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The speci�c mediating paths between economic
hardship and the quality of parenting*

Jenni A. Leinonen and Tytti S. Solantaus
Hospital for Children and Adolescents,

Helsinki University, Finland

Raija-Leena Punamäki
Tempere University, Finland

Finland, one of the welfare states of northern Europe, faced an exceptionally deep economic
recession at the beginning of the 1990s. Based on the Family Stress Model (Conger & Elder, 1994)
we studied speci�c mediating paths between economic hardship and the different domains of
parenting in 527 mother-father-child triads. The results show that economic hardship created
economic pressures for both parents. For fathers, both the general and speci�c pressures were further
associated with symptoms of anxiety and social dysfunction, whereas for mothers, only the speci�c
economic pressures were negatively re�ected in mental health by increasing depressing mood and
anxiety symptoms. Paternal anxiety was then associated with hostile marital interaction, perceived by
the wife, and maternal anxiety with low marital support, perceived by the husband. The negative
marital interaction �nally was associated with poor parenting, especially among the fathers. Fathers’
anxiety was also directly related to their punitive and noninvolved fathering, and social dysfunction to
noninvolved fathering. Depressive symptoms in mothers were negatively re�ected in authoritative
mothering. Finally, the results revealed that supportive and nonhostile marital interaction was able to
moderate the negative impact of economic hardship on parenting. The �ndings suggest that mothers
and fathers ful�l gendered roles in dealing with the family economy and relationships.

Introduction

There is a long-standing research tradition exploring how
living conditions and work life affect the health and wellbeing
of adults (Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1974; Valkonen,
Martelin, & Rimpelä, 1990). More recently it was realised that
these adults might also be parents and that the dif�culties they
confront often have implications for their children. Scienti�c
interest then extended to how economic dif�culties affect
family relationships and parenting (Belsky, 1984). Parenting is
of special importance in understanding how social phenomena
in�uence child development and wellbeing (Baumrind, 1980;
Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994). The interest in this study is on
family economic hardship and its implications for parenting in
times of national recession.

Finland faced an exceptionally deep economic recession at
the beginning of the 1990s, when the growth of the national
income turned into a steep decline (Heikkilä, Hänninen, &
Kosunen, 1993). National unemployment �gures started to
rise rapidly from 3% in 1990 to over 18% in 1994. Families
were plagued by unemployment and debt (Salmi, Huttenen, &
Yli-Pietilä, 1996). State budget cuts directly in�uenced
families with children: several different kinds of bene�t and
support systems were affected, such as housing support and
home-care allowance (Heikkilä & Uusitalo, 1997).

On the other hand, Finland is a welfare state and has an
effective unemployment programme capable of buffering
�nancial crises in families. According to the state statistics,
the extent of poverty did not increase during 1990–1994.

However, a steep decline in household income was documen-
ted across all social classes (Heikkilä & Uusitalo, 1997). This
means that even the more af�uent families suffered from a fall
in disposable income. This epidemiological study was carried
out in winter 1994, when the economic recession in Finland
was having its worst effect on family income (Heikkilä &
Uusitalo, 1997).

We took the Family Stress Model by Conger and Elder
(1994) as our point of departure to examine the mediating
paths between family economic hardships and the quality of
parenting. The model explains the family mediation between
economic hardship and child adjustment, singling out four
nodal points: economic pressures, parental mental health,
marital interaction, and parenting. A great deal of evidence is
available to substantiate the model: economic hardship creates
pressures on parents, which compromise parental mental
health. The marital relationship deteriorates and parenting
suffers, and problems in parenting are then re�ected in child
adjustment (Brody et al., 1994; Conger et al., 1991, 1992,
1993; Sampson & Laub, 1994; Whitbeck et al., 1991).

Most studies applying the Family Stress Model have used
aggregated constructs indicating mental health, marital rela-
tionship, and parenting. There is, however, little knowledge
about the underlying dynamics in this mediating process. Some
evidence suggests speci�c antecedents for different domains of
parenting, e.g., for punitive or authoritative fathering and
mothering (Chilcoat, Breslau, & Anthony, 1996; Kaslow, Gray
Deering, & Racusin, 1994). Therefore our aim is to contribute
to the understanding of the family process in more detail by
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focusing on speci�c paths between economic hardship and the
quality of parenting. Mothers and fathers may respond in role-
speci�c ways when the family is struggling in the grip of an
economic recession (Reuna, 1998). This is why we study
separate paths through which family economy �nds its way to
the mothers’ and the fathers’ mental health, marital experi-
ence, and parenting.

From economic hardship to economic
pressure . . .

In times of economic recession, insecurity in life is created by
changed realities concerning work and economy. Job instabil-
ity, income level, and income change are the major objective
indicators of economic hardship when the state economy fails
(Conger & Elder, 1994). These, then, are the exogenous
indicators of economic hardship that we have used in our
study.

Conger, Rueter, and Elder (1999) have eloquently sug-
gested that economic hardship has consequences for indivi-
duals at a point when they are required to adapt to the changed
circumstances and everyday life is affected. Conger and Elder
(1994) conceptualised these everyday adjustments as economic
pressures. General pressures refer to worries concerning the
overall family economic situation, including worries about
making ends meet. Speci� c economic pressures refer to the
practical measures to cut down family and child expenditure.
Shopping habits for clothing and food may have to be changed,
important purchases postponed, holiday plans cancelled, and
visits to a doctor or dentist might even be called off.

The burden of everyday adjustments is likely to fall
unequally on mothers and fathers. Even in Finland, where
both parents in most families are in full-time gainful employ-
ment (Central Statistical Of�ce of Finland, 1998b), the
traditional division of domestic chores is still present in many
families (Reuna, 1998). This means that speci�c economic
pressures are likely to fall more within the responsibility of
mothers than fathers. Fathers, on the other hand, are still the
ones bringing in most of the family income (Central Statistical
Of�ce of Finland, 1998a) and they are traditionally regarded as
the cornerstones of the family economy (Reuna, 1998).
Therefore, they may face more worries about how to make
ends meet, that is, general economic pressures (Viinamäki,
Koskela, Niskanen, Arnkill, & Tikkanen, 1993). This is
supported by Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler and Schilling
(1989), who found men to be more distressed than women
by �nancial problems per se.

. . . to parental mental health . . .

Economic pressures build a bridge from the objective economic
circumstances to the subjective experiences of parents. There is
strong empirical evidence suggesting that parents struggling
with �nancial dif�culties suffer from mental-health problems,
especially depression (Conger, McCarty, Yang, Lahey, &
Kropp, 1984; Conger, Patterson, & Ge, 1995; Ge, Conger,
Lorenz, & Simons, 1994; McLoyd, 1989; McLoyd, Jayaratne,
Ceballo, & Borquez, 1994). Depression has, indeed, been
documented as a major consequence of economic hardship in
Finland, where a rise in depression was detected in the general
population during the recession years (Lehtinen et al., 1995).

