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Aggressiona Depressiona Smokingb Beer/Wineb Binge Drinkingb Marijuanab

Positive Induction

Session .02 -.13* -.83* -.28 -.62+ -1.25+

Age -.07 .05 .51** .42** .53** .49*

Gender .23** -.08 .26 .04 .03 2.40*

Style -.22** -.14* -.57 -.68* -.87* 1.86

Style X Age .04 -.04 -.12 .07 .29 -.15

Style X Gender .01 .14* .22 .26 .06 -1.87*

R2 .01 .08 .15 .10 .12 .12

Model Fit 4.28** 3.57** 41.86** 28.44** 32.89** 32.63**

Punitiveness

Session -.003 -.13* -.84* -.28 -.67+ -1.37*

Age -.06 .05 .51** .44** .55** .56**

Gender .22** -.08 .18 .004 -.16 1.52**

Style -.09 .19** .11 -.01 -.56 -.39

Style X Age -.01 .004 .16 -.19 -.06 .44

Style X Gender -.05 -.04 .28 -.44 -.75* -1.24*

R2 .06 .07 .13 .09 .13 .12

Model Fit 2.56* 3.08** 36.87** 25.62** 35.58** 32.40**

a: Standardized Betas and F-values are reported for Aggression and Depression analyses. 

b: Betas and Chi2values reported for substance use; outcome coded as ever = 1 never = 0.  Sex coded 0 = female, 1 = male; 

Session coded 0 = pm, 1 = am.  †p < .10, *p< .05, **p < .01.

Table 3. Parental Disciplinary Styles as Predictors of Nicaragua Adolescents Adjustment for Linear and Logistic Regressions

Figure 1. Interaction between Positive Induction 

and Gender for Depressive Symptoms

Introduction

Parents who are supportive and controlling tend to discipline their children using positive 

inductions (i.e., explains rules and punishment, induces role taking), which is linked to 

positive developmental outcomes (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In contrast, parents who use 

harsh punishment (i.e., punitiveness) exert their authority without explanation and often with 

corporal punishment. This latter discipline style is lined to negative developmental outcomes 

(Rollins & Thomas, 1979). However, there is little existing research on these expected 

relations in Latino adolescents.  Latino parents who are more accepting and exert more 

warmth have a greater impact in the reduction of adolescents’ drug and alcohol use (Broman, 

Reckase, & Freedman-Doan, 2006; Mogro-Wilson, 2008). Punitive parenting when utilized 

by Latino mothers leads to a variety of negative outcomes such as depression in adolescents 

(Halgunseth, Ispa, & Rudy, 2006). Aggression in Latino children was also found to be 

positively correlated with maternal psychological control (Loukas, Paulos, & Robinson, 

2005). We examined the associations of disciplinary styles (positive induction and 

punitiveness) to aggression, depression, and substance use in Nicaraguan adolescents. 

Method

Participants

•269 8th and 10th grade students (63% female; M age = 14.81 years, SD = 1.37) from a public 

school in a rural area of Nicaragua

•144 from the AM (advanced morning session) and 128 from the PM (less advanced 

afternoon session)

Self-report Measures

• Parenting Disciplinary Styles (Thornberry, Huizinga, & Loeber, 1995)

• Assesses parents’ disciplinary style; rated 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree)

• Punitiveness-14-item scale (e.g., Your parent is always finding fault with you)

• Positive Induction-12-item scale (e.g., Your parent explains to you how good you 

should feel when you do what is right).

• Center for Epidemiologic Studies -Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977)

• 20-item scale rated 0 (rarely or none of the time less than 1 day) to 3 (most or all of the 

time 5-7 days); (e.g., I felt sad)

• How I Am (Buhs &McGinley, 2008)

• Direct Aggression; rated 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always)

• 8-item scale (e.g., Hit other kids)

•Substance Use – Youth Risk Behavior Survey

• 9-item scale rated 0 (never) to 8 (12 or more times) for the past 30 days.

