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Abstract In the present research, we examined associa-

tions between contextual and individual factors and ado-

lescents’ conflict resolution with mothers. In Study 1, we

explored links between maternal responsiveness and psy-

chological control and adolescent conflict resolution styles

(positive problem solving, conflict engagement, with-

drawal, and compliance) with two informants. In Study 2,

we examined the unique contribution of adolescents’ per-

sonality above and beyond perceived parenting in the

prediction of conflict resolution styles. Results of both

studies indicated that responsiveness was related positively

to problem solving and negatively to withdrawal. Psycho-

logical control was positively associated with destructive

resolution styles. Study 2 indicated that extraversion pre-

dicted more problem solving and conflict engagement, and

less withdrawal. Agreeableness predicted more problem

solving and less conflict engagement. Finally, certain per-

sonality traits moderated associations between parenting

and conflict resolution, indicating that some adolescents are

more sensitive to these parenting dimensions than others.

Keywords Adolescence � Conflict resolution � Parenting �
Personality � Multi-informant

Introduction

Conflicts are an inevitable feature of human interactions.

Especially in adolescence, conflicts with parents about

everyday issues are common, mainly due to the realign-

ment of the parent-adolescent relationship and adolescents’

striving for autonomy (Collins and Laursen 2004). A meta-

analysis by Laursen et al. (1998) revealed that conflicts

with parents occur most frequently throughout early ado-

lescence and decrease gradually thereafter. Such conflicts,

however, are not necessarily detrimental for adolescent

development. The way conflicts are managed is of crucial

importance (Adams and Laursen 2007). A study by Branje

et al. (2009) has indeed demonstrated that conflict resolu-

tion styles moderated the impact of conflicts on adoles-

cents’ adjustment.

Conflict resolution or management is defined as the

behaviors people enact during a conflict. It is important to

distinguish conflict management behaviors from conflict

outcomes. Although both constructs are related, the former

refers to behaviors that occur during conflicts whereas the

latter refers to the effect or impact of the conflict (Laursen

and Collins 1994). Inspired by Kurdek’s (1994) work on

conflict resolution in romantic couples and the literature on

adolescent conflict (Laursen, 1993; Rubenstein and Feld-

man 1993; Van Doorn et al. 2008), we focused on four

conflict resolution styles that adolescents use when they

have disputes with their parents. Positive problem solving

involves trying to understand the other’s point of view and

negotiating the conflict effectively to find a compromise.

Conflict engagement involves destructive behaviors like
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attacking the other verbally, being defensive, or losing self-

control. Withdrawal involves avoiding the problem,

avoiding talking, and becoming distant. Compliance

involves giving into the other party without expressing

one’s point of view.

Conflict resolution styles have been associated with

internalizing and externalizing problems, and social com-

petence (Branje et al. 2009; Jaffee and D’Zurilla 2003).

Further, adolescents’ conflict resolution skills towards

parents are expected to influence adolescent social func-

tioning in various life domains as well (e.g., studies, peer,

and romantic relationships). Recent work on adolescents’

conflict behaviors has indeed demonstrated that both hos-

tile and constructive conflict interactions with parents are

transferred to peer relationships (Trifan and Stattin 2015;

Van Doorn et al. 2011). Despite that these conflict reso-

lution styles have been linked to a host of outcomes,

research investigating antecedents that can explain indi-

vidual differences in the use of these styles is scarce

(Eisenberg et al. 2008).

In examining such potential antecedents, several devel-

opmental system theories stress the importance of inte-

grating both individual and environmental factors in the

study of adolescents’ behavior (Kiff et al. 2011). The

developmental-contextual model (Lerner et al. 2012), for

instance, states that an individual’s development is influ-

enced by both dispositional factors and multiple nested

contexts. The parenting context (microsystem) is especially

relevant due to its proximal presence for adolescents’

development. Hence, this model provides a conceptual

framework for studying the unique contributions of par-

enting dimensions and personality characteristics, and their

interaction on adolescent conflict styles. Objective 1 was to

examine associations between the parenting dimensions of

responsiveness and psychological control and the four

conflict resolution styles in two studies, with Study 1 being

multi-informant. Objective 2 was to examine associations

between adolescents big five personality traits and conflict

resolution above and beyond parenting (Study 2). Objec-

tive 3 was to investigate whether the associations between

parenting and adolescents’ conflict resolution styles dif-

fered depending on adolescents’ personality (Study 2).

Specific theorizing and hypotheses with respect to our

study objectives can be found in the introductory sections

of each study.

Study 1

Although peer interactions gain in importance during

adolescence, the family remains an important context in

which adolescents develop social skills (Sillars et al. 2004).

Further, interacting with parents provides adolescents with

a platform to learn how to deal with conflicts. Previous

studies have demonstrated that conflicts occur more fre-

quently in the family than in the peer context (Adams and

Laursen 2001). In addition, the affective climate provided

in the family has been recognized as a significant marker

for the development of social competence (Laible and

Carlo 2004). Because conflicts are emotional events (Jones

2001), we focus on two parenting dimensions that reflect

the affective quality of parent-adolescent relationships

(Duriez et al. 2007). The first dimension, responsiveness, is

the parent’s capacity to attune to children’s needs and to

react in a warm and involved manner in times of distress.

The second dimension, psychological control, can be

described as the use of manipulative techniques, such as

guilt-induction, conditional loving, or shaming, that intrude

in the child’s psychological world (Barber 1996). These

two affective parenting dimensions are especially relevant

in the context of conflict management because unsupport-

ive and controlling parenting has been related to higher

levels of conflict frequency and intensity (Sturge-Apple

et al. 2003; Yau and Smetana 1996). In addition, in the

literature on romantic couples, responsiveness or support

has been associated with more adequate problem solving,

whereas the opposite was found for criticism and guilt

induction (Sullivan et al. 2010).

To our knowledge, the associations between maternal

responsiveness and psychological control and the four

conflict resolution styles described above have not been

examined thoroughly in the parent-adolescent literature.

However, some studies have investigated associations

between similar parent–child relationship variables and

children’s conflict-related behaviors. For instance, a hostile

interaction style between parents and adolescents has been

associated with adolescents’ destructive problem solving

skills (Capaldi et al. 1994; Rueter and Conger 1995).

Psychological control is often accompanied by negative

affect leading to a reduced sense of control (Barber, 1996),

which, in turn, has been associated with greater display of

both angry and withdrawn behavior (Havighurst et al.

2015; Manzeske and Stright 2009). Further, families with

difficulties in dealing with autonomy processes (which are

related to psychologically controlling parenting; Barber,

2002) appeared to have adolescents displaying more hostile

conflict behaviors (Allen et al. 1996). Conversely, warm

and consistent parenting (being strongly related to

responsiveness) was associated with less attack and

avoidance, and with more compromise and constructive

problem solving (Rueter and Conger 1995; Tucker et al.

2003). Finally, Rubenstein and Feldman (1993) found that

parental rejection was related to adolescents’ reports of

attack during conflicts, whereas family supportiveness was

related to higher levels of adolescents’ compromise and

lower levels of avoidance.
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Several scholars have emphasized the importance of

incorporating the perspective of the adolescent and the

parent because these two interaction partners tend to have

different views on parenting (Janssens et al. 2014; Spilt

et al. 2015). Hence, this study adds to extant literature by

using the perspectives of both adolescents and mothers, and

by simultaneously examining the effects of two affectively

different parenting dimensions on four conflict resolution

styles. Based on our literature overview, we expected

responsiveness to be associated with higher levels of pos-

itive problem solving and lower levels of conflict engage-

ment and withdrawal. Psychological control is expected to

be associated with higher levels of the more destructive

resolution styles (i.e., conflict engagement and with-

drawal). We also hypothesized a positive association

between psychological control and compliance, because in

a psychologically controlling climate adolescents might

feel pressured to live up to their mothers’ standards and this

might result in a submissive attitude during conflicts (Assor

et al. 2004, Mabbe et al. 2015). To rule out the possibility

that the expected associations between parenting dimen-

sions and conflict resolution styles might be driven by the

possibly conflictual nature of the mother-adolescent rela-

tionship, we controlled for conflict frequency in all

analyses.

