
12 October 2026

Alma Mater Studiorum Università di Bologna
Archivio istituzionale della ricerca

Sansavini, A., Verhoeven, M., Suttora, C., Bigoni, M., Bortolotti, S., Fort, M., et al. (2026). The
Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire – Italian Version (CECPAQ-IT): Factor Structure,
Reliability, and Validity. PARENTING, SCIENCE AND PRACTICE, 26(3), 297-322
[10.1080/15295192.2025.2500317].

Published Version:

The Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire – Italian Version (CECPAQ-IT): Factor Structure,
Reliability, and Validity

Published:
DOI: http://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2025.2500317

Terms of use:

(Article begins on next page)

Some rights reserved. The terms and conditions for the reuse of this version of the manuscript are
specified in the publishing policy. For all terms of use and more information see the publisher's website.

Availability:
This version is available at: https://hdl.handle.net/11585/1016055 since: 2026-02-04

This is the final peer-reviewed author’s accepted manuscript (postprint) of the following publication:

This item was downloaded from IRIS Università di Bologna (https://cris.unibo.it/).
When citing, please refer to the published version.

http://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2025.2500317
https://hdl.handle.net/11585/1016055


1 
 

The Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire – Italian version 

(CECPAQ-IT): Factor Structure, Reliability, and Validity 

 

Alessandra Sansavini1*, Marjolein Verhoeven2, Chiara Suttora1, Maria Bigoni3, Stefania 

Bortolotti3, Margherita Fort3, Daniela Iorio3, Chiara Monfardini3, Anneloes Van Baar2, & 

Annalisa Guarini1* 

 

1Department of Psychology “Renzo Canestrari”, Alma Mater Studiorum – Università di 

Bologna, Italy 

2Department of Education and Pedagogical Sciences, Utrecht University, The Netherlands 

3Department of Economics, Alma Mater Studiorum – Università di Bologna, Italy 

 

*Corresponding authors: alessandra.sansavini@unibo.it; annalisa.guarini@unibo.it 

 

Parenting: Science and Practice. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2025.2500317 

Early online 16 May 2025 

 

  

mailto:alessandra.sansavini@unibo.it
mailto:annalisa.guarini@unibo.it


2 
 

SYNOPSIS 

Objective. The current study examines the factor structure, reliability, and validity of the 

Italian version of the Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire (CECPAQ-

IT), a self-report questionnaire that assesses parenting Support, Stimulation, Structure, Harsh 

discipline, and Positive discipline. Design. Participants were 2013 Italian mothers rearing a 

4– to 5-year-old child (51.8% boys, Mage = 4.33 years, SD = 0.47). Results. Results confirmed 

the original five-factor structure of the instrument and supported the reliability and validity of 

the CECPAQ-IT. The criterion validity of the CECPAQ-IT was confirmed by expected 

relations with parenting stress, which were negative for Support, Stimulation, Structure, and 

Positive discipline and positive for Harsh discipline. Conclusions. The CECPAQ-IT is a 

reliable and valid tool to measure relevant dimensions of parenting in early childhood in the 

Italian context. 

Keywords: Parenting, questionnaire, Italian adaptation, validity, reliability   
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INTRODUCTION 

Parenting is essential for children’s growth, development, and well-being, especially in early 

childhood (0–5 years; e.g., Collins et al., 2000). According to the “ecological, contextual, 

relational, developmental systems” framework, individual and ecological contexts constitute 

dynamic relations of mutual influence (Bornstein, 2019; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). 

Optimal child development highlights attunement, synchrony, and intertwining of 

relationships and contexts, and this way of parenting often occurs in implicit, informal, and 

non-didactic interactions in which both the child and the parent are actively involved in an 

attuned way, co-creating new shared meanings (Bornstein, 2019; Bruner, 1996). These child-

caregiver interactions are contexts in which the child experiences socioemotionally 

committed caregiving, which affects the child’s genome and brain, emotion regulation, and 

socioemotional adjustment (Bornstein, 1989a; Cui et al., 2018). Parents and infants 

profoundly affect one another being simultaneously separate entities but inextricably dyadic 

constantly adjusting in mental, emotional, and social spheres of life (Bornstein, 2022; 

Bornstein & Putnick, 2021). Specifically, positive parenting, expressed in physical, verbal, or 

symbolic forms conveying warmth, love, affection, sensitive responsiveness, and acceptance, 

contributes to high parent-child relationship quality, which is fundamental for a child’s good 

mental health, well-being, and socioemotional adjustment. In contrast, negative parenting, 

expressed by indifference, rejection, neglect, or punishment, contributes to poor child 

socioemotional behavioral adjustment and internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Cui et 

al., 2018). Synchronized and highly tuned child-caregiver interactions thus provide optimal 

opportunities for child socioemotional adjustment, learning, and well-being (Bornstein, 2019; 

Chen et al., 2021).  

Conceptualization and measurement of parental behavior constitute an elementary 

component of research on child and family development and functioning (e.g., Duppong 
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Hurley et al., 2014). Parental behaviors in early childhood can be directly observed in 

ecological contexts within the family. The Home Observation Measurement of the 

Environment Inventory (Caldwell & Bradley 2003), for example, provides an observational 

measure of the quality of the cognitive stimulation and emotional support provided by a 

child's family. Parenting practices and parents’ and infants’ non-verbal and verbal behaviors 

can also be videorecorded during parent-infant naturalistic interactions and analyzed 

according to targeted coding schemes (Bornstein & Haynes, 2022). Parenting behavior can as 

well be investigated through parental self-report measures, which are easy to administer and 

provide summary reports of daily behaviors in situations difficult to observe.  

