 0.12, 0.33]

0.08 .00

Overprotection − 0.01
[− 0.31, 0.32]

− 0.01 .00 0.01
[− 0.10, 0.11]

0.02 .00 0.01
[− 0.10, 0.13]

0.01 .00

Social CPB − 0.19
[− 0.54, 0.21]

− 0.10 .00 − 0.04
[− 0.14, 0.08]

− 0.06 .00 − 0.03
[− 0.15, 0.09]

− 0.06 .00

Competition CPB − 0.08
[− 0.44, 0.29]

− 0.02 .00 0.03
[− 0.08, 0.15]

0.02 .00 − 0.05
[− 0.16, 0.08]

− 0.04 .00

Novelty CPB − 0.20
[− 0.81, 0.34]

− 0.07 .00 − 0.01
[− 0.18, 0.15]

− 0.01 .00 0.05
[− 0.13, 0.22]

0.05 .00



190 Cognitive Therapy and Research (2020) 44:182–195

1 3

Stress

The model as a whole explained a statistically significant 
17% of the total variance, ∆R2 = .17, ∆F (12, 333) = 5.68, 
p < .001. Mother and father rejection subscales were, once 
again, the only significant predictors of emerging adult 
anxiety scores (mother rejection: B = 0.25, p = .03; father 
rejection: B =0.44, p = .001). Each explained a significant, 
unique proportion of variance in anxiety (mother rejection: 
1%, father rejection: 4%). Of note is the trend that emerged 
for the father social subscale, B = − 1.11 p = .053, which was 
negatively related to stress scores.

Discussion

The present study adds to the anxiety literature by exploring 
a novel construct, challenging parenting behavior (CPB), in 
a developmental period with a high incidence of anxiety 
disorders. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed three 
distinct, conceptually meaningful subdomains representing 
CPB: social assertion and personal fulfillment, competitive-
ness, and trying new things. The subscales and respective 
items in the emerging adult version echo those of the origi-
nal infant versions, namely encouragement of assertiveness 
and social daringness, competition, and encouragement of 
risk-taking (Majdandžic et al. 2010). The final sample size 
exceeded 300 participants, satisfying sample requirements 
for EFA, and internal consistency was good to excellent for 
the three final subscales. Subscales from the original ver-
sion of the questionnaire that did not arise in the emerg-
ing adult version were rough-and-tumble play, teasing, and 
challenging modeling. Although a teasing subscale existed 
originally, it was removed due to too few items. We suggest 
these differences may be due do the differential developmen-
tal demands relevant to emerging adulthood compared to 
infancy, discussed in further detail in a subsequent section. It 
was predicted that CPB would be negatively related to over-
protection and rejection, but positively related to warmth.

CPB characterized by encouragement of social assertion 
and trying new things was negatively related to both parental 
overprotection and rejection, consistent with the literature 
to date. For example, Majdandžic et al. (2016) and Möller 
et al. (2014) found CPB to be negatively associated with 
overprotection. Overprotective parenting is suggested to pro-
mote cognitions of the world as a dangerous, unpredictable 
place (Hudson et al. 2011; Rapee et al. 2009). By contrast, 
in CPB, curiosity, independence and safe risk-taking are 
strongly encouraged (Majdandžic et al. 2014; Spence and 
Rapee 2016). Furthermore, rejection works to reduce self-
esteem and confidence in positive outcomes (Rapee 1997; 
Wood et al. 2003), whereas CPB promotes independence 
and social confidence through safe, appropriate challenges 

(Majdandžic et al. 2014). Higher levels of warmth were 
strongly associated with higher levels of CPB character-
ized by encouragement of social assertion and trying new 
things for both parents. This is also consistent with findings 
from Majdandžic et al. (2016) and Möller et al. (2014) who 
also found CPB to be positively associated with warmth. In 
summary, these findings attest to the construct validity of 
CPB as a positive, supportive parenting behavior exhibited 
by strong, positive correlations with warmth, and negative 
correlations with overprotection and rejection. Our findings 
suggest CPB has a stronger correlation with rejection than 
overprotection, however, replication of these findings is nec-
essary before conclusions are warranted.

With respect to the relationship between parenting behav-
iors and emerging adult anxiety, statistically significant pre-
dictors varied by anxiety type. In social anxiety, only parent-
ing characterised by encouraging social assertion exhibited 
by the father was a significant predictor of reduced social 
anxiety scores. In generalized anxiety, rejection exhibited 
by both mothers and fathers significantly predicted increased 
anxiety scores. Correspondingly, in terms of stress scores, 
rejection exhibited by both parents was a significant predic-
tor, such that higher reported parental rejection was asso-
ciated with increased stress scores. A trend also appeared 
whereby increased reported father social assertion was asso-
ciated with reduced stress scores.