There are reasons to believe, however, that a depressive
response is not the only aspect of mental functioning that will
be compromised. The data for this study was collected at the
height of the recession. It was a time of very high unemploy-
ment, taxation, and mortgage rates, and the state was falling
rapidly into debt (Heikkilä & Uusitalo, 1997). Nobody knew
how long the extensive unemployment programme could
continue to support families, or how long state and family
economies could survive. The unemployment �gures were still
rising at the time of the data collection. It was a time of deep
insecurity and uncertainty about the future, and therefore it is
plausible that parents were experiencing anxiety. This is
supported by Eales (1988), who found that men respond to
unemployment with both depression and anxiety, especially if
there is preceding work insecurity.

In the face of work instability and economic dif�culties,
parents might also lose their capacity to function ef�ciently in
their social tasks. This is in accordance with Elder (1974) and
Conger and Elder (1994), who found that men suffered from a
loss of functional capacity and dif�culties in making decisions.
This kind of social dysfunction might, indeed, be more a male
than a female response, re�ecting men’s sense of failure when
facing dif�culties in providing for the family (Bolger et al.,
1989).

Whereas earlier research has mostly focused on depressive
symptoms, we extended our investigation to include anxiety
and social dysfunction. We hypothesise that economic pressures
will increase risk for parental depression and anxiety, and social
dysfunction especially among the fathers. We also expect the
associations to be stronger concerning general pressures for
fathers and speci�c pressures for mothers.

. . . to marital interaction . . .

The marital relationship is under high strain in times of
economic hardship. Discussions centred around money and
disagreements ensue (Conger, Ge, Elder, Lorenz, & Simons,
1994). Economic hardship both arouses inter-spousal hostility
and diminishes warm and supportive interaction between the
parents (Brody et al., 1994; Conger et al., 1990; Liker & Elder,
1983). The crucial qualities of marital interaction that are
affected by economic hardship are thus support and hostility.

The ways in which economic hardship affects marital
interaction seem to differ, to some extent, between men and
women. Although increased marital hostility has been found
in both mothers and fathers when encountering economic
hardship (Conger et al., 1993, 1994), there is also evidence
that fathers in particular are then prone to project their anger
and frustration onto their wives (Conger et al., 1990; Skinner,
Elder, & Conger, 1992). Similarly, although economic
hardship has been reported to affect both parents’ marital
support (Simons, Lorenz, Conger, & Wu, 1992), there is also
evidence that it particularly affects the mothers’ capacity to
give warmth and harmony to the marital relationship (Brody
et al., 1994).

It is important to study marital support and hostility
separately since they are likely to have different roles in the
mediation for mothers and fathers. Accordingly, we hypothe-
sise that in times of economic hardship, parental mental-health
problems are related to the men’s hostility and to the women’s
lack of supportiveness in marital interaction. at SAGE Publications on September 28, 2009 http://jbd.sagepub.comDownloaded from 
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. . . from parental mental health to parenting

Past research has concentrated mostly on maternal depressive
symptoms and their relation to the quality of parenting.
Depressed mothers face more dif�culties in interacting with
their children than psychologically well mothers (Downey &
Coyne, 1990). They are often more punitive and less
authoritative, as they try to control their children by coercion
rather than negotiation (Kaslow et al., 1994). Also mothers
with a history of anxiety disorder are more likely to exhibit low
levels of monitoring of their school-aged children than well
mothers (Chilcoat et al., 1996), indicating noninvolved
parenting.

Several researchers have shown how the deterioration of
mental resources drains parenting abilities when families are
under economic strain (Conger et al., 1984, 1995; Ge et al.,
1994; McLoyd, 1989; McLoyd et al., 1994). According to
these studies, parents’ irritability and depressive symptoms
caused by adverse �nancial circumstances are re�ected in the
relationship with their children in the form of decreased
positive interaction and increased harsh disciplinary actions.

Elder, Nguyen, and Caspi (1985) found that economic
hardship was only associated with the fathers’ erratic and
hostile parenting behaviour during the Great Depression in the
1930s. However, in more recent studies no major gender
differences have been found in parenting in times of economic
hardship. Both mothers and fathers are reported to have less
authoritative and involved, and more hostile interactions with
their children (Conger et al., 1992, 1994; Simons et al., 1992;
Whitbeck et al., 1991). The lack of gender differences may be
due to the fact that parenting has been treated as a latent
construct, not distinguishing between different parenting
styles. All in all, we hypothesise that parental mental health
is related to the quality of parenting in the domains of parental
involvement, warmth, and discipline. We are interested in the
speci�c associations between the different dimensions of
mental-health problems and those of parenting in the context
of family economic hardship.

. . . from marital interaction to parenting

A good marital relationship provides a support system for
parenting, improving parenting abilities, whereas interspousal
disagreements and hostility are major stressors negatively
in�uencing the quality of parenting (Belsky, 1984; Cowan,
Cohn, & Pape Cowan, 1996; Cox, Owen, Lewis, & Hender-
son, 1989; Erel & Burman, 1995; Howes & Markman, 1989;
Kerig, Cowan, & Pape Cowan, 1993; Patterson, 1982). If
parents receive warmth and support from each other, they are
more able to interact warmly with their children, but if they
experience hostility, their resources for optimal interaction are
diminished. There is some evidence of speci�c paths between
poor marital interaction and parenting.

Negative marital interaction is related to harsh and punitive
mothering and fathering of school-aged children (Brody, Arias,
& Fincham, 1996). A con�ict-ridden spousal relationship has
been associated with parental rejection and with controlling the
child by guilt induction rather than by encouraging autonomy
(Fauber, Forehand, McCombs Thomas, & Wierson, 1990). It
also seems that marital satisfaction is especially important to
the quality of fathering (Deater-Deckard & Scarr, 1996).

In times of economic hardship, interspousal hostility and a

decrease in support come into play. Simons et al. (1992) stated
that economic pressures in�uence parenting explicitly through
decreased interspousal support, which is related to parents’
capacity to give support to their children. According to Conger
(Conger et al., 1991, 1992, 1993), economic hardship and
subsequent depression are related to interspousal hostility and
inadequate parenting.

As stated earlier, we expect the mothers to withdraw their
support and the fathers to show overt hostility in marital
interaction when the family is under economic strain. This may
imply differential outcomes of parenting (Brody et al., 1996;
Simons et al., 1992). Accordingly, we hypothesise that the
fathers’ hostility towards their wives is related to the wives’
hostile behaviour towards their children in forms of punitive
mothering. The lack of support experienced by the fathers is
hypothesised to decrease constructive and supportive interac-
tions with the children, in forms of less authoritative fathering.

The role of marital interaction as a moderator

Past research has shown that a good marital relationship can
buffer mental health from outside adversities (Cohen & Wills,
1985; Conger et al., 1999; Coyne & Downey, 1991; Green-
berg, Speltz, & DeKlyen, 1993; Ladewig, McGee, & Newell,
1990). However, there has been very little research on whether
marital interaction has a moderating effect, shielding the quality
of parenting from negative in�uences. Parents’ ways of
interacting with the child are not a separate set of capabilities,
but part of the functional entirety of the person, which is
affected by his/her psychological resources. Therefore, the
impact of economic hardship on parenting might be expected
to be dependen t on the marital relationship, the primary
support system.

