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Abstract

This habilitation thesis aims to study several family factors and parenting behaviours and their
association with adolescents’ health and risk behaviour. The thesis is a collection of 10 studies
that have been published over the last 10 years. The studies reflect the consecutive shift in the
author’s research interests from studying the effects of parental unemployment to focusing on
a broader range of family factors to a more nuanced research on parenting with a particular
interest in parental control. Study 1 describes changes the in family processes during early
adolescence; studies 2 and 3 aim to explore the effect of parental unemployment on several
family processes as well as adolescents’ health; study 4 focuses on several family factors
including family structure in relation to adolescent risk behaviour; study 5 explores the
mediating process of parental substance use approval between parental and adolescents’ risk
behaviour; study 6 studies the role of parents in risk behaviour prevention and together with
study 7 explores the discrepancies in parental and adolescent perceptions; study 8 uses a person
oriented approach to explore the effect of parental control and knowledge on adolescent self-
esteem and self-efficacy. Finally, studies 9 and 10 focus on parental control and its various
forms in relation to adolescent risk behaviour and self-esteem. The thesis ends with a general
discussion, where the studies are discussed within two broad topics: gender differences in
family processes and cultural /socio-economical context. The implications for practice and

future research are provided.



1. Introduction

1.1 Socialization in adolescence

Socialization is a dynamic process in which individuals acquire skills, values, behavioural
patterns that help them to function well and competent in society. Child acquires social skills,
social understandings, and emotional maturity that are needed for interpersonal interactions
(Maccoby, 2007). A process of socialization occurs within various context. The relative
importance of the effect of the particular context differs by a developmental stage in which
individual occurs. In adolescence, the context of peers becomes important. Adolescents spend
more time with peers (Lam, McHale, & Crouter, 2014; Larson et al., 1996) and friends become
the most important sources of social support (Snopek, & Hublova, 2008). This raises a question

whether family context and parents are still important socialization figures.

Research in recent 30 years widely shows that family environment and parental
behaviour matter in many aspects of adolescent development. New peer relationships seem to
be complementary to parent-adolescent relationship not a substitute to them (Smetana,
Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 2006). Values, preferences or interests, that adolescents share with
their peers are to a greater extent established before adolescents are in more intensive contact
with their peers (Darling, & Cumsille, 2003; Steinberg, 2001). Steinberg (2001) stress that in
the situation when adolescents are exposed to external peer and institutional influences, parents
are particularly important as they may provide a secure base where adolescents return in
situations that are too stressful for them. Therefore, the focus on family, parent-adolescent
relationship and many other family processes remains important through the course of

adolescent development.

Among the most widely used theoretical frameworks for studying individuals in the
context is Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
Bronfenbrenner was among the first who focused on the fact that individuals develop in their

natural environment and thus pointed out the contextual variation in individual development.



According to his theory, the environment contexts are nested structures that are interrelated. At
the innermost level is individual’s microsystem, followed by mesosystem, exosystem and
macrosystem. Bronfenbrenner stated that the more proximal the environment (i.e.
microsystem), the greater is the influence on youth functioning. During adolescence the number
of microsystems increases (to various peer groups) and meaning and relative importance of
each microsystem changes. When applied to the family research, Bronfenbrenner (1986)
suggests that beside intrafamilial processes there are several external systems that affect the
functioning of the family. To the mesosystems influences such as school or peer group can be
included; exosystem is referred to parental work conditions or parental support network;
chronosystem refers to developmental changes not only with regard to development of an
individual but also developmental stage of the family as whole. Macrosystem is represented by

a broader social context, such as culture or socio-economic status of the family.

1.2 Parents and family as socialization context

A socialization in family and parenting has undergone many changes during the 20" century.
These have been reflected in viewpoints that have guided the research on family and parenting
(Maccoby, 2007). Until the mid-20™ century socialization in family was perceived as a process
of learning good habits. Well socialized child was the one who learns all necessary well
manners habits (such as how to behave at the table, how to speak with older people). Parents
were advised to use behaviouristic ideas — to reinforce desired behaviour and to punish
undesired behaviour. The second idea behind parenting in more or less the same time period
was psychoanalysis that focused on socialization as regulation of impulses, as a process going
from external control to self-control. Later on in 60ties, an influential work of Diana Baumrind
introduced the typology of parenting styles showing that parents differ in the way how they
socialize their children. According to her typology, the most effective parenting style is
characterised by high level of parental control and at the same time high level of parental
responsiveness to child’s needs (i.e. authoritative parenting style). Baumrind stressed the role
of a parent as a leader in socialization process within family - parenting is a process that goes

6



from parent to a “passive” child. In 60’s also Bowlby introduces his attachment theory.
Baumrind together with Bowlby shifted the attention of researchers from parenting as rules
setting and direct shaping of child behaviour to parenting as emotional process. Recent 30 years
of research made a further shift. A more complex models of parenting have been proposed that
take into account the role of a child in socialization and individual differences in children, as

well as the overall context in which socialization occurs.

Nowadays, most researchers accept the view on the family as a system. According to
Family system theory (Cox, & Paley, 1997), family is a hierarchically organized system that
comprises of smaller subsystems (e.g. parental, marital, and sibling) but is also embedded
within larger systems (e.g. the community). Thus, mothers, fathers and children influence each
other both directly and indirectly. From a family system perspective, changes in the condition
of one family member or in the patterns of relationships among family subsystems may affect

the functioning of the others.

Family factors that are related to adolescent development could be categorized into three
main groups: family structure (e.g. single parent families, stepparent families, same-sex parent
families), family events (stressful normative or non-normative events, such as divorce, parental
unemployment, financial strain, death in the family, etc.) and family processes (parenting,
parent-adolescent relationship, conflicts, etc.). In a subsequent text the current state of research

related to these factors will be briefly introduced.

Research on family structure and its relation to adolescent development focuses mainly
on the comparisons of adolescents who live with both biological parents compared to those
living in other family compositions such as single parent, step parent, extended families etc.
Family structure is linked with adolescent outcomes thought three primary mechanisms
(Langton, & Berger, 2011): (1) the family's access to resources, (2) the quality of parenting and
the home environments to which children are exposed, and (3) family stress and parental
psychological well-being. From this point of view, two-parent families have some important
advantages over the other family structures. Overall, children from stable two-parent families

benefit from better economic resources, higher quality parenting, closer emotional ties to



parents, and fewer stressful events than do children exposed to other family structures or to

family structure transitions (Langton, Berger, 2011).

Results from previous studies showed, that adolescents in other family types have poorer
outcomes than those living with both of their biological parents (Brown, & Rinelli, 2010;
Langton, & Berger, 2011; Tomc¢ikova et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2014). Several studies however
suggest that this might be valid mainly with regard to adolescent externalizing problems, such
as risk behaviour but not well-being. Phillips (2012) stated that when both family structure and
family processes are considered in one model, it is family process that matters more with regard
to adolescent health and well-being. Moreover, parenting behaviours seems not to be related to

family structure (Turner et al., 2014).

In the present thesis we include one study (study 4) that focuses (beside other family

factors) on family structure in relation to adolescent health risk behaviour.

Among the family events both normative and non-normative events can be included.
Normative family (life) events are characterized by typical developmental patterns such as
child’s puberty or transition from primary to secondary school, or typical family changes, such
as sibling birth. Non-normative transitions refer to major life events that are out of the person’s
control, such as job loss, parental divorce, or the death of a family member. Both normative and
non-normative events in family context cause stress which can result in maladaptive functioning
among family members (Walsh, 2012). Stressful events affect the overall quality of home
environment, may hinder parental abilities for good parenting, may increase parental
depression, what can lead to inter-marital conflicts and further decrease in parenting quality
(Chapel, Suldo, & Ogg, 2014; Walsh, 2012). It has been repeatedly shown that family life
events are associated with poor child functioning (Camacho-Thompson et al., 2016; Chapel,

Suldo, & Ogg, 2014; Frojd et al., 2009).

In the present thesis the attention is payed to parental unemployment /non-employment
as a non-normative family event (studies 2 and 3) that is associated with worse adolescents’

health and worse quality of family processes.



The broadest family category, both in the context of international research and as a main
focus of our research, is family processes that are present in families with adolescents. In studies
focusing on family processes, many different terms have been used. Some studies focused on
parenting styles (often using a classic Baumrind’s (1966) typology), others on parent-child
relationship or on particular parenting practices (e.g. the way how control is asserted). In our
work we use term family processes, that captures many aspects of mutual parent-child
interaction that does not always reflect a process aspect (Brown, & Rinelli, 2010; Conger,
Conger, & Martin, 2010; Mack, Peck, & Leiber, 2015). Family processes include both parental
behaviour (parenting style, parenting practices, parental control, monitoring, solicitation,
parental warmth, support, interest) and interaction in parent-child relationship (e.g. quality and
frequency of communication, conflicts, companionship) (Padilla-Walker, Harper, & Bean,

2011; Vazsonyi, Hibbert, & Blake Snider, 2003).

High quality of family processes is crucial for optimal adolescent development, what
has been confirmed by many studies in many diverse age and cultural samples. The question
raises however when asking “What is the high quality of family processes?” Since the Bowlby’s
first work on attachment theory (Bowlby, 1980) it has been widely accepted and empirically
supported that parental love, support, closeness and interest are a key ingredients of parenting
and can be seen as “a universal feature of human beings independent of developmental context”
(Vazsonyi, & Belliston, 2006, p. 491). We can generally say that these are high quality family
processes. However, a recent trend in so called helicopter parenting (i.e over-involvement of
parents in their children's lives; Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield, & Weber, 2014; Padilla-
Walker, & Nelsson, 2012) shows that parenting behaviour that is characterized by parental love,
support and interest may turn into a maladaptive parenting strategy and result in overparenting
with some negative consequences for adolescents. Moreover, very intensive and close parent-
adolescent relationship may lead to loose boundaries between parental and child subsystems

(Mayseless, & Scharf, 2009).

Even more complicated is to define the high quality in processes such as parental
control. Certain level of parental control (monitoring, rules setting, structure providing) is

highly important for child development (Fosco et al. 2012; Gentile et al. 2014; Lipperman-



Kreda et al. 2017). However, if the control is too intense it may be associated with feelings of
overcontroll or incompetence (Kakihara, & Tilton-Weaver, 2009; Kapetanovic et al., 2017) and
thus not bring desired outcomes. If the control is asserted in the way that is not appropriate
(such as psychological control, harsh parenting, verbal aggression, physical punishment, etc.)
it again does not lead to positive development. The same situation seems to be when control is
asserted in the domains that are perceived as personal by adolescents (Smetana, Crean, &

Campione-Barr, 2005).

Research in recent years therefore focuses intensively on the possibility to define, what
the “high quality family process” are. There are several theoretical approaches that lead the
research and help to understand what is the optimal level or high quality level of family

processes.

Stage-environment fit theory stresses the importance of the environment (Eccless et al.,
1993). According to this theory, opportunities given by environment and needs of an individual
should to be in concordance in order to ensure an optimal development. In the context of
parenting, parents have to adjust their behaviour according to their offspring needs in a
particular developmental stage. This is particularly needed in early adolescence when
adolescents need for autonomy is increasing and many aspects of family processes undergo

changes (De Goede, Branje, & Meeus, 2009).

The second very influential theory in studying family processes is Self-determination
theory (SDT; Ryan, & Deci, 2000). The central topic of SDT is autonomy as a primary
psychological need of each individual. SDT theorists do not perceive autonomy as
independence (as is very often defined in developmental books). According to this theory
autonomy reflects individual’s feeling that his/her behaviour is fully internally motivated not a
result of external factors. Autonomy need satisfaction is perceived as the most important for
healthy development of an individual. Beside autonomy SDT stress the other two psychological
needs: relatedness and competence. In this sense a high quality family processes would be those
that help adolescent to satisfy all three basic psychological needs with the particular focus on

autonomy.
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A new direction in family processes research has been proposed by Judith Smetana
(Smetana, 2010; Smetana, Crean, & Campione-Barr, 2005) who pointed out the importance of
particular situation in which family processes take place. According to her Social domain theory
(Smetana, 2010), individuals construct their social environment in four basic social domains:
moral, conventional, prudential and personal domain. These domains differ in how important
are for the individual. For example, in adolescence, the importance of having control over a
personal domain issues raises. Adolescents want to decide how will they act in situations such
as bedroom cleaning, hair style or selection of friends. Parents, on the contrary, usually prefer
to set limits also in personal domain issues. This increases the probability of parent-adolescent
conflicts and lowers the quality of parent-adolescent relationship. Parental over-involvement

and overcontrol in personal issues might therefore not be considered as appropriate.
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2. Present habilitation thesis

The aim of this habilitation thesis is to present authors’ work on family and family processes in
families with adolescents. The habilitation thesis includes a selection of 10 papers that have

been published over the last 10 years.

The studies are the selection of authors” work that reflects the consecutive shift in the
author’s research interests from studying the effects of parental unemployment to focusing on
a broader range of family factors to a more nuanced research on parenting with a particular
interest in parental control. Separate studies are the result of several research projects in which
the author has participated (APVV 15-0662; APVV-0253-11; APVT -20-028802; APVT —20-
003602) or was a principal investigator (VEGA 1/0623/17). Therefore, adolescents of several
age groups are included, ranging from early adolescence (study 1, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10), through

middle (study 3 and 4) to late adolescence (study 2 and 7).

The central dependent variables in most of the included studies are indicators of
adolescents’ health and risk behaviour. However, the primary aim of the studies was not to
explore health or risk behaviour and its’ antecedents. Rather, we aimed to study how various
family factors are associated with adolescent development and indicators of health or risk
behaviour were chosen as some of many possible outcomes in adolescent development. Very
basic overview of associations that have been explored within the studies are presented in

Figure 1.
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2.1 Indicators of health and risk behaviour used within studies

Family context is important in most aspects of adolescent development. In the studies included

within this thesis we have focused on two of the aspects: health and health risk behaviour.

The developmental period of adolescence is a critical period with long-term implications
for the health and well-being of each individual. It also is a time of experimentation and identity
exploration therefore a prevalence of health risk behaviour is relatively high in this age group.
It is also a crucial time for establishing healthy habits and thus promoting both physical and
mental health. In adolescence, social factors belong to most important determinants of health

and health risk behaviour (Dahlgren, & Whitehead, 1991; Sawyer, 2012).

2.1.1 Health

Health is a multidimensional construct that includes broad range of indicators ranging from
objective assessments of physical health and subjective perceptions of general health, through
various mental health indicators to many indicators of well-being. According to WHO
definition, health is a state of complete physical, mental, and social well-being, and not merely
as the absence of disease or infirmity (World Health Organization, 1946). The aim of the studies
included in the present thesis was not to study health in its broad conceptualization. Rather, the
focus of the studies was more on family processes that are associated with health. Therefore,
only several aspects of perceived physical health (self-rated health and health complaints) and
several indicators of mental health (vitality, mental health, long-term well-being, self-esteem,

and self-efficacy) have been included in the studies.

Although physical health in adolescence is in general very good, the subjective
perception might differ and stress the small nuances in adolescent health status. Subjective
perception of health in adolescence takes place in many studies. Within our studies two aspect
of perceived physical health are considered: self-rated health (study 2 and 3) and health
complaints (study 2). Self-rated health is a one-item scale asking respondents to rate their health
in general that is widely used in health studies. It is generally accepted as a good predictor of
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mortality and morbidity (Larsson et al., 2002). Health complaints included problems that
adolescents have experienced in the previous month, such as stomach or had aches, dizziness
or pains. In general, subjective assessment of ones’ health is based on individuals’ perception
that is, whether consciously or not, done by comparing by age related peers (Bjorner et al.,

1996).

With regard to mental health, a particular attention is payed to self-esteem (studies 8, 9
and 10). We focus on global self-esteem that has been defined as individuals’ positive or
negative attitude toward the self as a totality (Rosenberg et al., 1995, p. 141) and is an important
component of mental health. Adolescence is perceived as a critical time for self-esteem
development (Rosenberg et al., 1995). The development of self-esteem in adolescence depends
on a wide range of intra-individual and societal factors, where parents play crucial role. Parental
approval, support and love are among the most important for the optimal development of the
self (Mann et al., 2004). Parents may serve as a secure base for experimentation in early
adolescence while positive parenting expresses warmth and support that may be internalized

and thus increase the overall perception of adolescents’ self (Chen et al., 2004).

Further, a measure of vitality and mental health (Ware, & Sherbourne, 1992) has been
included in two studies (study 2 and 3). The vitality scale consists of items focusing on energy
and fatigue; mental health focuses on psychological distress and well-being. In both indicators,

respondents evaluate their feelings during the previous month.

Long-term well-being has been assessed using one item measure in study 2. The
measure assesses respondents’ feelings about their life in the previous year. It is represented by
a seven-point scale consisting of stylised faces. This simple scale may provide a better

representation of respondents’ feelings than would similar verbal scales (Andrews, 1996).

The final mental health measure used within our studies has been general self-efficacy
(study 8). General self-efficacy is referred to as a general confidence in one’s abilities to
achieve the desired results across numerous domains, to cope with stressful life events or to

manage new life situations (Bandura, 1977; Schwarzer et al., 1997).
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2.1.2 Health risk behaviour

Adolescent risk behaviour is a category that consists of various types, such as delinquency,
substance use, risk driving or risky sexual behaviour. As risk behaviour we consider a behaviour
that brings some health risks to individual. Among the most prevalent forms of risk behaviour

in adolescence are smoking and alcohol consumption.

In European countries included in the ESPAD study (ESPAD, 2015), the trend between
1995 and 2015 shows the decrease in substance use among adolescents. However, in Slovakia
this decrease is not present. In 2015 Slovakia belonged to the countries with highest prevalence
of smoking experience (62% of adolescents reported having tried a cigarette at least once in a
life). Also the lifetime prevalence of alcohol use in Slovakia was much higher than the

countries’ average was (91% in Slovakia versus 80% average).

In the present studies we focus both on lifetime prevalence and 30-day prevalence of
risk behaviour with a particular attention to smoking and alcohol consumption or drunkenness
(studies 4, 5 and 6). In Study 4 also experience with marihuana has been included as a form of
risk behaviour, although its incidence in our sample was rather low. According to Jessor’s
Theory of risk behaviour (Jessor, 1991) various types of risky behaviour co-occur and may be
explained by similar mechanisms. Therefore, in Studies 9 and 10 we do not pay attention to
separate forms of risk behaviour, rather we work with cumulative index of risk behaviour where

both smoking and alcohol consumption have been included.
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Study 1

Bacikova, M., Hricova, L., Orosova, O. (2018). Zmeny a stabilita v rodinnych procesoch
v priebehu skorej adolescencie (Changes and stability in family processes during early

adolescence). Ceskoslovenska psychologie, 62, 3, 197-211.

Adolescence is a period characterized by huge changes in most aspects of adolescents’
development. In many developmental psychology text books (e.g. Thorova, 2015; Vagnerova
2000) we can read about the changes in the relationship between parents and their children that
occur in the beginning of adolescence, what is usually attributed to increased need for autonomy
and identity formation of adolescent. In Slovakia this has however not been empirically tested
yet. In this paper we have studied several family processes that have been composed in two
dimensions: emotional dimension and the dimension of control. Previous studies in different
cultural contexts have reported decrease in emotional dimension of family processes: perceived
parental support, quality of attachment, or parental warmth (De Goede, Branje, & Meeus, 2009;
Furman, & Buhrmester, 1992; van Eijck et al., 2012). Further, there is an increase in intensity
and frequency of conflicts (De Goede, Branje, & Meeus, 2009; Hadiwijaya et al., 2017). The
results regarding dimension of control are mixed (Keijsers, & Poulin, 2013; Nilsson, 2016;
Lippold, Greenberg, & Collins, 2013). However, neither of the previously published studies

focused on a short period of early adolescence.

The aim of this study was to analyse data from 5 waves of data collection during a time
period of one and a half year (497 adolescents; T1 mean age 11.52; T5 mean age 13.09; 59.4%
of girls) in order to identify changes in perceived family processes in both emotional and control
dimension. The results of Linear mixed models show that in the beginning of adolescence
within one and a half year there is a significant decrease in satisfaction with relationship with
mother and father and in perceived supportive relationship in family (caring relationships;
opportunities for meaningful participation) with no interaction effect of gender. On the other

hand, no time changes in control dimension were identified. Despite of linear decrease in the
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quality of several family processes, the decrease is relatively low. Together with relatively low
percentage of explained variance, our results are in line with the current view of parent-
adolescent relationship. This has shifted from earlier ideas that parent-adolescent relationships
are characterised by “storm and stress” to current view that in families that had functioned well
before adolescence, the parent-adolescent relationship remains good (Laursen, & Colins, 2009;
Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 2006). The relationship undergoes changes from vertical

to more horizontal relationship (Meeus, 2016).

Author’s contribution: 7T0%
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Study 2

Bacikova-Sleskova, M., Madarasova Geckova, A., van Dijk, J.P., Groothoff, J.W.,
Reijneveld, S.A. (2011). Parental support and adolescents’ health in the context of

parental employment status. Journal of Adolescence. 34, 141-149,

Parents may affect their child’s healthy and risky development by many means. Among them
family stressors, such as parental unemployment, are of high importance. Unemployment is
often followed by financial loss, loss of social contacts, loss of structure in the daily routine as
well as a decrease in social status (Christoffersen, 2000). All these consequences cause stress
which the unemployed individual has to cope with. As a result of this stress, unemployment can
negatively affect parental behaviour as well as the support which parents give to their children.
We assumed that parental unemployment can affect support given to adolescent children in two
ways: (a) as a decrease in parental support as perceived by the adolescents and (b) as a decrease

in the health-protective effect of parental support.

Women experience their unemployment as less stressful than men do, and the effect of
mother’s unemployment on adolescents is lower than that of father’s unemployment
(Christoffersen, 2000; Sleskova et al., 2006). Moreover, women have been found to have a
greater sensitivity to the needs of others, which leads to a greater capacity for providing support
(Flaherty, & Richman,1989). Therefore, special attention is paid to mother’s and father’s social

support separately in this study.

The aim of the present study was to explore the effect of perceived parental social
support on adolescents’ subjective health (general health, vitality, mental health, well-being and
physical complaints) in the context of parental unemployment. The study was conducted among
1992 adolescents (mean age 16.9). Results show, that the quality of perceived social support is
lower in the case of unemployment of father but not mother. Regression analyses revealed that
both mother’s and father’s support was protective for adolescents’ health when analysed
separately. However, when the adjusted effect of mother’s and father’s support was analysed,
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the positive influence of mother’s support decreased or even disappeared for some outcomes.
Forehand and Nousiainen (1993) suggested that although a father’s acceptance of an adolescent
occurs more seldom than a mother’s, when it does occur it may actually play a more important
role in the adolescent’s life than the mother’s acceptance. Our findings seem to be in line with
this hypothesis. Father’s support was generally perceived as lower than the mother’s, but when

it was high it played a greater protective role in adolescents’ health than high mother’s support.

When both parents were employed, higher levels of father’s support were mainly protective for
the health of their children. However, if the father was unemployed, his social support had
hardly any association with adolescents’ health, but support from the mother had such an
association. Overall, our results suggest that in the case of an unemployment of one parent,

support from the other parent is important.

Author’s contribution: 60%
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Study 3

Bacikova-Sleskova, M., Benka, J., & Orosova, O. (2015). Parental employment status and
adolescents’ health: The role of financial situation, parent-adolescent relationship and

adolescents’ resilience. Psychology & Health, 30(4), 400-422.

Studies addressing the impact of parental unemployment on children’s and adolescents’
psychological functioning and health have been scarce. Those that have been published,
however, have mostly put emphasis on the economic or sociological context leaving the broader
psychological level of relationships and personal resources for coping with parental
unemployment understudied. Furthermore, only a few studies have distinguished between the
paternal and maternal employment status. Indeed, the findings of the reviewed studies have
shown different, although not fully consistent, patterns of the associations between father’s and
mother’s employment status and adolescents’ outcomes. Therefore, in this study we have

distinguished between maternal and paternal employment status.

In our previous study (Sleskova et al., 2006) we have confirmed the relationship
between paternal unemployment and worse perceived adolescent health (general health,
vitality, mental health). There are several factors that are hypothesised to account for this
relationship. (1) Worse financial situation after ajob loss; (2) worse parent-adolescent
relationship quality (as a result of dealing with father’s own stressor, or a result of marital
conflicts); (3) lack of adolescent resilience. In the present study we have explored how
adolescents differ in perceived financial strain, parent—adolescent relationship and resilience
according to their parents’ employment status. Secondly, the association between parental
employment status and several aspects of adolescents’ subjective health were examined.
Thirdly, the paper sought to explore whether the relationship between parental
unemployment/non-employment and adolescents’ health is robust to control for financial strain,
parent—adolescent relationship and resilience. Finally, the moderating effect of resilience on the

relationship was studied.
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The study was conducted among 2799 adolescents (mean age 14,3, 50% males). As had
been expected, financial strain was the highest when the father as well as mother was
unemployed. With regards to the parent—adolescent relationship, the findings showed contrary
to our expectations that adolescents with unemployed parents did not report significantly lower
closeness, support, monitoring, communication or higher conflict with their parents than those
with employed parents. This was found to be the case for both mothers and fathers. While there
were no differences in the perception of parenting processes among adolescents with
unemployed and employed parents, adolescents showed stronger negative feelings towards
their parents if unemployed. It had been hypothesised that adolescents with unemployed parents
would be less resilient. However, this was only true for the resilience factor represented by the
perception of the future. One suggestion is that due to higher financial strain during parental
unemployment, adolescents might perceive their future as insecure with plans that might not be
fulfilled. Based on our findings, resilience does not seem to be affected by parental
unemployment. There has been a discussion of the possibility of strengthening resilience
through exposure to adversity (Olsson et al., 2003). While for some adolescents, parental
unemployment decreases resilience, for others, it might be an opportunity to strengthen their

resilience.

The main result of the study showed that the studied factors were not sufficient to reduce
the negative effect of the father’s unemployment or non-employment on adolescents’ self-rated
health, vitality or mental health. Therefore, the question what is the psychological mechanism
between parental employment status and worse adolescent health remains unanswered.
Interaction effect of resilience and the father’s unemployment was significant; however, the
result was unexpected. High resilience was related more to better adolescents’ vitality and
mental health among those with an employed father than those with an unemployed one. In
other words, resilience did not work as a buffer against the negative impact of a fathers’

unemployment on adolescents’ health.
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Bacikova-Sleskova, M. (2009). Family and its role in adolescent health risk behaviour. In:

Orosova, O. et al. Health related behaviour among adolescents and young adults.

Equilibria, 2009. 269s.

This monograph aimed to study adolescent risk behaviour from several points of view. The
current chapter focuses on family as an important factor in adolescent risk behaviour. In the
chapter we have integrated in the models four main factors in family that may be associated
with adolescent behaviour: family structure (living with two biological parents versus other),
family life events (such as a divorce, death in the family, serious illness, etc.); particular family
processes (parental monitoring, communication, conflicts and support) and positive and
negative affect toward parents. These aspects were studied in the context of smoking, alcohol
consumption, drunkenness and marihuana use in middle adolescence (3725 adolescents, 51%
girls, mean age 14.3; SD 0.65). The analyses have been done with respect to parental and
adolescent gender. Overall, some of our findings were consistent with other studies, while some
results seemed to be contradictory. The results show that family structure is more strongly
associated with smoking behaviour and marihuana use than with alcohol consumption. Girls in
our research seemed to be more vulnerable to other than biological parents family structure.
Further analyses revealed, to some extent, different results for maternal and paternal process,
boys and girls, and for different family processes. Thus, it is difficult to make any general
conclusions. Generally, however, results show that maternal process affect adolescent’s risk
behaviour to a higher extent than paternal. This is in agreement with findings reported in recent
papers about the importance of mother’s influence in adolescents’ lives. Furthermore, results in
general show stronger relationship between family characteristics/processes and risk behaviour
among girls than boys. The study shows the importance of taking into account the gender of
both adolescent and parent when analysing family processes. It further shows the importance
of paying a particular attention on each family factor/family process separately in more depth

as they are differently linked with adolescent risk behaviour.
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CHAPTER 4

Family and its role
in adolescent’s health risk behaviour

Maria Bacikova-Sleskova

Introduction

Family and its significance in adolescents' development

Adolescence is characterised by the dramatic physical growth and
physiological changes. These changes are combined with many
individual, cognitive, social and contextual transitions. Collins et al.
(2000) view this period as ideal to study the interaction of different
developmental systems.

In childhood, family is perceived as one of the most important
contexts and determinants of child's development with a great
protective effect (e.g. Eiden et al., 2007; Jones et al., 2008; Hughes et
al., 2008; etc.). However, during the adolescent period, young people
become more vulnerable to extrafamiliar influences. They spend
increasingly more time in the company of their peers compared with
the time spent with their family. As many researchers show, for the
adolescents’ development peer group (Goldstein & Davis-Kean,
2005), school mates (Barth et al., 2004), and pupil-teacher
relationships (Muray & Greenberg, 2000; Crosnoe et al.,, 2004)
become very important.

This may suggest that family influences loose significance during
the period of adolescence. However, as Steinberg (2001) stated in his
review of parent-adolescent relationships that while many topics in the
research of adolescence have come and gone, research on parental
influences has maintained constant since the 1970s. We fully agree
with his opinion saying, “I do feel that it is this very exposure of our
adolescents to the influences of so many individuals, institutions and
forces outside the family that makes parents more important today
than ever before” (Steinberg, 2001, p. 16). Our past research
(Sleskova, 2006) has also confirmed that even at the age of 15 to 19,
parental influences are still very important determinants of
adolescents’ mental and physical health. In the international research,
Smetana et al. (2006) found that the tendency to view other social
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relationships as complementary to, rather than supplanting, the
relationships with parents. There is an evidence that peers influence
adolescent especially in day-to-day activities while parental influences
seem to be strong especially in areas involving values and long-term
goals (Darling & Cumsille, 2003). Parents may act as gatekeepers and
monitors of adolescents’ social choice-making and social contacts
(Mounts, 2000).

With regard to family influences on adolescents' development, two
major sets of questions have occurred in the research in the past 25
years (Steinberg, 2001). The first set concerns the ways in which
family relationships change during adolescence (e.g. How can we best
characterize normative family relationships during adolescence? How
and why do relationships change as the child moves into and through
adolescence? What is the extent of individual differences in this
process of transformation? What do these changes mean for parents
and teenagers?). The second set concerns the impact of the family on
adolescent development and mental health (e.g. How do variations in
parent-child relationships affect the developing adolescent? Are some
types of parenting “better” for the adolescent than others? Are there
factors in the nonfamily environment that impinge on the parent-child
relationship in ways that enhance or attenuate parental influence?). In
our research, the second set of questions is essential. In this paper we
will provide a reader with a brief overview of several family factors and
their effect on health risk behaviour of Slovak adolescents. Firstly,
however, we would like to present the state of the international
research on the family and adolescents.

Parental and adolescents' views of family situation

When studying family influences on adolescents, researchers and
clinicians must take into consideration which family member is the
main informant about the family situation. Did adolescents report their
relationships with parents? Was it mother or father? Did the study use
both adolescents' and parents' reports?

In general, studies examining concordance between parental and
adolescents’ reports on parenting constructs have indicated quite low
levels of agreement (Jessop, 1981, Krohn et al. 1992, McElhaney et
al.,, 2008). Although parents and their children report on the same
relationship (situation), they experience different stressors, social
environments and expectations; thus, they would be expected to
perceive their relationships somewhat differently (Pelton & Forehand,
2001), which could be the reason for such low agreement.

Very interesting and wide research on this issue was performed by

Pelton & Forehand (2001, Pelton et al., 2001). In their research of 11
to 15 years old adolescents and their mothers, they found only
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moderate correlation between mothers’ and adolescents’ reports of
the quality of their relationship. They also found larger discrepancy in
divorced families than in the intact families. Authors explain this result
by the tendency of parents and adolescents to perceive their
relationships differently in the stressful situation. This may be due to
the mother’s and adolescent’s decreased ability to be attentive to the
relationship when a family stressor such as divorce is present. Very
similar results had been reported in earlier years by Tein et al. (1994).
Families with few risk factors in their research had higher concordance
rates on mother and child reports of parenting. Authors stated that
children who grew up in high-risk families may have had distorted
perceptions of their parents’ behaviours. It is also possible that with a
multitude of family stressors, parents and adolescents are less
attentive to their relationship and thereby are less aware of the
manner in which they interact with each other.

Using a Family System Test (clinically derived figure placement
technique to access family cohesion and hierarchy) Gehring et al.
(1994) found that children saw their family less balanced than their
mothers and fathers. Fathers' views of their family were the most
optimistic. Authors suggested that fathers were less engaged in
everyday conflict issues and; therefore, they had more idealistic family
constructs than their spouses and children (Gehring et al., 1994).
Similarly, in Paulson and Sputa (1996) research, adolescents
perceived their parents lower on parenting than both mothers and
fathers did.

Even less agreement between adolescents' and parental reports
was found among 270 American families with regard to parental
monitoring (Cottrell et al., 2003). The authors found no relationship
between parental and adolescents' perceptions of parental monitoring.
In their sample, around 75% of parents reported that they always
knew where their adolescents were after school, at night and so on,
while only about 58% of adolescents reported their parents knew so.

The fact that adolescents and their parents perceive their
relationships differently (as mentioned before) could have been
expected. However, this discrepancy was visible even in such
a characteristic as family structure. In her research, Sweeting (2001)
found that 6 per cent of their child-parent pairs disagreed on the
number of persons in the household. Sweeting suggested that, for
example, a parent may have had omitted to mention a cohabitant
when the child had noted their presence.

With regard to age, a decrease was found in initially large
discrepancies between adolescents' and their parents' perceptions of
family cohesion, support, and expressiveness with increasing age of
adolescents (Seiffge-Krenke, 1999).
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Now when we know about this discrepancy, a new question
emerges. Whose reports are more valid when studying the effect of
parent-child relationship on adolescents' outcomes? Vazsonyi et al.
(2003) sees adolescents' self-reports as meaningfully contributing to
the understanding of family process and this may be independent of
what could be learned from parental reports. In the previously
mentioned Pelton's and Forehand's (2001) research, association
between mother's perception of conflict and her perception of the
adolescent’s adjustment and association between adolescents’
perception of conflict and their perception of their own adjustment
were reported. However, mothers’ reports on conflict were not
associated with adolescents’ reports on their adjustment and vice
versa, adolescents’ reports on conflict were not associated with
mother’s report on adolescent adjustment. On the other hand, Cottrell
et al. (2003) found that both parental and adolescents' report on
parental monitoring were negatively correlated with adolescents'
smoking and drinking, however only adolescents', not parental,
reports were correlated with marijuana use and sexual activity.

Based on theresults mentioned above, we may accept
adolescents' reports on parent-child relationships to be at least as
valid and important as the parental reports. In the present study, only
adolescents' reports on family characteristics will be used.

Differences between maternal and paternal influence

In the past research, attention has been paid particularly to the
maternal influence on adolescent development. Paternal influence has
been often overlooked. In the recent years the situation is changing.
Father's influence has become an important issue in the parent-
adolescent relationship research. Interestingly however, although
researchers accept paternal influence on adolescents' outcomes, they
stil very often use in their research parental data without
distinguishing between mother's and father's influence. Only about
one third of the research in the past 10 years studies gender specific
relationships between parents and their adolescent children. As
Phares and her colleagues (2005) state, based on extensive
published research review, paediatric psychology research lags in
including fathers in research designs and analyzing for maternal and
paternal effects separately. Thus, a clear picture of such relationships
is still not available.

McKinney and Renk (2008) talk about three theories explaining
differences between maternal and paternal parenting (psychoanalytic
theory, sex role theory and role theory). Regardless of the theory, one
chooses to use, all of them expect mothers and fathers to adopt
different approaches to parenting their children and adolescents
(McKinney & Renk, 2008).

Although the role of mother and father in the parenting process is
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still not clear, several findings have been published in the recent
research. First, fathers spend less time taking care of their children
compared to mothers (Renk et al.,, 2003, Lewis & Lamb, 2003) or
mothers spend more time in direct care (preparing food, caring for ill
children, etc.), while fathers spend more time with their children in play
activities (McBride & Mills, 1993). Secondly, the father-adolescent
relationship is characterized by physical and emotional distance,
mother-adolescent relationship by attachment and intimacy (Sim,
2003). Thirdly, mothers are more likely to utilize an authoritative
parenting style (combines high levels of democracy, warmth, and
demandingness), while fathers were perceived as adopting an
authoritarian style (high in control, but lacking in warmth) (Conrade
& Ho, 2001).

In Vazsonyi et al’s (2003) research, maternal and paternal
processes were associated similarly with measures of both
internalizing (anxiety, depression, low self-esteem and low well-being)
and externalizing (alcohol use, drug use and school misconduct)
behaviours. On the other hand, Bosco et al. (2003) found that mothers
and fathers each play unique roles in adolescents' internalizing and
externalizing behaviour. They also reported very interesting gender
related results. In their study of 11 to 18 years old adolescents,
daughters’ behaviour was significantly related to their perceptions of
their father’'s behaviour, while sons showed a more complicated
pattern with both mothers and fathers playing some role in their
internalizing and externalizing behaviour. In our previous research on
the effect of parental unemployment on adolescents' health outcomes
(Sleskova et al.,, 2006a), father's but not mother's unemployment
negatively affected adolescents' health. When we compared this effect
between Slovak and Dutch adolescents (Sleskova et al., 2006b), only
the Slovak ones were affected. On the other hand, among Dutch
adolescents, mother's employment status was important for their
health and well-being. Webb and his colleagues (2002) reported
opposite gender related results when studying the effect of parental
monitoring on adolescents' alcohol use using structural equation
modelling. In their study perceived maternal monitoring was
significantly related to alcohol use; whereas, perceived paternal
monitoring was not. Leinonen et al. (2003) found no differences in
parenting under economic hardship between mothers and fathers.
Both mothers and fathers in their research endorsed more punitive
parenting when under economic hardship. In Laible and Carlo’s (2004)
research, high levels of maternal support and low levels of maternal
rigid control influenced adolescents’ reports of sympathy, social
competence and self-worth, while fathers’ support and control were
unrelated. In other research (Paulson & Sputa, 1996), both
adolescents and their parents perceived mothers as more involved in
parenting than fathers.
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One very interesting review of research on mother-son, mother-
daughter, father-son and father-daughter dyads was carried out by
Russel and Saebel (1997). Reviewing previous literature, authors
came to an interesting conclusion, saying that despite the
expectations of four different parent-child dyads and their theoretical
support, the research evidence, they had examined, did not show any
clear existence of such differences, in general. Their concluded that
possible differences in relationships among the four dyads were small
and unreliable. They stated that many different factors may had
influenced parenting and parent-child relationships, and gender was
only one of them. Hence,it is questionable, whether it is necessary to
create distinct relationships for the individual dyads.

As it could be seen in the previous paragraph, the separate roles
of mother and father in the adolescents' development is not clear and;
therefore, more research in this field is needed. In order to add to
a better understanding of mother's and father's roles in adolescent
functioning, this study explores the adolescents' perceptions of both
mothers and fathers in relation to adolescents' health risk behaviours.

Family and its effect on adolescents' outcomes

As we have mentioned earlier, family plays a crucial role in
adolescents’' lives. Well known family system theory (Cox & Paley,
1997) views family as hierarchically organized system, comprised of
smaller subsystems (e.g. parental, marital, and sibling) but also as
embedded within larger systems (e.g. the community). Thus, mothers,
fathers and children influence each other both directly and indirectly.
From a family system perspective, changes in the condition of one of
the family members or in the patterns of relationships among family
subsystems may affect the functioning of the others. In this paper, we
review one part of the subsystems, namely parent-child relationships
but only in terms of the influence that parents have on their adolescent
children.

