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variations in how parents exhibit these behaviors. Two 
examples are physical and relational styles of parenting. A 
physical style of parenting can be defined as an approach 
that focuses on engaging one’s physical body, whereas a 
relational style is an approach that focuses on building and 
maintaining positive relationships. For example, when a 
family is at dinner and the child stands on his/her chair rather 
than sitting in it, a parent could react in a variety of ways. 
A physical approach of parenting may involve removing the 
child from the situation and spanking him/her. In contrast, 
a relational style of parenting may involve discussing the 
problem with the child and trying to negotiate with the child 
to make him/her behave. Also, if a child was being bullied 
by his/her friends, a parent with a physical approach to par-
enting may teach the child to fight and not seem inferior, 
whereas a relational parenting approach may instruct the 
child to try to rekindle the friendship.

These approaches are not mutually exclusive; parents may 
employ a combination of these approaches. The degree to 
which these practices are used, and how it relates to other 
factors, however, has yet to be examined. Although numer-
ous theories suggest that parenting styles can be linked to 
individual difference variables, there are other that have so 
far been overlooked. Differences in parental decisions may 
be linked to how the parents define themselves. To date, 
however, no one has considered linking self-construal to 
parenting practices. The purpose of the current research is 
to examine the link between self-construal and child-rearing 
practices.

Individual Differences in Parenting Practices

A large body of research has examined the various 
ways in which parents react to situations (for review see 
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Mackler et al., 2015). Baumrind’s (1971) seminal longitu-
dinal research resulted in a model with three distinct par-
enting styles: authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. 
Recently, Gfroerer et al. (2011) showed that these three par-
enting styles involve key differences in how parents interact 
with their children, and the subsequent reactions from them. 
Authoritative parents are more comfortable with conflict 
than others, and adolescents who perceive their mothers 
as authoritative tend to feel a sense of belonging and con-
nection to others and tend to be success-oriented. In con-
trast, authoritarian parents are perceived to be less warm 
or affectionate. Permissive parents make few demands for 
responsibility and orderly behavior and allow their child to 
regulate activities with little or no control. Gfroerer et al. 
(2011) noted that parents who view their parenting style as 
permissive also may feel a sense of isolation at times, avoid 
conflict, be less success-oriented, have difficulty getting 
feedback and pleasing others, lack of social skills, and not 
value rules.

Although parents may employ these styles to corre-
spond with their child’s needs, they are also linked to the 
parent’s personality. Belsky et al. (1995) found that highly 
neurotic parents have less positive emotions, are less sensi-
tive, and are less cognitively stimulating. They also express 
more negative emotions and are more intrusive than other 
parents. More recent research showed that highly neurotic 
fathers adopted a more forceful discipline style than fathers 
with lower scores (Kochanska et al., 2007). Extraverted and 
agreeable mothers and fathers, in contrast, are more posi-
tively affective, sensitive, and cognitively stimulating in their 
interactions with their children.

In most of these cases, past research focuses primarily on 
the parents’ dispositions and less on the ways they resolve 
problems for their children. We suggest that parenting 
choices may extend beyond control and warmth and instead 
consist of five approaches: independent (i.e., the child is 
encouraged to solve the problem herself or himself), depend-
ent (i.e., the parent solves the problem for the child), rela-
tional (i.e., child is encouraged to resolve the problem by 
seeking help from others), physical (i.e., the child is encour-
aged to resolve the problem by engaging her or his body in 
physical activity), and passive (i.e., neither the parent nor the 
child should do anything to address the situation).

The focus of our study will be on the last two forms of 
parenting approaches: relational and physical. Prior exami-
nations of parenting approaches have shown that many par-
ents focus on socializing their children to solve problems 
through a relational lens, such as developing social affective 
skills (Knafo, 2006; Koblinsky et al., 2006; MacCormack 
et al., 2020) and helping others (Roisman & Fraley, 2012). 
Many parents will also socialize their children through a 
physical lens, such as assigning physically demanding 
chores (Anderson et al., 2009), and engagement in youth 

sports (Gottzén & Kremer-Sadlik, 2012). To date, how-
ever, no one has examined these distinctions. In addition to 
investigating these types of parenting approaches, we will 
examine how these parenting decisions map onto individual 
difference variables that to date have been overlooked in the 
parenting literature: self-construals.

The Role of Self‑Construal in Interpersonal 
Behavior

A person’s self-construal refers to how one defines and 
makes meaning of oneself. Early work by Triandis (1989) 
and Markus and Kitayama (1991) proposed that people 
will draw upon specific social experiences to compose an 
understanding of the self that is primarily independent (or 
private) or interdependent (or public/collective), and that 
culture serves as an important guide as to how those experi-
ences shape the self. Consequently, people will form either a 
highly independent self-construal (IndSC) or a highly inter-
dependent self-construal (InterSC) based on the cultural 
grounding in either an individualized or group emphasis of 
social experiences.

These self-construals in turn influence the ways people 
respond to their social environments (see Cross et al., 2011 
for a review). For example, people with a high IndSC are 
less sensitive to different social contexts (Cousins, 1989; 
Kanagawa et al., 2001; Rhee et al., 1995; Suh, 2002), engage 
in more contrast-based cognitive processing (Bry et al., 
2008), emphasize self-consistency (Church et al., 2008), 
prefer socially disengaging emotions (Kitayama et al., 2004), 
engage in more self-promotion (see Heine et al., 1999 for 
a review), and emphasize primary control more (Lam & 
Zane, 2004) than people with a high InterSC. These cogni-
tive, affective, and motivational differences then manifest in 
corresponding behavioral patterns, with highly independ-
ent people engaging in less group-oriented (Gardner et al., 
2004), cooperative (Chen et al., 2001), and imitative behav-
iors (van Baaren et al., 2003) than highly interdependent 
people.