Among parental self-reports specifically developed for early childhood, the 

Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire (CECPAQ; Verhoeven et al., 2017) 

consists of 54 items, covering a wide range of parenting behaviors specific for parents of 

infants and preschoolers (aged from 1 to 4 years). The CECPAQ was developed to assess 5 

parenting domains relevant to early child development: Support (Sensitivity, Responsiveness, 

Affection), Stimulation (Activities, Exposure, Toys), Structure (Consistency, Overreactivity, 

Laxness), Harsh discipline (Verbal punishment, Physical punishment, Psychological control), 

and Positive discipline (see Appendix 1). An advantage of the CECPAQ is that it refers 

uniquely to parental behaviors without including assessments of parental attitudes or beliefs 

that could hamper the interpretation of the measured constructs. The CECPAQ has also been 

used with parents of preschoolers with atypical development (e.g., with parents of 

preschoolers with developmental delays to investigate the role of parental behaviors on child-

parent attachment; VandeSande et al., 2019) and with parents of preschoolers with callous-

unemotional traits, who are at risk of antisocial behavior, to examine whether certain parental 

behaviors may exacerbate those traits (Wagner, 2023).  
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Since its appearance in Dutch, the questionnaire has been translated into several 

languages and used in various studies (e.g., Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023; Onland-

Moret, et al., 2020; VandeSande et al., 2019; Wagner et al., 2023). The CECPAQ has good 

internal reliability and convergent and discriminant validity in both Dutch (Verhoeven et al., 

2017) and Chinese (CECPAQ-CV; Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023). Dong, Dubas, 

Deković, & Wang (2023) confirmed for Chinese mothers with children aged between 1 and 4 

years the 5-factor structure previously found among Dutch parents. In addition, Dong, Dubas, 

Deković, Verhoeven, & Wang (2023) highlighted the existence of both similarities and 

differences in parenting behaviors of Dutch and urban Chinese mothers: Both Dutch and 

urban Chinese mothers used sensitivity, affection, toys, verbal punishment, and positive 

discipline. However, Dutch mothers were more consistent in enforcing rules and less lax in 

parenting, whereas urban Chinese mothers were slightly more responsive to children’s 

signals, but also more psychologically controlling.  

Some dimensions of parenting, such as support, stimulation, structure, and 

disciplinary strategies are universally relevant to child development. However, these 

dimensions also have culturally specific characteristics, as parenting is multifaceted and 

shaped by situational factors (Bornstein, 2012; Grusec & Davidov, 2010). Cultural 

differences in parenting may be expected in comparisons between WEIRD (Western, 

educated, industrial, rich, and democratic) populations and populations from other 

understudied cultures. Nevertheless, cultural differences in maternal caregiving domains 

(nurture, physical, social, didactic, material, and language) and corresponding infant 

developmental domains (physical, social, exploration, vocalization, and distress 

communication) have also been found across WEIRD populations (Bornstein, 2012, 2022; 

Senese et al., 2012). For instance, Italian mothers reported that they engaged in both social 

and didactic behaviors with their 20-month-old infants less frequently than U.S. mothers of 
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same-age infants (Senese et al., 2012). Cross-cultural differences were also reported in 

parental beliefs in Italian and U.S. mothers (Bornstein et al., 1998). U.S. mothers tend to 

emphasize the importance of proactive parenting in child development and of social and 

didactic interactions for the child’s well-being and educational attainment. By contrast, 

Italian mothers believe child development more naturally unfolding and consider adult 

intervention less important except for the child’s affective and emotional well-being. 

Little information comparing parenting in early childhood in Dutch and the Italian 

cultural contexts is available. Both the Dutch and the Italian are WEIRD cultural contexts 

that are still characterized by some cultural differences; for instance, family relationships tend 

to be closer and more intense in the Italian than in the Dutch culture (Ciairano et al., 2008). A 

main focus to social more than didactic engagement was reported by both North- and South-

Italian mothers of 5-month-old infants (Bornstein, 2001). The predominant social over 

didactic engagement was also reported by both Italian mothers and fathers with their 21-

month-old children as well as their engagement in the disciplinary domain (Venuti & Senese, 

2007). Given such cultural peculiarities, it is important and relevant to develop an Italian 

translation and adaptation of the CECPAQ to understand the functioning of this questionnaire 

in the Italian context. 

Parenting Self–Report Instruments in Italian 

A few parenting self-report tools have been adapted for the Italian context mainly 

focusing on parenting beliefs and styles. The Parental Style Questionnaire (PSQ; Bornstein, 

1989b; Bornstein et al., 1996), adapted for the Italian context (Bornstein et al., 2001; Senese 

et al., 2012; Venuti & Senese, 2007), is a 16-item self-report scale designed to evaluate the 

frequency of mothers’ parental style (i.e., social, didactic, and disciplinary) in interacting 

with infants or very young children. Bornstein et al. (2001) assessed North- and South-Italian 

mothers’ beliefs about their social and didactic interactions with their 5-month-old children, 
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beside directly assessing those interactive behaviors. Senese et al. (2012) compared Italian 

and U.S. mothers’ beliefs about their social and didactic interactions with their 20-month-old 

children. In addition, Venuti and Senese (2007) assessed Italian mothers’ and fathers’ 

parenting beliefs about their social, didactic, and disciplinary interactions with their very 

young children (mean children’s age was 21 months, ranging from 2 to 48 months).  

The Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson et al., 2001), 

adapted for the Italian context (Confalonieri et al., 2009; Gugliandolo et al., 2019), is a self-

report instrument consisting of 16 items, assessing two parenting styles (Authoritative and 

Authoritarian) and five stylistic dimensions (Verbal hostility, Physical coercion, 

Directiveness, Regulation reasoning, Autonomy granting-democratic participation). By 

employing the PSDQ, Confalonieri et al. (2009) examined parenting styles of parents of 

preschool or school age children, and Gugliandolo et al. (2019) examined parenting styles of 

mothers and fathers of school-age children.  

The Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Shelton et al., 1996), adapted for the 

Italian context (Esposito, 2011; Esposito et al., 2016), is a multisource (parents and children, 

ages 9 and above) and multimethod (self-report and phone interview) instrument consisting 

of 19 items (35 items in the original version by Shelton et al., 1996), that evaluate parenting 

behavior in five dimensions (Positive parenting, Involvement, Inconsistent discipline, Poor 

supervision and Corporal punishment) assessing two parenting styles (Positive, including the 

first two dimensions, and Negative, including the other three dimensions). Esposito et al. 

(2016) employed the APQ to assess parenting styles in mothers and fathers of preadolescent 

children and adolescents. In summary, a few self-report tools have been adapted to assess 

parenting in the Italian context focusing on parenting beliefs and styles either in early infancy 

or mainly school-aged and adolescence samples. By contrast, self-report tools focusing on a 
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wide range of parenting behaviors specific for parents of infants and preschoolers are lacking 

in Italy. 