Regarding traditional parenting behaviours, it appears 
from our findings that rejection may be particularly salient 
in emerging adulthood anxiety. Rejection emerged as the 
strongest traditional parenting predictor of anxiety, explain-
ing between 1 and 4% of the variance of emerging adult 
generalized anxiety or stress scores. This corresponds with 
findings by Gruner et al. (1999), who also found rejection 
to be the most important predictor of anxiety in children, 
and findings by Verhoeven et al. (2012) who found paternal 
rejection to be significantly associated with anxiety in ado-
lescents. Thus, whilst some research has argued that rejec-
tion is more salient in child depression (Rapee 1997), per-
haps, for emerging adult anxiety, this is a parenting domain 
warranting further empirical investigation.

Although results of this study suggest that parental 
rejection may be particularly important in emerging adult 
anxiety, contrary to the hypotheses, parental overprotec-
tion and warmth failed to reach significance as predictors 
of any anxiety symptoms after controlling for age and time 
spent with parents. This presents a contrast with the trend 
in the literature to place importance on parental (particu-
larly maternal) overprotection in the development of anxiety 
symptoms in children (e.g. McLeod et al. 2007a, b). The lack 
of association between overprotection and anxiety may be a 
reflection of the increased likelihood of emerging adults to 
live independently or out of home in comparison with child 
samples. Thus, perhaps this finding is confounded by the 
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developmental stage of emerging adulthood, as offspring 
are navigating through this period of exploration, change 
and uncertainty (Arnett 2000).

Father encouragement of social assertiveness appears 
important in emerging adult social anxiety. This is in line 
with the theoretical underpinnings of this construct (see 
Bögels and Perotti 2011; Bögels and Phares 2008), where 
it is proposed that fathers interact more physically, excit-
edly, and unpredictably with their children—fostering active, 
independent exploration and socialisation outside the fam-
ily. It is this emphasis on interaction with the outside world 
that leads Bögels and colleagues (Bögels and Phares 2008; 
Bögels et al. 2011) to conclude that CPB may be most rel-
evant to social anxiety outcomes, rather than anxiety more 
broadly. This is in accord with the recent argument put for-
ward by Spence and Rapee (2016), who note the potentially 
protective role of paternal CPB in the etiology of social anxi-
ety. The findings of the present study are also reflective of 
initial empirical findings of CPB, whereby Majdandžic et al. 
(2014) found paternal CPB predicted less observed social 
anxiety symptoms in 4-year old children.

The findings in the present study again support the the-
oretical origins of CPB (Bögels and Perotti 2011; Bögels 
and Phares 2008) and early empirical findings to date 
(Majdandžic et al. 2014; Möller et al. 2014) suggesting that 
CPB is a parenting domain that may be particularly relevant 
for fathers. Of the research that has been conducted to date 
on this parenting domain for mothers, the findings present 
a mixed picture. For example, mother CPB has been shown 
to be associated with increased anxiety symptoms in one 
instance (Majdandžic et al. 2014), and decreased anxiety 
symptoms in another (Lazarus et al. (2016). Nonetheless, 
given our study found paternal social CPB to be associated 
with reduced emerging adult social anxiety, consistent with 
the theoretical and empirical evidence conducted in younger 
children, it may be that CPB when exhibited by fathers’ is 
an important domain for continued exploration, especially 
given the additional trend that emerged whereby father 
social CPB was associated with lower stress scores.

When comparing mothers’ and fathers’ CPB we found 
that parents did not significantly differ on parenting behav-
iours characterised by encouraging social assertiveness. This 
is interesting to note, given that this behaviour was associ-
ated with reduced social anxiety only when exhibited by 
fathers. It appears this finding is therefore not merely a prod-
uct of a differential amount of social CPB exhibited, but that 
the gender of the parent exhibiting the behaviour is indeed 
meaningful. Differences emerged whereby fathers were per-
ceived to engage in more competitive encouragement than 
mothers, and mothers were more likely to encourage trying 
new things than fathers. In accord with the argument that 
the most salient differences in parental CPB lie in physi-
cal domains, in the present study, fathers displayed more 

competitiveness than mothers, and the effect size was large. 
Although all relationships were in the expected direction, it 
is interesting to note that CPB characterized by the encour-
agement of competitiveness or trying new things did not 
predict social anxiety, generalized anxiety or stress scores. 
These are unexpected findings. In terms of competitive-
ness, items within this subscale embodied physical activity 
e.g. ‘my mother/father tries to beat me at sports’. Although 
the theoretical underpinnings of CPB place importance on 
physical components such as rough-and-tumble play (Bögels 
and Phares 2008), it has also been acknowledged that this 
emphasis may vary by developmental stage (Majdandžic 
et al. 2016). Thus, it may be that physical challenging from 
parents may be more salient in infancy or toddlerhood, than 
in emerging adulthood.