Method

Participants

A total of 370 adolescents from grades 10–12 of a sec-

ondary school in Flanders, the Flemish speaking part of

Belgium, were invited to participate. The school mainly

attracts middle-class Caucasian students. The final sample

consisted of 274 adolescents (74 % response rate; 43.8 %

boys) and 194 mothers (52 % response rate). Adolescents’

age ranged from 14 to 19 years (M = 16.53 years,

SD = .96). Concerning family situation, 91.5 % of the

adolescents came from intact families. Mothers’ age ranged

from 39 to 57 years (M = 45.68 years, SD = 3.04). With

respect to maternal educational level, 9.4 % had no degree,

24.6 % finished secondary school, 55.5 % had a bachelor

degree, and 10.5 % had a master degree.

Procedure

Prior to the study, all parents received an information letter,

wherein they could refuse their child’s participation. This

resulted in exclusion of\1 % of the potential sample. On

the day of data collection, all adolescents received an

envelope with the questionnaire and an informed consent

letter. About 7 % of the adolescents did not give their

assent to participate and were excluded. All participants

were asked to fill out their questionnaires at home and give

an envelope to their mother, including the questionnaire

and an informed consent letter for the mothers. Enclosed

envelopes with the completed questionnaires were returned

to the school within 2 weeks. This procedure was approved

by our university’s Institutional Review Board.

Measures

All questionnaires detailed below were completed by

adolescents and mothers.

Conflict Resolution Styles

Adolescents and mothers completed the Conflict Resolu-

tion Style Inventory (CRSI; Kurdek 1994). This question-

naire was originally designed to measure conflict resolution

in couples, but was adapted for the parent–child context

(Branje et al. 2009). The validity of this adapted measure

has been demonstrated in various studies (Van Doorn et al.

2008). This questionnaire measures four conflict resolution

styles (5 items each): positive problem solving, conflict

engagement, withdrawal, and compliance. On a 5-point

scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), mothers and

adolescents rated how often adolescents used particular

conflict resolution strategies in relation to their mothers

when they had a quarrel. Sample items included: ‘‘Trying

to find solutions that are acceptable for both of us’’ (posi-

tive problem solving), ‘‘Letting myself go, and saying

things I don’t really mean’’ (conflict engagement), ‘‘Not

listening to her anymore’’ (withdrawal), and ‘‘Not

defending my opinion’’ (compliance). Cronbach’s alphas

for adolescent and mother reports were, respectively:

Positive problem solving (a = .83 and .81), conflict

engagement (a = .75 and .81), withdrawal (a = .72 and

.70), and compliance (a = .78 and .81).

Conflict Frequency

The frequency of conflicts between adolescents and

mothers was measured with the Interpersonal Conflict

Questionnaire (ICQ; Laursen 1993). This questionnaire

consists of 35 items covering potential conflict topics that

were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5

(often). Adolescents and mothers rated for each item how

often they had conflicts, disagreements, or quarrels with

each other about a specific topic during the last week. All

conflict topics refer to the adolescent’s behavior and not the

mother’s behavior. Items included issues like: ‘‘behavior in

class or school’’, ‘‘what time you have to be in or out of

bed’’, and ‘‘cleaning, tidiness’’. Scores were averaged

across the 35 items, providing average weekly conflict

2482 J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2480–2497
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scores. Cronbach’s alphas were .93 for the adolescent

report and .94 for the mother report.

Parenting Dimensions

Responsiveness was assessed with a 7-item scale of the

Child Report on Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI;

Schaefer 1965; Schludermann and Schludermann 1988). A

sample item reads ‘‘My mother often smiles to me’’. Psy-

chological control was assessed with the 8-item Psycho-

logical Control Scale—Youth Self-Report (PCS-YSR;

Barber 1996). A sample item reads ‘‘My mother is less

friendly to me if I don’t see thing as she does’’. All items

were rated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (does not

apply at all) to 5 (applies strongly). Adolescents reported

on how they perceived their mothers’ parenting behaviors

and mothers reported on their own behaviors. The Dutch

translations of these scales have been validated in several

empirical studies (e.g., Soenens et al. 2006). Cronbach’s

alphas for adolescent and mother report, respectively,

were: Responsiveness (a = .90 and .79), and psychologi-

cal control (a = .78 and .78).

Data Analyses

To investigate the unique contribution of the parenting

dimensions in predicting individual differences in conflict

variables, we conducted hierarchical multiple regression

analyses for the four dependent conflict styles separately

(i.e., positive problem solving, conflict engagement, com-

pliance, and withdrawal). First, we conducted regression

analyses within informants, that is, we conducted all

analyses for adolescent and mother reports separately.

Second, we conducted regression analyses across infor-

mants, that is, we used adolescent-reported parenting

variables as predictors of mother-reported conflict vari-

ables and vice versa. This latter set of analyses was con-

ducted to remedy potential problems associated with

single-informant bias. All regression analyses proceeded in

two steps. In Step 1, adolescents’ sex, age and conflict

frequency were added as control variables. In Step 2, we

added the two parenting dimensions.

Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations are presented

in Table 1. Standardized betas and R2-values of the

regression analyses are presented in Table 2. First, in the

adolescent model, girls reported higher levels of with-

drawal than boys, and according to mothers, younger

adolescents displayed higher levels of compliance. In the

across-informant models, younger adolescents displayed T
a

b
le

1
M

ea
n

s,
st

an
d

ar
d

d
ev

ia
ti

o
n

s,
an

d
co

rr
el

at
io

n
s

am
o

n
g

th
e

st
u

d
y

v
ar

ia
b

le
s

o
f

st
u

d
y

1

V
ar

ia
b

le
C

o
n

fl
ic

t
v

ar
ia

b
le

s
A

R
C

o
n

fl
ic

t
v

ar
ia

b
le

s
M

R
P

ar
en

ti
n

g
A

R
P

ar
en

ti
n

g

M
R

M
S
D

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
1

0
1

1
1

2
1

3
1

4

1
.

A
d

o
le

sc
en

t
ag

e
1

6
.5

3
.9

6

2
.

P
o

si
ti

v
e

p
ro

b
le

m

so
lv

in
g

A
R

3
.1

1
.7

3
-

.0
7

3
.

C
o

n
fl

ic
t

en
g

ag
em

en
t

A
R

2
.0

1
.6

6
-

.0
3

-
.3

7
*

*
*

4
.

W
it

h
d

ra
w

al
A

R
2

.4
1

.7
4

-
.0

1
-

.2
5

*
*

.2
4

*
*

5
.

C
o

m
p

li
an

ce
A

R
1

.8
7

.5
6

-
.0

2
.0

6
-

.2
1

*
*

.2
7

*
*

*

6
.

C
o

n
fl

ic
t

fr
eq

u
en

cy

A
R

1
.7

3
.5

1
.0

3
-

.3
6

*
*

*
.4

8
*

*
*

.2
4

*
*

*
-

.1
1

7
.

P
o

si
ti

v
e

p
ro

b
le

m

so
lv

in
g

M
R

3
.4

1
.7

7
.0

2
.3

2
*

*
*

-
.2

6
*

*
*

-
.2

8
*

*
*

.1
2

-
.3

6
*

*
*

8
.