The Current Study 

According to the UN's Sustainable Development Goals and the World Health Organization, 

the implementation of parental self-report tools, adapted to different languages and cultures 

to assess parental behaviors in early childhood worldwide, is important as they can contribute 

to a better understanding of positive parental practices and nurturing care (World Health 

Organization, 2018). In addition, it is crucial to extend nurturing care beyond the first 1000 

days of life to increase support to children and their caregivers, enhance resilience, and shape 

developmental trajectories (Black et al., 2021).  

Considering the lack of parental self-reports to assess a wide range of parenting 

behaviors in early childhood in Italy, the main aim of the current study was to validate the 

CECPAQ, as translated and adapted in Italian (CECPAQ-IT), for mothers of preschoolers. 

Validity of the CECPAQ-IT was examined using the Italian version of the Parental Stress 

Index Short Form Fourth Edition (PSI-4 SF), expecting significant negative correlations with 

all parenting domains, except for Harsh discipline for which a significant positive correlation 

was expected. We also provide the descriptive data, stratified for mothers of 4- and 5-year-

old girls and boys, beside those of the whole sample, for scholars and professionals dealing 

with parenting issues to support interpretation of their data obtained with the CECPAQ-IT.  

METHOD 

Participants and Procedure 

The sample consisted of 2013 mothers, with a mean age of 39.33 years (SD = 4.56). Their 

educational level was distributed as follows: n = 38 (1.9%) had a primary or lower secondary 

education; n = 492 (24.4%) had a high secondary education; n = 1478 (73.4%) had a 

university degree; n = 5 (0.2%) did not answer. All participants involved were mothers of 
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children (n = 1042, 51.8%, boys; n = 953, 47.3% girls; n = 18, 0.9% missing) aged 4- to 5-

year old (Mage = 4.33 years, SD = .47; n = 1339, 66.7%, 4-year-old; n = 668, 33.2%, 5-year-

old; n = 6, 0.3%, missing). The children attended a municipal kindergarten in the Emilia-

Romagna Region of northern Italy (68.7%, n = 1383, Bologna area; 13.8%, n = 277 Ravenna 

area; 6.7%, n= 136 Forlì-Cesena area; 4.4%, n = 88, Rimini area; 6.3%, n = 129). Families 

enrolled in the study were 39.5% (n = 797) single-child families, 52.5% (n = 1057) two-child 

families, and 7.3% (n = 147) multiple-child families (n = 12, 0.6%, missing information). 

Mothers participating in the study were mostly Italian (n = 1865, 92.6%), and all mastered 

the Italian language; 64.3% (n = 1295) were full-time workers, 26.4% (n = 532) part-time 

workers, 9.1% (n = 183) unemployed (including students and stay-at-home parents), and the 

remaining 0.1% (n = 3) did not give information about their professional status.  

Data were collected in the MINd Us TOghether (MinUTo) project (for the study 

protocol see Guarini et al., 2022) via a web-based app  (Indici Opponibili; 

https://www.indiciopponibili.com/eng/home; details of the app features are presented in 

Bigoni et al., 2023). The app was accessible from any smartphone, tablet, or PC with an 

active internet connection. Recruitment was facilitated by Emilia-Romagna Region’s local 

municipalities, which supported dissemination in kindergartens. For the main project, we 

collected self-report questionnaires to evaluate the effect of an intervention on parenting. 

Baseline data (before starting the intervention) were collected during Fall-Winter 2020, 2021, 

and 2022. As the aim of the present study was the Italian validation of the CECPAQ, we 

analyzed only baseline data concerning the CECPAQ-IT and PSI-4 SF self-report 

questionnaires completed by the mothers, without analyzing the effects of the intervention.  

Mothers released their written informed consent for participation in the study and data 

protection. Participation was voluntary, and mothers could withdraw their participation at any 

time without giving explanations.  

https://www.indiciopponibili.com/eng/home
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Instruments 

Comprehensive Early Childhood Parenting Questionnaire- Italian Version 

(CECPAQ-IT). With 54 items regarding parenting behavior, the CECPAQ (Verhoeven et 

al., 2017) assesses 5 domains of parenting: Support, Stimulation, Structure, Harsh discipline, 

and Positive discipline (for the English version, see Appendix 1). Parents rate the likelihood 

of the described behavior on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Never to 6 = Always). For 9 items 

(items 14-23, see Appendix 1), parents are asked to use a 6-point scale anchored on one 

effective and one ineffective parenting response. For the present study, the CECPAQ was 

translated from English to Italian by researchers using the forward- and back-translation 

method (for the Italian version, CECPAQ-IT, see Appendix 2; for the formatted version of 

the CECPAQ-IT, see Supplementary Materials). The first author translated from English to 

Italian. The Italian to English back-translation was done by a native English-language 

bilingual professional translator. Items for which linguistic or cultural issues emerged in the 

process of translation and back translation were discussed and resolved among the first 

author, the translator, and the authors of the Dutch version, who had also edited the English 

version. 

Parental Stress Index Short Form Fourth Edition (PSI-4 SF). The PSI-4 SF 

(Abidin, 1997; Italian version, Guarino et al., 2016) is a self-report questionnaire widely used 

to assess stress related to parenting. Parental stress is assessed by 36 items divided into 3 

subscales providing the respective scores: Parental Distress (level of distress resulting from 

the demands of childrearing); Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (dissatisfaction with 

parent-child interaction); Difficult Child (perception of the child’s self-regulatory abilities). 

In addition, Defensive Responding (the degree to which the parent denies parenting 

problems) assesses social desirability. According to the Italian validation (Guarino et al., 

2016), a low score in Defensive Responding may reflect either genuine defensiveness, low 
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engagement in the parenting role, or strong parenting and relational skills. Given these varied 

interpretations and our focus on assessing convergent validity of the CECPAQ-IT, we 

retained all participants in the sample, not applying the suggested cut-off (score  10). The 

Total Stress score (global score of parental distress given by the sum of all items) is 

computed. Items are answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 

agree). PSI-4 SF global scale and subscales showed high internal consistency in the Italian 

validation (Guarino et al., 2016). Reported Cronbach’s alphas in the Italian validation 

(Guarino et al., 2016) were: α = .80 for Parental Distress, α = .81 for Parent-Child 

Dysfunctional Interaction, α = .72 for Difficult Child, α = .70 for Defensive Responding, and 

α = .89 for Total Stress. In the present sample, we found similar internal consistencies. 