A number of limitations should be acknowledged when 
interpreting the findings of the current study. The first being 
the correlational design, meaning causality and directional-
ity cannot be inferred between parenting and anxiety vari-
ables. Further, the parenting and anxiety measures used were 
also all self-report inventories. Although this facilitated col-
lection of a large amount of data, responses are subject to 
social desirability biases, and may be influenced by partici-
pant anxiety. These methods, whilst necessary in the early 
stages of construct investigation, may potentially reduce the 
validity of results, calling for replication of these findings 
for this novel parenting domain. The findings and limitations 
of the current study also present a number of avenues for 
future research. Firstly, given depression symptoms were not 
measured in the present study due to their stronger links with 
critical parenting (McLeod et al. 2007a, b), future research 
would benefit from investigation of the relation between the 
construct of CPB and symptoms of other internalizing disor-
ders. Secondly, the differential effect of important aspects of 
family composition and lifestyle factors were not addressed 
here. Given that significant sample differences were found 
for ethnicity, whether English was the second language 
(ESL), whether participants currently lived at home, and 
the amount of time per week spent with parents, it is likely 
that associations between parenting and anxiety variables 
might differ accordingly. Future research would do well to 
analyse results by culture and/or family composition (single 
parent, same sex parent).

The current study provides a preliminary measure of CPB 
in emerging adulthood. Only CPB that encourages social 
assertion and personal fulfilment emerged as a significant 
predictor of emerging adult social anxiety scores, and only 
when exhibited by the father. Findings also shed light on the 
fact that rejecting behaviors may be more relevant to emerg-
ing adult anxiety symptoms than CPB, warmth, and even 
overprotection. One of the most salient clinical implications 
arising from this study is that an increase in social CPB from 
fathers, and a reduction in rejecting behaviours from both 
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parents may have a role to play in the reduction of anxiety 
symptoms in emerging adults, that is, if the current results 
are indicative of a causal relationship. Although these find-
ings also need to be replicated in a clinical sample, they may 
help inform future programs for anxiety in emerging adults. 
The findings suggest that parents, especially fathers, should 
encourage their emerging adult offspring to have confidence 
in their beliefs and opinions, and to demonstrate leadership 
and independence. Equally, parent punishment or anger over 
small offences may be detrimental to offspring well-being. 
Whilst parenting is only one of numerous important con-
tributors to a child’s transition to the external world, the 
findings of the present study provide a promising indication 
that paternal encouragement of social assertiveness and per-
sonal fulfilment may be protective against emerging adult 
social anxiety.
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Appendix 1: DRAFT CPBQ‑EA Questionnaire 
Items

 1. My mother/father plays jokes on me*.
 2. My mother/father encourages me to speak my mind 

and back myself.
 3. My mother/father encourages me not to take myself too 

seriously.
 4. My mother/father teases me playfully. For example, 

reminding me of silly things I used to do as a child*.
 5. My mother/father promotes the importance of being 

socially assertive and standing up for myself*.

 6. If I’m playing sport with my mother/father, they try to 
win*.

 7. When I find something challenging, my mother/father 
encourages me to persevere and face my fears. For 
example, speaking in public or moving to another city.

 8. My mother/father will jokingly push me into the pool 
or trip me up*.

 9. My mother/father encourages me to do my best.
 10. My parent challenges me by engaging in intellectual 

conversation.
 11. My mother/father provides me with more guidance and 

direction than I believe I need.
 12. My mother/father encourages me to undertake new 

things, such as going on holidays a lone or having a 
part time job*.

 13. My mother/father challenges my opinions about peo-
ple, social issues and political views.

 14. My mother/father almost never plays boisterously 
(lively/excitedly) with me*.

 15. My mother/father encourages me to undertake hobbies 
or activities where I will meet new people*.

 16. My mother/father makes my appointments for me, such 
as a dental check-up.

 17. My mother/father encourages me to take initiative in 
social contexts. For example, organise a party*.

 18. My mother/father encourages me to stick up for myself 
if others try to take advantage of me*.

 19. My mother/father tries to beat me at sports.
 20. My mother/father encourages me to stand up for my 

opinion and beliefs*.
 21. My mother/father reminds me not to be too sensitive.
 22. My mother/father encourages acts of leadership and 

independence, such as stepping up in the workplace.
 23. My mother/father encourages me to say no to my 

friends if I don’t want something, such as a drink*.
 24. My mother/father encourages me to be independent 

and self-sufficient, for example, financially.
 25. My mother/father encourages me to talk to new people 

and pursue new interests.
 26. My mother/father challenges me to competitive games 

like cards, soccer or running race.
 27. My mother/father encourages me to excel*.
 28. If I’m playing a game with my mother/father, they let 

me win*.
 29. My mother/father tells me to be my own person.
 30. My mother/father encourages me to try new things, 

such as travelling alone or considering a new career.
 31. My mother/father takes it upon himself/herself to find 

opportunities for me.
 32. My mother/father makes it clear to me that it’s impor-

tant to ‘fit in’ with my friends*.
 33. My mother/father would never pull a funny prank on 

me.
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 34. My mother/father challenges me to physical contests 
(for example play fighting, running, tennis, arm wres-
tling)*.

