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Abstract

The aim of the present study was to explore the dimensional
framework underlying the original item pool of 81 items of the Dutch
EMBU-C in a large sample of primary school aged children (n= 824). It
was demonstrated that the full range of 81 items of the Dutch EMBU-C,
could be reduced to four reliable factors, Emotional Warmth, Rejection,
Overprotection and Favouring Subject. It was shown that the EMBU-C
scales for children have conceptually much in common with their adult
and adolescent counterparts. Thus, the EMBU-C can be considered to be
a suitable measure examining whether relations between psychological
disorders and the perception of parenting style, as found in older
subjects, can be confirmed in childhood. Preliminary results showed that
the associations between perceived parenting, as measured by the
EMBU-C, and trait anxiety in children, as measured with the STAIC, are
consistent with findings yielded in studies with adults where anxious
individuals expressed that they had been reared in a more rejective and
protected way than their non-anxious equivalents.
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Introduction

Parental rearing behaviour has a profound impact on the psychosocial
development of the child, and when parenting is dysfunctional it can
contribute to severe psychopathology (Perris, 1994). Ever since the
seminal paper by Bell and Chapman (1986), researchers are aware that
parenting is not an unidirectional process, but part of a dyadic
relationship, in which the child actively participates. Furthermore,
attachment research shows that children are influenced by the rearing
behaviour of their parents through their mental representations of this
behaviour (Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 1985). Therefore, when
investigating the role of parental rearing, it is important to capture the
child’s perception of the upbringing.

Although the study of the children’s views of their parents goes back
to the end of the nineteenth century (Goldin, 1969), this research has
gained new impetus in the last decades of the twentieth century, when
reliable questionnaires became available, such as the Parental Bonding
Instrument (PBI; Parker, Tupling & Brown, 1979), and the Egna Minnen
Beträffande Uppfostran (EMBU; Perris, Jacobsson, Lindström, von
Knorring & Perris, 1980). Since the EMBU shows strong factorial stability
across samples both within and across nations (Arrindell, Perris,
Eisemann, Van Der Ende, Gaszner, Iwawaki, Maj & Zhang, 1994), while
the PBI is factorially less stable (Murphy, Brewin & Silka, 1997), the
EMBU is recommended above the PBI for use in research (Arrindell,
Gerlsma, Vandereycken, Hageman & Daeseleire, 1998).

The EMBU was originally developed to assess the perception of the
parents’ rearing behaviour by adults. At the item-level, the EMBU
comprises 14 aspects of parental behaviour and attitudes: abusive,
depriving, punitive, shaming, rejecting, overprotective, overinvolved,
tolerant, affectionate, performance oriented, guilt engendering,
stimulating, favouring subject and favouring siblings (Perris et al.,
1980). These a priori aspects have been shown to reduce to four
replicable dimensions: Rejection, Emotional Warmth, Overprotection and
Favouring Subject (Arrindell, Emmelkamp, Brilman & Monsma, 1983;
Arrindell & van der Ende, 1984). Further studies in at least 14 countries
worldwide have shown that the first three dimensions could be identified
in each study, but the poor replicability of the Favouring Subject factor
in some of these studies suggests it is a culture-specific, rather than a
universal factor (Arrindell et al., 1994).

The perceptions of parental behaviour measured by the EMBU prove
consistently to be related to a wide variety of psychological disorders.
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The anxiety disorders provide a prominent example. A parental rearing
style characterized as rejecting and overcontrolling is found to be
associated with anxiety disorders in adults, reporting on their childhood
(cf. Rapee, 1997; Gerlsma, Emmelkamp & Arrindell, 1990). However,
the retrospective design of most studies precludes a straightforward
interpretation, as the memories of parental behaviour are assessed a
long time after having left the parental home (Gerlsma, Kramer,
Scholing & Emmelkamp, 1994). Rapee (1997) reports that the number
of studies on children is small and that the aim and design of the studies
differ too much to justify general conclusions. However, his preliminary
conclusion is that the results found by studies of children support the
relation between anxiety and parenting, found in adults. Recent studies
of children support in most cases the relation between anxiety and
worrying in normal children on the one hand and parental rejection,
anxious rearing and parental control on the other hand (Muris &
Merckelbach, 1998; Grüner, Muris & Merckelbach, 1999; Muris,
Meesters, Merckelbach & Hulsenbeck, 2000).

The need to be able to assess the perception of actual, rather than
recalled parental rearing has led to the development of modifications of
the adult version of the EMBU (Arrindell et al., 1983) for adolescents
(EMBU-A; Castro, Toro, Arrindell, Van Der Ende & Puig, 1990; Gerlsma,
Arrindell, Van Der Veen & Emmelkamp, 1991). In these two studies with
the EMBU-A which were conducted in a Dutch (n=1153, mean age 12.4
yr, SD=0.76) and a Spanish sample of adolescents (n=234, mean age
14.6 yr, SD=1.35), the 4 dimensions of the EMBU was confirmed.

Castro and her colleagues (Castro, Toro, Van Der Ende & Arrindell,
1993) constructed an EMBU version for children attending primary
school (EMBU-C; n=205, mean age 10 yr, SD=1.55). An exploratory
factor analysis revealed a four-factor solution. Castro et al. (1993),
however, indicated that in addition to the similarities between the
children’s and the adult’s factors, there were also differences, e.g. the
decline of the eigenvalues, and consequently the percentage of
explained variance: a decrease from the 42% variance accounted for in
adults (Arrindell et al., 1983) to 24.3% in children (Castro et al., 1993).
Interestingly, the percentage found for adolescents fell in between: 32%
(Gerlsma et al., 1991).