Cronbach’s alphas in our sample were: α = .86 for Parental Distress, α = .82 for Parent-Child 

Dysfunctional Interaction, α = .82 for Difficult Child, α = .76 for Defensive Responding, and 

α = .92 for Total Stress.  

Plan of Analyses 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) in Mplus 8.4 (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2017) was 

conducted to examine if the original 5-factor structure of the CECPAQ (Verhoeven et al., 

2017) fits the CECPAQ-IT. The Robust Weighted Least Squares procedure (WLSMV) was 

used to estimate parameters, as the data are ordered categorical measures (Muthén & Muthén, 

1998-2017). Model fit was considered acceptable if the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) was < .08 and both the comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker 

Lewis index (TLI) were > .90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Factor loadings of all items on the 

corresponding lower-order factors and factor loadings of lower-order factors on the 

corresponding higher-order factors (see Figure 1) should be statistically significant (p < .001) 

and were considered salient when they were at least .40 (Stevens, 2002). We used the same 

guidelines regarding model fit and factor loadings that were used in the study of the factor 
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structure of the Dutch (Verhoeven et al., 2017) and Chinese (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & 

Wang, 2023) versions of the CECPAQ.  

The fit-measures of the original 5-factor structure model were evaluated against two 

alternative models: (1) a statistical comparison model, in which a single higher-order factor 

loaded on all 13 (sub)domains of parenting and (2), in alignment with Maccoby and Martin’s 

(1983) broadly accepted suggestion that parenting encompasses the dimensions of parental 

responsiveness and parental demandingness, a 2-factor model in which one higher-order 

factor “Warmth/Support” loaded on the subdomains of Support (responsiveness, sensitivity, 

affection) and Stimulation (activity, exposure, toys) and a second higher-order factor 

“Control” loaded on the subdomains of Structure (consistency, overreactivity, laxness), Harsh 

discipline (verbal punishment, physical punishment. psychological control), and the domain 

of Positive discipline. Because the 5-factor model is nested in each of the two comparison 

models, a significant (p < .001) difference in the model’s chi-square would suggest that the 5-

factor model provides a better explanation of the data than the comparison model. Given that 

robust maximum-likelihood estimation was employed–and differences between two robust 

chi-square goodness-of-fit statistics do not have a chi-square distribution (Satorra, 2000), an 

adjusted chi-square difference test was used to compare model fit (Muthen & Muthen, 1998-

2017; Satorra & Bentler, 2001).  

The CECPAQ-IT was considered reliable when Cronbach’s alpha was > .70 for all 

five parenting domains (Kline, 2000). Pearson correlations among CECPAQ-IT domains, 

based on their mean scores, were also conducted. The validity of the CECPAQ-IT was 

determined by examining its correlations with parental stress, for which moderate effect sizes 

were expected (e.g., Anthony et al., 2005; Mackler, et al., 2015). These correlations were 

expected to be negative for all parenting domains, except for Harsh discipline for which a 

positive correlation was expected. Finally, descriptive analyses for the whole sample and 
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stratified by child age (4- and 5-year-old) and gender (girl, boy) are provided to support 

scholars and professionals dealing with parenting issues in interpreting their data obtained 

with the CECPAQ-IT. 

RESULTS 

Factor structure 

As presented in Table 1, fit-indices of the 5-factor model showed acceptable fit. The adjusted 

chi-square difference test indicated that the 5-factor model solution fit the data better than the 

1-factor and 2-factor solutions (see Table 1). The comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker 

Lewis index (TLI) values were .89, only just below the criterion of .90. All lower-order and 

higher-order factor loadings were statistically significant (p < .001; see Figure 1). Lower-

order factor loadings were > .40, except for the factor loadings of item 15 (λ = .25), item 31 

(λ = .30), item 47 (λ = .25), and item 53 (λ = .08). Higher-order factor loadings ranged 

between β = .46 and β = .96, except for Consistency, which loaded β = .27 on Structure. 

Correlations between the parenting domains were all statistically significant (p < .001). 

Standardized coefficients (see Figure 1) and coefficients based on the parenting domain mean 

scores (see Table 2) were all in the expected direction (i.e., positive correlations among 

Support, Stimulation, Structure, and Positive discipline; negative correlations between Harsh 

discipline and Support, Stimulation, Structure, and Positive discipline). Descriptive statistics 

of the CECPAQ-IT scores are reported for the whole sample (Table 2) and stratified by child 

age (4- and 5-year-olds) and gender (girl, boy) (Table 3). 

Reliability and Validity 

All Cronbach’s alphas were > .70 (Table 2), indicating that all five parenting domains were 

assessed reliably: Support = .86, Stimulation = .76, Structure = .72, Harsh discipline = .85, 

and Positive discipline = .73. 
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Overall, the associations observed between the PSI-4 SF total and subscale scores 

with all CECPAQ-IT scores were significant and in the expected direction, indicating 

adequate criterion validity (Table 4). Specifically, Support and Structure yielded moderate 

negative correlations with all PSI-4 SF scores, Stimulation and Positive discipline yielded 

weak negative correlations with all PSI-4 SF scores, and Harsh discipline yielded moderate 

positive correlations with all PSI-4 SF scores.  

DISCUSSION 

Assessing parental behaviors is of interest to understand how parenting supports or 

undermines child development, but parental self-report tools focusing specifically on parental 

behaviors in early childhood are scarce in Italy. The current study examined and confirmed 

the factor structure, reliability, and validity of the Italian version of the CECPAQ. This 

comprehensive self-report questionnaire assesses 5 domains of parenting behavior relevant in 

early childhood, Support, Stimulation, Structure, Harsh discipline, and Positive discipline. 

Our findings are consistent with those of the original Dutch study (Verhoeven et al., 2017) 

and a Chinese validation (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023) and bring additional 

evidence that the CECPAQ is well-constructed and addresses parenting behaviors that are 

fundamental for early childhood up to 5 years of age across these cultures. These promising 

results support the use of the CECPAQ-IT to describe parenting behaviors of Italian mothers 

with their preschool children. The translation and validation of an international questionnaire 

is an excellent opportunity for researchers and practitioners to gain access to mothers’ 

perceptions of their parenting behaviors. 