There are several ways how family and parents can influence
adolescents' development. We will pay attention to three of them.
First, family structure (if adolescent lives with both biological parents,
in step household or in other circumstances) and its effect on an
adolescent's development is one of the best studied family topics.
Secondly, many negative family events (such as parental divorce,
unemployment, death) have been found to have undesirable effect on
adolescents. Thirdly, parent-adolescent relationships (for example,
parental monitoring, communication, conflicts, support etc.) are
essential for the correct development of adolescents. The previous
research results will be addressed in more depth bellow.
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Family structure

Living with both biological parents has been found to be a protective
factor in adolescents' development. Previous studies have compared
mainly adolescents with biological parents with those living in
one- parent families, in mixed families (one own parent and one
stepparent) or in stepfamilies. Analysing data from seven European
countries, Griesbach et al. (2003) reported the lowest prevalence of
smoking among adolescents (15 years old) from intact families and
the highest among those living in stepfamilies. Adolescents living with
both biological parents engaged less frequently in heavy alcohol use
(Bjarnason et al., 2003), were less delinquent (Demuth & Brown 2004)
and reported lower levels of depressive symptoms (Barett & Turner,
2005). Those who experienced a family structure transition reported
decreased well-being compared to those in stable, two-biological-
parent families (Brown, 2006).

Family events

Many families undergo changes, which are perceived as very
stressful. Such family events are often important proofs of family
resilience. Parents, whilst trying to cope with their problems, may
change their behaviour towards the child, lose their sensitivity and
decrease the support they would normally givetheir child. Stressful life
events experienced by parents, as stated by Ge et al. (1994), are
related to parental depressive moods, which may disrupt skilful
parenting practices. In turn, the absence of skilful parenting practices
increases the risk of developing depressive symptoms among
adolescents. Therefore, stressful family events may have very
negative consequences for adolescents too.

One of the most stressful changes in family life is parental divorce.
Children and adolescents in divorced families exhibit more
externalizing (e.g. antisocial and aggressive behaviour, substance
use) and internalizing (e.g. anxiety, depression) problems compared
with those in intact families (Harland et al., 2002; Hoffmann, 2006).
Moreover, problems occurring in adolescence, although many years
after a divorce, can have their roots in earlier ages (Storksen et al.,
2006)

Job loss of one or both parents also affects adolescents'
development in a negative way. Parental unemployment has been
found to have negative consequences for the health of adolescents
(Sleskova et al., 2006a), behavioural problems in children (Isaranurug
et al., 2001; Harland et al., 2002), poorer self-esteem (Christoffersen,
1994), increased probability of binge drinking (Lundborg, 2002),
depression (Kaltiala-Heino et al., 2001; Sund et al., 2003), increased
smoking (Unger et al.,, 2003), as well as a higher occurrence of
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physical abuse of children (Christoffersen, 2000; Lindell & Svedin,
2001).

Among others negative family events, which have been confirmed
to influence adolescents' development, belong death of a parent
(Thompson et al.,, 1998), serious illness like a parental cancer
(Huizinga et al., 2005), and others.

In Dmitrieva’s et al. (2004) research, conducted among 17 years
old adolescents in four different countries (United States, Czech
Republic, China and Korea) several family-related negative life events
(exposure to death of a family member, parental divorce, conflict
between the parents and family financial difficulties) were included in
the analyses. Family events were related to lower levels of perceived
parental involvement and higher rates of parent-adolescent conflict.
The association between family-related life events and adolescent
problem behaviours was mediated by perceived parental involvement,
parent-adolescent conflict, and perceived parental sanctions of
adolescent misconduct. In general, we can say that exposure to
relatively minor stressful family events may have only a short-tem
impact on adolescent well-being, while more serious negative
circumstances may have long-term effect (Dmitrieva et al., 2004).

Parent-adolescent relationship

The quality of parent-adolescent relationships is highly important for
healthy adolescent development. It can be characterised by many
factors. Some of them will be addressed below.

Undoubtedly, parental monitoring belongs to the most often
discussed topics in parent-adolescent relationship research in the
recent years. Parental monitoring has been defined as “a set of
correlated parenting behaviours involving attention to and tracking of
the child's whereabouts, activities and adaptations” (Dishion
& McMahon, 1998, p. 61).

Parental monitoring of adolescent behaviour is studied especially
in connection to adolescents’ problem behaviour. Bray (2001),
reviewing past research, sees parental monitoring as a central factor
that influences the occurrence of problem behaviour in adolescence.

Webb et al. (2002) suggested that perceived parental monitoring
is especially relevant to female adolescent alcohol use because
females in that age were likely to associate with older males who had
greater access to alcohol than their peers. In their study, females
reported that mothers monitored their behaviour more than fathers did.
Furthermore, maternal monitoring, but not paternal, mediated the
relationship between gender and alcohol use, not only with regard to
differences in levels of drinking, but also in changes in drinking over
time.
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Blokland et al. (2007) reported higher levels of parental control
(monitoring) to be associated with lower probability of adolescent
smoking initiation but not adolescents' subsequent transition to
increase in smoking.

In the longitudinal research among 15 years old adolescents in the
United States, Fletcher et al. (2006) found that adolescents were less
likely to engage in substance use (cigarette and marihuana smoking,
alcohol drinking, binge drinking) when their parents were warm and
involved in their lives, sought to obtain information concerning their
children’s activities, and provided higher levels of control over these
activities. Furthermore, they reported parental monitoring to be
associated with lower substance use in the present time but not
longitudinally. The explanation for this result was that parents probably
monitored those adolescents who are using illicit substances more,
but such monitoring did not increase or decrease the likelihood of their
risk behaviour in the future.

Two Swedish authors, Kerr and Stattin (2000), came with a very
interesting idea regarding parental monitoring Swedish authors Kerr
and Stattin (2000, Stattin & Kerr, 2000). They stated that although
parental monitoring and parental knowledge were positively
associated, they were not the same thing. Authors argued that it was
not the parental monitoring itself that predicted many positive
adolescent outcomes, but the adolescents’ willingness to express
information to their parents spontaneously. They distinguished
between parental solicitation and child disclosure. Parental solicitation
reflects the extent to which parents actively seek information
concerning children's whereabouts (something what other authors call
parental monitoring). On the other hand, child disclosure is defined as
the extent to which children spontaneously disclose information to
their parents. Although these two aspects are related, when analysing
their effect on adolescent involvement in problem behaviour, stronger
effect was found for disclosure (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Furthermore,
they distinguish between adolescents reports of being controlled and
parental control per se. Adolescents feelings were linked with poor
adjustment (involvement in problem behaviour and school problems),
while parental control was associated with positive adjustment.

The other factor of parent-adolescent relationships is their
communication and the frequency of conflicts they have. Before the
1970s, parent-adolescent conflicts were seen as normative because
of the adolescents' need to detach emotionally from parents or
parental figures. However, more recent research has shown that
conflicts are normative in the clinical samples but not in the general
population (Steinberg, 2001). The pattern of parent-child conflict
seems to have a reversed U shape with regard to the age of the child
(Montemayor, 1983). Some worsening of parent-child relationship
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occurs during early adolescence, remains reasonably stable during
middle adolescence and then the frequency of conflicts decreases
after about the of age 18.

Several interesting results have been found with regard to parent-
adolescent conflicts (Montemayor, 1983). First, that parents and their
adolescents mostly argue about normal everyday family matters such
as school, social life, friends, home duties, but only rarely about “hot”
topics such as sex, drugs or politics. Secondly, over the years, very
little has changed in what parents and adolescents argue about.
Although this remark was published in the 1980s, it remains valid.

Parent-child communication process seems to be a key
mechanism in preventing health-risk behaviour (Riesch et al., 2006).
Such communication process is characterized by open expression of
ideas and feelings, satisfaction with the family system, family caring
and ability to manage conflict. Parent-child communication and high
occurrence of conflicts also influence other aspects of adolescents’
lives. Adolescent mental health was found to be better in families with
close, non-conflictive, parent-child relationships (Steinberg, 2001).

Parent-adolescent relationship is characterised also by parental
support. The effect of parental support on children’s development has
been studied. Lack of perceived parental support has been highly
related to depressive symptoms in adolescents (Patten et al., 1997).
Geckova et al. (2003) found a strong influence of social support on
many aspects of adolescents’ health. Piko (2000) reported that a low
level of perceived father’s support increased the risk of substance use
by secondary school pupils, whereas mother’s support did not appear
to be such a strong predictor. Wicrama et al. (1997) found that through
adolescent perception of parental support, changes in parental
supportive behaviour were connected with changes in adolescent
physical health status.

Blokland et al. (2007), in contrast to the previous research, did not
report the effect of parental support on adolescent smoking. They
explained the result by finding that Dutch parents, in their sample,
were generally judged as very supportive.

Parent-adolescent relationship is very often studied in terms of
adolescents’ perception of parental behaviour toward adolescent. The
above mentioned characteristics (parental monitoring of adolescent
behaviour, support received from a parent or parent-adolescent
communication (or conflict)) are the examples of parent-adolescent
interactions. Much less is known about the feelings, which
adolescents have towards their parents. This is surprising as
adolescents’ feeling towards parents may have much stronger
influence on many outcomes than parental behaviour towards
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adolescents. When adolescents have strong positive feelings towards
their parents, they will probably do their best to avoid g engaging in
risk behaviour. On the other hand, many negative feelings towards
parents may be strong predictors of risk behaviour as a kind of
rebellion. To explore these assumptions,a questionnaire, developed
by Phares and Renk (1998), was used in our study (see methods
section for more information).

Mediators and moderators in the relationship between family
characteristics and adolescent’s outcomes

Family acts in adolescents’ lives in many different ways. Family
characteristics and parent-adolescent relationships per se can
influence many adolescents’ outcomes (as mentioned before).
Secondly, these relationships also can be mediated (variables that
explain the relationships) and moderated (variables that change the
relationships) by many other variables. Thirdly, family can acts as
a mediator and moderator in the relations between other
characteristics and adolescents’ outcomes. In this place we will
provide a reader with some results from previous studies on the latter
two assumptions.

Generally, there are many factors that influence parenting quality
and parent-child relationships and its effect on adolescents’
development. These factors can be grouped into three broad
categories: first, individual child characteristics (such as age, sex,
temperament, social competence), secondly, individual parent
characteristics (such as personality, social competence, sex, beliefs
and values), and thirdly, social-contextual factors (marital relationship,
sources of stress, social networks, levels of support) (Russell
& Saebel, 1997).

Previous research has shown that higher level of depressive
symptoms reported by those from stepfamilies and single parent
families can be partially explained by socioeconomic resources, family
processes and social stress (Barrett & Turner, 2005); self-efficacy
mediates the relationship between parental monitoring and lower
alcohol use among 15 years olds (Watkins et al., 2006); father's
involvement highly mediates the connection between family structure
(living only with a mother) and adolescents’ behavioural outcomes
(Carlson, 2006); family relationships can mediate potentially negative
effect of family events on an adolescents’ adjustment (Dmitrieva et al.,
2004); and that family characteristics (youth perception of warmth and
autonomy) are not related directly to a problem behaviour, but predict
a risky peer context, which, in turn, predicts the problem behaviour
(Goldstein & Davis-Kean, 2005). Adolescents’ self-control partially
mediated the link between parenting behaviour and adolescent
emotional and behavioural problems (Finkenauer et al., 2005). Family
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environment indirectly influences adolescent alcohol use through peer
influence, self-efficacy and stress (Nash et al., 2005).

Family as a mediator and moderator in the relationship between
other characteristics and adolescent’s outcomes

Family very often acts as a factor that can change or influence the
negative effects of many circumstances on adolescents’ development.
Family factors buffer or decrease the negative impact of stress (Bray
et al.,, 2001). The association between family-related life events
(exposure to death of a family member, parental divorce, conflict
between the parents, and family financial difficulties) and adolescent
problem behaviours was mediated by perceived parental involvement,
parent-adolescent conflict, and perceived parental sanctions of
adolescent misbehaviour (Dmitrieva et al., 2004). Perceived maternal
monitoring mediated the relations between gender and alcohol use
(Webb et al., 2002). Family harmony was a mediator between the low
academic achievement and depression and tobacco and alcohol use
in China adolescents (Trinidad et al.,, 2003). Parent-child
communication process (such as openness, satisfaction with the
family system, caring and conflict resolution ability) may reduce the
negative effect of many individual, family and environmental factors on
adolescents’ health risk behaviour (Riesch et al., 2006). Economic
stress was indirectly linked to adolescents’ adjustment though parental
behaviour. It increased the risk of emotional distress, which, in turn,
increased the risk of marital conflict and marital distress, which
negatively influenced adolescents’ positive adjustment (represented
by school performance, positive peer relations and self-confidence)
(Conger et al., 1992).

Family as a factor of health risk behaviour

As mentioned on the previous pages, many family characteristics
have strong effect on adolescents’ development, many internal and
external outcomes. In the present study we pay our attention to one
set of external behaviour which is represented by health risk
behaviour (namely cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption and
marihuana use). Adolescence is the developmental process that
includes individuation, autonomy, intimacy and identity formation.
Experimentation with cigarettes, alcohol and other substances
appears to be related to these adolescent developmental processes
(Bray et al., 2001). In the following part we will present briefly the state
of international research regarding family and its influence on
adolescents’ health risk behaviour.

In their literature review, Riesch et al. (2006) have mentioned

three main groups of risk factors for health risk behaviour — individual
(biological, cognitive and psychosocial), environmental (school,
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neighbourhood and community) and family factors. According to their
study, parental demographic characteristics (marital status, education,
occupation, income, health behaviour practices) and parenting
practices (quality of parent-child relationship, monitoring, family
connectedness) belong among family risk factors. Some of them will
be further studied in the present work.

Previous research has shown that parenting is one of the key
factors that help prevent adolescents from engaging in problem
behaviours (Bray et al., 2001). Furthermore, the opposite influence
has been confirmed. Some negative family characteristics, such as
bad relationships with parents, low support from parents, parent-child
and marital conflicts and many others, increase the probability of
engaging in risk behaviours (e.g. Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Bjarnason et
al., 2003; Unger et al., 2003; Vazsonyi et al., 2003).

The aim

In this study, we aim to give a picture of basic relations between
different family characteristics and adolescents' health risk behaviours
(smoking, alcohol drinking and marihuana use), among adolescents in
Slovakia. Since the previous research has shown the possibility of
gender specific parent-child relationships (mother-daughter, mother-
son, father-daughter, father-son), we will analyse our data separately
for males and females, as well as with regard to the parental gender.
Furthermore, we will give some suggestion for the future ways of
analysing our data and the future research.

Methods

The research sample and health risk behaviour indicators used in our
study are described in the first chapter.

Measures

Family characteristics

Family structure. To define respondents' family structure we asked
them to answer the question: “Which of the following people live in the
same household with you? (Mark all that apply)” with possible
answers (1) | live alone, (2) father, (3) stepfather, (4) mother,
(5) stepmother, (6) brother(s) or sister(s), (7) grandparent(s), (8) other
relative(s), (9) non-relative(s). This simple question (used also by
Brook et al. 1990; Petraitis et al., 1995) enable us to divide
respondents in many family structure groups based on various
combinations of their answers. In the present study, five groups were
created: 1 — both own parents, 2 — one own parent, one stepparent,
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3 — only one parent (own or stepparent), 4 — stepparents, 5 — others
(only siblings, only grandparents, etc.). As the last two groups were
very small (16 respondents living with stepparents and 38 living with
others, see Table 1), we decided to exclude them from further
analysis.

Negative family events. Respondents were asked to indicate every
situation, which had occurred during the past year in their families.
The possible situations were as follows: (1) moving to another city,
(2) sibling birth, (3) parental divorce, (4) one or both parents have lost
an employment, (5) death of someone close to you, (6) serious illness
(yours or of someone close to you), (7) other serious event that
touched your feelings. The measure was inspired by the one used by
Harland et al. (2002). For the analysis in the present study, those, who
mentioned at least one of these events, were considered to be
experiencing negative family events.

Family process was measured by The Adolescent Family Process
(AFP) measure. This six subscale measure was developed by
Vazsonyi et al. (2003). The authors based their work on previous
summarising investigation of Steinberg and Silk (2002), who identified
three distinct domains of parenting dimensions, namely harmony,
autonomy and conflict. Harmony describes dimensions that assess
the affective relationship between parents and adolescents. Autonomy
describes dimensions that are directed at encouraging a balance
between growth and independence, while providing boundaries for
youth. Conflict describes the common tension between adolescents
and their parents. Vazsonyi's et al.’s (2003) questionnaire included six
dimensions that reflected the three domains described by Steinberg
and Silk (2002): closeness and communication (harmony), support,
monitoring and peer approval (autonomy) and conflict (conflict). The
final questionnaire includes 25 items in six subscales. Direction of one
subscale (support) was reversed. The first three subscales were rated
on the 5-point Likert scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree,
3= neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree. The other
three subscales were rated on different 5-point Likert scale: 1=never,
2=occasionally, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=very often. For each
subscale, a higher score indicates better family process, with one
exception — conflict — where higher score indicates more conflicts.
Respondents answered the questions first with regard to their mother,
and secondly with regard to their father. This allows examining the
independent effects of both maternal and paternal family process. The
scale was used also in the investigation of the effect of parent
religiosity on parenting process conducted by Snider et al.(2004) and
the research on interpersonal identity of African American Adolescents
(Kerpelman & White, 2006). Unfortunately, during the printing process
of questionnaires, one question, representing the approval subscale,
was missed out. As the subscale without this question comprised only
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two items and Cronbach alpha was very low (for mothers 0.50 and
0.52 for males and females respectively; for fathers 0.55 and 0.57) we
decided to skip this subscale in all the analyses.

Perception of parents. This measure was developed by Phares
and Renk (1998). It was first established with retrospective reports of
perception of parents by older adolescents; and after that,
confirmatory analysis of the measure was conducted with both older
and younger adolescents (Phares & Renk, 1998; Bosco et al., 2003).
Using this process, a final 15-item instrument was developed to
measure adolescents' cognitive and emotional representations of their
biological mothers and fathers. Factor analysis revealed two factors.
Ten items characterised positive affect towards the parent (respect
toward the parent, happy when thinking about the parent, love towards
the parent, grateful for the parent, proud of the parent, caring toward
the parent, comforted when thinking about the parent, closeness
towards the parent, appreciative of the parent, and positive feelings
towards the parent), and five items characterised negative affect
towards the parent (anger towards the parent, confused or puzzled by
the parent, disappointed or let down by the parent, upset when
thinking about the parent, anxious or nervous about the parent). ltems
were completed using a 6-point scale ranging from 1-not at all or
never to 6-extremely or always. Similar to the previous measurement,
respondents answered the questions with regard to both, their mother
and father. Higher score indicated more positive and more negative
feelings.

Statistical analyses

All the data in the present study were analysed using statistical
software package SPSS version 14.1. First, we compared males and
females in basic characteristic using the independent sample t-test
(for continuous dependent variables) and chi-square statistics (for
categorical dependent variables). Secondly, Pearson's correlation
coefficient (r) was used to correlate some continuous measures.
Thirdly, logistic regression analyses were used to assess the effects of
several family characteristics on adolescents' health risk behaviour.
Odds ratios (OR), 95% Confidence Intervals (Cl) and Nagelkerke
R Square are presented. Furthermore, c statistic was calculated. The
¢ statistic is a measure of the discriminative power of the logistic
equation. It varies from .5 (50%, the model's predictions are no better
than chance) to 1.0 (100%, very good prediction). In social sciences’
research, a value of .7 is usually considered a good model power.
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Results

Sample description

Before analysing the data, we provide the reader with some
descriptive characteristics of our sample. Tables 1 and 2 describe the
sample with regard to several family characteristics (family structure,
family events, Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception of
Parents) separately for males and females; as well as, they show
differences between males and females in the mentioned
characteristics.

As it could have been expected, there are no significant gender
differences in family structure (Table 1). However, we found statistical
differences (p<.001) in reporting occurrence of negative family events
during the last year unfavourable for females (67% compared to 55%
for males).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics (number of cases and the percentage) for family
structure and family events, separately for males and females. Significance
values of the comparisons between males and females in these measures
(using chi-square).

males females
p value
N % N % )
family structure
both own parents| 1358 76.2 1362 73.7
oneownand 15 g5 151 82
one stepparent
only one parent| g, 444 203 1538
(own or step)
stepparents 6 0.3 10 0.5
others (only siblings,
only grandparents, other 17 1.0 21 1.1 .205
familiars, etc.)
family events (last year)
no| 801 45.0 616 33.3
yes| 980 55.0 1233 66.7 .001

* significant differences are in bold

As for Adolescent Family Process and Perception of Parents
measures, we found statistical gender differences in almost all scales
(Table 2). However, the direction of these differences varied by the
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scale. Females reported significantly higher intensity of closeness,
monitoring, communication and higher frequency of conflicts with
mother and more support, monitoring and conflicts with father. On the
other hand, males reported higher frequency of communication with
father.

With regard to the Perception of Parents, females in our sample
reported more positive affects towards mother (p<.001) and more
negative affects towards father (p<.033).

Table 2. Descriptive statistics (possible score range, mean and standard
deviation SD) for Adolescent Family Process and Perception of Parents
measures separately for males and females. Significance values of the
comparisons between males and females in separated scales (using t-test).

score males females p value
range” mean SD mean SD  (ttest)

Adolescent Family
Process
mother's closeness | 6-30 224 3.9 23.0 4.1 .001
mother's support |  4-20 14.1 3.5 14.3 3.7 .309
mother's monitoring | 4-20 12.9 3.8 143 35 .001
mother's | 55 162 4.0 170 43 .001
communication
mother's conflict| 3-15 7.8 2.6 8.4 2.7 .001
father's closeness 6-30 21.5 4.4 214 4.7 .594
father's support | 4-20 14.4 3.4 14.7 3.7 .030
father's monitoring | 4-20 11.7 4.0 121 4.1 .006
fathers| s o5 447 45 136 48  .001
communication
father's conflict| 3-15 7.7 2.8 8.0 3.0 .006
Perception of
Parents
positive affect toward | 14 55 453 103 470 97 .00
mother
negative affect| g 55 455 g4 123 52 686
toward mother
positive affecttoward | 4 g5 434 118 434 120 925
father
negative affect| 5 56 156 54 130 55 033
toward father

* higher score means better closeness, support, more monitoring, better
communication, more conflict, more positive affects and more negative
affects.

* significant differences are in bold
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Correlation between measures' scales

As a second step of the present study, we analysed the relations
between separate scales of used measures. We have used two
measures of family process (Adolescent Family Process measure and
Perception of Parents). Because both measures assessed parental
behaviour and adolescents' feelings towards their parents, separately
for mothers and fathers, we were first interested in the
intercorrelations between adolescents' views of their mothers and their
fathers. Pearson's correlation coefficients can be seen in the Table 3
for males and females separately. The correlations between mother's
and father's scales were highly significant for both measures and all
scales and were higher for males. The lowest, but still statistically
significant, correlation can be seen between the frequency of mother-
female and father-female conflicts (r=.352).

Table 3. Correlations between perception of mother and father for males and
females

males females

r r

Adolescent Family Process
closeness .666 451

support .626 496

monitoring .666 522

communication .616 464

conflict .533 .352

Perception of Parents
positive affect .670 468
negative affect .729 .608

*All the correlations are significant on the level p<.001

The following two tables show intercorrelations between scales of
Adolescent Family Process measure for mother (Table 4) and father
(Table 5). Results for males are presented in the upper right corner,
and in the lower left corner, results are presented for females.
Intercorrelations are generally high, although they are lower than
correlations between mother's and father's scales (previous Table 3)
and not all of them are statistically significant.

With regard to mother's measures (Table 4), for males, intensity of
closeness with mother is highly correlated with communication
(r=.442), intensity of mother's support is negatively correlated with the
frequency of conflict with her (r=-.531). The frequency of mother-

166



males conflict is not associated with the intensity of monitoring, neither
with the frequency of communication with mother. For females, the
highest positive correlation can be seen between communication with
mother and the intensity of closeness (r=.578) and the highest
negative correlation is, similarly to males, between the intensity of
mother's support and the frequency of conflicts with her (r=-.591). The
only non-significant correlation for females is reported between
mother's monitoring and her support.

Table 4. Adolescent Family Process - mother, upper right corner males, lower
left corner females

Mother closen. supp. monit. comm. conflict
closeness .280 378 442 -.222
support | .485 -.068 A7 -.531
monitoring | .357 .046 .275 .005
communication | .578 .339 313 -.048
conflict| -441 -591 -.096 -0.31

*significant correlations are in bold

With regard to father's measures (Table 5), for males, the most
important relation is between the frequency of communication with
father and the intensity of closeness with him (r=.502); and negatively,
between the frequency of conflict and father's support (r=-.531). Non-
significant correlation is between monitoring and conflict.

For females, all the correlations are significant. The highest one is
between closeness and communication (r-.609), and similarly to
males, strong negative relations can be seen between father's support
and father-females conflicts (r=-.556).

Table 5. Adolescent Family Process - father, upper right corner males, lower
left corner females

Father closen. supp. monit. comm. conflict
closeness .297 412 .502 -.261
support | .448 -103 .094 -.531
monitoring | .459 .054 394 .002
communication | .609 .248 414 -.091
conflict| -424 -556 -.086 -.229

*significant correlations are in bold
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The second measure we have used is the Perception of Parents
measure with two subscales (positive and negative affect). As in the
previous measure, first, we compared mother's and father's scales,
and secondly, we compared the two subscales for mother and father,
respectively. Pearson's correlation coefficients for both analyses are
reported in Table 6. When compared mother's and father's scales, the
results are very similar to those in the previous measure. Positive, as
well as negative affects towards mother were highly correlated with
those toward father. These correlations were higher for males. On the
other hand, positive and negative affects were much higher correlated
among females than males, both for mother (r=-.257) and father
(r=-.389).

Table 6. Correlations of Perception of Parents measure for males and
females

for males for females

positive affect toward mother versus toward father .670 468
negative affect toward mother versus toward father 729 .608
positive versus negative affect toward mother -.106 -.257
positive versus negative affect toward father =177 -0.39

*All the correlations are significant on the level p<.001

As the last step in this section, we correlated subscales from
Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception of Parents
measure. The questions in Adolescent Family Process measure were
oriented more on parental behaviour toward adolescent while
questions in the Perception of Parents measure reflected more
adolescents' feeling towards their parents. Therefore, we were
interested whether parental behaviour and adolescents' feelings
toward them were intercorrelated. We conducted this analysis again,
separately for mothers (Table 7) and fathers (Table 8), and for males
and females.

In mothers' measures (Table 7), all the studied variables were
significantly correlated apart from mother's monitoring, which was not
related to negative affect among males. The correlations were higher
for females.

In father's measures (Table 8), the results were very similar to
those in mother's measures, but the correlations were generally higher
for both males and females.The relationship between father's
monitoring and males negative affects towards father was not
significant.

168



Table 7. Correlations between Adolescent Family Process factors and
Perception of Parents factors among males and females for mothers

Mother for males for females
Percopton o Prets gl Pegaie  peaie negatie
Adolescent Family Process
closeness .403 -.253 .582 -.392
support .305 -.395 .390 -.469
monitoring .225 -.043 .234 -116
communication 374 -115 .516 =271
conflict -.327 379 -.409 0.44

*significant correlations are in bold

Table 8. Correlations between Adolescent Family Process factors and
Perception of Parents factors among males and females for fathers

Father for males for females
Percopton o Parets Pl Pegaie  peaie negatie
Adolescent Family Process
closeness .543 -.275 .680 -413
support .278 -.393 419 -.479
monitoring .268 -.054 379 -.158
communication 436 -.159 .546 -.300
conflict -374 471 -417 467

*significant correlations are in bold

The effect of family measures on health risk behaviour.

The third aim of the present study was to analyse the effect of several
family characteristics on adolescents’ health risk behaviour. For these
analyses, logistic regression models were used. We included each of
the characteristics separately in the model. When the measurement
was composed by subscales, all the subscales were included in one
model. In the following tables (Tables 9 to 14), results of such models
are presented separately for males and females, each table
representing one type of risk behaviour as a dependent variable. For
each model, odds ratios (OR), 95% confidence intervals (Cl),
Nagelkerke R square and c statistic value are presented.
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The first risk behaviour indicator used in the present study was
smoking (Table 9). Living with one own and one stepparent increased
the risk for being a smoker among both males (OR 1.64) and females
(OR 2.22), while living only with one parent increased this risk only for
females (OR 1.56). Those boys, but not girls, who experienced at
least one negative family event in the past year, had higher probability
of being a smoker. Analysing Adolescent Family Process measure
subscales, we found that more maternal support among girls and
more maternal monitoring among boys decreased the probability of
being a smoker, while many conflicts with mother increased this
probability. As for fathers, girls who had more support from father
were less often smokers and those with more conflicts with father
were smokers more often. Positive feelings towards both mother and
father decreased, whereas negative feelings towards parents
increased the probability of boys’ and girls’ smoking. In this health risk
behaviour indicator, the strongest power (c statistic) had the model
with AFP measure for mothers and females (c=.663).

Table 9. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of
being a smoker

females

OR(95%Cl) ¢

males

OR(95%Cl) ¢

Family structure®
one St‘;:i:;g’zi 1.64 (1.07-2.53) 2.22 (1.55-3.18)
only one parent| 1.14 (0.82-1.58) .528 1.56 (1.17-2.09) .564
Family events®
At least one event| 1.33 (1.05-1.69) .534  1.22(0.96-1.55) .522
AFP-mother
closeness | 0.97 (0.93-1.02) 0.98 (0.94-1.02)
support| 0.97 (0.92-1.01) 0.96 (0.92-0.99)
monitoring | 0.96 (0.92-0.99) 0.97 (0.93-1.01)
communication| 1.03 (0.99-1.07) 1.01 (0.98-1.05)
conflict| 1.07 (1.01-1.14) 590 1.15(1.09-1.22) .663
AFP-father
closeness| 0.97 (0.92-1.01) 0.98 (0.94-1.03)
support| 1.01(0.96-1.07) 0.95 (0.91-0.99)
monitoring | 0.98 (0.94-1.03) 0.97 (0.94-1.01)
communication | 1.03 (0.98-1.07) 0.99 (0.96-1.03)
conflict| 1.05(0.98-1.12) .562 1.07 (1.01-1.13) .628
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POP — mother
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.97-0.99) 0.97 (0.96-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.07 (1.04-1.10) .616  1.04 (1.02-1.07) .603

POP — father
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.97-0.99) 0.98 (0.97-0.99)
negative feelings| 1.05 (1.03-1.08) .601 1.03 (1.00-1.05) .604

*all significant effects are in bold

OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics

AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents

2both parents as reference group; *no family events as reference group; °all
subscales included in one model.

Table 10 shows the effect of family characteristics on the
probability of being a regular smoker. Family structure (living with one
own and one stepparent, as well as living with only one parent) was
a significant predictor of regular smoking, both among boys and girls.
However, the OR, as well as the model power (c= .622) are higher
among girls. Experiencing negative family events seems to influence
only girls too (OR=1.55). With regard to subscales of Adolescent
Family Process measure, mainly mother’'s behaviour influenced the
probability of being a regular smoker. Interestingly, boys were affected
by different subscales than girls. More support and monitoring from
mother decreased the probability of being a regular smoker among
boys, while higher closeness and less conflict decreased such
probability among girls. Very interesting result, however, was obtained
for the effect of communication with mother on girls’ regular smoking —
more frequent communication with mother increased the probability of
being a regular smoker. As for fathers, only better closeness among
girls was associated with less regular smoking (OR=0.93). The
probability of being a regular smoker decreased with more positive
feelings (in Perception of Parents measure) both towards mother and
father in both genders, and increased with more negative feelings
towards mother and father among boys, and towards mother among
girls. Again, the model with AFP for mothers and females had the
strongest model power (c=.703).
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Table 10. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of

being a regular smoker

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
Family structure®
one St‘;g?;’r‘g’:i 1.81 (1.03-3.19) 3.83 (2.44-6.01)
only one parent| 1.63(1.08-2.46) .555 2.14 (1.42-3.22) .622
Family events®
Atleast one event| 1.27 (0.91-1.76) .529  1.55(1.07-2.25) .545
AFP-mother
closeness | 0.95(0.89-1.01) 0.94 (0.89-0.99)
support| 0.92 (0.86-0.99) 0.98 (0.92-1.04)
monitoring | 0.94 (0.89-0.99) 0.95 (0.90-1.01)
communication | 1.05 (0.99-1.11) 1.10 (1.04-1.16)
conflict| 1.06 (0.97-1.15) .632  1.22 (1.12-1.33) .703
AFP-father
closeness | 0.97 (0.90-1.04) 0.93 (0.87-0.99)
support| 0.96 (0.88-1.05) 0.97 (0.91-1.04)
monitoring | 1.00 (0.93-1.08) 0.99 (0.93-1.05)
communication| 1.04 (0.97-1.11) 1.04 (0.98-1.10)
conflict| 1.02(0.92-1.13) .566  1.07 (0.99-1.17) .645
POP — mother
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.96-0.99) 0.97 (0.95-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.06 (1.03-1.10) .606  1.06 (1.02-1.09) .620
POP — father
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.97-0.99) 0.97 (0.96-0.98)
negative feelings| 1.06 (1.02-1.09) .622  1.02 (0.99-1.06) .621

*all significant effects are in bold
OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics
AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents

a both parents as reference group; bno family events as reference group; c all
subscales included in one model.

Three measures of alcohol consumption were used in our study.
Logistic regression analyses with the first one (having ever tried
alcohol) are presented in the Table 11. Living with a stepparent, but
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not only with one parent, is a risk factor for trying alcohol for both boys
(OR=2.40) and girls (OR=2.18). Contrary to the previous measure of
regular smoking, experiencing negative family events increased the
probability of trying alcohol among boys but not girls. All the other
family characteristics were insignificant for trying alcohol among boys.
For girls, higher monitoring from mother and positive feelings towards
father had protective effect on trying alcohol, while having more
conflicts with both mother and father had negative effect. Model with
the strongest but quite low power in this dependent variable was the
AFP for father and females (c=.634).

Table 11. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of

having ever tried alcohol

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
Family structure®
one sféﬁié’rﬁﬂi 2.40 (1.04-5.57) 2.18 (1.12-4.21)
only one parent| 1.22(0.78-1.88) .532  1.41(0.93-2.13) .547
Family events®
At least one event| 1.43 (1.06-1.93) .545 1.24 (0.93-1.66) .524
AFP-mother
closeness | 1.01(0.95-1.08) 1.03 (0.97-1.08)
support| 0.98 (0.91-1.04) 0.97 (0.92-1.03)
monitoring | 0.97 (0.92-1.03) 0.90 (0.86-0.95)
communication | 1.03 (0.97-1.08) 0.99 (0.94-1.03)
conflict| 1.07 (0.98-1.17) .577 1.10 (1.02-1.19) .625
AFP-father
closeness | 1.01 (0.95-1.07) 1.00 (0.94-1.06)
support| 1.04 (0.96-1.12) 0.98 (0.91-1.05)
monitoring | 0.97 (0.91-1.03) 0.94 (0.90-0.99)
communication | 1.03 (0.97-1.09) 0.99 (0.94-1.04)
conflict| 1.05(0.96-1.15) .564 1.12(1.03-1.21) .634
POP — mother*
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.98-1.01) 0.99 (0.97-1.01)
negative feelings| 1.02 (0.99-1.06) .536  1.02 (0.99-1.05) .534
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POP — father®

positive feelings | 1.00 (0.98-1.01)

1.02 (0.99-1.06)

*all significant effects are in bold

OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics

AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents

aboth parents as reference group; "no family events as reference group; °all
subscales included in one model.

0.98 (0.96-0.99)
1.01 (0.98-1.05)

negative feelings 531 577

The second measurement of alcohol consumption was drinking in
the last 4 weeks (Table 12). Girls living with one own and one
stepparent had higher probability (OR 1.62) of drinking in previous
month than those living with both parents. Experiencing negative
family events influenced drinking among boys (OR 1.22). The
occurrence of this risk behaviour was influenced also by lower
mother’s support and monitoring, and by more conflicts with mother
for both girls and boys. Father’'s monitoring was negatively associated
with drinking among boys. Interestingly more frequent communication
with father predicted drinking during the the last four weeks among
boys (OR 1.06). Positive feelings towards mother (among boys and
girls) and father (girls only) decreased the probability of drinking in the
past month; however, negative feeling towards both parents increased
this probability. Adolescent Family Process mother for boys had the
strongest model power (c=.605).

Table 12. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of
drinking alcohol during the previous 4 weeks

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
Family structure®
one OWn, | - 4 34 (0.91-1.98) 1.62 (1.15-2.27)
one stepparent
only one parent| 1.13(0.86-1.48) .522  1.04 (0.81-1.35) .524
Family events®
At least one event| 1.22 (1.00-1.47) .524  1.07 (0.88-1.30) .507
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AFP-mother
closeness | 0.98 (0.94-1.01) 1.01 (0.98-1.05)
support |  0.96 (0.92-0.99) 0.96 (0.92-0.99)
monitoring |  0.95 (0.92-0.98) 0.96 (0.93-0.99)
communication | 1.03 (0.99-1.06) 1.00 (0.97-1.03)
conflict| 1.08 (1.02-1.14) .605 1.08 (1.03-1.14) .600
AFP-father
closeness | 0.98 (0.95-1.02) 0.99 (0.95-1.02)
support| 0.98 (0.93-1.02) 0.98 (0.94-1.02)
monitoring | 0.93 (0.89-0.97) 0.98 (0.94-1.01)
communication | 1.06 (1.02-1.10) 1.02 (0.98-1.05)
conflict| 1.03 (0.97-1.09) .588  1.05(0.99-1.10) .577
POP — mother*
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.98-1.00) 0.98 (0.97-0.99)
negative feelings| 1.04(1.01-1.06) .559  1.02 (1.00-1.05) .567
POP — father
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.98-1.01) 0.99 (0.98-0.99)
negative feelings| 1.04(1.02-1.06) .568 1.02 (1.00-1.05) .564

*all significant effects are in bold

OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics

AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents

2both parents as reference group; °no family events as reference group; °all
subscales included in one model.

Thirdly, we analysed the probability of being drunk (binge drinking)
during the past four weeks (Table 13). Family structure, other than
living with both parents, seems to influence binge drinking among girls
only. This risk behaviour indicator was not affected by negative family
events. More closeness with mother (boys only), better support from
mother, and more monitoring from mother, as well as more closeness
with father (boys only) increased the probability of binge drinking
during the past month. Higher frequency of communication with both
mother and father (boys only), and more conflicts with mother and
father (girls only) decreased such probability. The probability of being
drunk decreased with more positive feelings towards both parents and
increased with more negative feelings towards both of them. Similar to
previous risk behaviours, in this case, Adolescent Family Process had
the strongest model power had for mothers and girls (c=.645).
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Table 13. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of
being drunk during the past s 4 weeks

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
Family structure®
one St‘;g‘;;r‘g’;i 1.54 (0.98-2.42) 2.29 (1.56-3.38)
only one parent| 1.05(0.74-1.48) .525 1.68 (1.23-2.31) .527
Family events®
At least one event| 1.25(0.98-1.60) .527  1.28 (0.97-1.67) .526
AFP-mother*
closeness | 0.95 (0.91-0.99) 0.99 (0.95-1.04)
support| 0.95 (0.90-0.99) 0.95 (0.91-1.00)
monitoring | 0.95 (0.91-0.99) 0.93 (0.89-0.97)
communication | 1.04 (1.00-1.08) 1.02 (0.98-1.06)
conflict| 1.06 (0.99-1.13) .615  1.12 (1.04-1.19) .645
AFP-father®
closeness | 0.95 (0.90-0.99) 0.96 (0.92-1.01)
support| 0.97 (0.92-1.03) 0.98 (0.93-1.03)
monitoring | 0.96 (0.91-1.01) 0.97 (0.93-1.01)
communication| 1.10 (1.05-1.15) 1.03 (0.99-1.07)
conflict| 1.04 (0.97-1.11) .608  1.08 (1.01-1.45) .626
POP — mother*
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.97-0.99) 0.98 (0.97-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.04 (1.02-1.07) .588  1.04 (1.01-1.07) .587
POP — father*
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.97-0.99) 0.98 (0.97-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.04 (1.02-1.07) .593 1.04 (1.01-1.06) .610

*all significant effects are in bold
OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics

AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents
2 both parents as reference group, “no family events as reference group; °all
subscales included in one model.
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The last health risk indicator used in the previous study was
marihuana/hash consumption (Table 14). Living with one own and one
stepparent seemed to be strongly linked to marihuana use among
both boys and girls, while living with only one parent only among girls.
Experiencing a negative family event increased the probability of
marihuana use among both genders (OR 1.32 and 1.41 for males and
females, respectively). From Family Process subscales, mainly
mother's measures were important for adolescents’ marihuana use.
Higher closeness and monitoring decreased the use among boys,
more frequent communication (boys only) and conflicts led to an
increase. More positive feelings towards parents were protective for
both boys and girls (OR=0.98), more negative feelings towards mother

were risky for girls (OR=1.04).