InterSC may be further distinguished as having relational 
and collective subcategories. A relational-interdependent 
self-construal (or relational self-construal, RelSC) refers to 
a tendency to define and understand the self as part of one’s 
close relationships (Cross et al., 2000; Kashima et al., 1995). 
In contrast to the cultural grounding of IndSC and IntSC, 
RelSC may be used to explain several gender differences 
in attitudes and behaviors, especially in Western cultures 
(Cross & Madson, 1997). Rather than focusing on larger 
groups, people with a high RelSC define themselves and 
structure their social experiences around individual relation-
ships (e.g., with one’s spouse, friends, siblings). As a result, 
highly relational people are more inclined than others to 
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be sensitive to relational information (Cross et al., 2002), 
base their well-being on the quality of close relationships 
(Cross et al., 2003), focus on other enhancement (Gore & 
Cross, 2011), and pursue goals for the sake of their relation-
ships (Gore & Cross, 2006). Their behavioral output in turn 
focuses on promoting their relationships, adjusting to the 
needs of their relationships, and focusing on joint gains.

Self-construals have been shaped and formed through 
normed social interactions, social roles, and expectations 
that are grounded in culture and gender. However, recent 
research suggests that interdependent and independent self-
construals are not the only way that one can define the self. 
Physical self-construal (PhySC) is the tendency to define 
oneself based on one’s physical body and its capabilities. 
Similar to Cross and Madson’s (1997) seminal work on 
utilizing self-construal to explain gender differences, the 
development of PhySC as a variation of self-construal also 
stemmed from the extensive literature on gender differences 
(e.g., Ellis et al., 2008). While this literature is concord-
ant with Cross and Madson’s (1997) assertions regarding 
the relational basis of females’ self-definitions, males’ self-
definitions are often both highly independent and physical 
(Gore et al., 2006).

These differences are evident across behaviors, cul-
tures, and age groups. From an early age, male children 
have more physically active and less fearful temperaments 
than females (Cosentino-Rocha et al., 2014; Gagne et al., 
2013), they engage in more rough-and-tumble play (DiPi-
etro, 1981; Humphreys & Smith, 1987) and are more likely 
to utilize physicality as a primary method for establishing 
dominance over same-sex peers (see Rose & Rudolph, 2006 
for a review). Later, males and females’ body compositions 
show distinct differences, particularly in terms of mus-
cle mass (Wells, 2007). PhySC and RelSC may therefore 
explain in part gender differences in a variety of domains, 
such as aggression (Azam & Aftab, 2012; Burr et al., 2005; 
Crapanzano et al., 2010; Risser, 2013), cognitive abilities 
(Feingold, 1988; Hyde & Linn, 1988; Linn & Peterson, 
1995), motor performance (Thomas & French, 1985), goals 
in romantic relationships (Asayama, 1975; Bech-Sørensen 
& Pollett, 2016; Buzwell et al., 1996; Chivers et al., 2004; 
Sitton et al., 1986), and activities with friends (Caldwell 
et al., 1982; Campball, 1990; Pitcher et al., 1983; Rose & 
Rudolph, 2006).

Up until recently, PhySC was not a recognized variation 
of self-construal, but Gore et al. (2006) demonstrated that 
it is an orthogonal construct from the other forms of self-
construal. They also showed that men and athletes have a 
higher physical self-construal than women and non-athletes, 
and that both PhySC and IndSC uniquely predict variance 
in masculine gender role characteristics, even while control-
ling for sex. This preliminary work suggests that PhySC is 
indeed an important variant of self-construal, particularly 

in explaining gender-typical outcomes, and it can predict 
variance in these outcomes over and above gender.

Despite the extensive research linking self-construals to 
cognitive, affective, motivational and behavioral outcomes, 
no one has examined their link to parenting practices. The 
only exception involved the development of self-construals 
specific to parenting (i.e., efficacy, burden, and growth), 
and their relationship to the parents’ nurturance, stress and 
explanatory style (Oyserman et al., 2004), but to date, no 
research has examined approaches to parenting using the tri-
partite model described above, much less so with the inclu-
sion of PhySC. This omission led us to the development of 
the current research.

Overview and Hypotheses

Previous research has not yet studied the link between self-
construal and child-rearing practices. Studies also have not 
investigated the extent to which physical self-construal can 
guide a person’s attitudes, emotions and behaviors. In three 
studies, we sought to provide some insight into how rela-
tional and physical self-construals relate to child-rearing 
decisions among parents. In Study 1, we asked college stu-
dents to read several hypothetical parenting scenarios and 
possible solutions for each scenario. They were then asked 
to select which solution they would be most likely to choose 
if they were the parent. In Study 2, we asked parents to read 
the same scenarios and select the solution that was the clos-
est match to what they would typically do. In Study 3, we 
asked another group of parents to read the scenarios and 
then generate their own solution to the scenario based on 
how they typically respond to similar situations. Across all 
three studies, we hypothesized that physical self-construal 
will be positively correlated with physical practices in child 
rearing, and relational self-construal will be positively asso-
ciated with interpersonal practices in child-rearing. To dem-
onstrate the explanatory association between self-construal 
and parenting practices beyond gender and age differences, 
we also tested these hypotheses while controlling for par-
ticipant gender and age.

Study 1

In Study 1, we aimed to test the link between self-construal 
and hypothetical parenting choices. This study was com-
pleted online among a group of college students, some of 
whom were parents and some were not. It was hypothesized 
that physical self-construal and physical parenting choices 
would be positively correlated, and relational self-construal 
and relational parenting practices would be positively asso-
ciated. We also hypothesized that these associations would 



61Psychol Stud (January–March 2023) 68(1):58–69 

1 3

remain significant after controlling for age, gender and par-
ent status.

Method

Participants

One hundred-twenty psychology students (n = 120) at East-
ern Kentucky University, a rural state university, participated 
in the study. All of the students were over the age of 18 
in order to give informed consent. Participants’ age ranged 
from 18 to 49 (M = 23.39; SD = 7.42). The majority of par-
ticipants were female (n = 92, 77%), Caucasian (n = 111, 
92%), and not parents (n = 89, 74%). The student participants 
received course completion credit.