Regarding the CECPAQ-IT’s structure, fit-indices confirmed the 5-factor structure 

with the RMSEA, CFI, and TLI being descriptively similar to those found previously for 

Dutch parents (Verhoeven et al., 2017) and Chinese mothers (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & 

Wang, 2023). The comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) values were 
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just below the criterion of > .90. However, it is important to note that these criterion values 

should be seen as tools to decide whether a model fits the data; using such values as hard cut-

offs runs the risk of erroneously considering a model as not fitting (Perry et al., 2015). The 

strength of the factor loadings in both the higher-order and lower-order structure of the 

model, as well as the pattern of correlations between the higher-order factors, were also 

generally similar to those found in the Dutch and Chinese samples. In addition, all 5 

parenting domains were assessed reliably and the associations of the 5 parenting domains 

with the PSI4-SF scores were all significant and in the expected direction. These are all 

indications that the CECPAQ-IT can be used to assess parenting in Italian mothers with 

children aged 4 to 5 years. 

Nevertheless, it is important to consider that the factor models were based on ordered 

categorical data, which might show positive bias in the fit indices (smaller RMSEA, larger 

CFI and TLI; Xia & Yang, 2019). However, as there are no clear cut-off values yet regarding 

model fit indices based on ordered categorical data (Xia & Yuang, 2019), we used Hu and 

Bentler's (1999) conventional cut-off values as a guideline for assessing model-fit quality.  

There are a few notable parameters in the factor-model that need attention. 

Concerning the parenting domain Structure, a few low factor loadings (< .40) were found in 

both the higher-order and lower-order model structures. The factor loading of the subdomain 

Consistency on the parenting domain Structure was .27. In addition, a lower factor score of 

item 31, It happens that my child is not punished when s/he disobeys, on the subdomain 

Consistency and of item 15, When my child does something I don’t like, I do something about 

it every time it happens vs. I often let it go, on the subdomain Laxness were found. In 

addition, a high (albeit negative) correlation was found between the parenting domains of 

Structure and Harsh discipline. These parameters deviate from the results of the Dutch 

CECPAQ and might be caused by cultural differences or by the children’s age. The relatively 
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low factor loading of Consistency for the CECPAQ-IT was also found for the Chinese 

CECPAQ (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023). It should be noted that the subdomain 

Consistency includes 3 items that all refer to “punishment” or “punishing” (see Appendix 1). 

Traditional disciplinary methods, rooted in adult authority and control, view punishment as a 

means of providing structure (Petruzzi, 2022). In contrast, more contemporary pedagogical 

approaches argue that punishment overlooks the underlying causes of children's misbehavior. 

Instead, engaging children in a restorative dialogue—through active listening—can promote 

self-correction and foster moral development (Warnick & Scribner, 2020). These different 

pedagogical ideas about punishment might explain the relatively low factor loading of 

Consistency found for the CECPAQ-IT. Indeed, in the current sample, which focused on 

mothers of 4- to 5-year-old children, punishment at this developmental stage might be 

perceived by mothers more as harsh discipline than as a means of providing structure. This 

conceptualization appears similar to that present in the Chinese culture where parents are 

supposed to be warm with their young children and tolerate their wrongdoing up to 6 years of 

age when children reach the “age of understanding” (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023). 

The different pedagogical approaches about punishment mentioned above might also explain 

the high negative correlation found between Structure and Harsh discipline in the current 

study. 

Another explanation for the low factor loading of item 31, It happens that my child is 

not punished when s/he disobeys, is the previous translation from the Dutch version into 

English: the word “punished” in English may have been too strong in comparison to the word 

used in the Dutch version (“gecorrigeerd”, which in hindsight could have been better 

translated as the English “restricted” or “corrected”, instead of “punished”). As the CECPAQ 

was translated from English to Italian, the corresponding Italian term of “punished” (i.e., 

“punito/a”) was used in the CECPAQ-IT, that might have been too strong in comparison with 
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the term used in the Dutch version (“gecorrigeerd”). The cultural and developmental 

sensitivity of these items should be investigated in future studies. 

 For item 15, When my child does something I don’t like, I do something about it every 

time it happens vs. I often let it go, the low factor loading we found matches the results for 

the Chinese CECPAQ (Dong, Dubas, Deković, & Wang, 2023). It was argued that Chinese 

parents perceive this parenting behavior as inflexibility to manage child misbehavior rather 

than parental inconsistency (Guo et al., 2017). A similar explanation could apply to the 

interpretation of Italian data. In addition, the expression I don’t like does not specify whether 

the child follows the rules or misbehaves, as specified in other questions, leaving the 

interpretation more ambiguous for parents.  

In addition, two items measuring parental Stimulation showed lower factor scores 

(items 47 and 53). For item 47, I let my child play with adults -other than his/her parents, in 

Italy it is common to let a child play with adults other than parents if those adults are familiar 

to the child, such as other adults of the family, educators and teachers at school, or parents of 

friends of their child. However, the idea that a child plays with adults, without referring to 

familiar adults, can be considered too generically expressed and unusual for Italian mothers 

and therefore not a clear example of exposition to enriching experiences, such as other items 

in the same subscale (e.g., play with other children). Item 53, My child has his/her own books 

that s/he may play with, even though s/he is not careful with them, seems somewhat less 

suited for 4- to 5-year-old Italian children who are more used to leaf through the pages of a 

book or tell a story by observing the pictures in the book, often together with parents, 

teachers, or peers, rather than playing with books. In addition, the expression s/he is not 

careful with them has two main meanings in English: being cautious and paying attention. In 

Italian the two meanings are distinct and our Italian translation stressed more the latter (anche 

se non vi presta attenzione). Finally, only for this item the child does this activity alone. By 
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contrast, the other items in the same subscale proposed activities with peers or adults. This 

difference can be another possible explanation for the lower factor loading of item 53. 

To interpret the findings regarding item 47, I let my child play with adults -other than 

his/her parents, and item 53, My child has his/her own books that s/he may play with, even 

though s/he is not careful with them, it is also important to keep in mind that the Dutch and 

Chinese versions of the CECPAQ were validated for parents (Dutch version) and mothers 

(Chinese version) of children between 1 and 4 years of age, whereas the CECPAQ-IT was 

validated for mothers of children aged 4 to 5 years. It might be that the stimulating behaviors 

described in the two items mentioned above are less relevant when children reach the age of 

4, as in the current study. Indeed, further studies on cultural and developmental phase 

differences may be important and can now be pursued using the Italian, Dutch, and Chinese 

versions of the CECPAQ. 