As in all these studies, the same criteria for item inclusion, as
proposed by Arrindell et al. (1983) were used, the lower eigenvalues of
the EMBU-A and EMBU-C were accompanied by a decrease in items in
the final scales. The number of scaled items decreases from 64 for
adults via 54 for adolescents (Gerlsma et al., 1991) to 41 for children
(Castro et al., 1993). Especially the number of items of the EMBU-C
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Rejection (25 to 11) and Overprotection (16 to 10) dimensions were
largely reduced, when compared with the adult solution. Such a
reduction raises concerns regarding the conceptual equivalence of the
original and the newly developed scales. Castro decided to rename the
‘Overprotection’ scale: ‘Control Attempts’, thereby indicating that the
inspection of the items led to a somewhat different interpretation of this
factor, when compared with the original factor found in an adult sample.

Although the correlations between the factors in the study of Castro
were rather similar to the results obtained with the adult version, a
higher order analysis showed that Overprotection and Emotional
Warmth loaded on one and the same factor, in contrast with the adult
results, where Overprotection and Rejection were found to load on one
factor.

Based on Halverson (1988), Castro offered an explanation for both
the lower eigenvalues and the different pattern of relationships among
the scales. Halverson emphasized that young children differ from
adolescents and adults in their capacity to compare their personal
parenting experiences with those of children in other families, and
therefore in their ability to categorize parental behaviour. Furthermore,
it was suggested that a difference in the extent to which three types of
control attempts (as distinguished by Rollins and Thomas, 1979) were
distributed across the first three subscales of the EMBU may explain
differences between the ratings of children and older subjects. If the
results found in the study of Castro could be confirmed in other samples
of children, this would indicate a difference in the underlying structure in
the way parenting is perceived by children.

Muris and colleagues studied a modified version of the EMBU-C, as
developed by Castro et al. (1993), comprising 34 items (omitting 7
items referring to siblings; the Favouring Subject-scale and two
additional items) in Dutch samples (Muris, Bögels, Van Der Kamp & Van
Oosten, 1996; Muris, Bosma, Meesters & Schouten, 1998). The second
study supported the 3-factor model of Rejection, Emotional Warmth and
Overprotection, but a number of items, especially of the Overprotection
dimension, had relatively low factor loadings. Another modified version
of the EMBU-C (the number of items for each of the factors mentioned
above was reduced to 10, and 10 items considered to assess Anxious
Rearing were supplemented) was studied in a Dutch sample of 117
children (mean age 10.4 yr, SD=0.93) (Grüner et al., 1999). Some
support for a 4-factor structure (the three factors mentioned above and
the additional factor) was found for the data regarding mothers, but not
for the fathers’ data.



52

2

Although the first results of the research on the EMBU-C are
promising, the conclusion of this empirical work seems to be that the
factor structure of the EMBU for pupils in the elementary school age is
still not fully crystalized and may be qualified as preliminary. The mix of
adolescents and primary school aged children in the studies of Muris et
al. (1996, 1998) precludes the identification of the specific
characteristics of the EMBU-C factor structure for young children, which
is the target group of the present study. In addition, their research
approach diverged from that of Gerlsma et al. (1991), and Castro et al.
(1993). Rather than departing from the original EMBU 81-item pool,
they used modified item pools, which constrains the possible outcomes
of the data analysis, making the results less valuable for our research
purposes. Grüner et al. (1999) also made use of a modified item pool
and, as was pointed out by the authors, the sample size was rather
small for the purpose of factor analysis. In the study of Castro et al.
(1993) the sample size of N=205 probably precludes definitive
statements about the factor structure of the EMBU for primary school
age children. According to recommendations regarding sample size,
N=200 is ‘fair’ (Comrey & Lee, 1992) or just the minimum desirable size
(Guilford, 1954; Cattell, 1978). The sample size of N=200 does not fulfill
the criterion of a minimum ratio of five individuals to every variable - a
criterion that is considered as the lower bound by Gorsuch (1983).
Recent discussions on these rules of thumb emphasize that the level of
communality of the variables and the level of overdetermination of the
factors play an important part in the designation of the necessary
sample size. If there is high overdetermination and the communalities
are high, even in case of small samples, it is possible to interpret the
factor structure. However, larger sample sizes will be needed when the
phenomena are weak, the number of indicators of each factor are low or
if the communalities are low (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; MacCallum,
Widaman, Zhang & Hong, 1999; cf. also Gorsuch, 1983) as was the case
in previous studies of the EMBU-C. In the present study, a sample size is
chosen that complies with both the traditional rules of thumb and recent
guidelines.

The aim of the present study was to extend on previous research by
exploring the factor structure of the EMBU-C in a sufficiently large
sample of primary school aged children. In order to examine the factor
structure in detail we will study the full range of 81 items of the EMBU,
the original item pool. This will also allow us to compare the results of
the EMBU-C with factor solutions based on the similar item pool, as
found in previous studies in other age groups.
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It is not clear whether deviations of the model of the perceptions of
parenting for children in the primary school age, as compared with older
subjects, are only caused by sample specificity or may be considered as
indicative of conceptual divergence of the factors. To enable the
determination of alternative models of the data in our sample, we opted
for an exploratory, data-driven approach. By not imposing a structure
on the data, a possible different model of the perceptions of children has
a chance to be discovered.

