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ABSTRACT 

Intergenerational Parallelism of Self-Efficacy: Moderating Variables,  

Mediating Variables, and Common Antecedents.  (August 2003) 

Cheng-Hsien Lin, 

B.A., Fu-Jen Catholic University; 

M.A., San Diego State University 

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Howard B. Kaplan 

 A number of theories and studies in sociology and psychology have asserted that 

self-efficacy is both the consequence and cause of our everyday life experiences.  

However, there is little empirical evidence to support the existence of intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy between generations.  And if it exists, then the processes by 

which self-efficacy is transmitted from parents to children is rarely documented in the 

literature.  In addition, it is noteworthy to examine whether such intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy exists among different types of families, genders, or racial 

groups.  In my dissertation, I intend to answer these inquiries by utilizing a longitudinal 

data set that incorporates information of three generations (grandparents, parents, and 

grandchildren) reporting their individual age, educational attainment, self-esteem, and 

self-efficacy, with both parent generation’s self-efficacy and child generation’s self-

efficacy having been collected in the same developmental stage (early adolescence).  In 

addition, parents also reported several aspects of their adulthood conditions and 

behaviors, including their occupation, substance use, parenting behaviors, educational 
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expectation upon their children, and their self-efficacy in adulthood, which I introduce as 

mediating mechanisms of the intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  Finally, I 

analyzed this model separately in terms of family structure (dual- or single-parent 

families), child’s gender, parent-child gender dyads, and race/ethnicity.   

The results suggest that there exists intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy, 

and parent generation’s self-efficacy (in adolescence) is associated with parents’ choices 

of conventional pathways towards adulthood.  These conventional pathways that self-

efficacious parents choose in turn exhibit a strong influence on the development of the 

child’s self-efficacy.  These findings are independent of other influences, e.g. the 

family’s social economic status, race/ethnicity, ages of both generations, and family 

structure.  The implications and contributions of this research are discussed in the last 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Self-efficacy has excited a good deal of attention from behavioral scientists not 

only because of the intrinsic interest it stimulates but also because of the wide range of 

salient consequences that have been attributed to self-efficacy.  Consequently, a good 

deal of attention has been paid to the processes by which self-efficacy is generated.  

However, research examining parental self-efficacy�s short and long term effects on 

their offspring are less apparent in the literature.  The present research is situated in the 

theoretical and research traditions that attempt to account for such intergenerational 

influences of self-efficacy.  Several theoretically informed models are estimated in 

which adolescent self-efficacy is explained in terms of the self-efficacy of parents at the 

same developmental stage, and in terms of the (parenting techniques, parental behaviors, 

and parental occupation) variables that mediate this relationship.  Furthermore, several 

moderating variables (family structure, race/ethnicity, and gender) are also introduced in 

the above models to examine the nature of the conditional patterns of intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy. 

Self-efficacy is a person�s estimate of his or her capacity to orchestrate 

performance on a specific task (Gist and Mitchell 1992).  Strauser (1995) interpreted 

Bandura�s (1977) concept of self-efficacy as an individual�s perception of his/her skills 

_____________ 

 This dissertation follows the style and format of American Sociological Review. 
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and abilities to act effectively and competently.  Self-efficacy influences actions and 

coping behavior, the situations and environments that individuals choose to access, and 

their persistence in performing certain tasks.  According to Ozer and Bandura (1990), 

self-efficacy is �concerned with the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of 

action needed to exercise control over given events� (p. 472).  This description extends 

and illustrates Bandura�s (1977) early construct of self-efficacy as the belief in one�s 

ability to successfully perform a particular behavior.  Extended descriptions of self-

efficacy bring the environmentally based elements into the foundations of self-efficacy, 

and incorporate both knowledge of requisite behaviors and perceptions of whether or not 

the social system will be supportive of one�s actions (Gecas 1989).  That is, the construct 

of self-efficacy is interwoven with the knowledge of the particular behaviors to which 

they relate, as well as perceptions of situational contingencies (Coleman and Karraker 

1998). 

Self-efficacy is one of the most important variables in research of self-

conception.  As noted by Gecas and Schwalbe (1983), �the notion of human agency and 

self-creativity, which have been a hallmark of the symbolic interactionist tradition, can 

be brought into the studies of self-concept through self-efficacy; moreover, the concept 

of self-efficacy emphasizes �self-determination� in the process of self-concept formation 

and thus underscores the reciprocity between self and social structure� (p. 77).  Self-

efficacy entails individuals� past experiences and social structure, while self-esteem is a 

self-evaluation of goodness or personal worth (Gecas 1989).  It is arguable that self-

efficacy is more likely to be transmitted to the next generation than self-esteem because 
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self-efficacy embraces the influence of social structure and the consideration of social 

situations.  These elements often impact family members across generations by the 

limitations of social resources including education, social environment, and mastery 

experiences when exercising their control over daily difficulties.   

However, some may suggest that self-esteem is also trangenerational because 

social resources available to generations are tied to the potential positive outcomes in 

work, school, and SES.  Therefore, intergenerational parallelism of self-esteem is 

plausible in terms of the successful outcomes that both generations obtain.  These two 

suggestions, however, miss the fact that self-efficacious individuals are also more likely 

to inspire their children to conduct self-directed behaviors, which is another pathway of 

intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy.  In contrast, the sources of self-esteem are 

more versatile other than achievement.  For instance, self-esteem can be also obtained 

from individuals� inherited social status.  The social-status-defined self-esteem is less 

likely to be transmitted to the next generation although both generations may hold high 

self-esteem from their shared social status.  That is, at most, they may present 

intergenerational parallelism of self-esteem, but not intergenerational transmission of 

self-efficacy.  If the latter exists, it then should be explained by the levels of self-efficacy 

developed from both generations� life experiences in successes and achievements.  The 

literature review will develop this discussion in detail.   

Statement of the Problem 

Causes and Consequences of Self-Efficacy 

 In addition to its influence on self-esteem, numerous studies have found that self- 
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efficacy is associated with various favorable consequences, within the realms of physical 

health (Barnwell and Kavanagh 1997), mental health (Gecas 1989; Kiecolt 1994; 

Milligan et al. 1997; Schafer, Wickrama, and Keith 1998; Seff, Gecas, and Ray 1992), 

AIDS prevention and treatment (Bandura 1990; Jemmott et al. 1992), risky sexual 

behaviors such as condom (non-) use (Jemmott et al. 1992; Steers et al. 1996; Taris and 

Semin 1998; Zimmerman et al. 1995), academic performance (Bandura et al. 1996; 

Moriarty et al., 1995; Wentzel 1996; Zimmerman 1995; Zimmerman, Bandura, and 

Martinez-Pons 1992), problem behaviors (Agnew and White 1992; Ellickson and Hays 

1990; Jackson 2000; Kumpfer and Turner 1990), and many other areas.  Such studies 

also have reported self-efficacy to be an important moderating (Jackson 2000) and 

mediating variable (Teti and Gelfand 1991) in explaining many psychosocial correlates 

of self-conception (Gecas and Seff 1989).  Arguably, the more influential of these 

studies address the causes (Juang and Silbereisen 1999; Tashakkori and Thompson 

1991) and effects (Ludwig and Pittman 1999) of self-efficacy in the contexts of family 

environment by examining the intergenerational congruence of self-efficacy or related 

attitudes (e.g., sense of control, competence, and self-esteem).  For instance, Seeman and 

Monto (1999) reported that mothers� sense of control and self-esteem were mirrored in 

children�s self-perception of achievement independent of the effects of child�s sex, race, 

and family structure.  Moskowitz (1992) examined self-efficacy of three generations of 

Jewish survivors of the Holocaust and of Jewish-Americans not directly exposed to the 

Holocaust and reported that the survivors measured higher in self-efficacy than the 

comparison generation group.  However, no intergenerational transmission of self-
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efficacy was found in terms of the comparisons of the two groups across the second and 

third generations.  Ackerman and Ackerman (1989) also failed to find significant 

parents-child (college students) resemblance in locus of control (a highly related 

construct to self-efficacy) and achievement motives.  However, Brown and Mann (1991) 

observed a positive relationship between parents� decision-making self-esteem and self-

esteem of adolescents (aged 11 to 18 years), with the strongest relationship existing 

between fathers and young adolescents (aged 12 to 14 years).  Although these studies 

examined the intergenerational parallelism (or resemblance) of self-efficacy or related 

self-concepts, the possible processes of intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy 

remained unexamined.  For instance, they did not specify the mediating processes of 

self-concept to be transmitted to the next generation within the processes of social 

selection and socialization.  Albeit the phenomenon of intergenerational parallelism is 

found in some of these studies, an examination to explain such parallelism is also needed 

to account for social selection processes during the growth of parents� generation from 

adolescence to adulthood, as well as the socialization processes from parents to children. 

Limitations in Research on Intergenerational Parallelism 

 These studies, however, suffer from a number of limitations.  First, these studies 

frequently do not permit determination of whether the observed intergenerational 

parallelism is spurious or, rather, reflects a causal process.  Although some studies 

observed intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy or self-esteem, whether and how 

parents� self-efficacy in adolescence is transmitted to offspring remains problematic.  

The parallelism might be the spurious result of common antecedents such as cross-
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generational stability in neighborhood socioeconomic status (Boardman and Robert 

2000).  Intergenerational continuity may occur because of common experiences from 

similar social circumstances or from positions in the social structure such as low 

socioeconomic status (SES) across generations (Kaplan and Liu 1999; van IJzendoorn 

1992).  The socially based variables may lead to common adaptations because available 

social resources (to adopt or to learn from) across generations are similar.  Therefore, it 

is necessary to account for the phenomenon of contextual continuity to examine 

intergenerational continuity across generations.  Alternatively, first generation self-

efficacy may have consequences that in turn influence self-efficacy in the second 

generation.  To lend weight to one or the other interpretation, at the very least controls 

for putative common antecedents of the first and second generation parallelism should 

be specified.  Second, data for both generations often are provided by only one of the 

generations (Kaplan and Liu 1999).  Parents� reports regarding adolescents� behaviors 

(and vice versa) are often affected by the reporters� own perspectives on the target 

objects, and thus the phenomenon of intergenerational continuity is often confounded 

(Kaplan and Liu 1999; Simons et al. 1995).  Third, the intergenerational parallelism 

more often than not observes two generations at different stages in the life course (e.g, 

Ackerman and Ackerman 1989).  Thus the psychosocial states and behaviors that are 

stimulated differ among generations due to their different life experiences to that point in 

time (Kaplan and Liu 1999). 

 Fourth, even where intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy is observed and 

causal influence is imputed to first generation self-efficacy, studies in general do not 
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specify the mediating processes that intervene in the putative causal relationship between 

first and second generation self-efficacy.  Several such intervening processes relate to 

first generation parenting patterns, parental educational attainment, parental educational 

expectation of their children, parental substance use, and their job complexity. 

Purposes of the Study 

 The present study proposes to: (1) identify the degree of intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy between parents and children in the same developmental 

stage; (2) test for hypothetical social conditions (i.e., family structure, race/ethnicity, and 

gender) that moderate the intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy; and 3) specify 

the mediating pathways implicated in putative intergenerational transmission.     
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CHAPTER II 

RELATED THEORIES 

Theories of Self-Efficacy 

 To examine intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy, a discussion of 

assumptions embedded in the theories of self-efficacy will provide some perspectives 

about how self-efficacy is developed and cultivated, and then in turn, influences the next 

generation in the immediate social milieu.  According to Gecas (1989), these theories 

can be differentiated to two schools in terms of their emphases on how they 

conceptualize self-efficacy and how self-efficacy is developed.  Both lines of theories, 

motivational and cognitive, are heavily indebted to attribution and social learning 

theories.  Their conceptualization of self-efficacy and assumptions of human agency 

provide the basis to account for the development of self-efficacy in life course and its 

relationships with social environment.  In addition, although these two lines of theories 

have many different emphases, they overlap each other in many ways (Bandura 1997; 

Gecas 1989) and both are often undistinguished in empirical research.   

The first line of theories is motivational theories which conceptualize self-

efficacy in motivational terms.  They tend to emphasize the experience of causal agency 

and to argue that self-efficacy is a fundamental human need and a basic element in one�s 

sense of self � a drive to have control over environment (Gecas 1989; White 1959).  

White�s (1959) theory of �effectance motivation� was an early statement that suggests 

effectance motivation as an intrinsic motivation to produce effects on the environment.  

Such activities are characterized as exploratory, creative, and playful so that actors 



 

 

9 

engaged in such activities will have feelings of �the joy of being a cause� or �the 

pleasure of mastering challenges� (see Reeve, Cole, and Olsen 1986).  White�s theory 

suggests that people are inherently driven to exercise control over their environment and 

that the achievement of control is inherently self-satisfying (Bandura 1986, 1997).   

In the camp of motivational theories of self-efficacy, several others offered other 

similar concepts on the basis of these assumptions.  For example, Yarrow and his 

associates (1983) emphasized mastery motivation instead of effectance motivation, 

characterizing it as a striving for competence or an effective action in dealing with the 

environment.  Similarly, Smith (1968) discussed the concept of �competent self,� while 

Harter (1978) advanced the term of �competence motivation� to investigate 

developmental changes in the content of competence motivation and Deci (1975) 

stressed actors� needs for �self-determination� and �competence.�  In sum, although 

different in terms and somewhat different in conceptualization, motivational theories 

generally underscored �control� rather than �competence� (Gecas 1989).  As with 

competence, these theories commonly stressed the experience of control and the 

motivation to be in control (e.g., DeCharms�s �personal causation� 1968; McClelland�s 

�power motive� 1975).  Thus, these emphases characterized motivational theories rather 

than cognitive theories due to their orientations toward �control.� 

 The second school, cognitive theories, conceptualizes self-efficacy in terms of 

expectancies and perception of control (Gecas 1989).  These theories are based largely 

on attribution and social learning theories.  They emphasize beliefs and perceptions of 

causality, agency, or control and emphasize less the motivations to hold such beliefs 
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(although these beliefs do have motivational implications).  These theories emphasize 

people�s tendency towards causal attributions in attempts to make the social world 

predictable and controllable (Pittman and Heller 1987).  The purpose of such causal 

attribution is to allow the species and the individual to have effective control (Kelley 

1971).  Rotter�s (1966) distinction of �internal� and �external� locus of control, which is 

distinguished by causal attributions of personal success or failure to individual self or 

external environment, is a good example in cognitive theories of self-efficacy.  

Seligman�s (1975) �learned helplessness,� which refers to a chronic sense of inefficacy 

resulting from learning one�s actions have little effect on one�s environment, is another 

theory in this school.  The most influential work done by Bandura (1977, 1986, 1995, 

1997), �self-efficacy theory,� is based on social learning theory centered on self-

evaluation processes.  Bandura distinguishes between a) efficacy expectations (a 

judgment of one�s efficacy to perform a particular action) and b) outcome expectations 

(an estimate that a given action will lead to a certain outcome).  Such distinction stresses 

the feelings of futility resulting from a) low self-efficacy or b) perception of 

unsupportive social environments.  In order to increase efficacy-based futility and 

outcome-based efficacy thus requires different kinds of changes.  The former needs a 

development of competency and expectation of personal effectiveness, while the latter 

requires individuals� instrumental value to be restored, contingent with their 

environments (Bandura 1977).  Gecas (1989) thus emphasizes that such distinction 

based on perceptions of self in relation to the social environment is important to 

traditional sociological concerns.     
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 These two theoretical approaches provide an important basis to suggest that 

people have (inborn) drives and incentives towards greater feelings of self-efficacy 

(Bandura 1997).  To achieve this purpose, self-monitoring and self-referent of efficacy 

beliefs are constant activities when people interact with others and within their social 

milieu.  According to Bandura (1977, 1986, 1995, 1997), people attain greater self-

efficacy from (enactive) master experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and 

affective (psychological) states.  That is, self-efficacy is interwoven with all kinds of 

social activities. Children self-monitor their experiences and constantly re-evaluate their 

efficacy beliefs in light of their performance in those experiences.  Gecas (1989) and 

Bandura (1997) emphasize that the development of self-efficacy is an accumulated 

process and the level of self-efficacy is relatively stable over the life course.  The 

stability of efficacy beliefs are attributed to the product of diverse sources of experiences 

and the development of personal cognitive skills for processing information improving 

over time (Bandura 1997).  In addition, Bandura theorizes the mediating processes by 

which self-efficacy produces their effects on individuals� feeling, thinking, motivations, 

and actions.  These mediating processes have implications on the consequences and the 

development of self-efficacy.   Moreover, the corresponding behaviors and efficacy 

beliefs in adolescence and adulthood impact the development of their children�s self-

efficacy and the subsequent behaviors through certain mediating processes. 

Mediating Processes 

 Bandura (1995, 1977) describes four mediating processes to explain how self-

efficacy can influence people�s selections of goals and strategies, and can in turn, 
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account for their performance and later self-efficacy.  A great deal of research has 

examined such theoretical processes by elaborating many variables in family, school, 

and work settings for more than two decades.  In the present research, several mediating 

variables are introduced to examine whether the self-efficacy of parents when they were 

adolescents can influence their later performance in parenting techniques, academic 

achievement, job selection, and adult self-efficacy; and consequently, whether these 

parental factors have effects on the development of children�s self-efficacy. As 

Bandura�s (1977, 1986, 1989, 1997) discussion of sources of self-efficacy suggests, 

children�s efficacy beliefs are cultivated by verbal persuasions they received from 

parent-child communication, by vicarious experiences that children observed in family, 

school, and other immediate setting that the significant others are around, by 

psychological arousal that children were stimulated by significant others in everyday 

life, and children�s own mastery experiences that they achieved in various works in 

conjunction with supportive environments.  By incorporating the four major mediating 

processes through which self-efficacy produces its effects, which include cognitive, 

motivational, affective, and selection processes, and the four sources of self-efficacy 

through which self-efficacy is produced, individual beliefs of self-efficacy are self-

monitored and accumulated in terms of their success or failure in diversity of 

experiences.   

Cognitive processes refer to ways in which self-efficacy can affect thought 

patterns that can enhance or undermine people�s skill learning and performance.  

Bandura (1997) emphasizes that �a high sense of self-efficacy fosters cognitive 
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constructions of effective course of action, and cognitive enactments of efficacious 

actions, in turn, strengthen efficacy beliefs� (p.117).  As such, people�s conception of 

ability as either an acquirable skill or an inherent aptitude greatly affects their self-

regulatory mechanisms which govern cognitive functioning and performance 

accomplishments (Wood and Bandura 1989).  For instance, social comparison operates 

as one pervasive influence in the self-appraisal of capabilities, which in turn, affects 

personal goal setting and personal commitment to them.  For example, organizational 

decision making research showed that subjects who had performed relatively poorer than 

their colleagues initially, but received feedback about their own performance, ended up 

improving their performance, gradually closed the gap, and finally surpassed their 

counterparts (Bandura and Jourden 1991).  Furthermore, what people believe about the 

extent to which their environment is influenceable or controllable has an impact on how 

people cognitively process their efficacy information.  Thus weak beliefs of controllable 

circumstance make people lose aspiration and faith in themselves to make further effort 

to change the circumstance.  In sum, efficacy beliefs influence the cognitive processes 

and in turn affect the generation and use of problem-solving strategies, aspiration, and 

performance.   

In motivational processes, Bandura (1995, 1997) suggests attribution, 

expectancy-value, and goal theories to explain how self-efficacy has affected human 

behaviors.  According to the attribution theory of motivation (Weiner 1985), people�s 

retrospective judgments of the causes of one�s performance have motivational effects.  

Their attribution of success to personal capabilities can serve as a cause for future 
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actions, because the causal attributions can influence achievement strivings and 

performance which is mediated by self-efficacy (Relich et al. 1986; Schunk and Gunn 

1986).  As a result, self-efficacious individuals view attainment as personally 

controllable.  Furthermore, they tend to attribute their success or failure to personal 

abilities and efforts and as such are more willing to undertake difficult tasks and persist 

in the face of failure.   

Next, expectancy-value theory accounts for how outcome expectancy can 

motivate individuals because of the attractiveness of those outcomes. (Ajzen and 

Fishbein 1980; Rotter 1982).  The basic principle is that the greater the expectancy that a 

certain behavior can secure specific outcomes and the more the outcomes are valued, 

greater is the motivation to execute the activities.  Ajzen�s (1985) theory of planned 

behavior is one of theories in this category and suggests that perceived control (defined 

as perception of task difficulty) in conjunction with perceived outcomes and social 

pressure affects performance both directly and indirectly through its effects on intention.   

 Bandura (1997) suggests goal theory as the last theory explaining the 

motivational processes of self-efficacy in which challenging goals enhance motivation.  

Individuals are motivated to seek self-satisfaction from fulfilling valued goals with 

knowledge of one�s performance level.  As he argued: �Goals operate largely through 

self-reactive influences rather than regulating motivation and action directly.  Perceived 

self-efficacy is one of the important self-influences through which personal standards 

create powerful motivational effects� (p. 128).   



 

 

15 

With regard to affective processes, Bandura (1995, 1997) suggests that mood 

(anxiety and depression) and self-efficacy can influence each other bidirectionally and 

thus work independently and/or in combination to affect individuals� performance.  

Social cognitive theory stresses appraisal of externally generated arousal, which 

influences individuals� self-evaluation.  For example, Bandura (1997) suggests that 

anxiety is generated when an individual develops a feeling of coping inefficacy due to 

uncontrollable environments, and this sense of inefficacy to master activities of personal 

importance in turn predicts depression.  Moreover, perceived self-efficacy to exercise 

control over stressors plays a central role in anxiety arousal (Bandura 1991).   

Furthermore, Bandura (1997) especially emphasizes that adolescence is a critical 

period during which the relations among anxiety, depression, and perceived self-efficacy 

are highly correlated.  He writes: �Adolescence is a critical period of development that 

places heavy demands on simultaneously managing stressful biological, educational, and 

social changes.  Children who are beset by self-doubt and who lack supportive guidance 

have a lot they can get depressed about during this vulnerable time� (p. 160).  Moreover, 

adolescents� depression and perceived inefficacy are also generated differently in terms 

of gender.  �Whereas boys get depressed mainly over perceived inefficacy to fulfill 

academic demands, girls get depressed over perceived inefficacy in academic, social, 

and self-management aspects of their lives (p. 160).�  In sum, the reciprocal influences 

between affective states and perceived efficacy are stressed in Bandura�s theory and 

examined in empirical studies.  Literature suggests affective processes are highly related 
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to self-efficacy, and that this relationship affects individuals� motivation and 

performance in pursuit of their goals. 

 Selection processes is the final mediating processes Bandura discussed which 

enable people to create beneficial environments and exercise control over them.  Unlike 

the other mediating processes, selecting processes prompt dismissal of certain courses of 

action on grounds of personal inefficacy, while the other regulative processes never 

come into play.  Although people can engage in multiple alternative activities and 

environments - those in which they can demonstrate significant control and those which 

exceed their capabilities, most individuals readily undertake activities and pick social 

environments they judge themselves capable of handling (Bandura 1997).  The higher 

individuals perceive their own self-efficacy, the more challenging the activities they tend 

to select (Meyer 1987).  Furthermore, Bandura suggests: �people of high efficacy not 

only prefer normatively difficult activities but also display high staying power in those 

pursuits� (p. 160).  The power of efficacy beliefs to affect the course of life paths 

through selection processes is most clearly revealed in studies of career choice and 

development (Bandura et al. 2001; Betz and Hackett 1986; Lent and Hackett 1987).  

Moreover, Bandura asserts that seemingly inconsequential efficacy determinants of 

choices can initiate selective interpersonal associations that produce major and enduring 

personal changes.   

 The present research attempts to examine several mediating variables informed 

by Bandura�s (1997) discussion of mediating processes of self-efficacy on human 

behaviors, namely parental practices, parental educational attainment, parental self-
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efficacy in adulthood, parental expectation on children�s education attainment, parental 

substance use, and parental job complexity.  According to the introduction of cognitive, 

motivational, affective, and selection processes, self-efficacy may influence the way in 

which people perceive situations they encounter, processes by which they attribute 

causality - whether to themselves or to outside circumstances, the magnitude that moods 

and emotions influence self-evaluation and consequent behavior, and the manner by 

which individuals choose pathways to excel or to avoid difficult confrontations.  The 

developments of self-efficacy and these mediating mechanisms are in a process of 

constant interaction between individuals and the surroundings.  For example, parental 

early self-efficacy may result in use of less harsh and more interactive parenting 

techniques, because parents with high(er) self-efficacy perceive their roles as parents to 

be efficacious so that they are more willing to learn new skills for performing the roles 

(cognitive processes).  These parents are more likely to attribute their past successes to 

their enduring efforts and to reproduce successes in the present and future with sufficient 

preparation and appropriate goal-setting (motivational processes).  Their mood is high 

and they are less likely to be discouraged by temporary failure so that their efforts for 

success are not interrupted by the negative incident or attitudes (affective processes).  

Furthermore, in order to succeed as parents, high self-efficacious parents select 

environments in which they can exercise control (e.g., good timing to be parents, living 

in an area with more supportive environment for parents) and avoid those ones that 

exceed their capabilities (selection processes).  These mediating variables have impacts 

on a child�s behavior and selection of pathways and then contribute to children�s later 
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self-efficacy (e.g., self-efficacy in adulthood).  The everyday interactions between 

parents and children provide countless opportunities for efficacious parents to socialize 

their children with efficacious attitudes and self-confidence through positive role-

modeling and verbal encouragement.  These interactions enable children to build 

successful experiences and cultivate positive attitudes toward themselves.  Therefore, the 

proposed mediating variables derived from these theoretical processes are expected to 

mediate the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy because they signify 

consequences of parental self-efficacy in adolescence and subsequently generate the 

sources of children�s self-efficacy. 

Moderating Conditions 

 Family structure, gender, and race/ethnicity are three moderators examined in the 

present research of intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  According to 

Bronfenbrenner�s (1979) ecological theory, family processes (such as parental behavior 

and parent-child interactions) and contextual factors (such as parents� socioeconomic 

status or race) often interact to affect children�s development.  Family structure has 

important implications regarding availability of family resources to children for greater 

achievement in social competence.  For instance, two-parent families often have greater 

family income, cultural capital, and social skills to assist and support their children�s 

learning and development than single-parent families.  Due to exacting financial burden 

and job commitments, children in these circumstances frequently receive less parental 

involvement and less material resources.   
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With regard to the moderating effects of race/ethnicity, many have suggested that 

some minorities have subcultures that define a moderate-to-harsh parenting style as 

normative.  For instance, Deater-Deakard and Dodge (1997) claimed that a moderate 

level of physical punishment is not problematic for African American children because 

this disciplinary style is normative in Black communities.  However, Steinberg, 

Dornbusch, and Brown (1992) claimed that factors in the social environment of some 

minority children can greatly attenuate the otherwise positive effects of authoritative 

parenting on children�s academic success because the peer subculture among these 

minority children devalue academic success.   