Associations of the 5 parenting domains with the PSI-4 SF scores were all in the 

expected direction, with Support, Structure, Stimulation, and Positive discipline yielding 

negative correlations whereas Harsh discipline yielding positive correlations with all PSI-4 

SF scores. These associations were comparable to the associations found for Dutch parents 

(both for mothers and fathers) and Chinese mothers, and are the first indications of the 

validity of the CECPAQ-IT and international comparability. These results bring further 

evidence to previous findings (Anthony et al., 2005; Mackler et al., 2015) showing that 

parents experiencing high levels of stress had lower socioemotional competence and tended 

to be more irritable and distressed with their children and provided them with less support, 

stimulation, structure, and positive discipline, whereas they used harsh discipline more 

frequently. 

Limitations and Future Research 
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Some limitations concerning the results of this study should be considered. First, although 

our sample was large and drawn from a wide region of Northern Italy, it was relatively 

homogeneous. The children were all between 4 and 5 years old, and the participating parents 

were exclusively mothers. In addition, about two-thirds of these mothers were highly 

educated, reflective of the fact that highly educated mothers tend to be overrepresented in 

urban areas of Northern Italy and, even more, in studies on parenting based on voluntary 

participation (Venuti & Bornstein, 2022). Future studies regarding the validity of the 

CECPAQ-IT should extend the sample to younger child ages. Also, considering the complex 

relation between socioeconomic status (SES) and parenting (Bornstein et al., 2022; Roubinov 

& Boyce, 2017)—shaped by a multitude of mediating and moderating environmental and 

experiential factors—future research should prioritize recruiting more diverse and 

representative samples. In addition, the recruitment of mothers from different regions across 

Italy could further test the generalizability of these findings to the larger Italian context. 

Recruitment of fathers should also be considered, as fathers are taking on an increasingly 

important role in parenting even if mothers still maintain more global child care 

responsibilities and daily activities (Parke & Cookston, 2019). 

Second, as filling out self-report questionnaires about parenting behaviors can be 

affected by social desirability, the collection of direct measures of parent-child interactions 

and child behaviors, besides the use of the CECPAQ-IT, could allow further enhancement of 

the convergent validity of the CECPAQ-IT in future studies and investigate its predictive 

value for child developmental outcomes. 

Third, cross-cultural studies should be conducted to shed light on similarities and 

differences in mothers’ early parenting behaviors across different cultures to deepen 

understanding of self-reports of parenting behaviors in relation to the cultural contexts in 
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which mothers and children live as parenting is influenced and modified through education 

and cultural custom (Bornstein, 2022). 

Fourth, as data were collected during Fall-Winter 2020, 2021, and 2022, the reported 

parenting behaviors might have been somehow influenced by the consequences of the Covid 

pandemic. Future studies could shed light on this issue by employing the CECPAQ-IT with 

new cohorts of mothers of preschoolers. 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

This study confirms the five-factor structure and supports the reliability and validity of the 

Italian version of the CECPAQ for mothers of preschool children. As such, the CECPAQ-IT 

can be a valuable instrument in research on parenting behavior in early childhood. Being a 

comprehensive questionnaire, it provides an overview of a wide range of parenting behaviors 

specific to parents of preschoolers. Understanding the relations between reports about 

parenting behaviors and child developmental trajectories and outcomes in different cultural 

contexts could be useful for researchers and practitioners. Further research examining cultural 

and developmental differences extending the sample to the entire 1-4 year age range of the 

original instrument, to both mothers and fathers across a wide range of educational level and 

across different Italian regions would enhance the validity and applicability of the CECPAQ-

IT across diverse populations. 

Given the nature of the sample, caution is advised when referring to the use of the 

questionnaire by professionals dealing with parenting issues. This questionnaire cannot be 

used to determine whether parenting behavior is problematic or not. Rather, the questionnaire 

can provide professionals with a tool to guide conversations and explorations around 

parenting and support parents in gaining a broad understanding of parenting behavior, 

helping to identify both strengths and areas that may benefit from further support.  
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Table 1. Fit measures of the three tested models regarding parenting. 

 

 Model fit measures 

Adjusted Chi-square 

difference test 

 χ2 (df)  RMSEA CFI TLI χ2 (df)  

Hypothesized Model     

   5-factor model 8381.91 (1355)  .05 .89 .89  

Comparison Models     

   1-factor model 15112.11 (1364)  .07 .79 .78 1734.38 (9)***  

   2-factor model 11992.21 (1363)  .06 .84 .83 1013.25 (8)***  

***p < .001 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations coefficients among domains of the 

mothers’ CECPAQ-IT composite scores.  

 

 M (SD) Medi

an 

Interqu

artile 

Range  

Cronba

ch’s 

alpha 

Pearson correlation coefficients 

     Support Stimulation Structure Harsh 

discipline 

Support 5.09 (.44) 5.08 0.54 .86     

Stimulation 4.75 (.51) 4.77 0.62 .76 .38***    

Structure 3.96 (.56) 3.92 0.75 .72 .35*** .21***   

Harsh 

discipline 

2.31 (.67) 2.17 0.83 .85 -.37*** -.19*** -.49***  

Positive 

discipline 

5.53 (.48) 5.50 0.75 .73 .45*** .36*** .31*** -.29*** 

Note. Means, standard deviations, and medians are based on CECPAQ-IT scores of 2013 

mothers. Theoretical range is 1-6 for all parenting domains.  

***p < .001 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the CECPAQ-IT scores stratified by child age (4-year and 5-

year-old) and gender (girl, boy). 

 

  

N 

Support  

M (SD) 

Stimulation 

M (SD)  

Structure  

M (SD) 

Harsh discipline 

M (SD)  

Positive discipline 

M (SD) 

       

4-years girl 631 5.13 (0.41) 4.73 (0.51) 3.96 (0.57) 2.24 (0.66) 5.53 (0.45) 

5-years girl 318 5.04 (0.48) 4.68 (0.50) 3.95 (0.56) 2.34 (0.68) 5.51 (0.52) 

4-years boy 696 5.10 (0.41) 4.83 (0.48) 3.96 (0.56) 2.36 (0.68) 5.54 (0.44) 

5-years boy 344 5.05 (0.48) 4.69 (0.54) 3.99 (0.56) 2.32 (0.68) 5.53 (0.54) 

Note. Missing data = 24  
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Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficients between mothers’ CECPAQ-IT and PSI-4 SF scores.  