Materials

Relational Self-Construal The 11-item Relational Interde-
pendent Self-Construal (RISC) scale (Cross et al., 2000) was 
used to measure an individual’s tendency to include close 
relationships in one’s self-definition. The scale correlates 
moderately with the Clark et al. (1987) Communal Orienta-
tion Scale (r = 0.41), Singelis’ (1994) Interdependent Self-
Construal Scale (r = 0.41), and Davis’ (1980) Empathic Con-
cern Scale (r = 0.34) (Cross et al., 2000). Cross et al. (2000) 
also found the RISC scale to have acceptable test–retest 
reliability (r’s > 0.70 over one month, r’s > 0.60 over two 
months), and discriminant validity with other measures, such 
as the Marlowe–Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne 
& Marlowe, 1960). Previous research using the RISC scale 
showed positive correlations with measures of social sup-
port and relationship closeness, but little or no association 
with measures of self-esteem and psychological well-being 
(Cross & Morris, 2003; Cross et al., 2003). Although the 
RISC is related to other measures of collectivism, it is not 
identical to the measures. It only shows moderate correla-
tions with other scales and appropriate discriminant validity 
with other measures. The response format involved a 5-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; 
M = 3.79, SD = 0.58, Cronbach’s α = 0.86).

Physical Self-Construal The 20-item Physical Self-
Construal (PSC) scale was used to measure an individual’s 
tendency to define oneself based on the physical body and 
its capabilities (Gore et al., 2006). This scale has accept-
able reliability and is distinct from the other forms of self-
construal. The response format involved a 5-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; M = 3.17, 
SD = 0.50, Cronbach’s α = 0.82).

Parenting Practices This measure consisted of 10 hypo-
thetical parenting scenarios in which the participant chose 
a relational, physical, or other option for each question (see 
Appendix). The number of Physical, Relational, and Other 

choices were summed to create total scores for each cat-
egory (M = 3.43; SD = 1.35 for Physical Choices, M = 3.33; 
SD = 1.51 for Relational Choices, M = 3.23; SD = 1.24 for 
Other Choices).

Procedure

Participants voluntarily completed the survey online. They 
read 10 hypothetical scenarios and then selected one of three 
options that best described how one would approach the 
situation. Then, participants were given both self-construal 
measures. The participants were given a debriefing state-
ment on the final screen.

Results

Preliminary independent samples t tests examined gen-
der differences in self-construal and scenario choices. 
Males had higher PSC scores (M = 3.34, SD = 0.51) com-
pared to females (M = 3.12, SD = 0.48), t(118) = 2.06, 
p < 0.05. Males also selected more physical choices in the 
parenting scenarios (M = 3.89, SD = 1.47) than females 
(M = 3.29, SD = 1.28), t(118) = 2.09, p < 0.05. Females 
selected more relational choices in the parenting scenarios 
(M = 3.53, SD = 1.43) than males (M = 2.64, SD = 1.61), 
t(118) = − 2.80, p < 0.01. Another independent samples t 
test was conducted to examine the differences between par-
ents and nonparents on self-construal and scenario choices. 
Nonparents had higher PSC scores (M = 3.24, SD = 0.50) 
compared to parents (M = 2.98, SD = 0.40), t(117) = 2.62, 
p < 0.01. Nonparents also selected more physical choices in 
the parenting scenarios (M = 3.62, SD = 1.34) than parents 
(M = 2.93, SD = 1.26), t(117) = 2.46, p < 0.05.

To test the first hypothesis, bivariate correlation analy-
ses were conducted among the four variables. The results 
showed that PSC was positively linked to Physical Choices 
(r = 0.40, p < 0.01), whereas PSC was negatively correlated 
with Relational Choices (r = − 0.15, p < 0.05). Although 
we hypothesized that relational self-construal would be 
correlated with relational choices, we found that it was not 
(r = 0.08, ns). Both PSC and RISC were negatively associ-
ated with Other Choices (rs = − 0.24 and − 0.34, ps < 0.01).

To test the hypothesis that physical self-construal is 
positively associated with physical choices controlling for 
age, gender and parent status, a partial correlation analysis 
was conducted among the self-construal and parent choice 
variables, controlling for age, gender and parent status. 
The results showed that the association between PSC and 
Physical Choices remained significant (r = 0.34, p < 0.01); 
the RISC and Relational Choices association remained non-
significant (r = 0.07, ns).
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Discussion

Study 1 only supported one of the hypotheses; there was 
a positive relationship between physical self-construal and 
physical parenting choices. Therefore, participants who 
defined themselves higher based on their body and its capa-
bilities were more likely to choose parenting options that 
promote their children’s use of their physical body as a 
way to guide themselves in the world. However, this study 
used college students as its sample, and most of them were 
not parents. We found that nonparents were more likely to 
choose physical parenting options compared to actual par-
ents, which may account for some of the results. Therefore, 
we conducted Study 2 to correct this limitation.

Study 2

Study 2 addressed the main limitation of Study 1 by recruit-
ing a sample of parents. Again, we hypothesized that physi-
cal self-construal and physical parenting choices would be 
positively correlated, and relational self-construal and rela-
tional parenting practices would be positively associated.

Method

Participants

One hundred seventy parents (n = 170) participated in 
the study. All of the participants were over the age of 18. 
The majority of participants were in middle adulthood 
(M = 36.78; SD = 9.26), female (n = 117, 69%) and Cau-
casian (n = 140, 82%), and all participants had at least 
one child, with most parents having more than one child 
(M = 2.15; SD = 1.20). The participants were recruited 
through MTurk, and each one was given $0.50 for complet-
ing the study.

Materials

The same measures for relational self-construal (M = 3.80, 
SD = 0.65, α = 0.89) and for physical self-construal 
(M = 3.28, SD = 0.59, α = 0.90) from Study 1 were used 
in Study 2. The same 10 hypothetical parenting scenarios 
were used from the previous study, but instead, the partici-
pants were instructed to choose the option that they would 
most likely use with their own children. Total scores were 
obtained by adding the number of choices they selected 
within each category (M = 2.49; SD = 1.20 for Physi-
cal Choices, M = 3.41; SD = 1.43 for Relational Choices, 
M = 4.06; SD = 1.37 for Other Choices). Participants were 
also asked to indicate how many of their children were boys 
and girls.

Procedure

Participants voluntarily completed the survey online through 
MTurk. The procedure was otherwise identical to Study 1, 
except the parents were asked to select the option they would 
most likely engage in if they experienced the scenario with 
their own children.

Results

Analyses involved separate independent samples t tests for 
males and females compared to self-construal, and scenario 
choices. In contrast to Study 1, females had higher PSC 
scores (M = 3.34, SD = 0.58) compared to males (M = 3.15, 
SD = 0.61), t(168) = − 2.01, p < 0.05.