Table 14. The effect of separate family characteristics on the probability of
having tried marihuana or hash

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
Family structure®
one St‘;’;‘;;’r";’:i 1.73 (1.12-2.69) 2.87 (1.88-4.39)
only one parent| 1.35(0.98-1.86) .539  1.51(1.03-2.21) .577
Family events®
At leastone event| 1.32(1.03-1.67) .533  1.41(1.02-1.96) .536
AFP-mother®
closeness | 0.95 (0.91-0.99) 0.96 (0.91-1.01)
support| 0.97 (0.93-1.02) 0.96 (0.91-1.02)
monitoring |  0.94 (0.90-0.98) 0.96 (0.91-1.01)
communication | 1.04 (1.00-1.08) 1.04 (0.99-1.09)
conflict| 1.07 (1.01-1.14) 619  1.15(1.06-1.24) .662
AFP-father
closeness | 0.97 (0.93-1.02) 0.97 (0.92-1.03)
support| 0.98 (0.93-1.04) 0.96 (0.90-1.03)
monitoring | 0.96 (0.93-1.01) 0.97 (0.92-1.02)
communication | 1.03 (0.99-1.07) 1.04 (0.97-1.09)
conflict| 1.03 (0.96-1.10) .568  1.10 (1.02-1.19) .637
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POP — mother®
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.97-1.00) 0.98 (0.96-0.99)
negative feelings| 1.02(0.99-1.05) .555 1.04 (1.01-1.08) .595

POP — father*
positive feelings | 0.98 (0.97-0.99) 0.98 (0.97-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.02 (0.99-1.04) .581 1.03 (0.99-1.06) .594

*all significant effects are in bold

OR - odds ratio, 95% CI — confidence intervals, ¢ — c statistics

AFP — The Adolescent Family Process, POP — Perception of Parents

2both parents as reference group; "no family events as reference group; °all
subscales included in one model.

The effects of Adolescent Family Process and Perception of Parents
on risk behaviour

As mentioned in the introduction, two aspects of parent-adolescent
relationships were measured in the present study: parental behaviour
towards a child (Adolescent Family Process) and adolescents’ feelings
towards their parents (Perception of Parents). In the previous
analyses, adolescents’ feelings towards parents seemed to influence
their risk behaviour more than parental behaviour did. We wanted to
verify this result by further analyses. Both measures were included in
one model in logistic regression analyses, separately for mothers and
fathers. Following six tables present the results for six types of health
risk behaviour used in the present study.

Table 15 presents the adjusted effects of Adolescent Family
Process measure and Perception of Parents on adolescents’ smoking
behaviour. The effects, in most subscales, were not significant, with
several exceptions for both measures. The results differed from the
one where each measure had been used separately in the analyses
(Table 9). Mainly, the previous effect of Perception of Parents
disappeared.
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Table 15. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception
of Parents on the probability of being a smoker, all mother’s subscales in one
model, all father’s subscales in the other model.

males

females

OR (95%Cl)

C

OR (95%Cl)

c

AFP-mother
closeness
support
monitoring
communication

conflict

POP — mother
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.96 (0.91-1.01)
0.97 (0.92-1.03)
0.96 (0.92-1.01)
1.03 (0.98-1.07)
1.04 (0.97-1.12)

0.99 (0.98-1.01)
1.04 (1.01-1.07)

.619

0.98 (0.94-1.03)
0.96 (0.91-1.00)
0.96 (0.93-1.00)
1.02 (0.98-1.06)
1.15 (1.07-1.22)

1.00 (0.98-1.01)
1.00 (0.97-1.03)

.663

AFP-father

closeness
support
monitoring
communication
conflict

POP — father
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.98 (0.93-1.03)
1.03 (0.97-1.10)
0.97 (0.93-1.03)
1.05 (1.00-1.10)
0.98 (0.90-1.06)

0.98 (0.96-1.00)
1.06 (1.02-1.10)

.607

0.99 (0.94-1.04)
0.95 (0.90-1.00)
0.98 (0.94-1.02)
1.00 (0.96-1.04)
1.08 (1.01-1.15)

0.99 (0.98-1.01)
1.00 (0.97-1.03)

.638

* significant effects are in bold

When studying the probability of being a
some of the mothers’ Adolescent Family Process

(Table 16),

regular smoker

subscales had significant effects on the probability, whilst the effect of
Perception of Parents had disappeared. Similar, but not so visible,
result was found also for fathers.
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Table 16. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception
of Parents on the probability of being a regular smoker, all mothers’ subscales

in one model, all fathers’ subscales in the other model.

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
AFP-mother
closeness | 0.92 (0.86-0.99) 0.96 (0.90-1.03)
support | 0.93 (0.86-0.99) 0.98 (0.92-1.05)
monitoring | 0.95 (0.89-1.02) 0.94 (0.89-0.99)
communication | 1.05 (0.98-1.12) 1.11 (1.05-1.18)
conflict| 1.04 (0.94-1.16) 1.20 (1.09-1.32)
POP — mother
positive feelings | 1.00 (0.97-1.02) 0.98 (0.95-1.01)
negative feelings | 1.00 (0.96-1.06) .650  1.00 (0.96-1.05) .708
AFP-father
closeness | 0.98 (0.91-1.07) 0.95 (0.88-1.02)
support| 0.97 (0.88-1.06) 0.97 (0.90-1.05)
monitoring | 1.00 (0.93-1.08) 0.99 (0.93-1.06)
communication | 1.04 (0.97-1.16) 1.07 (1.01-1.14)
conflict| 0.98 (0.87-1.11) 1.07 (0.98-1.18)
POP — father
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.96-1.02) 0.97 (0.95-0.99)
negative feelings | 1.03 (0.97-1.09) .564  0.99 (0.95-1.04) .684

* significant effects are in bold

Having ever tried alcohol was influenced by parent-adolescent
relationships only to a very small extent (Table 17). Compared with
the previous separate analyses (Table 11), the effect of Adolescent
Family Process remained more or less similar (particularly for girls)
but the effect of Perception of Parents has disappeared in the
adjusted model.
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Table 17. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception
of Parents on the probability of having ever tried alcohol, all mothers’
subscales in one model, all fathers’ subscales in the other model.

males

females

OR (95%Cl)

C

OR (95%Cl)

c

AFP-mother
closeness
support
monitoring
communication

conflict

POP — mother
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.92 (0.86-0.99)
0.93 (0.86-0.99)
0.95 (0.89-1.02)
1.05 (0.98-1.12)
1.04 (0.94-1.16)

1.00 (0.97-1.02)
1.00 (0.96-1.06)

.650

0.96 (0.90-1.03)
0.98 (0.92-1.05)
0.94 (0.89-0.99)
1.11 (1.05-1.18)
1.20 (1.09-1.32)

0.98 (0.95-1.01)
1.00 (0.96-1.05)

.708

AFP-father

closeness
support
monitoring
communication
conflict

POP — father
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.98 (0.91-1.07)
0.97 (0.88-1.06)
1.00 (0.93-1.08)
1.04 (0.97-1.16)
0.98 (0.87-1.11)

0.99 (0.96-1.02)
1.03 (0.97-1.09)

.564

0.95 (0.88-1.02)
0.97 (0.90-1.05)
0.99 (0.93-1.06)
1.07 (1.01-1.14)
1.07 (0.98-1.18)

0.97 (0.95-0.99)
0.99 (0.95-1.04)

.684

* significant effects are in bold

Table 18 shows the studied effects on the probability of drinking
alcohol in the past four weeks. As in the previous measure, the effect
of Adolescent Family Process on risk behaviour remained similar after
adjustment for Perception of Parents, while the effect of Perception of
Parents had disappeared (compared with Table 12) for both males
and females, as well as for mother and father measures, with one
exception. Negative feelings towards father increased the probability
of drinking alcohol among males.
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Table 18. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception

of Parents on the probability of drinking alcohol in the past 4 weeks, all

mothers’ subscales in one model, all fathers’ subscales in the other model.

AFP-mother
closeness
support
monitoring
communication

conflict

POP — mother
positive feelings

negative feelings

AFP-father

closeness
support
monitoring
communication
conflict

POP — father
positive feelings

negative feelings

males females
OR (95%ClI) c OR (95%Cl) c
0.97 (0.93-1.01) 1.00 (0.96-1.04)
0.96 (0.92-1.00) 0.95 (0.92-0.99)
0.95 (0.91-0.98) 0.95 (0.92-0.99)
1.02 (0.99-1.06) 1.01 (0.99-1.04)
1.07 (1.01-1.34) 1.06 (1.01-1.12)
1.01 (0.99-1.02) 1.00 (0.98-1.01)
1.01 (0.98-1.03) .608  1.00 (0.98-1.03) .603
0.99 (0.94-1.03) 0.98 (0.94-1.02)
0.99 (0.94-1.04) 0.98 (0.94-1.03)
0.94 (0.90-0.98) 0.97 (0.93-1.00)
1.06 (1.02-1.10) 1.03 (0.99-1.06)
1.00 (0.93-1.07) 1.04 (0.99-1.10)
1.00 (0.98-1.02) 1.00 (0.99-1.02)
1.04 (1.01-1.08) .596  1.02 (0.99-1.05) .592

* significant effects are in bold

With regard to the drunkenness, some of the Adolescent Family
Process subscales’ effects remained significant; some of them
occurred or disappeared in comparison to the unadjusted model
(Table 13).However, in all cases, the effect of Perception of Parents
subscales had disappeared (Table 19).
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Table 19. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception
of Parents on the probability of being drunk in the past 4 weeks, all mothers’
subscales in one model, all fathers’ subscales in the other model.

males

females

OR (95%Cl)

C

OR (95%Cl)

c

AFP-mother
closeness
support
monitoring
communication
conflict

POP — mother
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.94 (0.89-0.99)
0.94 (0.89-0.99)
0.96 (0.92-1.00)
1.04 (0.99-1.09)
1.03 (0.96-1.11)

0.99 (0.97-1.01)
1.00 (0.96-1.03)

.627

1.00 (0.95-1.05)
0.94 (0.90-0.99)
0.92 (0.88-0.96)
1.02 (0.98-1.06)
1.08 (1.01-1.16)

1.00 (0.98-1.02)
1.02 (0.99-1.05)

.656

AFP-father

closeness
support
monitoring
communication
conflict

POP — father
positive feelings

negative feelings

0.96 (0.91-1.02)
0.97 (0.91-1.03)
0.96 (0.91-1.01)
1.10 (1.05-1.16)
0.95 (0.88-1.04)

0.98 (0.96-1.01)
1.03 (0.99-1.07)

.618

0.97 (0.92-1.02)
0.98 (0.92-1.03)
0.97 (0.92-1.01)
1.03 (0.98-1.08)
1.06 (0.99-1.13)

1.00 (0.98-1.02)
1.02 (0.99-1.06)

.646

* significant effects are in bold

The last health risk behaviour, studied in the present research, is
marihuana or hash consumption. In this measure, the pattern of the
adjusted effect of parent-adolescent relationships on risk behaviour
(Table 20) is very similar to those in previous measures. The effect of
Adolescent Family Process subscales is similar as in the unadjusted
model (Table 14) but the effect of Perception of Parents subscales
disappears completely.
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Table 20. The effects of Adolescent Family Process measure and Perception
of Parents on the probability of having ever tried marihuana or hash, all

mothers’ subscales in one model, all fathers’ subscales in the other model.

males females
OR (95%Cl) c OR (95%Cl) c
AFP-mother
closeness | 0.94 (0.89-0.99) 0.96 (0.90-1.01)
support| 0.96 (0.91-1.01) 0.96 (0.90-1.02)
monitoring |  0.95 (0.90-0.99) 0.95 (0.90-0.99)
communication | 1.04 (0.99-1.08) 1.05 (0.99-1.10)
conflict| 1.09 (1.01-1.16) 1.13 (1.04-1.23)
POP — mother
positive feelings| 1.01 (0.99-1.02) 1.00 (0.97-1.02)
negative feelings | 0.98 (0.95-1.02) .627  1.00 (0.95-1.03) .664
AFP-father
closeness | 0.97 (0.92-1.03) 1.01 (0.94-1.07)
support| 0.99 (0.93-1.05) 0.98 (0.91-1.05)
monitoring | 0.96 (0.92-1.01) 0.97 (0.91-1.02)
communication | 1.03 (0.99-1.08) 1.05 (0.99-1.11)
conflict| 0.98 (0.90-1.06) 1.09 (0.99-1.18)
POP — father
positive feelings | 0.99 (0.97-1.01) 0.98 (0.96-1.01)
negative feelings | 1.02 (0.98-1.06) .577  1.02 (0.97-1.06) .644

* significant effects are in bold

Discussion

Family, as a factor influencing adolescents’ health risk behaviour, was
the main topic of the present paper. In the set of analyses, we
explored relationships among several family characteristics, between
maternal and paternal characteristics and the effect of family
characteristics on adolescents’ cigarette smoking behaviour, alcohol
consumption, and marihuana use. This study provides broad
information on such relationships among 11 to 17 years old Slovak
adolescents. In the following section, some of the results will be
discussed in a broader context and compared with the previous
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studies. Moreover, ideas for further analyses and future research will
be suggested.

Intercorrelations among studied variables

In the first set of analyses, we studied gender differences in family
characteristics used. This comparison revealed several expected, as
well as several interesting results. As expected, there were no gender
differences in family structure. However, as for family events, girls
reported having experienced at least one negative family event during
the past year more often than boys did. We cannot expect that
families with adolescent girls experience more negative family events
than families with adolescent boys. Rather than that, we can assume
that girls are more vulnerable to such events; and therefore, they are
more likely to “remember” them and report them.

With regard to Adolescent Family Process measure, females had
higher score in most of the subscales with the exception of
communication with father, where males reported having more
frequent communication with their fathers. Similarly, Starrels (1994)
stated that fathers were much more involved with sons than with
daughters.

In the second set of analyses, correlations were carried out
between studied variables. As expected in both, the Adolescent
Family Process measure and Perception of Parents, mother and
father characteristics were highly correlated. However, these
correlations were higher among adolescent males. This could have
been due to differences in father-son, father-daughter, and mother-
son, mother-daughter relationships. Fathers usually have closer
relationships with their sons than they do with daughters, while
mothers tend to be equally supportive to both sons and daughters
(Starrels, 1994). This could mean that the discrepancy between
mother-son and father-son relationships is lower than between
mother-daughter and father-daughter relationships.

In his research among 15 to 20 years old adolescents, Vazsonyi et
al. (2003) carried out similar correlations without considering gender.
In his study, all the Adolescent Family Process measure subscales
were significantly correlated with a slightly higher association. This
result could have been obtained only by chance but it could have also
related to the age of respondents. It appears probable that
adolescents’ relationships with their parents become more consistent
as they grow older.

From the other obtained results, mainly those regarding
monitoring from parents were interesting. Neither mother's nor father's
monitoring were associated with conflict among boys; however, they
were correlated among girls. In a recent study (Webb et al., 2002),
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girls reported that mothers monitored their behaviour more than boys
did. Similar results were obtained in the present study with regard to
both mother and father monitoring. Regardless whether it was really
the case or only the girls' perception (they felt more vulnerable to
parental monitoring), such monitoring could be associated with more
conflicts with parents among girls who felt that they should have been
monitored less.

Another interesting result, with regard to parental monitoring, is
that the higher he support from father boys perceived, the lower the
father's monitoring; whilst for girls, higher support from father was
correlated with more father's monitoring. Very similar associations,
although not insignificant, were obtained for mothers too. We are not
aware of any similar result in other studies. Therefore, several
questions appear. Does high support from parents mean that they
take more care about their adolescent children? When they take more
care, do they trust boys more but feel more fear for the girls? If they
trust their adolescent sons, do they monitor them less? If they feel
more fear for their adolescent daughters, do they monitor them more?

When correlated Adolescent Family Process measure (parental
behaviour toward the adolescent) and Perception of Parents
(adolescent’s feelings toward the parent), all the subscales ,apart from
the monitoring and negative affects for boys, were significantly
associated. This result is related to the previously mentioned one that
parental monitoring was associated with conflicts with parents, but
only among girls. Boys may be encouraged to be more independent
than daughters (McKinney & Renk, 2008). They are not monitored so
often; and therefore, they do not have negative feelings towards
parents when monitoring occurs.

The effect of family characteristics on health risk behaviour

After studying correlations among the used variables, we continued by
analyzing the effects of family characteristics on adolescents’ risk
behaviour. Here, we will discuss some of the results.

Family structure has greater influence on smoking behaviour and
marihuana use than on alcohol consumption. This association is even
stronger among girls and those living with one own or one stepparent.
It also has a stronger negative effect on risk behaviour than living in
one parent family does. These results are in line with previous studies
(Griesbach et al., 2003; Bjarnason et al., 2003) but they add
information on the gender specific effect. Girls in our research seemed
to be more vulnerable to other than biological parents family structure
and reacted more negatively in terms of risk behaviour than boys.

The second family characteristic explored in the present study was
the experience of a negative family event in the last year.
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Experiencing such an event had only a minor effect on adolescents’
risk behaviour. Moreover, the gender pattern of this characteristic is
unclear. From our results we cannot suggest whether experiencing
parental divorce, parental unemployment, death of the relative, sibling
birth, home town change or other negative family event influences the
occurrence of risk behaviour more for boys or girls as it varies with
regard to the used measure.

We can say that separate aspects of family process (in our case
closeness, support, monitoring, communication and conflict) have
some effect on adolescents’ risk behaviour. However, analyses
employing the Adolescent Family Process measure revealed, to some
extent, different results for maternal and paternal process, boys and
girls, and for different subscales. Thus, it is difficult to make any
general conclusions. Our results show that maternal process affects
adolescent’s risk behaviour to a higher extent than fathers. This is in
agreement with findings reported in recent papers about the
importance of mother’s influence in adolescents’ lives. This, however,
does not mean that father’s influence is not important. In this paper,
we explored father's influence per se. Some evidence (Sim, 2003;
Parke, 2004) suggests considering paternal parenting in the context of
maternal parenting. Father mediates and moderates mother-child
relationship and vice versa. (Parke, 2004). Fathers may have indirect
impact on mother-child relationships by modifying and moderating
mother-child interactions or by their relationships with the wives. Sim
(2003) reported that father characteristics moderate links between
mother characteristics and adolescent attributes. For example, the link
between mother's responsiveness and adolescent’'s sense of self-
worth became stronger as father’s responsiveness increased.

By looking closely at our findings about parenting process, we see
some results, which are consistent with other studies, while some
results seem contradictory. Vazsonyi et al. (2003) reported most of the
paternal and maternal factors of the family process to be correlated
with higher alcohol and drug use what is in accordance with our
results. In line with Kerr and Stattin’s (2000) result, monitoring was
related to higher risk behaviour. On the other hand, Shek et al. (1998)
reported father-adolescent conflict to be more strongly related to
adolescent psychological well-being than mother-adolescent conflict.
Our results, with regard to health risk behaviour, are the opposite.
Mother-adolescent conflict seems to be more strongly related to
a higher occurrence of adolescent risk behaviour than father-
adolescent conflict. With regard to parent-adolescent conflicts,
Steinberg’s (2001) opinion is very interesting. The author states that
parents are often more influenced by parent-adolescent conflicts than
adolescents themselves are. Teenagers may recover from such
conflicts much quicker because of their different view of the conflicts.
While parents perceive the day-to-day conflicts with their adolescent
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children as moral debates, adolescents' rejection of basic values that
they have tried to instil in the teenager, for the adolescents, such
conflicts carry far less meaning (Steinberg, 2001).

In some cases, more frequent communication with parents
increased the risk for risk behaviour among boys and/ or girls. This
result is rather unexpected and in contrast with previous studies
(Riesch et al., 2006). One possible explanation was considered.
Adolescents, who communicate more frequently with their parents,
may develop their communication skills very well. If their
communication skills are good, they probably feel well in the company
of their peers and spend plenty of time with them. As peers have been
found to influence adolescents’ risk behaviour (Wang et al., 1995,
Maxwell, 2002), this could explain our unexpected result. However,
such explanation should be investigated in the further research.

Generally, although some of the studied family characteristics in
this paper affected adolescents’ health risk behaviour, many of them,
even negative family events, such as not having parents or conflictual
relationship with parents, did not influence adolescents’ behaviour in
a negative way. The models' power expressed by c-coeficient was not
very high either. Does this mean that family is not important in
adolescents’ lives anymore? Or is it not important with regard to
adolescents’ risk behaviour only? Alternatively, it is important, but not
directly. Instead, is the indirect influence of family characteristics
present? Darling and Cumsille (2003) say that triggering events for
risk behaviour can be internal to an adolescent (for example
personality characteristics) or caused by external (for example peer
pressure) factors. However, family characteristics can influence
(positively or negatively) the probability that the triggering events take
place (Darling & Cumsille, 2003). This statement should be
considered in the future research.

One reason, why negative family circumstances not always
influence adolescents negatively, is so called family resilience. Some
studies have shown that despite of many family troubles during the
childhood and adolescence, there are some children, who develop
into competent, caring and confident young adults (Walsh, 2003). This
is explained not only by personal resilience (the ability to withstand
and rebound from disruptive life challenges), but also by family
resilience. According to the author, the focus on parental pathology
may blind one to the family resources that could be found and
strengthened; even where a parent’s functioning is seriously impaired.
The family characteristics, we have measured (mainly family process)
were not oriented on general family situation; but rather, they reported
on momentary parent-adolescent relationships. Thus, potentially poor
relationships may be only a sign of temporary crisis, not the
permanent family situation. Walsh (2003) says that a crisis can be
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a “wake-up call’. It can become an opportunity for reappraisal of
priorities and stimulating greater investment in meaningful
relationships.

In the last set of analyses, the Adolescent Family Process
measure and Perception of Parents were included in a regression
model to obtain information as to which of the mentioned
characteristics of parent-adolescent relationships (whether parental
behaviour towards an adolescent — AFP measure, or adolescents’
feelings towards parents — PoP) had a stronger effect on adolescents’
health risk behaviour. Although we expected adolescents’ feelings
towards parents to be more strongly related to their risk behaviour,
generally, we found that parental behaviour toward an adolescent had
an effect on adolescents’ risk behaviour, while the effect of
adolescents’ feelings disappeared. We are not aware of any previous
study of this kind, so these findings should be further explored in more
depth. For now, these results suggest that parental monitoring,
support, communication and lack of parent-adolescent conflict are still
very important in terms of the probability of engaging in risk behaviour.

Suggestions for further research

This study provided us with broad information on basic interrelations
among several family characteristics and relationships between family
characteristics and adolescents' health risk behaviour. As the
analyses used were simple, obtained results present only the first step
in further investigation. In the following section, we will offer several
ideas for further data analysis and research.

As mentioned in the introduction, the role of gender (parental, as
well as adolescents’) in parent-adolescent relationships is not clear
yet. In this study of Slovak adolescents and their parents, we added
some knowledge to this topic. However, as the data are still not
sufficient, much more analyses are required. For example, analyses
with regard to parent-adolescent gender dyads would be very useful.

When interpreting the family influences on adolescents’ risk
behaviour, the age of a child has to be taken into account. The same
parental behaviour may have different characteristics in different child
age. For example, strict parental supervision, which is appropriate for
a younger child, might be confronted with hostility and rebellion in
adolescence. Poor parental monitoring, which has only modest
consequences in childhood, may become problematic during
adolescence, when deviant behaviours become more normative
(Darling & Cumsille, 2003).

There is also a question about the national context, in which the
parent-child relationships are studied. Earlier research (1962-1971)
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found that youths from different national contexts reported different
levels of parenting and different levels of behavioural standards
(Vazsonyi et al., 2003). Because of different cultural or societal ideals,
there are differences in the parenting process among cultures. For
example, in some countries (or even regions) parents monitor their
adolescent children because of more risky environment (e.g. in big
cities), while in other countries, much less monitoring is required.
However Vazsonyi et al. (2003) found that the parenting process also
differs between cultures; the extent to which parenting process
influences different adolescents' outcomes (in their case the
association between monitoring and deviance) is similar across
different cultures. Dmitrieva et al. (2004) revealed similar results. They
found similarities in the relations between negative family events,
parental processes, and adolescent problem behaviour across four
different cultures. On the other hand, our previous research showed
the importance of national context with regard to the influence of
parental unemployment on adolescents’ health (Sleskova et al.,
2006b). Therefore, when interpreting findings about parent-adolescent
relationships and about the family influence on adolescents’
outcomes, national and cultural context should be considered. It is
possible that it will not play an important role, but it should not be
omitted.

The current results show only a moderate effect of family
characteristics and family processes on adolescents’ engaging in risk
behaviour. This, however, does not mean that family is not an
important factor in adolescents’ smoking, alcohol consumption and
marihuana use. Instead, as mentioned earlier, family can be viewed
as a factor mediating the relationships between other influences and
adolescents’ risk behaviour. Darling and Cumsille (2003) propose the
following questions to be answered: How do families influence the
nature of other contexts to which adolescents are exposed? How do
they influence the processes that occur in those other contexts? In the
data set, available in our research, we have some valuable data on
adolescent personality, which could act as a mediator or moderator
between family characteristics and risk behaviour.Furthermore, the
link between personality characteristics and risk behaviour (Burt et al.,
2000, Schoor et al., 2008) could be mediated by family characteristics.
Moreover, aggressive behaviour, peer relationships, and other social
relations could act in a similar way.

The differences between paternal and maternal influences should
be explored in more depth. One very interesting aspect of these
differences is the discrepancy between paternal and maternal
influence. What is adolescent’s involvement in risk behaviour like, if
their relationship with mother is very good but the one with father is
very bad, or vice versa? Does this discrepancy in the quality of the
relationships influence potential risk behaviour of the adolescents? We
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are not aware of any study exploring such relationships,; however,
one paper by Pelton and Forehand (2001) was focused on the
discrepancy between parental and adolescents’ views. The authors
reported that one possible source of parent-adolescent conflict were
the discrepant ways, in which they perceived their relationships. One
reason for such result could be the nature of misunderstanding and
frustration. We can expect very similar results with regard to the
discrepancy between adolescents’ relationship with their mothers and
fathers.

Implications for practice

Although generaly family characteristic did not have a very strong
influence on adolescents' smoking, alcohol and marihuana
consumption in this study, it can not be said they are not important
with regard to adolescents' risk behaviour. Mainly improving the
relationship with mother could help to protect adolescents. This issue
sould be implemented in prevention programmes that take place on
many schools in Slovakia. Furthermore, as having a stepparent
appeared to be a risk factor, mainly in terms of smoking and
marihuana consumption, this group of adolescents should be
identified and a special attention needs to be paid on them.

Conclusion

Even though family therapy is quite well established and used very
often, little knowledge about the family influences comes from
research, particularly, in the Central Europe (Sobotkova, 2001).
Psychological prevention of undesirable effects of adverse family
circumstances is even less developed. “Family” is a topic, where
people often feel to be experts because of their own long-term
experiences. However, this study shows that family relationships are
far too complicated and much more research on this topic is required
to understand them better. Particular attention should be paid to
parents’ and children’s gender, as well as to the huge number of
possible mediators and moderators of family-relationships. It is also
vital to examine the multiple interactions among different contexts
such as family, schools, neighborhoods (Smetana et al., 2006). As
soon as we understand this issue in depth, it will be possible to
identify risk families and effective prevention programs can be created
to prevent many of the undesirable outcomes.
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Generally, it has been found that both parental smoking and alcohol use are associated with
adolescents’ substance use (Abar, Abar, & Turrisi, 2009; Latendresse et al., 2008; Mak, Ho, &
Day, 2012). This association can be explained by Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). In
line with this theory, for an adolescent parental behaviour can become a model behaviour by
observing it. However, there is a need to go beyond modelling. The direct modelling effect can
also be mediated via other factors. Three main mediating factors have been theoretically
proposed and verified within this study: perceived parental approval of substance use, estimated
number of using friends, parental rules setting and parental knowledge of adolescent’s
whereabouts and parental support (for drinking behaviour only). In the study, we expected that
parents that behave risky are less strict to their offspring’s risky behaviour and adolescents do
not perceive their negative attitude toward such behaviour. Further, adolescents who see risky
behaviour among their parents tend to affiliate with risky friends. In case of parental alcohol
consumption, we expected their parenting practices to be less efficient and thus mediate the link
between their alcohol consumption and adolescent alcohol consumption. In previous studies,
attention has been paid mainly to parental heavy drinking behaviour (Vermeulen-Smit et al.,
2012). Therefore, we have focused also on parental occasional drinking (at least once a weak).
The aim of the study thus was to explore the associations between parental health related
behaviour (as perceived by adolescents: smoking, weekly alcohol consumption and
drunkenness) and health related behaviour of their children. Further, we tested the possible
indirect associations via several mediators. The study has been conducted among 1098

adolescents (54% girls, mean age 11.7, SD 0.67).
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Results show (1) relationship between parental risk behaviour and adolescent risk
behaviour, (2) relationship between parental risk behaviour and higher level of perceived
parental approval, (3) relationship between parental risk behaviour and higher number of risky
friend. Mediational analyses showed that both paternal and maternal smoking was associated
with adolescents’ smoking directly and indirectly via perceived paternal and maternal approval
of adolescents’ smoking and via affiliating with smoking friends as mediating variables. As for
parental weekly drinking, the strong direct association with adolescents’ drinking was fully
mediated by the perceived approval of beer drinking and partially mediated by the number of
drinking friends. Parenting variables did not mediate the relationship between paternal and
adolescents’ drinking. Paternal drunkenness was not directly associated with adolescents’
drunkenness, but an indirect effect via perceived approval and estimated number of drunk
friends was found. On the other hand, maternal drunkenness was associated with adolescents’
drunkenness. This relationship was explained by perceived approval of drinking and lack of
parental knowledge. However, the indirect effect of parental support has not been confirmed.
Our study showed that modelling of parental risk behaviour occurs among early adolescents
with an exception of paternal drunkenness. Parents however, influence their children’s
behaviour also indirectly via perceived parental approval of risk behaviour, affiliating with

friends that behave riskily.

Author’s contribution: 100%
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Parental health-related behavior and health
related behavior among schoolchildren

INTRODUCTION

The role of parental health related behavior in adolescent
behavior has been the topic of many previous studies. In
particular, attention has been paid to smoking and alcohol
consumption. Generally, it has been found that both parental
smoking and alcohol use are associated with adolescents’
substance use (Engels, Knibe, Vries et al., 1999; Mak, Ho, Day 2012;
Flay et al., 1994; Hung, Yen, Wu, 2009; Latendresse et al., 2008;
Abar, Abar, Turrisi, 2009). Bahr Hoffmann and Yang (2005)
introduce Sutherland’s differential associations’ theory which
proposes that “learning takes place according to the frequency,
duration, intensity, and priority of social interactions.
Adolescents are likely to acquire attitudes favorable to drug use if
they associate frequently with others who use drugs and have
favorable attitudes toward drug use. If those interactions occur
over a long period of time, internalization of pro-drug attitudes
and behaviors is more likely than if the duration of interactions is
over a short period of time. Learning is more likely to occur when
interactions are intense as opposed to casual and superficial”
(Bahr, Hoffmann, Yang, 2005; p. 530). In this sense, early
adolescents have long and intense interactions primarily with
their parents. Therefore, we may still consider parents as
important models for risk behaviors in early adolescence. The
examination of early adolescence specifically as a time of first
experimenting with smoking and alcohol consumption is of high
importance because of the possibility of early implementation of
prevention strategies.

The first impulse for studying the impact of parental risk
behavior on the risk behavior of their offspring can be found in
the Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). In line with this
theory, for an adolescent parental behavior can become a model
behavior by observing it. This modelling is effective in particular
if the behavior is observed on regular basis and if the relationship
with the model is good. Although, while the Social learning
theory offers an important framework for understanding the
influence of parental behavior on adolescents’ behavior, there is
a need to go beyond modelling. The direct modelling effect can
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also be mediated via other factors. In the following chapter,
attention will be paid to the possible mediators of the effect of
parental risk behavior on their offspring’s behavior. As this link
seems to differ according to the substance that is used, the effects
of parental smoking and parental alcohol use will be presented in
separate sections.

Parental smoking behavior

Parental smoking has been associated with adolescents’ smoking
both directly and indirectly. A direct effect has been found among
13 to 18 years old in Hong Kong (Mak, Ho, Day, 2012), among
approximately 17 year olds in The Netherlands (Engels, Knibbe,
Vries et al., 1999), ten to fourteen years old in The Netherlands
(Harakeh, Scholte, Vermulst, et al., 2004), adolescents in Southern
California (Flay et al, 1994) or 15 years old in Slovakia
(Madarasova-Geckova et al., 2005). The direct effect is usually
attributed to the previously discussed social learning theory and
adolescents’ modelling behavior. However, somewhat different
results have been presented by Engels, Vitaro, Blokland et al.
(2004) who found this direct association only cross-sectionally but
not longitudinally.

Besides the direct effect of parental smoking on adolescent
smoking behavior, parental smoking can be associated with
several factors (mediating variables) that in turn are connected to
adolescents’ smoking. In the previous research, the role of several
possible mediators has been studied.

Flay et al. (1994) found that parental smoking was associated with
their offspring’s smoking initiation as well as smoking escalation
only indirectly via perceived parental approval, negative outcome
expectations and smoking intentions.

The indirect effect has been found also in the work of Harakeh,
Scholte, and Vermulst, et al. (2004). The case of having smoking
parents increased the probability of smoking both directly and
indirectly via adolescents’ attitudes toward smoking and their
smoking intentions.

Several other papers have been published on the topic of parental
smoking status. While the authors of these papers did not
explicitly study the indirect effect of parental smoking, the
results of their studies, however, did suggest the possibility of this
effect. Blokland et al. (2007) found that smoking and non-smoking
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parents differ in the way they control adolescents. In the group of
adolescents with non-smoking parents, the parental control was
associated with a higher probability of quitting smoking as
compared to the group with smoking parents. The authors
suggest that it is not parental smoking per se but the way they
exert control that affects adolescents’ smoking. Engels, Vitaro,
Blokland et al. (2004) studied the effect of parental smoking on
the probability of choosing a smoking friend. The results of their
longitudinal study confirmed that children of smoking parents
were more likely to find a smoking peer when establishing a new
friendship. Furthermore, they found the effect of peer smoking
on adolescents smoking; therefore the possible indirect influence
of parental smoking status on adolescents’ smoking via choosing
smoking friends can be expected.

Another possibility of the indirect effect discussed by Engels and
Bot (2006) is via smoking specific parenting. Smoking parents are
less likely to be engaged in smoking-specific prevention practices
as a result of expected inconsistency between their attitudes and
behaviors. In line with this, Kodl and Memestein (2004) found that
parents with a history of smoking were less efficacious, held
weaker anti-smoking beliefs, and less often reported household
smoking rules.

Parental alcohol use

In a similar way to smoking, parental alcohol use has been found
to be positively associated with adolescents’ alcohol use. Parental
alcohol consumption increased the risk of drinking behavior of
early adolescents (Hung, Yen, Wu, 2009), middle adolescents
(Latendresse et al., 2008) as well as university students (Abar,
Abar, Turrisi, 2009)

With respect to alcohol consumption there is a need to
distinguish between occasional, social drinking and heavy or
episodic binge drinking. This implies both for parents and
adolescents. In previous studies, attention has been paid mainly
to parental heavy drinking behavior (Vermeulen-Smit et al.,
2012). Lieb et al. (2002) studied the association between maternal
and paternal alcohol use disorders and non-problematical, social
drinking in offspring. They found this association to be minimal,
but there was a strong effect for the transition to hazardous use
and for alcohol abuse of adolescents.
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The possible mediators of the link between parental smoking and
adolescents’ smoking have been examined so far in this chapter.
With regard to parental alcohol use, one more mediator should be
considered. There is evidence that parental drinking, in contrast
to smoking, may affect parenting practices and this in turn
increases adolescents’ alcohol use. Parental alcoholism was
associated with parental behavioral undercontrol (King, Chassin
2004) and parental alcohol consumption with less parental
monitoring of adolescents’ activities (Latendresse et al., 2008).
Although, no evidence was found for lower levels of parental
support among alcoholic parents (King, Chassin 2004) nor among
problematic drinkers (Van Zundert et al., 2006). Among early
adolescents, parental alcohol use had a significant effect on first
alcohol use even after controlling for parental support and family
conflict (Hung, Yen, Wu, 2009). Therefore, several parenting
variables will be considered as possible mediators of the
associations between parental and adolescents’ alcohol
consumption within the present study.

Further mediators that will be considered are perceived parental
approval of drinking and number of drinking friends. Mares, Van
Der Vorst, Engels et al. (2011) found that benevolent parental
attitudes about alcohol were related to more excessive drinking
in adolescents.

One very interesting finding has been presented by Latendresse
et al. (2008). Their research showed that the mediating role of
parenting decreases between early and later adolescence, despite
the increasing influence that parents alcohol related behaviors
have on their adolescents drinking behaviors.

Although we were not aware of any study exploring the effect of
parental alcohol use on the selection of drinking peers, based on
the previous results on smoking this association was also
expected.

To conclude, the main aim of the present study is to explore the
associations between parental health related behavior (smoking,
weekly alcohol consumption and drunkenness) and health related
behavior of their children. Further, we will test the possible
indirect effect via several mediators proposed within the
introduction (for smoking: perceived parental approval of
substance use, estimated number of using friends, for drinking
also parental rules setting, parental knowledge of adolescent’s
whereabouts and parental support were added in the analyses).
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The sample for the study consisted of 1292 respondents. Data
were collected in Slovakia in 2011. The sampling used a list of
primary schools retrieved from the Institute of Information and
Prognosis of Education (total 2,202 schools). Using a cluster
randomized sampling, 60 schools were selected for the study.
In each school, a single class of six graders was involved in this
research. Those respondents who had more than 40% of missing
values were excluded from the analyses. The total sample of
respondents for this study than consisted of 1098 respondents,
54.4% females, mean age 11.52 years (SD 0.61).

The following measures, used within this study, were drawn from
the international study ESPAD 2011 (Substance use among
students in 36 European countries) (Hibell et al., 2012).

Adolescents’ health related behavior was measured using single
items for each type of behavior. Smoking: ,On how many
occasions (if any) during your lifetime have you smoked
cigarettes?; alcohol use: ,,On how many occasions (if any) have
you had any alcoholic beverage to drink in your lifetime?”;
drunkenness: “On how many occasions (if any) in your lifetime
have you been intoxicated from drinking alcoholic beverages for
example staggered when walking, not being able to speak
properly, throwing up or not remembering what happened?”
Possible answers to each question were on 7 point scale ranging
from “0” to “40 times and more”.

Subsequent dichotomization was made for each type of health
related behavior - experience versus non experience. As the
research sample consisted of 11 year old early adolescents, any
experience with such behavior was considered as unwanted.
Therefore, the dichotomization (no experience versus 1 and more
times) was very strict. The only exception was alcohol
consumption where those who had 1 to 2 experiences with
alcohol were considered as ,,non-drinkers*.

Using friends. Respondents indicated the estimated number of
friends that use particular substance. Three separate questions
were used: “How many of your friends would you estimate smoke
cigarettes? How many of your friends would you estimate drink
alcoholic beverages? How many of your friends would you
estimate get drunk?* The possible answers for each question were
on a 5 point Likert scale: none; a few; some; most; all.
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Perceived parental approval. Questions used to measure perceived
parental approval of adolescents’ risk behavior were modified.
Four questions were asked regarding the approval of smoking and
beer drinking for father and mother separately. “Do you think
that your father/ your mother would allow you to smoke/ drink
beer/drink wine/ drink spirits? Four possible answers were
used: Would allow me to do so, Would allow me but not at home,
Wouldn’t allow at all, I don’t know. Those who responded ,,I don’t
know” were excluded from analyses. The answers were
dichotomised into would allow versus wouldn’t allow. For the
approval of drinking behavior the question about approval of
beer has been used.

Beside measures adapted from the ESPAD study, parental risk
behavior and other parenting variables were also asked about.