C
o

n
fl

ic
t

en
g

ag
em

en
t

M
R

2
.0

4
.7

4
-

.0
3

-
.1

6
*

.4
4

*
*

*
.0

5
-

.2
3

*
*

.4
5

*
*

*
-

.4
7

*
*

*

9
.

W
it

h
d

ra
w

al
M

R
2

.2
6

.7
6

-
.1

9
*

*
-

.2
2

*
*

.2
7

*
*

*
.3

7
*

*
*

.0
1

.3
8

*
*

*
-

.4
7

*
*

*
.5

6
*

*
*

1
0

.
C

o
m

p
li

an
ce

M
R

2
.1

0
.6

2
-

.2
2

*
*

.0
1

-
.0

7
.2

5
*

*
*

.2
5

*
*

*
.0

5
.0

2
.0

3
.3

4
*

*
*

J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2480–2497 2483

123



T
a

b
le

1
co

n
ti

n
u

ed

V
ar

ia
b

le
C

o
n

fl
ic

t
v

ar
ia

b
le

s
A

R
C

o
n

fl
ic

t
v

ar
ia

b
le

s
M

R
P

ar
en

ti
n

g
A

R
P

ar
en

ti
n

g

M
R

M
S
D

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
1

0
1

1
1

2
1

3
1

4

1
1

.
C

o
n

fl
ic

t

fr
eq

u
en

cy
M

R

1
.7

8
.5

0
-

.1
2

-
.1

7
*

.3
4

*
*

*
.1

0
-

.0
2

.5
4

*
*

*
-

.3
1

*
*

*
.4

8
*

*
*

.4
8

*
*

*
.1

8
*

1
2

.
R

es
p

o
n

si
v

en
es

s

A
R

3
.6

9
.7

6
-

.0
4

.4
5

*
*

*
-

.2
1

*
*

-
.3

0
*

*
*

-
.0

1
-

.4
1

*
*

*
.4

3
*

*
*

-
.2

6
*

*
*

-
.4

4
*

*
*

-
.0

4
-

.2
3

*
*

1
3

.
P

sy
ch

o
lo

g
ic

al

co
n

tr
o

l
A

R

2
.2

1
.6

2
.0

2
-

.3
0

*
*

*
.3

9
*

*
*

.3
4

*
*

*
.0

5
.5

5
*

*
*

-
.3

2
*

*
*

.3
5

*
*

*
.3

1
*

*
*

.0
1

.3
9

*
*

*
-

.5
4

*
*

*

1
4

.
R

es
p

o
n

si
v

en
es

s

M
R

4
.2

2
.4

7
-

.1
0

.2
0

*
*

-
.1

3
-

.0
8

.1
1

-
.2

2
*

*
*

.4
1

*
*

*
-

.3
0

*
*

*
-

.3
5

*
*

*
.0

1
-

.2
2

*
*

.4
8

*
*

*
-

.2
5

*
*

1
5

.
P

sy
ch

o
lo

g
ic

al

co
n

tr
o

l
M

R

2
.1

2
.5

9
-

.0
0

-
.0

9
.1

5
*

.0
7

-
.0

1
.2

7
*

*
*

-
.2

5
*

*
*

.2
9

*
*

*
.3

4
*

*
*

.1
9

*
*

.3
7

*
*

*
-

.2
4

*
*

.3
4

*
*

*
-

.3
1

*
*

*

A
R

ad
o

le
sc

en
t

re
p

o
rt

,
M
R

m
o

th
er

re
p

o
rt

*
p
\

.0
5

;
*

*
p
\

.0
1

;
*

*
*
p
\

.0
0

1

T
a

b
le

2
H

ie
ra

rc
h

ic
al

re
g

re
ss

io
n

an
al

y
se

s
p

re
d

ic
ti

n
g

co
n

fl
ic

t
fr

eq
u

en
cy

an
d

re
so

lu
ti

o
n

st
y

le
s

fr
o

m
m

at
er

n
al

p
ar

en
ti

n
g

(S
tu

d
y

1
)

P
re

d
ic

to
r

P
ro

b
le

m
so

lv
in

g
C

o
n

fl
ic

t
E

n
g

ag
em

en
t

W
it

h
d

ra
w

al
C

o
m

p
li

an
ce

b
D

R
2

b
D

R
2

b
D

R
2

b
D

R
2

W
it

h
in

in
fo

rm
an

ts

S
te

p
1

:
C
o
n
tr
o
ls

.0
9

*
*

*
/.

1
0

*
*

*
.1

8
*

*
*

/.
2

3
*

*
*

.0
6

*
*

*
/.

2
5

*
*

*
.0

3
/.

0
8

*
*

S
ex

.0
1

/-
.0

2
-

.1
1

/-
.0

3
-

.1
2

*
/-

.0
6

.1
0

/.
0

5

A
g

e
-

.0
9

/-
.0

2
-

.0
4

/.
0

3
.0

4
/-

.1
3

.0
1

/-
.2

1
*

*

C
o

n
fl

ic
t

F
re

q
u

en
cy

-
.2

8
*

*
*

/-
.3

1
*

*
*

.4
3

*
*

*
/.

4
9

*
*

*
.2

3
*

*
*

/.
4

7
*

*
*

-
.1

4
*

/.
1

5
*

S
te

p
2

:
M
a
in

ef
fe
ct
s

.1
6

*
*

*
/.

1
3

*
*

*
.0

6
*

*
*

/.
0

5
*

*
.0

9
*

*
*

/.
0

9
*

*
*

.0
2

/.
0

3

R
es

p
o

n
si

v
en

es
s

.4
3

*
*

*
/.

3
5

*
*

*
-

.0
3

/-
.1

9
*

*
*

-
.1

6
*

/-
.2

5
*

*
*

.0
3

/.
0

7

P
sy

ch
o

lo
g

ic
al

C
o

n
tr

o
l

.0
1

/-
.0

7
.2

6
*

*
*

/.
0

8
.2

3
*

*
*

/.
1

3
*

*
*

.1
6

*
/.

1
8

*

A
cr

o
ss

in
fo

rm
an

ts

S
te

p
1

:
C
o
n
tr
o
ls

.1
3

*
*

*
/.

0
3

.2
0

*
*

*
/.

1
3

*
*

*
.1

9
*

*
*

/.
0

2
.0

6
*

/.
0

1

S
ex

.0
0

/-
.0

1
-

.0
5

/-
.0

8
-

.0
7

/-
.0

7
-

.0
6

/.
0

8

A
g

e
.0

2
/-

.0
9

-
.0

4
/.

0
2

-
.1

9
*

*
/-

.0
1

-
.2

3
*

*
/-

.0
3

C
o

n
fl

ic
t

F
re

q
u

en
cy

-
.3

5
*

*
*

/-
.1

5
*

.4
6

*
*

*
/.

3
6

*
*

*
.4

0
*

*
*

/.
1

1
.0

4
/-

.0
4

S
te

p
2

:
M
a
in

ef
fe
ct
s

.1
0

*
*

*
/.

0
3

.0
2

/.
0

0
.1

1
*

*
*

/.
0

1
.0

0
/.

0
1

R
es

p
o

n
si

v
en

es
s

.3
2

*
*

*
/.

1
8

*
-

.0
5

/.
0

6
-

.3
6

*
*

*
/-

.0
6

-
.0

4
/.