• Scale responses were recoded as never used or ever used 

Procedure

•Spanish language surveys were completed in classrooms and in approximately 60 minutes

Table 2. Intercorrelations of Study Variables by Gender
Results

Descriptive statistics for study variables are reported by gender in Table 1 and study variable 

intercorrelations are reported by gender in Table 2. As expected, in the models for aggression, depression, 

smoking, beer and wine consumption, and binge drinking, positive induction negatively predicted these 

outcomes (for more detailed results, see Table 3). Interaction for positive induction and sex indicated that 

girls reported more depressive symptoms than boys when little positive induction was used by the parent 

(see Figure 1). A similar interaction was found for marijuana use; girls that report having never used 

marijuana report experiencing more positive inductive parenting than girls who have used marijuana 

(F(1,162) = 4.67, p = .03; see Figure 2). In contrast, punitiveness significantly negatively predicted 

depressive symptoms. Furthermore, there was a significant interaction between punitiveness and sex when 

predicting binge drinking and marijuana use. Follow up analyses show that boys who report having never 

engaged in binge drinking (F(1,96) = 6.54, p = .01; see Figure 3) or marijuana use (F(1,96) = 3.88, p = 

.07; see Figure 4) report experiencing more punitive parenting than boys who have engaged in these 

behaviors.

Conclusions

The overall findings showed that parents who frequently use positive induction tend to have adolescents with less 

negative developmental outcomes. In contrast, the findings for punitiveness were mixed. 

The fact that positive inductions were negatively linked to aggression, depression, alcohol use, and binge drinking 

suggest that such discipline practices serve a protective role. 

Punitiveness was positively associated with depression and negatively associated with binge drinking (for boys). 

There were no other significant relations for punitiveness. These findings suggest that punitiveness might place 

Latino youth at higher risk for internalizing problems but protect boys from binge drinking problems. Some 

scholars have suggested that punitiveness might protect high risk youth from negative outcomes in social 

environments that might require firm control (Husemann & Guerra, 1997). Scholars have noted that Latinos are 

more collectivistic and therefore place more emphasis on parental respect and authority (Hardwood et al., 1996). 

Perhaps greater control and discipline is somewhat adaptive for adolescents who live in high risk, low SES 

communities. Given differences in the extent to which boys and girls are monitored by parents, this possibility 

might be especially true for boys living under such high risk conditions. However, a possible cost to exerting such 

strict control on high risk youth is that youth might be prone to internalizing problems. Clearly, further research 

will be needed to examine the possible costs and benefits of specific parenting practices on youth development.

Figure 3. Interaction between Punitiveness and 

Gender for Binge Drinking

Variables
Mean (Stand Deviation)

Boys Girls

Session 41% AM 61%  AM

Age 15.05 (1.49) 14.66 (1.27)

Positive Induction 3.18 (0.43) 3.17 (0.50)

Punitiveness 2.30 (0.53) 2.29 (0.50)

Aggression 1.50 (0.47) 1.31 (0.42)

Depressive Symptoms 2.06 (0.57) 2.11 (0.57)

Smoking 8% ever 2% ever

Beer/Wine 37% ever 32% ever

Binge Drinking 23% ever 19% ever

Marijuana Use 13% ever 2% ever

Figure 4. Interaction between Punitiveness and 

Gender for Marijuana Use

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

Study Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Session (PM = 0; AM = 1) -.13 .01 -.08 -.14 -.22* -.18† -.03 -.17 -.20*

2. Age -.36** -.07 .03 .02 .02 .32** .22* .40** .29**

3. Positive Induction .10 -.07 .35** -.17 .03 -.08 -.07 -.11 -.14

4. Punitiveness -.13† .07 .01 -.15 .15 -.05 -.14 -.25* -.19*

5. Aggression .14† -.13† -.24** -.06 .03 .24* .25* .39** .31**

6. Depressive Symptoms -.13 .15* -.29** .24** .27** -.08 -.09 -.04 .00

7. Smoking (Never = 0; Ever = 1) -.27** .30** -.21** .07 .18* .20** .53** .59** .60**

8. Beer/Wine (Never = 0; Ever = 1) -.19* .31** -.22** .10 .22** .28** .61** .63** .45**

9. Binge Drinking -.19* .20** -.19* .04 .26** .20* .57** .61** .64**

10. Marijuana Use -.12 .07 .17* .09 .16* -.03 .21** .14† .23**

Note: Boys correlations are reported in the upper right hand corner of the table. Girls correlations are reported in the lower left hand corner of the table.

Figure 2. Interaction between Positive Induction 

and Gender for Marijuana Use
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