To examine the relationship between relational and 
physical self-construal, and relational and physical choices, 
bivariate correlation analyses were conducted among the 
four variables. PSC was positively correlated with Physical 
Parenting Choices (r = 0.13, p < 0.05), whereas RISC was 
positively correlated with Relational Parenting Choices 
(r = 0.26, p < 0.001), and negatively correlated with Physi-
cal Parenting Choices (r = − 0.15, p < 0.05) which supported 
both hypotheses. Additional bivariate analyses were con-
ducted to examine the relationship between RelSC, PhySC, 
parenting choices, and number of male and female children. 
These results revealed that RISC was negatively corre-
lated with the number male children they had (r = − 0.13, 
p < 0.05). It also indicated that Physical Parenting Choices 
were positively correlated with the number of male children 
they had (r = 0.14, p < 0.05). There were no other significant 
correlations.

To test the hypothesis that self-construal is positively 
associated with corresponding parenting choices controlling 
for participant gender and age and the number of children 
they have that are boys and girls, a series of linear regression 
analyses were conducted among the self-construal and par-
enting choice variables while controlling for the covariates. 
The results showed that physical self-construal and physical 
choices remained positively associated (β = 0.11, p < 0.05), 
and relational self-construal remained positively associated 
with relational choices (β = 0.20, p < 0.01), which supported 
both hypotheses.

Discussion

Study 2 supported both hypotheses; parents selected parent-
ing options that corresponded to their own self-definition. 
This information adds to Study 1 because it used a more 
representative sample of parents, but there are still some 
methodological limitations. The parenting practices ques-
tionnaire gave the participants limited options, some of 
which they may not choose in a real situation. In addition, 
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the Other Choice category was composed of options that 
involved either independent, dependent, or passive parent-
ing. The purpose of Study 3 was to allow for a wider array 
of solutions generated by the parent, and a wider array of 
categories to allow for more distinctions to be made for the 
Other Choice category of solutions.

Study 3

For Study 3, we wanted to gain more insight into parents’ 
choices. To allow for more variation in responses, we 
changed the response format to open-response questions, in 
which the participant had to type an answer to the response. 
This way, the participants would be able to respond to each 
situation with a response that they typically use with their 
children. Our hypotheses were otherwise the same as in 
Studies 1 and 2.

Method

Participants

Two hundred fourteen (n = 214) parents participated in the 
study. All of the participants were over the age of 18. The 
majority of the sample was in middle adulthood (M = 39.32; 
SD = 10.29), female (n = 177, 82%) and Caucasian (n = 190, 
88%). All participants had at least one child, and most had 
more than one (M = 2.21, SD = 1.09). The participants were 
recruited through MTurk, and each was given $0.50 for com-
pleting the study.

Materials

The same measures for relational self-construal (M = 3.83, 
SD = 0.60, α = 0.89) and for physical self-construal 
(M = 3.29, SD = 0.55, α = 0.89) were used for Study 3.

Parenting Practices The same 10 parenting scenarios 
were used from Study 2, but the participants were instructed 
to type a response that they would be most likely to imple-
ment with their own children rather than selecting from a 
list of options. Because of the qualitative nature of these 
responses, the responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 
6 by one of the researchers and another rater. The cod-
ing scheme was as follows, with examples in parentheses: 
1 = physical (physical contact, exertion, labor, chores, or 
activity), 2 = relational (positive communication with some-
one else, cooperation, starting or maintaining relationships, 
“work it out together”), 3 = independent (child does it alone, 
no other physical/relational component), 4 = dependent 
(parent does it for them, no other component mentioned), 
5 = passive (leave it alone, don’t worry about it), 6 = other. 
For example, one of the scenarios was “Your child is being 

bullied by a friend at school. You recommend him/her to…” 
An example of a physical response was, “Fight back.” A 
relational response example was, “Be kind to the bully. Talk 
to them.” An independent response example was, “Stand 
up for yourself and be assertive, but don’t hurt them.” A 
dependent response example was, “Let me talk to the teach-
ers.” A passive response example was, “Ignore them.” The 
other response example was, “I will homeschool so this 
wouldn’t happen.” An interclass correlation coefficient with 
absolute agreement was calculated between the two raters 
across all responses and scenarios and yielded acceptable 
agreement (ICC = 0.90). Disagreements were discussed and 
resolved to produce perfect agreement. Total scores were 
calculated by adding the number of choices within each cat-
egory (M = 2.10, SD = 1.38 for Physical Choices, M = 2.95, 
SD = 1.79 for Relational Choices, M = 2.76, SD = 1.81 for 
Independent Choices, M = 0.66, SD = 0.66 for Depend-
ent Choices, M = 0.16, SD = 0.43 for Passive Choices, and 
M = 0.15, SD = 0.47 for Other Choices).

Similar Parenting For each scenario, participants 
also rated the degree to which their choice was similar to 
how they were treated by their own parents. Participants 
rated each choice on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all simi-
lar, 2 = mostly dissimilar, 3 = neutral, 4 = mostly similar, 
5 = completely similar). A total similarity rating was cal-
culated by taking the mean response across all scenarios. 
Participants generally reported that their own parenting prac-
tices were similar to their own parents’ practices (M = 3.60, 
SD = 0.94), and a one-sample t test showed that this was 
significantly different from the midpoint of the scale, 
t(223) = 9.49, p < 0.01.

Child Information Participants were also asked to indi-
cate how many of their children were boys and how many 
were girls.

Procedure

Participants voluntarily completed the survey online through 
MTurk. The participants were first exposed to the 10-item 
parental practices and typed a response that best described 
his/her parenting actions for each. Participants were then 
asked to complete both self-construal measures. They read 
a debriefing statement for the final screen.

Results

To examine the relationship between relational and physical 
self-construal, and relational and physical choices, bivari-
ate correlation analyses were conducted among the varia-
bles. PSC was positively correlated with physical parenting 
choices (r = 0.10, p = 0.05), which supported the hypothesis. 
RISC was positively correlated with Relational Parenting 
Choices (r = 0.11, p = 0.05). RISC was also negatively 
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correlated with Independent Parenting Choices (r = − 0.10, 
p = 0.05). There were no other significant associations 
between self-construal and the number of parenting choices 
within each category. Unlike Study 2, none of the variables 
were associated with the number of children the participant 
had who were boys or girls.