1
2

2484 J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2480–2497

123



lower levels of withdrawal and compliance (only in the

adolescent-reported-predictor model). Conflict frequency

was a significant predictor for all conflict styles for both

informants. For adolescents and mothers, conflict fre-

quency was related positively to conflict engagement and

withdrawal, and negatively to problem solving. In the

across-informant analyses, conflict frequency was similarly

related to problem solving and conflict engagement as in

the within-informant analyses. Cross-informant, conflict

frequency was also positively related to withdrawal but

only in the adolescent-reported-predictor-mother-reported-

outcome model. The conflict style compliance was only

related to conflict frequency in the within-informant

models: for adolescents, more conflicts related to lower

levels of compliance, whereas the opposite pattern

appeared in the mother-reported model.

Second, concerning the main effects of parenting,

responsiveness was associated positively with problem

solving and negatively with withdrawal according to

both adolescents and mothers. In the mother model only,

a significant negative association between responsiveness

and conflict engagement was found. These effects of

responsiveness with the conflict styles were replicated in

both across-informant models, with the exception of the

association between responsiveness and withdrawal in

the mother-reported-predictor-adolescent-reported out-

come model. Psychological control was positively rela-

ted to withdrawal and compliance according to

adolescents and mothers. In the adolescent model only,

psychological control was positively related to conflict

engagement. These effects of psychological control with

the conflict styles were not replicated in the across-in-

formant models.

Discussion

In Study 1, responsiveness and psychological control

seemed to predict conflict resolution largely in accordance

with our expectations. Positive parenting seemed to predict

more constructive conflict resolution, whereas negative

parenting predicted more destructive styles. However,

especially with respect to the resolution style of compli-

ance, we did not find consistent meaningful associations

with the parenting dimensions. This finding raises the

question whether other factors, such as personality traits,

might explain additional variance in the use of certain

conflict resolution styles, or whether the prediction of

certain conflict resolution styles by parenting might depend

on adolescents’ personality traits (being indicative of

moderation).
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Study 2

The goal of Study 2 was twofold. First, we aimed to

replicate the findings of Study 1 concerning the associa-

tions between parenting and conflict resolution and fre-

quency (Objective 1). In doing so, adolescents reported

about their conflict resolution styles with their mother and

perceived maternal parenting. Second, as for Objective 2,

we extended Study 1 by examining whether adolescents’

personality traits uniquely predicted conflict behaviors

above and beyond parenting dimensions. Third, as for

Objective 3, we explored whether adolescents’ suscepti-

bility to parenting was dependent on their personality by

examining the interaction effects of personality and par-

enting in the prediction of adolescent conflict resolution.

In line with person-environment interaction theories, a

second potential determinant of adolescents’ conflict res-

olution styles is their personality. Adolescents’ personality

traits can influence their conflict perceptions, affective

responses during conflicts, and how much they value the

relationship (Graziano et al. 1996; Park and Antonioni

2007). Most personality psychologists see dispositional

traits, such as the widely used Big Five traits, as the basic

layer of analysis when it comes to assessing personality

(Caspi et al. 2005; McCrae and Costa 1987). Hence, we

used these traits in Study 2: extraversion (energy, socia-

bility, and experiencing frequent positive moods), agree-

ableness (kindness, empathy, and cooperativeness),

conscientiousness (organizational and motivational aspects

of behavior), emotional stability (the ability to deal with

negative emotions), and openness to experience (the way

an individual seeks and deals with new information).

Research on personality and conflict resolution has

focused predominantly on two Big Five traits of crucial

importance for interpersonal functioning: extraversion and

agreeableness. Jensen-Campbell and Graziano (2001),

Jensen Campbell et al. (2003) found that children’s

agreeableness was positively associated with constructive

conflict management and negatively with destructive res-

olution tactics with peers. Other studies also have found

positive associations of agreeableness and extraversion

with collaboration (Antonioni 1998; Wood and Bell 2008).

Extraversion was also related to higher levels of conflict

engagement and lower levels of withdrawal (Park and

Antonioni 2007).

Conscientiousness has also received some empirical

attention in the context of interpersonal functioning (e.g.,

Jensen-Campbell et al. 2007; Jensen-Campbell and Mal-

colm 2007). Conscientiousness appears to be an important

feature for maintaining satisfying interpersonal relation-

ships because conscientious people are better able to inhibit

aggressive responses when faced with interpersonal

conflicts. Conscientious people score higher on affect

regulation (Ahadi and Rothbart 1994), which might explain

why they are less inclined to engage in destructive conflict

behaviors. Next, emotional stability was positively related

to problem solving and negatively to withdrawal and a

focus on negative emotions (Connor-Smith and Flachsbart

2007). Finally, openness is the least understood big five

dimension and associations between openness and conflict

resolution have been somewhat contradictory. For instance,

both positive and negative associations between openness

and collaborative resolution have been found (Antonioni

1998; Park and Antonioni 2007).

Based on the abovementioned studies, we forwarded the

following hypotheses concerning the associations between

adolescents’ personality traits and conflict resolution styles.

Extraverted adolescents tend to experience positive emo-

tions and high energy levels which might explain why they

are less inclined to use passive strategies, such as with-

drawal and compliance. We also expected extraversion to

be positively associated with positive problem solving.

However, due to their impulsiveness, they might also make

use of conflict engagement (Caspi et al. 2005). Due to their

motivation to sustain good relationships, agreeable people

would engage more in problem solving and compliance

and less in conflict engagement. We expected adolescents

scoring low on emotional stability to engage less in posi-

tive resolution strategies and more in attacking or avoidant

strategies, due to their heightened sensitivity for negative

affect and lower impulse control (McCrae and Costa 1987).

The organized and disciplined nature of conscientious

adolescents would facilitate problem solving and reduce

the use of conflict engagement (McCrae and John 1992).

Finally, we tentatively expected openness to be positively

related to positive problem solving and negatively to

withdrawal, because open-minded people have the cogni-

tive capacity to take on different perspectives when having

a conflict (McCrae and Costa 1997).

Personality traits may not only function as an important

predictor of conflict resolution, but could also make ado-

lescents more (or less) sensitive to the effects of both

positive and negative parenting on their conflict resolution

behaviors. The goodness-of-fit model (Thomas and Chess

1977) has inspired the development of more specific per-

son-environment frameworks, such as the diathesis-stress

(or dual-risk) model (Monroe and Simons 1991) and the

model of differential susceptibility (Pluess and Belsky

2013). Studies investigating these interactions from a

diathesis–stress perspective have focused on the combined

impact of adverse parenting and certain personality traits

on negative child outcomes (e.g., Prinzie et al. 2003). Such

studies have found, for instance, that when children with a

less adaptive personality profile are confronted with
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adverse parenting, they score higher on behavior problems.

This model stresses the dark side of susceptibility by

focusing on deleterious risk factors and environments.

Conversely, the vantage-sensitivity perspective posits that

children scoring high on adaptive personality traits benefit

more from a supportive environment (Pluess and Belsky

2013). Finally, the differential-susceptibility hypothesis

integrates both models into a single model by stating that

certain personality factors are plasticity factors that make

individuals more sensitive to their environment for better

and for worse.

In line with theorizing on person-environment interac-

tions and primarily in line with the diathesis-stress per-

spective, previous research has already found that

children’s personality traits moderated the relationship

between parenting and children’s externalizing behaviors.

For instance, unsupportive and overreactive parenting was

not related to behavioral problems for children scoring high

on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and extraversion as

opposed to children scoring low on these same personality

characteristics (Prinzie et al. 2003; Van Leeuwen et al.