We are interested to see whether marital interaction is also
powerful enough to moderate the association between eco-
nomic hardship and parenting, in addition to its mediating
role. In a study conducted by Simons et al. (1992), spousal
support moderated the impact of economic strain on suppor-
tive parenting for mothers, but not for fathers. These results
suggest that the moderating role of marital interactions in times
of economic hardship may differ for men and women.

This study includes mutual in�uences between the mothers
and fathers, since the fathers’ mental-health problems are
expected to re�ect on marital problems perceived by the
mothers, which in turn should affect the quality of mothering
(and vice versa). We examine the role of favourable marital
interaction, perceived by the spouse, in buffering the quality of
mothering and fathering from the negative effects of economic
hardship.

Method

Sample and procedures

Data for the present study were collected as part of a
longitudinal project concerned with children’s mental dis-
orders in Finland. The project started in 1989/90, when a
sample of 1320 children was recruited from a cohort of all
second-grade students living in four adjacent municipalities in
South Finland. The municipalities and districts were chosen
according to population density and migration so that they

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BEHAVIORAL DEVELOPMENT, 2002, 26 (5), 423–435 425
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corresponded to the rural, semi-rural and urban areas of
Finland. The information gathered at that point concerned
only the mental health of the children. For background
information, the families’ socioeconomic status was measured
by the level of parental education.

The second data collection, which constitutes the data for
the present study, was done during the winter of 1994 when
the children were 12 years old. Of the original sample, 1149
(89%) children were reached. They answered a questionnaire
during a school class. The average age of the target sixth-
graders was 12.6 years, with a standard deviation of 0.3 years.
There were 563 girls and 586 boys, and family size ranged
from 2 to 14 with an average of 4.1 members.

The children delivered parental questionnaires and pre-paid
return envelopes to their mothers and fathers (or their parents’
new spouses). The parents were instructed to �ll in their
questionnaires by themselves before possible discussion with
each other. From the sample, 843 (75%) mothers and 573
(57%) fathers took part in the study. (The number of single-
parent families is taken into account in the percentages.) The
analysed data in this study includes the full triads of 527
mothers, fathers, and children.

Most of the parents in the study were living in a permanent
relationship, but there were also 139 single-mother and 21
single-father families. The mothers ranged in age from 30 to 59
with a median of 40 years; the fathers’ ages ranged from 28 to
66 with a median of 41 years. All of the parents had completed
comprehensive school, and only 13% of them had no further
education. Fifteen per cent of the parents had vocational
schooling, and 52% of them had college and/or senior-high
education. Nineteen per cent of the mothers and 25% of the
fathers had received a university degree. These �gures are
comparable to the statistics for this age group living in this area
(Central Statistical Of�ce of Finland, 1996), and hold also for
the target sample of the triads.

The �gures for unemployment or an unstable work situation
were 14% for the mothers and 15% for the fathers, which is a
little less than the expected 16% in southern Finland in 1994
(The Ministry of Labour of Finland, 1995). One �fth of the
families had no economic dif�culties, and about two thirds
could manage with their �nancial situation. Almost one �fth of
them faced severe economic dif�culties. Altogether, the sample
describes well the general situation in Finnish families during
1994.

The attrition between the 1989/90 and 1994 data collection
was not dependent on the children’s mental health, w2 (3, N ˆ
1128) ˆ 1.56, p 5 .669. It was, however, dependen t on both
the mothers’ and the fathers’ socioeconomic status, w2 (4, N ˆ
1102) ˆ 29.94, p 5 .001, for the mothers; w2 (3, N ˆ 995) ˆ
25.45, p 5 .001, for the fathers, so that those also participating
in 1994 had a higher socioeconomic status in 1989/90.
Similarly, all families in 1994 data and those analysed here
did not differ in terms of the children’s mental health, w2 (413,
N ˆ 1073) ˆ 440.92, p 5 .165. The families did, however,
differ according to families’ economic situation, w2 (30, N ˆ
836) ˆ 61.29, p ˆ .001, so that the families analysed here (the
triads) were �nancially better off. The analysed data is, thus,
biased against our hypothesis.

Measures

The analysis used in this study (path analysis) is based on the
variance-covariance matrix for the variables, which means that,

in effect, each indicator is recoded as a deviation from its mean.
It is thus ‘‘mean-independent ’’, and allows the use of variable
means (Thomson & Williams, 1984). The missing values were
replaced by the variable mean for the parents and children who
had answered at least 80% of the questions concerning each
indicator or scale.

Three constructs were used to describe family economic
hardship. Each parent independently reported their income
level, recent changes in income, and the stability of their work
situation.

Income level is viewed in relation to necessary expenses. The
parents assessed the monthly amount of money the family had
left over after taxes, loan repayments, rent, and possible
alimonies. They answered on a 7-point scale ranging from
‘‘less than 3,000 Finnish marks (FIM)’’ to ‘‘over 20,000
FIM’’. The values were then recoded so that the lowest value
(1) re�ected a high and the highest value (7) a low income
level. Income level is considered to be a highly personal matter
in Finland. To get people to reveal this information we had to
pose more general questions. This took away the possibility of
adjusting income to family size, but still enabled us to obtain a
reliable indicator for family income level. Also, taxation is
progressive and related to family size in Finland, and the child
subsidy paid by the government is adjusted to the number of
children in the family. The vast majority (91%) of the two-
parent families analysed had from one to three children.

To assess income change, the parents were asked if the family
income had changed in the course of the previous year. They
chose one of six categories ranging from ‘‘income gain of over
30%’’ (1) to ‘‘we don’t have any income any more’’ (6). The
category ‘‘no change in income’’ received the value 3.

To assess the instability of the work situation, the parents were
asked if they had a permanent job (1), were free entrepreneurs
(1), were not involved in working life (e.g. pensioner) (2), had
a temporary job (3), or were currently unemployed (3). They
were also asked if they had been unemployed during the
previous 6 months (2 ˆ yes, 1 ˆ no). The answers were
summed and coded so that the lowest value (2) re�ected a
stable and the highest value (6) an unstable work situation.

Two constructs were used to assess family economic pressure.
The �rst re�ects the realisation of economic hardship on a
general level, and the second the speci�c everyday adjustments
the families had to make in response to �nancial dif�culties
during the previous year.

General economic pressures. Three indicators were used to
assess whether the parents felt that they could not make ends
meet. Each parent independently reported whether they had
had dif�culties in paying monthly bills (1 ˆ no dif�culties at
all, 5 ˆ great dif�culties), making loan repayments (1 ˆ we
don’t have any loans, 8 ˆ we are in debt restructuring1), and
whether they had money left over at the end of the month (1 ˆ
more than enough money, 4 ˆ not enough money to make
ends meet). The values were summed to create a summed scale
(Cronbach’s a ˆ .77 for the mothers and .81 for the fathers)
for general economic pressures. These indicators were drawn
from the Iowa Youth and Families Project.