In the current study, close attention will be paid to the wording and
administration of the questionnaires, in order to reach optimal
comprehensibility for children in this age-range, meanwhile striving for
optimal similarity in the meaning of the items, in comparison with the
adult and adolescent versions of the EMBU.

In addition to the main research question, the correlates of the
EMBU-C scales with sex and age are determined. In order to get a first
impression of the association between perceived parenting as measured
by the EMBU-C and psychological problems in children, we assessed the
correlations between the EMBU-C scales and trait anxiety in children, as
measured by the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children (STAIC;
Spielberger, Edwards, Lushene, Montuori & Platzek, 1973) in a small
random subsample of the grades in the present study.

Method

SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE

A total of 824 children took part in this study (401 boys and 423
girls), aged 7 to 13 years (mean age=10.1 yr, SD=1.5 yr). The children
were uniformly distributed over the 4th to 8th grade of primary school.
Seven hundred and forty five children lived with both parents, 50 with
one parent, and 29 with one parent and the partner of the parent. The
group was about evenly divided across urban and rural communities.

Schools left it to the individual parents to give permission for
participation of their child in the study. Refusal occurred regarding 12%
of the children. The EMBU-C was administered by graduate students,
under the supervision of the first two authors on a regular school day in
the classroom. Identical instructions were given to all subjects. During
the instruction, it was pointed out that the data would be treated
confidentially. It was explained how a mistake should be corrected and it
was emphasized that all questions had to be answered. If children
whose parents were divorced or separated, were living with one parent
and a partner of the parent, we asked them to fill out the questionnaire
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in relation to their present, daily care-givers. In addition, we clarified
that by brothers and sisters, we meant all the children who live at their
house (we chose to add in the questionnaire to all questions concerning
siblings, the following: “(By brothers and sisters, we mean all the
children who live at your house.)”). In the three grades 6, 7 and 8, the
questionnaires were group-administered. Several graduate students
guided the administration. To ensure that the children in grades 4 and 5
(aged 7 to 9 years) understood the items and instructions, the students
supervised small groups of 3 or 4 children and read each item of the
EMBU-C aloud, while the children read along, and filled in their answers
individually.

INSTRUMENTS

EMBU-C
The Dutch adolescent 81 item version of the EMBU was used as the

source for the itempool for young children (Gerlsma et al., 1991). In a
pilot study with 15 elementary school-aged children the wording of the
items in the adolescent version was adapted. Through a verbal
exchange of questions and answers it was possible to investigate the
comprehensibility and the interpretation of the questions by primary
school-aged children. In case of doubt, the items were checked with the
English adult version to ensure that the original meaning of the items
was maintained (Arrindell et al., 1983). The answer category ‘yes,
seldom’ was replaced by ‘yes, sometimes’, as the term ‘seldom’
appeared to be difficult to understand for the children. As the meaning
of the answer categories ‘yes, often’ and ‘yes, most of the time’
appeared to be very close for children, ‘yes, most of the time’ was
replaced by ‘yes, almost always’. The four-point forced-choice scale and
order of the items of the adult version were maintained. As the pilot
study had demonstrated that children tended to confuse the answer
alternatives regarding father and mother, the lay-out of the form was
adapted, in order to prevent confusion of these answer alternatives.

STAIC
The 20-item trait-anxiety scale of the STAIC is a child self-report

questionnaire that measures chronic symptoms of anxiety by asking the
respondent to indicate the frequency with which they experience anxiety
symptoms. All children filled out the EMBU-C and in addition, 37 children
of the 5th and 8th grade also answered the trait anxiety scale items of
the STAIC.
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DATA ANALYSIS

The lower-bound for a salient component loading was set at 0.30. The
first argument for doing so was that this cutoff is generally considered to
be a typical lower limit, below which loadings are ignored (Guadagnoli et
al., 1988, p. 266). The second argument entailed that, in accordance
with Cohen (1988), correlations of 0.30 are considered to reflect
medium effect sizes. In addition to the minimal cut-off value of .30 for
selecting factor loadings, two other criteria for items selection were
used: the difference with the second highest loading should be at least
.10, and a factor should contain at least 3 items.

In accordance with Gerlsma et al. (1991), items that fit the criteria
for one parent but not quite for the other were scaled because scale
reliability tends to increase with an increase in the number of items
included in the scale.

Results

Questionnaires were checked for missing or uninterpretable answers
upon completion, and children were asked to fill out unanswered
questions. Most children (89%) completed all 166 questions, 9% missed
1 or 2 items, 2% failed to fill out 3 to 10 items. The questionnaires of
two subjects with a large number of missing items (29 and 54,
respectively) were deleted from the analysis.

Inspection of the absolute skewness showed 10 of the 81 items
exceeding the value of 2. After merging the two categories with the
lowest frequencies of these 10 skewed items, only 3 items had a
skewness larger than 2. The influence of the skewed items on the factor
solution was checked by omitting the 10 skewed items from analysis.
The solution of the remaining 71 items did not differ importantly from
that with the skewed items included (no change in general structure),
therefore the influence of skewed items on the factor solution may be
considered marginal.