To test the hypothesis that self-construal is positively 
correlated with corresponding parenting choices while 
controlling for participant age and gender and the number 
of children they have that are boys and girls, a series of 
linear regression analyses were conducted among the self-
construal and parenting variables while controlling for the 
covariates. The results showed that, while accounting for 
participant age and gender and the number of their children 
who are boys and girls, PSC and Physical Choices remained 
positively associated, but the association was marginally sig-
nificant (β = 0.09, p < 0.10). RISC also remained positively 
associated with Relational Choices (β = 0.11, p = 0.05) while 
controlling for participant age and gender and the number of 
their children who are boys and girls.

Discussion

This study aimed to rectify the previous limitations of the 
previous studies. This study is the most externally valid 
because it allowed parents to provide their own responses to 
the given scenarios. Both of the hypotheses were supported, 
but the strength of the correlations was lower compared to 
previous studies. This provides further support that parents 
choose to interact and discipline their children in ways that 
correspond to their own self-construal.

General Discussion

Three studies examined the association between self-con-
strual and child-rearing practices. The studies examined the 
relations between both types of self-construal and both types 
of parental choices on a newly formed measure. Consist-
ent with our hypothesis, analyses from this study found that 
physical self-construal was positively associated with physi-
cal parenting choices. The associations were still significant 
when controlling for gender and parenthood of the partici-
pant. This means that people with a high PhySC interact 
with and encourage their children to engage the world using 
a physical approach. For example, people with a high PhySC 
recommend that their child participates in a physical chore, 
such as raking leaves, rather than a relational chore, such as 
setting the table for the family dinner, as a way to contrib-
ute to the family. In contrast, relational self-construal was 
positively linked with relational parenting choices. Thus, 
parents with a high RelSC advise their children to rekindle 

a friendship with a friend after a fight than advise them to 
engage in physical violence against the friend.

Implications

Our studies are the first to provide some important insights 
into how variations in self-construal explain variations in 
parenting practices. To chronically activate one’s close 
relationships or one’s physical body as a way to understand 
oneself creates a tendency to relate to one’s social world in 
a way that allows self-definition to be reinforced. For highly 
relational people, who define themselves based on their close 
relationships, their thoughts, feelings and behaviors are cen-
tered around the development, maintenance and enhance-
ment of their social bonds with others (see Cross et al., 2009 
for a review). Consequently, high relationals’ parenting 
involves maintaining and enhancing their children’s ability 
to form social bonds. Thus, when asked to state how they 
would resolve typical parenting scenarios, highly relational 
parents chose or generated options that involved cooperation 
between the child and another person.

For highly physical people, who define themselves based 
on their body and its capabilities, the social world exists 
based on the interplay of physical creatures coming into con-
tact with each other, so solutions to problems should utilize 
one’s physical body to interact with a physical world. Thus, 
when asked to state how they would resolve typical parent-
ing scenarios, highly physical parents chose or generated 
options that involved the child engaging with the problem 
through the placement of physical objects, physical contact 
with others, or exertion through physical labor. Such vari-
ations in parenting practices are not explained by gender 
differences necessarily, but rather, differences in how people 
understand themselves and their social world. Thus, these 
outcomes are better explained by the parent’s self-construal 
than by being the mother or father.

Our results also suggest an alternative approach to study-
ing parenting practices. Much of the literature has focused 
on warmth and control as the two primary dimensions of 
parenting styles and behaviors (see Mackler et al., 2015 for 
a review), but our results showed that further distinctions 
can be made based on dimensions that parallel those for 
self-construals. If people create a foundational understand-
ing of themselves as highly independent, interdependent, 
relational, or physical, then they will interact with their 
social world in a way that builds upon that foundation. Self-
construal may be particularly important to examine in cul-
tures with less clearly defined gender roles for behavior, or 
what Hofstede (1984, 1998) defined as feminine cultures. As 
opposed to masculine cultures, which stress clear roles for 
men and women, feminine cultures exhibit more overlapping 
roles among men and women and behaviors may therefore 
be better predicted by definitions of the self.
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Our results show that this extends into parenting prac-
tices, which seemed to typically incorporate independ-
ent, interpersonal, or physical approaches when they were 
allowed to generate their own solutions in Study 3. Thus, 
we suggest that future research expands upon these studies 
by examining these links between self-construal types and 
corresponding parenting practices to better understand when 
and why parents choose one solution over another. Future 
research should also address some of the limitations of the 
current studies.

Limitations and Future Directions

The present research had several methodological limitations 
that should be resolved in future studies. All three studies 
were posted online and were anonymous, so some partici-
pants could have falsified their responses or misinterpreted 
the questions. Data that are self-reported present a problem 
for empirical research because of potential misrepresenta-
tions, so it would be best to collect observational data. This 
also presents a potential issue with common method vari-
ance, although none of the three studies yielded common 
method variance above the 50% threshold (16.8% for Study 
1, 20.3% for Study 2, 18.9% for Study 3) from the Harman 
single factor score technique (see Podsakoff et al., 2012). 
Nevertheless, future researchers should address this issue 
with a more objective assessment of parenting approaches.

It should also be noted that the effect sizes for these asso-
ciations are small and therefore require large sample sizes to 
yield enough statistical power. Considerations should also 
be made regarding whether the focus is on expected parent-
ing practices (as in Study 1) or actual parenting practices 
(as in Studies 2 and 3). Based on the results across the three 
studies, the link of self-construal with expected parenting 
practices is much stronger than with actual practices. Taken 
together, these suggest that there are several other factors at 
work in parenting approaches.

There are some other distinctions among parents and chil-
dren that should therefore be noted in future studies. Parent-
ing styles can differ based on the age (e.g., Kashahu et al., 
2014), gender (e.g., McKinney & Renk, 2008), education 
level (e.g., Kim et al., 2018; Zervides & Knowles, 2007), 
culture (e.g., Varela et al., 2004), and socioeconomic status 
(Yujun & Lachman, 2019) of the parent. Their approaches 
can also differ based on the age (e.g., Rosen et al., 2008) 
and gender (Vyas & Bano, 2016) of the child. Some of 
these factors may have a particularly important role in how 
much parents utilize relational and physical approaches 
(Wong & Yeung, 2019). Although we accounted for some 
of these factors and found that they did not explain the link 
between self-construal and parenting approaches, future 
research should address whether other parental and child 

demographic factors influence the associations between 
self-construals and the types of parenting approaches we 
examined.