1 A state programme especially designed to help families with extreme
indebtedness during the recession.
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Speci� c economic pressures. Three indicators were used to
assess the economic adjustments the families had made. The
parents reported independently (2 ˆ yes, 1 ˆ no) whether they
(1) had used new ways of getting spending money, such as
using savings, buying on credit, borrowing money from the
bank or relatives, or resorting to the social services. They also
indicated whether they (2) had made any of the 17 possible
cutbacks in expenditures concerning the family as a whole,
such as changing food-shopping habits or postponing impor-
tant purchases, or (3) had made any of the nine possible
cutbacks concerning the target child, ranging from basic food
to hobbies and entertainment. The values then were summed
to create a summed scale (a ˆ .92 for the mothers and .93 for
the fathers) for speci�c economic pressures. The �rst two
indicators were drawn from the Iowa Youth and Families
Project and the third was developed by the second author for
the purposes of this study (Appendix 1).

Parents’ mental health. This was assessed by using the General
Health Questionnaire-28 (Goldberg, 1972; Goldberg & Hiller,
1979), which is designed to detect psychiatric disorders among
respondents in community settings. Several studies have
shown the GHQ-28 to be an effective measure of psychiatric
morbidity in general populations (Ferdinand & Verhulst, 1994;
Williams, Wilkinson, & Rawnsley, 1989). We applied the
anxiety, depression, and social-dysfunction scales of the
questionnaire.

The anxiety scale deals with questions such as ‘‘Have you
recently stayed up late because of your worries?’’ or ‘‘Have you
felt as if you were being under constant pressure?’’ The
depression scale is directed towards feelings of hopelessness
and suicidal thoughts, with four items out of seven measuring
the latter. The social-dysfunction scale describes feelings
related to ef�ciency in everyday performance and social tasks,
with questions such as ‘‘Have you recently been satis�ed with
the manner in which you have conducted your affairs?’’

The parents independently assessed how the symptom
descriptions �t their current state (0 ˆ not at all, 3 ˆ much
more than usual). The values were summed and averaged to
create summed scales for anxiety (a ˆ .86 for the mothers and
.87 for the fathers), social dysfunction (a ˆ .85 for the mothers
and .86 for the fathers), and depressiveness (a ˆ .86 for the
mothers and .89 for the fathers).

We decided to keep the different scales of GHQ separate
since we were interested in which dimensions of parental
psychological functioning are the most crucial for the quality of
mothering and fathering. The statistical method used in our
study, path analysis, allows us to partial out the effects of
correlation between the variables, allowing us to study the
independen t role of these symptoms in the mediation. The
different types of mental-health problems are studied here as
dimensional qualities, not as clinical entities.

The quality of marital interaction. The scale used to assess the
quality of marital interaction was developed by Conger
(Conger, 1989a). Using a seven-point scale (1 ˆ never, 7 ˆ
always), the mothers and the fathers each independently rated
one another on 12 items describing how often the partner
engaged in hostile behaviours (e.g., criticising, getting angry,
making threats), and eight items describing how often the
partner engaged in supportive behaviours (e.g., asking for

opinions, acting in a loving way, showing understanding)
toward the respondent.

Principal factor analyses were run to make sure that the
items measured different dimensions of the quality of marital
interaction. The procedure resulted in two factors with
eigenvalues greater than one, which were rotated according
to varimax criteria, and inspected to identify the items that
loaded distinctively on a factor (i.e., .49 or higher). Eight items
were then summed and averaged to create summed scales for
supportive (a ˆ .92 for the mothers and the fathers) and 12
items for hostile (a ˆ .92 for the mothers and .91 for the
fathers) marital interaction. The two factors accounted for
59.5% for the mothers and 58.3% for the fathers of the total
variance of marital interaction.

The quality of parenting. To assess the quality of parenting, we
used separate scales for the children and the parents. The
scales were modi�ed from the ones used in the Iowa Youth and
Families Project (Conger, 1989b,c). The parental scale was
considered to be too long for the multifaceted questionnaire. It
was cut from 27 to 20 items and the culturally inappropriate
items were left out. The mothers and the fathers indicated how
often they expressed different feelings towards and discussed
different things with the target child, how well they knew his/
her whereabouts, and how they disciplined the child. The
children answered two identical scales on how they perceived
their mother’s and father’s parenting. These scales had 20
items describing how often they felt their mother/father
listened to their opinion, acted in a loving way, and became
angry with them, or indicated that they make him/her unhappy.
Both parents and children answered the questions on a 5-point
scale (1 ˆ extremely often, 5 ˆ never).

Principal factor analyses were run to determine whether the
items measured different dimensions of the quality of parent-
ing. This procedure resulted in three factors with eigenvalues
greater than one for both parent-reported and child-reported
mothering and fathering. These factors were rotated according
to varimax criteria, and inspected to identify items that loaded
distinctively on a factor (i.e., .34 or higher, except for one with
.28). The items were chosen using the factor loading to create
summed scales for the different dimensions. The factor
anslyses resulted in different factoral structures than the
original Iowa study by Conger et al. However, they are in
accordance with the parenting theories of Erikson (1963) and
Baumrind (1980).

From the parent-reported scale, nine items constituted
authoritative (a ˆ .85 for the mothers and fathers), eight items
punitive (a ˆ .63 for the mothers and .61 for the fathers), and
three items noninvolved (a ˆ .58 for the mothers and .52 for the
fathers) parenting. For the fathers, the item ‘‘How often do you
give in to the child’s demands?’’ loaded more strongly on the
noninvolved factor, but it was maintained in the punitive and
inconsistent factor. Of the total variance of parent-reported
parenting, the three factors accounted for 42.5% for the
mothers and 41.6% for the fathers.

For the child-reported parenting scale, eight items con-
stituted authoritative (a ˆ .88 for mothering and .90 for
fathering), �ve items punitive (a ˆ .80 for mothering and .83
for fathering), and seven items guilt inductive (a ˆ .76 for
mothering and .79 for fathering) parenting. The three factors
accounted for 52.3% for mothering and 56.6% for fathering of
the total variance of child-reported parenting.
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428 LEINONEN, SOLANTAUS, PUNAMÄKI / ECONOMIC HARDSHIP AND QUALITY OF PARENTING

Results

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics (ranges, means, and standard deviations)
for the measures of economic hardship, economic pressures,
parental mental health, marital relations, and parenting are
presented in Table 1. The zero-order correlation matrix
between all the variables is presented in Appendix 2.

Path analysis for the mediating model

The Family Stress Model has mostly been studied using
structural equation modelling, where the different dimensions
of economic pressure, mental health, marital interaction, and
parenting contribute to the corresponding latent constructs.
Our intention was to take a closer look to see whether the
separate dimensions of these constructs were differentially
affected by economic hardship, and if they then made a
meaningful contribution to parental dynamics and parenting.
We therefore performed path analysis. This permits estima-
tions of models that include multiple mediators and allowed us
to maintain the different dimensions of the constructs (Hoyle
& Smith, 1994).