Additionally, males and females may have differential opportunities to exercise 

control in family and school.  As Block (1983:1339-40) concluded in her review of 

literature on sex difference in self-efficacy:  

The self-images of males, in contrast to those of females, include stronger 
feelings of being able to control (or to manipulate) the external world�. 
Males describe themselves as more powerful, ambitious, energetic, and as 
perceiving themselves as having more control over external events than 
females�.The self-descriptions of males, more than those of females, 
include concepts of agency�., efficacy�., and instrumentality � all 
reflections of a self-concept in which potency and mastery are important 
components.  In contrast, females describe themselves as more generous, 
sensitive, nurturing, considerate, and concerned for others�.The self-
concepts of females emphasize interpersonal relations and communion� 
and do not emphasize competition and mastery. 
 

Such sex difference is not only found among adolescents, but also adults, especially 

during the stages of parenting in the family cycle (Gecas 1989).  Such sex difference, as 

part of children�s outcomes, has been attributed to cultural factors (such as sex-role 

stereotypes of being �Masculinity� or �Femininity�), structural factors (such as the 
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structural of social environments of males and females), or both.  Sex-role socialization 

in family and school may be rendered by authorities into different conceptions of self-

efficacy for boys and girls (like what color of clothes to wear, what kinds of toys to play, 

and what sports to participate).  Structural factors may direct the explanation to power 

differentials between men and women in society, as well as social stereotypes of 

women�s greater dependency and restricted opportunities, the nature of housework in 

family, and particularized work content and categories in women�s jobs (Mirowsky and 

Ross 1986).   

Given the impacts of family structure, race/ethnicity, and gender on the exercise 

of parenting practices, the level of self-efficacy, and family processes and the potential 

effects of cultural and structural factors implicated these moderators, it is necessary to 

examine the proposed models separately in terms of these moderators.  In addition, it 

seems possible these moderators may have a direct effect on individuals� self-efficacy 

according to theories and empirical evidences.  That is, they can serve as not only as 

moderators but also as control variables in the present research.   

Theoretical Framework 

 A further step of the current research is to explain how the aforementioned 

theories can be examined in terms of the availability of the variables in the dataset, and 

the links between theories and the research questions.  Figure 1 illustrates the processes 

by which how parental self-efficacy in adolescence impacts parent�s later development 

in normative life trajectories, which in turn, maintains or increases the later parental self-

efficacy in adulthood.  Figure 2 further extends the theoretical model to parental 
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influences on their children by incorporating Bandura�s discussion (1977, 1986, 1989, 

1997) of the sources of self-efficacy and the proposed mediating variables of this 

research.  These two figures were developed according to Bandura�s descriptions and 

interpretations of his theories with regard to self-efficacy.  His approval of these two 

figures was not warranted; nevertheless, these two figures were developed most closely 

to Bandura�s discussions in the mediating processes of self-efficacy on personal goal-

setting and performance and the sources of personal self-efficacy. 

 In Figure 1, by following Bandura�s mediating processes of self-efficacy, self-

efficacious adolescents are more likely to select a normative life course in a timely 

fashion.  These adolescents choose normative life courses because their high self-

efficacy cognitively enacts their efficacious actions with a thoughtful plan in use of 

effective course of action (cognitive processes) (Bandura 1997).  Such cognition 

encourages them to face challenges and commit themselves to normative life activities 

(to earn credits from their school works, to be a good son/daughter, to accept rules and 

responsibilities), as compared to deviant activities (to keep away from school demands, 

and to avoid responsibilities and disciplines).  Adolescents in normative life trajectories 

incur more challenges than in deviant ones due to increased responsibilities, demands, 

and decreased levels freedom.  Furthermore, adolescents who are in a normative 

trajectory are often encouraged and praised by parents and teachers for their 

accomplishments as good children and good students.  The praise and approval from the 

significant others demonstrate positive influences on child�s positive affections towards 

himself/herself, which in turn, influences self-evaluation in his/her abilities to stay in  
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normative trajectory (affective processes).   

 The cognitive and affective processes of choosing positive identities likewise 

encourage efforts by adolescents to support such identities through positive actions.  

Their cognition as self-efficacious adolescents and rule-abiding adolescents are generally 

strengthened because of exposure to supportive social environments provided by 

conventional authorities.  These authorities not only support but also assist adolescents 

in their normative activities so that their chances in success in these activities are greatly 

increased.   Moreover, the earlier successful experiences foster future successes and 

individuals� sense of self-efficacy improves due to their attribution of their successes to 

their abilities (motivational processes).  This personal sense of self-efficacy in turn 

contributes to positive attitudes and states of emotional well-being.  Given these support 

processes, adolescents in normative life trajectories are able to weather disappointments 

and occasional failures without serious detriment. Long term, such continued positive 

reinforcement of self-efficacy and successful experiences in conventional activities 

create an escalated spiral and benefit adolescent successes in the future.  In this way, 

adolescents become confident individuals willing to welcome challenges with carefully 

planned strategies.  In addition, their external supports are immense, thanks to their long 

commitment in conventional activities and strong bonding to conventional institutions.   

 Figure 2 further illustrates how parental commitments in conventional activities 

impact the development of a child�s self-efficacy in terms of Bandura�s theories.  The 

mediating variables proposed in this research are traditionally normative activities 

valued by our society.  Conventional individuals are expected to be communicative and  
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responsive parents and to use less coercive parenting techniques when they become 

parents.  A higher education attainment is encouraged and parents generally hold such 

expectations on their children. For instance, although alcohol and cigarettes are legal for 

adults in our society, the general public does not endorse abuse of these substances; and 

as such, people who heavily use these substances are not considered conventional 

citizens but failures.  Finally, along with values in high(er) educational attainment, our 

society attributes higher values to those with autonomous occupations.  Since people 

who work in such occupations often have higher SES and are more likely in higher 

positions in their workplaces, such conditions tend to increase the value of being in 

autonomous occupations as compared to blue-collar occupations.   

Furthermore, these mediating variables are treated as representations of the 

conventional life trajectory implied in Bandura�s theories.  First, children reared in these 

conventional families benefit from these socioenvironments provided by their parents.  

Second, parents� successes in conventional activities offer their children vicarious 

experiences as references for children�s potential success in the similar activities.  

Finally, their conventional parental roles along with the expected parenting techniques 

suggest that they are more likely to verbally encourage their children towards a 

normative life trajectory, which in turn, increase children�s successes and the 

development of higher self-efficacy.  Thus, supportive socioenvironments benefit 

children�s psychological well-being and their development of self-efficacy (Bandura 

1989).   
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 Figure 1 and Figure 2 summarize Bandura�s social cognitive theory, social 

learning theory and theory of self-efficacy within generation and across generations.  

These theories, in sum, suggest that self-efficacy can be developed from accumulated 

successful experiences in conventional social activities and social approval from 

significant (conventional) others.  These experiences not only facilitate one�s own 

efficacy beliefs, but also become the sources of self-efficacy of their children by many 

mechanisms embedded in these conventional behavior patterns.  The current research is 

based on the theoretical grounds and attempts to examine the potential transmission of 

self-efficacy intergenerationally, which was not intentionally discussed in the 

aforementioned theories.  Further empirical evidences are discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER III 

EMPIRICAL LITERATURE 

Moderating Variables 

Family Structure 

The relevant literature suggests that children who come from relatively small, 

intact, middle-class families, are more likely to be expected to succeed, go further in 

school, and ultimately obtain relatively high-prestige jobs.  The most studied aspects of 

family structure concern the presence of parents in the household and parental marital 

status.  The common categories presented in the literature distinguish between intact 

families, single-parent families, and others (e.g., cohabitating families, step families).  

Among these types of families, intact families attract the most attention from 

researchers, while other diverse types of single-parent families fall into the other 

category without further considering their variance in family resources (Demo and Cox 

2000).  Intact families are assumed to be the most advantageous family setting for 

children according to most theories of socialization.  Demo and Cox (2000) explain such 

assumptions in terms of two reasons: 1) the heterosexual parents can provide children 

both same-sex and other-sex role models; and 2) these two parents offer greater benefits 

for social, emotional, and economic supports.  Research examining the effects of family 

structure on parents� and children�s well-being showed that children in the first married 

families displayed better socioemotional adjustment, academic performance, and global 

well-being than children in remarried, divorced, and continuously single-parent families 

(Acock and Demo 1994, 1996).  Two meta-analyses reviewing the past two decades of 



 

 

28 

family research by Amato and Keith (1991; Amato 2001) concluded that a small 

advantage existed favoring children in intact families over their counterpart peers in 

divorced single-parent families, and that the latter continued (in young adulthood) to 

score significantly lower on measure of academic achievement, psychological 

adjustment, self-concept, and social relations.  Moreover, the gap between children with 

divorced and married parents decreased during the 1980s and increased again during the 

1990s (Amato 2001).   

 Research suggests that the difference between intact family and single-parent 

family may result from the differential effects of parenting practices regarding children�s 

well-being and behaviors.  For example, Amato and Fowler (2002) found that parental 

monitoring was positively associated with children�s grades and negatively associated 

with problem behaviors in single-parent families.  The associations in intact families 

were found to be low and nonsignificant.  This was attributed to the difficulty of 

consistent monitoring in single-parent families.  Mothers in married families also 

reported somewhat more pleasant and less stressful relationship with their children, less 

yelling at and use of corporal punishment with children, and greater involvement in 

school-related and community activities (Acock and Demo 1999).  These differences in 

parent-child relationships and parenting practices are highly related to children�s 

development of self-concepts.   

 Although differences between children in married and single-parent families 

were found, they generally exhibited a small difference in these two types of families 

with regard to diverse aspects of children�s psychological adjustment and well-being 
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(Amato and Fowler 2002; Amato and Keith 1991; Amato 2001; Demo and Cox 2000).  

Moreover, family structure was also found to be weaker than the effects of personal and 

interpersonal variables on children�s well-being (Amato and Fowler 2002; Lackovic-

Grgin and Dekovic 1991).  Regardless, the literature, in sum, provides grounds to 

include family structure for further examination of its effects on children�s self-efficacy 

and many other study variables specified in the current research. 

 In discussing the effects of family structure on children�s well-being the research 

cannot omit intertwining associations between family structure and familial social 

economic status (SES) as well as race/ethnicity.  For instance, single-parent families are 

more likely to exist in poverty; and, African American children are more likely to be 

reared in mother-headed families with/without extended families (Demo and Cox 2000).  

Therefore, these three highly interrelated family demographic variables should be 

included together in order to gauge any confounding effects on the present study 

variables. 

Race/Ethnicity 

Bandura (1995) argued that the ethnic minorities often have to surmount both 

socioeconomic disadvantages and discriminatory barriers in certain learning areas to 

social mobility; as such, they generally have a lower sense of efficacy beliefs for 

scientific and technical careers requiring high level of skills.  In addition, although in 

many studies racial differences are frequently confounded by low SES rates, the issue of 

race/ethnicity is made more complicated by the fact that some minority groups in fact 

demonstrate greater social status (e.g., occupational prestige) than majority Whites.   
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Additionally, in some datasets the racial distribution regarding education and 

income may not present a high correlation between racial identities and SES for a variety 

of reasons.  For example, Whites and Blacks may interpret their efficacy differently 

because they adopt different reference groups and they use different standards to self-

evaluate the domain- and general-efficacy.  Martinez and Dukes (1987) suggested that 

self-evaluations in public domains are based on public standards such as intelligence and 

academic achievement which often depend on the majority�s standard, while self-

evaluation in private domains are based on subjects� personal standard.  Further, 

ethnically and ecologically diverse backgrounds of individuals may indicate different 

types of social networks that may influence parenting practices and parental self-efficacy 

(Macphee, Fritz, and Miller-Heyl 1996).  Differential relations between race/ethnicity 

and self-efficacy are also documented in the literature.  Empirical research thus presents 

inconsistent results with regard to racial difference in self-efficacy as well as other 

related self-concepts.  Hunt and Hunt (1977) reported lower level of self-efficacy among 

Blacks as compared to Whites, and similar results from adolescents and young adults 

were also reported more recently (Smith et al. 1999; Tashakkori and Thompson 1991).  

However, some studies found opposite results in which Blacks presented higher level of 

self-efficacy than Whites and Asians among managers (Cianni and Romberger 1995; 

Walton, Blow, and Booth 2001), while no significant relations between race and self-

efficacy was also found in research (Quinn, Hazen, and Martin 1996).  This research 

suggested that self-efficacy was correlated to family of origin but not to race and gender.   



 

 

31 

Moreover, global self-efficacy has been found more parallel among 

races/ethnicities because it composes of multiple measures of causality or pertains to 

various situations so that the subjects have more freedom to select standards to evaluate 

their efficacy.   That is, children�s perception of general self-efficacy is a compounded 

measure so that the racial differences in each aspects of self-efficacy measure are less 

visible, since most people more or less to think of their strength and weakness in terms 

of their own choices of standards.  Early research showed that Blacks were more 

external than Whites in perceptions pertaining to personal referents but were relatively 

equal, or even higher than internality in relation to more global and cultural perceptions 

(Gurin et al. 1969).  However, it seems possible that self-efficacy is more likely to be 

transmitted among high SES Whites because these families are more likely to hold 

conventional values and emphasize parent-child relationships, which may permit greater 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  It is also arguable that a relative stronger 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy can be observed among Latinos since they 

have more prevalent traditions of being Catholics and a greater emphasis on family.  

Such traditions may influence the effect of transmitting self-efficacy independent of SES 

and differentiate them from Whites and Blacks.  Given the complicated relations 

between race/ethnicity and self-efficacy, no specific direction of correlation will be 

hypothesized in the present study.   

Gender 

Given that children may have differential interactions and relationships with 

mother and fathers, the specification of contingencies such as gender in the 
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mother/father-daughter/son dyads might increase the degree of causal influence.  For 

example, mother-daughter dyads may experience higher degrees of intergenerational 

transmission (Boyd 1989) due to their intense affective relationship relative to other 

dyads (Kandel 1990; Rossi and Rossi 1990; Starrels 1994), their physical proximity, 

common gender role and experiences (Kaplan and Liu 1999), and their psychological 

dependency (Curtis 1991).  Boys also have less social pressure to differentiate from their 

mothers than to differentiate from their fathers (Flax 1981).  Some evidence suggests 

that daughters may be more strongly socialized by their mothers, and sons by their 

fathers (Dornbusch 1989; Rossi and Rossi 1990; Steinberg 1987).  Ryu and Mortimer�s 

(1996) intergenerational study found that transmission of occupational values between 

parents and adolescents only occurred in father-son dyads where fathers exercise a 

relatively high degree of self-direction in their jobs.  Moreover, mothers� intrinsic and 

extrinsic values significantly influence girls� extrinsic values, and mothers� intrinsic 

values also have influence on boys� intrinsic values.  Kaplan and Liu�s (1999) study of 

mother-daughter dyads suggested that mothers� psychological distress may preclude the 

transmission of adequate coping skills, a sense of self-efficacy, and self-acceptance to 

daughters when the latter face circumstances needing effective coping skills.  Generally, 

research in parent-child relations, socialization processes, and sex identity together 

suggests gender is an important moderating variable to account for intergenerational 

transmission of self-concept, social values, and social behaviors. 

 The differential social expectations incumbent upon men and women may result 

in lower level of women�s self-efficacy, especially for those who want to pursue careers 
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in traditional masculine-dominated occupations.  Research has found that children�s 

perceived efficacy is the key determinant of their perceived occupational self-efficacy 

and preferred choice of work-life, and such trajectories are fashioned according to 

gender (Bandura et al. 2001).  Moreover, the findings suggest that children�s career 

trajectories crystallize rather early in the developmental process.  Then the different 

socialization processes between girls and boys impair their self-beliefs due to 

incapability of achieving works in their sex-role domains.  Bandura (1995) cited Hackett 

and Betz (1981), and Jacobs�s (1989) studies and emphasized that �women often 

disbelieve in their quantitative and technical capabilities and their career aspirations are 

shaped by the family, the educational system, occupational practices, the mass media, 

and the culture at large� (p.24).  In sum, the literature suggests males and females� self-

efficacy are somewhat different in the beginning of their developmental stages and are 

reinforced in the following life trajectories.  Therefore, the proposed models need to be 

analyzed with consideration of gender differences in the development of self-efficacy 

and its transmission to next generation.   

Likewise, empirical studies found that female adolescents reported lower level of 

self-efficacy than did male adolescents (Cianni and Romberger 1995; Gecas 1989; 

Tashakkori and Thompson 1991) and similar findings were also found among various 

stages of adulthood (Mirowsky and Ross 1983; Lachman 1985).  Moreover, studies 

about the stability of self-concepts also found gender differences in directions consistent 

with gender-role stereotypes (Clausen 1991; Cole et al. 2001b).  However, other studies 

indicate that young children�s initial overall self-efficacy may not differ significantly, 
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but rather differ in domain self-efficacy such as academic efficacy, athletic efficacy, and 

language efficacy, etc.  Such gender differences in domain self-efficacy are developed 

through the continued gendered differentiation of choices of academic and occupational 

pathways (Bandura et al. 2001).  Therefore, gender differences shaped by processes of 

socialization and social selection are noteworthy in study of self-efficacy.  Analyses of 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy would expect differentiated patterns 

between girls and boys as suggested by the literature. 

Mediating Mechanisms 

Parenting Practices 

On theoretical grounds parenting patterns would be expected to mediate 

intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy.  First generation youths who have low 

levels of self-efficacy would themselves have experienced parenting patterns that 

communicate to them inability to control outcomes, and the necessity to respond to the 

demands of others in order to avoid extrinsically administered punitive responses.  

Coercive parenting responses tend to militate against the development of self-confidence 

in one�s own ability to control one�s destiny.  As the object of consistently punitive 

responses the person would likely become self-derogatory, attitudes that would be 

reflected in the expectation that one could not effectively take action on one�s own 

behalf to produce benign outcomes, since such outcomes are not considered deserved by 

those who evoke and, perhaps, merit punitive responses.  Having developed such 

attitudes and expectations, first generation youths, now parents, model these attitudes 
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and expectations for their children and consciously or unconsciously enforce conformity 

using the same punitive responses with similar consequences.   

These theoretical expectations are consistently observed in the empirical 

literature.   Given the stability of self-efficacy across an actor�s life stages (Clausen 

1991; Clausen and Constance 1998; Kumka 1986; Mortimer, Finch, and Kumka 1982) 

and the strong correlation between global self-efficacy and parental self-efficacy 

(Coleman and Karraker 1998), research in the past two decades has shown a positive 

association between high parental (mainly focused on maternal) self-efficacy and 

specific adaptive parental skills, such as responsive, stimulating, and nonpunitive 

caretaking (Donoven 1981; Unger and Wandersman 1985), and a negative association 

between higher parental self-efficacy and maternal defensive controlling behaviors 

(Donovan 1981; Donovan, Leavitt, and Walsh 1990), a passive coping style in the 

parenting style (Wells-Parker, Miller, and Topping 1990), and use of coercive discipline 

(Bugental, Blue, and Cruzcosa 1989).  In summary, the literature suggests that parents 

who have higher self-efficacy are less likely to exert coercive parenting practices.  

Further, feelings of self-efficacy may negate the impact of uncontrollable environment 

circumstances that low socioeconomic status parents often face in daily life (Coleman 

and Karraker 1998).  Parents� incapability to cope with adverse life circumstances has 

been associated with learned helplessness, and attenuation of feelings of competence in 

the parenting role, and in turn, has stimulated the use of coercive parenting (Bugental et 

al. 1989). 
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 The negative feelings of coping with adverse circumstances can spill over to 

other aspects of parental life such as parental role and thus arouse feelings of low 

competency.  The process is cumulative through one�s life trajectory, rather than being a 

snap shot in time.  According to Bandura�s (1977, 1989) social learning theory, past 

experiential history (successes and failures to accomplish life goals) influences an 

individual�s self-efficacy.  Individuals develop a degree of self-efficacy via vicarious 

experience: they watched others engage in certain activities and generated estimations of 

their own capacity for mastering similar activities.  Such self-efficacy is also influenced 

by others� verbal feedback regarding one�s potential for accomplishment in a given area.  

Finally, one�s emotional arousal contributes to development of self-efficacy.  Higher 

level of aversive psychological arousal is likely to be associated with expectations of 

future failures, and thus affects one�s perception of self-efficacy.  Low efficacious 

individuals tend to rapidly lose faith in themselves when failure results and expect more 

failure in the future (Bandura 1989).  According to the literature, the development of 

parental self-efficacy belief seems to reciprocally interact with parental behaviors and 

attitudes, and, specifically, with parenting practices that affect the child�s psychological 

well-being. 

 Luster, Rhoades, and Haas (1989) found maternal social class to be related to 

maternal values and childrearing beliefs, and that these values and beliefs predicted 

parenting styles.  Mothers who valued self-direction were more likely to score highly on 

measures of maternal involvement and warmth than were mothers who valued 

conformity.  Thus, self-efficacy may transmit the effects of social class of parents on 
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later parenting practices because of the parental values exerted in children�s immediate 

socioenvironments.  Teti and Gelfand�s (1991) research is particularly noteworthy 

because they found maternal self-efficacy operated as a mediating variable that 

accounted for the relationship between diverse psychosocial variables (such as 

demographic status, maternal depression, and social marital support) and parenting 

quality.  That is, they observed that various psychosocial variables do not directly 

attenuate parental functioning, except through their ability to undermine maternal 

competency perceptions.  This pattern of transmission then influences children�s self-

evaluation and beliefs about themselves through parental discipline or other dimensions 

of parenting practices. 

 In the everyday lives of children, experiences with parents are inextricably 

linked.  Whitbeck, Simons, Conger, Lorenz, Huck, and Elder (1997) found that the use 

of inductive parenting style (explanations or reasons in disciplining) and avoidance of 

harsh parenting style (yelling, spanking, corporal punishment toward children) 

contribute to children�s self-efficacy and positive adolescent development (Patterson 

1982).  A child�s self-efficacy is also associated with consistent parental support 

(parental sensitivity, predictability and school involvement) which was measured in two 

points of time (Juang and Sibereisen 1999).  Research on parenting styles showed that 

authoritative parenting was positively related to several self-perceptions (Klein, 

O�Bryant, and Hopkins 1996) and self-esteem (Buri 1989; Pawlak and Klein 1997), 

while authoritarian parenting was negatively related to self-esteem (Buri et al. 1988).  In 

summary, the literature suggests that parental self-efficacy may transmit to offspring 
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through the effects of parenting practices, as well as role modeling of self-efficacy as 

suggested by social learning theory (Bandura 1977).  In the present study, I focus on (the 

absence of) 1) coercive parenting, as a mediating variable of intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy (the development of self-efficacy should be most affected 

by this category of parenting because it directly threatens the child�s autonomy); and 2) 

communicative parenting, as the second mediating variable of intergenerational 

relationship of self-efficacy (according to the literature, it seems reasonable to infer that 

high self-efficacy parents are more likely to encourage their child for achievement by 

verbal persuasion of their children, which should reflect on the degree of parent-child 

interactions and communications). 

Educational Attainment and Parental Adult Self-Efficacy 

On theoretical grounds parental educational attainment would be expected to 

mediate the intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  First generation (G1) 

adolescent self-efficacy would increase the youth�s self-confidence and motivation to 

attain high(er) levels of education.  Educational attainment, in turn, would increase the 

youth�s self-efficacy by increasing skills, understanding of one�s own capabilities, and 

consequent self-confidence. 

These expectations are warranted given the extensive theoretical and empirical 

literature on the subject.  For adolescents, school is one of the main realms where they 

compete with other peers and gain self-perception as efficacious persons and increase 

feelings of self-worth (Eccles et al. 1997; Rosenberg and Simmons 1971).  Bandura and 

colleagues (1996) found that children�s perception of academic efficacy, social efficacy, 
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and self-regulatory efficacy contribute to academic achievement and attainment both 

directly and through promotion of higher educational aspirations.  Such results are 

understood to be the case because those adolescents who feel a stronger perception of 

self-efficacy are more likely to set goals and well-structured plans (Skinner, Zimmer-

Gembeck, and Connell 1998).  Since educational attainment reflects the resources actors 

possess to enact efficaciously, efficacious adolescents are more likely to prepare their 

education as valuable resources for future occupation and career development (Bandura 

1990).  Betz and Hackett (1981) and Lent and Hackett (1987) showed that if one 

perceives a high degree of occupational efficacy one will consider more choices for 

future careers, and more importantly, will prepare for this through higher education. 

While one�s self-efficacy affects his/her educational attainment, the latter can 

also have an impact on offspring�s self-efficacy because children observe their parents� 

educational and career experiences (�vicarious experience�, see Bandura 1989).  In 

addition, efficacious parents are better able to provide avenues (e.g., encouragement, 

and/or the parents often occupy higher social status) enhancing their children�s beliefs in 

their own potential.  Grabowski, Call, and Mortimer (2001) found that young 

adolescent�s economic self-efficacy fosters educational expectation and future 

educational attainment (months from post-secondary education).  They also found that 

parental educational attainment influences the child�s economic self-efficacy through an 

increase in grade point average.  This research supports the proposition that self-efficacy 

influences educational attainment, and that parental educational attainment affects the 

child�s self-efficacy.  
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Moreover, self-efficacy and educational attainment are mutually influential, 

indicating that academic achievement is contingent with prior and future self-efficacy.  

However, prior research has addressed less the reciprocal relationships between 

educational attainment and self-efficacy empirically.  The present study thus attempts to 

examine the mediating linkage of parental educational attainment on parental adult self-

efficacy, and in turn on offspring�s self-efficacy through intergenerational transmission 

of self-efficacy.  In sum, the literature suggests that one�s educational attainment is 

affected by personal beliefs of self-efficacy, and in turn facilitates the development of 

adult self-efficacy, as well as the development of offspring�s self-efficacy by 

encouraging children to educational excellence.  

Educational Expectation 

Earlier studies have suggested that high parental academic expectations enhance 

adolescents� academic aspirations and achievement (Sewell and Hauser 1975), which are 

highly related to child�s development of self-efficacy.  For instance, Maibach and 

Murphy (1995) and O�Leary (1985) reported that experiences of mastery foster high 

perception of self-efficacy and an expectation of successful performance.  Adolescents 

who held a stronger internal locus of control described their mothers as more nurturing 

and using more achievement pressure (MacDonald 1971).  The results, at least, was then 

interpreted in terms of the mediating effects of goal-setting between parental expectation 

and children�s locus of control.  Parents with higher adolescent self-efficacy are not only 

more likely to plan and set goals (Clausen 1993), invest in education, and prepare for 

occupational achievement (Skinner et al. 1998), but also are more motivated and 
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efficient (Hom and Murphy 1983).  Grabowski et al. (2001) found that young 

adolescent�s economic self-efficacy fosters their own educational expectation and future 

educational attainment; however, the effect of parental educational expectation on 

child�s self-efficacy was not examined in the study.  That is, the higher perception of 

self-efficacy in adolescence encourages individuals to pursue more successful 

experiences in school and increase the likelihood for their success in adulthood.  This 

long-term rational projection (Morgan 1998) was motivated by parental self-efficacy in 

adolescence and was accomplished accordingly in the later life stages.  Furthermore, 

such parents are more likely to encourage their children to set goals for a higher 

educational trajectory because of their own experiences in such a trajectory.  