 35. My mother/father encourages me to keep active, 
healthy and fit.

 36. I play rough contact sports with my mother/father.

* = item retained from adolescent version.
Items 11, 14, 16, 28, 31, 32, 33 are reverse coded.

Appendix 2: Final CPBQ‑EA Item List

Challenging Parenting Behaviour Questionnaire—
Emerging Adults (Father Version)

The statements below concern how your father interacts with 
you. Please circle a number to indicate the degree to which 
each statement applies to you. If you do not know precisely, 
circle the number that you think comes the closest. Please 
respond to all the statements.

1 2 3 4 5

Not appli-
cable

Somewhat 
applicable

Sometimes 
applica-
ble and 
some-
times not 
applicable

Usually 
applica-
ble

Completely 
applicable

 1. My father encourages me to speak my mind and back 
myself.

 2. My father promotes the importance of being socially 
assertive and standing up for myself.

 3. If I’m playing sport with my father, he tries to win.
 4. My father encourages me to do my best.
 5. My father challenges me by engaging in intellectual 

conversation.
 6. My father encourages me to undertake new things, 

such as going on holiday alone or having a part time 
job.

 7. My father encourages me to undertake hobbies or 
activities where I will meet new people.

 8. My father encourages me to take initiative in social 
contexts. For example, organising a party.

 9. My father encourages me to stick up for myself if oth-
ers try to take advantage of me.

 10. My father tries to beat me at sports.
 11. My father encourages me to stand up for my opinion 

and beliefs.
 12. My father encourages acts of leadership and independ-

ence, such as stepping up in the workplace.

 13. My father encourages me to talk to new people and 
pursue new interests.

 14. My father challenges me to competitive games like 
cards, soccer or running races.

 15. My father encourages me to excel.
 16. My father tells me to be my own person.
 17. My father encourages me to try new things, such as 

travelling alone or considering a new career.
 18. My father challenges me to physical contests (for 

example play fighting, running, tennis, arm wrestling).
 19. My father encourages me to keep active, healthy and 

fit.
 20. I play rough contact sports with my father.

Scoring:
Social subscale items: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 19.
Competition subscale items: 3, 10, 14, 18, 20.
Novelty subscale items: 6, 7, 8, 13, 17.
Scores are summed separately for each subscale, with 

higher scores denoting more challenging parenting in that 
domain.

Challenging Parenting Behaviour Questionnaire—
Emerging Adults (Mother Version)

The statements below concern how your mother interacts 
with you. Please circle a number to indicate the degree to 
which each statement applies to you. If you do not know 
precisely, circle the number that you think comes the closest. 
Please respond to all the statements.

1 2 3 4 5

Not applica-
ble

Somewhat 
applicable

Sometimes 
applicable 
and some-
times not 
applicable

Usually 
applicable

Completely 
applicable

 1. My mother encourages me to speak my mind and back 
myself.

 2. My mother promotes the importance of being socially 
assertive and standing up for myself.

 3. If I’m playing sport with my mother, she tries to win.
 4. My mother encourages me to do my best.
 5. My mother challenges me by engaging in intellectual 

conversation.
 6. My mother encourages me to undertake new things, 

such as going on holiday alone or having a part time 
job.

 7. My mother encourages me to undertake hobbies or 
activities where I will meet new people.
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 8. My mother encourages me to take initiative in social 
contexts. For example, organising a party.

 9. My mother encourages me to stick up for myself if 
others try to take advantage of me.

 10. My mother tries to beat me at sports.
 11. My mother encourages me to stand up for my opinion 

and beliefs.
 12. My mother encourages acts of leadership and inde-

pendence, such as stepping up in the workplace.
 13. My mother encourages me to talk to new people and 

pursue new interests.
 14. My mother challenges me to competitive games like 

cards, soccer or running races.
 15. My mother encourages me to excel.
 16. My mother tells me to be my own person.
 17. My mother encourages me to try new things, such as 

travelling alone or considering a new career.
 18. My mother challenges me to physical contests (for 

example play fighting, running, tennis, arm wrestling).
 19. My mother encourages me to keep active, healthy and 

fit.
 20. I play rough contact sports with my mother.

Scoring:
Social subscale items: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 19.
Competition subscale items: 3, 10, 14, 18, 20.
Novelty subscale items: 6, 7, 8, 13, 17.
Scores are summed separately for each subscale, with 

higher scores denoting more challenging parenting in that 
domain.
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