We performed the path analysis using standard model-
�tting procedures with maximum-likelihood estimation
(Amos/SPSS) (Arbuckle, 1997). Although the variables were
not quite normally distributed, maximum-likelihood estimates
have been shown to be robust over normality violation
(Newcomb & Bentler, 1988). The variables of each mediator
were added to the model one at a time: �rst economic
pressures, then parental mental health, marital interaction, and
�nally the quality of parenting. The initial analysis at each step
allowed for all paths between the variables, and the non-
signi�cant paths were then dropped from the model (New-
comb &Bentler, 1988). Only the path coef�cients with t-values
greater than 2 were judged to be different from 0 (Jöreskog &

Sörbom, 1981). Accordingly, in the �nal model 11 variables
were dropped due to the nonsigni�cant paths leading to the
variable.

Correlated error terms2 were allowed across the constructs
on the basis of modi�cation indices to partial out response bias
in modelling family data, as suggested by others (Lavee,
McCubbin, & Olson, 1987; Thomson & Williams, 1984).
Correlated error terms were also allowed on the basis of
modi�cation indices between some mothers’ and fathers’
constructs, since the model includes paths from mother to
father and vice versa: for example, the mother’s mental health is
tested to be associated with the father’s perception of her as a
wife, and further with the quality of fathering. When a family
model includes these kinds of cross-respondent paths, the bias
from the family context may also result in too optimal statistical
relations between the respondents. The correlated error terms
are, thus, used to partial out the bias from the family context.
Furthermore, the different dimensions of economic pressure,
mental health, marital interaction, and parenting have some
shared variance which is partialed out by error-term correla-
tions. This way the paths represent the relations between the
variables, as independen t of the correlations as possible.

Table 1
Ranges, means, and standard deviations for economic hardship, economic pressures, parental mental health,
marital interaction, and parenting

Range Mean SD

Variables Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father

Work situation 2.0–6.0 2.0–6.0 2.75 2.87 1.24 1.39
Income level 1.0–7.0 1.0–7.0 4.54 4.51 1.41 1.44
Changes in income 1.0–6.0 1.0–6.0 3.77 3.77 0.78 0.75
General pressures 1.0–14.0 1.0–14.0 4.20 4.23 2.23 2.26
Speci�c pressures 1.0–30.0 1.0–29.0 9.27 8.13 7.13 7.20
Depressive symptoms 0.0–2.86 0.0–2.86 0.30 0.31 0.43 0.48
Anxiety symptoms 0.0–3.0 0.0–2.71 0.82 0.75 0.57 0.55
Social dysfunction 0.0–3.0 0.0–2.86 1.10 1.10 0.36 0.37
Supportive marital int.a 1.13–7.0 1.0–7.0 4.96 4.86 1.16 1.14
Hostile marital int.a 1.0–6.08 1.0–6.17 2.27 2.43 0.94 0.96
Authoritative (parent) 1.67–5.0 1.89–5.0 4.13 3.76 0.51 0.57
Punitive (parent) 1.0–3.63 1.0–3.75 2.12 2.06 0.40 0.39
Noninvolved (parent) 1.0–3.67 1.0–4.0 1.90 2.06 0.45 0.55
Authoritative (child) 1.0–5.0 1.0–5.0 4.18 4.00 0.61 0.70
Punitive (child) 1.0–4.60 1.0–4.40 1.96 1.85 0.62 0.63
Guilt inductive (child) 1.0–4.29 1.0–4.43 1.77 1.61 0.56 0.52

aPerceptions of the spouse’s behaviour.

2 Correlated error terms were as follows in the �nal model (roman font is
used for mother-reported, underlined for father-reported, and italic for child-
reported variables): general pressures–speci�c pressures, general pressures–
speci�c pressures, general pressures–general pressures, speci�c pressures–general
pressures, speci�c pressures–speci�c pressures, general pressures–speci�c pres-
sures, anxiety–social dysfunction, anxiety–anxiety, social dysfunction–anxiety,
anxiety–depression, anxiety–supportive marital interaction, anxiety–hostile mar-
ital interaction, depression–hostile marital interaction, hostile marital interac-
tion–punitive parenting, supportive marital interaction–authoritative parenting,
authoritative parenting–noninvolved parenting, authoritative parenting–punitive
parenting, authoritative parenting–authoritative parenting, authoritative parent-
ing–noninvolved parenting, punitive parenting–noninvolved parenting, punitive
parenting–punitive parenting, punitive parenting–punitive parenting, punitive
parenting–punitive parenting, noninvolved parenting–noninvolved parenting,
noninvolved parenting–punitive parenting, authoritative parenting–noninvolved
parenting, authoritative parenting–punitive parenting, punitive parenting–non-
involved parenting.
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The �nal model for the mediation of economic hardship to
the quality of parenting through economic pressures, parental
mental health, and marital interaction is represented in Figure
1. The correlated error terms are omitted from the �gure for
the sake of visual clarity. The model provided a good �t to the
data. The chi-square test was signi�cant, w2 (179, Nˆ 527) ˆ
304.83, p 5 .001, as typically occurs in large samples, but the
w2/df ratio of 1.70 was less than 2, and thus regarded as a good
�t for large data sets (Aikel & West, 1991). The goodness-of-� t
index (GFI) of .95, the adjusted GFI of .93, the comparative-� t
index (CFI) of .97, and the root-mean-square error of approxima-
tion estimate (RMSEA) of .04 were all indicative of a good �t.

The results (Table 2) con�rm that family economic hard-
ship is mediated to the quality of parenting through economic
pressures, parental mental health, and marital interaction. The
results also indicate that the mediating model differs between
the mothers and the fathers in the dimensions of these
constructs.

For the fathers, a low income level, the instability of the
work situation, and recent changes in family income created
both general and speci�c economic pressures. Both of these
types of pressure were positively related to anxiety and general
pressures were also related to social dysfunction. Paternal
anxiety was then positively related to self-reported punitive and
noninvoluted fathering, and to the spouses’ report of hostile
marital interaction. The fathers’ social dysfunction, in turn,
was further positively related to self-reported noninvolved
fathering. The fathers’ perceptions of a low level of received
spousal support was positively related to self-reported non-
involved, and to both self-reported and child-perceived
punitive fathering. The fathers’ lack of spousal support was

also negatively related to authoritative fathering. Economic
hardship was not signi�cantly related to paternal depressive-
ness, nor to the children’s perceptions of authoritative and
guilt-inductive fathering, and the variables were removed from
the model.

To conclude, the fathers responded to both general and
specifc economic pressures by showing anxiety and social
dysfunction, which were further re�ected in their ways of
interacting with the family members. They were more hostile
towards their wives, and more punitive and noninvolved and
less authoritative with their children. Their perceptions of their
spouses’ low support were related to punitive, noninvolved ,
and less authoritative fathering.

Similarly, a low income level, the instability of the work
situation, and recent changes in family income created both
general and speci�c economic pressures for the mothers.
However, only the speci�c pressures were associated with the
mental-health variables, i.e., they were positively related to
symptoms of anxiety and depression. Maternal anxiety was
further negatively related to their spouses’ reports of received
marital support and positively related to self-reported non-
involved mothering. Maternal depression was negatively
associated with self-reported authoritative mothering. The
mothers’ perceptions of high received spousal hostility was
positively related to self-reports of punitive mothering. Their
symptoms of social dysfunction were not signi�cantly affected
by economic pressures, and child-reported mothering was not
affected by the mediators. These variables were thus omitted
from the model.