Nevertheless, one study suggested that the goal-setting should be made by children 

rather than by parents to have a significant effect on the children�s later achievement and 

derived self-efficacy (Hom and Murphy 1983).   

In sum, this theoretical model indicates that high self-efficacy parents hold high 

expectation for their children, provide information and skill for success, and help 

children to set their (own) goals.  Such a process is usually well planned by parents 

because of their past experiences in success and their expectation for children�s success 

in similar fashions.  Moreover, these expectations and goals, as well as the planning for 

achievement help children�s establishment of self-confidence (by academic 

achievement) and to be more reflective about their thinking and learning processes.  

Finally, the well-planned processes (by providing information and skills from parents to 
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children for better performance in school) bring mastery experience, which in turn 

enhances children�s perception of self-efficacy. 

Parental Occupational Complexity 

Research has also documented a strong relationship between parental occupation 

and adult self-efficacy.  For instance, Kohn and Schooler (1978, 1983) suggested 

reciprocal relationships between specific working conditions (e.g., degree of supervision, 

routinization, and substantive complexity of the job) and workers� psychological such as 

�intellectual flexibility� and �self-directedness.�  They argued that increased 

opportunities for decision-making, increased the likelihood for job complexity and 

variety (via the socialization process) and the likelihood that workers value self-

directedness above conformity.  Many similar findings also reported that work 

autonomy, flexibility, and complexity are associated with the development of workers� 

domain and/or general self-efficacy (Gecas and Seff 1987; Lee, Dedrick, and Smith 

1991; Motimer and Lorence 1979; Mortimer, Lorence, and Kumka 1986; Spenner and 

Otto 1985; Staples, Schwalbe, and Gecas 1984).  Recently, Ross (2000) analyzed a 

national probability sample of employed persons and found significant effects of 

autonomous work, creative work, and social interaction at work on the sense of personal 

control.  Conversely, workers who value self-directedness are also more likely to select 

jobs with the abovementioned work conditions (Kohn and Schooler 1973) because 

occupational self-directedness influences workers� intrinsic values in work (Ryu and 

Mortimer 1996).  Although empirical studies found significant reciprocal effects 
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between work conditions and the development of self-efficacy, their magnitudes seem 

tend to range from small to moderate. 

 Another line of research, however, provides some theoretical explanation and 

empirical evidence about how parental occupational conditions affect children�s 

psychological well-being (Cooksey, Menaghan, and Jekielek 1997; Menaghan and 

Parcel 1991).  Parents� occupational conditions affect their cognitive functioning and 

emotional well-being, which increase their abilities to build social capital.  That is, 

parents are socialized by their work values and transmit these values to other domains of 

their lives, such as parenting.  Empirical studies have found that these values engender 

similar expectations for their children (Kohn and Schooler 1983; Kohn, Slomczynski, 

and Schoenbach 1986; Siegal 1984).  Specifically, when parents� work is more complex 

and more autonomous, parents will less likely value behavioral conformity in their 

children (Kohn and Schooler 1983; Spade 1991).  Moreover, such parents express more 

warmth and involvement towards their children, are less restrictive of their children�s 

actions, and give less corporeal punishment (Luster et al. 1989).    

With regard to the development of self-efficacy among children, Menaghan and 

colleagues (Menaghan, Kowaleski, and Mott 1997; Menaghan and Parcel 1991; Parcel 

and Menaghan 1994) examined work socialization theories and found that occupational 

complexity of mother�s work positively affected home environments for their children 

and children�s emotional well-being.  This effect was also found between fathers and 

children (Menaghan et al. 1997).  This line of research suggests that working conditions 

directly influenced workers� psychological characteristics and indirectly affected their 
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parenting behaviors.  Parents whose occupations were complex tended to make more 

effort interacting with people than their counterparts who had to fit themselves in with 

the surroundings of simplified but time-constrained jobs.  The former group valued the 

high degree of self-direction in their jobs and thus tended to demonstrate increased 

respect towards children�s motivations for different behaviors.  These values likewise 

directed parental socialization of their children towards independence, self-confidence, 

and a positive self-image. Thus, these motivated efforts and behaviors increased 

children�s chances for success, enhanced their level of performance, and consequently 

affected higher self-efficacy.  Besides, children in such home were provided with 

responsive and stimulating environments, which facilitated parents sharing their social 

and human capital with their children and in turn congruency of children�s and parents� 

values.  Additionally, occupation complexity may also have moderated some adverse 

effects of single-parenting families.  For example, the adverse effect of single mothering 

on children�s cognitive stimulation was also greatly reduced if mothers worked in 

occupations providing high degree of complexity (Menaghan et al. 1997). 

Parental Substance Use 

A negative association between self-efficacy and substance use among 

adolescents and young adults has been observed in the literature (Aas et al. 1995; Chung 

and Elias 1996; Hays and Ellickson 1990; Kim 2001; Ludwig and Pittman 1999; 

Newcomb and Harlow 1986; Sadowski, Long, and Jenkins 1993; Seeman and Anderson 

1983), although few inconsistent results have also been reported (Graham 1996).  Many 

of the studies focused on prevention and treatment of drug use, smoking and drinking 
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(Greeley, Swift, and Heather 1993; Hansen et al. 1991; Hays and Ellickson 1990; Niaura 

et al. 2002).  These studies examined how multiple domains of self-efficacy were 

capable of preventing initiation in substance use (resistance self-efficacy), reducing 

substance use (harm-reduction self-efficacy), achieving the goal of abstinence (action 

self-efficacy), coping with relapse crises (coping self-efficacy), and recovering from 

slips or lapses (recovery self-efficacy) (Alan, Baer, and Quigley 1995).  In general, the 

literature demonstrates the importance of self-efficacy in predicting the prevention, 

reduction, and cessation of substance use.   

However, these studies, albeit using longitudinal data, often examined the 

relationship of self-efficacy and substance use only over short intervals.  Thus, they do 

not provide evidence for long-term effects of adolescent self-efficacy on adult substance 

use.  To date, longitudinal research has not offered sufficient evidence of the stability of 

self-efficacy over the life course possibly due to the expense and difficulty of 

longitudinal research (Gecas 1989).  Most of these studies examined some other highly 

relevant self-concepts such as competence and locus of control rather than self-efficacy.  

These studies suggest that self-efficacy (or related self-concepts) is a fairly stable self-

assessment (Cole, Jacquez, and Maschman 2001a; Gurin and Brim 1984; Kulas 1996; 

McGuire et al. 1999; Mortimer, Lorence, and Kumka 1986).  Some studies investigated 

the stability effect during the periods between middle childhood and late teens (Cairns et 

al. 1990; Cole et al. 2001a; Cole et al. 2001b).  Others examined such an effect from late 

adolescence to young adulthood in twenties and thirties (Clausen and Constance 1998; 

Mortimer, Finch, and Kumka 1982).  This line of research examined the stability of self-
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efficacy with interview intervals longer than that in the psychological research (generally 

ranging from one year to ten years except for Clausen�s research).  For instance, Gurin 

and Brim (1984) conducted a two-year study and found a stability coefficient for 

�personal efficacy� of .78.  Mortimer, Lorence, and Kumka�s (1986) ten-year panel 

study of college students also revealed a stability coefficient of .73 for �self-

competence.�  Clausen (1991) merged data from three Berkeley longitudinal studies of 

respondents initially taken as adolescents and revealed that subjects� �competence� are 

highly stable when these adolescents were in their thirties (.52) and the association over 

the ensuing ages of 53-62 for males was even stronger (.72), while the association was 

slightly weaker for females (.46). In this study, competence was conceptualized as 

personal traits of self-respect, feeling of self-efficacy, realistic goal setting, intelligence, 

and dependability (Smith 1968).  However, the high stability of competence personality 

was remarkable among subjects who had been highly competent in adolescence, due to 

the reinforcement of educational attainment, career choices, and successful family 

relations with a plan of timing and preparation over individual life course.  Such stability 

coefficients in efficacy-related concepts over life-span provided a general basis for 

proposing the hypothesis that adolescents� self-efficacy is fairly stable over adulthood 

and its negative influence on adulthood substance use is thus expected, net of the effects 

of related demographic variables.   

 Research and theories of life course and developmental perspectives have long 

suggested that the associations between psychological states and delinquent behaviors 

are reciprocal in an individual life course (see Thornberry (ed.) 1997 for a more 
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extensive introduction of developmental theories of crime and delinquency).  In such 

processes, an individual�s self-efficacy is either increased or decreased depending on 

what life trajectories he/she has been through and what normal/abnormal transitions 

he/she has experienced (e.g., premarital birth, high school drop out, etc.).  Most people 

who go through normal trajectories in a timely fashion as expected by social norms 

usually find a slight increase (while stable) in self-efficacy due to positive experiences 

and a slight decrease in old age due to gradual decrement in capacities (Cole et al. 

2001b; Flammer 1995; Gecas 1989) although fluctuations do occur during transitional 

periods (Cole et al. 2001b; Gecas 1989).  The concepts of trajectory and transition, in 

part, highlight and offer the explanation for the potential long-term effect of adolescent 

self-efficacy on adult substance use.   

Parents in abnormal trajectories are less capable of exerting constructive 

parenting towards their children through a complex interplay of affective, motivational, 

cognitive, and behavioral pathways (Coleman and Karraker 1998).  For example, these 

parents tend to give up quickly (Bandura 1989; Bugental and Cortez 1988), have an 

overwhelming sense of futility, and use erratic, inconsistent parenting (Coleman and 

Karraker 1998).  Such psychological states have been found to be significantly related to 

substance use in empirical studies (see review by Kaplan 1996).  As a result, children of 

substance users observe these behaviors, are more likely to mimic these same behaviors, 

and then when confronted with difficult situations, categorize themselves as well as their 

parents as incapable individuals, in turn repeating these behaviors.  In sum, such 
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psychological influence, in turn, may significantly impede children�s development of 

high(er) self-efficacy (Bandura 1989, 1995). 

Control Variables 

 Informed by theories and empirical studies, the present research should consider 

several variables which either have effects on or are highly related to the development 

and fluctuation of self-efficacy.  These variables include socioeconomic variables, 

personal demographic variables, and social demographic variables.  Among these 

variables, gender, race/ethnicity, and family structure are further examined as 

moderating variables to test the potentially different patterns of intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy.  The other demographic variables then are controlled in 

analytical models including educational attainment of grandparents, children�s (G2) age, 

and self-esteem of both generations. 

 Since any observed association between G1 adolescent self-efficacy and G2 

adolescent self-efficacy might be the spurious outcome of the common association of 

these variables with stable contextual and personal factors such as socioeconomic status 

or race/ethnicity the present research controlled for these factors.   

Individuals� socioeconomic status exerts great influence on life trajectories due 

to the material and psychological resources available to individuals.  The 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy should consider the common influences of 

stable social structure on individuals so that estimated intergenerational congruence in 

the present research may be deemed independent of such common influences.  For 

instance, parental economic hardship threatens parental ability to provide sufficiently for 
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children�s needs relative to other children, and thus impairs child developmental 

outcomes.  Poverty may function by undermining both G1 and G2 subjects� self-

efficacy.  As Coleman and Karraker (1998:63) noted: �impoverished parents� abilities to 

raise their children successfully in the face of unsupportive communities and perpetual 

financial burdens seems to be directly related to the amount of personal control that they 

feel they are able to exercise.�  Low wages hamper parental efforts to provide adequate 

material resources for their children, and produce feelings of distress, which affect 

parent-child interactions (Siegal 1984).  Two decades ago, Stolte (1983) reported that 

actors� evaluation of their self-efficacy varied with their (low or high) status.  Research 

by Bandura et al. (1996) indicated that familial socioeconomic status had an indirect 

effect on academic efficacy through its effects on parental aspirations and children�s 

prosocial inclinations.  Furthermore, a recent study linked both individual data from the 

1986 American Changing Lives Survey and contextual information from the 1980 

census indicated that high proportions of neighborhood unemployment and public 

assistance are associated with low level of self-efficacy above and beyond individual-

level SES variable (Boardman and Robert 2000).  Parental socioeconomic status also 

affects parenting practices, and in turn results in differential effects on children�s 

outcomes.  For example, Lareau (1987) and McNeal (1999) argue that middle- and 

upper-class parents possess more cultural capital than working-class or poor parents, 

which affects the quality and quantity of parental involvement in schools and in extra-

curricular activities that parents can provide their children.  This consequently increases 
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children�s opportunities and support for participating in competitive activities with peers, 

which again should foster and promote children�s development of high(er) self-efficacy. 

Educational attainment is one of the most influential indicators of SES, which is 

associated with one�s perception of self-efficacy (Bowleg, Belgrave, and Reisen 2000).  

Recently, a theoretically informed study found that economic self-efficacy influenced 

educational attainment both directly and indirectly, although global self-efficacy had no 

direct effect on educational attainment but did predict subsequent economic self-efficacy 

(Grabowski et al. 2001).  Although Grabowski and associates only found an indirect 

relationship between self-efficacy and educational attainment, their research did 

indirectly support the supposition that self-efficacious individuals were more likely to 

prepare themselves for success with a better education.   

Socioeconomic circumstances as a control variable for a variety of practical 

reasons is taken to be reflected in the number of years of education reported by parental 

(G1) subjects to have been completed by their parents (the grandparents of G2 youths).  

G1 youth�s parental education was modeled as a latent construct with two indicators: 

number of years of schooling completed by G1�s father (G2�s grandfather); and, number 

of years of schooling completed by G1�s mother (G2�s grandmother).   

Although self-efficacy has been observed to be a fairly stable self-assessment in 

the literature (see aforementioned discussion); the nature of children�s self-concept 

appears to change across development.  Cole and associates (2001b) examined five self-

concepts (including academic and sport competence) in a sample spanned from grade 3 

through 11 (from elementary to high school years) and found that destabilization of 
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some self-concepts occurred between transition grades (sixth to seventh grades and 

eighth to ninth grades) and increased stability in some other self-concepts.  The 

increasing mastery and independent experiences and acquired instrumental and social 

skills from early to late adolescence may facilitate adolescents to develop greater 

feelings of self-efficacy.  In addition, adolescents� age is related to their developments of 

parent-child relationships (thus receive different parenting styles), psychological well-

being, and behavioral patterns (and commitment in problem behaviors).  Many of these 

variables are introduced in the present study in that controlling children�s age is 

necessary to the potential effects of age on the correlations between self-efficacy and the 

other study variables.   

 Self-esteem is included in the current analyses as a control variable because of 

several considerations.  First, self-esteem is represented as a global, dispositional 

variable with a great deal of psychological and behavioral outcomes for adolescents, 

including substance abuse, academic success and failure, crime and violence, and 

deviant behaviors (see Kaplan 2001).  Second, although Bandura (1997:11) extensively 

differentiates self-efficacy from self-esteem by pointing out that �perceived self-efficacy 

is concerned with judgments of personal capability, whereas self-esteem is concerned 

with judgments of self-worth;� it is also true that self-esteem can arise from personal 

competence in performance and vice versa.  The high correlation between self-esteem 

and self-efficacy (or perceived competence) is also examined in many studies (Gecas 

and Seff 1989; Judge et al. 2002; Stanley and Murphy 1997).  However, other studies 

showed that these two self-concepts may have differential effects on one�s well-being 
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(Hughes and Demo 1989).  Still in other studies, effects on one�s well-being show 

different patterns among demographic groups such as between males/females (Bergman 

and Scott 2001; Tashakkori and Thompson 1991) and between Whites/Blacks/Latinos 

(Tashakkori and Thompson 1991).  Finally, since self-esteem and self-efficacy are 

highly-related constructs, some may argue that the intergenerational parallelism of self-

efficacy proposed in the present research is probably the results of intergenerational 

parallelism of self-esteem.  Such inquiry can be resolved by including self-esteem into 

the analyses so that the generational parallelism of self-efficacy is independent from that 

of self-esteem.  Such model specification can not only strengthen the robustness of the 

present research, but also further examine their reciprocal influences on the other across 

generations.   

Proposed Models 

As presented in Figure 3, I estimate a model that specifies the direct and indirect 

influences of first generation (G1) self-efficacy on second generation (G2) self-efficacy.  

Higher levels of G1 self-efficacy are expected to influence their behavior when they later 

become parents so as to display respect for the autonomy of their children and to eschew 

coercive parenting practices.   

  The variable of family structure, gender, and race/ethnicity are moderating 

variables adopted in the present research to differentiate their moderating effects on 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  Furthermore, it is presumed that the 

parents of the G1 adolescents were respectful of the autonomy of the G1 adolescents and 

avoided coercive parenting.  Thus, the direct effect of G1 adolescent self-efficacy on 



 

 

Note: Mediating variables were specified to be reciprocally correlated.

Figure 3. Proposed Model

 53 



 

 

54 

their later parenting patterns is likely to reflect, in part, the modeling of their own 

parents� behavior.  Low coercive parenting by the G1 subjects in turn influences G2 

adolescent self-efficacy by encouraging their autonomy and self-confidence, that is, the 

consequence of successfully negotiating age-appropriate expectations.  Similarly, 

parental-child interaction can be both the consequence of G1 adolescent self-efficacy 

and the reflection of the modeling of G1�s parents� behavior. 

 In addition to exercising indirect influence on G2 self-efficacy via G1 parenting 

patterns, G1 self-efficacy exercises indirect influence on G2 self-efficacy via its 

influence on G1 educational attainment.  G1 self-efficacy presumably raises personal 

levels of aspiration and skills and so permits higher levels of educational attainment.  

Educational attainment, in turn, provides levels of experience and success that permits 

greater expectations of contemporaneous self-efficacy.  Similarly, parental self-efficacy 

in adolescence influences future career choices through educational trajectories, which in 

turn, reinforces emphasis on self-directedness and autonomy.  Such parental 

socialization processes are thus internalized and valued by parents and then reflected in 

their parenting practice to reproduce their child�s self-efficacy.   

 In contrast, parents with lower self-efficacy in early adolescence are less likely to 

adopt healthy coping behaviors to deal constructively with stress.  As such, they become 

more likely to use substances.   Thus constrained by past addictions of substance use and 

long-term psychological self-doubt in adolescence, these individuals become more likely 

engage in substance use as adults.  Then as parents, these individuals model these same 

behaviors to their children.  Through their observation of parental performance, children 
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learn these behavioral responses, which then diminish the likelihood for their 

development of positive self-efficacy. 

 Net of these indirect effects, G1 self-efficacy is specified as having a direct effect 

on G2 self-efficacy at the same stage in the life course.  This effect presumably reflects 

the modeling of attitudes of self-efficacy that are stable and displayed throughout the life 

course.  Attitudes of self-efficacy manifested by G1 youths when they become parents 

are communicated to and otherwise observed and learned by G2 youths (Bandura 1977).  

Moreover, these relationships are hypothesized to hold net of the antecedent influences 

of age, self-esteem, gender, race/ethnicity and the educational level of the parents of the 

G1 youths.  These control variables are taken to be proxies for a host of stable social, 

structural, and contextual circumstances that might influence both G1 and G2.  As such, 

they might render any intergenerational correlation of self-efficacy spurious rather than 

causal. 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODS 

The analyses estimated several Structural Equation Models (SEM) with latent 

constructs that specify the direct and indirect effects of first generation (G1) adolescent 

self-efficacy on the self-efficacy of second generation (G2) youths at the same 

developmental stage, net of the antecedent influences of age, gender, race/ethnicity, self-

esteem, and G1 youths� parental education level on the other study variables.  Moreover, 

gender, race/ethnicity, and family structure are further examined as moderating variables 

in the aforementioned models.  Finally, several theoretically-informed mediating 

constructs are introduced separately to analyses which examine the mediating effects on 

the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy.  The significant mediators then are 

examined together in the full models to compare their relative magnitude in intervening 

effects.  In addition, invariance tests are executed to examine whether the path effects of 

parental self-efficacy on child�s self-efficacy between subgroups are significantly 

different. However, the tests between intact family subjects and single-parent family 

subjects cannot be done because some mediating variables include both parents� reports, 

while only one parent report is available in single-parent family subjects.  As a result, 

comparison (thus only by the size of their unstandardized coefficients) between these 

two groups is less reliable statistically.  That is, the difference between two coefficients 

cannot be claimed because it may not be significant statistically at a certain level (e.g., p 

< .05). 
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Sample 

 The data were gathered in the course of a multigeneration panel study using data 

from two waves of data collected from first generation subjects (G1) and one wave of 

data collected from the biologically related offspring of the first generation subjects 

(G2).  The G1 subjects composed a 50 percent sample of the seventh grade students in 

the Houston Independent School District in Texas in 1971.  The subjects responded to 

self-administered questionnaires in the seventh grade and to household interviews at 

follow-up (1993-7) when they were 35-39 years of age. The G2 youths were interviewed 

between ages of 12 and 18.  The children�s interview was conducted after their parents 

had been interviewed from several months to over a year.  The G1 sample included two 

groups, first, those who were married and, lived with their spouses; and second, those 

who were single-parents.  The separation of these two subgroups results from the 

concern that many mediating constructs (e.g., parenting practices) include both parents 

and children�s reports.  Thus, intact and single-parent families do not share the same 

measures in this regard because both parents� reports are not available in single-parent 

samples.  The first sample, then, consisted of 2,279 G1-G2 dyads (G1 subjects and their 

biologically related children).  Only 1,967 of the sample dyads provided complete 

information for demographic variables.  The inclusion of family income decreased the 

sample size to 1,869.  The second sample consisted of 1,616 G1-G2 dyads from single-

parent households in which parents and children�s developmental stages were similar to 

those of the first sample.  The sample size of the single-parent data also decreased to 

1,481, of which the subjects provided complete demographic information.  The high 
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number missing cases in family income further reduce the sample size to 1,115.  The 

sample size among the mediating models may vary owing to the availability of the non-

missing variables in each mediating variable.  Table 1 and Table 2 present means and 

standard deviations of variables used in the study for both intact- and single-family 

groups, respectively.  The comparisons between total sample and study sample in each 

group indicate that the means and standard deviations of the study variables remained 

almost unchanged while sample size was lessened resulting from missing cases.  The 

only exceptions were that the means of alcohol use and drug use among single-family 

parents were respectively reduced about 13 percent and 20 percent from the total sample 

(column 2 in Table 2) to study samples (column 3 in Table 2).  This indicates that the 

dropout single-parent samples might use higher levels of alcohol and drugs.   

Comparing the study sample (column 3) with the attrition sample (column 4) 

both for intact- and single-family groups, however, showed some statistically differences 

between study and attrition samples in each group.  In intact-family group, fathers, 

parents who reported lower self-esteem in adolescence, and parents who used drugs, 

tended to be less likely to remain in the sample.  In single-family group, cases that were 

excluded from the study sample were more likely to be fathers, parents who reported 

lower family average income per capita, parents who had lower adulthood self-efficacy, 

parents who tended to use alcohol or drugs, parents used more coercive parenting and 

less (or no) communicative parenting, and parents who held lower educational 

expectation towards children.  
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Table 1.  Mean and Standard Deviations of the Variables from the Total, Study, and Attrition Samples for  
 Intact-Family Groups 

 
 Total Sample Study Sample Attrition Sample 

 n   Mean (Std) n   Mean (Std) n   Mean (Std) 

G1 Self-Esteem  2160 4.75 (1.69) 1869 4.79 (1.67) 291 4.46 (1.77)* 
G2 Self-Esteem 2200 5.80 (1.45) 1869 5.80 (1.44) 331 5.78 (1.49) 
Child’s Age 2279 12.70 (1.50) 1869 12.73 (1.54) 410 12.55 (1.31) 
Boy 2279 0.51 (0.50) 1869 0.52 (0.50) 410 0.49 (0.50) 
Father 2279 0.42 (0.49) 1869 0.41 (0.49) 410 0.50 (0.50)* 
African Americans 2279 0.17 (0.37) 1869 0.16 (0.37) 410 0.20 (0.40) 
Latino Americans 2279 0.14 (0.35) 1869 0.14 (0.35) 410 0.13 (0.34) 
Grandmother’s Education 2279 6.93 (1.93) 1869 6.92 (1.92) 410 7.01 (1.95) 
Grandfather’s Education 2279 7.03 (2.47) 1869 7.02 (2.45) 410 7.06 (2.53) 
Parental Education 2279 7.64 (2.05) 1869 7.66 (2.04) 410 7.52 (2.12) 
Per Capita Income 2160 3.16 (0.85) 1869 3.16 (0.85) 291 3.16 (0.85) 
G1 Locus of Control 2218 2.33 (0.81) 1869 2.34 (0.80) 349 2.27 (0.83) 
G1 Perceived Control Over 

Environment 2181 2.27 (0.84) 1869 2.28 (0.83) 312 2.16 (0.86) 
G2 Locus of Control 2235 2.54 (0.74) 1869 2.55 (0.75) 366 2.52 (0.71) 
G2 Perceived Control Over 

Environment 2224 2.67 (0.62) 1869 2.67 (0.62) 355 2.69 (0.60) 
Parental Adult Self-Efficacy 2243 4.42 (0.95) 1840 4.42 (0.95) 403 4.41 (0.96) 
Occupational Complexity 1864 2.08 (0.83) 1517 2.07 (0.83) 347 2.11 (0.81) 
Parental Alcohol Use 2279 0.16 (0.69) 1869 0.16 (0.68) 410 0.20 (0.71) 
Parental Drug Use 2279 0.18 (0.65) 1869 0.16 (0.58) 410 0.29 (0.88)* 
Mother’s Report of Coercive 

Parenting 2273 8.25 (1.80) 1868 8.26 (1.81) 329 9.02 (1.65) 
Father’s Report of Coercive 

Parenting 2270 8.10 (1.97) 1865 8.10 (1.99) 324 8.86 (1.66) 
Child’s Report of Mother’s 

Coercive Parenting 2197 11.56 (2.19) 1807 11.55 (2.18) 405 8.18 (1.78) 
Child’s Report of Father’s 

Coercive Parenting 2194 10.20 (2.49) 1803 10.15 (2.48) 405 8.10 (1.92) 
Mother’s Report of 

Communicative Parenting 2190 9.12 (1.64) 1861 9.14 (1.63) 329 11.29 (1.07) 
Father’s Report of 

Communicative Parenting 2155 8.85 (1.72) 1831 8.85 (1.73) 323 10.41 (1.51) 
Child’s Report of Mother's 

Communicative Parenting 2194 11.32 (1.07) 1865 11.32 (1.07) 390 11.64 (2.24) 
Child’s Report of Father’s 

Communicative Parenting 2166 10.28 (1.74) 1843 10.25 (1.78) 391 10.41 (2.54) 
Father's Educational 

Expectation on Children 2164 4.78 (1.06) 1840 4.79 (1.04) 324 4.75 (1.19) 
Mother's Educational 

Expectation on Children 2192 4.79 (1.02) 1863 4.80 (0.98) 329 4.75 (1.18) 
 
* means were significantly different at p < .01. 
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Table 2.  Mean and Standard Deviations of the Variables from the Total, Study, and Attrition Samples for   
  Single-Family Groups 
 
 Total Sample Study Sample Attrition Sample 

Variables n   Mean (Std) n   Mean (Std) n   Mean (Std) 

G1 Self-Esteem  1558 4.49 (1.80) 1115 4.54 (1.75) 443 4.36 (1.90) 
G2 Self-Esteem 1590 5.54 (1.60) 1115 5.52 (1.62) 475 5.59 (1.55) 
Child’s Age 1616 13.58 (1.98) 1115 13.61 (2.00) 501 13.53 (1.94) 
Boy 1616 0.49 (0.50) 1115 0.48 (0.50) 501 0.50 (0.50) 
Father 1616 0.34 (0.47) 1115 0.22 (0.42) 501 0.60 (0.49)* 
African Americans 1616 0.40 (0.49) 1115 0.39 (0.49) 501 0.42 (0.49) 
Latino Americans 1616 0.11 (0.31) 1115 0.10 (0.31) 501 0.12 (0.33) 
Grandmother’s Education 1563 6.70 (1.80) 1115 6.66 (1.79) 448 6.81 (1.83) 
Grandfather’s Education 1564 6.59 (2.35) 1115 6.60 (2.33) 449 6.57 (2.41) 
Parental Education 1615 6.90 (2.03) 1114 6.94 (1.96) 501 6.82 (2.18) 
Per Capita Income 1211 2.89 (0.98) 1115 2.92 (0.95) 96 2.54 (1.19)* 
G1 Locus of Control 1616 2.09 (0.90) 1115 2.09 (0.88) 501 2.07 (0.94) 
G1 Perceived Control Over 

Environment 1616 2.04 (0.91) 1115 2.08 (0.91) 501 1.97 (0.90) 
G2 Locus of Control 1616 2.41 (0.79) 1115 2.43 (0.78) 501 2.38 (0.80) 
G2 Perceived Control Over 

Environment 1616 2.50 (0.73) 1115 2.51 (0.73) 501 2.50 (0.72) 
Parental Adult Self-Efficacy 1616 4.27 (1.10) 1115 4.33 (1.04) 501 4.12 (1.21)* 
Occupational Complexity 1349 1.79 (0.82) 942 1.76 (0.83) 407 1.86 (0.80) 
Parental Alcohol Use 1616 0.37 (1.03) 1115 0.32 (0.97) 501 .49 (1.16)* 
Parental Drug Use 1616 0.29 (0.74) 1115 0.23 (0.66) 501 .40 (0.88)* 
Parental Report of Coercive 

Parenting 1265 9.34 (1.72) 1114 9.39 (1.73) 152 10.48 (1.55)* 
Child’s Report of Coercive 

Parenting 1284 8.27 (1.95) 971 8.41 (1.93) 302 10.42 (2.86)* 
Parental Report of 

Communicative Parenting 1264 10.83 (1.47) 1112 10.88 (1.45) 151 8.99 (1.67)* 
Child’s Report of 

Communicative Parenting 1211 11.03 (2.54) 909 11.23 (2.39) 313 7.85 (1.94)* 
Father's Educational 

Expectation on Children 759 4.34 (1.33) 678 4.40 (1.29) 81 3.81 (1.55)* 
Mother's Educational 

Expectation on Children 1198 4.44 (1.25) 1057 4.50 (1.21) 141 3.98 (1.47)* 
 
*  means were significantly different at p < .01. 



