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the relationship between decentering and children®s psychosocial adjustment
through the mediation of parenting

Murayama, Yasuo
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Research has reported associations between maternal mental health and
maltreatment which is related to children®s psychosocial maladjustment. Therefore, variables which
maintain maternal mental health may contribute to elevated children®s psychosocial adjustment
through the mediation of positive parenting. However, few studies have examined such a mediation
model. The current cross-sectional study sought to investigate the relationship between decentering
during parenting and children®s psychosocial adjustment through the mediation of both positive and
negative parenting. 1212 mothers who had oldest children aged 3 to 6 years participated an online
survey. Mediation analyses indicated that decentering was associated with children®s psychosocial
adjustment through positive and negative parenting. The findings in this study suggest that
improving maternal decentering can be an effective strategy which encourages mothers to conduct
positive parenting rather than negative one.
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Table2 DiP-Q
No. F1 F2
Factor 1: DIP-Q-D =887, =891

I-14 824 .019 .668
I-15 796 -.047 662
I-10 770 .034 576
I-11 748 -021 570
-9 .686  .158 420
I-13 627 -081L 434
1-16 611 -196 .49
-6 593 .030 341
-8 524 112 247

Facotr 2: DiP-Q-R =801, ©=810

DlP'Q 16 13 012 787 613
-7 00 752 524
5  Table2 4 1 lﬁf; o o
4 I -138 537 .39
Experiences Questionnaire Experiences
Questionnaire 2010 J-EQ
a .936
2012
a 910
Positive and Negative Parenting Scale, PNPS
PNPS 2014
a=.870 a .858
Strengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire (SDQ) Goodman, 1997
SDQ a 778

HP19-3 HP21-1 2021-40

3 1

2 3
Baron & Kenny, 1986 2

2 3 e.g., Hayes, 2009
2
bias-corrected percentile method Preacher & Hayes, 2008
10,000 Hayes, 2018
HAD Version 17 2016
PASW Statistics 27.0 (SPSS) SPSS PROCESS Macro

(e.g., Hayes, 2018; Preacher & Hayes, 2008)

Table 1 4

DiP-Q sMc MAP
DiP-Q 1 5.296 4.795 .0418 37.825
2 2.428 1.851 .0202 55.171
3 0.890 0.289 .0282 61.525
MAP minimum average partial 4 0.827 0.232 .0384 67.436
correlation 2005 SMC:squared multiple correlation, MAP:minimum average partial correlation

MAP 1
0.0378, 2 0.0174 3 0.0217 4 0.0275 2

2 >.400
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Table 1 MAP
SMC Table 3
DiP-Q
DiP-Q
D
R 2 DiP-
Q-D DiP-Q-D DiP-Q-R DiP-Q-R
DiP-Q-D a=.887,w
=.891; DiP-Q-R a=.801, w=.810
DiP-Q-D DiP-Q-R Table 4 DiP-Q
DiP-Q-T DiP-Q-T DiP-Q-D DiP-Q-R
Pearson M 33.91 18.34 15.57
Table 4 D 6.58 497 3.15
r=.471-.708, p < .001
r=.415-582, p <.001 708 640 471
[.682,.732] [.609,.668] [.431,.510]
] 582 415 .562
DiP-Q-T [.548, .615] [.373,.456] [.527,.596]
0.1% 95
DiP-Q-T a .859,
® = .858
Table 5
DiP-Q-T r=.366, p<.001 r=-.498, p<.001
=-.344, p< .001
r=-314, p<.001 r=.459, p<.001
Table 5
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M SD
1 DiP-Q_ 33.91 6.58
.366
2 PNPS_ 1322, 409] 35.18 6.18
3 PNPS ~A98 ™ -164 2262 6.06
[-535, -.459] [-.213, -.114]
-.344 "+ -341™" 459"
4 sSbQ - [-.388, -.299] [-.385, -.296] [.418, .498] 1189 5.72
5 100 101+ .104™ -.097" -.162
[.045,.156] [.048,.160] [-.153,-.041][-.216, -.106]
.022 -.015 -.032 .001 .099 ™
5 [-.029,.072] [-066,.036] [-.082,.019] [-.050,.052] [.043,.155] 3565 4.80
; -.023 .046 025  -.080™ -.027 170 434 103
[-.074,.028] [-.005,.096] [-.025,.076] [-.130, -.030] [-.083,.029] [.120,.218]
8 065* .027 -050 -.081" .006 013 -.006
[.014, .115] [-.023,.078] [-.101,.001] [-.131, -.030] [-.002,.092] [-.038,.063] [-.056,.045]
9 -.034 022 031 -.078 036 -.247 1747 -.047 159 0.61
[-.085,.017] [-.028,.073] [-.020,.082] [-.128, -.027] [-.020, .092] [-.294,-.199] [.124,.222] [-.098, .003]
" p<.05," p<.01, " p<.001, 95
r>].10]
-0.217-0.716
<3.0 Kline, 2009
Table 5 B =.367,p

<.001

B=-.257, p<.001

B =-.458, p<.001 2

B=.387, p<.001

B=-.056, p<.05
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B 95%ClI
.10 B ——— SE B R?

11
wHkFO ML 344 300 .389 .023 .367 7 1347
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