Another limitation was that we focused primarily on 
relational-physical distinctions in self-construals and parent-
ing practices, but we did not focus on independent–interde-
pendent distinctions. It is likely that similar correspondence 
exists between these self-construals and parenting behaviors, 
but we were more interested in utilizing self-construal types 
that are more closely linked to gender differences (Cross & 
Madson, 1997; Gore et al., 2022) rather than to cultural dif-
ferences (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Future applications 
of this research should include all four self-construal types 
and a wider array of scenarios to allow for an analysis across 
genders and across cultures. This is especially important 
when considering the constrained diversity of our samples.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the current research contributes to the existing 
literature by demonstrating that one’s self-construal can be 
linked to corresponding child-rearing practices. The degree 
to which a parent sees himself or herself as a relational entity 
leads them to encourage their children to create, enhance, 
or repair relationships with others. In contrast, the degree to 
which a parent sees himself or herself as a physical entity 
leads them to encourage their children to use their physi-
cal body to engage with the world. Thus, a parent’s self-
definition may be one of the keys to understanding how and 
when they will encourage their children to solve problems.
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Appendix

Hypothetical Parental Practices

Please select the option that best fits how you would respond 
to each hypothetical statement. This may not necessarily be 
exactly what you would choose in the situation, but choose 
the option that best fits you.

 1. Your child fell off of the playground at school and 
slightly hurt his/her leg, you:

a. Tell him/her to rest until full recovery
b. Hold and comfort him/her
c. Tell him/her to keep playing

 2. Your child is hungry and incessantly asks when dinner 
will be ready, you:

a. Ask him/her to set the table for the family
b. Ask him/her to work on homework
c. Ask him/her to rake the leaves in the yard

 3. Your child is throwing a tantrum inside of a restaurant, 
you tell him/her to:

a. Calm down immediately
b. Stop or you will give him/her a spanking
c. Explain his/her problem, and negotiate with you

 4. Your child has misplaced his/her shoes before school, 
you:

a. Help him/her find them
b. Buy him/her new ones

c. Tell him/her to walk around the house to the place 
that s/he last saw the shoes

 5. Your child is being bullied by a friend at school recom-
mend him/her to:

a. Ignore the friend
b. Try to rekindle the friendship
c. Fight back

 6. Your child is bored, you advise him/her to:

a. Write a letter to grandma
b. Play on the computer
c. Play on the trampoline

 7. Your child is having trouble making friends, you 
encourage him/her to:

a. Join a sport
b. Invite two classmates to your house
c. Not worry about it, s/he will make friends soon

 8. One of the most important values you want to teach 
your child is:

a. Cherishing the relationships with others
b. Honesty, and integrity
c. His/her body should remain healthy to carry out 

activities

 9. Your child is having trouble with his/her homework 
you advise him/her to

a. Search the Internet for the answer
b. Ask a friend for help
c. Manipulate the problem with his/her hands to help 

him/her understand

 10. Your child has recently joined the soccer team at 
school, you inspire him/her to:

a. Treat the team as a family
b. Pushing to reach his/her body’s full potential
c. Have fun

References

Anderson, C. B., Hughes, S. O., & Fuemmeler, B. F. (2009). Par-
ent–child attitude congruence on type and intensity of physical 
activity: Testing multiple mediators of sedentary behavior in older 



67Psychol Stud (January–March 2023) 68(1):58–69 

1 3

children. Health Psychology, 28(4), 428–438. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ a0014 522

Asayama, S. (1975). Adolescent sex development and adult sex behav-
ior in Japan. Journal of Sex Research, 11, 91–112.

Azam, S., & Aftab, R. (2012). Social problem solving styles, acting-out 
tendencies, and aggression in boys and girls. Pakistan Journal of 
Psychological Research, 27, 121–134.

Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Develop-
mental Psychology, 4(1), 103.

Bech-Sørensen, J., & Pollet, TV. (2016). Sex differences in mate prefer-
ences: A replication study, 20 years later. Evolutionary Psycho-
logical Science, 2.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40806- 016- 0048-6

Belsky, J., Crnic, K., & Woodworth, S. (1995). Personality and par-
enting: Exploring the mediating role of transient mood and daily 
hassles. Journal of Personality, 63, 905–929.

Bry, C., Follenfant, A., & Meyer, T. (2008). Blonde like me: When 
self-construals moderate stereotype priming effects on intellec-
tual performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
44, 751–757.

Buri, J. R. (1991). Parental authority questionnaire. Journal of Person-
ality Assessment, 57, 110–119.

Burr, J. E., Ostrov, J. M., Jansen, E. A., Cullerton-Sen, C., & Crick, 
N. R. (2005). Relational aggression and friendship during early 
childhood: “I won’t be your friend!” Early Education and Devel-
opment, 16, 161–183.

Buzwell, S., & Rosenthal, D. (1996). Constructing a sexual self: Ado-
lescents’ sexual self-perceptions and sexual risk-taking. Journal 
of Research on Adolescence, 6, 489–513.

Caldwell, M. A., & Peplau, L. A. (1982). Sex differences in same-sex 
friendship. Sex Roles, 8, 721–732.

Campball, S. B. (1990). Behavior problems in preschool children. 
Guilford.

Chen, S., Lee-Chai, A. Y., & Bargh, J. A. (2001). Relationship orien-
tation as a moderator of the effects of social power. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 173–187.

Chivers, M. L., Rieger, G., & Bailey, J. M. (2004). A sex difference 
in the specificity of sexual arousal. Psychological Science, 15, 
736–744.

Church, T. A., Anderson-Harumi, C. A., del Prado, A. M., Curtis, G. J., 
Tanaka-Matsumi, J., & Katigbak, M. S. (2008). Culture, cross-role 
consistency, and adjustment: Testing trait and cultural psychology 
perspectives. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 
739–755.

Clark, M. S., Oullette, R., Powell, M. C., & Milberg, S. (1987). Recipi-
ent’s mood, relationship type, and helping. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 53, 94–103.