A check on outliers revealed 4 cases with extreme factor scores on
the Rejection dimension regarding fathers (> 4). Visual inspection of the
scattergram affirmed that these cases were outliers. They were excluded
from final analysis.
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Table 1. Final scales of the EMBU-C, their specific items and factor loadings for fathers (F)
and mothers (M)

ITEM NO. ITEM CONTENT FACTOR LOADING

F M

Factor I Emotional Warmth

2 Do your parents show you that they love you?Do your
parents show you that they love you?

0.60 0.53

4 Do you think your parents love you? 0.67 0.60
11 If your parents punish you, are they always fair? 0.36 0.40
13 If you have done something stupid, can you make up

for it with your parents?
0.47 0.48

15 Do you get a cuddle from your parents every now and
then?

0.56 0.50

21 If things are not going right for you, do your parents
try to comfort or help you?

0.57 0.56

31 Are your parents interested in your school marks? 0.42 0.39
32 Do you think that your parents would help you if you

had something really difficult to do?
0.55 0.56

39 Do your parents make it obvious that they love you? 0.74 0.68
41 Do you feel that your parents take account of your

opinions?
0.46 0.50

43 Do you have the feeling that your parents like being
with you?

0.65 0.58

47 Do you think that your parents are trying to make
growing up a happy time for you and one in which you
learn lots of things (by, for example, giving you good
books, going on outings, sending you to camps and so
on?)

0.53 0.49

48 Do your parents sometimes tell you that you’ve done
well?

0.50 0.42

54 Do your parents try to help you and to be
understanding when you feel unhappy?

0.64 0.63

62 Do your parents like you the way you are? 0.54 0.51
67 Are your parents interested in your hobbies and the

things you like? (For example, do you sometimes do
things together, do your parents come along when
you’re playing sport, do they enjoy listening to what
you have to say?)

0.50 0.49

74 Do you have the feeling that you and your parents
really like each other?

0.59 0.56

78 If you do something really well, do your parents seem
to be very proud of you?

0.57 0.54

81 Do your parents show you that they love you by
hugging you or giving you a cuddle?

0.65 0.64
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Factor II Rejection

6 Do your parents punish you for minor things? 0.52 0.47
8 Are you sometimes disappointed in your parents

because they won’t give you what you want?
0.32 0.33

12 Do you think that your parents are too firm with you? 0.40 0.42
19 Do your parents sometimes tell you off or hit you when

there are others around?
0.43 0.42

23 Do your parents hit you more than you deserve? 0.43 0.41
24 If your parents ask you to help with the daily chores

and you don’t do this, do they get angry?
0.33 0.39

33 Do your parents blame you for everything? 0.47 0.52
35 Do your parents ever say things like “you’re too big to

be still doing things like that”?
0.39 0.42

55 Do your parents sometimes punish you even though
you haven’t done anything wrong?

0.62 0.59

61 If something goes wrong at home, are you the one who
usually gets blamed for it?

0.54 0.56

63 Are your parents sometimes harsh and unkind to you? 0.49 0.50
64 Do your parents sometimes punish you for minor

things?
0.52 0.48

65 Do your parents sometimes give you a slap when you
don’t expect it?

0.40 0.38

68 Do your parents sometimes hit you? 0.45 0.38
71 Do your parents sometimes make you feel really little? 0.44 0.39
72 Do your parents sometimes give your brothers and

sisters things that you don’t get? (By brothers and
sisters, we mean all the children who live at your
house.)

0.36 0.32

76 Are your parents sometimes angry or unhappy about
you without telling you why?

0.31 0.32

Factor III Overprotection

18 Do your parents forbid you to do things that your
classmates are allowed to do because they are afraid of
something happening to you?

0.41 0.35

20 Are your parents concerned about what you do after
school hours?

0.47 0.46

22 Are your parents very concerned about your physical
health?

0.39 0.38

25 If you have done something that you should not have,
does this make your parents so unhappy that you start
feeling bad/guilty?

0.40 0.47

37 If your parents are sad, do you sometimes think it’s
your fault?

0.38 0.38

42 When you have a secret, do your parents want to know
it too?

0.31 0.41

45 Do your parents sometimes say things like “it would
make me really unhappy if you did that”?

0.47 0.47
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51 Do you sometimes think you are bad because you’ve
done things your parents didn’t want you to do?

0.36 0.30

52 Do you think your parents have high expectations as
far as your school results, sports achievements and so
on are concerned?

0.35 0.45

53 Do your parents sometimes make a fuss about the
mess you make or that you’re sloppy about the way
you do things?

0.38 0.36

60 Is it important for your parents what sort of friends
you’ve got?

0.35 0.37

73 Do you think that your parents are too worried about
things happening to you?

0.43 0.40

Factor IV Favouring Subject

3 Do your parents spoil you more than they do your
brothers and sisters? (By brothers and sisters, we
mean all the children who live at your house.)

0.54 0.59

10 Do your parents give you things you want, but not your
brothers and sisters? (By brothers and sisters, we
mean all the children who live at your house.)

0.41 0.51

29 Do you have the impression that your parents love you
more than they do your brothers and sisters? (By
brothers and sisters, we mean all the children who live
at your house.)