2004). With regard to openness, De Haan et al. (2010)

found that overcontrolling parenting was associated with

more aggressive behaviors for more imaginative (open)

children. These findings suggest that less open, and more

agreeable, extraverted, conscientious children are less

vulnerable to the effects of unsupportive parenting or, vice

versa, that children scoring with the opposite personality

profile are more vulnerable to adverse parenting. A recent

study by Mabbe et al. (2015) investigated the moderating

role of adolescents’ personality traits in the association

between maternal psychological control and externalizing

behaviors. Adolescent scoring low on agreeableness

appeared to be more sensitive for the adverse effects of

psychological control, whereas highly agreeable adoles-

cents were not affected by psychological control.

In line with the vantage-sensitivity perspective, Meunier

et al. (2011) found that having a supportive mother was a

protective factor against externalizing behaviors, especially

for more introverted and agreeable children. These children

seemed to benefit from their mothers’ support as opposed

to their more extraverted and less agreeable peers. In line

with the differential-susceptibility model, Lengua (2008)

demonstrated that more neurotic children displayed higher

levels of externalizing problems when mothers were

rejecting but lower levels of externalizing problems when

mothers manifested little rejection.

In the present study, we investigated similar moderation

effects of adolescents’ personality on the associations

between parenting and adolescent conflict resolution styles.

However, with respect to conflict resolution, it is difficult

to forward concrete hypotheses due to a lack of previous

research, but we expect that similar mechanisms could

occur. Based on the aforementioned studies on external-

izing behavior and in line with the diathesis-stress per-

spective, we tentatively expected that the link between high

levels of psychological control and more destructive con-

flict strategies might be more pronounced for adolescents

with a more vulnerable or less mature personality profile

(i.e., low scores on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and/

or extraversion). In other words, psychological control

might be more strongly related to the use of withdrawal and

conflict engagement for less agreeable, conscientious, and

extraverted adolescents. Highly agreeable, extraverted, or

conscientiousness adolescents might be less affected by

such adverse parenting dimensions. Finally, based on the

findings of Meunier et al. (2011) and in line with the

vantage-sensitivity perspective, we expected that more

introverted and agreeable adolescents would benefit most

from mothers’ responsive parenting by using lower levels

of aggressive resolution styles or higher levels of problem

solving. The positive effects of responsive parenting might

be stronger for these adolescents because they experience a

good fit between their personality and their home envi-

ronment (Belsky 2005).

It should be noted, however, that externalizing behaviors

and conflict resolution styles are different constructs and

therefore our interaction hypotheses remained tentative.

Nonetheless, both sets of constructs do share some charac-

teristics. Externalizing and internalizing behaviors are often

operationalized with the Youth Self Report (YSR, Achen-

bach 1991) and some of the subscales are withdrawal, social

problems, and aggressive behavior (i.e., all indicators of

adolescents’ behaviors in social situations). In addition,

conflict resolution styles have been related to externalizing

and internalizing problems (Branje et al. 2009).

Method

Participants

A total of 407 adolescents were recruited from grades 9–12

of two secondary schools in Flanders, Belgium. They

attended schools which mainly attract middle-class Cau-

casian students. The final sample consisted of 377 adoles-

cents (92.6 % response rate). Adolescents’ age ranged from

13 to 19 years (M = 16.01 years, SD = 1.23, 74.3 %

boys). Concerning family situation, 80.6 % of the adoles-

cents came from intact families.

Procedure

The procedure adopted in Study 2 was similar to that of

Study 1. Less than 1 % of the potential sample did not get

parental permission to participate. On the day of the data
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collection, about 5 % of the adolescents did not give their

assent to participate in our study and were excluded. All

participants were asked to fill out the questionnaires in the

classroom.

Measures

Instruments were virtually identical to Study 1, with some

differences as described below. Adolescents answered all

questionnaires concerning conflict behaviors and parenting

with respect to their mother.

Conflict Resolution Styles

As in Study 1, adolescents completed the CRSI (Kurdek

1994). Cronbach’s alphas for adolescents’ resolution styles

towards mother were: Positive problem solving (a = .78),

conflict engagement (a = .78), withdrawal (a = .73), and

compliance (a = .69).

Conflict Frequency

The frequency of conflicts between adolescents and

mothers was measured with the shortened 11-item version

(Branje et al. 2009) of the ICQ (Laursen 1993). Cronbach’s

alpha was .82.

Parenting Dimensions

Psychological control and responsiveness were assessed

with the same instruments as described in Study 1. Ado-

lescents reported about how they perceived their mothers’

parenting behaviors. Cronbach’s alphas were .89 for

responsiveness and .81 for psychological control.

Adolescents’ Personality Traits

Adolescents completed the Quick Big Five, a shortened

Dutch version of Goldberg’s Big Five measure (Goldberg

1992; Vermulst and Gerris 2005). This questionnaire con-

sists of 30 unipolar markers, which have to be rated on a

7-point scale (1 = completely untrue, 7 = completely

true). Sample items are: talkative (Extraversion), sympa-

thetic (Agreeableness), systematic (Conscientiousness),

nervous (Emotional Stability), and creative (Openness).

Cronbach’s alphas were .80, .83, .76, .71, and .72,

respectively.

Data Analyses

We performed multiple regression analyses for the four

dependent conflict resolution styles separately. In Step 1,

we entered age, sex, and conflict frequency as control

variables. In Step 2, we added perceived maternal parent-

ing. Personality traits were added in Step 3. In Step 4, we

added the interaction terms of each parenting dimension

with each Big Five personality trait. We first standardized

all independent terms before calculating interaction terms

(Cohen et al. 2003). We only interpreted individual sig-

nificant interaction terms if the chunk test indicated a

significant increase in R2 (Jaccard and Turrisi 2003). To

evaluate whether the statistical significant interaction

effects supported the diathesis-stress, vantage sensitivity or

differential susceptibility hypothesis, we calculated the

following indices with a web application (Fraley 2012) as

recommended by Roisman et al. (2012). Regions of Sig-

nificance (RoS) indicate the range of the parenting variable

for which the association between the personality trait and

the conflict style is statistically significant. When RoS are

only found on the negative end of the parenting variable,

diathesis stress is supported. Vantage sensitivity is sup-

ported when the interaction RoS are only found on the

positive end of the parenting variable, whereas differential

susceptibility is supported when RoS is significant on both

ends of the parenting variable. The crossover point

(C) indicates the point in the x-axis where the regression

lines intersect. The Proportion of Interest (PoI) represents

the proportion of the interaction presented on the left ver-

sus the right side of C, and the Proportion of Affected (PA)

represents the proportion of cases on the parenting variable

that are situated on the left versus the right side of C. The

results are in favor of diathesis stress when C is situated at

the positive side of the parenting variable and PoI/PA

values on the positive side are closer to 0 %. The opposite

is in favor of vantage sensitivity. Differential susceptibility

can be forwarded when C is situated within the range of the

parenting variable and PoI/PA values are closer to 50 % on

both sides of C.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in

Table 3. Table 4 presents the standardized betas and R2-

values of the regression analyses. In Step 1, sex added

significantly to the prediction of positive problem solving

and conflict engagement, indicating that girls used both

conflict styles more than boys. Age was positively related

to conflict engagement and withdrawal, indicating that

older adolescents tend to rely more on these two styles.

Conflict frequency was related negatively to problem

solving and positively to the other three styles. Parenting

(Step 2) added significantly to the prediction of all out-

comes. The findings of Study 2 replicated those of Study 1

adequately. Responsiveness was associated with more

positive problem solving and less withdrawal.
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Psychological control predicted higher levels of conflict

engagement, withdrawal, and compliance.