 

 

61 

In the two-parent family sample, slightly more than two-thirds of the sample 

(68.6 percent) were white-Anglo, almost a sixth of the study sample (15.9 percent) were 

African American, and 14.5 percent were Latino Americans.  Nearly eighty-nine percent 

of the participating parents graduated from high school and about one-third of parents 

(34.5 percent) had a college degree.  In addition, 61.6 percent of the parents reported 

their total household income as $50,000 or more.  In the single-parent family sample, the 

proportion of white-Anglo dropped to half of the sample (50.1 percent), African 

Americans increased their representation to two-fifths (39.5 percent), and only 10.4 

percent were Latino Americans.  Nearly eighty percent (79.3 percent) of the 

participating parents graduated from high school and only 4.6 percent of parents had a 

college degree.  However, only 32.8 percent of the parents reported their total household 

income as $50,000 or more, for which the proportion is slightly greater than the half of 

that in two-parent sample.  The relatively low household income among single-parent 

families as compared to two-parent households is, in part, attributable to the number of 

two-parent families with dual incomes, and such attribution of household income by 

family structure is also documented in many recent studies (see White and Roger�s 

review, 2000).     

Measures 

Self-Efficacy 

The latent variable self-efficacy consists of two observed indicators: locus of 

control (LC) and perceived control over one�s environment (PCOE).  Locus of control 

refers to the perceived relationship between an individual�s actions and outcomes, and is 
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seen primarily as a personality characteristic of the individual (Lefcourt 1991).  The 

scale of locus of control includes 3 items (yes = 1, no = 0): it�s mostly luck if one 

succeeds or fails; you can do very little to change your life; and often I feel that I don�t 

have enough control over the direction my life is taking.  The scale of perceived control 

over one�s environment referring to expectations of success through one�s own efforts, 

also contains 3 items (yes = 1, no = 0): I doubt if I will get ahead in life as far as I would 

really like; as long as I stay with the straight life, I will never make it; I have never been 

able to accomplish as much as my family wanted me to.  All of the items measuring self-

efficacy were recoded so that a greater score indicates greater locus of control and higher 

perceived control over the environment.  Self-efficacy was measured both at G1 Time 1 

(G1T1) and G2 Time 1 (G2T1) in order to examine the intergenerational transmission of 

psychological states from parents to children.   

The Cronbach�s alpha for the measures of locus of control was .40 for parent�s 

report and .46 for child�s report; and that for the measures of perceived control over 

one�s environment was .44 for parent�s report and .40 for child�s report.  The low 

reliability of self-efficacy measures was accepted for several reasons.  First, the six items 

distributed in two measures of self-efficacy were only valid items available in the 

adopted data.  Second, these measures have construct validity because they are 

negatively associated with three psychological distress variables: self-derogation (r = -

.38 with LC and -.44 with PCOE, p < .001 for the first generation; r = -.42 with LC and r 

= -.41 with PCOE, p < .001 for the second generation), depression (r = -.26 with LC and 

-.28 with PCOE, p < .001 for the first generation; r = -.38 with LC and r = -.39 with 
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PCOE, p < .001 for the second generation), and anxiety (r = -.22 with LC and r = -.23 

with PCOE, p < .001 for the first generation; r = -.28 with LC and r = -.25 with PCOE, p 

< .001 for the second generation).  The negative associations between self-efficacy and 

psychological distress measures were paralleled to theory and prior research findings 

(Liu, Kaplan, and Risser 1992; Troits 1994).  Finally, these two measures of self-

efficacy were related to the other study variables as theories expected in the present 

analyses.  Nevertheless, cautious interpretations of the study findings are suggested due 

to the low reliability of self-efficacy measures. 

Mediating Measures  

Seven variables were modeled as mediating the intergenerational parallelism in 

adolescent self-efficacy: coercive parenting (from G1 and G2); communicative parenting 

(from G1 and G2), G1 educational attainment, G1 adult self-efficacy, G1 educational 

expectation, G1 adult substance use, and G1 occupational complexity. 

 Coercive parenting is modeled as a latent variable reflected in two measurement 

variables composed of G1 parent reports at follow-up and G2 youth reports, 

respectively, on five items asking parents and children, when children do something 

wrong, how often does the parent (often = 3, sometimes = 2, hardly ever or never = 1): 

send them to their room or make them stay alone; physically punish them; act cold or 

unfriendly; take away privileges; and express anger or speak sharply.  These five items 

were recoded and summed so that a higher score indicates coercive parenting.  The 

Cronbach�s alpha was .52 for mother�s report and was .55 for father�s report.  The 
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Cronbach�s alpha was .52 for child�s report of mother�s coercive parenting, and was .60 

for child�s report of mother�s coercive parenting. 

 Communicative Parenting is also modeled as a latent variable from two 

measurement variables of 1) G1 parents� reports at follow-up on four items asking 

parents, how often does (often = 3, sometimes = 2, hardly ever or never = 1): the 

children discuss things that happened at school with father/mother; the children discuss 

personal problems with father/mother; the parent openly show affection to the child; and 

the child show affection to the parent; and 2) G2 youth reports on 5 items asking 

children, how often does the child (often = 3, sometimes = 2, hardly ever or never = 1): 

discuss personal problems with father/mother; openly shows affection to father/mother, 

discuss things that happened at school with father/mother; and how often his/her 

father/mother openly shows affection to you; and discusses his/her personal problems 

with father/mother.  The summed items were recoded so that a greater score indicate 

greater communicative parenting.  The Cronbach�s alpha was .69 for mother�s report and 

was .78 for father�s report.  The Cronbach�s alpha was .73 for child�s report of mother�s 

coercive parenting, and was .79 for child�s report of mother�s coercive parenting. 

Educational attainment is modeled as a perfectly measured indicator construct 

reflecting the number of years of education received. 

G1 adult self-efficacy is not identical to that measure taken during early 

adolescence since all items were not available in the adult questionnaire.  The measure 

of G1 adult self-efficacy consists of five items asking parents in the past month whether 

he/she (yes = 1, no = 0): felt he/she could handle or cope with any serious problem or 
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major change in life; have little control over the things that happen to him/her (recoded); 

can do just about anything he/she really set in mind to do; often feel helpless in dealing 

with the problems of life (recoded); and felt that there is little he/she can do to change 

many of the important things in his/her life (recoded).  The higher scores indicate greater 

self-efficacy.  The construct is reflected in the single 5-item measure.  The Cronbach�s 

alpha was .58. 

G1 educational expectation is a latent construct composed of two items (two 

observed indicators) asking father and mother�s the highest level of education he/she 

realistically expects his/her child to complete in a range of choices from less than high 

school, graduate from high school, some college, graduate from college, to getting into a 

graduate or professional school.  The higher score indicates the higher expectation 

parents hold for their child. 

G1 adult substance use consists of two observed indicators: alcohol use and drug 

use.  Alcohol use includes items asking parents in the past 12 months if they (yes = 1, no 

= 0): have often been under effects of alcohol or suffering its aftereffects while at work 

or school or while taking care of children; have often been under effects of alcohol or 

suffering its aftereffects while in a situation which increased his/her chances of getting 

hurt (e.g., driving, using knives, swimming, etc.); have any emotional or psychological 

problems from using alcohol; have a strong desire or urge to use alcohol that he/she 

could not resist it or could not think of anything else; have a period of time of a month or 

more when he/she spent a great deal of time using alcohol or getting over its effects; 

have often used much larger amounts of alcohol (or for a longer period of time) than 
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he/she intended to when he/she began; and have ever found that he/she had to use more 

alcohol than usual to get the same effect or the same amount had less effect on him/her 

than before.  These items were calculated such that increased scores indicated increased 

levels of alcohol use in situations.  The measure of alcohol use does not directly measure 

the frequency or amount of the alcohol used by parents, but rather the situations in which 

the parents used alcohol and the seriousness of the effects of alcohol use upon the 

parents.   

The variable of drug use consists of nine items asking parents in the past 12 

months if they used the following drugs without a doctor�s prescription: sedatives, 

tranquilizers or �never pills�, amphetamines or other stimulants, analgesics or other 

prescription painkillers, inhalants, marijuana or hashish, cocaine or crack or free base, 

LSD or other hallucinogens, and heroin.  The higher score indicates the greater drug use 

by the parents.  The present measure, however, does not indicate the exact frequency of 

drug use, except that frequent drug users often use many more varieties of drugs than 

occasional users do.  The Cronbach�s alpha was .88 for variable of alcohol use, and was 

.65 for variable of drug use. 

G1 occupational complexity is a single item in which parents indicate their 

occupational positions in companies (e.g., manager) or categories (e.g., farmers).  These 

occupational positions and categories are then divided into three groups in terms of their 

putative job complexity.  The categorization result does not precisely represent parental 

occupational complexity but rather reflects a rough common sense typology of job 

complexity.  To assure validity of this measure, only three categories were recognized, 
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although more categories may execute a more informative model as to how job 

complexity may affect one�s self-efficacy and vice versa. 

Control Measures   

Age, grandparents� educational attainment, and self-esteem are controlled in the 

proposed models although family structure, race/ethnicity, and gender are also treated as 

control variables, when they are not used as moderating variables in all-subjects-

included models.  Age was measured as years of ages when the G2 adolescents were 

surveyed.  Grandparents� educational attainment was measured by years of education 

grandfathers and grandmothers received as reported by the G1 adults in their young 

adulthood.  Adolescent self-esteem in G1 and G2 was measured at the same time when 

self-efficacy was measured.  Both generations used seven identical items investigating 

their general feelings that subjects have toward themselves.  These items also appear in 

Kaplan�s self-derogation scale (Kaplan and Pokorny 1969) that was derived from 

Rosenberg�s General Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg 1965).  These items include (yes = 

1, no = 0): I wish I could have more respect for my self (recoded); on the whole, I am 

satisfied with myself; I feel I do not have much to be proud of (recoded); all in all, I am 

inclined to feel that I am a failure (recoded); I take a positive attitude toward myself; at 

times I think I am no good at all (recoded); and I certainly feel useless at times 

(recoded).  The greater score indicates that subjects held the greater self-esteem.  The 

Cronbach�s alpha was .61 for parent�s report, and was .66 for child�s report. 
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Moderating Measures 

Family structure (single- and two-parent households), race/ethnicity (Whites, 

Blacks, and Latinos), and gender (by parents and children�s gender and parent-child 

dyads) are moderating variables in the present research.  The proposed models may be 

analyzed differently among these subgroups in terms of the suggestions of literature.  

Some descriptive analyses reported in the sample section have demonstrated that single- 

and two-parent samples have overt differences in the distributions of household income 

and racial compositions.  Several models are also estimated by dividing the total sample 

into two subgroups in terms of their family structure.  However, race/ethnicity and 

gender will be treated as control variables in the total sample model and the subsample 

models.  Race/ethnicity is reflected in two dummy variables, African American and 

Latino American with non-Latino Whites as the omitted category; males/females is 

coded as another dummy variable (males = 1, females = 0). 

Analysis 

 Analyses were conducted using LISREL 8.14 (Jöreskog and Sörbom 1993).  

LISREL provides maximum likelihood estimates (MLE) of model parameters, and 

estimates the measurement model and the structural model simultaneously.  A baseline 

model was first estimated in which G1 self-efficacy predicted G2 self-efficacy with and 

without considerations of control variables.  Second, the samples were divided in terms 

of the moderating variables: family structure, race/ethnicity, and gender.  Then these 

subgroups were analyzed to examine whether the intergenerational parallelism of self-

efficacy was different in magnitude among these subgroups.  Invariance tests of this 
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effect were conducted to examine whether the differences between subgroups were 

statistically significant.  Next, several mediating variables were introduced separately to 

determine whether they mediate a significant indirect effect between G1 and G2 self-

efficacy in the total sample model.  Finally, a full model was analyzed to examine two 

key elements in the model: the relative strength of the significant mediators and the total 

intervening effects of these mediating variables.  

To assess data-model fit, I report ratio of chi-square to degree-of-freedom, 

Steiger�s Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA, Browne and Cudeck 

1992), GFI (The Goodness-of-Fit Index), AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index), NFI 

(Normed Fit Index), NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index), CFI (The Normed Comparative Fit 

Index), and IFI (Incremental Fit Index) (see Mueller 1996; Newcomb 1990).  In practice, 

values of GFI, AGFI, NFI, NNFI, CFI, IFI above .90 are considered to be indicative of a 

good overall fit; and researchers can conclude that the observed data indeed fit the model 

better than no model at all (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993).  A ratio of chi-square to degree-

of-freedom less than 3.0 indicates a good fit (Hayduk 1987) and values exceed 5 are 

seen to be questionable (Bollen 1989); however, there is no consensus on a �good� fit 

ratio among researchers.  An RMSEA smaller than .05 indicates a close fit, and an 

RMSEA between .05 and .08 reveals a reasonable fit (Browne and Cudeck 1992). 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS 

Descriptive Results 

 Table 1 and Table 2 (column 3 of each table) present descriptive statistics (means 

and standard deviations) for the study variables among intact families and single-parent 

families, respectively.  Adolescents who are raised in intact families seem to report 

greater levels of psychological well-being and better family environments than their 

counterparts raised in single-parent family.  The following paragraphs report significant 

differences between subgroups in terms of the results of T-test.  The significant level of 

T-test results were reported if they reach at p < .05, whereas the extreme majority of the 

differences were at level of p < .01.  These descriptive statistics generally fit commonly 

accepted findings in the literature (Amato 2001; Amato and Keith 1991).  For instance, 

children in intact families reported greater self-esteem and self-efficacy, as did their 

parents, both as adolescents and adults.  Intact families also tended to provide better 

social and economic environments for children in many aspects, such as greater family 

income per capita (and household income as well, not shown in the Tables), higher 

levels of grandparents� education, higher levels of parental education, increased job 

complexity and occupational autonomy.  In addition, these nuclear family parents held 

greater expectations for their children�s future educational attainment as well.   

With regard to parenting techniques, the comparisons between these two family 

types are less reliable because the current research only includes one parental report 

from single families (from the parent who lived with the interviewed child), but include 
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two parental reports on parenting variables from intact families.  Nevertheless, by the 

average of both intact family parents� reports on parenting, a general pattern could be 

ascertained that single parents exerted more coercive but less communicative parenting 

techniques than parents in intact families.  In addition, single parents used more alcohol 

in adverse situations and used more (types) illegal drugs in adulthood.  However, there is 

no significant difference in children�s reports between children in single-parent families 

and intact families in the levels of communicating parenting techniques that their parents 

exerted on them.  The results provide support as to why the current research needed to 

analyze the proposed model by family structure. 

 Further comparisons between boys and girls in intact families versus single-

parent families also suggested similar results.  That is, both boys and girls raised in intact 

families reported greater levels of self-esteem and self-efficacy (and adulthood self-

efficacy) than their counterparts.  In both groups of boys and girls, intact family parents 

also reported greater levels of adolescent self-esteem and self-efficacy than the single 

parents.  Moreover, intact family parents and their parents received higher level of 

education than their counterparts in the sample of single-parent family.  

Correspondingly, intact family parents of boys and girls reported respectively higher 

average income per capita and were more likely employed in complex occupations than 

boys and girls� single parents respectively.  Similar results were also held on parental 

expectation of children�s educational attainment and on parental use of alcohol and drug 

abuse. 
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 This research further compared gender differences in each family type.  For 

example, the results of T-test suggested that boys and their parents in intact families 

reported greater levels of coercive parenting than girls and their parents, and boys 

reported lower level of self-efficacy than girls.  However, there were no other significant 

differences between boys and girls raised in intact families.  The similar results were 

also present in the sample of single-parent families. 

The zero-order correlation matrixes (Table 3 and Table 4) generally provide a 

picture to support the literature: single-parent families and intact families provide 

differential levels of material and social resources for children and these resources seems 

to covariate with the developments of their psychological well-being.  According to 

Table 3 and Table 4, correlation coefficients between the major study variables in both 

intact family and single-parent families are in expected directions.  Observed indicators 

within each latent construct exerted moderate to strong correlations, which indicate their 

potential representation of the latent construct.  The differences between single-parent 

families and intact families in the zero-order correlations of the study variables exist in 

the magnitudes of these correlations in the two groups.  Generally speaking, these zero-

order correlations in intact family samples are slightly stronger than those in the single-

parent family group.   

However, there were a few exceptions and some of them are worth mentioning in 

this session.  Zero-order correlations between child�s self-efficacy indicators and 

parental self-efficacy in adulthood were positively and significantly correlated in intact 

family group, while such correlations were not significant statistically in single-parent  



 

 

Table 3. Correlation Matrix for Intact-Family Samples 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

1. G1 Self-Esteem 1.00                            

2. G2 Self-Esteem .09** 1.00                           

3. Child’s Age -.04 -.13** 1.00                          

4. Boy -.03 -.03 .00 1.00                         

5. Father .06** .05* -.05* .03 1.00                        

6. African American .09** -.02 .12** .00 .03 1.00                       

7. Latino American -.11** -.07** .08** -.01 -.08** -.18** 1.00                      

8. Grandmom’s Education .05* .05* -.16** .01 .02 .01 -.51** 1.00                     

9. Grandpa’s Education .05* .09** -.19** .00 .00 -.18** -.46** .63** 1.00                    

10. G1 Education .14** .13** -.32** .01 .00 -.03 -.28** .39** .44** 1.00                   

11. Per Capita Income .12** .11** -.25** -.04 .06* -.12** -.19** .23** .26** .35** 1.00                  

12. G1 LC .38** .07** -.09** -.01 -.01 -.13** -.14** .18** .22** .22** .18** 1.00                 

13. G1 PCOE .41** .11** -.09** -.02 -.01 -.06** -.08** .11** .11** .17** .13** .45** 1.00                

14. G2 LC .06* .41** -.05* -.06* .03 -.14** -.05* .08** .13** .14** .16** .11** .09** 1.00               

15. G2 PCOE .11** .40** -.16** -.11** .05* -.09** -.08** .10** .11** .17** .17** .16** .16** .41** 1.00              

16. G1 Adult Self-Efficacy .13** .08** -.09** -.03 .09** -.01 .05* .01 .05* .14** .14** .09** .08** .10** .15** 1.00             

N 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840             

17. Job Complexity .09** .12** -.17** -.02 .15** -.14** -.17** .21** .27** .43** .26** .17** .11** .14** .14** .14** 1.00            

N 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1517 1496 1517            

18. G1 Alcohol Use -.04 .00 .00 .02 .08** .05* .02 .00 -.04 -.07** -.01 -.04 -.02 .00 -.05* .01 -.02 1.00           

N 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1840 1517 1869           

19. G1 Drug Use -.08** -.02 .05* .02 .03 .06** .00 -.03 -.06* -.11** -.06** -.08** -.07** -.05* -.12** -.07** -.03 .35** 1.00          

N 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1869 1840 1517 1869 1869          

20. COEP by Mother -.06** -.06* -.04 .03 -.11** .06* -.04 .00 -.01 -.03 -.13** -.08** -.05* -.11** -.12** -.06** -.02 .11** .07** 1.00         

N 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1861 1832 1509 1861 1861 1861         

21. COEP by Father -.05* -.06* -.02 .09** .10** .02 -.08** .02 -.01 -.02 -.11** -.02 -.04 -.09** -.09** -.07** .03 .15** .06** .62** 1.00        

N 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1831 1802 1483 1831 1831 1828 1831        

22. Mom’s COEP by Child -.03 -.15** -.05* .11** .01 .11** -.03 -.03 -.06* .00 -.04 -.05* -.02 -.13** -.12** -.03 .01 .02 .00 .20** .15** 1.00       

N 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1868 1839 1516 1868 1868 1860 1830 1868      
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

23. Dad’s COEP by Child -.06* -.19** -.02 .16** .01 .02 -.04 .01 .00 .03 -.05* -.03 -.04 -.11** -.12** -.02 -.03 -.02 -.03 .14** .23** .65** 1.00      

N 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1836 1513 1865 1865 1857 1827 1865 1865      

24. COMP by Mother .04 .11** -.14** -.07** .05* -.12** -.01 .05* .12** .14** .12** .05* .06** .11** .15** .13** .13** -.14** -.15** -.18** -.09** -.03 .01 1.00     

N 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865 1836 1513 1865 1865 1859 1827 1864 1861 1865     

25. COMP by Father .09** .18** -.21** -.02 .22** -.14** -.04 .08** .17** .19** .17** .08** .15** .14** .24** .25** .23** -.03 -.07** -.11** -.07** -.04 -.02 .48** 1.00    

N 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1843 1814 1495 1843 1843 1835 1831 1842 1839 1839 1843    

26. Mom’s COMP by Child .03 .17** -.10** -.17** -.01 -.05* -.03 .03 .09** .10** .12** .06* .05 .23** .21** .08** .11** -.02 -.01 -.06* -.05* -.10** -.04 .16** .15** 1.00   

N 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1807 1780 1466 1807 1807 1799 1772 1806 1803 1803 1781 1807   

27. Dad’s COMP by Child .03 .16** -.19** .00 .06** -.07** -.03 .04 .10** .15** .13** .06** .04 .22** .21** .10** .13** -.02 .00 -.04 -.05* -.08** -.08** .11** .28** .66** 1.00  

N 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1803 1776 1464 1803 1803 1795 1768 1802 1799 1799 1777 1801 1803  

28. Dad’s Expectation 0.11** 0.12** -.19** -.02 -.01 -.03 -.14** .18** .20** .42** .27** .18** .14** .19** .22** .08** .26** -.05* -.12** -.07** -.04 -.01 .01 .19** .24** .12** .13** 1.00 

N 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1840 1811 1492 1840 1840 1832 1828 1839 1836 1836 1840 1778 1774 1840 

29. Mom’s Expectation 0.15** 0.11** -.20** -.01 .00 -.06** -.11** .17** .18** .44** .30** .20** .17** .18** .22** .13** .23** -.05* -.10** -.09** -.05* .00 .00 .21** .25** .10** .14** .86** 

N 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1834 1511 1863 1863 1857 1825 1862 1859 1861 1837 1801 1797 1837 
  
Note:  1. Pairwise correlations.  * p < .05 and ** p < .01. 