0.50 0.42

79 Are you allowed to do more than your brothers and
sisters are allowed to do? (By brothers and sisters, we
mean all the children who live at your house.)

0.45 0.58

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF THE EMBU-C

Principal Components Analysis, followed by VARIMAX rotation,
resulted in 4 factors, which explained 24.4% of the variance (after
rotation) in the fathers’ (F) ratings and 23.1% in that of the mothers
(M). The 4 factors, with their percentages of explained variance, were
for Emotional Warmth 9.0% (F), 8.2% (M), for Rejection 6.9% (F),
6.7% (M), for Overprotection 5.0% (F), 4.9% (M) and for Favouring
Subject 3.5% (F), 3.3% (M). Table 1 gives the four factors, together
with their specific items and factor loadings for both parents.

Emotional Warmth
In accordance with previous research, Emotional Warmth appeared to

be the most invariant factor. Nineteen items satisfied the criteria for
inclusion. The main concepts, giving special attention, praising for
approved behaviour, unconditional love, being supportive and
affectionately demonstrative were all present in the Emotional Warmth
dimension of children. Four items, scaled in our study (4, 11, 15, 62),
were originally not scaled in the solution of Arrindell and his co-workers



59

2

(1983). Three of these items (4, 15, 62) were also part of the Emotional
Warmth factor in the solutions of Gerlsma et al. (1991) and Castro et al.
(1993) and fit nicely in the dimension. Item 11 (fairness of punishing)
apparently was perceived by children as an aspect of emotional warmth.

Rejection
For Rejection, 17 items satisfied the criteria, of which two (12, 35)

were not scaled in the original Rejection factor for adults (Arrindell et
al., 1983). Inspection of the content of the 17 items showed that the
factor was characterized by hostility, punishment (physical or not,
abusive or not), derogation and blaming of subject, which were the core
aspects of the original Rejection factor for adults (Arrindell et al., 1983).
The eleven items, not scaled in the present study, but present in the
original Rejection factor for adults (Arrindell et al., 1983), tapped all
aspects of the dimension, and not a specific one. So the meaning of the
dimension was rather similar to the core of the dimension as reported by
Arrindell et al. (1983).

Overprotection
Twelve items were included in the Overprotection dimension, 5 of

which were not scaled in the Overprotection factor for adults (Arrindell
et al., 1983). Content analysis of these 5 items showed that they
covered the core aspects of the dimension. The overall inspection of the
content of the dimension showed that the aspects fearful and anxious
for the child’s safety, guilt engendering, intrusiveness (for example
being expressed in meddling in the child’s affairs, in high standards in
the choice of friends, accomplishment in school and behavior in general)
were all represented. However, an interesting difference between the
dimensions of the EMBU-C and the EMBU for adults was noticed.

On the one hand, 6 items of the original Overprotection scale of the
adult version, which referred to intrusiveness of the parent (belonging to
the a priori ‘Overinvolved’ domain, Perris et al., 1980), could not be
included. Inspection of the items showed that they reflected parental
behaviour which probably was considered normal by most primary
school-aged children, but which may be viewed as intrusive by
adolescents (e.g. asking what the child did in school, deciding about
clothes the child is to wear, making the child stick to certain rules). On
the other hand, two related items, also referring to intrusiveness (item
42, 60; belonging to the a priori ‘Overinvolved’ domain of Perris et al.,
1980), that were not part of the adult Overprotection scale, could now
be included (i.e. the kind of friends of the child is important for the
parent and the parent wants to know about secrets of the child).
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Interestingly, item 42 was also included in the Overprotection scale of
Castro et al. (1993) and it had reasonable loadings on this dimension in
the study of Muris et al. (1998). Obviously, the two items were more
relevant for young children. Their inclusion showed that the aspect of
intrusiveness was not absent in our age group, but that it was mirrored
by other items. We may conclude that there is no change in the
meaning of this dimension, but only a slight shift in emphasis.

Favouring Subject
For Favouring Subject, 4 of the 5 items of the original factor for

adults (Arrindell et al., 1983) were scaled. This factor differed from the
adults’ version to the extent that only parental favouritism directed
toward the child was included, while blaming a sibling for things that are
really the fault of the child himself/herself (item 80) was missing.

In summary, the Principal Components Analysis yielded four factors:
Emotional Warmth with 19 items, Rejection with 17 items,
Overprotection with 12 items and Favouring Subject with 4 items. The
meaning of these 4 EMBU-C scales for children were shown to have
conceptually much in common with their adult and adolescent
counterparts.

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EMBU-C SCALES, AND HIGHER ORDER ANALYSIS

The EMBU-C scales were lowly to moderately intercorrelated.
Rejection correlated -0.30 (F) and -0.28 (M) with Emotional Warmth,
0.37 (F) and 0.41 (M) with Overprotection, and 0.26 (F) and 0.25 (M)
with Favouring Subject. Emotional Warmth correlated 0.23 (F) and 0.20
(M) with Overprotection. Overprotection correlated 0.22 (F) and 0.21
(M) with Favouring Subject, p <.0001 for all correlations. The
correlations between Emotional Warmth and Favouring Subject were
negligible (0.00 (F), -0.03 (M)).
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Table 2. Factor analysis of EMBU-C scales, mothers (M) and fathers (F) jointly

CONTROL CARE FAVOURING
SUBJECT

Emotional Warmth F
M

07
06

92
92

-02
-01

Rejection F
M

67
68

-45
-43

21
17

Overprotection F
M

84
86

28
24

09
07

Favouring Subject F
M

13
14

01
-05

94
94

Note. Factor loadings x 100 (decimal points haven been omitted).