Parental smoking and alcohol consumption were assessed asking:
“Does your mother/ father smoke cigarettes every day?” “Does
your mother/ father drink alcoholic beverages at least once
a week?” “Does your mother/ father get drunk at least once
a month?” with possible answers yes, no, don’'t know. Those
answering “don’t know” were excluded from analyses.

Parental support. Parental support was measured using one
subscale of the Resilience and Youth Development Module
(Hanson, Kim, 2007). The subscale consists of six statements about
the support that (at least) one parent gives the adolescent
(e.g. Your parent listens when you have something to say. Your
parent believes that you can do a good job.) Respondents agreed
or disagreed with a statement on a 4-point scale ranging from
1 definitely false to 4 definitely true. The sum score was
computed, in that the higher score means better support from
parents.

Parental rules setting. Two questions were used to determine
parental rules setting: ,,My parents set definite rules about what
I can do at home.“ My parents set definite rules about what I can
do outside the home.“ Respondents had 5 possible answers
ranging from 1 almost always to 5 almost never. The sum score
for the two questions was computed and reversed so that a higher
score means more rules setting.

Parental knowledge. In a similar way to the previous measure,
parental knowledge was assessed using two questions: ,,My
parents know whom I am with in the evenings.“ ,My parents
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know where I am in the evenings.“ The sum score was then
computed and reversed, so that a higher score means better
parental knowledge.

Both, parental rules setting and parental knowledge measures
were used in the ESPAD study (Hibell et al., 2012).

All the data in the present study were analyzed using the
statistical software package IBM SPSS Statistics, version 21.
Firstly, differences between the perceived parental approval of
risk behavior between boys and girls were analyzed using
chi-square. Secondly, regressions were used to analyze the
associations of parental risk behavior (smoking, alcohol
consumption, drunkenness) and several possible mediators.
Subsequently, logistic regression was run to assess the effect of
parental risk behavior on adolescents* risk behavior.. In the next
step, mediational analyses were run using the procedure
described by Baron and Kenny (1986). The significance of the
indirect effect (mediating effect) was tested using the Sobel test
(). As some of the mediators and all outcome variables were
dichotomous, it was necessary to make the regression coefficients
comparable across equations. This was done using the method
proposed by MacKinnon and Dwyer (1993) (see also Herr, 2011) by
multiplying each coefficient by the standard deviation of the
predictor variable in the equation and then dividing by the
standard deviation of the outcome variable.

Descriptive statistics

Table 23 shows the prevalence of adolescent’s risk behavior.
15.5% of 11 years old adolescents have smoked in their life, 18.10%
have drunk alcohol more than two times in their lifetime and
5.6% have been drunk.

Table 23 Percentage of respondents reporting risk behavior

never yes never, 1to2 times more than 3 times
N % N % N % N %
smoking ever 927 84.4 170 15.50
drinking alcohol ever 887 808 199 18.1
being drunk ever 1028  93.6 62 5.6
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Table 24 presents the prevalence of parental risk behavior. Nearly
29% of fathers and 17% of mothers were considered by their
offspring as daily smokers, about 37% of fathers and 20% of
mothers as consuming alcohol at least once a week and
adolescents reported 11% of their fathers and 3% of their mothers
to be drunk at least once a month.

Table 24 Parental risk behavior as reported by adolescents

father mother

yes no don't know yes no don't know
daily smoking 28.7 67.5 3.7 17.3 79.1 3.6
weekly drinking 37.7 50.6 11.8 19.9 70.9 9.2
monthly drunkeness 11.3 79.9 8.8 3.1 92.7 4.2

Perceived parental approval of adolescents’ risk behavior is
presented in Table 23. Adolescents were asked whether their
parents would approve of their smoking, beer, wine and spirit
drinking. Adolescents’ perception of approval of beer drinking
was used in subsequent analyses. Generally, adolescents
perceived their parents as not approving of smoking and spirit
drinking while the perceived approval of beer drinking was
relatively high (16.5% and 11.5% for boys and girls respectively).
No significant differences between boys and girls were found with
an exception of perceived father’s approval of beer drinking
where boys perceived their fathers as more approving outside
beer drinking than girls (= 16.76, p=< 0.001).

Mediating variables

The main aim of this study was to assess possible mediators of the
relationship between parental and adolescents’ risk behavior. To
fulfill this aim, the effect of parental risk behaviors on possible
mediators was studied in this study. The results of the regression
analyses can be seen in Table 25. All analyses have been adjusted
for the gender of adolescents.

With regard to father’s risk behavior, paternal smoking was
associated with a higher probability of paternal approval of
adolescents’ smoking (p=0.01) and increased number of smoking
friends (p=0.001).



Table 25 Percentage of perceived parental approval of adolescents risk behavior

smoking beer whine spirit
boys girls X boys girls X boys girls X boys girls X
father
would agree 1.3 1.3 10.5 9.9 4.8 3.6 0.9 0.4
would agree but not at home 0.4 0.5 6.2 1.6 2.4 0.9 1.3 0.2
definitely wouldn'‘t agree 82.4 85.4 58.5 64.1 71 74.6 82.8 88.2
I don‘t know 15.8 12.8 2.49ns  24.5 24.4 16.76***  21.8 20.8 5.93ns 15 11.3 7.12ns
mother
would agree 0.9 2 6.3 9.1 3.5 3.4 0.4 0.4
would agree but not at home 0.4 0.5 4.6 2.7 2.6 1.4 0.7 0
definitely wouldn‘t agree 86.1 89.4 69.4 69.2 74.7 79.4 85.1 90
I don‘t know 12.6 8.1 2.78ns  19.7 19 5.4ns 19.2 15.7 3.16ns 13.8 9.6 5.05ns

ns - not significant
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Adolescents with fathers that consumed alcohol at least once a
week perceived their fathers as approving of drinking beer
(p=0.001), had more drinking friends (p<0.001) and perceived
their parents to set fewer rules (p=0.05). The level of parental
support and parental knowledge were not significantly associated
with paternal alcohol consumption. Having a father who is drunk
at least once a month increased the probability of perceived beer
drinking approval (p=0.001) and higher number of drunk fiends
(p=0.001) but was not associated with any of the parenting
variables.

With regard to mother’s risk behavior the results were similar.
Maternal smoking increased the risk of perceived mother’s
approval of smoking (p<0.05) and higher number of smoking
friends (p<0.001). Drinking alcohol at least once a week was
associated with both perceived approval of beer drinking and
number of drinking friends (p=0.000), but was not associated with
any of the parenting variables. On the other hand, having mother
drunk at least once a month increased the probability of
perceived approval (p<0.001) but not the number of drunk
friends. Maternal drunkenness was associated with less parental
knowledge (p=05) and less parental support (p=0.001), but not
with rule setting.

Those variables that were associated with parental risk behavior
have been subsequently used as possible mediators in the
analyses. The results of logistic regression analyses together with
the results of a Sobel test of the indirect effect (mediation) are
presented in Tables 26, 27 and 28. All analyses have been adjusted
for the gender of the adolescents.

Parental smoking

Both paternal and maternal smoking was strongly associated with
increased risk of adolescents’ smoking (p=0.001) (Table 26). With
regard to a mediating effect of perceived parental approval of
smoking and number of smoking friends, the results were similar
for fathers and mothers. Both, perceived paternal and maternal
approval and number of friends were highly associated with
adolescents’ smoking (p=0.001). Although the direct effect of
parental smoking on adolescents’ smoking remained significant,
a partial mediating effect of these variables was confirmed by
a Sobel test (Z=2.18 and Z=1.83 for approval, Z=3.98 and Z=3.67 for
friends, for fathers and mothers respectively).
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Table 26 The effect of parental risk behavior on possible mediators. The results of
regression analysis. All analyses were adjusted for gender of respondents.

B SE. p
father smokes on approval 1.29 0.481 0.008
father smokes on friends 0.232 0.053 0.000
father drinks on approval 1.06 0.204 0.000
father drinks on friends 0.215 0.05 0.000
father drinks on rules -0.368 0.157 0.019
father drinks on support 0.22 0.35 0.531
father drinks on knowledge -0.33 0.196 0.094
father drunk on approval 0.069 0.265 0.000
father drunk on friends 0.216 0.05 0.000
father drunk on rules -0.388 0.231 0.093
father drunk on knowledge -0.362 0.289 0.211
father drunk on support -0.629 0.516 0.223
mother smokes on approval 1.014 0.479 0.034
mother smokes on friends 0.251 0.063 0.000
mother drinks on approval 1.01 0.233 0.000
mother drinks on friends 0.222 0.059 0.000
mother drinks on rules -0.204 0.184 0.269
mother drinks on support -0.247 0.41 0.547
mother drinks on knowledge -0.212 0.231 0.359
mother drunk on approval 1.56 0.448 0.000
mother drunk on friends 0.174 0.09 0.054
mother drunk on rules -0.795 0.418 0.058
mother drunk on knowledge -1.32 0.522 0.012
mother drunk on support -3.416 0.924 0.000

Parental alcohol consumption

Both paternal and maternal weekly alcohol consumption was
associated with an increased risk of adolescents’ drinking
experience (p<0.001) (Table 27). After adding perceived parental
approval into the model, the effect of both paternal and maternal
alcohol disappeared and was fully mediated by perceived parental



86 - Health-related behavior among schoolchildren

approval (Z=4.52; Z=3.77 for mother and father respectively).
The number of drinking friends mediated the association partially
(z=3.92; 7=3.39 for mother and father respectively). When
studying the effect of parental alcohol consumption, also several
parenting variables were considered as possible mediators. In
previous analyses (Table 25), only setting rules was associated
with father’s alcohol consumption. Although lack of setting rules
was associated with adolescents’ alcohol consumption (p=0.05) it
did not mediate the effect of paternal alcohol consumption on
adolescents’ consumption (Z=1.63).

Table 27 The effect of parental smoking on adolescents smoking

Sobel test

father B S.E. OR sig y/ SE.  sig
model 1 father smokes 0.882 0.191 2.41 0.000
model 2 father smokes 0.724 0.226 2.06 0.001

father’s approval ~ 1.910 0.503 6.74 0.000 2.18 0.02  0.030
model 3 father smokes 0.688 0.207 2.00 0.001

smoking friends ~ 1.101 0.124 3.00 0.000 398 001  0.000
mother B S.E. OR sig Y/ SE.  sig
model 1 mother smokes 0.921 0.209 2.51 0.000
model 2 mother smokes 1.000 0.229 2.72 0.000

mothers‘ approval 1.782 0.485 5.94 0.000 1.83 0.02  0.070
model 3 mother smokes 0.713 0.229 2.04 0.002

smoking friends ~ 1.015 0.121 2.81 0.000 367 001  0.000

Model 1 represents the direct effect of parental smoking on adolescents smoking. Models 2 and 3 reflect the
indirect effect via mediating variable. Results of Sobel test are presented. Results of logistic regression are
adjusted for gender of respondents.

Parental drunkenness

Only maternal drunkenness (at least once a month) was
associated with adolescents’ drunkenness (p<0.05) (Table 28).
However, as a recent approach on meditational analyses (Kenny,
Jude, 2013) showed that the direct effect of an independent
variable is not essential for a possible mediating role of other
variables, the study continued with examining the possible
indirect effect of parental drunkenness via paternal approval,
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maternal approval, parental support and knowledge (variables
that had been associated with both parental drunkenness (see
Table 25) and adolescents’ drunkenness) for both parents.

Table 28 The effect of parental weekly alcohol consumption on adolescents alcohol

experiences
Sobel test
B S.E. OR sig Z S.E. sig
model 1 father drinks 0.580 0.179 1.79 0.001
model 2 father drinks 0.271 0.231 1.31 0.241
father’s approval ~ 2.101 0.237 8.15 0.000 4.52 0.03 0.000
model 3 father drinks 0.409 0.193 1.506 0.004
drinking friends ~ 1.064 0.126 2.91 0.000 392 001  0.000
model 4 father drinks 0.523 0.184 1.69 0.005
rules setting -0.093 0.041 0.91 0.024 1.63 0.01 0.103
mother B S.E. OR sig Z S.E. sig
model 1 mother drinks 0.701 0.197 2.01 0.001
model 2 mother drinks 0.374 0.252 1.45 0.138
approval 1.894 0.252 6.65 0.000 3.77 0.02 0.000
model 3 mother drinks 0.502 0.213 1.65 0.018
friends 1.152 0.129 3.17 0 3.39 0.01 0.000

Model 1 represents the direct effect of parental alcohol consumption on adolescents’ drinking. Models 2, 3 and 4
reflect the indirect effect via mediating variable. Results of Sobel test are presented. Results of logistic regression
are adjusted for gender of respondents.

For paternal drunkenness, the indirect effect via perceived
paternal approval of beer drinking (Z=2.46) and number of drunk
friends (Z=3.5) was confirmed. The effect of maternal
drunkenness was mediated by perceived maternal approval of
beer drinking (Z=2.62) and the lack parental knowledge (Z=2.03);
surprisingly however, it was not mediated by parental support
(z=1.61) (Table 29).
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Table 29 The effect of parental drunkenness on adolescents’ drunkenness

Sobel test

father B S.E. OR sig Y/ S.E. sig
model 1 father drunk 0.637 0.388 1.89 0.101
model 2 father drunk 0.601 0.434 1.82 0.166

father’s approval 1.210 0.363 3.35 0.001 2.46 0.02 0.014
model 3 father drunk 0.272 0.437 1.30 0.533

drunk friends 1.610 0.271 5.01 0.000 3.51 0.01 0.000
mother B S.E. OR sig Y/ S.E. sig
model 1 mother drunk 1.097 0.559 2.99 0.050
model 2 mother drunk 1.16 0.612 3.20 0.058

mother’s approval  1.43 0.361 4.17 0.000 262  0.02  0.009
model 3 mother drunk 0.934 0.662 2.54 0.158

parental support -0.061 0.034 0.94 0.068 1.61 0.03 0.107
model 4  mother drunk 0.927 0.572 2.53 0.105

parental knowledge -0.171  0.051 0.84 0.001 203 0.02  0.040

Model 1 represents the direct effect of parental drunkenness on adolescents’ drunkenness. Models 2, 3 and 4
reflect the indirect effect via mediating variable. Results of Sobel test are presented. Results of logistic regression
are adjusted for gender of respondents.

DiscussioN

The main aim of this study was to explore whether parental risk
behavior is associated with adolescents’ behavior and whether
this association can be explained by potential mediating
variables. In general, both paternal and maternal smoking was
associated with adolescents’ smoking directly and indirectly via
perceived paternal and maternal approval of adolescents’
smoking and via affiliating with smoking friends as mediating
variables. As for parental weekly drinking, the strong direct
association with adolescents’ drinking was fully mediated by the
perceived approval of beer drinking and partially mediated by the
number of drinking friends. Although increased rule setting was
associated with paternal drinking, it did not mediate the
relationship between paternal and adolescents’ drinking. Paternal
drunkenness was not directly associated with adolescents’
drunkenness, but an indirect effect via perceived approval and
estimated number of drunk friends was found. On the other hand,
maternal drunkenness was associated with adolescents’
drunkenness. This relationship was explained by perceived
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approval of drinking and lack of parental knowledge. However,
the indirect effect of parental support has not been confirmed.

Several researchers suggest that risk behavior in adolescence is
more or less normative (Engels, Bot, 2006). In early adolescence
(around 11 years), however, smoking and alcohol consumption
cannot be considered as normative behavior yet. Therefore, in
this study experimentation with cigarettes and alcohol (not only
regular use) were considered as risk behaviors.

When studying the effects of parental drinking on adolescents,
the possibility of lower levels of some parenting characteristics
due to parental alcohol consumption was considered. The current
results are more or less consistent with those published earlier
(van der Zwaluwm et al., 2008; King Chassin, 2004; Van Zundert,
Van der Vorst, Vermulst et al., 2006). These report that parental
alcohol consumption is in general not associated with parenting
or that this association is only weak.

Consistently within this research, parental risk behavior was
associated with an increased number of risky friends. This could
be attributed to two factors. Firstly, adolescents with parents that
smoke or drink alcohol on a regular basis may perceive this type
of risk behavior as the norm, and thus not avoid peers that
behave riskily. Secondly, parenting behavior toward risky friends
approval (such as strict substance specific rules setting, parental
control, rules about leisure time activities, explicit risky friends
disapproval) might be weakened (lessened) when parents smoke
or drink alcohol themselves and this might be associated with the
affiliation with risky friends.

The results further show that both parental smoking and drinking
behavior are directly associated with adolescents smoking and
drinking respectively. This direct association could be attributed
to adolescents’ modeling of parental behavior proposed by social
learning theory. This modeling effect seems to be stronger with
regard to parental smoking as neither perceived parental
approval of smoking nor estimated number of smoking friends
fully mediated the association.

The results further indicate, that smoking parents tend to be
perceived as more permissive in terms of smoking and
adolescents of smoking parents have more smoking friends which
in turn affects adolescents’ smoking experience. Sargent and
Dalton (2001) in their study found the effect of perceived parental
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disapproval of smoking to be even stronger than the effect of
parental smoking, The effect of parental disapproval was the
same for smoking and non-smoking parents. Engels and Bot
(2006) discuss the possibility that smoking parents do not apply
strong anti-smoking attitudes as they feel incongruence between
their attitudes and their behavior. Sargent and Dalton’s (2001)
research, however, shows that parental disapproval of smoking is
efficient regardless parents smoke or not. They further suggest
that parents’ disapproval makes adolescents more resistant to the
influence of peer smoking. The current results together with the
results of Sargent and Dalton (2001) suggest that adolescents who
perceive that their parents would not allow them to smoke are
less likely to smoke.

The direct effect of parental alcohol consumption on adolescents’
experiences with alcohol was fully mediated by perceived
parental approval of beer consumption. In line with these results,
Yu (2003) presented that the extent to which parents prohibit
children from using alcohol at home tends to reduce children’s
alcohol involvement. These results seem to be highly relevant
particularly with regard to prevention. Parental weekly alcohol
consumption is often perceived as normative (having a glass of
wine or beer after dinner or in the evenings). Within prevention,
it will probably not be able to change parental behavior regarding
alcohol consumption. What can be changed, however, are
parental attitudes toward strict prohibition of alcohol
consumption of their children. In particular, at the age of 11,
alcohol consumption is strongly unacceptable as early alcohol
consumption is associated with the development of early alcohol
dependence and abuse (Gruber, DiClemente, Anderson et al., 1996;
DeWit, Adlaf, Offord, et al., 2014).

Parenting behavior explained the association between parental
drinking and adolescent’s drinking only partially. Similarly,
White, Johnson, Buyske et al. (2000) presented that parent
drinking rather than parenting behavior predicted heavy
drinking in their offspring.

Within this study, parental risk behavior as a possible
independent variable associated with adolescents’ risk behavior
was conceptualized. Besides this, there is another way how
parental risk behavior could be connected to the behavior of their
offspring. It can serve as a buffer (moderator) between the third
variable and adolescents’ risk behavior. Li et al. (2002) reported
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that non-using parents had a buffering effect on friends’
influences to use substances, such that friends’ use did not affect
adolescent use when parents were non-users. There is also
a possibility that rule setting, substance specific rules in
particular, is effective only among non-using parents. This
possible moderating role of parental risk behavior should be
verified in further research.

Secondly, in terms of parenting, substance specific parenting
(such as substance specific rules setting, substance specific
monitoring, etc.) would be useful in the context of adolescents’
risk behavior. Similarly, the increased availability of cigarettes
and alcohol at home among adolescents with smoking and
drinking parents may be associated with their risk behavior.
Further research is needed on this topic.

Several limitations of the present study should be mentioned.
Firstly, all the data were collected among single informants -
adolescents. Adolescents reported not only their own behavior,
but also their parents’ behavior. Further, adolescents stated what
they think their parents would do. Using adolescents as single
informants can lead to obtaining different data than would be
obtained from parents. In research among 270 American families,
Cottrell et al. (2003) found no relationship between parental and
adolescents’ perceptions of parental monitoring. In their sample,
around 75% of parents reported that they always knew where
their adolescents were after school, at night and so on, while only
about 58% of adolescents reported their parents knew so. The
reason for such discrepancy might be that although parents and
their children report on the same relationship (or situation), they
experience different stressors, social environments and
expectations. Thus, they would be expected to perceive their
relationships somewhat differently (Pelton, Forehand, 2001).
However, further research shows that although there is
a discrepancy between adolescents’ and parental reports, mainly
adolescents’ but not parental reports are associated with diverse
outcomes, Abar, Jackson, Colby et al. (2014) for example found
that only adolescents’ reports on parental monitoring are
associated with adolescents’ alcohol use. In another study, only
adolescents” and not the mother’s perception of mother-
adolescent conflict was associated with adolescents’ perceptions
of their adjustment (Pelton, Forehand, 2001). Therefore, it can be
assumed, that despite the possible discrepancy between
adolescents’ report on parental risk behavior and the actual
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situation, adolescents self-reports are valid in the context of
adolescents’ risk behavior.

Secondly, the data on parenting behavior are not gender specific.
Respondents were asked to indicate parental knowledge, rules
setting and support in general not for the particular parent. This
could influence the results regarding the mediating effect of
parenting.

Thirdly, the design of the study was cross sectional and thus does
not allow causal conclusions to be made. These days, however,
a one year follow up data collection is in process and the data
presented within this study will be further analyzed
longitudinally.

Within adolescents’ risk behavior prevention it is often
problematic (and sometimes not realistic) to force parents to
change their habits regarding their smoking and alcohol
consumption to protect their children from unwanted risk
behavior. It is also very difficult to change or to influence general
parenting style (Chassin et al., 2005). Therefore, it is important to
look at small steps such as changes that parents can do to protect
their children. In line with the present results, there is
a possibility to encourage parents to improve their anti-smoking
and anti-drinking attitudes and make them clear to adolescents to
decrease the probability in them engaging in risk behavior. This
seems to be highly relevant particularly for parents that drink
alcohol on a non-problematic weekly basis and their attitudes
toward adolescents’ beer consumption.

There is a need to prevent adolescents’ risk behavior very early,
even before the first experimentation with a substance, as there
is evidence that children form memory associations related to
alcohol before they ever drink alcohol themselves. Parental
drinking is related to these associations which in turn predict
adolescent alcohol use a year later (van der Vorst et al., 2013).

Despite the mentioned limitations, the present study contributes
to the knowledge on the effect of parental risk behavior on
adolescent risk behavior. It shows that modelling of parental risk
behavior occurs among early adolescents with an exception of
paternal drunkenness. Parents, influence their children’s
behavior also indirectly via perceived parental approval of risk
behavior, affiliating with friends that behave riskily and for
alcohol consumption also via several parenting characteristics.
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Bacikova, M., Janovskd, A., & Orosova, O. (2019). Rodi¢ia v prevencii rizikového

spravania sa dospievajucich. E-psychologie, 13(4), 23-36.

During the early adolescence period the parental behaviour belongs to one of the most important
factors that may help to avoid adolescent risk behaviour. Among the most often studied ways
how parents may foster adolescent non-risk behaviour are: monitoring of adolescent behaviour
and rules setting; substance use specific communication about negative consequences of such
behaviour; parental support and time spent with adolescent; parental own risk behaviour and
attitude that parents have toward adolescent risk behaviour. This study had two main aims. The
first aim of was to explore discrepancies between parental and adolescent perceptions of several
factors related to risk behaviour (perception of adolescent risk behaviour, parental risk
behaviour as well as family processes). The second aim of the study was to explore relationship
between about mentioned parental behaviour regarding risk behaviour (as perceived by

adolescents) and adolescents’ smoking and alcohol consumption.

Research sample consisted of 580 adolescents (mean age 12.51), 217 mothers and 150
fathers. In all studied variables, significant differences between the perception of adolescents
and their mothers /fathers were found with an exception of parental companionship (time spent
together doing interesting things). Parents think that their children behave less risky than do
report adolescents; they also report less of their own risk behaviour than do children perceive.
Parents report more substance-specific communication and more monitoring. Results of logistic
regression show that the most important factor that is associated with probability of smoking
and drinking in early adolescence is perceived parental approval of such behaviour. With regard
to smoking, also mother’s monitoring decreased the probability of smoking experience.
Regarding alcohol consumption, it was maternal occasional drinking that was linked to
experience with alcohol consumption. It seems to be, that regardless of the way how parents try

to prevent adolescents risk behaviour, the most important is to show clear and consistent
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Author’s contribution: 70%

27



PSYCHOLOGIE

elektronicky ¢asopis CMPS 2019, ro¢. 13, ¢. 4
Vyzkumné studie

RODICIA V PREVENCII RIZIKOVEHO SPRAVANIA SA DOSPIEVAJUCICH

Maria Bacikova, Anna Janovska, & Olga Orosova

Abstrakt

V obdobi ranej adolescencie patria rodi¢ia aich spravanie k vyznamnym faktorom, ktoré moézu
napomoct’ predchadzaniu rizikovému spravaniu dospievajicich. K najcastejSim formam rizikového
spravania v tomto obdobi patri fajéenie a konzumacia alkoholu. Prvym cielom $tadie je sledovat
rozdiely v percepcii s rizikovym spravanim stvisiacich faktorov medzi adolescentmi a ich matkami/
otcami. Druhym cielom je sledovat’ vztah medzi premennymi svisiacimi so spravanim rodi¢ov
(percipované adolescentom) a fajéenim a uzivanim alkoholu u dospievajucich. Vyskumnu vzorku
tvorilo 580 dospievajtcich (priemerny vek 12,51; SD = 0,59; 51,1 % dievcat), 217 matiek a 150 otcov.
Vo vsetkych sledovanych premennych, s vynimkou travenia spolo¢ného ¢asu, boli identifikované
vyznamné rozdiely medzi percepciou dospievajucich a rodicov. Vysledky logistickej regresie ukazuju,
Ze najvyznamnej$im faktorom stvisiacim s pravdepodobnost'ou fajéenia a pitia alkoholu je percipované
schval'ovanie takéhoto spravania zo strany rodiCov. Zda sa, Ze bez ohl'adu na to, akym spdsobom sa
rodiCia snazia ovplyviovat rizikové spravanie dospievajucich, najdolezitejSie je zabezpelit, aby
adolescenti skutocne vnimali postoj rodicov voci alkoholu/cigaretdm ako nestihlasny. Ziskané vysledky
by mohli byt aplikovatel'né aj pre ucitelov a inych vyznamnych dospelych, ktori si v pravidelnom
kontakte s dospievajicimi.

KTacové slova: percepcia rizikového spravania, diskrepancie rodicia-adolescenti, fajéenie,
konzumacia alkoholu, prevencia

PARENTS IN PREVENTION OF RISK BEHAVIOUR OF ADOLESCENTS

Abstract

During the early adolescence period the parental behaviour belongs to one of the most important factors
that may help to avoid adolescent risk behaviour. Among the most prevalent forms of risk behaviour in
early adolescence are smoking and alcohol consumption. The first aim of this study is to explore
discrepancies between parental and adolescent perceptions of several factors related to risk behaviour.
The second aim of the study is to explore relationship between parental behaviour (as perceived by
adolescents) and adolescents smoking and alcohol consumption. Research sample consisted of 580
adolescents (mean age 12.51, SD=0.59; 51.1% girls), 217 mothers and 150 fathers. In all studied all
variables but spending free time, showed, significant differences between the perception of adolescents
and their mothers /fathers were found with an exception of parental companionship. Results of logistic
regression show that the most important factor that is associated with probability of smoking and
drinking in early adolescence is perceived parental approval of such behaviour. It seems to be, that
regardless of the way how parents try to prevent adolescents risk behaviour, the most important is to
show clear and consistent disapproval of such behaviour. Our results may be applied also for teachers
and significant others that are in contact with adolescents.

Keywords: risk behaviour perception, discrepancies in parent-adolescent dyad, smoking, alcohol
consumption, prevention
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Uvod

Adolescencia je obdobim, v ktorom vyznamna ¢ast’ dospievajtcich experimentuje s alkoholom
a cigaretami, pripadne nelegalnymi drogami. Ak st r6zne preventivne stratégie uplatiované na
zaCiatku tohto obdobia, ich efektivnost moéze byt pomerne vysoka (Koning et al., 2009).
Rodicia na zaciatku dospievania hraju vyznamnu ulohu V prevencii rizikového sprévania.
Zabezpecit, aby sa ich dospievajuce deti tomuto rizikovému spravaniu vyhli, oddialili jeho
nastup, pripadne aby dosledky takéhoto spravania boli pre ich nasledujuci zivot ¢o najmensie,
patri k zadkladnym vychovnym cielom. Existuju viaceré sposoby, ktorymi sa rodi¢ia moézu
pokusit’ dosiahnut’ tieto vychovné ciele. V predkladanom prispevku sa zameriame na niekol’ko
najvyznamnej$ich z nich, menovite: monitoring spravania dospievajiceho a stanovovanie
pravidiel ohl'adom spravania; komunikacia rodicov s dospievajiicimi Specificky zamerana na
dosledky rizikového spravania; poskytovana opora a ¢as spolu traveny; vlastny priklad rodicov
a postoj, ktory rodi¢ia voci pripadnému rizikovému spravaniu dospievajiceho zaujmui. Zaroven
budeme sledovat’ rozdiely v percepcii tychto premennych ako irizikového spravania
dospievajucich a rodi¢ov medzi adolescentmi a ich rodi¢mi.

Jednym z efektivnych sposobov, ktoré moézu rodi¢ia v ramci prevencie uplatnit, sa javi
monitoring dospievajiiceho. Monitoring je charakterizovany aktivnym spravanim rodica
zameranym na sledovanie aktivit dospievajiceho, ktoré sa deje mimo priameho kontaktu
s rodi¢om. Monitoring moéze prebiehat’ prostrednictvom stanovovania pravidiel ohl'adom
spravania sa, aktivnym kladenim otazok a vyjadrovanim zaujmu, ako i systematickou kontrolou
dospievajucich, ich priatelov atoho, ako askym travia ¢as mimo domova (Dishion, &
McMahon, 1998). Mnohé¢ studie konzistentne ukazujt, Ze takto realizovany monitoring svisi
s niz§ou mierou rizikového a problémového spravania. Specificky sa ukazuje, Ze monitoring
zniZuje pravdepodobnost’ zaciatku faj¢enia u dospievajucich (Wellman et al., 2016) a zaroven
suvisi s niz§ou pravdepodobnost'ou uzivania alkoholu (Bacikova-Sleskova, 2009; Abar et al.,
2014).

Druhym z moznych spdsobov prevencie rizikového spravania je kontrola zamerana Specificky
na rizikové spravanie. Tato kontrola spociva zvyc€ajne v stanovovani konkrétnych, vyvinovo
primeranych pravidiel ohl'adom faj¢enia a uzivania alkoholu, ako i v komunikacii o moznych
rizikach takéhoto spravania a negativnych dosledkoch, ktoré so sebou prinasa. Rodi¢mi stano-
vené striktné pravidla ohladom rizikového spravania svisi S niZzSou pravdepodobnost'ou
uzivania alkoholu dospievajiicimi a neskor§im nastupom experimentovania s alkoholom
(Janssen et al., 2014; van der Vorst et al., 2006) a s nizSou pravdepodobnostou fajéenia
(Hiemstra et al., 2017). Podobne i na alkohol zamerana komunikacia sivisi S nizSou mierou
narazového pitia alkoholu a s alkoholom spojenych problémov (Spijkerman, van den Eijnden
& Huiberts, 2008). Suvislost’ s faj¢enim sa zda byt rozdielna. Hiemstra a kol. (2017) realizovali
systematicku analyzu studii sledujucich efekt na fajéenie zameranej komunikacie a ich
vysledky naznacuju, Ze pre prevenciu zaciatku fajcenia je dolezitejSia kvalita komunikacie nez
jej frekvencia. Kvalitnou komunikaciou sa rozumie kons$truktivne informovanie o rizikach
spojenych s takymto spravanim, spdsob, ktory reSpektuje dieta a jeho postoje. Nekvalitnou
komunikaciou je napr. vyhraZanie sa (,,Ak ta uvidim faj¢it’, vyhodim t'a z domu!*), strasenie
alebo znevaZovanie diet’ata.
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Dal3ou z vyznamnych preventivnych stratégii zo strany rodi¢ov je vlastny priklad. Na zéklade
teorie socialneho ucenia (Bandura, & Walters, 1977) je rodiovské spravanie modelom, ktory
dospievajuci pozoruje a napodobiiuje. Vo vSeobecnosti, ako fajéenie, tak uzivanie alkoholu
rodi¢mi uzko suvisi s fajéenim a uzivanim alkoholu dospievajtcich (Kandel, Griesler, & Hu,
2015; Latendresse et al., 2008; Mak, Ho, & Day, 2012; Mays et al., 2014). Zaroven v§ak moze
byt rizikové spravanie rodi¢a spojené so spravanim dietata aj prostrednictvom viacerych
mediujucich premennych. Prikladom mo6zu byt odli$nosti v tom, do akej miery rodi¢ia, ako
fajéiari, tak aj nefajCiari stanovuju pravidla a kontroluji dospievajucich. Rodiéia, ktori fajcia,
zvycajne kontrolujii menej dosledne, ich stratégie si menej konzistentné a zaroven menej
efektivne pre prevenciu fajcenia dospievajucich (Engels et al., 2004; Engels, & Bot, 2006; den
Exter Blokland et al., 2007).

S vlastnym prikladom suvisi i postoj, ktory rodic¢ia voéi pripadnému rizikovému spravaniu
dospievajuceho zaujmu. Viaceré predchadzajuce Studie potvrdili suvis medzi percipovanym
nestthlasom rodic¢ov s fajéenim ¢i uzivanim alkoholu a niz§im vyskytom takéhoto spravania
u dospievajucich (Kong et al., 2012; Mrug, & McCay, 2013; Nash, McQueen, & Bray, 2005;
Sargent, & Dalton, 2001; Wood et al., 2004).

Nevyhnutnou podmienkou optimalneho vyvinu dospievajuceho ateda ijeho vyhybania sa
rizikovému spravaniu, je pozitivny vztah medzi adolescentom arodi¢om. Poskytovana
emocionalna opora zo strany rodicov, vrelost’ ¢i spolo¢ne straveny €as priamo suvisia s niz§im
vyskytom fajéenia ¢i uzivania alkoholu (Brown, & Rinelli, 2010; den Exter Blokland et al.,
2006; Ryan, Jorm, & Lubman, 2010). Najmi v obdobi na zaciatku dospievania, kedy vplyv
rovesnikov na spravanie adolescenta vyznamne rastie (Lam, McHale, & Crouter, 2014), je
kvalitny vzt'ah medzi dospievajlicim a rodi¢om dolezitym predpokladom pre oddialenie prvého
experimentovania s navykovymi latkami.

Dospievajuci arodi¢ia zvyCajne nepercipuju situaciu v rodine rovnako. Mnohé vyskumné
zistenia ukazuji, Ze v rodinach existuji vyznamné diskrepancie v percipovani rdznych
rodinnych procesov, napr. opora, monitoring, konflikt (Bacikova, 2019; De los Reyes et al.,
2010; Korelitz, & Garber 2016), medzi jednotlivymi ¢lenmi rodiny, najméd potom medzi
dietatom arodi¢om. Rozdielna percepcia sa vSak netyka len ich vzajomného vztahu, ale
i inych faktorov. Rodi¢ia napr. podhodnocuji mieru prezivaného S$tastia svojich adoles-
centnych deti (Lopez-Pérez, & Wilson, 2015), podhodnocujt ich skusenosti s navykovymi
latkami (Yang et al., 2006) ¢i celkové emocionalne a behavioralne problémy adolescentov (Van
Roy et al., 2010).

Ciele

Hlavnym cielom predkladanej $tadie je skumat’ vztah medzi premennymi suvisiacimi SO
spravanim rodicov (percipované adolescentmi) a vyskytom rizikového spravania (fajcenia
a pitia alkoholu) u dospievajtcich v obdobi skorej adolescencie. Zaroven sa Studia zameriava
na to, ako sa liSi vnimanie tychto premennych (fajcenie adolescenta, celozivotna prevalencia
konzumacie alkoholu, komunikacia o cigaretach, komunikacia o alkohole, fajenie rodica,
konzumacia alkoholu rodi¢om, monitoring, trdvenie spolocného Casu) medzi dospievajliicimi,
ich matkami a otcami.
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Metody
Vyskumny stbor

Zber udajov bol realizovany prostrednictvom dotaznikov medzi ziakmi siedmich ro¢nikov
zékladnych §ko6l na Slovensku aich rodicmi v septembri/oktobri 2017. Do zberu bolo
zaradenych 12 §kol v ramci celého Slovenska s dorazom na zastapenie §kol z roznych krajov a
z obci roznych velkosti. V kazdej skole sa vyskumu zacastnili Ziaci vSetkych tried siedmeho
ro¢nika. Kazdy ziak po vyplneni dotaznika dostal dve (pripadne jednu) obalky s dotaznikmi
uréenymi pre oboch rodi¢ov. Vyplianie dotaznikov bolo anonymné. Dotazniky pre Ziakov
i rodicov obsahovali polozky, ktoré umoznili vytvorit’ identifika¢ny kod, na zaklade ktorého
boli nasledne odpovede deti a rodiCov sparované. Projekt stidie bol schvaleny etickou komisiou
Filozofickej fakulty UPJS. Kazd4 za¢astnena $kola zabezpetila sthlas rodi¢ov s u¢astou ich
deti na vyskume.

Finalny vyskumny subor tvorilo 580 dospievajucich (priemerny vek 12,51; SD = 0,59; 51,1 %
dievcat; 75,3 % zije s oboma vlastnymi rodi¢mi), 217 matiek (priemerny vek 40,5; SD = 4,64)
a 150 otcov (priemerny vek 42,71; SD = 5,33).

Metodiky

Metodiky pouzité v tejto Stadii boli identické pre adolescentov aj ich rodicov. Zmena bola len
V spdsobe formulacie pre rodi¢ov (napr. ,,Z toho, €o viete, fajcilo Vase dieta niekedy cigaretu,
aj ked’ len jednu doteraz?*). Rizikové spravanie dospievajucich a ich rodicov bolo sledované
prostrednictvom jednopolozkovych otdzok, ktoré byvaju Standardne vyuzivané pri seba-
posudzujicich dotaznikoch rizikového spravania (napr. Fidler et al., 2008; den Exter Blokland
et al., 2009).

Rizikové spravanie adolescentov. Adolescenti odpovedali na otazky tykajice sa celozivotnej
prevalencie fajcenia a uZivania alkoholu ,.Fajcil si uz niekedy cigaretu, aj ked' len jednu
doteraz? “ s moznostami odpovede (1) nie nikdy, (2) uz som to skusil, (3) v minulosti som
fajcil, ale Gplne som prestal, (4) sem tam faj¢im, ale nie denne, (5) teraz faj¢im denne. ,,Pil si
uz niekedy alkohol? “ S moZnostami odpovede (1) nie nikdy, (2) uZ som to skuasal, (3) pil som
ho viackrat, (4) pijem alkohol pravidelne asponi raz za mesiac, (5) pijem alkohol pravidelne
aspoil raz za tyzden.

Odpovede boli nasledne dichotomizované. Vzhladom na nizky vek respondentov bola
akakol'vek skusenost’ s fajéenim a viac ako jedna sktsenost’ s alkoholom povaZovana za
rizikové spravanie: aspon raz skusili fajcit’ (21 %); pili alkohol viac ako jedenkrat (11,9 %).
Na rizikové spravanie zamerand komunikdcia. Adolescenti i rodi¢ia zodpovedali dve otazky
tykajtice sa komunikacie Specificky zameranej na alkohol a fajcenie. ,, Moji rodicia sa so mnou
rozpravaju o piti alkoholu a s nim suvisiacich rizikach/skodlivych dopadoch.* ,, Moji rodicia
sa so mnou rozpravaju o fajceni a s nim suvisiacich rizikach/skodlivych dopadoch.*
S moznost'ami odpovedi (1) nikdy, (2) obcas, (3) Casto, (4) stale. Odpovede boli nasledne
dichotomizované: nikdy verzus ostatné odpovede.
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Percipované schval’ovanie fajcenia/pitia alkoholu. Tato premenna bola v predchadzajucich
studiach operacionalizovand r6znymi sposobmi, napr. ,,Pre mojich rodiov je dolezité, aby som
nefaj¢il”“ (Kong et al., 2012), alebo ,,Moji rodi¢ia by nesuhlasili, ak by som faj¢il (Mrug, &
McCay, 2013). V predkladanom prispevku je percipované schvalovanie rizikového spravania
rodi¢mi operacionalizované v sulade so Stadiou Sargenta a Daltona (2001). Adolescenti
odpovedali na otazku ,, Ako velmi by sa Tvoji rodicia hnevali, ak by si pil alkohol/ak by si
fajcil? “ s moznostami odpovedi (1) vobec by sa nehnevali, (5) vel'mi by sa hnevali. Polozka
bola pre ucely analyz dichotomizovana — ti, ktori by sa velI'mi hnevali verzus ostatné odpovede.