Big Five personality traits (Step 3) explained a signifi-

cant additional proportion of variance in all four conflict

styles. However, the amount of explained variance by

personality traits was lower than that of parenting, except

for compliance. As expected, extraversion predicted higher

levels of positive problem solving and conflict engage-

ment, and lower levels of withdrawal. In line with our

expectations, agreeableness was associated positively with

positive problem solving and negatively with conflict

engagement. Conscientiousness predicted more compli-

ance. Emotional stability was not related to any of the

outcome variables. Finally, contrary to our expectations,

openness was positively associated with conflict engage-

ment. Hence, although we found positive bivariate corre-

lations between openness and both positive problem

solving and conflict engagement, openness uniquely pre-

dicted more conflict engagement (but not more problem

solving) when controlling for the other traits.

Finally, 9 out of 40 possible interaction effects reached

significance. Before discussing each of these significant

interactions, readers should note that only 2 interactions

(i.e., responsiveness 9 extraversion in the prediction of

problem solving, and responsiveness 9 openness in the

prediction of withdrawal) survived the conservative

adjusted Bonferroni alpha value of .005 (a/n = .05/10).

This is a technique to adjust the p value to control for

multiple testing. Nonetheless, we chose to report and

interpret all significant interaction effects (given a signifi-

cant chunk-test) because Bonferroni correction comes with

several problems as well, such as loss of statistical power

and increased Type II error (Nakagawa 2004).

The interaction effects of responsiveness with the Big

Five traits added significantly to the prediction of problem

solving, withdrawal, and compliance. With respect to

problem solving, the interaction between responsiveness

and extraversion was significant. The interaction was only

significant at the left side of C (for low levels of respon-

siveness), and PoI/PA indices were closer to zero, sup-

porting the diathesis-stress hypothesis (see Fig. 1 for

details). Hence, lower scores on responsiveness were

related to relatively lower problem solving, especially for

introverted adolescents.

With respect to withdrawal, the interactions (a) between

responsiveness and agreeableness, and (b) between

responsiveness and openness were significant. (a) For

agreeableness, the interaction was only significant at the

right side of C (for high levels of responsiveness), and PoI/

PA indices were close to 100 %, supporting the vantage-

sensitivity hypothesis. Hence, higher levels of respon-

siveness were associated with less withdrawal, especially

for highly agreeable adolescents. (b) For openness, weT
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found evidence for differential susceptibility, because the

interaction was significant at both ends of C, and the PoI/

PA indices were close to 50 %. Hence, adolescents scoring

low on openness exhibit more withdrawal in a low

responsive climate and less withdrawal in a highly

responsive climate than their more open peers. The latter

seem unaffected by responsiveness. Both interactions are

presented in Fig. 2.

With respect to compliance, responsiveness interacted

significantly with (a) agreeableness, (b) emotional stability,

and (c) conscientiousness. (a and b) For agreeableness and

emotional stability, the interaction was only significant at the

left side of C (for low levels of responsiveness), and PoI/PA

indices were closer to zero, supporting the diathesis stress

hypothesis. Hence, lower scores on responsiveness were

related to relatively higher scores on compliance for more

agreeable and less emotionally stable adolescents. Given the

similarity of both interactions, only the interaction with

agreeableness is presented in Fig. 3a. (c) For conscien-

tiousness, we found evidence for the vantage- sensitivity

hypothesis because the interaction was only significant at the

right side of C (for high levels of responsiveness), and PoI/

PA indices were closer to 100 %. For less conscientious

adolescents, higher scores on responsiveness were related to

less compliance (see Fig. 3b).

Further, psychological control interacted significantly

with extraversion, agreeableness, and openness in the

prediction of compliance. All three interaction effects were

significant at the right side of C (for high levels of psy-

chological control) scores, and PoI/PA indices were closer

to zero on the positive side of C, supporting diatheses

stress. Hence, higher scores on psychological control were

associated with higher levels of compliance, especially for

less extraverted, more agreeable, and less open adolescents.

Given the similarity in these three interactions, only the

interaction with openness is displayed in Fig. 4.

Table 4 Hierarchical regression analyses predicting conflict resolution styles from maternal parenting and Big Five personality traits (Study 2)

Predictor Problem solving Conflict engagement Withdrawal Compliance

b DR2 b DR2 b DR2 b DR2

Step 1: Controls .07* .16*** .18*** .03*

Sex -.12* -.15** -.09 .02

Age .05 .11* .10* -.01

Conflict frequency -.22*** .39*** .43*** .16**

Step 2: Main effects .21*** .06*** .10*** .04***

Responsiveness .47*** -.02 -.15** .06

Psychological control -.10 .26*** .27*** .23***

Step 3: Main effects .05*** .05*** .03** .07***

Extraversion .14** .16** -.16*** -.11

Agreeableness .11* -.13* -.06 .09

Conscientiousness .00 -.05 -.03 .16**

Emotional stability .04 -.07 .01 -.08

Openness .07 .12* -.02 -.10

Step 4: Interaction effects

.03** .01 .03* .04*

Resp 9 extr -.19*** -.05 .04 .01

Resp 9 agre .01 .06 -.16** -.14*

Resp 9 consc .01 .05 .00 .13*

Resp 9 emo .04 .01 .02 .13*

Resp 9 open .04 -.03 .14** .09

.01 .01 .01 .04*

Psyc 9 extr .04 .04 -.04 -.11*

Psyc 9 agre -.13* -.07 .07 .12*

Psyc 9 consc .01 -.03 -.02 -.03

Psyc 9 emo .01 -.04 -.01 -.02

Psyc 9 open .03 .01 -.03 -.15**

Gender (0 = female; 1 = male)

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001
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Discussion

The effects of parenting on adolescents’ conflict resolu-

tions obtained in Study 2 replicated the findings obtained in

Study 1. In addition, several personality traits predicted

adolescents’ conflict styles. Positive problem solving was

positively predicted by extraversion and agreeableness.

Conflict engagement was negatively predicted by

extraversion and agreeableness and positively by openness.

Withdrawal was negatively predicted by extraversion, and

compliance was positively predicted by conscientiousness.

Several parenting by personality interactions were signifi-

cant, showing that associations between parenting and

adolescents’ conflict resolution styles differed depending

on adolescents’ personality. In the next section, we provide

an integrative discussion of the findings of both studies.

General Discussion

The present study sheds light on the associations between

the two parenting dimensions of responsiveness and psy-

chological control and adolescents’ conflict resolution

styles with mothers. In Study 2, adolescents’ personality

traits were also included as individual determinants to

examine their unique value in the prediction of conflict

behaviors above and beyond parenting. Both parenting and

personality were uniquely and significantly associated with

Fig. 1 Simple slopes of responsiveness predicting positive problem

solving at varying levels of extraversion. High levels are 1SD above

the mean; low levels are 1SD below the mean. The grey area

represents the region of significance (RoS). The dotted line respre-

sents the endpoint of the RoS on the X-axis. The dashed line indicates

the cross-over point (C) of the regression lines on the X-axis. The

proportion of Interest (PoI) is the triangular area formed by the

regression lines and this is the proportion of the interaction

represented on the left versus right side of C. The proportion of

Affected (PA) is calculated on the sample frequency of responsive-

ness and shows the proportion of reported levels of responsiveness

higher than C

Fig. 2 Simple slopes of responsiveness predicting withdrawal at

varying levels of agreeableness (panel a), and openness (panel b).

High levels are 1SD above the mean; low levels are 1SD below the

mean. The grey areas represent the regions of significance (RoS). The

dotted lines represent the endpoints of the RoS on the X-axis. The

dashed line indicates the cross-over point (C) of the regression lines

on the X-axis. The proportion of Interest (PoI) is the triangular area

formed by the regression lines and this is the proportion of the

interaction represented on the left versus right side of C. The

proportion of Affected (PA) is calculated on the sample frequency of

responsiveness and shows the proportion of reported levels of

responsiveness higher than C

J Child Fam Stud (2016) 25:2480–2497 2491

123



conflict resolution behaviors. Additionally, the meaningful

interactions between parenting and personality in the pre-

diction of conflict resolution indicate that some adolescents

are more sensitive to particular parenting practices than

others when it comes to resolving conflicts with mothers.