To conclude, the mothers reacted to speci�c pressures only
by showing symptoms of anxiety and depression. These
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Figure 1. The mediation of economic hardship to the quality of parenting through economic pressure, parental mental health, and marital
interaction. The numbers signify standardised regression coefficients for each path.
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symptoms were further re�ected in less authoritative and
involved parenting, and in less support received by the
husband. The mothers’ perceptions of their spouses’ hostility
were related to punitive mothering.

Regression analyses for the moderating model

To test whether warm and supportive marital interaction
buffers the quality of parenting from the adverse in�uences of
economic hardship, we followed the advice of Baron and
Kenny (1986). We created the interaction variables in which
we used the total score for economic hardship (income level ‡
income change ‡ the instability of work situation) as the
predictor, and the total score for parents’ marital interaction
(perceived marital support and lack of hostility) as the
moderator separately for mothers and fathers. In other words,
we created total economic hardship £ total perceived marital
interaction variables. The interaction terms were based on
centred sum scores to ensure that multicollinearity between the
main effects and that corresponding interaction effects did not

distort the analyses (Hayduk, 1987). Since the variables were
measured on continuous scales, we used multiple regression
analyses to test the interaction effects (Cohen & Wills, 1985).
Separate hierarchical regressions were performed for each of
the six parenting dimensions. The main-effect terms for the
economic hardship and marital interaction variables were
entered in the �rst step of the equation, and the interaction
variables were entered in the second step.

There were three signi�cant interaction effects between
economic hardship and marital interaction when predicting the
quality of parenting (Table 3). They show that economic
hardship was associated relatively less with punitive mothering
and fathering (self-reported) if the parents perceived their
marital interaction as warm and supportive. Also, economic
hardship was associated relatively less with nonauthoritative
fathering (child-reported) if the fathers perceived their marital
relationship as warm and supportive. As an example of the
moderating effect, the economic hardship £ marital interaction
effects on punitive fathering is presented graphically in
Figure 2.

Table 2
The significant regression paths from economic hardship to the quality of parenting

Mothers Fathers

Paths b t b t

Low income level ! General pressures .46 12.02*** .47 12.77***
Low income level ! Speci�c pressures .40 10.82*** .31 8.33***
Instability of work situation ! Speci�c pressures .08 2.96** .13 4.23***
Changes in income level ! General pressures .08 2.68** .08 2.76**
Changes in income level ! Speci�c pressures .18 5.43*** .19 5.39***
General pressures ! Anxiety symptoms .29 6.05***
General pressures ! Social dysfunction .23 5.49***
Speci�c pressures ! Anxiety symptoms .22 5.40*** .17 3.90***
Speci�c pressures ! Depressive symptoms .24 5.69***
Anxiety symptoms ! Supportive marital interactiona ¡.19 ¡4.57***
Anxiety symptoms ! Hostile marital interactiona .21 5.22***
Anxiety symptoms ! Noninvolved parenting (parent) .18 4.40*** .15 3.13**
Social dysfunction ! Noninvolved parenting (parent) .13 2.87**
Depressive symptoms ! Authoritative parenting (par.) ¡.09 ¡2.19*
Supportive marital int.a ! Authoritative parenting (par.) .27 6.40***
Supportive marital int.a ! Noninvolved parenting (par.) ¡.17 ¡4.11***
Supportive marital int.a ! Punitive parenting (parent) ¡.14 ¡3.35***
Supportive marital int.a ! Punitive parenting (child) ¡.09 ¡2.07*
Hostile marital int.a ! Punitive parenting (parent) .14 3.39***

a Perceptions of the spouses’ behaviour.
*p 5 .05, **p 5 .01, ***p 5 .001.

Table 3
The effects of the significant interactions between economic hardship and marital interaction on the quality of parenting

Quality of parenting

Punitive self-reported mothering Punitive self-reported fathering Authoritative child-reported fathering

Predictora R2 F df b b R2 F df b b R2 F df b b

Economic hardship .04 12.15*** 2 .04 .08 .06 17.77*** 2 .02 .04 .02 5.64** 2 ¡.02 ¡.03
Marital interactionb ¡.04 ¡.17*** ¡.05 ¡.24*** .05 .14***
Economic £ Mar. Int. .05 9.69*** 3 .03 .09* .08 14.86*** 3 .03 .12** .03 5.09** 3 ¡.04 ¡.09*

aSeparate variables for mothers and fathers.
b Perceptions of the spouse’s behaviour.
*p 5 .05, **p 5 .01, ***p 5 .001.
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Discussion

Our study highlights the vulnerability of parenting to exogen-
ous stress. It joins other studies in showing that parenting is at
risk in times of family economic hardship (Brody et al., 1994;
Conger et al., 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994; Conger & Elder,
1994). Parenting is not a technique that can or cannot be
mastered, but is rather deeply dependent on parental and
family resources and circumstances. We found that mothers
and fathers ful�l gendered roles when facing economic
hardship. Our results concern two-parent families and,
naturally, the mediating dynamics may differ distinctively in
single-parent families.

A special contribution of our study is that it comes from a
reasonably well-to-do population buffered by social security. It
could be argued that parenting fails only when the social and
economic circumstances fall below a certain point (Duncan,
Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1994; Kalil & Eccles, 1998). Our
study does not con�rm this. Family relationships and parenting
are sensitive and vulnerable to economic decline, even if the
economic level remains fairly reasonable. Higher income and
social class do not in themselves inoculate the parents against
parenting dif�culties under economic decline. However, it
might still be possible that if the family income falls more
drastically and the family ends up in poverty, there is also a
threshold effect, resulting in more pronounced mental-health
problems and parenting failures.

As stated in the Family Stress Model (Brody et al., 1994;
Conger et al., 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994; Conger & Elder,
1994), our results suggest that a fall in the family economy
strains the parents’ abilities to fully realise their parenting
resources. Economic pressures challenged parental mental
health and marital interactions and the impairments were
re�ected in the quality of parenting. The results also suggest
that the family process is to some extent gendered.

We anticipated that mothers and fathers in two-parent
families might contribute differently to the family process under
economic strain. Earlier research has provoked discussion as to
whether unemployment and economic hardship are equally

devastating to men and women, and the results are contra-
dictory (Bolger et al., 1989; Ensminger & Celentano, 1990;
Hall &Johnson, 1988). Our study contributes to this discussion
by putting the nature of economic strain on the table. Economic
hardship created general and speci�c pressures for both men
and women. However, these pressures had different implica-
tions for the mothers’ and fathers’ mental health.

In accordance with our hypothesis, the mothers’ mental
health suffered especially from the grass-root adjustments that
needed to be made in everyday life, whereas the fathers also
suffered from general economic concerns. It seems that
mothers are troubled with questions such as ‘‘What can I do
to feed my family and clothe my children more cheaply?’’,
while fathers also ask: ‘‘How do we manage?’’. This may say
something about persistent sex roles in families. However,
against our hypothesis, the fathers were also stressed by the
grass-root adjustments made in the family. Does this possibly
re�ect a shift in Finnish fathers’ involvement in the running of
the household?