 PSI-T PSI-PD PSI-PCDI PSI-DC 

     

Support -.41*** -.27*** -.45*** -.35*** 

Stimulation -.15*** -.12*** -.15*** -.11*** 

Structure -.42*** -.35*** -.34*** -.37*** 

Harsh 

discipline 

.45*** .33*** .44*** .39*** 

Positive 

discipline 

-.20*** -.15*** -.22*** -.16*** 

Note. PSI-T = Parent Stress Index- Total score; PSI-PD = Parent Stress Index – 

Parental Distress; PSI-PCDI= Parental Stress Index- Parent-Child Disfunctional 

Interaction; PSI-DC= Parent Stress Index- Difficult Child. Correlations between the 

CECPAQ-IT scores and the PSI-4 SF scores are based on 2013 mothers.  

***p < .001 
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Figure 1. Factor- structure and standardized coefficients of the CECPAQ-IT  
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Appendix 1. Parenting domains of the CECPAQ (Verhoeven et al., 2017) 
 

Support 

Support refers to the extent to which parents are attuned, supportive and acquiescent to the child’s needs and 

demands, and consists of three subdomains: 

Sensitivity 

1. I notice when my child is sad or not feeling well 

5. I know what my child feels or needs 

7. I listen to my child’s feelings and understand them 

9. I understand why my child is scared or upset 

Responsiveness 

3. When my child is having a hard time, I am able to help him/her  

6. I am able to comfort my child when s/he is scared 

8. I am able to calm my child when s/he irritable 

10. I am good at attracting my child’s attention  

12. When my child is not feeling well, I’m able to comfort him 

Affection 

2. I hug, kiss, or hold my child for no particular reason 

4. I tell my child how happy s/he makes me 

11. My child and I have warm, intimate moments together 

13. I express affection by hugging, kissing, and holding my child 

Sources: Nijmeegse Opvoed Vragenlijsten (NOV: Gerris et al., 1993), Parent Behavior Inventory (PBI; 

Lovejoy, et al., 1999), Child Rearing Questionnaire (CRQ: Sanson, 1996), Parental Cognitions and Conduct 

Toward the Infant Scale (PACOTIS, Boivin et al., 2005) 

Stimulation 

Stimulation refers to the extent to which parents engage their child in learning activities and consist of three 

subdomains: 

Activities:  

42. I tell my child stories or read books to him/her. 

43. I sing and dance with my child or listen to music with him/her 

45. I encourage my child to play alone and explore his/her environment 

Exposure 

44. I take my child outside to play, walk, or cycle 

46. I let my child play with other children 

47. I let my child play with adults (other than his/her parents)  

48. I involve my child in daily activities such as cooking, taking care of pets, or watering plants 

49. I take my child with me to do the grocery shopping 

Toys 

50. My child and I play together with colorful toys made of different materials (e.g. soft toys, wooden blocks, 

crackling book)  

51. My child and I play together with toys that can roll (e.g. ball, cars, pull animal)  

52. My child and I play together with building blocks, Lego, or other stacking toys 

53. My child has his/her own books that s/he may play with, even though s/he is not careful with them  

54. My child and I play together with musical toys (e.g. drum, flute) 

Sources: Longitudinal Study of Australian children, the Affordances in the Home Environment for Motor 

Development (AHEMD; Rodrigues, Saraiva, & Gabbard, 2005), StimQ Cognitive Home Environment 

(Dreyer, Mendelsohn, & Tamis-LeMonda, 1996). 

Structure 

Structure refers to the extent to which parents provide an organized environment and external structure for 

their child, and consists of three subdomains: 

Consistency 

28. When my child misbehaves, I let my child out of a punishment early 

31. It happens that my child is not punished when s/he disobeyes 

35. My child persuades me/ talks me out of being punished after s/he has done something wrong 

Laxness 

14. When I’m upset or under stress…I’m irritable and I’m on my child’s back/I am no more picky than usual  

18. When there is a problem with my child…Things build up and I do things I didn’t mean to/Things don’t get 

out of hand 

20. When my child misbehaves…I handle it without getting upset/I get so frustrated or angry that my child 

can see I’m upset 
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40. The punishment I give to my child depends on the mood I’m in 

Overreactivity 

15. When my child does something I don’t like…I do something about it every time it happens/I often let it go 

17. When my child won’t do what I ask…I often let it go or end up doing it myself / I take some other action 

19. When I give a fair threat or warning…I often don’t carry it out / I always do what I said  

21. When I say my child is not allowed to do something...I let my child do it anyway / I stick to what I said 

23. When my child is upset when I say ‘no'...I back down and give in / I stick to what I said 

Sources: Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ: Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 1996), shortened Parenting 

Scale (PS: Irvine, et al., 1999)  

Harsh discipline 

Harsh discipline refers to the extent with which parents use harsh, power assertive disciplinary techniques, 

including three subdomains: 

Verbal punishment 

16. When my child misbehaves…I raise my voice or yell/I speak to my child calmly 

25. When my child disobeys, I get angry and raise my voice 

36. When my child is whining, I get angry and raise my voice 

Physical punishment 

27. I slap my child when s/he disobeys 

32. When my child misbehaves, I get angry and grab hold of him/her 

39. I spank my child for whining  

Psychological control 

22. When my child does something I don’t like, I insult my child, say mean things or call my child names. 

(almost) Never/Most of the time 

26. I tell my child that s/he should be ashamed when s/he/doesn’t meet my expectations 

29. When my child does something I don’t like , I scowl at him/her and pretend he/she does not exist 

33. I make my child feel guilty when he/she doesn’t meet my expectations 

37. When my child does something I don’t like , I don’t talk to him/her until he/she behaves better 

41. I criticize my child when he/she doesn’t meet my expectations 

Sources: Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Shelton et al., 1996), Parenting Style and Dimension 

Questionnaire  (PSDQ; Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 2001) 

Positive discipline 

Positive discipline refers to the extent with which parents use disciplinary techniques that promote positive 

child behavior, including induction and praising: 

24. I explain to my child why certain rules must be followed 

30. I explain to my child why he/she is being punished or restricted 

34. I compliment or hug my child when s/he does something well 

38. I explain to my child the consequences of his/her behavior 

Sources: Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Shelton et al., 1996), Nijmeegse Opvoed Vragenlijst 

(NOV; Gerris et al., 1993) 
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Appendix 2. Parenting domains of the CECPAQ-IT.  