2. If N has no missing cases for an entire row, this row is omitted for better reading. 
3. G1: the first generation.  G2: the second generation.   LC: locus of control.   PCOE: perceived control over environment.  COEP: coercive parenting.   COMP: communicative parenting. 
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Table 4. Correlation Matrix for Single-Family Samples 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

1. G1 Self-Esteem 1.00                                               

2. G2 Self-Esteem .13** 1.00                                             

3. Child’s Age -.05 -.93** 1.00                                           

4. Boy .05 .00 -.08** 1.00                                         

5. Father .05 -0.03 -.07* .02 1.00                                       

6. African  .02 .05 .15** -.10** -.05 1.00                                     

7. Latino -.10** -.03 0.04 .04 0.02 -.28** 1.00                                   

8. Grandmom’s Education .07* .02 -.13** -.03 -.01 .01 -.39** 1.00                                 

9. Grandpa’s Education .05 .05 -.14** .01 -.04 -.15** -.27** .61** 1.00                               

10. Parental Education .11** .09** -.20** .01 -.07* -.01 -.14** .30** .33** 1.00                             

N 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114                             

11. Per Capita Income .07* .05 -.08** .03 .17** -.19** .02 .17** .19** .25** 1.00                           

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115                           

12. G1 LC .32** .08** -.11** .07* -.03 -.21** -.06 .18** .24** .19** .22** 1.00                         

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115                         

13. G1 PCOE .45** .07* -.02 .00 .01 -.01 .00 .02 .08** .13** .08** .41** 1.00                       

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115                       

14. G2 LC .09** .40** -.01 -.09** .05 -.11** -.01 .02 .06* .09** .10** .10** .06 1.00                     

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115 1115                     

15. G2 PCOE .12** .38** -.14** -.07* .03 -.09** -.03 .10** .13** .12** .11** .12** .12** .39** 1.00                   

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115                   

16. G1 Adult SE .14** .07* -.04 .02 .01 -.02 .01 .05 .04 .08** .13** .14** .12** .05 .05 1.00                 

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115                 
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Table 4. Continued. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

17. Job Complexity .08* .03 -.10** 0.04 .18** -.21** .01 .15** .25** .32** .25** .10** .08* .05 .03 .06 1.00               

N 942 942 942 942 942 942 942 942 942 941 942 942 942 942 942 942 942               

18. G1 Alcohol Use -.08** -.03 -.02 .01 .07* -.14** .04 .00 -.01 -.12** -.02 -.03 -.10** -.01 -.02 -.15** .01 1.00             

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 942 1115             

19. G1 Drug Use -.03 -.08** -.06 .02 .02 -.12** -.02 .04 .06* -.09** -.04 -.05 -.02 -.6* .00 -.24** .01 .31** 1.00           

N 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1114 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 1115 942 1115 1115           

20. COEP by Parent .02 -.08** -.08* .04 -.04 .07* -.06* -.01 -.03 -.02 -.18** -.05 -.06* -.09** -.10** -.07* .01 -.02 -.02 1.00         

N 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1113 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 1114 941 1114 1114 1114         

21. COEP by Child .00 -.19** -.08* .12** -.07* .02 -.01 .01 .02 -.03 -.03 .05 -.03 -.07* -.16** -.06 .00 -.02 .04 .22** 1.00       

N 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 970 971 971 971 971 971 971 814 971 971 970 971       

22. COMP by Parent .08* .08** -.14** -.01 -.22** -.09** -.06 .10** .13** .11** -.05 .15** .08** .03 .11** .14** -.01 -.11** -.04 .03 -.02 1.00     

N 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1111 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 1112 939 1112 1112 1111 968 1112     

23. COMP by Child .06 .24** -.02 -.15** -.24** -.01 -.06 .07* .09** .05 -.06 .06 .09** .18** .23** .04 -.02 -.04 .02 -.05 -.13** .30** 1.00   

N 909 909 909 909 909 909 909 909 909 908 909 909 909 909 909 909 765 909 909 908 903 906 909   

24. Dad’s Expectation .16** .12** -.18** -.05 -.05 -.11** -.06 .09* .11** .36** .15** .18** .10** .13** .20** .17** .16** -.06 -.07 -.03 -.08 .28** .08 1.00 

N 678 678 678 678 678 678 678 678 678 677 678 678 678 678 678 678 577 678 678 677 550 676 516 678 

25. Mom’s Expectation .17** .09** -.17** -.01 -.02 -.09** -.06 .12** .15** .37** .18** .16** .10** .11** .19** .15** .13** -.15** -.10** .01 -.01 .28** .07* .84** 

N 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1056 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 1057 893 1057 1057 1056 936 1054 877 628 

 
Note:  1. Pairwise correlations.  * p < .05 and ** p < .01. 

2. If N has no missing cases for an entire row, this row is omitted for better reading. 
3. G1: the first generation.  G2: the second generation.  LC: locus of control.  PCOE: perceived control over environment.  COEP: coercive parenting.  COMP: communicative parenting. 
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family group.  Observed variables of both parental self-efficacy in adolescence and 

child�s self-efficacy were negatively associated with observed indicators of coercive 

parenting (both parents� reports) among the intact family sample; while these 

associations (only the single-parent�s report) were generally weaker in single-parent 

family sample.   

Measurement Models 

 The factor loadings of self-efficacy in baseline model, control model and 

subgroup models were show in Table 5 (intact-family sample) and in Table 6 (single-

family sample).  All the standardized factor loadings of self-efficacy (locus of control 

and perceived control over one�s environment) reached statistically significant levels (p 

< .001) and the magnitudes of the standardized coefficients ranged from .52 to .77, while 

majority of them approximated .65.  Interestingly, the standardized factor loadings for 

grandparents� educational attainment were even higher (mostly between .70 and .80).  

Noticeably however, Latino-American single-family model had inconsistent factor 

loadings on latent construct of grandparents� educational attainment.  This result mainly 

resulted from the nature of the small sample in this group, leading to extremely enlarged 

standard errors in coefficients.  The later report on intergenerational parallelism of self-

efficacy will further discuss this group with regard to its acceptability in terms of the 

statistical and theoretical considerations. 

Intergenerational Parallelism of Self-Efficacy 

 As aforementioned in Chapter IV, the current data consist of a sample with 2,279 

parent-child pairs for the intact-family group and 1,616 pairs for the single-family group.   



 

 

 

Table 5. Model Factor Loadings for Intact-Family Samples 
 

 Baseline W/ 

Control 

Variables 

W/ per 

Capita 

Income 

Boys Girls African 

American 

Non-

Latino 

Whites 

Latino 

American 

 N = 1,967 N = 1,967 N = 1,869 N = 964 N = 905 N = 298 N = 1,300 N = 271 

G1 LC 1.0 

(.68) 

1.0 

(.69) 

1.0 

(.69) 

1.0 

(.70) 

1.0 

(.69) 

1.0 

(.77) 

1.0 

(.65) 

1.0 

(.66) 

G1 PCOE 1.02 

(.67) 

1.23 

(.66) 

.98 

(.66) 

.91 

(.62) 

1.06 

(.69) 

.76 

(.62) 

1.19 

(.69) 

.88 

(.62) 

G2 LC 1.0 

(.52) 

1.0 

(.64) 

1.0 

(.64) 

1.0 

(.70) 

1.0 

(.58) 

1.0 

(.69) 

1.0 

(.59) 

1.0 

(.69) 

G2 PCOE 1.27 

(.79) 

.84 

(.64) 

.84 

(.64) 

.73 

(.59) 

.98 

(.70) 

.86 

(.69) 

.84 

(.62) 

.84 

(.63) 

Grandmother  

Education 

-- 1.0 

(.81) 

1.0 

(.80) 

1.0 

(.77) 

1.0 

(.78) 

1.0 

(.52) 

1.0 

(.75) 

1.0 

(.57) 

Grandfather  

Education 

-- 1.23 

(.77) 

1.24 

(.78) 

1.35 

(.83) 

1.31 

(.79) 

2.36 

(.85) 

1.24 

(.71) 

1.60 

(.89) 

 
Note: LC stands for locus of control and PCOE stands for perceived control over one’s environment.  LC and PCOE are the 

observed indicators of self-efficacy.  Standardized coefficients are in parentheses.   
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Table 6. Model Factor Loadings for Single-Family Samples 
 

 Baseline W/ 

Control 

Variables 

W/ per 

Capita 

Income 

Boys Girls African 

American 

Non-

Latino 

Whites 

Latino 

American 

 N = 1,481 N = 1,481 N = 1,115 N = 539 N = 576 N = 440 N = 559 N = 116 

G1 LC 1.0 

(.66) 

1.0 

(.60) 

1.0 

(.63) 

1.0 

(.67) 

1.0 

(.59) 

1.0 

(.66) 

1.0 

(.59) 

1.0 

(.54) 

G1 PCOE .96 

(.62) 

1.14 

(.67) 

1.06 

(.65) 

.94 

(.61) 

1.20 

(.69) 

.90 

(.64) 

1.59 

(.77) 

1.27 

(.70) 

G2 LC 1.0 

(.56) 

1.0 

(.66) 

1.0 

(.64) 

1.0 

(.75) 

1.0 

(.53) 

1.0 

(.55) 

1.0 

(.62) 

1.0 

(.69) 

G2 PCOE 1.20 

(.72) 

.88 

(.62) 

.91 

(.62) 

.69 

(.57) 

1.22 

(.65) 

1.01 

(.57) 

.92 

(.61) 

.89 

(.73) 

Grandmother  

Education 

-- 1.0 

(.84) 

1.0 

(.85) 

1.0 

(.82) 

1.0 

(.83) 

1.0 

(.77) 

1.0 

(.54) 

1.0 

(.58) 

Grandfather  

Education 

-- 1.14 

(.73) 

1.12 

(.72) 

1.26 

(.72) 

1.12 

(.72) 

1.15 

(.73) 

2.96 

(1.0) 

8.15 

(4.70) 

 
Note: LC stands for locus of control and PCOE stands for perceived control over one’s environment.  LC and PCOE are the 

observed indicators of self-efficacy.  Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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However, after taking into account the availability of each control variable and self-

efficacy and self-esteem measures in two generations, only 1,967 pairs of parent-child 

data were available for analysis for the intact-family group and only 1,481 pairs of 

parent-child sample available for the single-family group.  Furthermore, upon 

consideration of family economic conditions, the variable Average Income Per Capita 

was added to the analyses to determine its potential impact on both generations� levels of 

self-efficacy.  This SES measure along with grandparents� educational attainment may 

decompose the effect of intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy if such effect is 

spurious.  The consideration of this economic variable dropped intact-family sample to 

1,869 cases and single-family sample to 1,115 cases.  The great number of loss in 

sample size of the two groups brought concerns whether certain attritions exist for 

samples remaining in the analytical data comparing to the excluded samples.  Further 

closer comparisons between each sample sizes were conducted.  With respect to intact-

family group, sample cases were abridged from 2,279 to 1,967 and then to 1,869; while 

single-family sample size was reduced from 1,616 to 1,481 and then to 1,115.  

Examinations of the mean levels of study variables in each of the three samples in each 

group revealed that the mean levels of study variables of both intact-family and single-

family groups were not significantly different in the processes of reducing sample size.  

In other words, the deletion of missing variables was on a random basis (although there 

is no sure answer for this regard).  That is, the remaining sample is closer to Missing 

Completely at Random (MCAR).  Under such conditions, listwise deletion of the study 

variables for further analyses is advantageous for unbiased estimates (see discussion of 
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Allison 2002).  Nevertheless, readers are cautioned by the nature of high percentage of 

samples deleted by the processes of adding more independent and control variables into 

analytical models, especially in single-family group. 

 Intact families and single families were analyzed separately and the results of 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy were reported in the following paragraphs.  

In each group, a baseline structural equation model examining only the correlation of 

both generations� self-efficacy was reported with a sample size of 1,967 for intact 

family, and of 1,481 for single-family.  The next model then included control variables 

except the variable of average income per capita.  Finally, variable of average income 

per capita was added and reduced the sample sizes for both groups to 1,869 and 1,115, 

respectively. 

 Table 7 and Table 8 present the results of the analyses.  The results of both 

intact-family and single-family groups suggested that the intergenerational parallelism of 

self-efficacy was quite consistent with and without the inclusion of control variables, 

including child�s age, parent and child�s sex, race/ethnicity, grandparents� education, 

parent and child�s self-esteem, and average income per capita.  In intact-family data, the 

effect of parental self-efficacy (in adolescence) on child�s self-efficacy remained .21 

(unstandardized, p < .001).  Invariance tests suggested no significant differences 

between the structural coefficients in the different models (Table 7, columns from 2 to 

4).   With regard to the effects of control variables on child�s self-efficacy, the results 

suggested the following: 1) a child�s age held a negative association with child�s self-

efficacy (Table 7, columns 3 and 4); 2) being a boy was negatively related to the levels  
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Table 7.  The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on Child’s 
Self-Efficacy – Intact-Family Models 

 

All Intact Families All Intact Families Income Controlled
 N = 1,967 N = 1,967 N = 1,869 

    

Child’s Age -- -.03** -.02* 

 -- (-.09**) (-.07) 

Child’s Sex  -- -.12*** -.12*** 

     (Boy = 1) -- (-.13***) (-.13***) 

Parent’s Sex -- .05+ .06* 

     (Father = 1) -- (.05+) (.06*) 

African American -- -.17*** -.15*** 

 -- (-.13***) (-.11***) 

Latino American -- -.03 .00 

 -- (-.02) (.00) 

Grandparents’  -- .04* .03+ 

     Education -- (.12*) (.09+) 

Parental Self-Esteem -- .00 -.01 

     in Adolescence -- (-.02) (-.03) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .21*** .21*** .21*** 

     in Adolescence (.29***) (.24***) (.24***) 

Per Capita Income -- -- .07*** 

 -- -- (.12) 

    

χ2
(df) 1.22(1) 116.88(37) 123.33(41) 

χ2/(df) 1.22 3.15 3.01 

RMSEA .011 .033 .033 

GFI 1.0 .99 .99 

AGFI 1.0 .98 .98 

NFI 1.0 .97 .97 

NNFI 1.0 .96 .96 

CFI 1.0 .98 .98 

IFI 1.0 .98 .98 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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Table 8.  The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on Child’s 
Self-Efficacy – Single-Family Models 

 

All Single Families All Single Families Income Controlled
 N = 1,481 N = 1,481 N = 1,115 

    

Child’s Age -- -.01+ -.02 

 -- (-.06+) (-.07) 

Child’s Sex  -- -.14*** -.15*** 

     (Boy = 1) -- (-.14***) (-.15***) 

Parent’s Sex -- .03 .05 

     (Father = 1) -- (.03) (.04) 

African American -- -.12** -.13** 

 -- (-.11**) (-.12**) 

Latino American -- -.03 -.03 

 -- (-.02) (-.02) 

Grandparents’  -- .03+ .02 

     Education -- (.09+) (.06) 

Parental Self-Esteem -- .01 .01 

     in Adolescence -- (.04) (.05) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .17** .16* .15* 

     in Adolescence (.22**) (.16*) (.17*) 

Per Capita Income -- -- .03 

 -- -- (.05) 

    

χ2
(df) .77(1) 157.70(37) 200.24(41) 

χ2/(df) .77 4.26 4.88 

RMSEA .000 .047 .059 

GFI 1.0 .98 .98 

AGFI 1.0 .96 .94 

NFI 1.0 .95 .91 

NNFI 1.0 .91 .84 

CFI 1.0 .96 .93 

IFI 1.0 .96 .93 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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of self-efficacy (Table 7, columns 3 and 4); 3) children reported higher levels of self-

efficacy when fathers (father-child dyads) were included in the samples (Table 7, 

columns 3 and 4); 4) being African Americans was associated with lower level of child�s 

self-efficacy (Table 7, columns 3 and 4); 5) grandparents� education positively 

influenced their grandchild�s self-efficacy (Table 7, column 3 and 4); 6) a child�s family 

economic conditions also related to higher levels of self-efficacy (.07 at p < .001, Table 

7); 7) but, parental self-esteem in adolescence and being Latino Americans were not 

correlated to child�s self-efficacy.  Models of intact families shown in Table 7 exerted 

high data-model goodness of fit indices, which suggests, that the data supported the 

proposed models. 

 Similar analyses for single families were shown in Table 8.  The 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was observed in the baseline model and 

controlled models (unstandardized coefficients from .17 at p < .01, .16 at p < .05, and 

.15 at p < .05 in Table 8, column 2,3, and 4 respectively).  Compared to the intact-family 

sample, the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy in single-family sample seemed 

to be weaker in magnitude but not significantly different in the invariance test (∆χ2 = 

.01, p < .900).  Similar to intact families, a child�s sex and being African American was 

associated with lower level of child�s self-efficacy (Table 8, columns 3 and 4).  

However, the positive relation between grandparents� education and child�s self-efficacy 

seemed to be weaker to non-significant (.02, Table 8, column 4).  A similar result was 

found in the correlation between fathers included in the sample and child�s self-efficacy 

(.05, Table 8, column 4), the correlation between family economic condition (average  
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income per capita) and child�s self-efficacy (.03, Table 8, column 4), and the correlation 

between child�s age and child�s self-efficacy (-.02, Table 8, column 4).  The data-model 

fit indices were also good indicating the proposed models were supported by the data. 

Differences among Family Structure, Gender, and Race/Ethnicity 

 In Table 9, the sample was divided into four groups and a model examining the 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was estimated for each group with the 

consideration of all control variables.  Coefficients shown in column 2, Table 9 were the 

results analyzing all the second-generation boys who were raised in intact families with 

the correspondent data of their parents� reports (N = 964).  The next column shows the 

results of the intact-family girls model (N = 905).  The next two columns cover 

respectively boys (N = 539) and girls (N = 576) and their single parent.  The major 

purpose of Table 9 is to show whether there is significant difference between these 

groups in the effect of intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy.  In other words, one 

of this study�s interests is to understand if such effect was different among these groups.  

If they were different, would they be different only in magnitudes or also in directions?  

In all four groups, the results suggested there was a positive correlation between two 

self-efficacy measures provided by parent and child respectively.  However, such a 

correlation was not statistically significant in the group of single-family sons.  By simply 

noticing the differences of the structural coefficients among these groups of 

intergenerational effects of self-efficacy, the differences seemed to be small (from .1 to 

.17), especially the difference between two groups of sons from intact families and 

single families (unstandardized coefficients r = .25 and r = .08, respectively).  However,  
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Table 9.  The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on Child’s 
Self-Efficacy – Models by Family Structure and Child’s Gender 

 

 Intact Family 

Sons 

Intact Family 

Daughters 

Single Family 

Sons 

Single Family 

Daughters 

 N = 964 N = 905 N = 539 N = 576 

     

Child’s Age .00 -.03* -.01 -.01 

 (.00) (-.10*) (-.04) (-.07) 

Parent’s Sex .07+ .04 .05 .05 

     (Father = 1) (.07+) (.05) (.03) (.05) 

African American -.20** -.08 -.19* -.08+ 

 (-.13**) (-.07) (-.15*) (-.11+) 

Latino American -.05 .03 -.07 .03 

 (-.03) (.03) (-.04) (.02) 

Grandparents’  .00 .05* -.01 .04+ 

     Education (-.01) (.18) (-.01) (.15+) 

Parental Self-Esteem -.03 .01 .03 .01 

     in Adolescence (-.10) (.06) (.09) (.05) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .25** .15** .08 .16* 

     in Adolescence (.25**) (.21**) (.07) (.22*) 

Per Capita Income .16*** .02 .07+ .02 

 (.26***) (.04) (.11+) (.06) 

     

χ2
(df) 122.87(31) 79.64(31) 85.45(31) 129.41(31) 

χ2/(df) 3.96 2.57 2.76 4.17 

RMSEA .055 .042 .057 .074 

GFI .98 .99 .98 .97 

AGFI .94 .96 .93 .91 

NFI .95 .96 .93 .89 

NNFI .90 .94 .87 .78 

CFI .96 .98 .95 .91 

IFI .96 .98 .95 .92 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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the equality tests of the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy between these four 

groups revealed that one is not significantly different from each other.  In other words, 

the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy in these four groups could be treated equally 

for further examinations of their mediating pathways.   These Structural Equation 

Models were well-fitting models in terms of their data-model fit indices that were mostly 

above .90 except NNFI in the two single-family groups, sons and daughters.  The value 

of NNFI was only .78 in single-family daughter group, which is often seen as 

unacceptable.  However, in consideration of other statistical criteria such as other data-

model fit indices (GFI, AGFI, NFI, CFI, and IFI) and χ2 to degree of freedom ratio 

(4.17), this model should be acceptable in light of the well-accepted assertion that 

assessments should be based on multiple criteria (Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthén 1989).  

In addition, such multiple criteria should include �substantive, theoretical, and 

conceptual considerations� (Jöreskog 1971:421).  Nevertheless, further examinations of 

data characteristics showed the following results.  First, observed variables 

approximated a multivariate normal distribution (skewness ranged from �1.55 to .68 and 

kurtosis ranged from -.84 to 1.69).  Second, all primary factor loading, error variance, 

and variance-covariance parameters, and their standard errors, were reasonable and 

statistically significant (see Jöreskog and Sörbom 1993).  Therefore, the acceptance of 

this model was concluded since these considerations were essential for structural 

equation models. 

 Among these four groups, sons in intact families (Table 9, column 2), daughters 

in intact families (column 3), sons in single families (column 4), and daughters in single 
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families (column 5), child�s level of self-efficacy beliefs all were negatively related to 

being African Americans.  Family�s economic condition (per capita income) was 

positively associated with the level of boys� self-efficacy and they were statistically 

significant in both groups of intact families and in single families (.16 and .07, 

respectively).  Child�s age was only significantly correlated to intact-family daughter�s 

self-efficacy.  Grandparents� education level was related to daughters� self-efficacy in 

both intact families and single families (.05 and .04, respectively).  Parental self-esteem 

in adolescence was not found to have influence on children�s self-efficacy in all four 

groups.  Nevertheless, children�s levels of self-esteem and self-efficacy were 

reciprocally and significantly correlated (not shown in Table 9, their unstandardized 

coefficients ranged from .29 to .61, which higher coefficients were observed in two 

groups of boys).  The highly correlation between self-efficacy and self-esteem was also 

observed in other studies (Gecas and Seff 1989; Judge et al. 2002; Stanley and Murphy 

1997).  The data-model fit indices of these four groups suggested the specified model 

was well fitting the data of these groups.  Only one low value of NNFI in single-family 

daughters was observed.  With the consideration of multiple assessments of the other 

criteria, including the statistical and theoretical considerations, they suggested that the 

result of the single-family daughters group was acceptable. 

 Although the first impression of reading Table 9 seemed to suggest differential 

intergenerational effect of self-efficacy between sons and daughters in both family 

structures, the invariance tests did not observe gender difference as an inheritance of 

self-efficacy between parents and sons/daughters (∆χ2 ranged from -.28 to 1.96 with all 
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significant levels smaller than .20).  However, it was noticed that the intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy was not significant in the group of single-family boys.  In 

addition, the results of Table 8 provided some confusing information about the gender 

difference between sons and daughter groups in terms of their family structure as in an 

intact family or a single family.  Indeed, the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy was 

slightly greater among boys than girls in the intact-family group, while the results were 

opposite in the single-family group.  Since the literature had suggested the differential 

levels of closeness among four types of parent-child gender dyads, in which closeness 

was generally stronger in same gender dyads than cross gender dyads, it would be 

expected that the strongest ties be observed among mother-daughter dyads and the 

weakest among father-daughter dyads (Kaplan and Liu 1999).  Therefore, the analysis of 

gender differences was further explored in terms of the four types of gender dyads. 

 Each of intact-family and single-family groups was divided into four groups and 

estimated by the same model specification of the earlier analyses except it included 

consideration of parental sex.  According to Table 10, the intergenerational parallelism 

of self-efficacy was the strongest in the father-son dyad subgroup (.29, p < .05) and the 

weakest in the father-daughter subgroup (unstandardized coefficient was .06 and non-

significant).  Subgroups of mother-son and mother-daughter were found to exhibit a 

similar magnitude of significant correlation, which were in the between those of the 

other two subgroups (.19 and .20, respectively).  The invariance tests, however, 

suggested that the differences between these four subgroups in the intergenerational 

effect of self-efficacy were not significant.  That is, the expected differential levels of  
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Table 10.   The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on     
Child’s Self-Efficacy – Intact-Family Models by Parent-Child Gender Pairs 

 

 Father-Son Mother-Son Father-

Daughter 

Mother-

Daughter 

 N = 404 N = 560 N = 355 N = 550 

     

Child’s Age .03 -.02 .00 -.04* 

 (.07) (-.04) (.00) (-.14*) 

African American -.21* -.21* -.03 -.11 

 (-.15*) (-.14*) (-.06) (-.09) 

Latino American -.18 .04 -.06 .09 

 (-.11) (.02) (-.05) (.08) 

Grandparents’  -.04 .02 .06 .05* 

     Education (-.09) (.06) (.20) (.19*) 

Parental Self-Esteem -.04 -.02 .01 .02 

     in Adolescence (-.14) (-.06) (.04) (.08) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .29* .19+ .06 .20* 

     in Adolescence (.29*) (.20+) (.08) (.26*) 

Per Capita Income .15*** .17*** .06+ -.01 

 (.25***) (.26***) (.14+) (-.02) 

     

χ2
(df) 38.71(24) 101.52(24) 51.70(24) 49.20(24) 

χ2/(df) 1.61 4.23 2.15 2.05 

RMSEA .039 .076 .057 .044 

GFI .98 .97 .98 .99 

AGFI .95 .91 .92 .95 

NFI .96 .93 .93 .96 

NNFI .95 .85 .89 .95 

CFI .98 .95 .96 .98 

IFI .98 .95 .96 .98 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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self-efficacy parallelism among the four gender-dyad subgroups were not observed in 

terms of the statistical examinations of invariance tests, even though the results showed 

that such intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was non-significant in the father-

daughter subgroup, but significant in the other three dyads.  The effects of other 

demographic variables and control variables on child�s self-efficacy were parallel to the 

results reported in Table 7.  Being African American was negatively related to boys� 

self-efficacy (both father-son and mother-son subgroups), but not to girls� self-efficacy.  

Family economic condition (per capita income) was positively associated with boys� 

self-efficacy (.15 for father-son dyads and .17 for mother-son dyads), but only slightly 

associated with girls� self-efficacy in father-daughter dyads and no significant 

association was observed in mother-daughter dyads.  The data-model fit indices 

suggested great fitness between the four datasets for their specified models. 

 The same procedure in the analysis in the single-family data (see Table 11) 

brings rather unreliable results for father-son and father-daughter subgroups because of 

the small sample size (N = 124 and 123, respectively).  The smaller sample size due to 

the deletion of missing cases often leads to larger standard errors in the structural effects 

of study variables because less information is utilized.  Furthermore, if the data is not 

completely at random (MCAR) but only missing at random (MAR), the listwise deletion 

results of Structural Equation Model may yield biased estimates (see discussion in 

Allison 2002).  Therefore, the cautious interpretation of the results of the four gender 

dyads in the single-family group is advised.   
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Table 11.   The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on    
Child’s Self-Efficacy – Single-Family Models by Parent-Child Gender Pairs 

 

 Father-Son Mother-Son Father-

Daughter 

Mother-

Daughter 

 N = 124 N = 415 N = 123 N = 453 

     

Child’s Age -.07* .00 -.03 -.01 

 (-.22*) (.01) (-.08) (-.07) 

African American .00 -.25** -.32* -.04 

 (.00) (-.19**) (-.27*) (-.07) 

Latino American -.25 .01 -.30 .10 

 (-.16) (.01) (-.16) (.09) 

Grandparents’  .02 -.01 .03 .04 

     Education (.10) (-.03) (.09) (.16) 

Parental Self-Esteem .06 .01 -.02 .01 

     in Adolescence (.20) (.02) (-.05) (.07) 

Parental Self-Efficacy -.06 .19 -.01 .17* 

     in Adolescence (-.06) (.17) (-.01) (.29*) 

Per Capita Income .08 .05 .05 .02 

 (.14) (.07) (.08) (.06) 

     

χ2
(df) 40.19(24) 69.53(24) 52.72(25) 97.53(24) 

χ2/(df) 1.67 2.90 2.20 4.06 

RMSEA .074 .068 .095 .082 

GFI .95 .97 .94 .97 

AGFI .83 .91 .81 .89 

NFI .86 .93 .85 .89 

NNFI .79 .86 .73 .76 

CFI .92 .95 .90 .91 

IFI .94 .95 .91 .92 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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Similarly, the differences of intergenerational effect of self-efficacy between the 

gender dyads were observed in magnitude but were not significantly different in terms of 

the invariance tests between these four subgroups.  The strongest intergenerational effect 

of self-efficacy, and the only significant one, was found in the mother-daughter 

subgroup (.17 with a standard error of .09, p < .05).  Mother-son dyads also yielded a 

similar level of effect (.19 with a standard error of .17) but were not significant because 

of the almost doubled size of standard error corresponding to the effect coefficient.  The 

intergenerational effect of self-efficacy in the other two dyads, father-son and father-

daughter subgroups, also yielded a similar high level of standard errors (.21 and .16, 

respectively).  The consequence of high standard errors also appeared in the causal 

effects of racial membership on child�s self-efficacy.  For example, being Latino 

American was associated with lower level of child�s self-efficacy in father-son and 

father-daughter dyads (-.25 and -.30, respectively), but both coefficients were not 

significant due to the high level of standard errors corresponding to the effect.  