Monitoring. Monitoring bol sledovany pomocou 8 polozkovej skaly Parental monitoring of
Behavior Scale (Barber, 2002 in Soenens et al., 2006). Tato skala zahiha polozky tykajice sa
monitorovania Spravania dospievajiceho prostrednictvom pytania sa, dohliadania,
stanovovania pravidiel (napr. Moja mama/maéj otec mi pripomina pravidla, ktoré mi stanovil/a.
Moja mama/méj otec sa snazi vediet, kto su moji priatelia a kde travim volny cas.). Dve
z poloziek boli reverzne prevratené. V analyzach pracujeme s priemernym skore $kaly. Skala
monitoringu vykazuje dostato¢nt vnutornt konzistenciu: matka o = 0,67; otec a = 0,76.

Travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu bolo hodnotené prostrednictvom subskaly dotaznika The Network
of Relationships Social Provision Version (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). Subskala obsahuje 3
polozky (napr. ,,Ako ¢asto spolu s mamou/otcom navstevujete rdzne miesta, robite zabavné
veci?*) s moznostami odpovedi na 5-bodovej Skale Likertoveho typu ((1) vobec alebo mdlo,
(5) vdcsinu/vdacsinou). V analyzach pracujeme s priemernym skoére Skaly. Vnutorna
konzistencia metodiky je adekvétna: matka a = 0,70, otec a = 0,74.

Rizikové spravanie rodi¢ov. Percipované rizikové spravanie matky a otca bolo zistované

pomocou dvoch otazok: ,,Fajci tvoja mama/tvoj otec kazdy den cigarety? , Pije tvoja
mama/tvoj otec aspon raz za tyzden alkoholické napoje? “ S moznostami odpovede ano — nie.

Statistické analyzy

Udaje boli analyzované v $tatistickom programe IBM SPSS 21 vyuZitim parového McNemar
testu a parového t-testu pre porovnanie tidajov od dospievajticich a ich rodicov a logistickej
regresie. V prvej Casti analyz, kde boli porovnavané tidaje ziskané od adolescentov a ich matiek
a/alebo otcov, sme zahrnuli len tych adolescentov, ktorych matka alebo otec vyplnili dotaznik,
preto je ich pocet redukovany.

Vysledky
Rozdiely v percepcii medzi matkami a adolescentmi a otcami a adolescentmi

V prvom kroku analyz sme skiimali rozdiely v percepcii nami sledovanych premennych medzi
matkou a adolescentom a otcom a adolescentom. Vysledky parového McNemar testu, parového
t-testu a deskriptivne udaje stt uvedené v tabul’ke 1 (udaje o schvalovani alkoholu/faj¢enia sme
od rodicov nezbierali, preto v tabulke nie st uvedené). Vysledky ukazuji, Ze vo vSetkych
sledovanych premennych, S vynimkou tradvenia spolocného c¢asu, su rozdiely medzi
dospievajicim a rodi¢om na urovni Statistickej vyznamnosti. Adolescenti Castejsie uvadzali

27



PSYCHOLOGIE

elektronicky ¢asopis CMPS 2019, ro¢. 13, ¢C. 4
Vyzkumné studie

rizikové spravanie v porovnani S tym, ¢o uvadzali ich rodi¢ia; viac adolescentov uvadzalo, ze
nikdy srodi¢mi nehovoria o skodlivosti alkoholu a cigariet. Zaujimavé je, ze adolescenti
CastejSie uvadzali 1 vyskyt rizikového spravania rodica, ako uviedli samotni rodicia. Rodicia
percipovali ich monitoring ako intenzivnejsi v porovnani s percepciou adolescentov. Statisticky
vyznamné rozdiely v percepcii spolocne tradveného casu medzi adolescentmi a ich rodi¢mi
zistené neboli.

Tabulka 1 Rozdiely v percipovani sledovanych premennych medzi adolescentmi
a ich matkami/otcami

adolescent matka otec
p
N % % % (McNemar test)

skusenost’ s fajéenim 216 18,40 % 8,80 0,000
adolescenta 149 18,70 % 9,30 % 0,000
skusenost’ s alkoholom 216 12,00 % 0,50 % 0,000
adolescenta viac ako 1x 150 9,30 % 1,30 % 0,004
komunikacia o cigaretach 202 29,70 % 2,80 % 0,000
(nikdy) 137 31,70 % 6,10 % 0,000
komunikacia o alkohole 203 31,50 % 2,80 % 0,000
(nikdy) 136 30,20 % 6,20 % 0,000

233 29,50 % 23,50 % 0,000
denné fajcenie rodica 163 34,00 % 29,50 % 0,000

231 30,00 % 23,50 % 0,004
prilezitostné pitie rodica 163 46,70 % 42,50 % 0,024

adolescent matka otec
mean mean
N (SD) (SD) mean (SD) p (t test)

214 3,7 (0,6) 4,3 (0,5) 0,000 (-10,8)
monitoring 124 3,5(0,7) 4,1 (0,5) 0,000 (-9,2)

210 3,4 (0,9) 3,3(0,8) 0,484 (0,70)
travenie spolocného Casu 129 3,2(0,8) 3,2(0,9) 0,580 (0,56)
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Regresné analyzy

Hlavnym cielom Stadie bolo overit, ktora zo sledovanych premennych suvisiacich
s rodiCovskym spravanim najsilnejSie suvisi s pravdepodobnostou vyskytu rizikového
spravania (fajcenia a pitia alkoholu) dospievajucich. Vysledky logistickej regresie st uvedené
Vv tabul’ke 2 (fajcenie) a tabul’ke 3 (alkohol). Do regresného modelu sme zaradili tdaje ziskané
od dospievajucich. Regresny model pre premenna fajéenie (-2 Log likelihood = 373,9;
R% = -0,06) vysvetl'uje pomerne nizke percento variancie (6 %). Najsilnejsou vysvetlujiicou
premennou suvisiacou S fajcenim je percipované schval'ovanie fajcenia rodi¢mi. Adolescenti,
ktori uviedli, ze ich rodi¢ia by sa nehnevali, ak by fajcili, mali 4,11-krat vysSiu
pravdepodobnost’ sktisenosti s fajcenim ako ostatni adolescenti. Zaroven je Statisticky
vyznamnym faktorom i uroven monitoringu matky. Nizsia miera monitoringu zo strany matky
stvisi S niz§ou pravdepodobnost'ou vyskytu fajcenia (OR 0,52). Ostatné sledované premenné
neboli Statisticky vyznamné vo vztahu k fajceniu dospievajucich.

Tabul’ka 2 Faktory suvisiace s pravdepodobnostou sktisenosti s fajéenim u dospievajicich

B S.E. OR 95 % ClI
rod -0,041 0,261 0,96 (0,58-1,60)
komunikacia o fajéeni -0,007 0,298 0,99 (0,55-1,78)
percipované schvalovanie faj¢enia 1,410 0,396 4,11%*** (1,89-8,93)
monitoring matka -0,66 0,318 0,52* (0,28-0,96)
monitoring otec 0,369 0,291 1,45 (0,82-2,56)
travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu matka 0,092 0,191 1,10 (0,75-1,59)
travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu otec -0,062 0,184 0,94 (0,66-1,35)
denné fajcenie matka -0,403 0,322 1,50 (0,79-2,81)
denné fajcenie otec -0,378 0,314 1,46 (0,79-2,70)

* p<0,05; ***p<0,001

V stvislosti s vyskytom uzivania alkoholu vysvetl'uje regresny model (tabulka 3; -2 Log
likelihood 223,2; R? = 0,13) onieco vyssie percento variancie (13 %). Zo sledovanych
premennych, dve Statisticky vyznamne zvySuji pravdepodobnost’ vyskytu uzivania alkoholu
u dospievajucich. Opat’ je najsilnejsim faktorom percipované schval’ovanie alkoholu (OR 5,34).
Druhym vyznamnym faktorom je prilezitostné pitie alkoholu matkou. Adolescenti, ktorych
matky piju alkohol aspon raz za tyzden (percipované adolescentami), maju 3,43-krat vyssiu
pravdepodobnost’ skusenosti s alkoholom ako ostatni dospievajlici. Ostatné sledované
premenné neboli Statisticky vyznamné vo vztahu k skiisenosti s alkoholom u dospievajuicich.
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Tabul'ka 3 Faktory stvisiace s pravdepodobnostou skusenosti s alkoholom (viac ako 1x)
u dospievajucich

B S.E. OR 95 % CI
rod 0,379 0,367 1,46 (0,71-3,00)
komunikacia o alkohole -0,419 0,368 0,66 (0,32-1,35)
percipované schval'ovanie alkoholu 1,680 0,366 5,34%** (2,61-10,9)
monitoring matka -0,165 0,389 0,85 (0,40-1,82)
monitoring otec -0,061 0,338 0,94 (0,49-1,83)
travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu matka -0,289 0,259 0,75 (0,45-1,24)
travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu otec -0,218 0,249 0,8 (0,49-1,31)
prilezitostné pitie matka 1,230 ,460 3,43** (1,39-8,45)
prilezitostné pitie otec -0,555 0,476 0,57 (0,23-1,46)

Diskusia

V predkladanej $tadii sme sa zamerali na dva hlavné ciele. Prvym bolo identifikovanie
rozdielov v tom, ako dospievajici aich rodi¢ia percipuji rizikové spravanie adolescenta
arodi¢ov, mieru komunikdcie o Skodlivosti fajcenia auzivania alkoholu, rodi¢ovsky
monitoring a spolo¢ne traveny ¢as. Druhym cielom bolo identifikovat, ako jednotlivé stratégie
rodiCov suvisiace s moznostami prevencie rizikového spravania dospievajlcich suvisia so
sktisenost'ou s cigaretami a alkoholom dospievajucich v obdobi skorej adolescencie.

Vysledky naSich analyz poukazuji na pomerne konzistentné rozdiely v percepcii jednotlivych
premennych medzi dospievajliicimi a ich rodi¢mi. V stlade s na§imi o¢akavaniami dospievajuci
uvadzali vy§8iu mieru rizikového spravania, ako si mysleli ich rodi¢ia. Adolescenti travia stale
viac Casu s rovesnikmi a mimo priamy dohlad rodi¢ov (Lam, McHale, & Crouter, 2014),
zaroven vyznamne stupa miera tajenia osobnych informadcii a svojich vol'no€asovych aktivit
pred rodi¢mi (Keijsers et al., 2010). Nie je preto prekvapujuce, ze rodi¢ia o ich rizikovom
spravani nie st informovani. V suvislosti s nasim vysledkom je zaujimava $tidia Yanga a kol.
(2006), podla ktorej najviac podcenovali mieru rizikového spravania svojich deti rodicia,
ktorych deti boli lepsi Ziaci a celkovo sa javili ako menej problémovi. Signifikantne vysSiu
mieru rizikového spravania rodi¢ov uvadzali adolescenti v porovnani s matkou/otcom, ¢o moze
stvisiet’ s tendenciou rodi¢ov hodnotit’ svoje spravanie v spolocensky ZiaducejSom svetle
(Korelitz, & Garber, 2016). Zaujimavym je pomerne vel'ky nesulad v percepcii frekvencie
komunikacie o Skodlivosti ndvykovych latok. Hoci az takmer tretina adolescentov uviedla, ze
sa srodicmi nikdy nerozpravaju o alkohole a cigaretach, tito odpoved’ oznacilo len malé
percento rodi¢ov. Diskrepancie v miere percipovaného monitoringu rodi€ov su v stulade
s predchadzajacimi zisteniami (De los Reyes et al., 2010; Korelitz, & Garber 2016). V kontexte
interpretovania ziskanych vysledkov je dolezité brat do uvahy, kto podava informaciu
0 rodinnej situdcii. Viaceré Stadie ukazuju, Ze hoci pohl'ad adolescenta nemusi vzdy vypovedat
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0 objektivnej situdcii, je pre jeho vyvin relevantnejsi ako pohlad rodi¢a (Bacikova, 2019;
Maurizi, Gershoff, & Aber, 2012). Z tohto dévodu v nasledujicom kroku boli do analyz
zahrnuté len udaje ziskané od dospievajucich.

Hlavnym cielom predkladanej stadie bolo sledovat, ako rozne faktory stvisiace so spravanim
rodiCov suvisia s pravdepodobnostou skusenosti s fajcenim a alkoholom u dospievajucich.
Najsilnejsi vztah bol potvrdeny medzi percipovanym schvalovanim fajéenia i konzumacie
alkoholu zo strany rodicov a vyskytom daného spravania sa u adolescentov. Adolescenti, ktori
uvadzali, ze ich rodicia by za istych okolnosti schval'ovali fajcenie €i pitie alkoholu, mali vyssiu
pravdepodobnost’ sktsenosti s rizikovym spravanim. V oblastiach, ktoré st adolescentmi
vnimané ako oblasti tykajuce sa bezpecia (ku ktorym rizikové spravanie nepochybne patri),
maju dospievajuci tendenciu akceptovat’ pravidld rodi¢a a spravat’ sa v sulade s tymito
pravidlami (Smetana, 2010). Vyjadrenie jasného nesuhlasu s takymto spravanim moze byt
preto efektivnym sposobom, ako mu zabranit’. Postoj rodi¢a k rizikovému spravaniu moze byt
zaroven chapany i ako akési nepriame modelovanie spravania (Wood et al., 2004).

V stvislosti s konzumaciou alkoholu adolescentmi sa javi byt rizikovym i prilezitostné pitie
matky. Popri moznosti modelovania spravania rodi¢a je mozné brat’ do tivahy aj fakt, ze rodicia,
ktori sa sami spravaju rizikovo, maji benevolentnejsi postoj voci rizikovému spravaniu vo vse-
obecnosti a mézu mat’ preto tazkosti v presviedCani deti, ze by nemali fajcit’ ¢i pit’ alkohol
(Engels, & Bot, 2006; den Exter Blokland et al., 2006). Prilezitostné pitie alkoholu sa
Vv dospelosti povazuje za normativne (pohar vina k veceri ¢i pivo v teplom dni). V ramci
prevencie by pravdepodobne bolo narocné zmenit' spravanie rodi¢a, ¢o vSak modze byt
zmeneng, je postoj, ktory rodi¢ voci pripadnej konzumacii alkoholu adolescentom komunikuje.

Monitoring rodi¢ov je vo vSeobecnosti povazovany za efektivny spdsob ako zabezpecit' menej
problémového a rizikového spravania dospievajucich (Abar et al., 2014; Bacikova-Sleskova,
2009; Wellman et al., 2016). V prezentovanej $tudii, kde st v modeloch brané do tivahy aj r6zne
d’alsie premenné, sa monitoring javi byt efektivny len v suvislosti s fajéenim dospievajtcich.
Ukazuje sa vSak, ze prili§ intenzivny monitoring mdze byt dospievajicimi interpretovany ako
zdoraziiovanie ich nekompetentnosti, zasahovanie do ich osobnej sféry ¢i vyjadrovanie
neddvery voci adolescentovi (Kakihara, & Tilton-Weaver, 2009; Pomerantz, & Eaton, 2000;
Smetana, Crean, & Campione-Barr, 2005). Takto interpretovany monitoring neznizuje, naopak
Casto zvySuje rizikové ¢i problémové spravanie. Adolescent, ktory sa citi prili§ obmedzovany
nadmernou kontrolou zo strany rodi¢ov, moze reagovat’ prave naopak, ako je od neho
oCakéavané, rebéliou a neuposluchnutim pravidiel (Van Petegem et al., 2017).

Limity Stadie

Predkladana Studia mé niekolko limitov. Prvym je menej ako polovi¢na ucast’ rodiCov na
vyskume, ¢o bolo jednym z dévodov, preco sme v regresnych analyzach pracovali len s datami
od adolescentov. Druhou limitaciou je prierezovy dizajn $tadie, ktory neumoznuje vyvodzovat
kauzalne zavery. Tret'ou limitaciou Stadie je pouzitie jednopolozkovych metodik na meranie
urovne komunikacie o rizikovom spravani a schvalovani rizikového spravania rodi¢mi.
Premennd nazvana ,,percipované schvalovanie rizikového spravania“ byva v réznych §tadiach
operacionalizovana réznymi sposobmi (napr. Kong et al., 2012; Mrug, & McCay, 2013; Nash,
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McQueen, & Bray, 2005). Jej operacionalizacia zvycajne zahfna percipované reakcie rodi¢ov
na rizikové spravanie dietat’a, rodicovské normy, dolezitost’ nerizikového spravania ¢i priame
vyjadrenie nesthlasu s takymto spravanim. V predkladanej stadii bola tato premenna chépana
pomerne uzko ako miera hnevu rodicov, ktora by vyjadrili, ak by sa adolescent spraval rizikovo.
Hnev je vSak len jedna z foriem vyjadrenia rodi¢ovského nesuhlasu. Vzhl'adom na to, ze takto
vyjadreny nesuhlas bol najsilnejSim faktorom suvisiacim s rizikovym spravanim, bolo by
vhodné zamerat’ d’alSie Stidie na SirSiu operacionalizaciu percipovaného rodicovského suhlasu,
resp. nesuhlasu.

Aplikacia pre prax

Na zaciatku dospievania su rodi¢ia vyznamnym faktorom, ktory ovplyviiuje buduice rizikové
spravanie dospievajucich. Pri porovnani vplyvu rodi¢ov a rovesnikov sa ukazuje, Ze v skorej
adolescencii je viac variancie v rizikovom spravani vysvetlenej faktormi suvisiacimi s rodi¢mi
ako faktormi stvisiacimi s priateI'mi (Cleveland et al., 2008). Je preto vel'mi dblezité zahrnut’
do rdznych prevencnych programov irodiCov. Intervencia zameranid v kombinacii na

dospievajucich aich rodi¢ov bola napriklad najefektivnejSou Vv prevencii uzivania alkoholu
(Koning et al., 2009).

Castou namietkou je, e rodi¢ia nejavia zaujem o tast’ na aktivitach organizovanych §kolou
a je nerealne ocakavat’ ich tcast’ na prevenénych programoch. Vysledky stadie Koning a kol.
(2009) vsak ukazuju, Ze efektivny prevencny program moze byt’ i vel'mi jednoduchy a kratky.
Autori realizovali jedno stretnutie s rodi¢mi na zac¢iatku $kolského roka, v ramci Standardného
rodicovského zdruzenia spravili kratku prezentdciu zamerant na negativne dosledky uzivania
alkoholu a na ddlezitost’ vytvarania pravidiel tykajtcich sa pitia alkoholu. Nasledne boli rodi¢ia
vyzvani, aby spolo¢ne vytvorili zoznam pravidiel, ktoré budu platné pre vSetky deti v ramci
danej triedy. To zvySilo mozZznost' rodiCov efektivne kontrolovat” dodrziavanie pravidiel
a znizilo socidlny tlak spoluziakov na dospievajuceho (,,Ale vSetci moji spoluZziaci to maja
dovolené!*). V sulade s vysledkami predkladanej Stadie sa preto zda byt jednou z moZnosti
efektivnej prevencie prostrednictvom rodiov ich obozndmenie s ddleZitost'ou ich vyjadro-
vaného postoja voci rizikovému spravaniu dospievajucich. V kontexte prevencie rizikového
spravania je zaroven dolezitd konzistentnost hodnotovo-normativneho rdmca spravania
dospievajucich v Sskolskom a rodinnom prostredi.

Zaver

Zda sa, ze bez ohl'adu na to, akym spdsobom sa rodi€ia snazia ovplyviovat rizikové spravanie
dospievajucich, najdolezitejSie je zabezpecit, aby adolescenti skuto¢ne vnimali postoj rodicov
voci alkoholu/cigaretdm ako nestihlasny. Ziskané vysledky by vSak mohli byt’ aplikovateI'né aj
pre ucitelov a inych vyznamnych dospelych, ktori su v pravidelnom kontakte s dospievajicimi.
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Many previous studies show only small agreement between parental and adolescent perceptions
of family processes (Korelitz, & Garber, 2016; McElhaney et al., 2008; Maurizi, Gershoff, &
Aber, 2012; Pelton, & Forehand, 2001,). In this short study we explored, how several family
processes are perceived by parents and their adolescent children in two dyads: mother-daughter
and father-son. A sample comprised of 60 parent-adolescent dyads (adolescent mean age 16.9
years). Six family processes were studied: closeness, communication, parental support,

monitoring, peer approval and conflicts.

Unlike in previous studies, we have found only several significant differences in
parental and adolescent views. For both parent-adolescent dyads, statistically significant
discrepancies were found only in monitoring — parents perceived their monitoring as more
intensive than adolescents did. In mother-daughter dyad disagreements were identified in
conflicts (daughters reported more conflicts) and in peer approval (mothers reported to approve

daughter’s peers more than did daughters).

Overall, discrepancies were found only in processes that are generally perceived as
problematic during adolescence - primarily in mother-daughter dyad. Those processes that
represent emotional climate and harmony in the relationship (i.e. closeness, parental support,
communication) were perceived similarly by parent and adolescent. These results are in line
with the results reported in study 1 and support current trend to see adolescence as a period that
in normal situation is not atime of worsening of parent-adolescent relationship, but its

transformation to more egalitarian form.
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For the future research it is important to note, that usually not the way how family
processes are perceived by parents but adolescent perceptions are more relevant in explaining

adolescent outcomes (Abar et al., 2015; Laird, Weems, 2011).
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Editorial

Réad bych pozdravil vSechny U€astniky konference i ¢tenare tohoto sborniku.

Pfed Ctrn4cti lety se seSlo v malé poslucharné Psychologického Ustavu Filozofické fakulty Masarykovy
univerzity kolem 25 psychologu, majicich pocit, Ze v naSem prostoru chybi platforma pro setkavani téch, ktefi
se zajimaji o zakladni vyzkum. Tehdy se v Ceské republice konala fada konferenci, vénovanych nejriizn&jsim
oblastem aplikované psychologie, pracovnici Ustavi Akademie véd a univerzitnich pracovist vSak neméli své
forum.

vrv

Uspéch setkani vedl nejprve k nezavaznému opakovani pfisti rok na stejném misté, postupné se do
poradani zapojili kolegové ze Slovenska. Tak mizeme byt svédky soucasné, dnes jiz ¢étrnacté mezinarodni
konference, pofadané pod ndzvem Sociélni procesy a osobnost. Konference se kona stfidavé v Ceské
republice (pfesnéji fe€eno na Moravé) a na Slovensku. V organizaci se stfidaji rotacnim zpusobem C&tyfi
pracovistd, a to Psychologicky Gstav FF MU v Brné& (jako zakladatele jej uvadim nejprve), Ustav
spole¢enského vedomia v Kosicich, Ustav experimentalnej psycholégie SAV v Bratislavé a Psychologicky
ustav Akademie véd v Brné.

Jak byva v naSich zemich obvyklé, plné texty pfispévkl odevzdavali autofi az nékolik tydnu po
ukonceni konference a Shornik byl k dispozici vétSinou na konferenci dalSi, konané v nasledujicim roce.
Tentokrét jsme se rozhodli pfikroCit k zasadni zméné: texty jsme pozadovali od autoru jiZz pfedem s tim, Ze
kompletni sbornik bude k dispozici pfi zahajeni konference. ProtoZe tento editorial piSi v pfedstihu, teprve
letoSni z&fi ukaze, zda jsme byli ukdznéni a dochvilni.

Konference je rozloZzena do tfi dnu stim, Ze prvni den probéhne plenarni zasedani na kterém zazni

vyzadané predndsky predstavitelt &tyf poradajicich Ustavi a nékterych hostl, vjeho druhé &asti se kona
symposium na téma Osobnost, motivace a cile.

Druhy den probihaji sekce Metodologie (testovani a diagnostika) a Socialni psychologie a paralelné
dal3i sekce Psychologie prace a Skolni psychologie. Tfeti den je vénovan jednak sekcim Psychologie zdravi a
coping a rovnéz sekci Klinicka psychologie. Paralelné probih& sekce Vyvojova psychologie a Varia.

Mimo ordlni prezentace je bohaté obsazena posterova sekce, v niz zejména mladi kolegové z fad
doktorandu z celé byvalé federace predstavuji vysledky svych badani.

Obvykle byva editorial zakon¢en hodnocenim probéhlé akce, vzhledem k ,obrdcenému gardu“ mohu
uzavfit svoji poznamku pranim zdaru celé konference, pfanim vSeho dobrého pro vSechny u€astniky a pranim
uspéchd dalsi konference, pofadané na Slovensku.

Mojmir Svoboda

vedouci Psychologického ustavu FF MU v Brné
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Rodinné procesy z poh [ladu adolescenta a rodi €a.
Adolescents' and parents' perceptions of family processes

Maria Bacikova, Lucia Carna
Katedra pedagogickej psycholdgie a psycholégie zdravia, FF, UPJS v Kosiciach

maria.bacikova@upjs.sk
Praca bola podporena Agentirov na podporu vyskumu a vyvoja ¢islo APVV-20-038205.

Abstrakt:

Vacsina vyskumov zameranych na vztah adolescent - rodi¢ sledovala tieto vztahy z pohladu adolescenta (napr. frekventovane pouzivana
metodika ADOR — Adolescent o rodi¢och). Mnohé zahrani¢né Studie vSak ukazuju, Ze pohlad dietata sa mdZe od pohladu rodic¢a liSit. Cielom
nasho prispevku je priniest informéacie o vnimani rodinnych procesov rodi¢mi a ich detmi aich pripadnych rozdieloch na Slovensku. Intenzitu
alebo kvalitu Siestich rodinnych procesov (blizkost, komunikacia, opora, monitoring, konflikt, odsthlasenie priatefov) hodnoatili stredoskolaci (N=60,
priemerny vek 16,9) a ich rodi¢ia rovnakého pohlavia (N=60) pomocou dotaznika The Adolescent Family Process Measure (Vazsonyi a kol., 2003).
V sulade s naSimi o¢akavaniami sme zistili rozdiely vo vnimani niektorych rodinnych procesov medzi adolescentmi a ich rodiémi. Diev¢ata uvadzali
signifikantne viac konfliktov s matkou ako ich matky. Naopak, adolescenti uvadzali menSiu mieru monitoringu a odsuhlasovania priatefov ako ich
rodicia.
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Abstract:

The majority of researches studying parent-adolescent relationships were oriented on adolescents’ views of the situation (e.g. very
frequently used questionnaire ADOR — based on CRPBI questionnaire). However, many studies showed different perception of the relationships
from parental and adolescents’ points of view. The aim of this presentation is to describe the perception of several family processes by parents and
their adolescent children in Slovakia. The intensity or quality of six family processes (hamely closeness, communication, support, monitoring,
conflict, peer approval) assessed secondary school students (N = 60, mean age 16.9) and their parents of the same sex (N=60). We used The
Adolescent Family Process Measure (Vazsonyi a kol., 2003). In line with our expectations we found differences in the perception of some of the
processes between adolescents and their parents. Girls reported significantly more conflicts with their mothers than their mothers did. On the other
side, adolescents reported less monitoring and peer approval than their parents did.
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Uvod

Napriek vzrastajucemu zaujmu adolescenta o rovesnicke skupiny, rodina nepochybne stale patri medzi zadkladné
socializa¢né jednotky Cloveka v tomto obdobi. Vztah rodi€ov a ich deti v obdobi adolescencie je laickou verejnostou
vnimany zvacSa ako problémovy, piny hadok a konfliktov. Vyskumy v poslednom desatroci vSak ukazuja, Ze vztah plny
konfliktov je skér prejavom patolégie ako normy (Steinberg, 2001). J. Smetanova (2011) povaZuje adolescenciu za
obdobie zmeny vztahov rodi¢ — dieta, ktoré vSak nemusi byt nevyhnutne problémovym. V harmonickom rodinnom
prostredi m6ze byt konflikt pozitivhou sucastou procesu individuacie, zatial ¢o v problémovych rodinach méze konflikt
prispievat k eSte vaznejSim problémom (Steinberg, Silk, 2002).

Ako hovori Judith Smetanova, k najskimanejSim témam obdobia adolescencie stale patri povaha a kvalita
vztahov adolescentov s rodiémi (Smetana, 2006). Nie je prekvapujuce, Ze rodi€ia a ich deti maju na vzajomné vztahy
rozdielnepohlady.Napriektomu,vaésinavyskumov k tejto problematike bolo realizovanych z pohladu adolescenta.

Rozdielom vo vnimani réznych rodinnych procesov a vztahov medzi rodi¢mi a ich detmi sa venovalo niekolko
zaujimavych Stadii. Vo vSeobecnosti méZzeme povedat, Ze zhoda medzi pohfadom zo strany rodi¢a a zo strany dietata
je relativne nizka (Jessop, 1981; Krohn et al. 1992; Mc Elhaney et al., 2008).

Velmi zaujimavy a rozsiahly vyskum realizovali Pelton a Forehand (2001; Pelton et al., 2001). V ramci Studie
realizovanej medzi 11 az 15 ronymi adolescentmi a ich matkami, v ktorej sledovali kvalitu ich vzajomného vztahu, zistili
len miernu korelaciu medzi informéciami uvadzanymi adolescentmi a tymi, ktoré uvadzali ich matky. ESte menSia bola
tato korelacia v pripade rozvedenych rodin v porovnani s Gplnymi rodinami. Autori toto zistenie vysvetfuju tendenciou
rodi¢ov a ich adolescentnych deti vnimat ich vzdjomny vztah rozdielne najma v stresujucich situaciach (akou rozvod
nepochybne je). Méze to byt spdsobené napriklad znizenou schopnostou ako matiek tak i adolescentov byt v
stresujucich situaciach k vzdjomnému vztahu vnimavy. K velmi podobnych vysledkom dospeli eSte o par rokov skor
Tein a kolektiv (1994). V ich vyskume, v rodinach s mensim poc¢tom rizikovych faktorov boli informacie od matiek a ich
deti omnoho podobnejSie ako to bolo v pripade rizikovych rodin. Autori tvrdia, Ze deti vyrastajice vo vysoko rizikovych
rodindch mdZu spravanie rodi€¢ov vnimat skreslene. Mozné takisto je, Ze so vzrastajucim po¢tom rodinnych stresorov, sa
rodiCia a adolescenti stdvaju menej pozornymi k ich vztahu a zaroven su si menej vedomi spdsobu akym spolu
interaguju.

Pouzitim projektivnej metodiky Family System Test (klinicky pouzZivand metodika sledujaca rodinna kohéziu a
hierarchiu, v ktorej klient umiestfiuje na plochu figurky reprezentujuce &lenov rodiny)zistil Gehring a kolektiv (1994), ze
deti (neklinicky subor) vnimaju svoju rodinu ako menej harmonickd v porovnani s ich matkami a otcami. Pohlad otcov ha
rodinnu situaciu bol najoptimistickejSi. Podla autorov bola dévodom zriedkavejSia angazovanost otcov v kazdodennych
malych konfliktov a preto i idealistickejSi pohlad na rodinu nez mali ich manzZelky a deti (Gehring a kol., 1994). Podobne i
v praci Paulsona a Sputa (1996) adolescenti vnimali matku i otca ako menej angaZzovanych vo vychove (napr. Skolské
vysledky) i menej vyZadujdcich si v porovnani s tym ako sa vnimali samotni rodicia.

ESte mensi suhlas medzi informaciami ziskavanymi od rodiCov a ich adolescentnych deti bol zisteny v 270
rodindch v USA v suvislosti s rodi€ovskym monitoringom (Cottrell a kol., 2003). Autori nezistili Ziadny vztah medzi
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odpovedami rodi¢ov a adolescentov. Okolo 75% rodi€ov uvadzalo, Ze vzdy vedia kde sa ich deti nachadzaju po Skole, v
noci a podobne, zatial' ¢o to isté tvrdilo len okolo 58% adolescentov.

Kuriézny nesulad medzi rodi¢mi a detmi uvaddza Helen Sweeting (2001). V autorkinom vyskume 6% parov
adolescent-rodi¢ uviedlo rozdielny po€et 0s6b Zijacich v jednej domacnosti. Sweeting to vysvetluje pritomnostou nejakej
osoby, ktort adolescent vnima ako ¢lena doméacnosti zatial ¢o rodi¢ ho opomenul.

Seiffge-Krenke (1999) sledovala slvis veku dietata s tymto nerovnakym pohfadom na rodinnu situéciu. Vysledky
jej longitudindlneho vyskumu poukazuju na klesajuci nesulad vo vnimani rodinnej kohézie, opory a expresivite s
rastucim vekom adolescenta (od 14 do 18 rokov).

V naSich podmienkach sme sa s podobnym vyskumom stretli len v ramci diplomovej prace P. lkhardta (2005).
Autor pouzil dotazniky Skala rodinného prostredia autorov HargaSovej a Kollarika (1986) a ADOR (Matéjéek, Rigan,
1983). Zaujimavym bolo zistenie, Ze pohlady adolescentov a rodi€ov sa liSia len v dimenzii orientacia na vztahy, zatial
€o v dimenzidch osobnostny rast a udrziavanie rodinného systému neboli zistené signifikantné rozdiely. Adolescentom
sa, podla autora, javia vztahy medzi ¢lenmi rodiny menej sudrzné, menej expresivne a konfliktnejSie. Pri pouZiti
dotaznika ADOR sa vyznamné rozdiely prejavili len v dimenzii direktivity, kde sa otcovia ako i matky vnimali ako
direktivnejSi v porovnani s pohladom adolescentov.

V naSom prispevku budeme sledovat rozdiely vo vnimani Siestich rodinnych procesov (blizkost, komunikacia,
opora, konflikt, monitoring a suhlas s priatelmi) tak ako ich definovali Vazsonyi a kol. (2003).

Vyskumny subor

Vyskum bol realizovany vo februari 2010. Vyskumny subor tvorilo 120 respondentov. Polovicu respondentov
tvorili diev€ata (N=30) a ich matky, druhd polovicu chlapci (N=30) a ich otcovia. Zber Udajov od adolescentov prebiehal
na vyuéovacej hodine, rodi¢ia vypifali dotazniky doma. Vek Studentov sa pohyboval v rozpati od 15 do 19 rokov
(priemer 16,8; SD 0,9), vek rodi¢ov bol od 29 do 60 rokov (priemer 44,3; SD 5,1). Pocet ¢lenov domacnosti sa
pohyboval od 3 do 11 (modus 4 ¢lenovia), 42,5 % rodiCov malo ukon&ené stredoSkolské vzdelanie s maturitou a 22%
vysokoSkolské vzdelanie.

Metodika

Dotaznik Rodinnych Procesov

Napriek tomu, Ze na slovenskl populaciu je adaptovanych niekolko dotaznikov zameranych na adolescentov a
ich rodiCov, pre ucely nasho vyskumu sme si zvolili zahrani¢ny dotaznik The Adolescent Family Process measure (AFP,
Dotaznik Rodinnych procesov adolescenta). Tato metodika bola zvolena pre svoj kratky rozsah ale zaroven bohaty
obsah — sleduje 6 ré6znych dimenzii rodinnych procesov.

Metodika AFP, zloZena zo Siestich subskal, bola vytvorena Vazsonyim a kol. (2003) . Autori vyvinuli metodiku na
zéklade predchadzajucich vyskumov Steinberga a Silka (2002), ktori vo svojej praci identifikovali tri rozdielne oblasti
rodi¢ovstva: harmonia (teda emocionalny vztah medzi rodiémi a adolescentami), autondmia (aktivity, ktoré povzbudzuji
rovnovdhu medzi rastom a nezavislostou a su€astne uréuju mladym hranice) a konfliktovost (bezna tenzia medzi
rodi€mi a adolescentmi). Dotaznik Rodinnych procesov obsahuje teda Sest subSkal (dimenzii), ktoré reflektuju
spominané oblasti: blizkost, komunikacia (oblast harmonie), opora, monitoring a suhlas s priate/mi (oblast autonémie) a
konflikt (oblast’ konfliktov).

Dotaznik obsahuje 25 poloziek (napr. Je na mia pysny, ked skon&im nie€o, na ¢om som tvrdo pracoval. Ako
Casto sa spolu rozpravate o tvojich pracovnych a Studijnych planoch v budicnosti?). Respondenti odpovedali na otazky
pomocou 5 bodovej Likertovej Skaly. Na prvé tri subSkaly boli moznosti odpovedi od 1- v6bec nesuhlasim po 5 — Uplne
suhlasim, na dalSie tri odpovede od 1- nikdy po 5 — velmi €asto. V piatich subSkalach vysSie skére indikuje lepsi rodinny
proces, v pripade konfliktovosti vysSie skore znamena viac konfliktov.

Subor otazok zadany diev€atam sa tykal matky, subor otazok pre chlapcov otca. Dotaznik pre rodi€ov bol mierne
upraveny tak, aby otazky v fiom vyjadrovali postoj, pripadne reakciu rodi¢a k dietatu rovnakého pohlavia.

Analyzy

Udaje boli spracované pomocou Statistického programu SPSS 16.0. Rozdiely v odpovediach medzi adolescentmi
a ich rodiémi sme analyzovali pomocou parového t-testu osobitne pre dyady matka — dcéra a otec — syn.
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Vysledky

Priemerné skére jednotlivych rodinnych procesov pre matky, dcéry, otcov a synov ako i rozdiely medzi nimi su
uvedené v Tabulke 1. Zo Siestich sledovanych procesov sme zistili signifikantné rozdiely medzi adolescentmi a ich
rodiémi rovnakého pohlavia v troch procesoch: monitoring, konflikt a sthlas s priatelmi. Matky i otcovia sa domnievali, Ze
monitoruju spravanie svojich deti viac ako to hodnotili ich dcéry a synovia (p<0,05 pre dyadu dcéra — matka, p<0,01 pre
dyadu syn — otec). V dalSich dvoch procesoch sme Statisticky vyznamné rozdiely zistili len pre dyadu dcéra — matka.
Dcéry udavali ¢astejSiu pritomnost’ konfliktov ako ich matky, zaroven sa domnievali, Ze matky menej ¢asto schvaluju ich
priatefov ako to tvrdili matky.

Tab. 1: Rodinné procesy z pohladu adolescenta a rodica.

Rodinny proces (min-max) priemer SD t-test p

Blizkost (6-30) dcéra 24,1 3,4
matka 24,0 2,4 0,15 ,884

syn 22,1 3,5
otec 23,0 2,8 -1,79 ,085

Opora (4-20) dcéra 14,6 3,2
matka 14,2 3,1 0,77 ,463

syn 13,7 3,5
otec 13,0 2,7 1,00 324

Monitoring (4-20) dcéra 15,1 2,4
matka 16,0 1,3 -2,21 ,035

syn 13,6 3,0
otec 15,0 2,4 -3,19 ,003

Komunikacia (5-25) dcéra 17,6 3,8
matka 17,2 2,0 0,60 ,551

syn 14,7 3,4
otec 15,7 2,6 -1,79 ,084

Konflikt (3-15) dcéra 10,7 2,1
matka 9,4 15 3,47 ,002

syn 10,7 2,6
otec 10,2 1,9 1,07 ,293

Sudhlas (3-15) dcéra 9,4 2,6
matka 10,4 1,7 -2,75 ,010

syn 9,4 2,4
otec 9,9 2,0 -1,28 211

Diskusia

V sulade s naSimi o€akavaniami, adolescenti a rodi¢ia sa nezhodnu v pohlade na v3etky sledované rodinné
procesy. Rozdiely sme zaznamenali v oblasti monitoringu, schvalovania priatelov a vo frekvencii konfliktov.