Earlier literature has focused on depressive symptoms as a
response to economic hardship (Conger & Elder, 1994;
Pearlin, 1989). Our �ndings indicate that a wider range of
parental mental-health symptoms is affected when the family
economy declines. It is to be noted that in our study the
different mental-health dimensions were intercorrelated. If we
would have studied the mediation with only depression, for
example, the results would probably have been signi�cant for
both the mothers and fathers. However, our aim was to get
information on which of the mental-health dimensions were
the most crucial ones in the mediation. To our knowledge, this
was the �rst time that depressive symptoms were made to
compete with other symptoms for a place as the dominant
mediator between economic hardship and parenting, and the
results suggest a gender difference.

Only the mothers reacted with feelings of hopelessness and
suicide ideation, and only the fathers with social dysfunction,
such as having dif�culties carrying out their social
responsibilities. Our �ndings add to the earlier �ndings that
the mental-health dimensions mediating between economic
hardship and parenting are gender speci�c, the mothers
showing emotional and the fathers functional responses. These
kind of responses can both be seen as part of a larger
depression picture.

Both parents responded with anxiety, which was expected
considering the insecurity of the times at hand (Eales, 1988).
Our families were living in the middle of a decline in the
national economy, at a time when nobody could assure them of
a better future (Heikkilä & Uusitalo, 1997). If the family
economic hardship had stabilised in chronic adversity, the
parental responses might have moved towards depression,
re�ecting feelings of hopelessness and loss.

Parental anxiety turned out to have a crucial role in the
family process. It was symptoms of anxiety rather than of
depression that interfered with marital interaction. Anxiety
increased the husbands’ hostility towards their wives, and
decreased the amount of support the wives were able to give to
their husbands. It also had implications for parenting. The
fathers’ anxiety burst out in the use of coercive and hostile
disciplinary actions, and both the mothers and the fathers paid
less attention to their children’s whereabouts due to their own
anxiety. It seems that parental anxiety is especially important to
the quality of family interactions, and essential to the family
dynamics as a whole.
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Figure 2. An observed model of marital interaction moderating
between economic hardship and punitive fathering. Warm and
supportive marital interaction refers to ‡2SD of the mean and distant
and hostile marital interaction to ¡2SD of the mean. The moderation
(interaction) effect is plotted according to following regression formula:
punitive fathering ˆ constant ‡ (a1 * economic hardship) ‡ (a2 *
marital interaction) ‡ (a3 * economic hardship * marital interaction).
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The results suggest further that the nature of parental
mental-health problems in times of economic hardship has
implications for different parenting styles. The fathers’ social
dysfunction was related to noninvolved parenting: they did not
know where or with whom their child was. They showed
similar dif�culties in carrying out their responsibilities to their
child as they did concerning other issues. The mothers’
depressive symptoms decreased their capacity to guide, talk
to, and support their child on important issues, as also
described by earlier research (Conger et al., 1992, 1993;
Downey & Coyne, 1990; Whitbeck et al., 1991). The
magnitude of the latter relation was, however, relatively low.
The respective gender differences should thus be interpreted
with caution.

Marital satisfaction is crucial to the quality of parenting in
stressful times (Belsky, 1984; Brody et al., 1994; Conger et al.,
1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1999; Simons et al., 1992). In our
study, the mothers’ perception of their spouses’ hostile
behaviour was re�ected in their own hostility towards their
children in the form of punitive parenting. This kind of
coercive circle is well documented in earlier literature (Erel &
Burman, 1995; Patterson, 1982). Here, its origins were in the
family economy.

The fathers’ perceptions of low spousal support, in turn,
were associated with extensive parenting problems, including
both noninvolved and punitive, and less guiding and suppor-
tive interaction with the child. It seems that men are more
dependen t on their wife’s support in ful�lling their tasks as
fathers, at least when encountering economic hardship. This
dependency on their wives’ support might be a consequence of
the work and �nancial failure that these fathers have
experienced. The sense of failure might have shaken the
fathers’ sense of self so deeply that they could not trust
themselves even with regard to their fatherhood any more.

Economic hardship was also mediated via lack of spousal
support to fathers’ punitive parenting according to children’s
own reports. However, this relation was relatively small in
magnitude and the other child-perceived fathering and
mothering domains were not affected. This kind of discrepancy
between child- and parent-reported parenting is not a new
phenomenon (e.g., Ge et al., 1994; Scherer, Melloh, Buyck,
Anderson, & Foster, 1996). Children may have an inner need
to perceive their parents as good and loving in order to sustain
their sense of security. They might also be unwilling to report
negative things about their parents due to family loyalty. In
addition, 12-year-olds are able to comprehend, at least to some
extent, what economic hardship means to their parents and
thereby better understand their parents not being available.
Fathers’ hostile and inconsistent behaviour is apparently
concrete and devastating enough to break these patterns.
However, it is evident that these explanations fall short, and we
need more innovative research about children’s own experi-
ences and active partnership in family dynamics.

There is also a methodological weakness to consider. It is
possible that part of the results on self-reported parenting
dimensions are due to the single-reporter bias. Although
marital interaction was reported as perceived by the spouse,
the parents themselves reported on their economic and mental-
health status. Therefore, the signi�cantly correlated measure-
ment-error terms were allowed to covary to partial out this
bias. The results should be veri�ed by later studies using all
family members as informants.

In accordance with our hypothesis, the results show that

warm and supportive marital interaction can protect to some
extent the quality of parenting from economic strain. This was
true to punitive parenting behaviour, which did not increase
due to economic strain, especially in the families in which
spousal love and support were available. Considering how
devastating the effects of parental hostility and inconsistent
discipline can be for a child’s development and wellbeing
(Conger et al., 1991, 1994; McLoyd et al., 1994; Sampson &
Laub, 1994; Skinner et al., 1992), it is very important to �nd
speci�c foci for intervention. Our results suggest that parents’
mutual relationships can serve as such a focus for families
under economic stress.

Authoritative parenting, on the other hand, seems to involve
different family dynamics from punitive parenting. Good
marital interaction was able to help fathers but not mothers
to sustain their supportive behaviour towards their children.
Here our results differ from those of Simons et al. (1992), who
reported that a supportive marital relationship bufffers
mothers’ but not fathers’ authoritative parenting. More studies
are needed to clarify these discrepant �ndings. All in all, the
�ndings on the moderation highlight how important it is to
study the different dimensions of parenting as they seem to
involve different dynamics.

In summary, our �ndings con�rm that economic hardships
�nd their ways to parenting though speci�c mediating paths.
Mothers and fathers ful�l gendered roles in dealing with the
family relationships and economy. Parents’ mutual interactions
need to be considered in order to better understand how
economic dif�culties impinge upon the family process. The
different dimensions in mental health that we analysed brought
out important new information as well. Anxiety came out as an
important response in both men and women, in contrast to
earlier studies that have focused on depressive responses.
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Heikkilä, M., & Uusitalo, H. (1997). The costs of cuts: Studies on cutbacks in social
security and their effects on the Finland of the 1990s (1st ed.). Helsinki: STAKES
(National Research and Development Centre for Welfare and Health in
Finland).