A joint higher order analysis (PCA with VARIMAX rotation) of the
mothers’ and fathers’ scales yielded three factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1. Cumulatively, these explained 80.8% of the total
variance. The first factor explained 30.0% of the variance and had high
to very high loadings on Overprotection and Rejection (both F and M;
Table 2). The second and third factor explained 27.6% and 23.2% of the
variance, respectively. The second factor was clearly a bipolar Care
factor with very high loadings on Emotional Warmth, and high negative
loadings on Rejection, and, interestingly, low loadings on Overprotection
(both F and M); the third factor had very high loadings on the
dimensions of Favouring Subject and low loadings on Rejection (both F
and M).

RELIABILITY OF THE EMBU-C SCALES

Reliability analysis revealed that the alpha coefficients for the
Emotional Warmth and Rejection scales were high (Table 3). In
accordance with previous research with the EMBU, the alpha coefficients
for Overprotection and Favouring Subject were smaller in magnitude.
The mean inter-item rs for the four item-sets, for both the fathers’ and
mothers’ ratings were acceptable according to the criteria of Briggs and
Cheek (1986). Furthermore, the item-remainder correlations were all
well above the lower bound of 0.15 (Nunnally, 1978). In view of the
magnitudes of the homogeneity figures, the alpha coefficients may be
considered to have attained acceptable values.
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Table 3. Summary of reliability analyses for the EMBU-C scales

CRONBACH’S MEAN INTER-ITEM r
(HOMOGENEITY)

ITEM-REMAINDER r
LOWER BOUND

F M F M F M

Emotional Warmth 0.89 0.87 0.30 0.26 0.35 0.36

Rejection 0.84 0.83 0.18 0.17 0.28 0.27

Overprotection 0.64 0.67 0.13 0.14 0.23 0.25

Favouring Subject 0.54 0.58 0.19 0.22 0.20 0.27

Note. F, Fathers; M, Mothers

EMBU-C SCALES AS RELATED TO TRAIT ANXIETY, AGE AND GENDER

Pearson correlations were determined between each EMBU-C scale
and the trait anxiety scale of the STAIC for 37 children of grade 5 and 8.
The correlations between trait anxiety on the one hand and Rejection (F:
0.41, p <.006; M: 0.27; p <.05, one-tailed, n = 37) and Overprotection
(F: 0.29, p <.04; M: 0.38, p <.01, one-tailed, n = 37) on the other
hand were positive, indicating that anxious children had higher scores.
The correlations between trait anxiety and Emotional Warmth were not
significant.

Pearson correlations between each EMBU-C scale and age showed
that all scales, except Overprotection for mothers, were significantly
associated. The correlations with Emotional Warmth were positive,
indicating that older children had significantly higher scores (F: 0.25, n
= 801, M: 0.27; n = 817, p <.000). By contrast, the correlations
between age and the Rejection and Favouring Subject scales were
negative, indicating that older children had significantly lower scores on
Rejection (F: -0.15, M: -0.10; p <.005) and Favouring Subject (F: -
0.18, M: -0.19, p <.000). The correlation between age and fathers’
Overprotection was significant, albeit small (F: -0.09, p <.011).

Boys appeared to differ from girls significantly on all scales for both
fathers’ and mothers’ ratings; boys had higher scores on Rejection (t =
6.3, p <.000, d = 0.45 (F); t =3.4, p <.001, d = 0.24 (M)),
Overprotection (t = 2.2, p <.026, d =0.16 (F); t = 2.2, p <.032, d =
0.15 (M)), and Favouring Subject (t = 3.6, p <.000, d = 0.25 (F);

t = 3.2, p <.002, d = 0.24 (M)) and lower scores on Emotional
Warmth (t = -4.1, p <.000, d = 0.28 (F); t = -3.8, p <.000, d =0.27
(M)). In terms of effect size d, these differences may be considered
small, according to the guidelines provided by Cohen (1988). Only the
effect size of the difference between boys and girls, concerning fathers’
Rejection was somewhat higher, and may be considered as ‘small to
medium’. In order to compare our results with those yielded by Castro
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et al. (1993), we also determined the correlations between gender and
the EMBU-C scales. The correlations varied from 0.08 to 0.14, which
values are similar to those of Castro et al. (1993). The only exception
which emerged was the correlation of -0.22 between gender and fathers’
Rejection. In contrast with the study of Castro, the correlations in our
study were significant, possibly due to our larger sample size.

The Pearson correlations between the ratings for fathers and mothers
showed that, consistent with the results of Gerlsma et al. (1991),
children rated their parents very similar on the different scales; r = 0.70
for Rejection, r = 0.86 for Emotional Warmth, r = 0.81 for
Overprotection and r = 0.83 for Favouring Subject.

Discussion

The analysis of the first order factor structure of the EMBU-C, using
the full range of 81 EMBU-C items, in an homogeneous primary school
aged sample of children of sufficient sample size, yielded four factors.
The meaning of the four EMBU-scales was very similar to those found in
previous studies with adults and adolescents (Arrindell et al., 1984;
Gerlsma et al., 1991).