Cosentino-Rocha, L., Klein, V. C., & Linhares, M. (2014). Effects of 
preterm birth and gender on temperament and behavior in chil-
dren. Infant Behavior and Development, 37, 446–456.

Cousins, S. D. (1989). Culture and self-perception in Japan and the 
United States. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 
124–131.

Crapanzano, A. M., Frick, P. J., & Terranova, A. M. (2010). Patterns 
of physical and relational aggression in a school-based sample 
of boys and girls. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 38, 
433–445.

Cross, S. E., Bacon, P. L., & Morris, M. L. (2000). The relational-inter-
dependent self-construal and relationships. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 78, 791–808.

Cross, S. E., Gore, J. S., & Morris, M. L. (2003). The relational-
interdependent self-construal, self-concept consistency, and 
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 
933–944.

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2009). Independent, 
relational, and collective-interdependent self-construals. In M. R. 

Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook of individual differences 
in social behavior (pp. 512– 526). The Guilford Press.

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2011). The what, how, 
why, and where of self-construal. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin, 15, 142–179.

Cross, S. E., & Madson, L. (1997). Models of the self: Self-construals 
and gender. Psychological Bulletin, 122, 5–37.

Cross, S. E., & Morris, M. L. (2003). Getting to know you: The rela-
tional self-construal, relational cognition, and well-being. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 512–523.

Cross, S. E., Morris, M. L., & Gore, J. S. (2002). Thinking about one-
self and others: The relational-interdependent self-construal and 
social cognition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
82, 399–418.

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desir-
ability independent of psychopathology. Journal of Consulting 
Psychology, 24, 349–354.

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual dif-
ferences in empathy. JSAS Catalog of Selected Documents in 
Psychology, 10, 85.

DiPietro, J. A. (1981). Rough and tumble play: A function of gender. 
Developmental Psychology, 17, 50–58.

Ellis, L., Herschberger, S., Field, E., Wersinger, S., Pellis, S., & Gear-
yKaradi, D. K. (2008). Sex differences: Summarizing more than a 
century of scientific research (1st ed.). Psychology Press.

Feingold, A. (1988). Cognitive gender differences are disappearing. 
American Psychologist, 43, 95–103.

Gagne, J. R., Miller, M. M., & Goldsmith, H. H. (2013). Early- but 
modest – gender differences in focal aspects of childhood tem-
perament. Personality and Individual Differences, 55, 95–100.

Gardner, W. L., Gabriel, S., & Dean, K. K. (2004). The individual as 
“melting pot”: The flexibility of bicultural self-construals. Cahiers 
De Psychologie Cognitive, 22, 181–201.

Gfroerer, K. P., Kern, R. M., Curlette, W. L., White, J., & Jonyniene, J. 
(2011). Parenting style and personality: Perceptions of mothers, 
fathers, and adolescents. The Journal of Individual Psychology, 
67, 57–73.

Gore, J. S., Dean, A., & Ryan (2022). I am my body: Physicality as a 
new form of self-construal. Manuscript in preparation.

Gore, J. S., & Cross, S. E. (2006). Pursuing goals for us: Relationally-
autonomous reasons in long-term goal pursuit. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 90, 848–861.

Gore, J. S., & Cross, S. E. (2011). Conflicts of interest: Relational self-
construal and decision-making in interpersonal contexts. Self and 
Identity, 10, 185–202.

Gottzén, L., & Kremer-Sadlik, T. (2012). Fatherhood and youth sports: 
A balancing act between care and expectations. Gender & Society, 
26(4), 639–664. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 08912 43212 446370

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1999). 
Is there a universal need for positive self-regard? Psychological 
Review, 106, 766–794.

Hofstede, G. (1984). The cultural relativity of the quality of life con-
cept. The Academy of Management Review, 9(3), 389–398. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 258280

Hofstede, G. (1998). The cultural construction of gender. In G. Hof-
stede (Ed.), Masculinity and femininity: The taboo dimension of 
national cultures (pp. 77–105). Sage Publications Inc.

Humphreys, A. P., & Smith, P. K. (1987). Rough and tumble, friend-
ship, and dominance in schoolchildren: Evidence for continuity 
and change with age. Child Development, 58, 210–212.

Hyde, J. S., & Linn, M. C. (1988). Gender differences in verbal ability: 
A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 104, 53–69.

Kanagawa, C., Cross, S. E., & Markus, H. R. (2001). “Who am I?” The 
cultural psychology of the conceptual self. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 27, 90–103.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014522
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014522
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-016-0048-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243212446370
https://doi.org/10.2307/258280
https://doi.org/10.2307/258280


68 Psychol Stud (January–March 2023) 68(1):58–69

1 3

Kashahu, L., Dibra, G., Osmanaga, F., & Bushati, J. (2014). The 
relationship between parental demographics, parenting styles 
and student academic achievement. European Scientific Journal, 
10, 237–251.

Kashima, Y., Yamaguchi, S., Kim, U., Choi, S., Gelfand, M. J., & 
Yuki, M. (1995). Culture, gender, and self: A perspective from 
individualism-collectivism research. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 69, 925–937.

Kim, T. H. M., Connolly, J. A., Rotondi, M., et al. (2018). Char-
acteristics of positive-interaction parenting style among pri-
miparous teenage, optimal age, and advanced age mothers 
in Canada. BMC Pediatrics, 18, 2. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s12887- 017- 0972-z

Kitayama, S., Karasawa, M., & Mesquita, B. (2004). Cultural affor-
dances and emotional experience: Socially engaging and disen-
gaging in Japan and the United States. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 91, 890–903.

Knafo, A. (2006). The longitudinal Israeli study of twins (LIST): 
Children’s social development as influenced by genetics, abili-
ties, and socialization. Twin Research and Human Genetics, 
9(6), 791–798. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1375/ twin.9. 6. 791

Koblinsky, S. A., Kuvalanka, K. A., & Randolph, S. M. (2006). 
Social skills and behavior problems of urban, African Ameri-
can preschoolers: Role of parenting practices, family conflict, 
and maternal depression. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
76(4), 554–563. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0002- 9432. 76.4. 554

Kochanska, G., Aksan, N., Penney, S. J., & Boldt, L. J. (2007). 
Parental personality as an inner resource that moderates the 
impact of ecological adversity on parenting. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 92, 136–150.