We found that adolescents who were raised in a warmer,

more responsive climate used more positive problem

solving and less withdrawal when having conflicts with

their mothers. These findings were replicated across both

informants. In previous studies, family support was also

associated with relatedness and negotiation during conflicts

(Allen et al. 2003; Rubenstein and Feldman 1993).

Apparently, adolescents raised in a responsive climate try

to resolve conflicts constructively. This is consistent with

the view that warm parenting fosters an open climate for

adolescents to disclose personal issues (Soenens et al.

2006). In contrast, we found psychologically controlling

parenting to relate to more destructive resolution behaviors,

such as conflict engagement, withdrawal, and compliance.

Previous cross-sectional studies (Sturge-Apple et al. 2003;

Yau and Smetana 1996) also showed that psychological

Fig. 3 Simple slopes of responsiveness predicting compliance at

varying levels of agreeableness (panel a), and conscientiousness

(panel b). High levels are 1SD above the mean; low levels are 1SD

below the mean. The grey areas represent the regions of significance

(RoS). The dotted lines represent the endpoints of the RoS on the

X-axis. The dashed line indicates the cross-over point (C) of the

regression lines on the X-axis. The proportion of Interest (PoI) is the

triangular area formed by the regression lines and this is the

proportion of the interaction represented on the left versus right side

of C. The proportion of Affected (PA) is calculated on the sample

frequency of responsiveness and shows the proportion of reported

levels of responsiveness higher than C

Fig. 4 Simple slopes of psychological control predicting compliance

at varying levels of openness. High levels are 1SD above the mean;

low levels are 1SD below the mean. The grey area represents the

region of significance (RoS). The dotted line respresents the endpoint

of the RoS on the X-axis. The dashed line indicates the cross-over

point (C) of the regression lines on the X-axis. The proportion of

Interest (PoI) is the triangular area formed by the regression lines and

this is the proportion of the interaction represented on the left versus

right side of C. The proportion of Affected (PA) is calculated on the

sample frequency of responsiveness and shows the proportion of

reported levels of responsiveness higher than C
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control was associated with a more conflictuous climate.

Hence, psychological control can evoke active as well as

more passive conflict styles, with both being rather mal-

adaptive in nature. Some adolescents who are raised in a

manipulative and intrusive way react more passively to

conflicts by avoiding them or merely giving into their

parent (Assor et al. 2004). Other adolescents might feel

more frustrated or angry by such manipulative parenting

behaviors, resulting in more active reactions during con-

flicts, such as fighting and yelling.

It should be noted that the majority of findings with psy-

chological control were replicated in the within-informant

analyses of Study 1 and between Study 1 and Study 2.

However, these findings were not replicated in the across-

informant analyses of Study 1, suggesting they could be

partially attributed to shared method variance. The associa-

tions between responsiveness and problem solving and

withdrawal did replicate in across-informant analyses. An

alternative explanation for the lack of replication for the

findings of psychological control as opposed to responsive-

ness in the across-informant analyses might be due to the

visibility of both parenting dimensions and social desir-

ability effects. Some adolescents might be less aware of their

mother’s use of psychological control as compared to their

mother’s use of supportive behaviors, and mothers might be

more reluctant to report openly about manipulative parenting

tactics than about supportive parenting behaviors. As a fur-

ther illustration, the correlation between mother- and ado-

lescent-reported psychological control was indeed lower

than the correlation between mother- and adolescent-re-

ported responsiveness (r = .34, and .48, respectively).

With regard to adolescent personality, some findings

were in line with our expectations, whereas others were

not. As expected, extraversion was associated with higher

levels of problem solving and conflict engagement (i.e.,

active resolution styles), and lower levels of withdrawal

and compliance (i.e., passive resolution styles) (Park and

Antonioni 2007). Extraversion is indeed associated with

elevated energy levels, positive emotions, and assertive-

ness, which could explain why extraverted adolescents

have a tendency towards positive problem solving (Watson

and Clark 1997). However, because extraversion is also

related to impulsivity (Caspi et al. 2005), conflicts can

evoke impulsive reactions resulting in higher conflict

engagement. Extraverted individuals’ assertive and action-

oriented nature makes them less inclined to adopt more

passive or withdrawal-oriented conflict strategies. As

expected, more agreeable adolescents used more positive

problem solving and less conflict engagement. This finding

was in line with previous studies, indicating that agreeable

people use constructive resolution styles to maintain their

relationship with significant others (Jensen-Campbell and

Graziano 2001; Jensen Campbell et al. 2003).

We expected conscientiousness to be associated with

more positive problem solving, but instead we found a

positive link with compliance. Conscientious people have

been found to score high on self-regulation, which enables

them to suppress aggressive impulses during conflicts

(Jensen-Campbell and Malcolm 2007). Also, conscientious

people are known to value integrity (Murphy and Lee

1994). Hence, in some cases, complying with parents might

be the best strategy to adopt for conscientious individuals

because this can prevent possible escalation of the conflict.

Finally, openness predicted more conflict engagement in

the regression analyses. A possible explanation might be

that open adolescents might react more aggressively during

a conflict when they perceive their mothers’ interference as

illegitimate and invasive of their privacy. This hypothesis

is inspired by Smetana’s domain theory (2006), stating that

adolescents and parents differ in their perceptions of who

has authority over certain issues. Several studies have

demonstrated that parents and adolescents differ in their

opinion about what belongs to the adolescent’s personal

domain, leading to conflicts (Yau and Smetana 1996). In

addition, Luyckx et al. (2006) have demonstrated that open

adolescents engage more in individuation and identity

exploration. When adolescents perceive that their mothers

restrict their personal exploration process, such a percep-

tion might explain why these adolescents adopt a self-fo-

cused conflict style such as conflict engagement. Future

studies should examine how the conflict topic or domain

and adolescents’ perceptions of authority impact their

conflict behaviors.

When comparing the associations of parenting and

personality with adolescents’ conflict resolution styles,

parenting was the strongest predictor for all styles except

for compliance. This suggests that conflict styles might be

mainly shaped by parenting behaviors. In addition, it is

noteworthy that the control variables explained a substan-

tial proportion of the variance in the conflict resolution

styles, mainly due to the inclusion of conflict frequency.

Despite the strong association between the amount of

weekly conflicts and conflict styles, both parenting and

personality predicted adolescent conflict resolution styles

directly and independently, underscoring the necessity to

take both sets of variables into account.

Several associations between parenting and conflict

resolution styles were moderated by adolescents’ person-

ality traits. More specifically, the main effects of respon-

siveness on problem solving, withdrawal, and compliance,

and the main effect of psychological control on compliance

were moderated by adolescents’ personality. Hence, these

main effects of parenting on conflict resolution have to be

qualified based on adolescents’ personality scores. How-

ever, no moderation occurred for the main effects of psy-

chological control on conflict engagement and withdrawal,
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suggesting that psychologically controlling parenting is

associated with more destructive resolution styles irre-

spective of adolescents’ personality profile.

It should be noted that nine out of 40 tested interaction

effects were significant (23 %) and, therefore, we should

also regard the moderating role of personality as rela-

tively modest. The pattern of findings indicates that some

adolescents are more (or less) susceptible for the effects

of parenting depending on their personality. This corre-

sponds with the developmental contextual model (Lerner

et al. 2012), which states that adolescents’ behaviors

result from the interaction of environmental and disposi-

tional factors.