The perception of parental behaviour seemed not to be subject to
important developmental differences. That the perception of
overprotection appeared to be slightly prone to developmental
influences should not surprise us too much. One aspect of
overprotection is an intrusive approach of the child. Behaviour that is
experienced by young children as being involved, engaged and
interested, can be experienced as interfering and intrusive by
adolescents (cf. Barber, 1996). This can contribute to a differential
factor analytic effect of certain items in different age groups. This could
also explain why other items, referring to the same aspect of
intrusiveness, were present in the Overprotection dimension of children,
as opposed to older subjects. Our finding that intrusiveness of the
parent played a smaller part in the Overprotection dimension is
consistent with the studies of Castro et al. (1993) and Gerlsma et al.
(1991), where the decrease of the number of items of this dimension
could be explained particularly by items belonging to the a priori
‘Overinvolved’ domain (Perris et al., 1980).

The study of Castro et al. (1993) showed that the Rejection and
Overprotection dimensions differed from the ones known in the
literature. For example, the a priori aspects termed ‘punitive’ and
‘shaming’ (Perris et al., 1980) were only marginally present in the
Rejection dimension of Castro, whereas these aspects played an
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important part in the dimensions of the adult and present child versions.
For research aims, it would be advantageous if the factors of the various
forms of the EMBU for different age groups could be considered as
invariant. Indications that the concept of, for example, Rejection has the
same connotations for children, adolescents and adults, would justify
comparisons of research results yielded with the various age forms of
the EMBU across different age groups. The merit of the present study is
that it shows that the dimensions found for a large sample of children
represent parental rearing domains that are similar to those found with
adults.

The internal consistency and homogeneity of the Emotional Warmth
and Rejection scales proved to be satisfactory. The results for
Overprotection were less outstanding but acceptable for research
purposes. Like previous studies with the EMBU-C and EMBU-A, the
reliability coefficient for Favouring Subject was modest. Overall, the
results were somewhat better than those of Castro et al. (1993),
probably due to the larger number of items contained by the present
scales.

The percentage of explained variance found in our study was
comparable to that obtained in the study by Castro et al. (1993) and
confirms that the EMBU factor strength tends do decline with decreasing
age of the recipients. An explanation may be that young children, when
filling out a questionnaire, are more inclined to answer questions as
such, rather than from the perspective of a framework of beliefs.
Therefore, the mutual relation between the answers on the questions
can be expected to be less marked. This would lead to lower
eigenvalues.

The correlations between EMBU-C Rejection on the one hand and
EMBU-C Emotional Warmth and Overprotection on the other hand were
by and large in the same range as those found in the studies of Castro
et al. (1993) and Gerlsma et al. (1991). The only exception was that,
the correlations between Rejection and Overprotection in both the study
of Gerlsma et al. (1991) and the present study were somewhat higher,
compared to the results of the Castro et al. study. Consistent with
Castro et al. (1993), the EMBU-C Emotional Warmth and Overprotection
scales were found in the present study to correlate statistically
significantly with each other, albeit at a lower magnitude. By contrast,
no significant correlations were found between Emotional Warmth and
Overprotection in adults or adolescents.

The higher order analysis in the present study showed that the
bipolar Care dimension coincided with the patterns yielded in several
adult and adolescent studies, i.e. very high loadings of Emotional
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Warmth and high negative loadings of Rejection. Overprotection and
Rejection had very high loadings on the Control factor. This factor is
largely in agreement with the literature, although the difference
between the loadings of Overprotection and Rejection appeared to be
larger in other studies. The third factor was clearly a Favouring Subject
dimension, and like Castro, we found that Rejection had low loadings on
this factor. This finding appears to be typical for children, as Arrindell et
al. (1983) found that only Favouring Subject had substantial loadings on
this factor.

Interestingly, the higher order structure in the present study was
more in agreement with the patterns yielded in studies with adults and
adolescents than with the findings of Castro et al. (1993). A possible
explanation for the dissimilar higher order structure of the study of
Castro could be as follows. The relation between Emotional Warmth and
Overprotection was observed in both studies with children - the present
study and the study of Castro et al. (1993) - as demonstrated by the
correlations between both scales and by the higher order analysis,
suggesting that this association is typical for children. In the present
study, Overprotection had low loadings on the Care factor which was
dominated by Emotional Warmth. In the study of Castro et al. (1993),
however, Overprotection and Emotional Warmth had high loadings on
the first higher order dimension. In the relatively small sample of the
Castro et al. study, the correlation between Emotional Warmth and
Overprotection may be somewhat higher than the real population value.
In addition, the association between the Overprotection and Rejection
scales may be lower than the real population value, possibly caused by
the shift in emphasis of the meaning of these scales in the study of
Castro et al. As a consequence, the relation between Overprotection and
Emotional Warmth may dominate the higher order analysis.

For adults and adolescents, the concepts of Overprotection and
Emotional Warmth appeared to be rather independent. The correlation
between the Emotional Warmth and Overprotection scales and the low
loadings of Overprotection on the higher order Care dimension, may
possibly be interpreted as signs of a stronger degree of intertwining of
the Overprotection concept with the concept of Emotional Warmth in our
age group. If we try to understand this, we can imagine that children in
the primary school age relate the intrusive, protective behaviour of their
parents with a warm, attention giving rearing style. As was pointed out
before, some parental behaviour that is perceived as adequate support
and protection by primary school-aged children, may be considered
overprotective when continued into adolescence. As a consequence, we
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may expect that the relation between the concepts of Overprotection
and Emotional Warmth would disappear with increasing age.