Lam, A. G., & Zane, N. W. S. (2004). Ethnic differences in coping 
with interpersonal stressors: A test of self-construals as cultural 
mediators. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35, 446–459.

Li, Y., Putallaz, M., & Su, Y. (2011). Interparental conflict styles 
and parenting behaviors: Associations with overt and relational 
aggression among Chinese children. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 
57, 402–428.

Linn, M. C., & Peterson, A. C. (1995). Emergence and characteriza-
tion of sex differences in spatial ability: A meta-analysis. Child 
Development, 56, 1479–1498.

Liu, Y., & Lachman, M. E. (2019). Socioeconomic status and par-
enting style from childhood: Long-term effects on cognitive 
function in middle and later adulthood. The Journals of Geron-
tology: Series b: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 
74(6), e13–e24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ geronb/ gbz034

MacCormack, J. K., Castro, V. L., Halberstadt, A. G., & Rogers, 
M. L. (2020). Mothers’ interoceptive knowledge predicts chil-
dren’s emotion regulation and social skills in middle childhood. 
Social Development, 29(2), 578–599. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 
sode. 12418

Mackler, J. S., Kelleher, R. T., Shanahan, L., Calkins, S. D., Keane, 
S. P., & O’Brien, M. (2015). Parenting stress, parental reactions, 
and externalizing behavior from ages 4 to 10. Journal of Mar-
riage and Family, 77, 388–406.

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

McKinney, C., & Renk, K. (2008). Differential Parenting Between 
Mothers and Fathers: Implications for Late Adolescents. Jour-
nal of Family Issues, 29(6), 806–827. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
01925 13X07 311222

Oyserman, D., Bybee, D., Mowbray, C., & Kahng, S. K. (2004). 
Parenting self-construals of mothers with a serious mental ill-
ness: Efficacy, burden, and personal growth. Journal of Applied 
Social Psychology, 34, 2503–2523. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1559- 1816. 2004. tb019 89.x

Pitcher, E. G., & Schultz, L. H. (1983). Boys and girls at play: The 
development of sex roles. Bergin and Garvey.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). 
Sources of method bias in social science research and rec-
ommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 63, 539–569. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur 
ev- psych- 120710- 100452

Rhee, E., Uleman, J. S., Lee, H. K., & Roman, R. J. (1995). Sponta-
neous self-descriptions and ethnic identities in individualistic 
and collectivistic cultures. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 69, 142–152.

Risser, S. D. (2013). Relational aggression and academic perfor-
mance in elementary school. Psychology in the Schools, 50, 
13–26.

Roisman, G. I., & Fraley, R. C. (2012). A behavior-genetic study of 
the legacy of early caregiving experiences: Academic skills, 
social competence, and externalizing behavior in kindergarten. 
Child Development, 83(2), 728–742. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1467- 8624. 2011. 01709.x

Rose, A. J., & Rudolph, K. D. (2006). A review of sex differences 
in peer relationship processes: Potential trade-offs for the emo-
tional and behavioral development of girls and boys. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 132, 98–131.

Rosen, L. D., Cheever, N. A., & Carrier, L. M. (2008). The associa-
tion of parenting style and child age with parental limit setting 
and adolescent MySpace behavior. Journal of Applied Develop-
mental Psychology, 29(6), 459–471. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
appdev. 2008. 07. 005

Singelis, T. M. (1994). The measurement of independent and inter-
dependent self-construals. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 20, 580–591.

Sitton, S., & Rippee, E. T. (1986). Women still want marriage: Sex 
differences in lonely hearts advertisements. Psychological 
Reports, 58, 257–258.

Su, R., Rounds, J., & Armstrong, P. I. (2009). Men and things, 
women and people: A meta-analysis of sex differences in inter-
ests. Psychological Bulletin, 135, 859–884.

Suh, E. M. (2002). Culture, identity consistency, and subjective 
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 
1378–1391.

Thomas, J. R., & French, K. E. (1985). Gender differences across 
age in motor performance: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bul-
letin, 98, 260–282.

Triandis, H. C. (1989). The self and social behavior in differing 
cultural contexts. Psychological Review, 96, 506–520.

van Baaren, R. B., Maddux, W. W., Chartrand, T. L., de Bouter, C., 
& van Knippenberg, A. (2003). It takes two to mimic: Behavio-
ral consequences of self-construals. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 84, 1093–1102.

Varela, R. E., Vernberg, E. M., Sanchez-Sosa, J. J., Riveros, A., 
Mitchell, M., & Mashunkashey, J. (2004). Parenting style of 
Mexican, Mexican American, and Caucasian-non-Hispanic 
families: Social context and cultural influences. Journal of 
Family Psychology, 18(4), 651–657. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 
0893- 3200. 18.4. 651

Vyas, K., & Bano, S. (2016). Child’s gender and parenting styles. 
Delhi Psychiatry Journal, 19, 289.

Wells, J. C. (2007). Sexual dimorphism of body composition. Best 
Practices & Research: Clinical Endocrinology & Metabolism, 
21, 415–430.

Wong, W. I., & Yeung, S. P. (2019). Early gender differences in 
spatial and social skills and their relations to play and paren-
tal socialization in children from Hong Kong. Archives of 
Sexual Behavior, 48, 1589–1602. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10508- 019- 1415-8

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-017-0972-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12887-017-0972-z
https://doi.org/10.1375/twin.9.6.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.76.4.554
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbz034
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12418
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12418
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07311222
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07311222
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb01989.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb01989.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01709.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01709.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.18.4.651
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.18.4.651
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-019-1415-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-019-1415-8


69Psychol Stud (January–March 2023) 68(1):58–69 

1 3

Zervides, S., & Knowles, A. (2007). Generational changes in par-
enting styles and the effect of culture. E-Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 3, 65.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.


	The Role of Self-Construal in Child Rearing: A Relational-Physical Comparison
	Abstract 
	Individual Differences in Parenting Practices
	The Role of Self-Construal in Interpersonal Behavior
	Overview and Hypotheses
	Study 1
	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure

	Results
	Discussion

	Study 2
	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure

	Results
	Discussion

	Study 3
	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure

	Results
	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Implications
	Limitations and Future Directions

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments 
	References