Therefore, it was deemed more appropriate to conservatively assert that no significant 

difference existed among these four dyads with regard to the intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy.  Finally, the data-model indices of father-son and father-

daughter models suggested these two models were less acceptable due to the low levels 

of AGFI, NFI, and NNFI and high levels of RMSEA value (see Table 11).   

 Race/ethnicity was another moderating variable in the interests of the current 

research.  Both intact-family and single-family groups were divided into three 

subgroups: African Americans, Non-Latino Whites, and Latinos, to examine the 
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potential differences in magnitudes of intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy.  The 

aforementioned analyses have suggested that being African American was more likely to 

have lower levels of self-efficacy among adolescents.  However, those analyses cannot 

provide information if the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy is equivalent among 

different racial groups.  Table 12 and Table 13 present the results of intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy of different racial groups, divided by intact-family group and 

single-family group, respectively.   

 The strongest intergenerational parallelism in the intact-family group was 

observed in the model of Non-Latino Whites (.30, p < .001, in Column 3, Table 12).  

The positive effect was also observed in the model of African Americans (.07) but it was 

not statistically significant.  Surprisingly, a negative association of the effect was 

observed in the model of Latino Americans (-.09), although it was not statistically 

significant either.  Further analyses of invariance tests of these effects between groups 

revealed that the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy was significantly different 

between Non-Latino Whites and Latino Americans, while the difference between 

African Americans and Non-Latino Whites, between African Americans and Latino 

Americans were not significantly different.  The statistical assessments of these three 

models suggested that they demonstrated a good fit between data and model 

specifications.  All of these three models yielded high values in the data-model fit 

indices (all above .90) with low RMSEA (from .008 to .038), and low χ2 to degree of 

freedom ratio (from 1.02 to 3.67).  In addition, although the sample size of African 

Americans and Latino Americans were quite small (N = 298 and 271, respectively), their  
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Table 12.  The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on 
Child’s Self-Efficacy – Intact-Family Models by Race/Ethnicities 

 

 African Americans Non-Latino Whites Latino Americans 

 N = 298 N = 1,300 N = 271 

    

Child’s Age -.02 -.02* .01 

 (-.05) (-.08*) (.03) 

Child’s Sex  -.18* -.11*** -.14+ 

     (Boy = 1) (-.15*) (-.13***) (-.13+) 

Parent’s Sex .10 .06* -.01 

     (Father = 1) (.08) (.08*) (-.01) 

Grandparents’  -.06 .03 .01 

     Education (-.08) (.08) (.02) 

Parental Self-Esteem .08+ -.22 .01 

     in Adolescence (.19+) (-.09) (.03) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .07 .30*** -.09 

     in Adolescence (.07) (.36***) (-.11) 

Per Capita Income .22*** .04* .18** 

 (.32***) (.08*) (.26**) 

    

χ2
(df) 31.60(31) 88.04(31) 43.04(31) 

χ2/(df) 1.02 2.84 1.39 

RMSEA .008 .038 .038 

GFI .98 .99 .98 

AGFI .96 .97 .94 

NFI .94 .96 .91 

NNFI 1.0 .94 .94 

CFI 1.0 .97 .97 

IFI 1.0 .97 .97 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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Table 13.  The Structural Effects of Control Variables and Parental Self-Efficacy in Adolescence on 
Child’s Self-Efficacy – Single-Family Models by Race/Ethnicities 

 

 African Americans Non-Latino Whites Latino Americans 

 N = 440 N = 559 N = 116 

    

Child’s Age -.01 .00 -.10*** 

 (-.04) (-.02) (-.36***) 

Child’s Sex  -.17** -.15** -.15 

     (Boy = 1) (-.17**) (-.16**) (-.12) 

Parent’s Sex .10 .10+ -.30* 

     (Father = 1) (.08) (.09+) (-.22*) 

Grandparents’  -.01 .10 .08 

     Education (-.03) (.17) (.07) 

Parental Self-Esteem .08** -.02 -.02 

     in Adolescence (.24**) (-.08) (-.06) 

Parental Self-Efficacy .06 .31*** -.47+ 

     in Adolescence (.07) (.31***) (-.35+) 

Per Capita Income .04 .03 .25** 

 (.09) (.05) (.37**) 

    

χ2
(df) 59.14(31) 68.98(31) 34.81(31) 

 1.91 2.23 1.12 

RMSEA .045 .047 .033 

GFI .98 .98 .95 

AGFI .94 .95 .88 

NFI .92 .93 .84 

NNFI .91 .91 .95 

CFI .96 .96 .97 

IFI .96 .96 .98 
 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
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observed variables approximated a multivariate normal distribution (skewness ranged 

from �1.50 to 1.44 and kurtosis ranged from -.71 to 2.0 for African Americans; and 

skewness ranged from �1.41 to .48 and Kurtosis ranged from �1.18 to 1.17 for Latino 

Americans).  Moreover, all primary factor loading, error variance, and variance-

covariance parameters, and their standard errors, were reasonable and statistically 

significant in these racial groups (see Jöreskog and Sörbom 1993).  All of above 

information suggested the three proposed models were well fitted with the three datasets.   

 Boys in the three racial groups reported slightly lower levels of self-efficacy.  

Child�s age was negatively associated with child�s self-efficacy among Non-Latino 

Whites (-.02 at p < .05), while parental self-esteem in adolescence was positively 

associated with child�s self-efficacy among African Americans (.08 at p < .10, two-tailed 

test).  Finally, family economic condition (per capita income) was associated with 

greater levels of child�s self-efficacy in all three groups, of which the strongest effect 

was observed in the model of African Americans (.22 at p < .001). 

  The results of racial differences among single families were parallel to those 

among intact families except for the magnitudes of some effects shown in Table 12 and 

Table 13.  Similar to intact-family samples, the observed significant causal effect of 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was only found among Non-Latino Whites; 

even the size of the correlation coefficient was very close (.31 at p < .001, column 3, 

Table 13).  Moreover, such effect was found positive but not significant statistically 

among African Americans (.09, column 2), similar to the finding in the intact-family 

group.  This effect for Latino Americans was negative, likewise similar to the finding for 
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the intact-family group; however, unlike the finding in the intact-family group, this 

effect was found statistically significant (-.47 at p < .10, column 4).  The invariance tests 

of the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy between racial groups showed that 

the only significant difference of this effect was between Non-Latino Whites and Latino 

Americans - just as was described in the findings for intact-family group.   

 The effects of demographic variables and parental early self-esteem and family 

economic condition on child�s self-efficacy among racial groups of single-family sample 

were generally similar to those found in intact-family sample.  Single-family boys were 

less likely to have high levels of self-efficacy belief, as compared to single-family girls 

in all three racial groups.  However, this effect was not significant in Latino American 

group although the magnitude of this effect (.15, nonsignificant) was about the same as 

those in the other two racial groups (.17 and .15 at p < .01 for African Americans and 

Non-Latino Whites, respectively).  Parental self-esteem in adolescence was found 

positively and significantly related to child�s self-efficacy only in the model of African 

Americans, while this effect, albeit in the same direction, was not significant in the other 

two groups.  Unlike the findings in intact-family group, the effect of family economic 

condition on child�s self-efficacy was not found significant in the models of African 

Americans and Non-Latino Whites, but only in the model of Latino Americans (.25 at p 

< .01).  Lastly, the influence of child�s age was negatively associated with child�s self-

efficacy, which echoed the results found in intact-family group.  However, unlike the 

results of intact-family group, this effect was only found significant among Latino 
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Americans (-.10 at p < .001), while the significant correlation was found among Non-

Latino Whites in intact-family group.   

 The data-model fit indices for these three racial groups showed that the data 

seemed to support the proposed models well.  Most indices were above .90 except NFI 

and NNFI in the model of Latino Americans.  The low values in RMSEA, ranging from 

.033 to .047, also indicated substantial data-model fitness.  The χ2 to degree of freedom 

ratio was ranged from 1.12 to 2.23, which suggested the same conclusions.  However, 

there is one detail that needs to be mentioned.  The small size of Latino American model 

seemed to have derogative effects on the results of this model.  The standard errors of 

many structural effects shown in group of Latino Americans (column 4, Table 13) were 

much larger than those in the other two groups (more than twice), African Americans 

and Non-Latino Americans.  This is no surprise, given that small samples often lead to 

larger standard errors because less information is utilized (Allison 2002).  The 

disadvantage of this condition is the potential biased estimates in the structural effects 

between latent constructs.  Readers should be aware of the nature of the small sample 

size of the model of Latino Americans and cautiously interpret the results.   

 The next step, the addition of mediating variables into the analyses sought to 

examine whether the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy could be explained by 

the mediating mechanisms proposed in this study.  The analyses of subgroups (by gender 

of parents and children) with regard to the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy 

seemed to suggest no substantial difference between the magnitudes of the effect in 

terms of statistical tests even though such differences in coefficients were noticeable. For 
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instance, race/ethnicity moderated the intergenerational effect of self-efficacy.  This 

effect was found significantly different between Latino Americans and Non-Latino 

Whites in both intact-family and single-family groups.  However, the small size of the 

two Latino American subgroups (intact- and single-family) may discount the validity of 

the results of these two subgroups.  Therefore, first, the whole sample in each intact-

family group and single-family group was analyzed with independent mediating 

variables.  Then a full model was estimated by including all the significant mediating 

variables for both intact- and single-family groups.   

Intergenerational Transmission of Self-Efficacy 

 The great loss of missing cases may lead to systematic differences between the 

included sample (obtained through listwise deletion) and the attrited sample.  Such 

systematic differences may introduce bias in estimating correlations between variables.  

To probe the potential biased results, comparisons of covariances among the variables in 

each mediating variables (listwise deletion) and the pairwise deletion sample of intact-

family and single-family groups were conducted (the results are not shown).  The 

covariances for each mediating models (and full model) were quite close to those for 

pairwise deletion sample in terms of the directions and the magnitudes of the 

covariances.  The absolute values of the differences in the covariances approximated 

four percent or less in intact-family sample.  Similar results were only found between 

single-mediator model and pairwise deletion model in single-family sample.  In single-

family group, many of the covariances for full-model (including all mediating variables) 

subjects were slightly larger than those of pairwise deletion subjects.  Some covariances 



 

 

101 

generated from listwise deletion subjects (with all mediation variables) were larger than 

ten percent compared to those generated from pairwise deletion samples.  The full model 

with all significant mediating variables for single-family group was conducted.  Its 

results were compared to those of alternative models with fewer mediating variables, 

which generated similar covariances to that of the pairwise deletion samples.   

 The discussion of indirect effect of G1 self-concept on G2 self-concepts in the 

following sections, it covers not only the mediating effects through the five major 

(categories of) proposed mediating variables, but also includes the mediating effect 

through family economic condition (per capita income) and mediating effects through 

one after another (their disturbances were specified to be reciprocally correlated).  The 

mediating effects transmitted by family economic condition range from .004 to .015 

(standardized).  The mediating effects through both proposed mediating variables and 

family economic condition however are too small to be meaningful for discussion.  

Intact Family Models 

 Table 14 presents the results of the mediating models of the intact-family sample.  

All models shown in Table 14 have different sizes of samples because each mediating 

variable yielded various amount of missing cases.  The sample size of intact-family 

group declined from 1,967 to 1,869 when family economic condition was added into 

analysis (see Table 7).  Sample size was further reduced when mediating variables for 

exploring the mediating effect of intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy was 

added.  Among the proposed mediating variables, variable of job complexity had highest 

number of missing cases, losing 352 cases for analysis; while other mediating variables 
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only lost from none to 112 cases for analyses of mediating models.  The full model (N = 

1,399), however, totally lost 470 cases, indicating the missing cases for each mediating 

variable only overlapped in a very small amount.  Similarly in the comparisons of 

covariance matrices of full model and pairwise deletion models, the difference among 

the covariances were trivial.  The results of full model thus should be consistent with 

those of the pairwise deletion models; that is, the full model should generate reliable 

results without bias from nonrandom missingness.   

 In Table 14, model 1 included parenting variables as mediators.  Parental self-

efficacy in adolescence (G1 self-efficacy stands for generation 1�s self-efficacy in 

adolescence) led to less use of coercive parenting (-.10) but the coefficient was not 

significant.  G1 self-efficacy also led to parents� greater use of communicative parenting 

techniques (.17 at p < .05, standardized coefficient and so as the following reports and 

significant tests were two-tailed).  Moreover, the coercive parenting was significantly 

associated with lower levels of child�s self-efficacy (-.19 at p < .10); and communicative 

parenting was strongly associated with higher levels of child�s self-efficacy (.71 at p < 

.001).  These two parenting latent constructs were correlated in the specified model to 

permit accurate estimations of independent mediating effects of each mediating variable.  

The direct effect of first-generation self-efficacy on child�s self-efficacy was greatly 

reduced to .14 (p < .10) from .28 (p < .001).  The indirect effect mediated by these two 

parenting variables was about the same size as the direct effect of first-generation self-

efficacy on child�s self-efficacy (.14 at p < .01).  The nonsignificant effect of G1 self-

efficacy on coercive parenting was not expected but not surprising either, since coercive  



 

 

Table 14. Unstandardized (Standardized) Structural Coefficients in Intact-Family Models  
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 1,757 

Model 2 
N = 1,840 

Model 3 
N = 1,517 

Model 4 
N = 1,837 

Model 5 
N = 1,869 

Full Model 
N = 1,399 

G1 Self-Efficacy 
(G1SE) 

G2 Self-Efficacy 
 (G2SE) 

.12+ 
(.14+) 

.19*** 
(.23***) 

.17** 
(.20**) 

.17*** 
(.20***) 

.20*** 
(.23***) 

.08 
(.10) 

G1SE Coercive 
Parenting 
(COEP) 

-.09 
(-.10) 

__ __ __ __ -.06 
(-.07) 

G1SE 
 

Communicative 
Parenting 
(COMP) 

.09* 
(.17*) 

__ __ __ __ .10* 
(.17*) 

G1SE Parental 
Education (PE) 

__ .53*** 
(.15***) 

__ __ __ .56*** 
(.15***) 

G1SE Parental Self-
Efficacy (PSE) 

__ .12 
(.07) 

__ __ __ .02 
(.02) 

G1SE Job Complexity 
(JC) 

__ __ .16* 
(.11*) 

__ __ .18* 
(.12*) 

G1SE Educational 
Expectation on 
the Child (EE) 

__ __ __ .39*** 
(.23***) 

__ .28** 
(.16**) 

G1SE Parental 
Substance USE 
(PSU) 

__ __ __ __ -.07+ 
(-.08+) 

-.07 
(-.10) 

COEP 
 

G2SE -.19+ 
(-.19+) 

__ __ __ __ -.34*** 
(-.39***) 

COMP 
 

G2SE 1.11*** 
(.71***) 

__ __ __ __ .94** 
(.63**) 
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Table 14. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 1,757 

Model 2 
N = 1,840 

Model 3 
N = 1,517 

Model 4 
N = 1,837 

Model 5 
N = 1,869 

Full Model 
N = 1,399 

PE 
 

G2SE __ .07*** 
(.09***) 

__ __ __ .01 
(.03) 

PSE 
 

G2SE __ .02* 
(.13*) 

__ __ __ -.04 
(-.07) 

JC 
 

G2SE __ __ .06** 
(.10**) 

__ __ -.02 
(-.03) 

EE 
 

G2SE __ __ __ .11*** 
(.23***) 

__ .08*** 
(.18***) 

PSU 
 

G2SE __ __ __ __ -.11* 
(-.11*) 

-.22** 
(-.18**) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

G2 Self-Esteem -.02 
(-.03) 

.02 
(.02) 

.00 
(.00) 

.02 
(.03) 

.02 
(.02) 

-.03 
(-.04) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

COEP -.02 
(-.09) 

__ __ __ __ -.03 
(-.09) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

COMP .01 
(.04) 

__ __ __ __ -.01 
(-.04) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PE __ .03 
(.02) 

__ __ __ .00 
(.00) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PSE __ .05* 
(.09*) 

__ __ __ .06* 
(.12*) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

JC __ __ .01 
(.01) 

__ __ .01 
(.01) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

EE __ __ __ .00 
(.00) 

__ .02 
(.04) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PSU __ __ __ __ -.02 
(-.05) 

-.02 
(-.08) 

COEP 
 

G2 Self-Esteem -.93*** 
(-.30***) 

__ __ __ __ -1.02*** 
(-.36***) 
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Table 14. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 1,757 

Model 2 
N = 1,840 

Model 3 
N = 1,517 

Model 4 
N = 1,837 

Model 5 
N = 1,869 

Full Model 
N = 1,399 

COMP 
 

G2 Self-Esteem 1.57** 
(.32**) 

__ __ __ __ 1.84** 
(.38**) 

PE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ .04+ 
(.06+) 

__ __ __ .04 
(.06) 

PSE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ .07* 
(.05*) 

__ __ __ -.08 
(-.05) 

JC 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ __ .12* 
(.07*) 

__ __ .01 
(.01) 

EE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem _ __ __ .10* 
(.06*) 

__ .03 
(.02) 

PSU 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ __ __ __ .01 
(.00) 

-.07 
(-.02) 

G1 SE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem .12 
(.05) 

.20+ 
(.08+) 

.22+ 
(.09+) 

.22+ 
(.08+) 

.24* 
(.09*) 

.12 
(.05) 

G1Self-Esteem 
 

G2 SE -.03 
(-.09) 

-.02 
(-.06) 

-.01 
(-.04) 

-.01 
(-.03) 

-.01 
(-.04) 

-.03 
(-.10) 

G1 SE                     G1 Self-Esteem 
 

.53*** 
(.59***) 

.55*** 
(.58***) 

.57*** 
(.59***) 

.54*** 
(.59***) 

.54*** 
(.58***) 

.56*** 
(.61***) 

G2 SE                     G2 Self-Esteem 
 

.20*** 
(.30***) 

.38*** 
(.57***) 

.40*** 
(.57***) 

.38*** 
(.56***) 

.39*** 
(.57***) 

.20*** 
(.31***) 

G2 Age 
 

G2SE .05* 
(.15*) 

-.01 
(-.03) 

-.01 
(-.04) 

-.01 
(-.04) 

-.02* 
(-.07*) 

.02 
(.08) 

Father 
 

G1SE -.02 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.01) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.03) 

Boy 
 

G2SE -.02 
(-.02) 

-.12*** 
(-.12***) 

-.11*** 
(-.12***) 

-.12*** 
(-.12***) 

-.12*** 
(-.12***) 

-.02 
(-.03) 

African  
Americans 

G1SE -.18*** 
(-.12***) 

-.19*** 
(-.12***) 

-.14** 
(-.09**) 

-.17*** 
(-.11***) 

-.18*** 
(-.12***) 

-.16** 
(-.11**) 105 



 

 

Table 14. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 1,757 

Model 2 
N = 1,840 

Model 3 
N = 1,517 

Model 4 
N = 1,837 

Model 5 
N = 1,869 

Full Model 
N = 1,399 

African  
Americans 

G2SE .01 
(.00) 

-.16*** 
(-.12***) 

-.11** 
(-.08**) 

-.15*** 
(-.12***) 

-.13** 
(-.10**) 

.02 
(.01) 

Latino  
Americans 

G1SE -.04 
(-.03) 

-.03 
(-.02) 

.02 
(.01) 

-.04 
(-.02) 

-.03 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.01) 

Latino  
Americans 

G2SE -.20*** 
(-.15***) 

-.05 
(-.04) 

-.05 
(-.04) 

-.02 
(-.01) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

-.21* 
(-.16*) 

Grandparents’ 
Education 

G1SE .10*** 
(.27***) 

.11*** 
(.28***) 

.11*** 
(.29***) 

.10*** 
(.28***) 

.11*** 
(.28***) 

.11*** 
(.29***) 

Grandparents’  
Education 

G2SE -.03 
(-.11) 

.00 
(.01) 

.01 
(.03) 

.01 
(.03) 

.02 
(.05) 

-.03 
(-.10) 

G1SE Average Income 
Per Capita 
(AIPC) 

.12 
(.08) 

.15* 
(.10*) 

.15* 
(.10*) 

.16* 
(.11*) 

.16* 
(.10*) 

.10 
(.06) 

AIPC 
 

G2SE .03 
(.05) 

.07*** 
(.13***) 

.08*** 
(.14***) 

.06** 
(.10**) 

.08*** 
(.15***) 

.04 
(.08) 

        
 χ2

(df) 705.57(148) 373.92(58) 294.01(53) 309.12(64) 281.27(64) 1000.98(261) 
 χ2/df 4.77 6.45 5.55 4.83 4.39 3.84 
 RMSEA .046 .063 .055 .046 .043 .045 
 GFI .97 .97 .98 .98 .98 .95 
 AGFI .94 .93 .94 .96 .96 .92 
 NFI .92 .91 .92 .96 .94 .91 
 NNFI .90 .83 .87 .93 .91 .89 
 CFI .94 .92 .94 .97 .95 .93 
 IFI .94 .92 .94 .97 .95 .93 
 
Note: G1 indicates parental generation and G2 indicates child generation. 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; and *** p < .001 (two-tailed test). 106 
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parenting and communicative parenting were significantly associated with each other (-

.31 at p < .001).  The results strongly suggested that communicative parenting was an 

important mediating variable transmitting parental early self-efficacy to child�s self-

efficacy.   

 Furthermore, first-generation�s self-esteem was neither correlated to parental use 

of coercive parenting, nor to the use of communicative parenting.  However, parental use 

of coercive parenting and communicative parenting were significantly associated with 

child�s self-esteem (-.30 at p < .001 and .32 at p < .01, respectively).  In other words, 

intergenerational self-esteem was not mediated by these two parenting variables.  In fact, 

parental self-esteem in adolescence was not related to child�s self-esteem (-.03).  The 

total effect of these two measures was not significant (.01 at p < .700), indicating there 

was no intergenerational parallelism of self-esteem in the intact-family sample.  The 

same results were also present in the following individual mediating models and the full 

model. 

 In model 2 of Table 14, the direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy 

was .23 (p < .001) and the indirect effect of these two measures was .04 (p < .001).  The 

mediating variables, parental educational attainment and parental self-efficacy in 

adulthood, only mediated a small percentage of the effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-

efficacy even though these two mediating effects were highly significant.  These two 

mediating variables were specified to be reciprocally correlated in the SEM analysis and 

a significant correlation was observed (.06 at p < .001).  Like the model 1, neither 

significant total effect, nor significant direct effect, of G1 self-esteem on G2 self-esteem 
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was found in this model.  However, the results showed a trivial but a significant indirect 

effect (.01 at p < .10) of G1 self-esteem on G2 self-esteem through the mediating 

variables, of which the major mediating effect was through parental self-efficacy in 

adulthood.  G1 self-esteem was associated with higher levels of parental self-efficacy in 

adulthood (.09 at p < .05), which in turn related to child�s greater beliefs of self-efficacy 

(.05 at p < .05).   

 In model 3, only job complexity was introduced as a mediating variable for the 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  G1 self-efficacy increased later 

opportunities for work in complex job categories (.11 at p < .05), and parents who in 

complex job categories were more likely to have children who reported higher self-

efficacy (.10 at p < .01).  The direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy 

remained significant (.20 at p < .01), and it is still quite close to the total effect of these 

two variables (.23 at p < .001).  With regard to self-esteem, no correlation was found 

between two generations� measures in both direct effect and total effect.  G1 self-esteem 

was not associated with later working in complex jobs; however, parents who had 

complex jobs was associated with higher levels of child�s self-esteem (.07 at p < .05). 

 With regard to the mediating variable parental educational expectations for their 

child, it was significantly correlated to both generations� self-efficacy.  G1 self-efficacy 

was related to higher levels of educational expectations for their child (.23 at p < .001), 

and parents who held higher educational expectations for their child were more likely to 

have children who held higher self-efficacy (.23 at p < .001).  Among the proposed 

mediating variables, the magnitude of this mediating effect (.053 at p < .001) was second 
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only to the mediating variable of communicative parenting (.12 at p < .01).  However, 

parental educational expectations did not mediate the correlation of G1 self-esteem and 

G2 self-esteem, of which the total effect was nonsignificant (.03).  The result suggested 

that parental educational expectation for their child had an impact on child�s self-esteem 

(.06, p < .05), but an individual�s early self-esteem had no direct correlation to his/her 

education expectation for his/her own children (.00 at p < .925). 

 The last mediating variable, parental substance use, also mediated a small but 

significant indirect effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy.  G1 self-efficacy was 

negatively associated with G1�s substance use in adulthood (-.08 at p < .10), which in 

turn was related to lower levels of child�s self-efficacy (-.11 at p < .05).  The remaining 

direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy (.23 at p < .001) was not much 

different from the total effect (.26 at p < .001).  That is, the effect mediated by parental 

substance use is small even though this variable significantly mediated the 

transgenerational effect of self-efficacy. 

 The final step was to include all the significant mediators into a full model to 

examine if these mediators still held.  These mediators were also specified to be 

reciprocally correlated, given their correlations shown in correlation matrices and the 

theoretical considerations discussed in the literature.  Although G1 self-efficacy was not 

significantly related coercive parenting in Model 1, coercive parenting was significantly 

associated with its partner mediator, communicative parenting (-.31 at p < .001).  In 

addition, coercive parenting was significantly associated with G2 self-efficacy.  These 

concerns necessitated the inclusion of coercive parenting in the final model since it 
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should discount the effects of communicative parenting on G2 self-efficacy.  The 

inclusion of coercive parenting thus would facilitate the analysis to obtain conservative 

estimates of other mediating variables. 

 The most striking finding in the analysis of the full model (Figure 4) was that the 

direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy ended up nonsignificant (.10), which 

was lower than other separate models (comparing their unstandardized coefficient in the 

second row of Table 14).  Statistically, this means that these mediators had additive 

mediating effects and their sum was large enough to decompose the direct effect of G1 

self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy to become nonsignificant.  Each mediator only 

explained away a certain amount of the transgenerational effect of self-efficacy, and 

remained a significant direct effect between these two self-efficacy measures 

unexplained (see Model 1 to Model 5, Table 14).   

 Theoretically, the findings of Full Model suggested that the proposed mediators 

were probably sufficient to explain the intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  

That is, if individuals held higher levels of self-efficacy, they would be more likely to 

adopt communicative parenting (.17 at p < .05) when they became parents.  