Further studies are needed to systematically examine whether our
findings concerning the dimensional framework of the EMBU-C can be
confirmed in other samples of children in the primary school age. In
doing so, extensive samples of children will be needed to enable the
work with split samples of large homogeneous age groups.

The significant correlations between trait anxiety and the EMBU-C
Rejection and Overprotection scales were in line with expectations based
on the literature where anxious adults expressed that they had been
reared in rejective and protective ways. Our finding of the absence of a
relation between anxiety and Emotional Warmth is not described in adult
studies, but is consistent with the results of studies with children.
Grüner et al. (1999) did not find a relation between anxiety and
Emotional Warmth and in the studies of Muris and colleagues (Muris &
Merckelbach, 1998; Muris et al., 2000) the relation was only present for
fathers in the first study and only for mothers with respect to their sons
in the second study. More studies with larger samples of children will be
needed to judge whether these results are typical for children. The
conclusion is that our preliminary findings concerning the association
between perceived parenting, as measured by the EMBU-C, and trait
anxiety in children are generally consistent with findings in studies
conducted in adult populations. Hence, these findings are promising with
regard to the clinical applicability of the EMBU-C.

The gender differences (boys experiencing less warmth, more
overprotection and favouritism) are consistent with those of Gerlsma et
al. (1991) and Castro et al. (1993). In addition, a significant gender
difference was observed in relation to Rejection, with boys experiencing
greater rejection, especially from their father. Despite the small effect
sizes - only the effect of fathers’ rejection is somewhat more substantial
- these findings correspond with other studies and should therefore be
taken seriously.

Emotional Warmth correlated positively with age. This finding is not
consistent with that of Castro et al. (1993) who found a negative
correlation and Grüner et al. (1999) who found no significant
correlation. A speculative explanation for our finding is that as children
grow older they are developing a more differentiated view on rearing
styles, which may result in being more appreciative to warmth. The
younger children possibly take the warmth more for granted. In both the
present study and that of Castro et al. (1993) a negative relation was
found between age and Favouring Subject. There may be a confound
here between age and birth order. A recent study (Feinberg,
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Neiderhiser, Simmens, Reiss & Hetherington, 2000) showed that
younger siblings were more inclined to feel treated disadvantageously
when compared to an older sibling. The absence of information on birth
order of the children in this study precludes a straightforward
interpretation of this finding. The negative association between age and
Overprotection was small and, consistent with the study of Grüner et al.
(1999) only significant for fathers. However, Castro et al. (1993) found
for both fathers and mothers a significant correlation. More research will
be needed to elucidate the correlates of the EMBU-C scales with gender,
age and other background or demographic variables.

Now that a reliable form of the EMBU-C which is suitable for children
in the primary school age is available, there is a possibility to examine
whether relations between psychological disorders and the perceptions
of parenting style, as found with adults and adolescents, can be
confirmed in childhood. Moreover, its availability offers an opportunity to
explore the relation in detail. The results of retrospective studies, where
the memories of parental behaviour are assessed long after the recipient
has left the parental home, can be compared with studies of children
who are reared at the time of the study when memories do not play any
role. The similarity between the EMBU-C scales for children and their
adult and adolescent counterparts, confirmed in the present study,
supports the view that findings yielded with the EMBU forms for different
ages may be compared across studies.
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Appendix

INSTRUCTIONS EMBU-C

The written instructions for filling out the measure are as follows:
The questions on the next pages concern how you feel about the way

in which your father and mother treat you. This is different for each
child. That is why we want to ask you to answer all these questions
yourself. You cannot give a wrong answer to any of these questions.
This is not a school test.

Usually, you know quit well what the rules and customs are at your
home and how you and your family get along. Try to give the best
answer to the question with the help of events that you remember.
What is important is what you feel about things, and not what other
people think about them.

You have to give two answers to each question, because you should
give an answer for your father on the first line, and an answer for your
mother on the second line1.

Select the answer that fits your father or your mother best.

You can choose from the following answers:
No, never
Yes, sometimes
Yes, often
Yes, nearly always

Here is an example to show you how to answer the questions.

Does your father/mother give you a sweet when you have been
hurt?

No, never Yes,
sometimes

Yes, often Yes, nearly
always

Father

Mother

1 NB: in the questionnaire, the first three questions for father and mother have been

printed on separate lines, in order to show that the questions should be answered

separately for each of the parents.
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Perhaps your father never gives you a sweet when you have been hurt.
In that case, make the first  on the line for father, below ‘No, never’,
black. Perhaps your mother gives you a sweet almost every time when
you’ve been hurt. In that case, make the fourth  on the line for
mother, below ‘Yes, nearly always’, black. Here’s what the answer looks
like when you do this:

Does your father/mother give you a sweet when you have been
hurt?

No, never Yes,
sometimes

Yes, often Yes, nearly
always

Father

Mother

You should make the  that corresponds with your answer black. Always
choose just one answer.

If you do not understand something, or if you have any questions,
please raise your hand, so that one of us can see that you need help.
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