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Abstract
This study examined the longitudinal relationships among materialism, parent–child relationship quality, and psychological
control for fathers and mothers. Data came from 254 heterosexual couples participating in the Flourishing Families Project,
a 10-year longitudinal study of inner family life. We found that the association of parents’ materialism at T1 and parent–child
relationship at T2 differed by gender. In harmony with our hypothesis, fathers’ materialism at T1 significantly predicted a
decrease in father–child relationship quality at T2. Contrary to our hypothesis, mothers’ materialism at T1 was not significantly associated with mother–child relationship quality at T2. Parental psychological control was negatively related to both
father–child and motherchild relationship quality but did not serve as a moderator in the relationship between materialism
and parent–child relationships. That materialism appears to be detrimental to father–child relationship quality but not detract
from mother–child relationship quality is thought provoking. We propose several possible explanations for these disparate
findings, including a possible link between materialism and empowerment for women (but not men), and that materialism
for women (but not men) may be associated with goods purchased for the benefit of the family rather than the individual.
We provide suggestions for future research based on these findings.
Keywords Materialism · Parent child relations · Parenting · Parent psychological control · Coercion · Adolescent
development
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Scholars have investigated materialism—the importance
individuals put on extrinsic possessions when evaluating
their self-concept and success (Kasser and Ryan 1993)—
in a variety of contexts, including among individuals
(Chakraborty and Chatterjee 2015), peers (Jiang et al. 2015),
and spouses (Carroll et al. 2011; Dean et al. 2007). One area
that has received little attention is the parent–child domain.
Some research has examined how parents influence levels
of materialism in children (Flouri 2004) or how parental
involvement or stress relates to parental levels of materialism
(Flouri 2007). However, to our knowledge, no major study
has examined whether parental materialism is associated
with the parent–child bond.
Parents—seeking to balance relationships with their children and material goals—and practitioners—such as financial therapists helping clients manage attitudes toward material goods in the context of their family relationships—may
be more effective if they understand the association between
parental materialism and parent–child relationship quality.
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Overall, cross-sectional studies indicate that materialism is
negatively related to a variety of outcomes including life satisfaction (Ryan and Dziurawiec 2001), emotional well-being
(Chakraborty and Chatterjee 2015), psychological health
(Flouri 2007), marital satisfaction (Carroll et al. 2011; Dean
et al. 2007) and parenting (Flouri 2007). By extension, and
in line with the Incompatibility of Materialism and Children
model (Li et al. 2011), it is possible that the link between
parental materialism and the bond of parents and children
follows this negative trend (Li et al. 2011) and that this trend
may persist longitudinally.
We test this proposition. We first discuss the theory
grounding our investigation and review literature about
materialism and relationships. Then, we review literature
supporting the importance of psychological control in our
investigation.

Self Determination Theory and Materialism
Ryan and Deci’s (2002) self-determination theory (SDT)
is a useful framework for conceptualizing the link between
parental materialism and parent–child relationships. SDT
addresses how motivations affect individual psychological
needs. SDT asserts that individuals have three crucial psychological needs: relatedness, competence, and autonomy.
Relatedness refers to an orientation toward forming strong
and stable interpersonal bonds, competence refers to the propensity to experience challenge and mastery in one’s activity, and autonomy refers to self-initiation and volition of
one’s behavior (Deci and Ryan 1980; Ryan and Deci 2002).
SDT also suggests that intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of individuals affect individual behavior and the three
basic psychological needs. Intrinsic motivations refer to the
focus of people’s innate psychological needs or inherent
growth tendencies and the mechanism of inward motivation of their behaviors, such as interests and enjoyment. In
contrast, extrinsic motivations focus on outward-oriented
values, such as making a good impression on others by their
physical looks, personal possession, or financial achievements. SDT suggests that intrinsic motivation contributes to
the fulfillment of the three psychological needs but extrinsic motivation detracts from realizing them (Deci and Ryan
2000). Further, researchers have found that people who are
externally motivated are less likely to connect with others in
a close, authentic and interpersonally trusting way (Kasser
and Ryan 2001; see also Richins and Dawson 1992). Of
note, studies most often point to motivations as predictors
of needs but certainly bidirectional relationships between
needs and motivations are possible. In the current study we
focus on motivations as predictors of needs.
Conceptualized through the framework of SDT, the
generally negative influence of materialism can be better