A particular strength of this study involved the formal

testing of the nature of the interaction effects in terms of

diathesis stress, vantage sensitivity, or differential suscep-

tibility. The majority of the significant interactions sup-

ported the diathesis-stress perspective, meaning that the co-

occurrence of adverse personality traits and parenting

environments negatively impact on their conflict styles. For

example, the link between responsive parenting and posi-

tive problem solving was moderated by extraversion.

Introverted adolescents displayed lower levels of positive

problem solving in a low-responsive climate as opposed to

extraverted people, indicating that introverted adolescents

seemed to suffer the most from a non-responsive climate

with respect to their conflict resolution. Hence, extraver-

sion may serve as a protective factor against a parenting

climate which is characterized by low levels of warmth and

support. The highly assertive nature of extraverted ado-

lescents might make them less vulnerable for such adverse

parental influences. Further, the association between

responsiveness and compliance was moderated by agree-

ableness and emotional stability. In a low responsive cli-

mate, more friendly and less emotionally stable adolescents

displayed more compliance during conflicts than their less

friendly and more emotionally stable peers. Additionally,

agreeableness, extraversion, and openness were found to

moderate the link between psychological control and

compliance. In contexts with high psychological control,

introverted, friendly, and less open adolescents showed the

highest levels of compliance. Especially for shy, less open,

and agreeable adolescents, experiencing intrusive and

controlling parenting makes them more inclined to give

into their parents. The negative impact of this intrusive

parenting style is reinforced by these adolescents’ closed

nature and lack of assertiveness, in that they do not feel

able to defend their own opinion when experiencing a

conflict. Furthermore, their motives to engage in this con-

flict style are probably induced by fear and low self-es-

teem. This explanation might especially hold for less open

and more introverted adolescents and not so much for more

agreeable adolescents. For the latter individuals, the

explanation might be situated in their high concerns for

maintaining a positive relationship (Graziano et al. 1996).

This corresponds with a recent finding by Mabbe et al.

(2015) that adolescents high on agreeableness do not act

rebellious in response to a psychologically controlling

home environment. Our finding extends this by stating that

although being psychologically controlled by their moth-

ers, these adolescents might do everything to keep the

peace when experiencing conflicts.

Two interaction effects supported the vantage-sensitiv-

ity hypothesis. The negative association between respon-

siveness and withdrawal was moderated by agreeableness.

Agreeable adolescents being raised in a warm, responsive

climate reported lower levels of withdrawal than their less

agreeable peers. These findings suggested that friendly

adolescents benefit from being raised in a climate matching

their personality. This in line with the findings of Meunier

et al. (2011), demonstrating that highly agreeable children

exhibited lower levels of externalizing behaviors in a

supportive family climate. This pattern of findings can be

situated in the goodness-of-fit model (Thomas and Chess

1977???), which states that a perceived match between

people’s goals and values and their environment is related

to adaptive functioning. The vantage-sensitivity hypothesis

was also confirmed for the interaction between respon-

siveness and conscientiousness in the prediction of com-

pliance. Less conscientious adolescents seem to engage

less in compliance than their more conscientious peers

when raised in a rather warm family climate. A warm

family environment might encourage less conscientious

adolescents to speak freely during conflicts and obedience

might be less important. In addition, less conscientious

adolescents are less able to control their impulses during

conflicts (Jensen-Campbell and Malcolm 2007), and non-

compliance might be more accepted in a warm family

climate.

Finally, the interaction between responsiveness and

openness in the prediction of compliance was in favor of

the differential-susceptibility perspective. In a highly

responsive climate, less open adolescents benefit more

from warm parenting in terms of reduced use of with-

drawal, maybe because a responsive parenting climate (as

opposed to a non-responsive climate) encourages less open

adolescents to be less avoidant when faced with conflicts.

A non-responsive climate, on the other hand, seems to

reinforce their closed nature, resulting in avoidant behav-

iors during conflicts. For open adolescents, responsive

parenting does not seem to impact on their use of with-

drawal. It is also remarkable that most of the interaction

effects were found in the prediction of compliance and

withdrawal, suggesting that these more passive resolution

styles are strongly dependent on the person-context

interaction.
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Some study limitations need to be mentioned. First, the

samples consisted primarily of Caucasian Dutch-speaking

high school students. Therefore, we cannot state with cer-

tainty that our findings can be generalized to families from

different ethnic backgrounds. Second, data were cross-

sectional, which prevents us from drawing conclusions

about the direction of effects. In all regression analyses,

parenting dimensions and personality traits were modeled

as predictors of conflict resolution behaviors. This

approach was adopted, in part, because previous studies

have demonstrated that parenting influences adolescents’

interpersonal functioning (Steinberg 2001). However, lon-

gitudinal studies have also provided evidence for child-

driven effects, meaning that adolescents’ behaviors impact

on parenting behaviors (Steeger and Gondoli 2013).

Negative conflict behaviors might indeed instigate some

mothers who feel distressed and lack adequate emotion

regulation capacities (Gondoli and Silverberg 1997) to

adopt psychologically controlling techniques in order to

regulate their adolescents. Inversely, adequate conflict

resolution may strengthen parent-adolescent relationships

and, hence, have an impact on the quality of parenting. In

sum, parenting dimensions and conflict resolution styles

most likely influence one another in a reciprocal fashion

which might also be the case for personality traits and

conflict resolution styles. Hence, more longitudinal

research studying the dynamics between these constructs is

needed.

Third, mainly adolescent self-report measures were used,

which makes our data more sensitive to response biases and

problems related to shared-method variance. However, our

findings concerning parenting and conflict resolution were

replicated across two informants (i.e., adolescents and

mothers) and two samples, which strengthens the validity of

our results. Still, observations or diary methods could shed a

more realistic picture about what is going on during conflict

interactions. Relatedly, future studies should examine other

variables that are important in the associations between

parenting, personality, and conflict resolution. Emotions

may be particularly relevant to investigate in this context.

Parent-adolescent conflicts can evoke a wide range of emo-

tions (Jones 2001), which can motivate people to engage in

certain resolution styles.

Future studies should also examine whether similar

processes occur in the father-adolescent relationship.

Relatedly, given the salience of peer relationship during

adolescence, future research should investigate which

aspects of close peer-relationships are related to conflict

resolution styles with friends. In addition, it remains a

challenge to discover the true impact of the conflict style

compliance. It can be an adaptive way of dealing with

conflicts when there is a high concern for the relationship

(present in highly agreeable and conscientious adoles-

cents). On the other hand, compliance can be rather mal-

adaptive for adolescents’ development because this style

can be indicative of a maladaptive family climate with little

room for the adolescent’s opinion. Future studies should

unravel the motives behind the use of this conflict style.

To conclude, the present study contributed to our

knowledge base on determinants of adolescents’ conflict

resolution behaviors in the parent-adolescent context. First,

we demonstrated that positive parenting was associated

with more constructive resolution styles. Psychologically

controlling parenting was related to more destructive res-

olution behaviors. Second, in addition to the parenting

context, adolescents’ personality was also significantly

predicted their resolution styles. Third, practitioners

working with disrupted families should bear in mind that

not all adolescents respond equally to similar family cli-

mates. Especially adolescents with a more introverted

personality profile (in terms of low scores on extraversion

and openness) are more vulnerable to the effect of intrusive

and non-responsive parenting, meaning that they will more

likely adopt destructive conflict resolution styles. The use

of these destructive styles will probably further deteriorate

the parent-adolescent relationship which may result in a

vicious cycle with detrimental long-term consequences for

adolescents and their parents. Therefore, it is essential to

assess parenting behaviors as well as adolescents’ person-

ality traits, and how they interact, in order to effectively

treat families.
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