Additionally, these individuals would also be more likely to receive higher education 

(.15 at p < .001), have a more complex and autonomous job (.12 at p < .05), and hold 

higher educational expectations for their children (.16 at p < .01).  These parents were 

also less likely to use coercive parenting (-.07) although it was not statistically 

significant as found in Model 1.  The correlation between G1 self-efficacy (in 

adolescence) and parental self-efficacy (in adulthood) declined from .12 in Model 2 to  



 

 

-.06
(-.07)

.10*
(.17*)

.56***
(.15***)

.02
(.02)

.18*
(.12*)

.28**
(.16**)

-.07
(-.10)

.08
(.10)

-.34***
(-.39***)

.94**
(.63**)

.01
(.03)

-.04
(-.07)

-.02
(-.03)

.08***
(.18***)

-.22**
(-.18**)

Note: Control variables and demographics were omitted forparsimony of model presentation.
          The mediating variables were muturally correlated but not shown in this figure.

Figure 4. Unstandardized (Standardized) Structural Coefficients for Full Model of Intergenerational 
Transmission of Self-Efficacy among Intact Families 
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.02 (unstandardized) in the final model.  Similarly, the correlation between G1 self-

efficacy and parental substance use became nonsignificant although the magnitude of the 

unstandardized coefficient remained unchanged (-.07).   

 Some of the correlations between these mediators and child�s self-efficacy 

dropped in the final model although they were significant in separate models.  Parental 

educational attainment, parental self-efficacy, and parental job in complex categories 

were the variables found to be not significantly related to child�s self-efficacy in the Full 

Model.  Coercive parenting, however, was strongly associated with child�s self-efficacy 

(-.39 at p < .001), which was stronger than the effect in Model 1 (see Table 14).  A 

similar result was also found for the correlation between parental substance use and 

child�s self-efficacy (-.18 at p < .01).  Communicative parenting maintained a strong 

correlation to child�s self-efficacy (.63 at p < .01), as did parental educational 

expectation (.18 at p < .001).   

 Similar to the results of the separate models, Full Model suggested that G1 self-

esteem was not related to the proposed mediating variables except for parental self-

efficacy in adulthood (.12 at p < .05), which was also found in Model 2.  Noticeably, G1 

self-efficacy was not related to this mediator (.02), which is most intriguing and 

unexpected.  Further discussion will be introduced in the next chapter.  In addition, most 

of the proposed mediating variables were not associated with child�s self-esteem except 

the two parenting measures. 

 Similar to G2 self-efficacy, G2 self-esteem was highly correlated to lower 

coercive parenting (-.36 at p < .001) and greater communicative parenting (.38 at p < 
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.01).  These results echoed the theoretical argument discussed in the literature review 

that parenting is essential for a child�s well-being and development of healthy self-

concept.  Less use of coercive parenting is likely to reduce direct threats to a child�s 

autonomy and confidence.  Communicative parenting also would encourage child�s 

taking challenges and praise his/her achievements.  Children under such parenting 

environments would consider themselves self-efficacious persons and would be more 

likely to succeed in their endeavors.  Such spirits often lead to higher chances in success 

and generate high(er) feelings of self-worth, or self-esteem.   

 As the all the models suggested, self-efficacy and self-esteem were highly 

correlated reciprocally in both generations (from .30 to .61 in models and all at p < 

.001).  However, self-efficacy and self-esteem seemed to not correlate with each other 

cross generations.  That is, G1 self-efficacy was not related to G2 self-esteem, and G1 

self-esteem was not related to G2 self-efficacy.  Nevertheless, there was a significant and 

positive correlation between G1 self-efficacy and G2 self-esteem in Model 2 to Model 5.  

This suggested that G1 self-efficacy may contribute to G2�s development of self-esteem 

by similar mechanisms described in this paragraph earlier.  G1 self-esteem, however, 

lacked intertwining considerations of social situations and social structure as discussed 

in the chapters of Introduction and Empirical Literature.  Therefore, self-esteem may be 

less likely transgenerational (see Table 14) or to influence other self-concepts of the next 

generation.  The results found in the analyses of intact-family data support the literature 

in this regard. 
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 Among the models for intact families, a child�s age was related to the higher 

levels of child�s self-efficacy (.15 at p < .05) at Model 1.  This is not consistent, 

however, with the results shown in Table 7, which it was a negative correlation.  The 

inconsistent results were attributed to that the indirect effects of child�s age was negative 

(-.24 at p < .01), which was so strong that it overcame the significant direct effect of 

child�s age on child�s self-efficacy in the no-mediating models shown in Table 7.  In 

Model 5, however, child�s age was negatively associated with child�s self-efficacy (-.07 

at p < .05), but no such significant correlation was found in the other models.  The 

literature generally suggested a slight positive relation between age and self-efficacy but 

self-efficacy can be destabilized during transition grades (Cole et al. 2001b).  Although 

the current findings also found a positive correlation in the Full Model, the findings 

suggested a negative indirect correlation between child�s age and self-efficacy (-.11 at p 

< .10, not shown in tables).  For example, in the Full Model, it suggested that the older a 

child, the less coercive parenting (-.16 at p < .01, not reported in tables) and less 

communicative parenting (-.27 at p < .001, not reported in tables) the child received. 

Because of adolescents� enlarged social relationships in school and peer groups, parents 

demonstrated less control over the behavior of their late adolescent children, and fewer 

opportunities to communicate with them as well .  These two mediating paths showed 

one positive indirect correlation (-.16 × -.39 = .06) and one negative indirect correlation 

(-.27 × .63 = -.17) between child�s age and child�s self-efficacy.  Obviously, the negative 

indirect coefficient was much larger than the positive indirect coefficient and even larger 
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than the sum of both the positive indirect coefficient and direct coefficient between 

child�s age and self-efficacy (.06 + .08 = .14).  

 From Model 2 to Model 5, the results suggested that boys reported lower levels 

of self-efficacy (-.12 at p < .001).  However, the correlation declined to nonsignificant in 

the Full Model, and a similar result showed in Model 1.  Findings between sex and self-

efficacy were more consistent among models in the first generation, in which fathers 

reported lower levels of self-efficacy, but the correlation coefficients in all models were 

not significant.   

 Also quite consistently, all models suggested that being African Americans was 

associated with lower levels of self-efficacy among the first generation (from -.09 to -.12 

at p < .001).  Similar findings were also found among the second generation, but the 

significant correlation was not supported in Full Model and Model 1.  Being Latino 

Americans was not associated with reported self-efficacy by the first generation, but a 

negative significant correlation was found in the Full model (-.16 at p < .05) and Model 

1 (-.15 at p < .001).   

 Grandparents� educational attainment was significantly associated with G1 self-

efficacy in all models (from .27 to .29 at p < .001), but was not associated with G2 self-

efficacy.  These findings suggested the influence of education (or maybe SES) on self-

efficacy were only for the immediate generation, likely because grandparents have less 

contact with their grandchildren as compared to parents.  Noteworthy, the above finding 

was consistent with the effect of parental education on child�s self-efficacy in Model 2.  
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However, the latter then was found non-significant in the Full Model that other 

mediating variables were all introduced.  

 G1 self-efficacy had a moderate impact on his/her future family economic 

condition (from .06 to .11), but only in Model 2 to Model 5 were the coefficients 

significant at p < .05.  A strong relation between these variables was not expected since 

the family economic condition was accounted for by the whole household income 

divided by the number of family members.  That is, only one parent�s (the subject�s) 

self-efficacy was used to estimate the whole family�s economic condition.  Spouse�s 

self-efficacy should have the same amount of contribution to the family economic 

condition, but spouse�s adolescent self-efficacy was not obtainable for analysis.  

Consequently, family economic condition had an impact on child�s self-efficacy (from 

.05 to .15), although the correlation coefficient was not significant in Full Model and 

Model 1.  Family economic condition affected the development of child�s self-efficacy 

by demarcating the (limited) resources available to them and by their own perceptions of 

potential success in such environments.   

 The data-model fit nicely in lights of the fit indices and the expected findings 

predicted by the theories.  Most of the fit indices were above .90 indicating a good fit 

between proposed model and data except three NNFI values were lower than .90 in 

Model 2, Model 3, and Full Model.  The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

ranged from .043 to .063 indicating a good data-model fit (< .08).  The ratio of chi-

square to it degree of freedom ranged from 3.84 to 6.45. The overall model fit suggested 

these models were acceptable and they are close between the models.   
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Single Family Models 

 Table 15 presents the results of analyses for single-family samples.  The 

analytical procedure for single-family group is the same as that for intact-family group.  

Five mediating models were estimated and each of these models only include one (or 

one set of) mediating variable(s).  Unlike the separated models estimated for intact 

families, these models for single families showed some meaningful differences.  Some 

of the direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy in the mediating models of 

parental education and parental self-efficacy was declined and became nonsignificant 

but this did not happen for the same model estimated in intact-family group.  This 

indicated that these two mediating variables were sufficient (by themselves without other 

mediating variables) to explain away the significant intergenerational effect of 

parallelism in self-efficacy for single-family group but not for intact-family group.   

However, the other mediating variables themselves were not able to decompose the 

effect of the intergenerational transmission of parental self-efficacy. 

 In Model 1 of single-family sample (column 2, Table 15), G1 self-efficacy was 

associated with less use of coercive parenting (-.09 at p < .40) and greater use of 

communicative parenting (.21 at p < .05).  The fact that the correlation between G1 self-

efficacy and coercive parenting was not significant may be due to its negative correlation 

to communicative parenting (-.22 at p < .01, not shown in tables).  Furthermore, these 

two parenting techniques consequently had significant impact on G2 self-efficacy (-.25 

at p < .01 and .51 at p < .001, respectively).  These two parenting variables explained a 

considerable amount of the indirect effect (.13 at p < .05) between G1 self-efficacy and  



 

 

Table 15. Unstandardized (Standardized) Structural Coefficients in Single-Family Models  
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 899 

Model 2 
N = 1,114 

Model 3 
N = 942 

Model 4 
N = 628 

Model 5 
N = 1,115 

Model 6 
N = 898 

Model 7 
N = 484 

G1 Self-Efficacy 
(G1SE) 

G2 Self-Efficacy 
(G2SE) 

.06 
(.08) 

.12 
(.14) 

.14+ 
(.15+) 

.16+ 
(.17+) 

.12+ 
(.14+) 

.05 
(.06) 

.04 
(.05) 

G1SE Coercive 
Parenting 
(COEP) 

-.11 
(-.09) 

__ __ __ __ -.03 
(-.02) 

-.31 
(-.21) 

G1SE 
 

Communicative 
Parenting 
(COMP) 

.25* 
(.21*) 

__ __ __ __ .34** 
 (.28**) 

.52** 
(.35**) 

G1SE Parental 
Education (PE) 

__ .57** 
(.17**) 

__ __ __ .90*** 
(.27***) 

1.04*** 
(.27***) 

G1SE Parental Self-
Efficacy (PSE) 

__ .40*** 
(.22***) 

__ __ __ .30* 
(.16*) 

.55** 
(.26**) 

G1SE Job Complexity 
(JC) 

__ __ .08 
(.05) 

__ __ __ __ 

G1SE Educational 
Expectation on 
the Child (EE) 

__ __ __ .33+ 
(.14+) 

__ __ .49** 
(.23**) 

G1SE Parental 
Substance 
USE (PSU) 

__ __ __ __ -.23* 
(-.23*) 

-.11 
(-.14) 

-.04 
(-.06) 

COEP 
 

G2SE -.17** 
(-.25**) 

__ __ __ __ -.16** 
(-.26**) 

-.19* 
(-.32*) 

COMP 
 

G2SE .36*** 
(.51***) 

__ __ __ __ .35*** 
(.52***) 

.37* 
(.64*) 
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Table 15. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 899 

Model 2 
N = 1,114 

Model 3 
N = 942 

Model 4 
N = 628 

Model 5 
N = 1,115 

Model 6 
N = 898 

Model 7 
N = 484 

PE 
 

G2SE __ .02* 
(.09*) 

__ __ __ .00 
(.00) 

-.03 
(-.12) 

PSE 
 

G2SE __ .01 
(.02) 

__ __ __ -.01 
(-.03) 

-.08+ 
(-.20+) 

JC 
 

G2SE __ __ -.02 
(-.03) 

__ __ __ __ 

EE 
 

G2SE __ __ __ .07** 
(.18**) 

__ __ .01 
(.02) 

PSU 
 

G2SE __ __ __ __ -.07 
(-.08) 

.02 
(.02) 

-.13 
(-.10) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

G2 Self-Esteem .10* 
(.11*) 

.08+ 
(.09+) 

.09+ 
(.10+) 

.07 
(.07) 

.09* 
(.09*) 

.11* 
(.12*) 

.12+ 
(.13+) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

COEP .02 
(.06) 

__ __ __ __ .01 
(.03) 

.04 
(.10) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

COMP .01 
(.02) 

__ __ __ __ -.01 
(-.02) 

-.03 
(-.06) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PE __ -.02 
(-.02) 

__ __ __ -.09+ 
(-.08+) 

-.12+ 
(-.11+) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PSE __ .01 
(.01) 

__ __ __ .02 
 (.03) 

.00 
(-.01) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

JC __ __ .01 
(.02) 

__ __ __ __ 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

EE __ __ __ .05 
(.08) 

__ __ .01 
(.02) 

G1 Self-Esteem 
 

PSU __ __ __ __ .01 
(.03) 

.01 
(.02) 

.01 
(.03) 

COEP 
 

G2 Self-Esteem -.17** 
(-.29**) 

__ __ __ __ -.67*** 
(-.30***) 

-.99** 
(-.44**) 
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Table 15. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 899 

Model 2 
N = 1,114 

Model 3 
N = 942 

Model 4 
N = 628 

Model 5 
N = 1,115 

Model 6 
N = 898 

Model 7 
N = 484 

COMP 
 

G2 Self-Esteem .73*** 
(.30***) 

__ __ __ __ .68*** 
(.29***) 

.33 
(.15) 

PE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ .04 
(.05) 

__ __ __ -.04 
(-.05) 

-.08 
(-.09) 

PSE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ .06 
(.04) 

__ __ __ -.06 
(-.04) 

-.11 
(-.07) 

JC 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ __ .06 
(.03) 

__ __ __ __ 

EE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem _ __ __ .11+ 
(.08+) 

__ __ .04 
(.03) 

PSU 
 

G2 Self-Esteem __ __ __ __ -.20 
(-.07) 

-.27 
(-.07) 

-.14 
(-.03) 

G1 SE 
 

G2 Self-Esteem -.04 
(-.01) 

.12 
(.04) 

.09 
(.03) 

.36 
(.11+) 

.12 
(.04) 

-.04 
(-.02) 

.14 
(.04) 

G1Self-Esteem 
 

G2 SE .02 
(.07) 

.02 
(.06) 

.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.00) 

.02 
(.06) 

.02 
(.08) 

.01 
(.06) 

G1 SE                     G1 Self-Esteem 
 

.60*** 
(.61***) 

.59*** 
(.59***) 

.54*** 
(.61***) 

.53*** 
(.60***) 

.58*** 
(.59***) 

.61*** 
(.61***) 

.56*** 
(.61***) 

G2 SE                     G2 Self-Esteem 
 

.26*** 
(.35***) 

.47*** 
(.58***) 

.44*** 
(.58***) 

.46*** 
(.59***) 

.47*** 
(.58***) 

.26*** 
(.35***) 

.28*** 
(.37***) 

G2 Age 
 

G2SE .01 
(.06) 

-.01 
(-.05) 

-.02* 
(-.10*) 

-.02 
(-.08) 

-.02+ 
(-.07+) 

.02 
(.06) 

.02 
(.08) 

Father 
 

G1SE .03 
(.02) 

-.02 
(-.01) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

.02 
(.01) 

-.02 
(-.02) 

.03 
(.02) 

.06 
(.04) 

Boy 
 

G2SE .00 
(.00) 

-.16*** 
(-.16***) 

-.17*** 
(-.18***) 

-.16*** 
(-.17***) 

-.16*** 
(-.16***) 

.00 
(.00) 

-.04 
(-.04) 

African 
Americans 

G1SE -.12* 
(-.11*) 

-.17*** 
(-.15***) 

-.18*** 
(-.16***) 

-.15** 
(-.14**) 

-.18*** 
(-.15***) 

-.13* 
(-.11*) 

-.05 
(-.04) 
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Table 15. Continued. 
 
Independent 
Variables 

Dependent 
Variables 

Model 1 
N = 899 

Model 2 
N = 1,114 

Model 3 
N = 942 

Model 4 
N = 628 

Model 5 
N = 1,115 

Model 6 
N = 898 

Model 7 
N = 484 

African 
Americans 

G2SE -.08+ 
(-.09+) 

-.14*** 
(-.14***) 

-.12* 
(-.12*) 

-.10+ 
(-.09+) 

-.15** 
(-.15**) 

-.07 
(-.08) 

-.03 
(-.03) 

Latino 
Americans 

G1SE .02 
(.01) 

.04 
(.02) 

.02 
(.01) 

.03 
(.02) 

.04 
(.02) 

.02 
 (.01) 

.10 
(.06) 

Latino 
Americans 

G2SE .04 
(.05) 

-.05 
(-.03) 

-.07 
(-.04) 

-.03 
(-.02) 

-.05 
(-.03) 

.06 
(.04) 

.18 
(.12) 

Grandparents’ 
Education 

G1SE .08*** 
(.20***) 

.10*** 
(.26***) 

.07** 
(.19**) 

.06*** 
(.17***) 

.10*** 
(.25***) 

.09*** 
(.22***) 

.08** 
(.23**) 

Grandparents’  
Education 

G2SE .00 
(.00 

.01 
(.03) 

.02 
(.05) 

.01 
(.02) 

.02 
(.06) 

.00 
(-.01) 

.03 
(.09) 

G1SE Average Income 
Per Capita 
(AIPC) 

.36*** 
(.21***) 

.35*** 
(.21***) 

.22* 
(.14*) 

.29* 
(.17*) 

.36*** 
(.21***) 

.31** 
(.19**) 

.12 
(.07) 

AIPC 
 

G2SE .03 
(.05) 

.03 
(.06) 

.05+ 
(.08+) 

.03 
(.05) 

.04+ 
(.08+) 

.04 
(.09) 

.03 
(.06) 

         
 χ2

(df) 327.14(84) 288.39(55) 246.81(51) 204.24(64) 300.83(64) 377.68(120) 339.78(150) 
 χ2/df 3.89 5.24 5.55 4.84 4.70 3.15 2.27 
 RMSEA .057 .062 .064 .059 .058 .049 .051 
 GFI .96 .97 .97 .96 .97 .96 .95 
 AGFI .92 .92 .92 .92 .93 .92 .89 
 NFI .86 .89 .88 .90 .88 .87 .86 
 NNFI .80 .80 .79 .87 .82 .81 .84 
 CFI .89 .91 .90 .93 .90 .90 .91 
 IFI .89 .91 .90 .93 .90 .91 .92 
 
Note: G1 indicates parental generation and G2 indicates child generation. 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; and *** p < .001 (two-tailed test). 
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G2 self-efficacy, given the total indirect effect estimated in this model was .14 and the 

total effect was .21 (p < .05).  That is, these two parenting variables explained almost 

two-thirds of the total effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy (.13 out of .21, or 

62%) and yet remained a nonsignificant direct effect between the two self-efficacy 

measures (.08).  The interpretation then suggested that parental self-efficacy in 

adolescence can be transmitted to their children through less use of coercive parenting 

and greater use of communicative parenting; and both of the parenting techniques 

explained more than 60 percent of intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy among 

single families.  Between these two parenting variables, communicative parenting was 

more influential because itself explained 51 percent (with a mediating effect of .11) of 

the total effect of transgenerational continuity of self-efficacy.  Although these two 

parenting variables showed a greater magnitude of the indirect effect in intact-family 

group, the proportion of the total effect of transgenerational continuity of self-efficacy 

explained away by the two parenting variables was only 50 percent.  Of course, the total 

effect of intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was larger in intact-family 

samples than in single-family ones, although the difference between these two groups 

was not statistically significant (unstandardized coefficients .21 and .15 with standard 

errors of .05 and .07, respectively, see Table 7 and 7; ∆χ2 = .01 at p < .900). 

 Similar to the findings of intact families, G1 self-esteem was unrelated to either 

coercive parenting (.06) or communicative parenting (.02), even though these two 

parenting skills were respectively significantly associated with G2 self-esteem (-.29 at p 

< .01 and .30 at p < .001, correspondingly, see Table 15). 
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 In Model 2, parental educational attainment mediated a small but significant 

amount of effect between G1 self-efficacy and G2 self-efficacy.  G1 self-efficacy was 

associated with greater parental educational attainment in adulthood (.17 at p < .01), 

which in turn, had a positive influence on child�s development of higher self-efficacy 

beliefs (.09 at p < .05).  G1 self-efficacy was also related to parental self-efficacy in 

adulthood (.22 at p < .001); however, the latter was unrelated to child�s self-efficacy 

(.02).  In other words, only parental educational attainment mediated a significant effect 

between the two intergenerational self-efficacy measures.  In addition, the results of 

Model 2 also showed that both parental educational attainment and parental self-efficacy 

were unassociated with either G1 self-efficacy or G2 self-efficacy. 

 Model 3 examined the mediating effect of job complexity.  The results 

demonstrated that both G1 self-efficacy and G2 self-efficacy were not correlated to 

parental job choices.  However, in the Model 3 of intact-family sample, if parents 

worked in a more complex job, it was related to both parental earlier self-efficacy in 

adolescence and child�s self-efficacy.  Model 3 in single-family and intact-family groups 

thus showed how the mediating variable, job complexity, had differential intervening 

effects in the intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy.  Nevertheless, the 

mediating effect of job complexity in intact-family Full Model declined to nonsignificant 

while other mediating variables were also introduced.  Noteworthy, the measure used for 

job complexity in this study was imprecise. If more details of job description were 

available to the current study, the mediating effect of job complexity in intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy would have been more likely to be found, since the over-
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simplified measure of job complexity had shown the encouraging (but not quite 

promising) findings in intact-family sample. 

 Model 4 experienced a great loss of sample cases for the reason that many 

spouses� measure of educational expectation on the child were missing.  This is not 

surprising, as the non-custodial parent had infrequent contact with children.  Some may 

argue that this model should only include the educational expectation reported by 

custodial parent rather than by both parents because the non-custodial parents should 

have much less influence on children.  This argument sounds reasonable, however, a 

further examination of both parents� reports in measurement model showed that both 

reports generated good factor loadings on latent construct of parental educational 

expectation on children (standardized factor loading .95 for father�s report and .88 for 

mother�s report, p < .001).  Furthermore, it seems reasonable to assume that the non-

custodial parent should be able to convey his/her expectation to his/her child through all 

types of communication tools.  Even though communication may be infrequent, the 

frequency does not necessarily make the communication ineffective.  Therefore, the 

current study retained samples provided by both parents� reports in the variable and 

obtained only 628 cases of sample for analysis (total sample was 1,616).  The covariance 

matrix and correlation matrix of this sample are very close to those of the total single-

family sample, which may endorse the correctness of the following analysis.  The results 

of structural equation model showed that G1 self-efficacy slightly increased his/her 

educational expectation on his/her children (.14 at p < .10), which in turn, enhanced the 

children�s sense of self-efficacy (.18 at p < .01).  With regard to transmission of self-
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esteem across generations, no significant mediating effect was found through parental 

educational expectation on children although this variable was moderately related to 

child�s self-esteem (.08 at p < .10).   

 In Model 5, the last mediating variable, parental substance use, was negatively 

associated with G1 self-efficacy (-.23 at p < .05), but was not related to G2 self-efficacy 

(-.08 at p < .20).  Nevertheless, the variance explained by this variable is not less than 

that explained by the variable of parental educational attainment.  Moreover, these two 

mediating variables were related to each other.  Therefore, a more conservative decision 

was made to include both variables in Full Model due to their competing nature.  Again, 

G1 self-esteem and G2 self-esteem were found unrelated to the last proposed mediating 

variable, parental substance use. 

 A Full Model for single-family group was not a reasonable choice for the next 

analysis.  Model 3 (Table 15) had demonstrated that job complexity could not mediate 

the transgenerational effect of self-efficacy.  Therefore, the next analysis excluded job 

complexity.  Exclusion of job complexity also helped to maintain sample size for 

analysis because this variable had quite a large proportion of missing cases.  Model 7 

was the results of analysis including all mediating variables except job complexity.  This 

model generated only 484 samples for analysis.  This outcome mainly resulted from the 

inclusion of parental educational expectation for analysis.  Parental educational 

expectation was found to significantly mediate the effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-

efficacy in Model 4.  This variable lost extra 400+ cases comparing to variables of 

parental educational attainment or parental substance use.  Therefore, the sample size for 
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analysis dropped to 484, generating slightly larger covariances among variables, which 

may cause the results to be biased.  As such, an alternative solution for this concern was 

to drop this variable for further analysis in Model 6, while Model 7 still contained this 

referent in order to determine if parental educational expectation still held its significant 

effect mediating the transgenerational effect of self-efficacy.  Although the results of 

Model 7 were biased due to few larger covariances among variables, the estimated 

correlation coefficient between variables should have provided consistent information 

with Model 6 except that the enlarged standard errors would influence the significant 

level of correlation coefficients.  In fact, some coefficients in Model 7 were still large 

similar to those in Model 6.  However, they were not statistically significant in Model 7 

but were significant in Model 6.  Nevertheless, few structural coefficients in Model 7 

were very different from those in Model 6, and this may be attributed to attrition of large 

proportion of missing cases in Model 7.  In addition, this attrition may have also 

contributed to some low factor loadings in Model 7 (see Table 16). Since Model 6 was 

more reliable and Model 7 sought to examine if parental educational expectation could 

hold its significant mediating effect in the final models, the results of Model 6 will be 

first described and interpreted and then the results of Model 7 will be briefly introduced 

for the additional information with regard to the variable of parental educational 

expectation.   