Tak chlapci ako i diev€até si myslia, Ze rodi¢ia monitoruju ich aktivity do mensej miery ako to vidia ich rodicia.
V poslednych rokoch sa v odbornej verejnosti objavila diskusia o tom, ¢o vlastne monitoring znamena. DIha dobu bol
monitoring chapany ako ,Subor aktivit rodi¢a, ktoré zahffiaju pozornost (zaujem) a sledovanie miesta pobytu a aktivit
dietata.” (Dishion a McMahon, 1998, str. 61). Svédski autori Kerr a Stattin (2000) v3ak tvrdia, Zze rodi¢ovsky monitoring,
tak ako bol doteraz skimany, zahffia dva aspekty. Prvym je aktivita rodi€a — do akej miery rodi¢ od adolescenta Ziada
(parental solicitation) informacie o tom kde, ako a s kym travi ¢as. Druhym aspektom je vSak aktivita adolescenta — do
akej miery on rodi¢om o svojich aktivitach rozprava (child disclosure). V dalSej stadii spominanych autorov (Stattin, Kerr,
2000) bola prave aktivita adolescenta najsilnejSim prediktorom rodi€ovského monitoringu (tak ako bol vo vSeobecnosti
chapany). Ak by sme vnimali monitoring ako aktivitu adolescenta, nase vysledky by neboli ni¢im prekvapivym — rodicia
by sa domnievali, Zze vedia o aktivitich adolescenta viac ako im adolescent v skuto€nosti povie. V nami pouzitom
dotazniku sa vSak 3 z piatich poloZiek jednoznaéne sustreduju na aktivitu rodi¢a (chce vediet kde...), dve polozky sa
pytaja na to, €i rodi€ vie (toto vedenie mbzZe byt z Casti vdaka aktivite adolescenta, z Casti aktivite rodica). Preto je nase
Zistenie do istej miery prekvapujuce. Maju rodiCia pocit, Ze sa zaujimaju o aktivity svojho dietata viac ako to vidia ich
deti? Nechcu ich prili§ obmedzovat, sledovat, vypytovat sa ich?

Téme konfliktov medzi adolescentmi a ich rodi€mi bola venovana znacna pozornost. V naSom vyskume matky
udavali menej Casté konflikty so svojimi dcérami ako uvadzali ich dcéry. Rozdiely medzi otcami a synmi sme
nezaznamenali. Vo vSeobecnosti su konflikty medzi matkou a adolescentom (obzvlast matkou a dcérou) intenzivnejSie
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a CastejSie ako medzi otcom a adolescentom (Fang a kol., 2003; Steinberg, Silk, 2002). NaSe vysledky ukazuju, Ze
diev€ata ich vnimaju este frekventovanejSie ako matky.

Dévodom pre isty nesulad vo vnimani rodinnych procesov méze byt fakt, Ze hoci rodicia i ich deti hovoria o
rovnakom vztahu (situéacii a podobne), v skuto€nosti na nich pdsobi rozdielne socialne prostredie, zaZivaju rézne
stresory a zaroven sa liSia ich o¢akavania (Pelton & Forehand, 2001).

Optimistickym zistenim iste je, Ze nesulad medzi rodi€émi a detmi sa ukazal len v procesoch, ktoré mézeme
povazovat za typicky konfliktné v obdobi adolescencie — a to kontrola rodiov, €o ich dieta robi vo svojom volnom ¢ase
a mimo domova, akceptovanie alebo neakceptovanie ich priatelov a partnerov a frekvencia beznych hadok a konfliktov.
V procesoch, ktoré reprezentuju skdr mieru harménie vo vztahu adolescent — rodi¢ (blizkost, opora zo strany rodi¢a a
frekvencia komunikécie), sme zistili zhodu. Tieto vysledky podporuju uz v Uvode spominany postoj J. Smetanovej
(2011), Ze adolescencia za normélnych okolnosti nie je obdobim naruSenia vztahu dieta — rodic.

Ako uZ bolo spomenuté, vacSina vyskumov sledujucich problematiku vztahu adolescentov s rodiCmi je
realizovana z pohladu adolescenta. Vzhladom na rozdiely, ktoré boli v tejto oblasti zistené, sa objavuje otazka: Cia
Jrealita* viac suvisi s réznymi oblastami Zivota adolescenta? Cie informacie o rodinnej situécii su teda pre vyskum
vhodnejSie? Peltonova a Forehand (2001) sledovali rozdiely vo frekvencii konfliktov medzi matkami a adolescentnymi
detmi aich vplyv na depresivne symptédmy a problémové spravanie adolescentov. Zistili, Ze to ako vnimaju konflikty
matky nema Ziadny vplyv na depresivne symptomy a problémové spravanie adolescentov, zatial ¢o vnimanie konfliktov
adolescentmi tento vplyv ma. Aj Vazsonyi a kolektiv (2003) povaZuju sebahodnotenie adolescentov za zmyslupliny
prispevok k porozumeniu rodinnej situécii.
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In recent years, research shows that parenting practices tend to naturally co-occur. In order to
identify such parenting styles, a person oriented approach is often used in parenting research
(Lippold et al., 2014; Soenens, & Vansteenkiste, 2010; Yan, & Ansari, 2016). A person-
oriented approach can bring a new insight into the process of parenting and its association with
various outcomes in adolescence.

In the present study we focused on two aspects of parenting: parental behavioural
control and parental knowledge. These aspects tend to be correlated (behavioural control is one
of the sources of parental knowledge, e.g. Stattin, & Kerr, 2000). However, this is not
necessarily true for all adolescents what the person-oriented approach might help to reveal.
When parental control is intensive, some adolescents may feel over-controlled (Kakihara, &
Tilton-Weaver 2009; Kakihara et al., 2010) and as a result may become more secretive about
their whereabouts and activities and decrease parental knowledge. Yet, other adolescents may
keep their parents informed about their whereabouts even without any active parental
behavioural control (Stattin, & Kerr, 2000). Thus, in this study we have used the person oriented
approach to identify subgroups of adolescents based on the different levels of perceived parental
behaviour control and perceived parental knowledge. Further, previous research has linked
these aspects of parenting primarily with externalizing behaviour (Branstetter, & Furman 2013;
Kiesner et al., 2010; Kapetanovic et al., 2017). Few studies, however, have paid attention to its
association with the positive aspects of adolescents’ development. Therefore, in this study we
focused on self-esteem and self-efficacy as important aspects of adolescents’ positive

development.
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This study aimed to answer three main research questions. (1) What combinations of
perceived parental behavioural control and knowledge do early adolescents demonstrate? (2)
Are certain combinations associated with adolescents’ gender and other characteristics of the
parent-adolescent relationship that illustrate the overall emotional climate? (3) Can these
combinations of perceived parental control and knowledge predict the level of adolescents’ self-
esteem and self-efficacy one year later?

Data were collected using questionnaires within two waves. The study sample
comprised of 845 early adolescents (43% males; baseline mean age 11.52). Cluster analyses
identified three subgroups based on adolescents’ perceived parental behavioural control and
knowledge: controlling parents (high levels of both parental control and knowledge; 31.5% of
the sample), not controlling parents (below average level of control but above average level of
knowledge, 54.3%), and uninvolved parents (low levels of both control and knowledge, 12.8%).
Those with controlling parents reported the most positive parent-adolescent relationship.
Secondly, cluster membership was associated with positive self-esteem and self-efficacy in the
follow-up when controlling for levels at the baseline in the sense that adolescents with
uninvolved parents reported lower levels of self-esteem and self-efficacy than adolescents from

the other clusters.

Results of this study also suggest, that although parental behavioural control may be
interpreted as intrusive for adolescents’ need of autonomy and thus decrease their self-esteem
and self-efficacy (as reported in previous studies), when it is introduced together with high

parental knowledge, it may bring positive outcomes.

Author’s contribution: 70%
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Studies 9 and 10

Bacikova, M. (2019). Psycholégia rodi¢ovskej kontroly v dospievani. (The psychology of

parental control in adolescence). Safarik Press, KoSice.

One of an important factors of socialization in family is parental control. Parental control is
parenting behaviour toward a child that aims to shape adolescent behaviour in desired way — to
promote desired behaviour and to avoid undesirable behaviour. The way how parents assert the
control is crucial in terms of adolescent willingness to behave in line with parental expectations.
Recent 20 year of research showed that parental control is a broad construct that needs to be
clearly defined and positive forms of parental control need to be distinguished from its negative

forms.

The study of parental control in adolescence is the topic of authors’ research monograph.
Within this habilitation thesis two studies from the monograph are included. The first study is
oriented on basic associations of parental control with many other variables. The second study

uses a person-oriented approach to study the role of parental control in parenting styles.
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Study 9

A study called ,,Parental control in the context of family processes, rules, risk behaviour
and self-esteem of adolescents* is oriented on three forms of parental control. One of them is
considered as positive form — behavioural control (operationalized as parental monitoring). The
other two are considered as negative forms of parental control - psychological control and
punishment. In the study, both adolescents and parental perceptions of parental control are

included.

The main aim of the study was to study parental control in Slovak context; to study
gender differences in parental control and the relationship between control and other variables.
Several family processes (representing both positive and negative processes), the clarity of
perceived rules, the quality of internalization of rules, oppositional defiance, adolescent self-
esteem (as psychological aspect of development) and adolescent risk behaviour (as behavioural
aspect) were included in the study. The analyses were conducted among 580 early adolescents
(12.5 years, 51% boys) with respect to gender of both parents and adolescents. Overall, the
results show positive role of behavioural control in all studied aspect and negative role of
psychological control and punishment. Behavioural control increases the probability of
perceiving rules as clear, the quality of internalization and decreases oppositional defiance,
while psychological control is associated inversely. With regard to psychological and
behavioural outcomes, behavioural control is associated with increased self-esteem and
decreased probability of risk behaviour. Psychological control and punishment is associated

only with decreased self-esteem, but no association with risk behaviour has been found.

The results are in overall in line with previous studies, however the role of behavioural
control seems to differ in our study. Behavioural control consistently seems to be a positive
factor in adolescent development in our studies what contradicts several previous results from

other countries. The possibility of cultural specifics of Slovakia are discussed.

Author’s contribution: 100%
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8. Rodicovska kontrola u slovenskych
dospievajacich

V teoretickej casti monografie sme vymedzili zakladné pojmy stvisiace
s problematikou rodic¢ovskej kontroly. Predstavili sme jej rozne formy
a okolnosti, za ktorych maé uplatiiovanie kontroly pozitivne behavio-
ralne a psychologické dosledky. V empirickej ¢asti monografie sa poku-
sime podat ucelenejsi obraz o rodi¢ovskej kontrole a jej réznych for-
mach akoich percipuji slovenski dospievajuci aich rodiéia.
Zameriame sa pri tom na tri formy rodicovskej kontroly: na monito-
ring - ako formu kontroly, ktora je povaZovana za pozitivhu v zmysle
jej désledkov pre dospievajiceho a na psychologickt kontrolu a tresta-
nie, ktorych dosledky su zvycajne negativneho charakteru. Problema-
tiku rodicovskej kontroly uchopime v réznych kontextoch, pricom
pouzijeme tdaje ziskané od dospievajuicich vo veku skorej adolescencie
aich matiek a/alebo otcov. V neposlednom rade savanalyzach
zameriame na efekt rodiovskej kontroly vo vztahu k rizikovému
spravaniu (ako jednému z vyznamnych ukazovatelov behavioralnych
dosledkov kontroly) a tirovni sebatcty dospievajicich (psychologicky
dosledok).

Teoretické poznatky, uvedené v predchadzajacich ¢astiach monografie,
vychadzajt zo stadii zameranych na rozne fazy dospievania zahriujiace
obdobie od nastupu puberty (priblizne v 12 roku zivota) az po koniec
adolescencie (zvycajne medzi 18-20 rokom Zivota). V nasledujicej
empirickej Casti sa vS§ak zameriame len na obdobie skorej adolescencie
a problematiku rodi¢ovskej kontroly budeme analyzovat na vekovo
homogénnej vzorke dospievajicich (priemerny vek 12,5). Obdobie
skorej adolescencie jezhladiska skamania rodi¢ovskej kontroly
kli¢ovym, pretoze prave vtomto obdobi dochidza k vyznamnému
nestuladu medzi potrebou autonémie dospievajiceho a prevzatia
zodpovednosti za svoje konanie atendenciou rodi¢a pokracovat
vriadeni, kontrolovani a monitorovani dietata (Ecclesetal., 1993).
Tento nestlad moze viest k zvySenej konfliktovosti vo vztahu dospieva-
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jaci-rodi¢ a naslednym negativhym behavioralnym c¢i psychologickym
dosledkom. Pochopenie procesu fungovania rodic¢ovskej kontroly
vtomto obdobi mo6ze napomoct jej efektivnemu vyuZzivaniu s cielom
predist neziaducim désledkom nevhodne vyuzivanej kontroly.

Analyzy buda prezentované v troch samostatnych stadiach. (1) V prvej
§tadii sa zameriame na jednotlivé formy kontroly v kontexte d’alSich
rodinnych procesov, percipovania a internalizacie pravidiel a overime
vztah vSetkych troch foriem kontroly k rizikovému spravaniu a seba-
dcte dospievajucich. (2) V druhej stadii vyuZijeme na osobu oriento-
vany pristup, ktory umozni na zaklade prirodzene sa vyskytujicich
kombinacii pouzitych foriem rodi¢ovskej kontroly a trovne
emocionalneho vztahu adolescent-rodi¢ identifikovat rdzne vychovné
$tyly matiek a otcov. (3) V tretej Stadii sa zameriame na tidaje ziskané
od dospievajtcich, ich matiek a otcov, a budeme analyzovat diskre-
pancie v percipovani kontroly a ich savis s dalsimi premennymi.

8.1 Stadia 1. Rodi¢ovska kontrola v kontexte
rodinnych procesov, pravidiel, rizikového
spravania a sebatcty dospievajucich

8.1.1 Teoretické vychodiska

Cielom vychovného pdsobenia rodi¢a na dospievajiceho je podporit
jeho optimalny vyvin v stlade so spolocenskymi normami a pravidlami
iindividudlnymi hodnotami rodi¢ov, ktorého konecnym cielom
by malo byt dosiahnutie vlastnej sebareguldcie spravania mladého
cloveka. Jednym z najvyznamnejsich prostriedkov socializacie, ktory
maja rodic¢ia k dispozicii, je kontrola. Vyskum naznacuje pozitivny
savis adekvatne uplatnovanej kontroly s mnohymi oblastami
socializacie (Bacikova-Sleskova, 2009; Caroll et al., 2016; Fosco et al.,
2012). Abybolo mozné hovoritf o adekvatne uplatiiovanej kontrole,
je nevyhnutné rozliSovat medzi jej dvoma zakladnymi forma-
mi - behavioralnou a psychologickou kontrolou a désledne ich opera-
cionalizovat. Behaviordlna kontrola je charakterizovani aktivnym
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spravanim rodica v podobe supervizie, stanovovania pravidiel
a obmedzeni, ¢i sledovania spravania dietata vo volnom céase (Barber,
Olsen, Shagle, 1994; Criss et al., 2015). Psychologicka kontrola naopak
zahfnia konanie rodi¢a prejavujuice saznevazovanim diefata,
manipulaciou, ¢i vyvolavanim pocitov viny (Barber et al., 2012).

Obdobie dospievania je spajané so zvysenou tendenciou k rizikovému
spravaniu, najméi v podobe experimentovania s fajéenim a alkoholom,
preto jerodicovskd kontrola casto upriamend tymto smerom.
Primerana behavioralna kontrola (v podobe stanovovania pravidiel
a monitoringu) sa javi byt protektivnou v zmysle prevencie rizikového
spravania dospievajacich (Abar et al., 2014). Naopak nadmern4,
nevhodna behavioralna kontrola, ¢i psychologicka kontrola efektivne
nie sd, pripadne pravdepodobnost rizikového spravania este zvySuju
(Donovan, Brassard, 2011). Cielom rodi¢ovskej kontroly vSak nie je len
dosiahnut Ziaduce spravanie, pripadne zabranit neziaducemu sprava-
niu, ale zdrovenl podporit optimalny psychicky vyvin dospievajacich.
Jednou z psychologickych charakteristik, ktoré sa v kontexte vyskumu
rodicovskej kontroly javia ako kIi¢ové, je sebaticta dospievajiceho.
Sebatcta je definovana ako ,pozitivny alebo negativny postoj jedno-
tlivca k sebe ako celku“ (Rosenberg et al., 1995, p. 141) a je povazovana
za vyznamny komponent dusSevného zdravia. VysSia sebatcta stvisi
s mnohymi pozitivnymi aspektami vyvinu v podobe spokojnosti
so zivotom, duSevnym zdravim, pozitivnymi medziludskymi vztahmi,
¢i Skolskou a pracovnou tuspesnostou. Adolescencia je povazZovana
za kritické obdobie formovania sebaticty (Rosenberg et al., 1995),
pricom sa zda, Ze na jej zaciatku dochadza k poklesu celkovej drovne
sebaticty spdsobenému pravdepodobne pubertalnymi zmenami
a emocionilnou nerovnovahou, ktora ich sprevadza (Robins et al.,
2002). Vyvin sebatcty v dospievani zavisi od mnohych individualnych
a socialnych faktorov. Jednym z najvyznamnejsich socialnych faktorov
jerodicovska vychova. Vo vSeobecnosti, vychova charakterizovana
vrelostou, emociondlnym putom a prejavovanym zaujmom rodicov
vyznamne prispieva k optimalnemu vyvinu dospievajiceho a vysSej
sebatcte (Chen, Gully, Eden, 2004; Mann et al., 2004; Milevsky et al.,

74



Psycholégia rodicovskej kontroly v dospievani

2007). Vyskumy zamerané $pecificky na rodi¢ovskt kontrolu ukazuja
rozporuplné vysledky. Informovanost rodi¢ov o vol'nocasovych aktivi-
tach dietata bola vo viacerych stiididch asociovana s vysSou sebatctou
dospievajucich (napr. Bean etal., 2003; Parker, Benson, 2004).
Naopak, behavioralna kontrola so sebatictou dospievajicich v predcha-
dzajucich §tadiach bud nesuvisela, alebo, ak bola jej intenzita nadmer-
na, suvisela negativne (Kerr, Stattin, 2000; Kakihara et al., 2010).
Stadia realizovana na vzorke dospievajtcich na Slovensku poukazala
na moznost, ze rodi¢ovska kontrola, pokial sa objavuje spolu s dosta-
tonou informovanostou rodic¢ov, je vyznamnym prediktorom vysSej
sebaticty orok neskor (Bacikova-Sleskova, Benka, Orosova, v tlaci).
Psychologicka kontrola byva zvycajne konzistentne asociovana s niz$ou
sebatctou dospievajacich (Bean et al., 2003; Boudreault-
-Bouchard et al., 2013). Pomerne nekonzistentné vysledky suavisiace
s behavioralnou kontrolou a sebatctou si vyZaduji d’alSie skimanie.

Jednym z dolezitych faktorov, ktoré suvisia s tym, ¢isa dospievajici
budt spravat v stilade s o¢akavaniami rodica je jasnost pravidiel, ktoré
rodi¢ia stanovujui a jasnost a primeranost dosledkov v pripade ich
neuposldchnutia. Deti maji tendenciu pravidla rodi¢a hodnotit,
interpretovat a zaroven sarozhoduji, ¢isabuda spravat v sialade
s nimi (Parkin, Kuczynski, 2012). Pokial st pravidla stanovené jasne,
ich reSpektovanie bude pravdepodobne castejSie. Nie je ndm vSak
znamy vyskum, ktory by identifikoval, ako jednotlivé formy kontroly
stvisia s percepciou stanovenych pravidiel ako jasnych.

Dal$im z vyznamnych faktorov dodrZiavania pravidiel aj bez priamej
kontroly rodicov je kvalita ich internalizicie (Soenens, Vansteenkiste,
Sierens, 2009; Van Petegem etal., 2017a), teda miera do akej
dospievajici pravidlu rozumie a plne uznava jeho dolezitost. V kontex-
te Tedrie seba-determinacie (Ryan, Deci, 2000) je za najvyssiu kvalitu
internalizacie povazované identifikovanie sa s pravidlom. Identifiko-
vanie sa spravidlom nie jenevyhnutne sprevadzané spravanim
savsulade stymto pravidlom, avSak vyznamne zvySuje pravdepo-
dobnost takéhoto spravania. V predkladanej monografii budeme
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sledovat, ako jednotlivé formy rodi¢ovskej kontroly na zaciatku dospie-
vania prispievajt ku kvalite zvntitoriiovania pravidiel.

Predchadzajiuce Stadie naznacuji existenciu rodovych rozdielov
v uplatniovani rodicovskej kontroly, ako i rozdielny efekt kontroly mat-
ky aotca nardzne aspekty vyvinu. Pomerne konzistentné st zistenia
tykajtce sa rodu rodicov. Matky vo vSeobecnosti vyuzivaji rozne formy
kontroly castejSie ako otcovia (Dwairi, Achouri, 2009; Shek, 2008;
Barber, Harmon, 2002). Zda sa, Ze primerana kontrola zo strany
matky je efektivnejsia ako kontrola otca, naopak, neprimerana kontro-
la otca méa vacsi negativny dosledok pre dospievajiceho ako nepri-
merani kontrola matky (Keijsers et al., 2010; Soenens et al., 2006;
Verhoeven et al., 2012). V stvislosti s rodom dospievajucich st vysled-
ky menej konzistentné, naznacujtce, Ze dievéata percipujui kontrolu
rodicov ako intenzivnejS$iu v porovnani schlapcami (McKinney,
Brown, Malkin, 2018; Willoughby, Hamza, 2011).

Cielom prvej prezentovanej $tadie je popisaf rézne formy rodi¢ovskej
kontroly v stavislosti s rodom a v kontexte roznych premennych. Stadia
ma niekolko ¢iastkovych cielov: (1) skimat rozdiely v percipovani
rodi¢ovskej kontroly vzhladom na rod adolescenta a rodiéa; (2) analy-
zovat, ako jednotlivé formy kontroly stivisia s vnimanim jasnosti stano-
venych pravidiel, mierou internalizacie pravidiel a uposlachnutim
pravidiel; (3) analyzovat, ako jednotlivé formy kontroly savisia s d’al-
§imi rodinnymi procesmi (konflikt, antagonizmus, vrelost a spokojnost
so vztahom); (4) analyzovat, ako jednotlivé formy kontroly stvisia
s rizikovym spravanim a sebatictou dospievajicich a nakolko formy
kontroly vo svojom efekte interaguj.

8.1.2 Vyskumny subor

Zber dajov bol realizovany pomocou dotaznikov medzi ziakmi sied-
mich roénikov zakladnych $kdl na Slovensku a ich rodi¢mi v septem-
bri/oktébri 2017. Do zberu bolo prostrednictvom stratifikovaného
prilezitostného vyberu zaradenych 12 $kél v ramci celého Slovenska.
S cielom dosiahnut ¢o najreprezentativnejsi vyskumny stbor bol
kladeny doraz na zastipenie $kol z roznych krajov az obci roznych
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velkosti. V kazdej Skole sa vyskumu zaGcastnili Ziaci vSetkych tried sied-
meho roénika. Dotazniky Ziaci vypiiiali po¢as dvoch vyuéovacich hodin
za pritomnosti zaskoleného ¢lena vyskumného timu, bez pritomnosti
ucitela. Kazdy Ziak po vyplneni dotaznika dostal dve (pripadne jednu)
obalky s dotaznikmi uréenymi pre oboch rodicov. Rodicia ziakov boli
poziadani o vyplnenie priloZenych papierovych foriem dotaznika,
vpripade ich preferencie im bola pondknutd moZnost on-line
dotaznika. Ziaci, Zijaci s inym ako vlastnym rodi¢om, boli instruovan,
aby dotaznik odovzdali tomu, s kym travia viac ¢asu. Dotazniky boli
nésledne v zalepenej obalke dorucené spat do Skoly uditelovi
zodpovednému za zber tidajov. Vypitianie dotaznikov bolo anonymné.
Dotazniky pre ziakov irodicov obsahovali polozky, ktoré umoznili
vytvorit identifikacny koéd (napr. prvé pismeno tvojho mena/prvé
pismeno mena Vasho diefafa; tvoj datum narodenia/datum narodenia
Véasho diefata), nazéklade ktorého boli nasledne odpovede deti
a rodicov sparované.

Finalny vyskumny stbor tvorilo 580 dospievajicich (priemerny vek
12,51; SD =0,59; 51,1% chlapcov; 75,3% Zije soboma vlastnymi
rodi¢mi), 217 matiek (priemerny vek 40,5; SD =4,64) a 150 otcov
(priemerny vek 42,71; SD = 5,33); pricom rodi¢ovskych parov jedného
dietata bolo 113.

Pre overenie reprezentativnosti vyskumného siboru rodicov sme
porovnali tidaje ziskane od dospievajtcich v savislosti so zdkladnymi
demografickymi charakteristikami a sledovanymi rodinnymi procesmi
medzi ziakmi, ktorych rodi¢ia sa vyskumu zacéastnili a tymi, ktori
sa nezucastnili. Deti matiek, ktoré sa vyskumu ztcastnili sa signifi-
kantne neli$ili od tych, ktorych matky savyskumu nezacastnili
vziadnej zo sledovanych premennych. Dospievajtci otcov, ktori
vyplnili dotaznik, boli signifikantne castejSie dievéata (x2 =5,78;
p <0,05), lepsi Ziaci (jednotkari a dvojkari) (x2=13,2; p < 0,01),
uvadzali vysSiu mieru spokojnosti so vztahom sotcom (t=2,68;
p < 0,001) anaklonnosti (t=2,20; p<0,05). Virovni rizikového
spravania, sebatcty a ostatnych rodinnych procesov nebol zisteny
Statisticky vyznamny rozdiel medzi dospievajucimi, ktorych otcovia
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sa zucCastnili anezdcastnili vyskumu. PodrobnejSie informéacie
o zdkladnych demografickych charakteristikich rodicov uvadzame
v tabulke 5.

Tabul’ka 5 Zakladné demografické tdaje rodic¢ov, ktori sa zacastnili
vyskumu

matky otcovia
N % N %
vzdelanie zékladné 6 2,8 4 2,7
stredoskolské 139 64,0 111 75,0
vysokoskolské 72 33,2 35 23,3
pocet deti 1 37 17,2 28 19,0
2 128 59,5 85 57,8
viac 50 23,3 34 23,2
zamestnanie = zamestnany/a 190 88,4 140 94,0
iné 25 11,6 9 6,0

partner/ka otec/matka dietata 156 72,2 134 90,0
iny partner/ka 32 14,8 6 4,0
bez partnera/ky 28 13,0 9 6,0

8.1.3 Metodiky

V praci bolo pouzitych niekolko zahrani¢nych metodik (publikovanych
v anglickom jazyku). VSetky metodiky boli podrobené procesu oboj-
stranného prekladu. Pripadné vyznamové nezrovnalosti dvoch
anglickych verzii boli postidené dvoma odbornikmi v oblasti vyvinovej
psychologie a slovenska verzia metodik bola podla nich v§znamovo
upravena.

Dotazniky tykajlice sarodicovskej kontroly a dalsich rodinnych
procesov boli poloZené dospievajicim aj ich rodi¢om. PouZité dotaz-
niky sd primarne uréené detfom, polozky pre rodi¢ov boli mierne
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upravené tak, aby sa tykali ich spravania voci ich detom. Rodiéia boli
in§truovani, aby na polozky odpovedali vzhladom k dietatu, ktoré im
dotaznik donieslo (dieta zacastiiujice savyskumu). Adolescenti
odpovedali na vSetky polozky osobitne v stvislosti matkou a osobitne
v stvislosti s otcom. Rodi¢ia odpovedali na metodiky tykajtice sa rodi-
¢ovskej kontroly arodinnych procesov. Ostatné metodiky vypinali
len dospievajtci.

Vsetky pouzité metodiky saskérované tak, abyvyssie skore
reflektovalo vysSiu droven danej premennej (napr. viac psychologickej
kontroly, viac traveného casu, viac sebatcty, atd.). V Statistickych
analyzach pracujeme s priemernym skore vSetkych poloZiek pre jedno-
tlivé premenné.

Rodicovska kontrola. V prezentovanej $tidii sme sa zamerali na tri
formy rodicovskej kontroly: monitoring, psychologickd kontrola
atrestanie. NavSetky polozky nasledujicich metodik respondenti
odpovedali pomocou 5 stupriovej skaly Likertoveho typu (1 vobec
nesthlasim - 5 tiplne stthlasim).

Monitoring. Monitoring bol sledovany pomocou 8 polozkovej skaly
Parental monitoring of Behavior Scale (Barber, 2002). Tato Skala
zahfna polozky tykajace sa monitorovania spravania dospievajuceho
prostrednictvom pytania sa, dohliadania, stanovovania pravidiel (napr.
~Moja mama/mdj otec mi pripomina pravidla, ktoré mi stanovil/a.”
»<Moja mama/mdj otec sa snazi vediet, kto sit moji priatelia a kde
travim volny &as.“) Dve z poloziek boli reverzne prevratené. Skala
monitoringu vykazuje dostatond vnuatornd konzistenciu: adoles-
centom vypinany dotaznik tykajici sa matky a = 0,67; tykajtici sa otca
a=0,76. Matkou vypiany dotaznik a=0,69; otcom vypiliany
dotaznik a = 0,70.

Psychologickd  kontrola.  Psychologickd  kontrola  bola
operacionalizovana ako manipulacia myslienkami a emo6ciami dietata
prostrednictvom vyvolavania pocitov viny, odopierania lasky, vytva-
rania anxiety aznevazovania pohladu dospievajiceho. Vyuzita bola
8-polozkova Skala Psychologickej kontroly (Psychological Control
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Scale - Youth Self-Report, Barber, 1996) (napr. ,,Moja mama/méj otec
zmenti tému vZzdy, ked’ chcem nieco povedat.” ,Ak mamu/otca urazim,
prestane so mnou rozpravat, az kiym ho/ju zase nejako nepotesim.”)
Vntitorna konzistencia $kaly je nasledujica: adolescentom vypihany
dotaznik - matka a =0,75; otec a=0,76; rodi¢mi Vypiﬁan}’/ dota-
znik - matka a = 0,69; otec a = 0,65.

Trestanie. V §tudii sme pouzili trojpolozkovii subskilu Trestanie
dotaznika The Network of Relationships Social Provision Version
(Furman, Buhrmester, 1985). Trestanie je v tejto metodike chapané
Siroko, ako pouZzivanie trestov vo vSeobecnosti, karhanie a verbalna
agresia vpodobe nadavok. Cronbachovo alfa pre tato subskalu
je nasledujace: adolescent matka a=o0,78; otec a=0,81; rodicia
matka a = 0,59, otec a = 0,63.

Rodinné procesy. Rozne rodinné procesy boli sledované pomocou
dotaznika The Network of Relationships Social Provision Version
(Furman, Buhrmester, 1985). Dotaznik obsahuje 9 subskal. Pre potre-
by nasej prace sme vybrali pit znich: travenie spolo¢ného casu,
2 subskaly charakterizujace negativne rodinné procesy: konflikt, vza-
jomny antagonizmus a 2 subskaly charakterizujtice pozitivne rodinné
procesy: naklonnost a spokojnost so vztahom. Jednotlivé subskaly
pozostavali ztroch polozZiek. Respondenti odpovedali na polozky
na 5-bodovej $kale Likertoveho typu ((1) vObec alebo malo,
(5) vacsinu/vacsinou). Priklady poloziek pre jednotlivé subskaly
st uvedené v tabulke 6.

Vnutorna konzistencia jednotlivych subskal je dobra. Cronbachova
alpha pre polozky vypiiané adolescentom je: travenie volného ¢asu
matka a = 0,70, otec a = 0,74; konflikt matka a = 0,72, otec a = 0,73;
antagonizmus matka a otec a = 0,71; ndklonnost matka a = 0,75, otec
a = 0,79; spokojnost so vztahom matka a = 0,85, otec a = 0,89; pre
polozky vypihané rodi¢mi je o niefo niZ$ia: travenie volného &asu
matka a = 0,67, otec a = 0,73; konflikt matka a = 0,73, otec a = 0,69;
antagonizmus matka a = 0,67, otec a = 0,63, naklonnost obaja rodicia
a = 0,76; spokojnost so vztahom matka a= 0,72, otec a = 0,74.
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Tabul’ka 6 Priklady poloziek subskal dotaznika The Network
of Relationships Social Provision Version (Furman, Buhrmester, 1985)

subskala priklad polozky

travenie Ako Casto spolu s mamou/otcom navstevujete rozne

spolo¢ného miesta, robite zabavné veci?

¢asu

konflikt Ako vel'mi sa s mamou/ s otcom hadate?

antagonizmus Do akej miery vas s mamou/ s otcom otravuje spravanie
toho druhého?

néaklonnost Ako velmi tvojej mame/ tvojmu otcovi na tebe zalezi?

spokojnost Ako si spokojny so svojim vztahom s mamou/ s otcom?

so vztahom

Pravidla. Mieru percipovania pravidiel ako jasnych sme zistovali
pomocou jednej polozky. Respondenti vyplnili polozku: ,Pravidld
v mojej rodine su jasné.“ S moznostami odpovede (1) nikdy, (2) obcas,
(3) ¢asto, (4) stile. KedZe odpovede na otdzku nespiiali kritérium
norméalneho rozloZenia, polozka bola dichotomizovana: pravidla nie
st jasné (nikdy a obcas) / pravidla st jasné (Casto a stale). Priblizne
73% respondentov percipovalo pravidla v rodine ako jasné.

Na urcenie stupna internalizacie rodicovskych pravidiel bol
pouzity dotaznik Internalization of Parental Rules in the Moral
Domain (Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Sierens, 2009). Tento dotaznik
sa tykal $pecificky matkinych pravidiel. Respondenti dostali nasledu-
jucu instrukciu: ,Niekedy tvoja mama uréi pravidla ohladom toho,
ako sa nemds spravat. Napriklad, mohla Ti uZ niekedy zakazat
klamat, kradnut alebo porusit slub. Tieto pravidla st o spravanti,
ktoré vacsina ludi vnima ako nespravne. Ty mébzes mat vSak aj iné
dovody, preco tieto pravidla dodrzZiavas. Prosim, uved nakolko
stthlasis s nasledujiicimi dévodmi, preco je dolezité dodrziavat
pravidla, ktoré zaviedla tvoja matka ohladom zlého spravania.
Dodrziavam matkine pravidla tykajice sa toho, ako sa nemam
spravat, pretoze:“ Nasledne mali na Skale od (1) vObec nesthlasim
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po (5) tplne sthlasim ohodnotit 18 réznych odpovedi, ktoré reflektuji
tri typy regulicie vsualade steoériou seba-determinacie: externd
regulacia (6 poloziek), introjektovana regulacia (6 poloZiek) a identi-
fikovana regulacia (6 poloziek). Externa regulacia je charakterizovana
uposlichnutim rodi¢a s cielom vyhnaf sa neprijemnym doésledkom
(,Dodrziavam matkine pravidla tykajice sa toho, ako sa nemam
spravat, pretoZze sa bojim, 7e by som mohol/mohla stratit vymoze-
nosti, ktoré mam, ak by som ich nedodrzZiaval/a.”); introjektovana
regulacia vyjadruje Ciastoéna internalizaciu noriem, avSak uposla-
chnutie rodicovskych pravidiel je motivované potrebou vyhnut sa poci-
tom viny a hanby (,DodrZiavam matkine pravidla tykajiice sa toho,
ako sa nemam spravat, pretoze inak by som mal zo seba zly pocit.”);
identifikovana regulacia je charakterizovani dplnym zvnidtornenim
rodicovskych noriem (,DodrzZiavam matkine pravidla tykajice sa
toho, ako sa nemam spravat, pretoze rozumiem, preco st tieto pravi-
dla dblezité.”)

Pre jednotlivé typy regulacie bolo vyratané priemerné skore.
Na zaklade odporacaného postupu autorov metodiky bol nésledne
vypolitany Relativny index internalizacie: 3x skoére identifi-
kacie - skore introjekcie - 2x skore externej regulacie. S tymto relativ-
nym indexom internalizacie pracujeme v d’al§ich analyzach. Cronba-
chova alfa pre jednotlivé subskaly je: identifikovani a = 0,87; intro-
jektovana a = 0,81; externa regulacia a = o, 72.

Reakciou na stanovené pravidla mo6ze byt namiesto internalizicie ich
aktivne neuposlichnutie, konanie opacné, ako pravidla stanovuju.
Neuposlichnutie pravidiel bolo merané prostrednictvom Styroch
poloziek (Vansteenkiste et al., 2014) (napr. ,,Robim presny opak toho,
¢o odo mna mama oc¢akava®, ,Je mi jedno, ¢co mi mama hovori o zlom
spravani. Robim si sadm, ¢o chcem.”) opit s moznostou odpovede
(1) vobec nestihlasim, (5) aplne sthlasim. Nésledne bolo vyratané
priemerné skére. Vniatorné konzistencia $kély je a = 0,85.

Sebaiicta dospievajicich bola meranid pomocou 10-polozkovej skaly
sebaticty Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1979). Polovica
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poloziek tejto Skaly je negativne orientovana. Respondenti odpovedaji
na 4 bodovej Skale Likertoveho typu (1-tplne sthlasim, 4-vébec
nestthlasim). Skdre bolo nésledne prepolované tak, aby vyssie skore
indikovalo vys§iu sebatictu. Tito metodiku vypitiali len dospievajici.
Vnitorna konzistencia $kaly je a =o0,71. Uroven sebatcty chlapcov
a dievéat sa Statisticky vyznamne 1isi. Chlapci uvadzali vys$iu mieru
sebatucty (M =2,80; SD =0,38) ako dievcatda (M = 2,67; SD = 0,39)
avsak velkost efektu bola mala (t = 4,29; p <,001; d = 0,34).

Rizikové spravanie. Adolescenti odpovedali na tri otazky, tykajiace
sa celozivotnej prevalencie fajéenia, uZzivania alkoholu a opitosti:
»Faj¢il si uz niekedy cigaretu, aj ked’ len jednu doteraz?* (1) nie nikdy,
(2) uz som to sksil, (3) v minulosti som fajéil, ale Gplne som prestal,
(4) sem tam fajé¢im, ale nie denne, (5) teraz fajéim denne. ,Pil si uz
niekedy alkohol?“ s moZznostami odpovede (1) nie nikdy, (2) uz som
to skusal, (3) pil som ho viackrat, (4) pijem alkohol pravidelne aspon
raz za mesiac, (5) pijem alkohol pravidelne aspon raz za tyZzden.
»Kolkokrat sa Ti stalo, Ze si si pitim alkoholickych ndpojov navodil/a
opitost, napr. si sa potacal/a, nedokazal/a si poriadne rozpravat,
vracal/a si, alebo si nepamdtal/a na to, ¢o sa stalo véera?* (1) nikdy,
(2)uz sami tostalo, (3)stalo sami toviackrat, (4)stava sa mi
to pravidelne aspon 1x za mesiac, (5) stava sa mi to pravidelne aspon
1x za tyzden. Vyskyt jednotlivych druhov rizikového spravania a rodové
rozdiely uvadzame v tabulke 7. Chi kvadrat test nepoukazal na rodové
rozdiely v prevalencii rizikového spravania.

Vzhladom na relativne nizku prevalenciu rizikového spravania v tejto
vekovej skupine (vid tabulka 7) sme vytvorili kumulativny index
rizikového spravania, pricom sme za rizikové spravanie povazovali
ak adolescent aspon raz skusil fajéit, pil viackrat alkohol a asporn raz
sa opil. 73,2% respondentov bolo zaradenych do skupiny bez skuse-
nosti s rizikovym spravanim; 18,8% respondentov malo jednu skise-
nost, 6,3% dve skiisenosti a 1,7% tri skiisenosti s rizikovym spravanim.
Nasledne bol tento index dichotomizovany na ziadna skisenost/aspon
jedna skisenost.