Howes, P., & Markman, H.J. (1989). Marital quality and child functioning: A
longitudinal investigation. Child Development, 60, 1044–1051.

Hoyle, R.H., & Smith, G.T . (1994). Formulating clinical research hypotheses as
structural equation models: A conceptual overview. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 62, 429–440 .
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Appendix 1

A measure for economic adjustments in child expenditure developed by Tytti
Solantaus

Have you had to cut down expenditure on the target child during the
past year? Yes/no.

1. Clothes
2. Basic food
3. Extra pizzas, hamburgers, etc.
4. Hobbies
5. Trips and journeys
6. Pocket money
7. Amusements (movies, concerts, etc.)
8. Video rentals
9. Gifts (e.g., birthday, Christmas)

Appendix 2

The zero-order correlation (Pearson’s r) between the study variables

I II III IV V VI VII

Variables Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father

I Work situation
Mother
Father .171***

II Income level
Mother .195*** .287***
Father .191*** .294*** .797***

III Changes in income
Mother .032 .248*** .304*** .264***
Father .107* .213*** .231*** .296*** .583***

IV General pressures
Mother .201*** .245*** .505*** .500*** .250*** .225***
Father .161*** .270*** .462*** .531*** .216*** .272*** .829***

V Speci�c pressures
Mother .213*** .315*** .499*** .464*** .332*** .265*** .690*** .631***
Father .117** .356*** .396*** .447*** .275*** .338*** .574*** .690*** .685***

VI Social dysfunction
Mother .011 ¡.014 .009 ¡.008 .109* .136** .113* .039 .234*** .107*
Father .121** .098* .103* .117* .137** .197*** .226*** .243*** .175*** .243*** .172***

VII Anxiety symptoms
Mother .031 .048 .024 .019 .132* .107* .193*** .143** .256*** .186*** .544*** .192***
Father .059 .163*** .175*** .209*** .207*** .209*** .362*** .429*** .322*** .417*** .176*** .549*** .249***

VIII Depressive symptoms
Mother .072 .053 .034 .031 .128** .117** .173*** .110** .264*** .185*** .559*** .137** .662*** .198***
Father .022 .220*** .153*** .188*** .257*** .215*** .295*** .308*** .289*** .284*** .171*** .618*** .265*** .615***

IX Supportive marital int.a

Mother .057 ¡.041 .026 .025 ¡.053 ¡.063 ¡.059 ¡.041 ¡.129** ¡.082 ¡.199*** ¡.140** ¡.324*** ¡.229***
Father .032 ¡.012 .083 .048 ¡.009 ¡.002 ¡.061 ¡.063 ¡.022 ¡.037 ¡.156*** ¡.111* ¡.206*** ¡.219***

X Hostile marital int.a

Mother ¡.121** .045 ¡.047 ¡.051 .061 .045 .111* .108* .161*** .126** .666*** .125** .381*** .254***
Father ¡.026 .057 .034 .066 .079 .065 .129** .193*** .117** .195*** .120** .158*** .250*** .341***

XI Authoritative (parent)
Mother .019 ¡.025 ¡.042 ¡.072 .005 .001 ¡.038 .003 ¡.012 ¡.005 ¡.096* ¡.055 ¡.022 ¡.034
Father .035 .004 ¡.009 ¡.055 ¡.019 ¡.020 .013 .038 ¡.009 .062 ¡.080 ¡.111* ¡.066 ¡.042

XII Punitive (parent)
Mother ¡.003 .016 .078 .056 .094* .100* .070 .042 .110* .055 .070 .089* .119** .106*
Father ¡.002 ¡.021 .025 .058 .062 .071 .028 .060 .069 .084 .052 .108* .096* .197***

XIII Noninvolved (parent)
Mother ¡.056 ¡.038 ¡.075 ¡.078 ¡.000 ¡.011 .020 .025 .058 .103* .093* .084 .154*** .130**
Father ¡.044 ¡.112* ¡.033 ¡.067 ¡.035 ¡.070 .007 .028 .007 .003 .032 .006 .007 .131**

XIV Authoritative (child)
Mother ¡.044 ¡.028 ¡.033 ¡.021 ¡.044 ¡.015 ¡.061 ¡.089* ¡.097* ¡.087* ¡.070 ¡.034 ¡.044 ¡.064
Father ¡.015 ¡.037 ¡.010 .016 ¡.020 ¡.059 .000 ¡.043 ¡.079 ¡.077 ¡.065 ¡.057 ¡.045 ¡.092*

XV Punitive (child)
Mother ¡.007 .042 .041 .010 .083 .071 .076 .076 .058 .067 .019 ¡.053 .043 .049
Father ¡.026 .070 .030 .010 .025 .079 .050 .056 .047 .055 ¡.040 ¡.009 ¡.020 .091*

XVI Guilt inductive (child)
Mother ¡.018 .032 .033 .060 .056 .095* .079 .089* .031 .061 .058 .028 .042 .103*
Father ¡.003 .079 .027 .037 ¡.006 .079 .046 .072 .048 .081 .007 .028 .031 .113**

a Perceptions of the spouse’s behaviour.
*p 5 .05, **p 5 .01, ***p 5 .001.
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The zero-order correlation (Pearson’s r) between the study variables

VIII IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI

Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father

.212***

¡.248*** ¡.249**
¡.181*** ¡.226** .528***

.276*** .302*** .651*** .398***

.234*** .329*** .468*** .554*** .524***

¡.101* ¡.066 .298*** .236*** .089* .134**
¡.038 ¡.103* .247*** .277*** .129** .130** .304***

.126** .170*** .147** .127** .209*** .164*** .330*** .123**

.117** .218*** .158*** .181*** .220*** .267*** .137** .228*** .424***

.132** .069 .215*** .172*** .184*** .113** .349*** .157*** .251*** .105*

.006 .012 .107* .224*** .064 .147** .120** .329*** .145** .214*** .296***

¡.041 ¡.041 .119** .182*** .052 .129** .166*** .101* .105* .062 .208*** .152***
¡.033 ¡.092* .151** .129** .101* .124** .059 .169*** .062 .099* .165*** .172*** .693***

.057 .012 .062 .114** .044 .211*** .108* ¡.046 .290*** .171*** .057 .046 .335*** .211***

.003 .045 .108* .096* .105* .138** .112* .014 .250*** .298*** .085 .041 .196*** .296*** .573***

.084 .015 ¡.018 ¡.080 .020 ¡.167*** ¡.104* ¡.019 ¡.202*** ¡.141** ¡.059 ¡.092* ¡.404*** ¡.250*** ¡.651*** ¡.494***

.056 .054 ¡.091* ¡.071 ¡.067 ¡.136*** ¡.037 ¡.032 ¡.157*** ¡.204*** ¡.075. ¡.114** ¡.233*** ¡.306*** ¡.451 ¡.657*** ¡.655***

a Perceptions of the spouse’s behaviour.
*p 5 .05, **p 5 .01, ***p 5 .001.
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