 Model 6 (or Figure 5) demonstrated that G1 self-efficacy was not related to 

coercive parenting (-.02), or to parental substance use (-.14).  However, G1 self-efficacy 

was significantly related to greater use of communicative parenting (.28 at p < .01),  
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Table 16. Unstandardized (Standardized) Factor Loadings in Full Models 
 

 Intact Family 
 

Single Family 
(Model 6 in Table 15) 

Single Family 
(Model 7 in Table 15) 

 N = 1,399 
 

N = 898 N = 484 

G1 LC 1.0 
(.69) 

1.0 
(.64) 

1.0 
(.62) 

G1 PCOE .99 
(.66) 

1.08 
(.66) 

1.34 
(.74) 

G2 LC 1.0 
(.61) 

1.0 
(.60) 

1.0 
(.59) 

G2 PCOE .89 
(.65) 

.93 
(.60) 

1.0 
(.64) 

Grandmother Education 1.0 
(.77) 

1.0 
(.78) 

1.0 
(.74) 

Grandfather  
Education 

1.37 
(.82) 

1.28 
(.76) 

1.27 
(.78) 

Father’s Educational 
Expectation on Child 

1.0 
(.95) 

__ 1.0 
(.87) 

Mother’s Educational 
Expectation on child 

.87 
(.91) 

__ 1.03 
(.93) 

Parental Alcohol Use 1.0 
(.55) 

1.0 
(.51) 

1.0 
(.37) 

Parental Drug Use 1.30 
(.71) 

1.05 
(.67) 

1.59 
(.69) 

Coercive Parenting -Mom’s 
Report 

1.0 
(.52) 

Coercive Parenting - 
Dad’s Report 

1.06 
(.56) 

single-parent’s report 
1.0 

(.53) 

single-parent’s report 
1.0 

(.44) 

Coercive Parenting -
Child’s Report on Mom 

1.57 
(.70) 

Coercive Parenting -
Child’s Report on Dad 

1.93 
(.94) 

child’s report on 
single-parent 

1.52 
(.68) 

child’s report on 
single-parent 

1.35 
(.50) 

Communicative Parenting - 
Mom’s Report 

1.0 
(.52) 

Communicative Parenting - 
Dad’s Report 

2.22 
(.89) 

single-parent’s report 
1.0 

(.55) 

single-parent’s report 
1.0 

(.56) 

Communicative Parenting - 
Child’s Report on Mom 

1.80 
(.60) 

Communicative Parenting - 
Child’s Report on Dad 

2.01 
(.94) 

child’s report on 
single-parent 

2.14 
(.70) 

child’s report on 
single-parent 

1.69 
(.53) 

 
 Note: LC stands for locus of control and PCOE stands for perceived control over one’s environment.  LC 

and PCOE are the observed indicators of self-efficacy.  Standardized coefficients are in parentheses. 
 



 

 

-.03
(-.02)

.34**
(.28**)

.90***
(.27***)

.30*
(.16*)

-.11
(-.14)

.05
(.06)

-.16**
(-.26**)

.35***
(.52***)

.00
(.00)

-.01
(-.03)

.02
(.02)

Note: Control variables and demographics were omitted forparsimony of model presentation.
         The mediating variables were muturally correlated but not shown in this figure.

Figure 5. Unstandardized (Standardized) Structural Coefficients for Full Model of Intergenerational Transmission of 
Self-Efficacy among Single Families
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higher G1�s educational attainment (.27 at p < .001), and enhanced G1�s self-efficacy in 

adulthood (.16 at p < .05).  Consequently, some of the above mediating variables 

demonstrated impacts on child�s self-efficacy (see Table 16 or Figure 5). 

 Parental use of coercive parenting led to lower levels of child�s self-efficacy (-.26 

at p < .01).  A child�s self-efficacy also increased with parental use of communicative 

parenting (.52 at p < .001).  However, other mediating variables, including parental 

education, parental self-efficacy, and parental substance use were not correlated to 

child�s self-efficacy (.00, -.03, and .02, respectively).  

 With respect to the relations between self-esteem and the mediating variables, no 

significant mediating pathways were found from G1 self-esteem to G2 self-esteem.  

Nonetheless, less use of coercive parenting and greater use of communicative parenting 

were significantly associated with enhanced child�s self-esteem (-.30 and .29 at p < .001, 

respectively).   

 Compared to Model 6, the estimation of Model 7 included one more variable: 

parental educational expectation.  This variable was related to G1 self-efficacy (.23 at p 

< .01, column 9 of Table 15), but was not related to G2 self-efficacy (.02).  Moreover, 

this variable had no significant relations with G1 self-esteem and G2 self-esteem (.02 

and .03, respectively).  Although the coefficient between communicative parenting and 

G2 self-esteem was not statistically significant, the size is relative large (.15, 

standardized), compared to other nonsignificant coefficients in the Model 7.  The 

nonsignificant coefficient of .15 was due to a large standard error for this coefficient.  

This was one of the consequences of small sample size resulting in Model 7. 
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 With regard to the correlations between self-concepts and controlling variables in 

single-family group, they were generally consistent with those in intact-family groups 

but with a few exceptions.  Unexpectedly, there was a moderate intergenerational 

parallelism of self-esteem (.12 at p < .05, column 8 in Table 15).  However, this 

intergenerational parallelism was not mediated by any of proposed mediating variables.  

The current study thus cannot explain this intriguing finding.  Such intergenerational 

parallelism was also found in all separated mediating models except Model 4, which 

suffered the largest loss of samples from missing data.  Further research should explore 

the potential explanation of this finding.   

 Another difference between the finding of single-family and intact-family groups 

was that Latin American ethnicity was not related to child�s self-efficacy in single-

family samples (.04, column 8 in Table 15), but was negatively correlated in intact-

family samples (-.16 at p < .05, column 8 in Table 14).  The current research provides no 

evidence to support an explanation for the difference.   However, it might be possible 

that the racial identity of being a Latino American was probably not much worse than 

being raised in a single family.  That is, the disadvantages of being a child of a single 

parent might be superior to those of being a Latino American.  Therefore the derogated 

effects of being a Latino American (less social resources available to them, Bean and 

Tienda 1987) might be less harmful than those effects that the immediate social 

environment of a single-parent family found difficult to conquer such as economic 

hardship, less parental involvement, and lack of social network (see Chapter III).  This 

explanation, however, needs to be examined by other research. 



 

 

131 

 Lastly, the G1 self-efficacy was significantly associated with later family 

economic condition (average income per capita) in single-family samples 

(unstandardized coefficient was .31 at p < .01), but this correlation was not significant in 

intact-family samples (.10, unstandardized).  While intact families could include single- 

or dual-income families, depending on if both husband and wife have a job, single 

families necessarily signify only one income from the single parent.  Thus, the relation 

found in single families should be stronger than that found in intact families since the 

latter might include a spouse�s income.  In other words, the coefficient found in intact 

families was close to an estimate for the relation between personal self-efficacy and 

family income and that found in single families was more close to an estimate for the 

relation between personal self-efficacy and personal income.  As a result, the coefficient 

found in single-family samples will be larger than that found in intact-family samples.   

 Similar to the findings of intact-family samples, single-family samples showed 

that G1 self-efficacy was not related to G2 self-esteem, and G1 self-esteem was not 

related to G2 self-efficacy.  Furthermore, G1�s self-efficacy and self-esteem were 

reciprocally correlated (.61 at p < .001), as was G2�s self-efficacy and self-esteem (.35 at 

p < .001).  It is interesting to find that in both single- and intact-family groups, the 

relation between self-efficacy and self-esteem almost doubled among the first generation 

as that among the second generation.  No solid explanation was provided by the current 

research for this finding.  One possible explanation is the general social changes that 

occurred in the past 20+ years in our society, such that the general social environment 

for adolescents in 70s and 90s may be quite different.  Research examining the 
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differences in social environments that adolescents faced in 70s and 90s should be able 

to provide some insights for the current findings. 

 The overall model fit indices for all models (including Model 6) were good.  The 

ratio of chi-square to degree of freedom ranged from 2.27 to 5.24.  Their values of Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation were no bigger than .062 (should not be larger 

.08).    

The data-model fit indices were generally above or very close to .90 except the values of 

NNFI in several models.  In considerations of multiple statistical standards for 

evaluation of these models, these models seem acceptable.  However, few of the 

covariances among variables in Model 7 were larger than those among all samples, and 

so the results of Model 6 should be interpreted with caution.   
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

Summary and Discussion 

 In this study, I simultaneously examined the effects of several mediating 

variables, including coercive parenting, communicative parenting, parental education, 

parental self-efficacy, parental job complexity, parental educational expectation for 

children, and parental substance use, as intervening mechanisms in the intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy.  By adopting a longitudinal data set including parent-child 

dyads from both single families and intact families the analysis was characterized by the 

use of multigenerational measurement of self-efficacy at a comparable developmental 

stage in two generations.  The current research first examined the differential patterns of 

intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy in terms of the three moderating variables, 

family structure, gender, and race/ethnicity and the parent-child gender dyads.   

Furthermore, I used both parent- and child-report of parenting patterns and considered 

the possible confounding effect of contextual continuity in accounting for 

intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy.  These methodological features allowed the 

current research to preclude many potential pitfalls of research on intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy.   

 In any case the findings supported the theoretical expectations regarding self-

efficacy transmission between generations.  A baseline model detected a significant 

effect of G1 self-efficacy in adolescence on G2 adolescent self-efficacy in both intact- 

and single-family samples.  This relationship was only unchanged when certain 
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demographic variables and control variables (including self-esteem of both generations 

and average income per capita) were introduced.  Such variables were interpretable as 

controlling the potential influence of contextual continuity of socioenvironmental 

variables on both generations (Kaplan and Liu 1999). The inclusion of self-esteem 

measures of both generations strengthened the research findings by excluding the 

potential argument for confounding influences of related self-concepts across 

generations.  Finally, the introduction of mediating variables provided support regarding 

how self-efficacy was transmitted between generations.  The inclusion of all mediating 

variables helped to find the variables that were likely more essential in the transmitting 

processes. 

 This study attempted to examine the moderating effect of family structure, 

gender and race/ethnicity on the intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy.  The 

findings seemed to refute a statistically significant difference in the parallelism of G1 

self-efficacy and G2 self-efficacy, although some sizable differences between genders 

were noticeable.  A significant difference of the correlation between G1 self-efficacy and 

G2 self-efficacy was found between Non-Latino Whites and Latino Americans in both 

intact- and single-family samples.  However, the result was questionable due to the 

number of single-family Latino Americans was too small and generated a structural 

equation model with biased structural coefficients due to enlarged standard errors 

(Allison 2002).  Therefore, the invariance test between Non-Latino Whites and Latino 

Americans in single-family samples was less reliable in terms of the nature of the latter 

sample attrition.  The same invariance test for intact-family samples was robust, but 
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exclusion of Latino Americans for further analyses would make the comparisons of both 

intact- and single-family groups implausible due to the different racial compositions.  

Further research should focus on finding the difference of the transmission patterns 

between Non-Latino Whites and Latino Americans by recruiting more Latino samples 

into data for analyses.   

 Interestingly, the intergenerational parallelism shown in Latino models was 

negative in both intact- and single-family samples.  The negative correlation of self-

efficacy between generations among Latino Americans is incongruous to the proposed 

theoretical reviews.  Could it be related to the potential immigrant status among first 

generations? Although a reasonable presumption, current data cannot provide the 

information.  Of course, the inclusion of Latino Americans in the mediating models may 

bring concerns to other researchers because of the negative correlation between G1 self-

efficacy and G2 self-efficacy in this racial group.  However, current findings may be 

more conservative since the estimated intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy 

would be attenuated.  In addition, the mediating models included the racial status, which 

should more or less reduce the confounding influences moderated by racial status. 

 The intergenerational parallelism of self-efficacy was found in both intact- and 

single-family groups, while the unstandardized coefficient found in the former seemed to 

be larger than that found in the latter.  The invariance test showed no significant 

difference of the coefficients between intact- and single-family groups (∆χ2 is .01 with 1 

degree of freedom, p < .90).  Further examinations between the two family groups for 

boy subgroups (∆χ2 is 1.96 with 1 degree of freedom, p < .20) and the two girl 



 

 

136 

subgroups (∆χ2 is 0 with 1 degree of freedom) produced the similar results.  Therefore, 

boys or girls who were raised in different family types showed no different degree of 

transgenerational effect of self-efficacy.  In addition, there was no significant difference 

in the transgenerational effect of self-efficacy between the parent-child gender dyads.  In 

sum, the invariance tests showed that gender difference in the intergenerational 

parallelism of self-efficacy was not supported in the current study, although a sizable 

difference can be observed by naked eyes.  Such results may be due to some gendered 

subgroups� larger standard errors, given they were calculated in the equations of the 

tests.  Theoretically however, the lack of significant differences in the findings among 

gender, family structure, and parent-child gender dyads may imply such differences were 

only trivial and probably can be overlooked in this research.  Further research dealing 

with intergenerational transmission of self-concepts or psychological well-being should 

examine such differences to provide more information in this regard. 

  In both intact- and single-family samples, coercive parenting in part accounted 

for the relationship between G1 and G2 self-efficacy although the coefficients between 

G1 self-efficacy and coercive parenting were not statistically significant.  The 

nonsignificant coefficients were owing to the model specification that coercive parenting 

was highly and reciprocally correlated to communicative parenting.  The earlier analysis 

not shown in this report showed that the correlation between coercive parenting and G1 

self-efficacy was significant in both intact- and single-family groups.  In fact, the 

variance of the mediating effect explained by coercive parenting was nine percent of 
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total effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy among intact families even though the 

variance found among single-parent families was only 3 percent.  

 Communicative parenting was the most important mediating variable intervening 

the intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy in both family groups.  This variable 

explained almost 38 percent of total effect or 55 percent of indirect effect between the 

two self-efficacy measures in intact-family samples.  The importance of this variable 

was even more substantial in single-family group.  It explained 68 percent of total effect 

or 91 percent of indirect effect of parental early self-efficacy on child�s self-efficacy.  

Actually, communicative parenting was the only significant mediating variable among 

the proposed variables in single-family samples.  Other mediating variables thus were 

not comparably important in explaining the intervening mechanism of self-efficacy 

between generations for single-parent families. 

 Among other mediating variables estimated in Full Model of intact-family group, 

parental educational expectation on children explained about 10 percent of total 

trangenerational effect of self-efficacy or 15 percent of the total indirect effect.  Parental 

substance use explained a slightly less amount of variance, about 7 percent of total effect 

or 10 percent of total indirect effect.  The other two mediating variables, parental self-

efficacy and parental job complexity, were not significant mediating variables for intact-

family samples.  They both together explained less than 2 percent of the total effect of 

the two intergenerational self-efficacy measures. 

 The error terms of mediating variables were correlated reciprocally or causally (if 

theoretically they are influenced by parental education).  Therefore, any causal relation 
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between a mediating variable and either of the two self-efficacy measures were 

independent from the confounding effects of the other mediating variables.  The current 

findings should receive greater validity for the above model specification.  The results 

also suggested that the attenuated effect of parental education on child�s self-efficacy 

was decomposed by parenting variables (not shown in this report).  In other words, 

parental educational attainment had a significant impact on child�s self-efficacy through 

parental adoption of less coercive and greater communicative parenting techniques.  This 

is an important finding to explain how parental education influences child�s development 

of self-efficacy, and maybe other self-concepts (e.g., self-esteem) or psychological well-

being as well.   

 Generally speaking, the present research reinforces past findings regarding the 

reciprocal relationship between social status, as this is reflected in educational 

attainment, and perceived self-efficacy (Stolte 1983), which implicates performance 

accomplishment, vicarious experience, and related behaviors.  For example, lower status 

individuals tend to demonstrate fewer avenues to success, which often result in feelings 

of low self-efficacy.  These feelings subsequently influence individuals� expectations 

and acceptance of their incompetence (Stolte 1983) for future accomplishment; and 

hence a process of self-fulfilling prophecy is initiated (Rosenthal 1973).  These 

individuals also may observe others� experience in the same social status and so learn 

lower evaluation of self-efficacy in that manner as well.  Further, being trapped in a 

lower social position, their depressive affect may blunt perception of self-efficacy.  

While the current findings suggest that status-related variables serve as common 
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antecedents that only slightly attenuate intergenerational parallelism in self-efficacy, 

such variables (specifically, education attainment and, presumably, its correlates) also 

appear to mediate somewhat the causal impact of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy.   

 If this research only examined the proposed mediating variables separately 

without inclusion of all of the variables in a single model, the conclusion of this research 

would recommend that every mediating variable significantly intervened the 

transgenerational effect of self-efficacy, according to the results of each mediating 

model (except the variables of parental self-efficacy in adulthood and job complexity in 

single-parent samples).  However, the current study did not sufficiently examine the 

causal relations among these mediating variables, except that parental educational 

attainment was also specified as having causal effect on some of the other mediating 

variables.  However, to avoid confusion, this alternative analysis was not discussed in 

this report, and its findings were very close to the current findings.  Further research 

interested in the causes of child�s self-efficacy may build on the findings of the current 

research to extensively examine the relationship among these mediating variables. 

 Parental self-efficacy in adolescence was found to be influential on later adult 

substance use in both intact- and single-family groups, while the effect was stronger in 

single-family group.  Although this correlation was attenuated to nonsignificant in Full 

models due to the competing intervening variables, it is quite meaningful to consider that 

these two measures were obtained in a 20+ year interval.  If a substance use variable was 

measured intermittently, it may reveal a long-term trajectory of how personal self-

efficacy and substance use reciprocally influence each other.  The stronger correlation in 
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single-families may suggest a different life trajectory from that of the married parents.  It 

is possible that lower self-efficacy leads to a relatively abnormal life trajectory (as 

delinquents) during adolescence and young adulthood, which in turn results in greater 

commitment in non-conventional activities, and then consequently influence their 

marital attachment and job stability (Laub and Sampson 1993; Moffitt 1993).  A further 

examination of the current research in this regard would increase the understanding the 

relationship between self-efficacy and substance use in a life course. 

 Parental educational expectation on children is the most important intervening 

variable, next to communicative parenting among the proposed mediating variables, 

especially in intact-family samples.  The results are consistent with the findings that 

parents with higher adolescent self-efficacy are more likely to invest efforts in education 

(Skinner et al. 1998) with concomitant higher self-expectation and attainment in 

education (Grabowski et al. 2001).  These findings that high parental academic 

expectations enhance children�s aspirations and achievement support previous research 

(Sewell and Hauser 1975).  The current study integrated these studies by examining the 

role of educational expectation in intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy and the 

findings should shed a light on the literature of education by providing rare evidence in 

support of theoretical viewpoints previously not been incorporated in a single study. 

 The finding of significant intergenerational parallelism of self-esteem in single-

parent samples was not expected.  This effect was not meditated by any of the proposed 

mediating mechanisms, which is another surprise to the current research.  Furthermore, 

the common antecedent variables, which were status related, were also controlled, while 
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this effect was detected in the analysis.  One possible explanation may suggest a 

parallelism of self-esteem between single parent and child, in part due to consequences 

of being victims of marital dissolution.  However, this is beyond the ground of the 

current study.  Other research may provide more comprehensive explanation for the 

present findings. 

 Theories in social mobility processes has long suggested that higher SES parents 

are more likely to provide resources to their children for better education, which 

consequently facilitate their career development.  However, the literature has 

emphasized less the psychological benefit to children in higher SES families.  For 

example, children of higher SES families are more likely to be inspired by parents and 

hold stronger belief in themselves for future success in schools and then in their career.  

More importantly, these parents� behaviors are the outcomes of their self-efficacy 

beliefs, which are essential avenues for children to build strong efficacy beliefs toward 

self.  The successful experiences their parents provide also offer excellent lessons and 

skills as resources for their learning in similar activities.  Therefore, this research may 

shed a light on social mobility literature by adding psychological explanation to the 

transmission of intergenerational social status. 

 This research may contribute to educational practitioners or policy makers for 

intervening programs.  Many of the proposed mediating variables were not privileged to 

middle- or upper-class families, although these families are more likely to exercise these 

behaviors.  For example, communicative parenting can be practiced within any family 

structure or by any significant other, if they so choose.  Schoolteachers may foster the 
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development of children�s self-efficacy by exerting their caring, encouragement and 

persuasion to students.  These may obviate the consequences of the disadvantageous 

environments in which the lower-class children live.  A persistent and positive 

relationships between significant others and children should strengthen the effect, given 

that the development of self-efficacy include the accumulation of mastery experience, 

vicarious experience, and persuasion of others (Bandura 1989, 1997).  Such practices 

should be advocated to lower-class parents in order to instill beliefs of upward social 

mobility, and consequently contribute to their children�s education and bonding with 

conventional activities through intimate interaction and communication with children.  

Although this type of parenting has been emphasized in many �good� schools and well-

known by practitioners, the enforcement of this practice was still relatively uncommon 

among schools in lower-class areas.  

Significance and Contribution of the Study 

The proposed analyses avoid many of the pitfall of earlier studies of 

intergenerational transmission by: (1) controlling on important common antecedents 

(age, gender, race/ethnicity and grandparents� education) thus lending greater credibility 

to the conclusion that G1 self-efficacy has causal implications for G2 self-efficacy; (2) 

providing data from both the first and second generation youths; (3) collecting data from 

G1 and G2 youths at the same stage (early adolescence) in the life course.  The analyses 

may contribute to the literature: (1) by specifying mediating variables (low coercive 

parenting, parental educational attainment, parental educational expectation on children, 

parental occupational complexity, and parental substance use) that intervene in the 
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causal influence of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-efficacy; and (2) by examining the 

proposed models separately in terms of the moderating variables of gender, 

race/ethnicity, and family structure.  Although many studies have examined self-efficacy 

from a variety of disciplines and perspectives, the incorporation of intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy with the related developmental and familial contexts 

enriches our understanding of the development of self-efficacy in adolescence, and thus 

its consequences for adulthood self-efficacy and direct/indirect effects on following 

generations. 

Limitations and Delimitations 

 The results of the current analyses while adding to the understanding of 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy also suggest important directions for 

future research.  The proposed mediating variables decomposed the intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy in both intact- and single-family samples.  This seems to 

suggest that there is no remaining significant direct effect on the generational measures 

of self-efficacy.  In fact, the present analyses do not provide theoretical grounds to 

specify or explain the plausible remaining direct effect of G1 self-efficacy on G2 self-

efficacy except the explanation of role-model learning effects (Bandura 1977).  One 

cannot be sure if the nonsignificant direct effect that remained could be attributed to the 

role-modeling effect.  Such claim may, at least, need more examination by specifying 

the physical interactions between parents and children (e.g., the length of parents� 

presence in households, or time-being-together doing certain activities for parents and 



 

 

144 

children) to clarify whether the family environment permits the occurrence of role-

modeling.  

 Although the current research attempted to preclude many potential pitfalls of 

research on intergenerational issues, the feasible genetic effects from parents to children 

cannot be examined in the present study because there is no comparable sample (e.g., 

non-biological related parent-child data) to examine the genetic effects that may imply 

the latter development and resemblance of psychological well-being between parents 

and children. 

Family structure also affects children�s development of self-efficacy in terms of 

the distribution of family resource, e.g. parents� time and energy spent with children and 

materials available to them, which was also related to family size.  Greater family size 

tends to increase parental control and rigid authoritarian parenting (Elder and Bowerman 

1963), while it reduces children�s engagement in efficacious action (a stimulating, 

challenging, responsive environment), which is the major condition for self-efficacy 

throughout a person�s life (Gecas 1989).  Moreover, family size may even influence 

fathers� self-efficacy (Duncan and Morgan 1980) due to the greater demands of family 

needs.  Some may argue that not only sibling size but also sibling order may present 

different patterns of intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy because parents 

cannot possibly maintain identical treatment towards their children.  However, the 

consideration of sibling order may lead to a much smaller data size for analyses since 

many families have only one child.  The only child and the oldest child of a family may 

be treated differently because of the allocations of resources, and to draw this 
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differentiation in coding would also decrease the sample size.  Therefore, the failure to 

consider sibling order may be a limitation of the current research.   

Given that the present research included siblings in the study sample, one related 

issue regarding siblings is the control of within family effects (effects affect only one of 

the siblings), and between family effects (effects affect all siblings, or called as the 

common family factors).  The present research was not able to further examine these 

effects.  A typical solution to estimate these effects is to adopt multilevel analysis.  

However, the small number of siblings within a family does not provide sufficient 

variance for multilevel analysis.  Another solution is to include both subject�s and 

sibling�s measures in a sibling resemblance model as introduced by Warren, Hauser, and 

Sheridan (2002).  To examine these effects, both independent and dependent variables 

reported by each of subject and his/her siblings were specified to be causally related.  

Then several unobserved latent constructs were specified to have effects only on the 

subject or the sibling�s measures, and the causal effect between the subject�s (the 

sibling�s) independent unobserved latent constructs and the subject�s (the sibling�s) 

dependent unobserved latent constructs represents the within family effects on the 

subject (the sibling).  The latent constructs for common family factors were specified to 

affect both the subject and the sibling.  This analysis need to prepare sibling paired 

samples to estimate both the within family effects and between family effects.  However, 

such analyses became a substantial topic itself while considering that many families had 

more than two children in the data set.  The concern of increased parameters to be 

estimated in the smaller sizes of sibling paired sub-sample sets did not allow the present 
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research to carry out such analyses.  Therefore, this line of research was remained 

unexamined in this study.  Future research in this subject will add our understandings in 

this regard. 

The measure of self-efficacy in the current analyses, albeit imperfect, is the best 

the data can provide.  Although tested to ensure its validity and accuracy in measuring 

the concept of general self-efficacy, the limitation of low alpha in the measurement 

models may still concern other researchers. The adult self-efficacy measure used in the 

present research is not identical to the measure for adolescence.  This may result in a 

lower correlation between adult self-efficacy (G1) and adolescent self-efficacy (G1 and 

G2), and thus the consistency of parental self-efficacy in adolescence and adulthood is 

less likely to be observed in the present analyses.  Some other concerns with regard to 

measurement used in the present research include the variable of job complexity and the 

variable alcohol use that had been discussed in the section of measures.  The limitations 

of these variables should be cautiously noted for interpretation. 

This research leaves another unresolved issue related to intergenerational 

transmission of self-efficacy, namely that of examination of the relationship between 

(global) self-efficacy and (domain-specific) parental self-efficacy (Coleman and 

Karraker 1998; Woodruff and Cashman 1993).  Relatively little is known about the 

extent to which global self-efficacy and domain-specific parental self-efficacy operate 

independently or interact to affect behaviors, although relationships between other 

domain-specific self-efficacy and global self-efficacy have been recently examined 

(Grabowski et al. 2001).  These two forms of self-efficacy have their own advantages 
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and disadvantages in predicting or affecting individuals� behaviors (see Coleman and 

Karraker 1998).  Such characteristics may be important in research with respect to 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy because the nature of self-efficacy is, 

according to Bandura (1989), �an integral component of a dynamic, emergent system 

subject to modification in response to the changing demands of the task, situational 

determinants, and individual developmental processes� (also cited in Coleman and 

Karraker 1998:51).  Examination of this process should include the interaction of global 

self-efficacy and domain-specific self-efficacy and their impacts on subsequent 

behaviors to represent the dynamic development of self-efficacy.  Specifically, 

intergenerational parallelism may be more likely to be observed in some domain self-

efficacy.   

 The literature also suggests that the development of self-efficacy over time seems 

to reflect a high level of reciprocity between self and environment and thus tends to 

enact self-fulfilling prophecies in a pattern of spiraling success and failure (see Gecas 

1989).  Off-time events (e.g., for school graduation, marriage, parenthood, etc.) may 

change individuals� perceptions of self-efficacy because of feelings of uncontrollability 

even in normative life trajectories.  As Gurin and Brim (1984:315) conclud: �off-time 

events tell people something about themselves � that it is their actions, personalities, 

something about them that caused the event to happen.�  However, the current analyses 

do not cover this topic but only consider the related variable of children�s age.  Future 

study should integrate the examination of off-time events in the pattern of 

intergenerational transmission of self-efficacy, which is still vacant in the literature.  
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