83



Tabul’ka 77 Prevalencia rizikového spravania (fajéenie, pitie alkoholu,

opitost) u chlapcov a dievcat

chlapci dievcata

N (%) N (%)

skasenost s fajéenim
nie, nikdy 229 (77,1%) 229 (80,6%)
uz som to skusil 56 (18,9%) 44 (15,5%)

ale Gplne \slcilrlriri)urlgsstgi 5 (1,7%) 4 (1,5%)
sem tam fajc¢im, ale nie denne 5 (1,7%) 6 (2,1%)
teraz fajéim denne 2 (0,7%) 0 (0,0%)

X2 = 3,31, p =0,508

skasenost s alkoholom

nie, nikdy 119 (40,1%) 132 (46,5%)
uZ som to skusil 134 (45,1%) 125 (44,0%)
pil som alkohol viackrat 40 (13,5%) 26 (9,2%)
pijem alkolvlol prawdelpe, 2 (0,7%) 0 (0,0%)
asporni raz za mesiac
pijem alkohol pravidelne, 1(0,3%) 0 (0,0%)

aspon raz za tyzden

X2 =6,67,p = 0,155

opitost
nie, nikdy 280 (94,3%) 275 (96,8%)
uz sa mi to stalo 12 (4,0%) 5 (1,8%)
stalo sa mi to viackrat 1(0,3%) 2 (0,7%)
stava sa mi to prawdelpe, 1(0,3%) 0 (0,0%)
aspori raz za mesiac
stava sa mi to pravidelne, 1(0,3%) 0 (0,0%)

aspon raz za tyzden

X2 =4,97,p = 0,290
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8.1.4 Statistické analyzy

Udaje boli analyzované prostrednictvom Statistického programu IBM
SPSS 21. Vyuzité boli metédy korelacie, t-testu, parového t-testu,
logistickej a linearnej regresie. Velkost efektu sledovanych rozdielov
sme hodnotili prostrednictvom Cohenovho d. Standardne pouZivané
hodnoty pre interpretovanie tohto koeficientu sa 0,2-0,5 maly efekt,
0,5-0,8 stredny efekt, viac ako 0,8 velky efekt.

8.1.5 Vysledky

V tabulke 8 uvadzame korelacie medzi premennymi tak, ako ich perci-
povali adolescenti. V prvom kroku sme sa zamerali na vztah medzi
jednotlivymi formami kontroly. Pearsonov korela¢ny koeficient pouka-
zuje na silny stavis psychologickej kontroly matky s trestanim (r=0,416
percipované adolescentmi; r=0,279 percipované matkami) a takmer
nulovy medzi monitoringom a psychologickou kontrolou matky
(r=-0,025 percipované adolescentmi; r=0,076 matkami) a monitorin-
gom a trestanim (r=0,099 adolescenti; r=0,019 matky). Podobny vztah
medzi jednotlivymi formami Kkontroly jeiu otcov-silny suavis
psychologickej kontroly a trestania (r=0,483 percipované adolescent-
mi; r=0,231 percipované otcami) a takmer nulovy medzi monitorin-
gom a psychologickou kontrolou (r=0,037 adolescenti; r=-0,042 otco-
via) a monitoringom a trestanim (r=-0,031 adolescenti; r=0,056).

Rodové rozdiely v rodic¢ovskej kontrole. Prvym cielom prace
bolo identifikovat rodové rozdiely v jednotlivych forméch rodicovskej
kontroly. Analyzy boli realizované vzhladom na rod adolescenta a rod
rodica. Vysledky parového t-testu ukazuji, Ze matka a otec toho istého
adolescenta percipuju troven jednotlivych foriem kontroly rovnako,
s vynimkou trestania. Matky uvadzali trestanie dospievajtcich vo vac-
$ej miere ako to uvadzali otcovia (tabulka 9), hoci velkost efektu bola
nizka (Cohenovo d=-0,203). Porovnanie matkinej a otcovej kontroly,
tak ako ju percipujt adolescenti, v§ak poukazuje na Statisticky viznam-
né rozdiely v monitoringu. Adolescenti vnimaji mieru monitoringu
matky ako vyssiu v porovnani s monitoringom otca (tabulka 9).
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Tabul’ka 8 Korelacie medzi sledovanymi premennymi z pohl'adu adolescenta.? Pearsonov korela¢ny koeficient.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
1. behav. kon. M 1
2. behav. kon. O ,697F ¥ 1
3.psychol. kon.M  -,025 -,059 1
4. psychol. kon. O ,016 ,037 ,712% %% 1
5. trestanie M ,009% ,042 L416FFF  gohREE 1
6. trestanie O ,087 ,073 ,387%%%  A83%*¥*  o11¥¥¥ 1
7.spoloény ¢as M ,305%**  272%*%  _160%** - 104% -,008 -,018 1
8.spolo¢ény as O  ,213*** 38g*** -,082 -,093 ,005 ,047 ,578%¥* 1
9. konflikt M -,052 -,065 ,489%**  g1g¥¥¥  pog¥E*  402%FF -,036 -,072 1
10. konflikt O -,012 -,063 ,346%F%  466%F*  409%**  600%** ,022 -,056 ,551%¥* 1
11. antagon. M -,095% -,125%% ,476%%*  868%**  556%**  436%** -,100* -,087 ,752%F%  464%**
12. antagon. O -,043 -,106* ,306%%%  pgo¥x  ggg¥Ex ,588* -,061 -,084 ,461%%*% 78 **¥
13. ndklonnost M ,274%** 179%**% - 200%¥*  _ 0666 -,013 -,013 L422FF%F  o1gF¥F L qog¥* -,048
14. naklonnost O L167FF%  gogERE 1667 %% - 143%* -,065 -,001 ,239%%%  440%** - 097* -,116*
15. spok. vztah M ,293*** 247%*¥* - 276%¥* - 0g7* -,095% ,045 ,480% %% ogg¥EE _opgq¥** - 103%

3 behavioralna kontrola matka/otec, psychologicka kontrola, trestanie, travenie spolo¢ného ¢asu, konflikt, antagonizmus, ndklonnost,

spokojnost so vztahom, jasnost pravidiel, internalizicia pravidiel, neuposltichnutie pravidiel, rizikové spravanie, sebatcta



16. spok. vztah O ,164%%%  356*** - 19g*** - 198%** ,063 -,029 ,26Q%%%  pHIFEE 15 8%¥¥*  _ gog¥¥¥

17. jasnost prav. ,309%%% g6 gq*** -0,39 ,023 ,048 ,028 ,196%%%  op8¥¥* -,070 -,100%

18. internal. prav. ,232%**  206%** - 450%*** - 329%** - 0oB8g3%** _opqg¥**  oggF**  ogo*** - g81*** - oppFH*

19. neuposlichn.  -,264%**% - oo7%¥¥* o7 ***  qgg¥¥*  ogg*FF  ogpFFE  _ 0 Q*¥* - 206%F* ,336 ,207%%*

20. rizikové spr. S, 141%%% - 1o7%¥ ,137%%% ,101* ,096* ,097% -,085% -,054 ,058 ,106%

21. sebaticta ,102% ,119% -,241%%% - 210%** - 126%* -,115% ,252%%% o BH** -,153 -,184%**
11. 12 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20.

11. antagon. M 1

12. antagon. O ,613%** 1

13. ndklonnost M -,102% -,051 1

14. nédklonnost O -,110* -,134%%  642%F* 1

15.spok. vztah M -,266*** - 114* ,687%%%  gpo¥** 1

16. spok. vztah O -j156%** - 210%**  478%**  7g8***  gog*¥* 1

17. jasnost prav. -,085 -,104* ,004% ,127%% ,150%%%  168%** 1

18. internal. prav. -,383*** - g11¥**  oogo*** ,141%* ,201%%%  1go*FE  gpgqEE 1

19. neuposlachn. ,354%%%  315%**  _166%** - 167F**  304%** - 195%¥** - ogg¥¥* _ 398%** 1

20. rizikové spr. ,130%% ,158%%% -,072 -,016 -,107* -,049 -,003* -,001% ,097% 1

21. sebaticta S, 178%**% - _q18g***  185%**  160%**  24q8¥¥*  oo8%** ,008% ,256% ¥ -,229% -,091%*

*p < 0,05; ** p < 0,01; *** p < 0,001
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Tabul’ka 9 Porovnanie kontroly u rodicovského paru. Vysledky parového
t-testu.

N priemer (SD) t-test p d

percipované rodi¢mi

matka 13 4,23 (0,45) 1,48 , 141 -0,152

monitoring
otec 4,16 (0,47)

ps. matka 113 2,07 (0,56) 0,47 ,642 -0,057

kontrola gtee 2,04 (0,49)

matka 113 1,95 (0,67) 2,00 ,048 -0,203

trestanie
otec 1,82 (0,61)

percipované adolescentom

matka 104 3,68 (0,60) 5,19 ,000 -0,416

monitoring
otec 3,42 (0,65)
ps. matka 104 2,43 (0,79) 1,58 ,117  -0,104
kontrola tec 2,35 (0,75)
. matka 101 2,31 (1,02) 0,94 ,351 -0,067
trestanie
otec 2,25(0,97)

Vtabulke 10 prezentujeme rodové rozdiely v rodicovskej kontrole
vzhladom na rod adolescenta. Chlapci uvadzali Statisticky vyznamne
vac¢Sie pouZivanie psychologickej kontroly (t=2,55; p <,05;
d =-0,203) atrestania (t=4,15; p<,001; d=-0,566) matkami
ako dievéata. Udaje ziskane od matiek v§ak poukazuji len na maly roz-
diel vtrestani v neprospech chlapcov (t =2,02; p <,05; d =-0,278).
V miere monitoringu sme nezistili $tatisticky vyznamné rodové rozdie-
ly. V stvislosti s kontrolou otca, chlapci uvadzali Statisticky vyznamne
CastejSie trestanie (t=3,87; p <,001; d=-0,688), avSak zpohladu
otca neboli zaznamenané Ziadne rodové rozdiely.
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Tabul’ka 10 Rodové rozdiely v rodicovskej
percipuja adolescenti a ich rodicia.

kontrole tak,

ako ich

N priemer (SD)  t-test p d
matka - percipované adolescentom
o chlapec 101 3,76 (0,57) 1,61 ,110 -0,203
monitoring —;
dievca 114 3,64 (0,61)
chlapec 101 2,66 (0,83) 2,55 ,011 -0,130
ps. kontrola —
ievca 114 2,39 (0,75)
. chlapec 100 2,62 (0,98) 4,15 ,000  -0,566
trestanie —
ievca 112 2,10 (0,86)
matka - percipované matkou
o chlapec 101 4,28 (0,44) 0,56 ,575 -0,085
monitoring
ievéa 115 4,24 (0,50)
chlapec 101 2,05 (0,60) 0,17 ,869 -0,017
ps. kontrola
dievéa 115 2,04 (0,56)
_ chlapec 101 2,08 (0,72) 2,02 ,044 -0,278
trestanie —
dievca 115 1,89 (0,65)
otec - percipované adolescentom
o chlapec 56 3,41 (0,66) -0,85 ,308 0,161
monitoring —;
dievéa 73 3,52 (0,70)
chlapec 56 2,36 (0,62) -0,09 ,062 0,027
ps. kontrola
dievéa 73 2,38 (0,82)
. chlapec 54 2,59 (1,00) 3,87 ,000 -0,688
trestanie —
ievta 76 1,99 (0,77)
otec - percipované otcom
o chlapec 62 4,12 (0,50) -0,12 ,909 0,020
monitoring
dievca 82 4,13 (0,49)
chlapec 62 2,07 (0,52) -0,41 ,685 0,058
ps. kontrola
ievca 82 2,10 (0,52)
chlapec 64 1,91 (0,67) 0,74 ,458 -0,121
trestanie
dievéa 84 1,83 (0,65)
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Rodic¢ovska kontrola ajej savis s percipovanim pravidiel,
internalizaciou a neuposlichnutim. V dalSom kroku analyz sme
overovali, do akej miery jednotlivé formy kontroly predikuja to, nakol-
ko jasne adolescenti percipuju doma stanovené pravidl4, aka je miera
internalizicie stanovenych pravidiel ado akej miery adolescenti
stanovené pravidla uposlichnu. Premenna jasnost pravidiel bola pre
ucely analyz dichotomizovana.

Tabul’ka 11 Savis medzi jednotlivymi formami rodicovskej kontroly
a percipovanim pravidiel ako jasnych, logisticka regresia.

OR 95% CI
model 1: matka
rod (chlapec) 1,07 0,71 1,61
matka monitoring 3,30%** 2,31 4,72
matka ps. kontrola 0,92 0,69 1,23
matka trestanie 1,09 0,86 1,38
model x2 (4): 51,4***
-2 log likelihood: 560,9
pseudo R2: 0,14
model 2: otec
rod (chlapec) 1,39 0,85 2,28
otec monitoring  3,73*** 2,54 5,49
otec ps. kontrola 0,98 0,69 1,41
otec trestanie 0,98 0,74 1,31

model 2 (4): 56,8%**
-2 log likelihood: 421,6

pseudo R2: 0,19

***p < 0,001
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Vysledky logistickej regresie (tabulka 11) ukazujd, Ze len monitoring
(matky i otca) vyznamne zvySuje pravdepodobnost percipovania pravi-
diel vrodine ako jasnych. Psychologicka kontrola, ani trestanie s jas-
nostou pravidiel v rodine nesuvisia.

Nasledujica tabulka (tabulka 12) v prezentovanych regresnych mode-
loch vyjadruje, do akej miery mozu jednotlivé formy kontroly predi-
kovat mieru internalizicie pravidiel a naopak, mieru neuposlichnutia
pravidiel.

Tabul’ka 12 Vztah medzi kontrolou rodicov a internalizaciou pravidiel
a neuposlichnutim pravidiel.

internalizacia pravidiel neuposlichnutie
B (SE) B B (SE) B
model 1
rod N
(chlapec) 0,376 (0,179) 0,08 0,069 (0,062) 0,05
tk
moniItI(l)?inZ 0,914 (0,146) ,235"**  -0,354(0,050)  -,283%**
ps korr?tigiz -1,184 (0,127)  -381%**  0,180(0,044)  ,178***
trersriiﬂ?i -0,342(0,101)  -,140%%* 0,167 (0,035) ,207%%%
F(4) = 49,2***; R2 = 0,27 F(4) = 27,9***,R2 = 0,17
model 2
rod
(chlapec) 2297 (0,225) ,042 0,135 (0,073) ,087
monito;)itr?g 0,750 (0,160) ,209%%% -0,255 (0,051) -, 205%¥*
ps Kontrols “0:855(0166)  -265*** 0,125 (0,054) J121%
trest;)rtlei(ce 0,338 (0,130) -138%* 0,177 (0,042) ,225%**
F(4) = 21,7***, R2 = 0,16 F(4) = 16,0***, R2 = 0,12

**p < 0,01; *** p < 0,001
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Vysledky st pomerne konzistentné, ukazujtce, Ze kontrola zo strany
matky vysvetluje viac variancie (27% a 17%) v sledovanych premen-
nych ako otcova kontrola (16% a 12%). V siilade s oc¢ak4dvaniami, moni-
toring oboch rodicov signifikantne pozitivne predikuje mieru internali-
zacie a negativne neuposlichnutie pravidiel. Naopak, psychologicka
kontrola a trestanie oboch rodicov signifikantne negativne predikuja
mieru internalizicie a pozitivne neuposlachnutie pravidiel.

Rodicovska kontrola a jej stivis s d’al§simi rodinnymi proces-
mi. Predpoklad, Ze pouZivanie réznych foriem kontroly stvisi s ostat-
nymi rodinnymi procesmi, sme overovali pomocou line4rnej regresie
(tabul'ka 13). Rodicovska kontrola vysvetluje viac variancie (priblizne
40% pre oboch rodi¢ov) v negativnych rodinnych procesoch (konflikt
a antagonizmus) ako v pozitivnych procesoch (spolo¢ny ¢as, naklon-
nost, spokojnost, variancia priblizne 13%). V silade s o¢akavaniami,
monitoring rodicov pozitivne predikuje pozitivne rodinné procesy
anegativne predikuje negativnhe procesy. Naopak jeto v pripade
psychologickej kontroly. Trestanie oboch rodi¢ov savisi len s mierou
konfliktu a antagonizmu, nie s pozitivnymi procesmi.

Rodic¢ovska kontrola ajej stvis srizikovym spravanim
a seba-tctou dospievajicich. Jednym z hlavnych cielov rodicov-
skej kontroly je dosiahnut u dospievajtcich Ziaduce spravanie a zaro-
ven neznizovat sebatictu dospievajtcich. Jednotlivé formy kontroly
zdroven mozu medzi sebou interagovat. V nasledujtcich tabulkach
(tabul'ka 14 a 15) prezentujeme regresné modely, ktoré boli realizované
vtroch krokoch. Model 1 sleduje efekt jednotlivych foriem kontroly
na rizikové spravanie (tabulka 14) a sebadctu (tabulka 15). V modely 2
boli pridané interakcie medzi dvoma formami kontroly, v modely 3
interakcia vsetkych troch foriem kontroly.
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Tabul’ka 13 Vztah medzi kontrolou a rodinnymi procesmi (linearna regresia).

spolo¢ny cas naklonnost spokojnost konflikt antagonizmus
B (SE) B B (SE) § B (SE) § B (SE) B B (SE) B
model 1: matka
rod 0,110 (0,08) ,060 -0,073 (0,06) -,049 -0,046 (0,07) -,028 0,064 (0,06) ,037 -0,080 (0,06)  -,046
monitoring 0,446 (0,06) ,299*** 0,332 (0,05) ,264*** 0,390 (0,05) ,287*** -0,129 (0,05) -,093** -0,192(0,05) -,134%**
ps. kontrola -0,198 (0,05) -,164*** -0,230 (0,04) -,229*** -0,285(0,05) -,261*** 0,330 (0,04) ,293*** 0,327(0,04) ,283***
trestanie 0,037 (0,04) ,039 0,044 (0,04) ,055 -0,016 (0,04) -,019 0,418 (0,03)  ,471***  0,401(0,03) ,441%**
F(4) = 18,3*** F(4) =18,6%** F(4) = 25,2%%* F(4) = 94,6%** F(4) = 87,7%%*
R2=0,11 R2=0,12 R2=0,15 R2=0,41 R2=0,39
model 2: otec
rod -0,058(0,09) -,031 -0,018 (0,08) -,011 -0,047 (0,08)  -,025 0,055 (0,07) ,032 0,049 (0,07) ,027
monitoring 0,528 (0,06) ,386*** 0,382(0,05) ,320%** 0,474 (0,06) ,350*** -0,135(0,05) -,109** -0,186 (0,05) -,143%**
ps. kontrola -0,184 (0,06) -,148** -0,240 (0,06) -,225*** -0,315(0,06) -,257*** 0,267(0,05) ,237*** 0,386 (0,05) ,328%**
trestanie 0,053 (0,05) ,057 0,070 (0,04) ,086 0,055 (0,05) ,059 0,431(0,04) ,505"** 0,392 (0,04) ,438%**
F(4) = 21,6%** F(4) = 17,9%** F(4) = 23,2%%* F(4) = 78,5%** F(4) = 87,0%**
R2=0,16 R2=0,14 R2=0,17 R2=0,42 R2=0,44

**p < 0,01; *** p < 0,001



Kapitola 8 - Rodi¢ovska kontrola u slovenskych dospievajticich

Pravdepodobnost vyskytu rizikového spravania dospievajicich
(vysledky logistickej regresie, tabulka 14) je nizSia v pripade vysSieho
monitoringu matky (nie otca). Psychologicka kontrola ani trestanie
nesavisia s vyskytom rizikového spravania dospievajtcich. Vysledky
zaroven poukazuju na Statisticky vyznamna interakciu medzi monito-
ringom a trestanim v pripade oboch rodi¢ov (model 2). Pre lepsiu
interpretéciu interakcie medzi monitoringom a trestanim sme vytvorili
graf pre matku (graf 1). Zd4 sa, Ze hoci chybajici monitoring matky
zostava sdm o sebe rizikovym faktorom rizikového spravania, zaroven
kombinacia nizkeho monitoringu a vysokej miery trestania zvySuje
pravdepodobnost rizikového spravania sa dospievajacich. Tato inter-
akcia bola statisticky signifikantna aj pre otca.

Tabul’ka 14 Vztah medzi rodi¢ovskou kontrolou a rizikovym spravanim
dospievajuacich (logisticka regresia).

model 1 model 2 model 3
OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI
matka
rod (chlapec) 1,08 0,73 1,61 1,08 0,73 1,60 1,08 0,73 1,60
monitoring 0,52%** 0,37 0,72 ,264* ,079 0,89 ,445%** 0,28 0,70
ps. kontrola 1,28 0,97 1,70 2,11 ,417 10,68 1,02 0,61 1,72
trestanie 1,22 0,08 1,51 0,27 ,065 1,12 0,97 0,58 1,61

monitoring X

ps. kontrola ,870  ,548 1,38

monitoring X

. 1,51 1,08 2,10
trestanie "5 ’ ’

ps. konrola X

X 1 1,2
trestanie 00 0,78 28

monitoring X

ps. kontrola X 1,02 0,98 1,07
trestanie
model x2 26,0%%* 22,8%* 26,9%**
-2 log likelihood 610,9 486,7 609,9
pseudo R2 0,07 0,07 0,07
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otec
rod (chlapec) 1,16 0,74 1,80 1,19 0,76 1,87 0,74 1,82
monitoring 0,76 0,56 1,05 0,47 0,18 1,24 0,39 0,94
ps. kontrola 1,38 1,00 1,90 2,12 0,50 9,80 0,61 1,69
trestanie 1,09 0,85 1,40 0,23 0,05 1,06 0,46 1,30
monitoring X
ps. kontrola 084 055 128
monitoring X %
trestanie 1,45 1,02 2,07
ps. kontrola X
trestanie 107 0,84 1,38
monitoring X
ps. kontrola X 0,99 1,08
trestanie
model x2 11,2% 15,6% 13,4*
-2 log likelihood 496,7 492,3 494,5
pseudo R? 0,04 0,05 0,04

*p < 0,05; *** p < 0,001

Graf1 Interakcia medzi monitoringom matky a trestanim vo vztahu
k rizikovému spravaniu.

E-skore

T
fiadna

skiisenost s rizikovim
spravanim

I
aspoii jedna

s=es monitoring
— trestanie
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V tabulke 15 prezentujeme podobné modely pre sebatctu (linearna
regresia). VySSia miera monitoringu matky a nizSia miera psycho-
logickej kontroly predikuji mieru sebatcty dospievajicich (model 1),
pricom najsilnejsim prediktorom sa javi byt psychologickd kontrola.
Po pridani interakcii medzi jednotlivymi formami kontroly do modelu
(model 2) v8ak zostava vyznamnym prediktorom sebatcty len psycho-
logickéa kontrola.

Tabul’ka 15 Vztah medzi rodi¢ovskou kontrolou a sebatictou dospievaja-
cich (linedrna regresia).

model 1 model 2 model 3
B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B
matka
-0,16 -0,18 -0,18

rod (chlapec) (0 032) -, 217%*% (0 0357) -,243%%* (0 0357) -,243%%%
monitoring (8’822) ,116%* (_(())’11863) -,162 (8’822) ,102*
ps. kontrola (;)061213) -, 204 %%% (-8’3554?) -,715% (-g’:g’g) -,210%*¥
trestanie (-(())’(())1382) -,081 Eg’?lof) -,012 (-:;)1;(3)3) -,094
monitoring X 0,072 60
ps. kontrola (0,041) 004
monitoring X -0,006 -06
trestanie 0,030

3 ( ) b 4
ps. konrola X -0,006 _
trestanie (0,008) 059
monitoring X
ps. kontrola X 0,000 -,011

. (0,002)
trestanie

F(4) =18,3%** F(6) = 9,7*** F(5) = 12,9%**
R2 = 0,11 R2=0,12 R2=0,12
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otec
'0:208 _ *¥% -0,210 _ *H¥ '0:208 _ *KK

rod (chlapec) (0,036) 274 (0,036) 276 (0,036) 274

.. 0,062 % 0,130 0,060
monitoring (0,025) ,112 (0,078) ,234 (0.035) ,109

-0,095 _ K%% 0,053 -0,097 _ *
ps. kontrola (0,026) ,190 (0121) ,106 (0,043) ,195
. -0,035 B -0,089 ) -0,037 }
frestanie 0020 %" (0106) 33 (0044) %
monitoring X 0,017 12
ps. kontrola (0,025) 123
monitoring X 0,015 16
trestanie (0,029) 105
ps. konrola X -0,043 )
trestanie (0,034) 359
monitoring X 0.000
ps. kontrola X (0’00 ) ,011
trestanie 004
F(4) = 15,2%* F(6) = 10,4*** F(5) = 12,1%**
R2=0,12 R2 =0,12 R2=0,11

*p < 0,05; *** p < 0,001

8.1.6 Diskusia

Prva stadia bola zamerana na r6zne formy rodicovskej kontroly a ich
savis s rodom, percepciou a internaliziciou stanovenych pravidiel,
rodinnymi procesmi a rizikovym spravanim a sebatictou dospieva-
jacich. Vysledky korelaénych analyz poukazuji na pomerne tzky vztah
medzi psychologickou kontrolou a trestanim tak akoich percipuja
adolescenti. Toto zistenie je v silade s predchadzajicimi informéaciami
naznacujlcimi, ze neprimerané formy behavioralnej kontroly (v naSom
pripade trestanie) s dospievajicimi percipované podobne ako
psychologické kontrola (Evans, Simons, Simons, 2012). Naopak, moni-
toring s ostatnymi formami kontroly nestvisel, hoci by bolo mozné
ocakavat medzi tymito formami kontroly negativnu korelaciu (¢im viac
rodi¢ia vyuzivaji monitoring, tym menej buda uplatiiovat nevhodné
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formy kontroly). Nage vysledky dopiiiaji nézor, ze dimenzia kontroly
by mohla byt charakterizovand dvoma samostatnymi faktormi - mie-
rou behavioralnej kontroly a mierou psychologickej kontroly (Schaefer,
1965).

Zda sa, Zze matka je v kazdodennom Zivote dospievajtcich stale angazo-
vana viac ako otec (Bornstein, 2015). Aj v prezentovanom vyskume
rodové rozdiely v kontrole poukazuji na Statisticky vyznamne vyssiu
mieru monitoringu zo strany matky ako otca. Tento vysledok vSak bol
potvrdeny len ak boli do tivahy brané udaje od dospievajtcich. Roz-
diely v monitoringu tak, ako ho percipuji rodi¢ovské pary, neboli ziste-
né. Otcovia pri monitoringu vo zvySenej miere vyuzivaja informacie
od manzeliek (Waizenhofer, Buchanan, Jackson-Newsom, 2004).
Moé7u preto sami vnimat svoju mieru monitoringu ako vysoku, napriek
tomu, Zenie jezamerany priamo na adolescentov. Adolescenti
si nemusia byt vedomi toho, Ze otcovia sledujt ich aktivity prostred-
nictvom matiek a preto vnimat matky ako viac monitorujtce.

Vychovné postupy rodi¢ovského paru sa zvycajne neliSia, alebo sa lisia
len malo (Baumrind, 1991). To potvrdzuje i naSe zistenie, Ze rodicovsky
par vnima spdsob a intenzitu pouzivanej kontroly rovnako (s vynimkou
mierneho rodového rozdielu v trestani). Z doterajSieho stavu poznania
vyplyva, Ze pre optimalny vyvin dospievajicich je doleZity prave
rovnaky vychovny pristup oboch rodicov (Harvey, 2000; Simons,
Conger, 2007; Steinberg, 2001).

V stlade s niektorymi predchadzajacimi zisteniami (Blossom et al.,
2016; Luebbe et al., 2014; Shek, 2008), chlapci v nasej stadii uvadzali
vyznamne vyS$Siu mieru psychologickej kontroly zo strany matky
a trestania zo strany oboch rodicov ako dievéata. AvSak tdaje ziskané
od rodi¢ov poukazuji len na maly rozdiel v neprospech trestania
chlapcov matkami. Jednym z d6vodov tjchto rozdielnych vysledkov
moze byt interpreticia rodicovského spravania. Chlapci v dospievani
ocakavaju od rodicov vys$iu mieru autonémie ako dievéata (Fuligni,
1998), preto mozu pripadna psychologickl kontrolu a trestanie rodi-
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cov vnimaf ako zasahujice do ich autonémie viac ako to vnimajt
dievcata.

Ak dospievajici vnimaju rodiémi stanovené pravidla ako jasné,
je pravdepodobnejsie, Ze sa vsulade snimi budd spravat a zaroven
skor akceptuju dosledky, ktoré by pripadné neuposlichnutie pravidiel
so sebou prinieslo (Soenens, Vansteenkiste, 2010). Vysledky nasich
regresnych analyz poukazuji nato, Zejedine monitoring (matky
aj otca) signifikantne zvySoval pravdepodobnost, Ze dospievajtci buda
stanovené pravidla percipovat ako jasné. Podobny vysledok bol zisteny
i v suvislosti s mierou internalizacie pravidiel a neuposlichnutia pravi-
diel. Najsilnej$im prediktorom toho, do akej miery dospievajtci stano-
vené pravidl4 internalizuji sa vSak javi byt psychologickd kontrola.
Vyssia miera psychologickej kontroly predikovala nizSiu mieru
internalizacie. Psychologicka kontrola je niektorymi autormi chapana
ako opacny pdl podpory autonémie (Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Sierens,
2009; Van Petegem et al., 2015), podpora autonémie je zaroven
vyznamnym predpokladom zvnttornenia pravidiel (Vansteenkiste
et al., 2014). Najsilnejsim prediktorom neuposlichnutia pravidiel
(prostrednictvom otvoreného vzdoru) sajavi byt nedostatok moni-
toringu. Ak monitoring rodicov nie je dostato¢ny, pravidla sa javia
ako nejasné (tato Stadia), dospievajici nevie, aké pravidla by mal
dodrziavat a aké st dosledky nedodrziavania, ¢o moze nasledne vyvolat
jeho tendenciu spravat sa opacne ako rodi¢ia ocakavaji. Tento fakt
jevsualade s tedriou reaktancie (Miron, Brehm, 2006), blizsie predsta-
venou v teoretickej casti.

V dalsom kroku prvej casti analyz sme overovali, do akej miery rodi-
covska kontrola savisi s dal$imi rodinnymi procesmi reflektujtcimi
kvalitu vztahu adolescent-rodi¢. Vysledky prezentovanych analyz
poukazuji na pomerne uzky vztah medzi kontrolou a ostatnymi rodin-
nymi procesmi. VSetky formy rodicovskej kontroly vysvetlujt viac
variancie v negativnych rodinnjch procesoch (konflikt a antagoniz-
mus) ako v pozitivnych procesoch (spolo¢ny ¢as, naklonnost, spokoj-
nost). To moéze byt vysvetlené velmi vyznamnym savisom trestania
rodic¢ov s konfliktmi a antagonizmom. V stlade s o¢akavaniami, moni-
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toring rodicov pozitivne predikuje pozitivne rodinné procesy a negativ-
ne predikuje negativne procesy. Naopak je to v pripade psychologickej
kontroly. Trestanie oboch rodi¢ov savisi len s mierou konfliktu
a antagonizmu, nie s pozitivhymi procesmi. Tieto zistenia sa v stilade
s predchadzajicimi poznatkami otom, Zerodi¢ia viac monitoruja
dospievajtcich v rodinich, ktoré st charakterizované lepsou kvalitou
vztahov adolescent - rodi¢ (Keijsers et al., 2009) aze psychologicka
kontrola tizko suavisi s niZzSou vrelostou (Giingér, Bornstein, 2010).
Emocionalny kontext, ktory rodi¢ia svojim pristupom k dospievajicim
vytvaraji, moze zaroven menit vyznam kontroly pre dospievajiceho.
Adolescenti, ktori majt s rodiémi dobry vztah charakterizovany vrelos-
tou, oporou a zdujmom mozu i vy$§iu mieru riadenia vnimat ako pri-
meranti a stanovené pravidla ako nipomocné (Cap, Boschek, 1994;
Smetana, Crean, Campione-Barr, 2005; Sorkhabi, Middaugh, 2014 ).

Tretim cielom prvej Stadie bolo overit savis rodi¢ovskej kontroly
s behavioralnymi (rizikovym spravanim) a psychologickymi (seba-
uctou) faktormi u dospievajacich. V stilade s predchadzajicimi ziste-
niami (Parker, Benson, 2004; Wellman et al., 2016) vy$si monitoring
matky stvisi s nizSou pravdepodobnostou vyskytu rizikového sprava-
nia v skorej adolescencii. Psychologicka kontrola v podobe manipu-
lacie prostrednictvom vyditiek, ¢i vyvolavania pocitov viny, ani samot-
né trestanie, sa nejavia byt protektivnymi faktormi rizikového sprava-
nia, ale zaroven ani nezvySuju pravdepodobnost jeho vyskytu. Zauji-
mavym zistenim je vSak existencia interakcie medzi monitoringom
atrestanim uoboch rodi¢ov. Kombinicia nizkeho monitoringu
a vysokej miery trestania matky a otca stvisi s vy$Sou pravdepodob-
nostou rizikového spravania sa dospievajtcich.

Vsulade s nasimi ocakavaniami ipredchadzajticimi stidiami (napr.
Boudreault-Bouchard et al., 2013), psychologickd kontrola matky
iotca negativne stivisela so sebatictou dospievajicich. Vyssia miera
monitoringu oboch rodicov savisela naopak s vy$Sou sebatictou. Hoci
sila tohto efektu nebola velmi vysoka, vysledok je vstlade snaSou
predchadzajicou Stdiou navzorke 11-roénych dospievajtcich,
ukazujicou pozitivny vztah medzi behavioralnou kontrolou a seba-
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tctou (Bacikova-Sleskova, Benka, Orosova, vtla¢i) avSak zaroven
v rozpore so Stadiami z inych krajin (napr. Kerr, Stattin, 2000). Tento
vysledok naznacuje moznost, Ze v Slovenskom kontexte (ako bolo
diskutované v teoretickej casti tejto monografie) je behaviorilna
kontrola rodi¢ov percipovana adolescentmi pozitivhe a ma pozitivne
psychologické dosledky.

8.2 Studia 2. Rodi¢ovska kontrola ako stdéast
vychovnych stylov

8.2.1 Teoretické viychodiska

Jednym z trendov v sticasnom vyskume rodinnych procesov je pouzitie
tzv. naosobu orientovaného pristupu (person-oriented approach)
(napr. Lippold, Greenberg, Collins, 2013; Soenens, Vansteenkiste,
Sierens, 2009; Yan, Ansari, 2016). Tento pristup vyuziva r6zne
techniky zhlukovej analyzy na identifikaciu podskupin jednotlivcov,
ktori st nositelmi uréitjch kombinacii konkrétnych charakteristik.
Rozne vychovné praktiky rodi¢ov maja tendenciu sa vyskytovat v urci-
tych kombinéciach a vytvarat tak akési ,vychovné profily“ (Soenens,
Vansteenkiste, 2010; Yan, Ansari, 2016). Na osobu orientovany pristup
v stcasnosti do istej miery nahradza tradi¢ny pristup k problematike
vychovnych Stylov, pretoze vychovné styly vopred nedefinuje, ale iden-
tifikuje na zaklade ziskanych tdajov.

Tradiény, napremennt zamerany pristup (variable-oriented
approach) sleduje, ako jednotlivé aspekty rodinnych procesov sivisia
s roznymi dosledkami pre dospievajiiceho. Na druhej strane, na osobu
zamerand analyza umoziiuje identifikovanie prirodzene sa zhluku-
jacich aspektov rodinnych procesov a sledovat, ako tato Specificka
kombinécia viacerych procesov suvisi s dosledkami pre adolescenta.
Konkrétna kombinécia rodinnych procesov odliSuje jednu skupinu
dospievajucich od inych skupin. Oba tieto pristupy si vSak nie si proti-
reCiace, ale navzijom sa dopliiujice (von Eye, Bogat and Rhodes
2006), umoznuju ziskat rozdielne avsak v oboch pripadoch uzito¢né
informécie pre lepsie pochopenie fungovania rodinnych procesov.
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The second study published within a monograph is ,,Parental control as a part of parenting

styles*.

According to Schaefer (1965), parenting style can be defined as a combination of parenting
behaviours in three main dimensions: emotionality/ warmth, behavioural control and
psychological control. In this study we again apply a person-oriented approach. We aimed to
identify parenting styles based on the level of parental behaviour in these dimensions as
perceived by adolescents. The dataset for the study was the same as in study 8. Results show 5
parenting styles for mothers (distant/ neglecting; controlling/ manipulating; monitoring;
authoritative; permissive), and 4 parenting styles for fathers (distant/ neglecting; controlling/

manipulating; monitoring; supportive).

Controlling/ manipulating style of father, unlike mother, was characterised by higher
level of monitoring together with higher level of psychological control. This result suggests that
in some fathers monitoring (as positive form of control) and psychological control (negative

form) do not contradict.

In the next step of analyses, we have explored to what extent these parenting styles are
associated with risk behaviour and self-esteem of adolescents. The most optimal maternal styles
for both behavioural and psychological development seem to be monitoring (high monitoring,
below average psychological control and warmth) and authoritative style (high monitoring and
warmth, low psychological control). Monitoring style seems to be more suitable for avoiding
risk behaviour, while authoritative for protecting self-esteem (with still quite low risk
behaviour). On the other hand, the least optimal style is distant/ neglectful style. With regard to

paternal styles, the most optimal style is supportive both for risk behaviour and self-esteem.

Author’s contribution: 100%
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tctou (Bacikova-Sleskova, Benka, Orosova, vtla¢i) avSak zaroven
v rozpore so Stadiami z inych krajin (napr. Kerr, Stattin, 2000). Tento
vysledok naznacuje moznost, Ze v Slovenskom kontexte (ako bolo
diskutované v teoretickej casti tejto monografie) je behaviorilna
kontrola rodi¢ov percipovana adolescentmi pozitivhe a ma pozitivne
psychologické dosledky.

8.2 Studia 2. Rodi¢ovska kontrola ako stdéast
vychovnych stylov

8.2.1 Teoretické viychodiska

Jednym z trendov v sticasnom vyskume rodinnych procesov je pouzitie
tzv. naosobu orientovaného pristupu (person-oriented approach)
(napr. Lippold, Greenberg, Collins, 2013; Soenens, Vansteenkiste,
Sierens, 2009; Yan, Ansari, 2016). Tento pristup vyuziva r6zne
techniky zhlukovej analyzy na identifikaciu podskupin jednotlivcov,
ktori st nositelmi uréitjch kombinacii konkrétnych charakteristik.
Rozne vychovné praktiky rodi¢ov maja tendenciu sa vyskytovat v urci-
tych kombinéciach a vytvarat tak akési ,vychovné profily“ (Soenens,
Vansteenkiste, 2010; Yan, Ansari, 2016). Na osobu orientovany pristup
v stcasnosti do istej miery nahradza tradi¢ny pristup k problematike
vychovnych Stylov, pretoze vychovné styly vopred nedefinuje, ale iden-
tifikuje na zaklade ziskanych tdajov.

Tradiény, napremennt zamerany pristup (variable-oriented
approach) sleduje, ako jednotlivé aspekty rodinnych procesov sivisia
s roznymi dosledkami pre dospievajiiceho. Na druhej strane, na osobu
zamerand analyza umoziiuje identifikovanie prirodzene sa zhluku-
jacich aspektov rodinnych procesov a sledovat, ako tato Specificka
kombinécia viacerych procesov suvisi s dosledkami pre adolescenta.
Konkrétna kombinécia rodinnych procesov odliSuje jednu skupinu
dospievajucich od inych skupin. Oba tieto pristupy si vSak nie si proti-
reCiace, ale navzijom sa dopliiujice (von Eye, Bogat and Rhodes
2006), umoznuju ziskat rozdielne avsak v oboch pripadoch uzito¢né
informécie pre lepsie pochopenie fungovania rodinnych procesov.
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Hlavnym cielom druhej vyskumnej casti predkladanej monografie
jepreto vyuZitim naosobu orientovaného pristupu identifikovat
aké vychovné styly (tak, akoich percipuji dospievajici) sa v nasom
vyskumnom stibore prirodzene vyskytuji. Budeme pritom vychadzat
z predpokladu existencie troch zakladnych dimenzii vychovnych
$tylov - behavioralna kontrola (Specificky trovenn monitoringu),
psychologicki kontrola a emocionalna opora (Specificky miera perci-
povanej naklonnosti). Zaroven overime, ako identifikované vychovné
$tyly suvisia s rizikovym spravanim a sebatictou dospievajucich.

8.2.2 Vyskumny subor, metodiky a Statistické
analyzy

Analyzy v druhej ¢asti prace boli realizované na rovnakom vyskumnom
stubore ako v predchadzajicej casti, s pouzitim tdajov len od dospieva-
jacich (N=580). Vramci vyskumnych metodik sme na identifikaciu
vychovnych Stylov pouzili informacie o Grovni monitoringu, psycho-
logickej kontroly a ndklonnosti (referované dospievajicimi); dalej sme
pracovali s tiroviiou sebaticty a sktisenostou s rizikovym spravanim
(kumulativny index). VSetky pouZzité metodiky su popisané v prvej
stadii.