 

Support 

Sensitivity 

1. Mi accorgo quando mio/a figlio/a è triste o non si sente bene 

5. So quello che mio/a figlio/a sente o di cui ha bisogno 

7. Ascolto i sentimenti di mio/a figlio/a e li comprendo 

9. Comprendo il motivo per cui mio/a figlio/a è impaurito/a o turbato/a 

Responsiveness 

3. Quando mio/a figlio/a sta attraversando un periodo difficile, sono in grado di aiutarlo/a 

6. Riesco a confortare mio/a figlio/a quando è impaurito/a 

8. Riesco a calmare mio/a figlio/a quando è nervoso/a 

10. Sono bravo/a ad attirare l’attenzione di mio/a figlio/a 

12. Quando mio/a figlio/a non si sente bene, riesco a confortarlo/a 

Affection 

2. Abbraccio, bacio o tengo stretto mio/a figlio/a in modo spontaneo 

4. Dico a mio/a figlio/a quanto mi rende felice 

11. Mio/a figlio/a ed io abbiamo momenti di affetto ed intimità assieme 

13. Esprimo il mio affetto abbracciando, baciando e tenendo stretto mio/a figlio/a 

Stimulation 

Activities  

42. Racconto storie a mio/a figlio/a o gli/le leggo dei libri 

43. Canto e ballo con mio/a figlio/a o ascolto musica con lui/lei  

45. Incoraggio mio/a figlio/a a giocare da solo/a ed esplorare il suo ambiente  

Exposure 

44. Porto fuori mio/a figlio/a a giocare, camminare o in bicicletta  

46. Lascio giocare mio/a figlio/a con altri bambini  

47. Lascio giocare mio/a figlio/a con gli adulti (diversi dai suoi genitori)  

48. Coinvolgo mio/a figlio/a in attività quotidiane come cucinare, prendersi cura di animali domestici o 

innaffiare le piante  

49. Porto con me mio/a figlio/a a fare la spesa  

Toys 

50. Mio/a figlio/a ed io giochiamo insieme con giocattoli colorati fatti di materiali diversi (ad esempio, 

giocattoli morbidi, blocchi di legno, libri sonori)  

51. Mio/a figlio/a ed io giochiamo insieme con giocattoli che possono rotolare (ad esempio, palla, macchinine, 

animali che si tirano)   

52. Mio/a figlio/a ed io giochiamo insieme con mattoncini, lego o altri giocattoli impilabili  

53. Mio/a figlio/a ha i suoi libri con cui può giocare, anche se non vi presta attenzione  

54. Mio/a figlio/a ed io giochiamo insieme con giocattoli musicali (ad esempio, tamburo, flauto)  

Structure 

Consistency 

28. Quando mio/a figlio/a si comporta male, faccio terminare presto la punizione  

31. Capita che mio/a figlio/a non sia punito/a quando disobbedisce  

35. Mio/a figlio/a mi convince a non punirlo/a dopo aver fatto qualcosa di sbagliato  

Laxness 

14. Quando sono turbato/a o sotto stress… Sono irritabile ed esigente con mio/a figlio/a - Non sono più 

esigente del solito  

18. Quando c’è un problema con mio/a figlio/a… Le cose si complicano e faccio cose che non volevo - Le 

cose non mi sfuggono di mano 

20. Quando mio/a figlio/a si comporta male ... Lo/a gestisco senza arrabbiarmi - Divento così frustrato/a o 

arrabbiato/a che mio/a figlio/a può vedere che sono arrabbiato/a  

40. La punizione che dò a mio/a figlio/a dipende dall’umore che ho in quel momento 

Overreactivity 

15. Quando mio/a figlio/a fa qualcosa che non mi piace… Faccio qualcosa a riguardo ogni volta che succede - 

Spesso lascio andare  

17. Quando mio/a figlio/a non fa quello che gli/le chiedo… Spesso lascio andare o finisco per farlo da solo/a - 

Uso un’altra strategia perché mio/a figlio/a faccia quello che ho chiesto  

19. Quando dò un avvertimento ragionevole… Spesso non lo metto in pratica - Faccio sempre quello che ho 

detto 
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21. Quando dico a mio/a figlio/a che non è permesso fare qualcosa... Lascio che mio/a figlio/a lo faccia 

comunque - Mi attengo a quello che ho detto 

23. Quando mio/a figlio/a è turbato/a quando dico "no"... Mi tiro indietro e cedo -  Mi attengo a quello che ho 

detto 

Harsh discipline 

Verbal punishment 

16. Quando mio/a figlio/a si comporta male… Alzo la voce o urlo - Parlo a mio/a figlio/a con calma 

25. Quando mio/a figlio/a disobbedisce, mi arrabbio e alzo la voce 

36. Quando mio/a figlio/a piagnucola, mi arrabbio e alzo la voce 

Physical punishment 

27. Schiaffeggio mio/a figlio/a quando ha disobbedito 

32. Quando mio/a figlio/a si comporta male, mi arrabbio e lo/la afferro 

39. Sculaccio mio/a figlio/a quando piagnucola 

Psychological control 

22. Quando mio/a figlio/a fa qualcosa che non mi piace, lo/la insulto, dico cose cattive o lo/la sgrido... (Quasi) 

mai - La maggior parte delle volte 

26. Dico a mio/a figlio/a che dovrebbe vergognarsi quando non soddisfa le mie aspettative 

29. Quando mio/a figlio/a fa qualcosa che non mi piace, lo/la guardo severamente e fingo che lui/lei non esista 

33. Faccio sentire mio/a figlio/a in colpa quando non soddisfa le mie aspettative 

37. Quando mio/a figlio/a fa qualcosa che non mi piace, non gli/le parlo finché non si comporta meglio 

41. Critico mio/a figlio/a quando non soddisfa le mie aspettative 

Positive discipline 

24. Spiego a mio/a figlio/a perché alcune regole devono essere seguite 

30. Spiego a mio/a figlio/a perché viene punito/a o limitato/a 

34. Mi complimento o abbraccio mio/a figlio/a quando fa bene qualcosa 

38. Spiego a mio/a figlio/a le conseguenze del suo comportamento 

 

Note. The formatted version of the CECPAQ-IT is available in the Supplementary Materials at 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2025.2500317 