Vdruhej $tadii bola pouzitdA metdoda dvojkrokovej Kklastrovej
(zhlukovej) analyzy (two-step cluster analyses) pouZzitim Statistického
softwaru SPSS. Klastrova analyza je explorativna metdda, ktora slazi
na identifikaciu Struktary v datach. Pomocou nej je mozné identifi-
kovat homogénne skupiny jednotlivcov (zhluky), ktori maja podobné
charakteristiky a zaroven sa odlisuji od jednotliveov v inych skupinach
(Kaufman, Rousseeuw 2009). V tejto Studii pouzitda metéda pozostava
zdvoch krokov. Vprvom kroku sana ziklade vzdialenosti medzi
jednotlivymi pripadmi vytvoria tzv. podzhluky, ktoré pomahaja redu-
kovat velky pocet pripadov. V druhom kroku nasleduje Standardna
hierarchicka zhlukova analyza. Analyzy boli realizované osobitne pre
matku a otca. Pocet klastrov bol determinovany na zdklade hodnoty
BIC (Bayessian information criterion). Na zaklade uvedeného kritéria
bolo vybrané riesenie s piatimi klastrami pre matku a $tyrmi klastrami
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pre otca, ktoré okrem optimalnej hodnoty pouZitych kritérii,
sa zaroven konceptuélne jasné a logické.

V druhom kroku analyz sme pouzili chi kvadratovy test na sledovanie
rozdielov v rizikovom spravani vzhladom na prislusnost k identifi-
kovanému klastru a ANOVA pre sledovanie rozdielov v miere sebaticty.
Velkost efektu v tychto analyzach bola overovana prostrednictvom
Cramerovho V (pre chi kvadrat) a hodnoty eta squared (pre ANOVA).

> v/

Hodnota Cramerovho V mo6ze nadobudat ¢islo 0-1, pricom ¢im vyssia
hodnota, tym vysSi jeefekt. Hodnota eta squared je zvycajne
interpretovana podla Cohena (1988) nasledovne: 0,01-0,059 maly

efekt, 0,06-0,137 stredny efekt, od 0,138 velky efekt.
8.2.3 Visledky

Pouzitim dvoj krokovej klastrovej analyzy boli respondenti zaradeni
do niekol’kych vzijomne odlisnych skupin (zhlukov) podla toho,
ako percipovali troven rodi¢ovského monitoringu, psychologickej
kontroly a ndklonnosti zo strany matky a otca. Analjzu sme realizovali
vdvoch podobach: (1) pre matku aotca osobitne a (2) procesy
zo strany oboch rodi¢ov sme zaradili do jedného modelu klastrovej
analyzy. KedZe v pripade analyz pre kazdého z rodicov osobitne boli
vysledné zhluky informativnejsie, zachytavajlice prave rozdiely
vo vychove matiek a otcov, prezentujeme v nasledujticej Casti vysledky
samostatne pre matku a otca.

V sutvislosti s matkou bolo identifikovanych 5 skupin respondentov.
Traja respondenti neboli zaradeni do ziadnej zo skupin (vylaéeny
pripad, outlier case). V tabulke 16 prezentujeme priemerné hodnoty
a Standardné odchylky rodinnych procesov (matka) pre jednotlivé
Kklastre a zastipenie respondentov v jednotlivych klastroch. Pre lepsiu
ilustraciu klastrov uvadzame i graf 2, pricom priemerné skoére rodin-
nych procesov, prezentované v grafe, bolo konvertované na Z-skore.

Prvy Kklaster bol pomenovany distanény/zanedbavajiaci vychovny
styl (nizka tirovert monitoringu a ndklonnosti a priemerna trovern
psychologickej kontroly, do tejto skupiny bolo zaradenych 23,2%
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dospievajtcich); druhy klaster bol pomenovany kontrolujici/mani-
pulativny (vysoka miera psychologickej kontroly, priemerna
hodnota monitoringu a ndklonnosti, 22,5% adolescentov); treti
klaster bol nazvany monitorujaci (vysoka miera monitoringu, pod-
priemernd miera psychologickej kontroly i ndklonnosti, 21,8% res-
pondentov); Stvrty klaster - autoritativny (vysokd miera moni-
toringu aj ndklonnosti a podpriemerna troven psychologickej kon-
troly, 15,3% respondentov); piaty klaster - permisivny (vysoka
miera ndklonnosti, nizka miera monitoringu i psychologickej kontro-
ly, 16,6% adolescentov). Je potrebné zdoéraznit, Ze uvedené hodnoty
(vysok4, priemerna, nizka) st odvodené od priemernych hodnét pre
cely vyskumny stibor. To znamena, Ze napr. nizka miera naklonnosti
je nizka len v porovnani s ostatnymi respondentmi, hoci v absolatnej
hodnote moze byt priemerna.

Pouzitim chi-kvadrat testu sme porovnali percentuidlne zastdpenie
chlapcov a dievcat vjednotlivych klastroch. Hodnota testu nepouka-
zuje na Statisticky vyznamny rodovy rozdiel (x2 = 8,69; p = 0,069).

Tabul’ka 16 Priemerné hodnoty rodinnych procesov (monitoring,
psychologicka kontrola, naklonnost) pre jednotlivé klastre. Udaje tykajtice
sa matky.

monitoring  ps. kontrola naklonnost ‘ﬁlkOSt
matka astra
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) N (%)

1. distan¢ny/

zanedbévajiici 3,12 (0,42) 2,51(0,63) 3,31(0,60) 126 (23,2%)

2. kontrolujtici/ 3,68(0,35) 3,42(0,60) 4,17(0,60) 122 (22,5%)

manipulativny

3. monitorujici 4,25(0,38) 2,24(0,57) 3,88(0,33) 118 (21,8%)
4. autoritativny 4,38 (0,29) 2,30(0,48) 4,95 (0,12) 83 (15,3%)
5. permisivny 3,37(0,35) 1,96 (0,40) 4,73 (0,27) 90 (16,6%)
vyltéeny pripad 3(0,65%)
priemer 3,73 (0,61)  2,54(0,75) 4,10 (0,77)
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Graf2 Uroveni monitoringu, psychologickej kontroly a niklonnosti
v jednotlivych klastroch. Udaje tykajtice sa matky.
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Analyzou informaécii o jednotlivych rodinnych procesoch zo strany otca
boli identifikované $tyri klastre (tabulka 17, graf 3). Piati z respon-
dentov boli identifikovani ako vyliceny pripad. Respondenti su
v jednotlivych klastroch rovnhomerne zastipeni. Klastre boli pomeno-
vané podobne ako vpripade matky: 1. klaster - diStanény/zaned-
bavajaci vychovny styl (nizka miera monitoringu i naklonnosti,
podpriemernd miera psychologickej kontroly; do tejto skupiny bolo
zaradenych 27,4% dospievajtcich); 2. klaster - kontrolujaci/mani-
pulativny vychovny styl (vysoka miera psychologickej kontroly,
nadpriemernd miera monitoringu, priemernd miera ndklonnosti,
24,1% adolescentov); 3. klaster - monitorujici (vysoka miera moni-
toringu, nizka urovernt psychologickej kontroly a priemerna
naklonnost, 20,5%); 4. klaster bol pomenovany podporujaci vy-
chovny §tyl, pretoZe, na rozdiel od klastra pre matky, bola v tomto
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pripade pritomna nadpriemerni miera monitoringu (nizka psycho-
logicka kontrola, vysoka ndklonnost, mierne nadpriemerny moni-
toring, 36,9% dospievajucich).

Porovnanie (chi kvadratovy test) zastdpenia chlapcov a dievcat
v jednotlivych skupinach vychovnych $tylov otca opat nepoukézalo
na Statisticky vyznamné rozdiely (x2 = 6,46; p = 0,091).

Tabulka 17 Priemerné hodnoty rodinnjch procesov (monitoring,
psychologicka kontrola, néklonnost) pre jednotlivé klastre. Udaje tyka-
julce sa otca.

N . , velkost
otec monitoring ps. kontrola néklonnost Klastra
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) N (%)
1. distan¢ny/ 9
zanedbavajtci 2,91(0,39) 2,38(0,65) 3,47(0,65) 119 (27,4%)
2. kontrolujtci/ o
manipulativny 3,77(0,53)  3,31(0,53) 4,30 (0,55) 105 (24,1%)
3. monitorujuci 4,04 (0,34) 2,05(0,39) 3,81(0,44) 89 (20,5%)
4. podporujuci 3,64 (0,72)  2,01(0,45) 4,86 (0,20) 117(36,9%)
vyltéeny pripad 5 (1,1%)
priemer 3,54 (0,69)  2,45(0,76) 4,11 (0,77)

V nasledujicom kroku sme zistovali, nakol'ko prislusnost k jednotli-
vym klastrom (teda Specifické formy vychovného $tylu) suvisia s rizi-
kovym spravanim a sebatictou dospievajicich. V tabulke 18 prezentu-
jeme percentualne zastipenie tych respondentov, ktori uz maja skise-
nost srizikovym spravanim a priemerné hodnoty sebaticty podla
jednotlivych klastrov pre vychovny $tyl matky. Hodnota chi kvadratu
(x2 = 15,06) poukazuje na Statisticky vyznamny rozdiel v skiisenosti
s rizikovym spravanim medzi jednotlivymi skupinami.
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Graf3 Uroveni monitoringu, psychologickej kontroly a niklonnosti
v jednotlivych klastroch. Udaje tykajtce sa otca.
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Najnizsiu sktasenost uvadzali respondenti v 3.Kklastri (autoritarsky
vychovny §tyl). Naopak, v prvom klastri (diStan¢ny/zanedbavajici styl)
viac ako dvojnasobny podiel respondentov mal skiisenost s rizikovym
spravanim. Rozdiely v miere sebatcty v jednotlivych klastroch boli
overované pomocou ANOVY. V tabulke 18 st uvedené priemerné
hodnoty sebatcty. Vysledky F testu a LSD post hoc testov poukazuji
na Statisticky vyznamné rozdiely v sebadcte medzi respondentami
vjednotlivych klastroch. Najvys$iu mieru sebatcty uvadzali respon-
denti v 5. Kklastri (permisivny), ktori vSak zaroven uvadzali vysokt
mieru rizikového spravania. NajnizSia sebaticta bola zaznamenana
medzi adolescentmi v 2.klastri (kontrolujtci/manipulativny $tyl),
ktori zaroven uvadzali pomerne vysoku sktisenost s rizikovym sprava-
nim.
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Tabul’ka 18 Suvis vychovnych Stylov matky s rizikovym spravanim
a sebadctou dospievajtcich.

rizikové spravanie sebatcta
matka
% M
1. diStanc¢ny/
zanedbavajuici 34,9 2,66
2. kqntrohpum/ 32,0 2,63
manipulativny
3. monitorujuci 15,3 2,76
4. autoritativny 22,9 2,81
5. permisivny 31,1 2,01
X2 =15,06** F=9,18%**4
V =0,167 n2 = 0,065

** p < 0,01; *** p < 0,001; 2 post hoc (LSD) 1<4, 1<5, 2<3, 2<4, 2<5, 3<5, 4<5

Podobné porovnania boli realizované ajpre Kklastre v stvislosti
s vychovnym $tylom otca. Percentualne zastipenie adolescentov, ktori
maja skasenost s rizikovym spravanim a priemernd hodnota sebatcty
podla jednotlivich klastrov je uvedena vtabulke 19. Ajv pripade
rizikového spravania (x2=9,54; p <0,05) ajsebaucty (F=8,14;
p <0,001) sme identifikovali S$tatisticky vyznamné rozdiely medzi
jednotlivymi $tylmi. Najnizsie zastipenie tych, ktori maja sktisenost
s rizikovym spravanim je vKklastri 3 (autoritarsky vychovny Sstyl).
Velmi podobné percentualne zastpenie je vsak i v klastri 4 (podporu-
juci), v ktorom adolescenti zaroven uvadzali najvy$siu mieru sebadcty.
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Tabul’ka 19 Savis vychovnych Stylov otca s rizikovym spravanim a seba-
uctou dospievajucich.

rizikové spravanie sebatcta
otec
% M

1. distan¢ény/
zanedbéavajuci 345 2,67
2. kontrolujtci/
manipulativny 325 2,67
3. monitorujaci 19,1 2,77
4. podporujici 21,4 2,88

X2 =9,54% F = 8,14%** a

V =0,149 n2 =0,054

a post hoc (LSD) 1<4, 1<3, 2<3, 2<4, 3<4

8.2.4 Diskusia

Cielom s$tadie 2 bolo identifikovat vychovné §tyly tak, ako ich perci-
puji adolescenti, nazaklade prirodzene sa zhlukujacich sposobov
spravania sa rodica v troch zakladnych dimenziach vychovy (Schaefer,
1965): behavioralna kontrola, psychologicka kontrola a emocionalita.
Prostrednictvom klastrovej analyzy bolo identifikovanych pat vychov-
nych $tylov pre matku a Styri pre otca.

Identifikované vychovné styly pre matku (diStanény/zanedbavajaci;
kontrolujiaci/manipulativny; autoritarsky; autoritativny a permisivny)
do znacnej miery koresponduji s teoreticky vymedzenymi Stylmi
Diany Baumrindovej (1965), preto, pokial to bolo koncepéne vhodné,
sme pri pomenovani identifikovanych klastrov vychadzali z jej typo-
légie. Baumrindovad vSak koncipovala svoju tebériu na zaklade
predpokladu existencie dvoch zakladnych dimenzii. Pridanim tretej
dimenzie vychovnych §tylov (podla Shaefer, 1965) - irovne psycho-
logickej kontroly - bol vnasom vyskumnom subore identifikovany
dalsi vychovny §tyl charakterizovany vysokou troviiou psychologickej
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Kapitola 8 - Rodi¢ovska kontrola u slovenskych dospievajticich

kontroly a zaroveil priemernou troviiou monitoringu a niklonnosti,
ktory sme pomenovali manipulativny. Tento vychovny §tyl matky
savisi svelmi vysokou mierou rizikového spravania dospievajacich
a zarovei s nizkou tiroviiou sebatcty. Zaujimavym zistenim je, Ze vyso-
ké hodnoty psychologickej kontroly sa prirodzene nevyskytovali
v kombinacii s vysokymi hodnotami monitoringu ani naklonnosti.

Ako najoptimalnejSie vychovné $tyly matky sa v nasom vyskumnom
stbore javia byt §tyl monitorujaci (vysoky monitoring, podpriemerna
psychologickd kontrola a naklonnost) a autoritativny vychovny styl
(vysoky monitoring a naklonnost, podpriemerna psychologickid kon-
trola). Monitorujtci $tyl sazda byt vhodnejsi v suvislosti s obme-
dzenim rizikového sprivania, naopak autoritativny savisi s vysSou
sebatictou pristale pomerne niz$ej drovni rizikového spréavania.
Naopak, najmenej vhodny vychovny §tyl, ako v stvislosti s rizikovym
spravanim tak i so sebatctou, sa zda byt $tyl distanény/zanedbavajtci,
¢o je vsulade s predchadzajacimi zisteniami o ddleZitosti pozitivneho
emocionalneho vztahu medzi rodiom a dospievajicim (napr.
Adalbjarnardottir, Hafsteinsson, 2001; Chassin et al., 2005).

V stvislosti sotcom sme identifikovali len $tyri vychovné styly
(distan¢ny/zanedbavajici; kontrolujici/manipulativny; monitorujtci
a podporujici). Len diStanény/zanedbavajici a monitorujaci Styl
svojimi charakteristikami koreSpondovali s vychovnymi §tylmi matky.
Kontrolujaci/manipulativny $tyl otca, na rozdiel od matky, je charak-
terizovany ipomerne vysSou mierou monitoringu, c¢o naznacuje,
Ze u istej skupiny otcov sa monitoring (ako pozitivna forma kontroly)
a psychologicka kontrola nevyluéuja. Zatial' ¢o respondenti percipujaci
vysokud naklonnost matky boli zaradeni do dvoch klastrov (ti s vysokym
monitoringom ati snizkym monitoringom) v pripade otca analyzy
potvrdili len jeden klaster. Pomenovali sme ho podporujici vychovny
$tyl. Podporujici vychovny $tyl otca sajavi byt najoptimalnejsi pre
vyhnutie sa rizikovému spravaniu a zaroven udrZanie vysokej sebatcty.
V stvislosti s rizikovym spravanim a sebatictou sa diStan¢ny/zaned-
bavajaci a kontrolujici/manipulativny $tyl zdaja byt ako najmenej
vhodné.
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3. General discussion

In the present thesis we aimed to focus on family situation, parental behaviour and various
family processes and its’ associations with health and health risk behaviour of adolescents.
Within ten published studies we have shown the shift of our research interest from focusing
more on family events (i.e. parental unemployment) on more nuanced aspects of family
processes (e.g. the changes in family processes during adolescence or a closer look at the use

of parental control). In the following paragraph we will briefly summarize our results.

Longitudinal study (Study 1) showed that in early adolescence (within one and a half
year) there is a statistically significant, although not large, decrease in several family processes
reflecting parent-adolescent relationship. Further studies revealed that adverse family events
(father’s unemployment in particular) are associated with worse health (studies 2 and 3) and
with more risk behaviour (study 4). We have found some contradictory results regarding
father’s unemployment and family processes. In study 2 adolescents with unemployed fathers
reported receiving less support than did those with employed father, while in study 3 no
differences in family processes between those with employed and unemployed parents have
been found, although adolescents with unemployed father reported the highest level of negative
emotions toward a father. Family structure (other than two-parent family) seems to be the
strongest predictor of risk behaviour (study 4). The link between parental own risk behaviour
(as perceived by adolescents) and adolescent risk behaviour is mostly mediated by perceived
parental approval of such behaviour and by affiliating with risky peers (study 5). From various
family processes, perceived parental disapproval seems to be the most important factor in
avoiding risk behaviour (study 6). With regard to specific family processes, many were
associated both with adolescent health and risk behaviour. We have reported positive
associations of perceived adolescent health with parental support (studies 2 and 3), frequency
of communication (study 3) or behavioural control (studies 8 and 9) and negative association
with parent-adolescent conflict (study 3) and psychological control (study 9). The importance

of distinguishing between various forms of parental control has also been confirmed (studies 9
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and 10). We have also confirmed significant discrepancies in parent-adolescent perceptions of

various variables (study 6 and 7).

The results will further be discussed within two large topics that occur in most of the 10

studies: gender differences and cultural and context specifics.

3.1 Gender differences

The question whether the process of socialization in family is distinct for boys and girls and
whether mother and father take different roles in this process is one of the most discussed
questions in developmental psychology. There is a substantial amount of research showing that
parenting differs regarding gender both of a parent and a child and that boys and girls might be
differentially affected by parenting (Bosco et al., 2003; Gryczkowski et al., 2010; Paulson, &
Sputa, 1996; Verhoeven, Bogels, & van der Bruggen, 2012). However, the results are not

consistent enough to give a clear gender specific picture of family processes.

Although the role of mother and father in the parenting process is still not clear, several
trends can be identified from previous studies. Firstly, despite considerable changes in mother-
father roles in recent years, mothers are still more involved in adolescents’ everyday life than
fathers (Bornstein, 2015). They spend more time with their children and are more responsible
for daily care and discipline than fathers (McKinney, & Renk, 2011; Phares, Fields, &
Kamboukos, 2009) as well as are more engaged in their children’s emotional life than fathers
(Klimes-Dougan et al., 2007). Mothers are more informed about their adolescents’ leisure time
activities (Keijsers et al., 2010) and monitor them more (Shek, 2008). Adolescents also tend to
disclose more often to mothers than fathers (Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 2006).
Secondly, the father-adolescent relationship is characterized by physical and emotional
distance, while mother-adolescent relationship by attachment and intimacy (Sim, 2003).
Thirdly, mothers are more likely to adopt more appropriate parenting strategies than fathers

(Conrade, & Ho, 2001; van Lissa et al., 2019).
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This altogether suggest greater effect of maternal than paternal parenting on
adolescents’ outcomes. However, research is very unclear in this issue. Some studies suggest
that when parenting is positive, parenting of mothers has greater effect on adolescents’
outcomes; while when negative, parenting of fathers has greater effect (Keijsers et al., 2010;
Soenens et al., 2006; Verhoeven et al., 2012). On the other hand, in another research (Vazsonyi
et al., 2003), maternal and paternal processes were associated similarly with measures of both
internalizing (anxiety, depression, low self-esteem and low well-being) and externalizing
(alcohol use, drug use and school misconduct) behaviours. Similarly, the results of our studies
are inconsistent with regard to this issue. In study 2 we have found that the level of perceived
support of father is lower when father is not employed. However, maternal support seems not
to differ by employment status. On the other hand, although father’s support is lower when not
employed, when it is present it seems to have greater effect on health of adolescent than mothers
support. Contrary to this finding, in Study 4 maternal processes were associated with adolescent
risk behaviour to a higher extent than paternal processes. In Study 9, maternal control seems to
be more important for adolescent risk behaviour while both maternal and paternal control is
associated with self-esteem. These results altogether could suggest that when differentiating
between maternal and paternal processes, the studied outcome may be important. Maternal
parenting seems to be more strongly associated with risk behaviour, while both parents

parenting is associated with health.

Although individual studies suggest gender differences, several metaanalyses showed
the differences to be only small. Lytton and Romney (1991) reported on 19 family processes
and found only one significant boy-girl difference in physical punishment. Similarly, Endendijk

et al. (2016) did not confirm gender differences in parental control.

The second pattern of gender-differences suggests that girls are raised in a more
intensive way both with regard to parental control as well as parental warmth and support
(Branje, Laursen, & Collins 2012; Kapetanovic et al., 2017; McKinney, Brown, & Malkin,
2018; Smetana, & Daddis, 2002; van Lissa et al., 2019; Willoughby, & Hamza, 2011). Our
studies confirmed this assumption to some extent. In Study 4 we have confirmed boy-girl

differences in most of studied family processes with an exception of perceived social support
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from mother. Girls reported to have more warmth and communication with mother, support
from father and more monitoring and conflicts with both parents. Boys reported more
communication with father than did girls. Further, girls seemed to be more vulnerable to other
than biological parent’s family structure. Moreover, results of this study (study 4) in general
showed stronger relationship between family characteristics/ processes and risk behaviour
among girls than boys. On the other hand, when both adolescent and parental reports on parental
control were compared by adolescent gender (study 9), no gender differences have been found
with an exception of punishment. Adolescent boys reported being punished more often that
girls. When looking at changes in family processes (study 1), no gender differences have been

confirmed.

In our recent study (Bacikova-Sleskova, Hricova, & Orosova, submitted) we have
extended our knowledge on gender specific parenting by studying mother-daughter, mother-
son, father-daughter, father-son dyads. The aim of the study was to explore the gender-specific
links between perceived parental behavioural and psychological control and adolescents’
psychological adjustment directly and indirectly through the positive and negative aspects of
the parent-adolescent relationship. The participants in the study were 930 early adolescents
(mean age 12.9; 49.9% girls) who filled in questionnaires about their parents’ parenting (for
mothers and fathers respectively) and their psychological adjustment (self-esteem and life
satisfaction). The results of the structural equation modelling showed that the perception of
adolescents regarding their parents’ behavioural and psychological control is significantly
directly and/or indirectly associated with their psychological adjustment (behavioural control
positively and psychological control negatively). Among the boys, for both mothers and fathers,
control is associated with boys’ psychological adjustment only indirectly via the perceived
parent-adolescent relationship. For the girls on the other hand, the link between parental control
and psychological adjustment is direct for father’s control and both direct and indirect for
mother’s control. The link between perceived parental control, the parent-adolescent
relationship and adolescent psychological adjustment shows some gender-specific patterns.

Maternal control was associated with adolescents’ adjustment only indirectly via the quality of
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the mother-adolescent relationship while among the fathers, more direct associations were

found. This was particularly the case for the father-daughter dyad.

Some evidence (Parke, 2004; Sim, 2003) suggests that parenting of one parent should
be considered in the context of parenting of other parent. In particular, when studying paternal
parenting. Fathers may mediate and moderate mother-child relationship (Parke, 2004). Fathers
may have indirect impact on mother-child relationships by modifying and moderating mother-
child interactions or by their relationships with the wives. Sim (2003) reported that father
characteristics moderate links between mother characteristics and adolescent attributes. For
example, the link between mother’s responsiveness and adolescent’s sense of self-worth has
become stronger as father’s responsiveness increased. In our study (study 2), on the other hand,
when mother’s support studied together with father’s support, the association of mother’s
support with adolescent health decreased.

As can be seen in previous paragraphs, although some gender specific trends in
parenting are visible, any general conclusion cannot be made. Russel and Saebel (1997) suggest
that many different factors may influence parenting and family processes, and gender is only

one of them.

3.2 Cultural and socio-economic context

Within the Bonfenbrenner’s Ecological system approach (1979), the life of individual is shaped
not only by microsystems (such as family), but also mezosystems (such as cultural and socio-
economical context). Alike, family processes and parent-adolescent relationship are influenced
by larger systems. Cultural specifics of family processes may be seen both in the way how
parents behave and the way how adolescents respond to parental behaviour. Parents in different
cultures vary in their parenting goals and parenting values. Although these might be specific
for each nation, in general they were hypothesised to be related to the level of individualism
and collectivism in each country (Prevoo, & Tamis-LeMonda, 2017). Countries where higher
level of individualism is prevalent appraise individual values such as personal freedom or time
for oneself. On the other hand, in countries that are characterised by higher level of collectivism
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good interpersonal relations and group benefits are highly valued. Countries therefore differ
also in their “parenting priorities” — whether parents in the particular society endorse child
independence or obedience (Park, Lau, 2016). In individualistic societies parents foster their
child’s independence in order for their children to grow up as autonomous and independent
individuals. On the other hand, parents in collectivistic societies emphasize group harmony and
understand self in relation to one’s context and relationship with others. Thus parents in
individualistic countries use parenting strategies that emphasise independence, such as
autonomy support, while parents in collectivistic countries stress the importance of group goals
and form children to be more obedient (Park, Lau, 2016). Authors in their broad study across
90 different nations found that independence was more popular in nations with greater wealth
and higher percentage of educated populations; obedience was more popular in nations with

less wealth and lower percentages of educated and urban populations.

Research for example shows that although parental warmth seems to be a universally
positive aspect of parenting, interpretations of parental control and the relation between parental
control and perceived parental warmth vary widely across cultural groups (Deater-Deckard et
al., 2011). In collectivistic countries (such as China, Korea, Ghana) parents use more controlling
behaviour toward their children than do parents in individualistic countries (Dwairy, & Achoui,
2010; Richman, & Mandara, 2013). The cultural differences can be also found in the way how
parenting behaviour is perceived and interpreted by adolescents. For example, parental
behaviour that was characterized by guilt induction was perceived more negatively by Belgian
than Chinese adolescents (Chen et al., 2016). Another example can be found in research of
Chao and Aque (2009) who found that Afro-American adolescents perceive parental highly
controlling behaviour as showing parental love and interest. Similarly, in Ghana parental
behaviour that was autonomy supportive characterised by providing choices to adolescents was

perceived as neglecting with a lack of parental interest (Marbell, & Grolnick, 2013).

Slovakia in this context is quite specific country where collectivistic values (brought
from a past) are mixed with individualistic values (typical for present European community).
In our recent study (Bac¢ikova, 2017) we identified more or less similar levels of individualism

and collectivism in a sample of university students. BaSnakova, Brezina and Masaryk (2016)
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reported that in the context of other European countries people in Slovakia score rather low on
individualism scale. This place Slovakia virtually in the middle of the individualistic —

collectivistic scale.

Of course, cultural specifics are not highlighted only in broad differences between
collectivistic and individualistic countries. Separate countries may differ in what is perceived
as normative with regard to parenting. For example, in some countries, physical punishment
might be perceived as more normative than in others. Similarly, expressing love toward a child
by father may be seen as inappropriate in some cultures. Furthermore, broader cultural

constructions in what is appropriate for adolescents’ development might play a role.

These cultural specifics may account for somewhat different results in several of our
studies when compared to previously published results from other countries. In studies 6, 9 and
10 we consistently reported parental behavioural control (monitoring) to be positively
associated with psychological outcomes (e.g. self-esteem) what contradicts findings from other
cultures. Several previous studies showed that although behavioural control is desirable for
avoiding risk behaviour and externalizing problems, it might also be associated with lower
psychological adjustment (Kakihara et al., 2010; Van Lissa et al., 2019). This association may
be attributed to feelings of overcontrol or incompetence that adolescents often feel when
controlled by parents (Kakihara, & Tilton-Weaver, 2009; Kapetanovic et al., 2017) as well as
to parental control in domains that are perceived as personal by adolescents (Smetana, Crean,
& Campione-Barr, 2005). In our studies (9 and 10), however, both maternal and paternal
behavioural control was associated with better psychological adjustment both for boys and girls.
It is possible, that in Slovakia, where collectivistic values are endorsed, adolescents perceive
their parents control as a sign of interest rather than intrusiveness to their autonomous
behaviour. Similarly, our previous study showed the importance of national context with regard
to the effect of parental unemployment on adolescents’ health (Sleskova et al., 2006). Fathers
employment status was more important in Slovak sample, while in Dutch sample it was

mother’s employment status.

Beside cultural specifics, an important contextual factor for parenting and other family

processes is overall socio-economic status of family (parental education, parental employment

41



status, objective financial situation as well as subjective financial strain). Higher perceived
financial stress is associated with more conflicts between adolescents and parents, with lower
parental warmth and higher hostility (Conger et al., 1994; Morrison Gutman, McLoyd, &
Tokoyawa, 2005). Family stress model (Conger et al., 1992) suppose that objective economic
strain and unstable work are associated with worse parental emotional well-being and their
behaviour toward adolescent via subjective perception of financial stress. This perceived stress
is further associated with parental depression, what can lead to inter-marital conflicts and
decrease in parenting quality. Moreover, parents from lower socio-economic groups have less
information on adequate forms of parenting. Evans et al. (2005) found that perceived poverty
is associated with chaos and lack of structure in parenting. Leinonen et al. (2003) found that
both mothers and fathers endorse more punitive parenting when they are under economic

hardship.

According to Hoff, Laursen and Tardif (2002) association of parental SES with
parenting can be expressed in three general differences (1) lower SES parents are more
concerned that their children conform to societal expectations, while higher SES parents are
more concerned that their children develop initiative; (2) low SES parents create a home
atmosphere in which it is clear that parents have authority over children, while in high SES
families children are more equal partners; rules are discussed and opposed; (3) low SES parents
are more punitive, in particular physical punishment, but less conversational than are higher

SES parents.

In line with this, a broad international study (Park, & Lau, 2016) showed that at person-
level, personal socioeconomic status rather than national socioeconomic characteristics
predicted individual parents’ priorities in fostering child’s independence or obedience. Higher
social class predicted greater likelihood of endorsing independence and not endorsing

obedience.

In our studies 2 and 3 we have shown that parental employment status is important with
regard to the quality of family processes as well as adolescents’ health and well-being. In Study
2 we have found that the quality of perceived social support is lower in the case of paternal

unemployment. Similarly, in Study 3 adolescents with employed fathers perceived to be closer
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to and have a higher frequency of communication with their fathers than those with non-
employed fathers. Adolescents with an employed mother were monitored less than those with
an unemployed or non-employed mother. Regarding the perception of parents, adolescents with
an employed father experienced a significantly higher positive affect towards him in
comparison to those with non-employed fathers and a significantly less negative affect than

those with unemployed fathers.

3.3 Future research

In past 20 years, research on family processes in families with adolescents has increased
considerably. A huge number of studies has been published bringing many important results.
The shift in research interest has been made from solely focusing on broader family factors
(such as family structure, or general parenting styles) to more nuanced research interest in
separate family processes and parent-adolescent interaction. Several new directions have

occurred in the research that should also be applied in our cultural context.

More longitudinal studies are needed in family research, in particular in Slovak context
where such studies are missing. Longitudinal studies would allow to focus on a specific process
that occurs between parenting practices or family events and the studied outcome in
adolescence. It is important to know what is the role of adolescent in this process. Adolescents
are not passive recipients of parenting efforts, they actively respond and react to parental
behaviour. Their reactions may vary by adolescent personality, their previous experiences, their
parents’ parenting style or the particular situation. These various reactions further differently

influence adolescent behaviour as well as psychological adjustment.

Various family processes and parenting practices tend to co-occur. For example, high
quality communication with parents is associated with good perceived support what is
associated with appropriate use of parental control. On the other hand, use of psychological
control is associated with higher conflicts and further with less perceived support. Using a

person-oriented approach (by any clustering method), we can identify families that resemble in
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their family processes. Families, where various family processes are positive, adaptive, can be
distinguished from families with generally negative processes or those where the processes are

mixed.

Massive use of smartphones by adolescents opens new ways of data collections. It
makes possible to measure a day to day variations in particular family processes and thus apply
a dynamic approach to parenting research. A recent 7-days study (Mabbe et al., 2018) for
example showed that parental use of autonomy support and psychological control varies
considerably by days and this variation is related to their day to day satisfaction of
psychological needs. When parents’ needs were satisfied they tent to use more adaptive
parenting (i.e. autonomy support). The study of day to day variations may be a challenge in

Slovak context but could bring an important new data on family processes.

A recent developmental trend among adolescents shows a decrease in externalizing
behaviours and an increase in various forms of internalizing behaviours (Bor et al. 2014; de
Looze et al. 2015; Kristjansson et al., 2016). In Slovakia, this trend has not been registered yet
(ESPAD, 2015; Madarasova-Geckova, 2019), however, we can assume that it will be present
in next several years. Therefore, a shift in a research interest should be made to internalizing

problem behaviours (such as anxiety, depression symptoms, low well-being, low self-esteem).

To conclude, question for further research is not whether family is important
socialization factor in adolescence but how the socialization within family occurs. The research
interest should focus on the whole process, on the role of adolescents in this process, the role

of parental values and expectations or the global context in which parenting occurs.
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3.4 Implications for practice

Practical implications that are offered to parents in many parenting books come primarily from
counselling or clinical psychological practice. However, for a complex view on family factors
that are important for good adolescent development a research conducted on larger
representative samples is needed. Results of our studies have brought several information that
should be spread among parents. Firstly, it seems to be important to show parents what are the
normative changes in parent-adolescent relationship during adolescence (study 1). The increase
in conflicts or decrease in perceived support (“Parents do not understand me”) in the beginning
of adolescence are normal part of the relationship. This change, however, should not be huge
and should lead to a good quality horizontal relationship in later adolescence. Further, it should
be stressed that in family adversity, or in the situation when one parent is not able to give
sufficient support to adolescent, the other parent becomes even more important (study 2).
Parents should also know, that the way how adolescents perceive family processes differs from
the way how the processes are perceived by parent (studies 6, 7). This is particularly true in
domains that are perceived by adolescents as private. With regard to avoiding adolescent risk
behaviour, showing parental disapproval of such behaviours seems to be crucial (study 5).
Furthermore, parents should be taught how to use appropriate forms of control (studies 8, 9 and
10). When controlling adolescent they should create the atmosphere where adolescent would

share information about their life with them (study 8).

It is very difficult, or even impossible to change the overall parenting style of parents
(Chassin et al., 2005). Therefore, with regard to practical implications of research findings, it
is necessary to focus on particular behaviours that could be changed and thus promote positive
changes in adolescent development. Our results suggest two particular parenting behaviours
that may be the subject of a change: parental attitude toward adolescent risk behaviour and the

way how parents assert control over adolescent.

Parental smoking and weekly alcohol consumption was associated with increased

adolescents’ substance use. This association was further mediated by perceived parental
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approval of substance use (study 5). Similarly, study 6 showed that perceived parental approval
is the only or the strongest predictor of adolescent risk behaviour among several other family
factors and parenting practices (substance specific communication, maternal/paternal
monitoring, maternal/paternal companionship and maternal/paternal substance use). Adult
occasional alcohol consumption is perceived as normative in our culture. Parents who use
substances, may have laxer attitude toward adolescents’ risk behaviour and thus have problems
in showing their disapproval (Engels & Bot, 2006; den Exter Blokland 2006). In terms of
prevention, there is a possibility to encourage parents to improve their anti-smoking and anti-
drinking attitudes and make them clear to adolescents to decrease the probability in them
engaging in risk behaviour. This seems to be highly relevant particularly for parents that drink
alcohol on a non-problematic weekly basis and their attitudes toward adolescents’ beer
consumption. Even when parents smoke or drink occasionally, they may set strict rules and
communicate clearly their disapproval of such behaviour of their child, in particular in early
adolescence. When comparing the parental and adolescent influence on risk behaviour in early
adolescence, Cleveland et al. (2008) found that parental factors explain higher percentage of
variance in risk behaviour than peer factors, what makes parental disapproval even more

important.

The second parenting practice that may be subject of intervention is parental control.
Many parents need to change either the form or intensity or both of the control they use when
raising adolescents. This could be made in two steps. The first step in the sense of primary
intervention would be to inform parents about benefits of appropriate parental control for
various aspects of adolescent development. It seems to be important to stress adequate intensity,
that has to respect a developmental needs (Stage-environment fit theory, Eccles et al., 1993) of
a particular adolescent. The second step, that could be a part of intervention programs in
secondary and tertiary prevention, is a sensitation of parents to their own use of control and

subsequent training of effective ways of parental control.

As we have stated in the introduction, psychological prevention of undesirable effects
of adverse family circumstances is not very developed in our cultural context. Research findings

suggest inter-generational transition of parenting and parenting styles (Chen, Kaplan, 2001)
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thus the change of maladaptive forms of parenting and prevention might have a long-lasting
positive implications for other generations. Individual prevention activities are made by
counselling psychologists or school psychologists, however, parents of vulnerable children who
would benefit the most from such interventions only rarely participate in such activities. Short
one session interventions might therefore be the solution. Such short interventions are rather
easy to implement and it is more probable that parents would attend such program. Moreover,
short interventions seem to be very effective in many areas (Schleider, & Weisz, 2017). As an
example we present a work by Koning et al. (2009). The authors conducted an intervention that
included only one session with parents at the beginning of the school year within a standard
school meeting of parents. They had a short presentation on negative consequences of
adolescents’ alcohol use and on the importance of setting clear rules on alcohol use to
adolescents. After this presentation, parents were asked to work in a group and to agree on a set
of rules that would be used for all children from the particular class. This increased the
possibility of parents to control effectively their child behaviour and decreased a peer pressure
as all children had the same rule. Subsequently, this prevention decreased adolescents’ alcohol

use.

Prevention might be focused not only on parents but also on adolescents, e.g by
changing their normative expectations. Adolescents tend to interpret parental behaviour based
on their comparisons with their peers (Corsaro, & Eder, 1990). Research consistently shows
that perceived social norms (i.e. normative expectations) differ considerably from reality. If
individuals feel that their feelings, attitudes or behaviour differs considerably from feelings,
attitudes and behaviour of most members of their social group, they feel a discomfort and try
to decrease this discrepancy by changing their behaviour in line with the group norm (that is
often misinterpreted). Many prevention programs therefore work with the assumption that by
informing individuals about a real group norm individual would change their behaviour. This
assumption has been confirmed in many previous studies (DeJong et al., 2006; Perkin, Craig,
& Perkins, 2011; Perkins, 2003). Therefore, one of the possibilities for intervention, is to change
normative expectations of adolescents about the other parents’ parenting. To show them that it

is normal to have rules set by parents, and it is normal to behave in line with this rules.
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4. Conclusion

“Family” is a topic, where people often feel to be experts because of their own long-term
experiences. However, individual experiences are considerably biased and family context for
development is very complex and varies across families. Therefore, there is a need for research

knowledge to be gained and to be spread across the general population.

Perceiving family as a system makes difficult to empirically capture the whole process
and all factors that play a role in this process. Rather, the focus on specific aspects and family
processes is needed. In depth understanding of specific situation, contexts, outcomes, individual
differences, or day to day variations in family processes may, step by step, help to make a
complex picture of socialization in family. As soon as we understand this issue in depth, it will
be possible to identify risk families and effective prevention programs can be created to prevent
many of the undesirable outcomes. In the near future, the role of family and primary caregivers
may be even more important for adolescent socialization. The number of possible model figures
increases and at the same time the quality of such figures is questionable. Parents need to
transfer the values they consider important on their children and should do it in the way that

helps to internalize the norms and values.
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