13

understood. We acknowledge that a variety of motivations,
both intrinsic and extrinsic, can underpin materialistic
behavior (Kasser and Ryan 1993, 1996). That is, individuals
may focus on acquiring possessions to reach a desired standard of living, status, or level of happiness (Richins 2004;
Richins and Dawson 1992), for financial security (Kasser
2002), to enhance life satisfaction (Kashdan and Breen 2007;
Belk 1984), or meet goals in other life domains (Roberts and
Clement 2007; Easterlin and Crimmins 1991). Because of
this, it is possible that materialism could be linked with both
positive and negative outcomes and some studies have found
this to be the case (Easterlin and Crimmins 1991; Sirgy et al.
2013; Shrum et al. 2014).
However, since materialistic individuals often use social
comparison as a basis to evaluate their lives (Sirgy 1998), it
may be difficult to not be externally motivated when being
materialistic. This might more regularly link materialism
to negative relationship outcomes. This could be due to the
tendency of materialistic individuals to place more value on
extrinsic possessions than on intrinsic needs (such as personal relationships and affiliations with other people) (Richins and Dawson 1992). It could also be due to the tendency
of materialistic individuals to disregard relational conflict
arising from highly valuing money and possessions (Promislo et al. 2010).
Whatever the explanation, materialism is often associated
with negative relational outcomes. Generally, these include
poorer interpersonal relationships and lower perceived social
support (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002; Christopher and
Schlenker 2004). Specific to marital relationships, these
include less other-centeredness, less effective communication, and more negative interactions (Carroll et al. 2011).
In terms of parenting, fathers’ materialism is linked with
higher inter-parental conflict and parenting stress (Flouri
2007). Across contexts, it is clear that materialism is linked
with less healthy relationships. In light of previous research,
we offer the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1 Parental materialism will be negatively associated with parent–child relationship quality.

The Moderating Effect of Psychological
Control
One important construct that may moderate the link between
parental materialism and the connection of parent to child
is parental psychological control. The presence of parental psychological control—“parents’ attempt to control the
child’s activities in ways that negatively affect the child’s
psychological world and thereby undermines the child’s
psychological development” (Smetana and Daddis 2002,
p. 563)—may exacerbate the negative influence of parental
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materialism on parent–child bonds. Parents who are psychologically controlling may coerce children into fulfilling
their extrinsically motivated materialistic goals. Examples
of psychological control include, but are not limited to, constraining verbal expression, invalidating feelings, and inducing guilt. If unhealthy external materialistic motivation is
forced into the parent–child relationship, the bond between
child and parent may diminish.
For example, a materialistic parent may coerce a child
into dressing in clothing which is expensive and which the
parent considers fashionable (even if the child does not) in
order for the parent to satisfy materialistic goals. The child
coerced by the materialistic parent to dress in certain clothes
and styles might then have a poorer relationship with their
parent (relatedness), less confidence in their self-image
(competence), and worse self-efficacy (autonomy).
Putting it all together, parent–child relationships may be
harmed separately by materialism (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002; Christopher and Schlenker 2004) and psychological control (Smetana and Daddis 2002) but may especially be harmed by the combination of these constructs.
Subsequently, we offer the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2 Parental psychological control will be negatively associated with parent–child relationship quality.
Hypothesis 3 Parental psychological control will moderate
the association between parental materialism and parent–
child relationship quality.

Methods
Participants and Procedure
To test our hypotheses, we utilized data from 254 families
composed of mothers, fathers and a selected child. Data
came from the Flourishing Families Project (FFP; Day et al.
2016), a longitudinal study of inner family life. Every year,
for ten years, individuals completed a survey, and, in the
first seven years of the project, families completed various
tasks that were recorded and later coded. The FFP recruited
participants from a large northwestern city in the United
States using a randomized cluster design primarily based on
a marketing telephone directory. It also oversampled families of lower-socioeconomic status using flyers. Across the
ten waves, over 90% of families who began the study were
retained through wave ten. Time one data, including sample
demographics/controls, came from wave four of the FFP
and time two data came from wave five. The exception to
this was racial demographics/controls that came from wave
one. We used data from waves four and five based on the

availability of our constructs of interest. Parents were given
$100 and adolescents were given $50 for their participation.
Mothers’ mean age was 46.36 (SD = 5.41), fathers mean
age was 48.14 (SD = 5.90), and children’s mean age was
14.24 (SD = .98). On average, mothers and fathers had been
married 20.79 years (SD = 5.16). The sample was relatively
affluent with the mean combined household income being
$126,964 (SD = $100,125). 49% of children were female
and 51% of children were male. Most children were Caucasian (80%) with a subset being Black/African American
(3%), Hispanic (2%), Asian American (4%), and multiethnic
(11%).

Measures
Materialism
An initial 12 item scale assessed materialism with six items
from Richins and Dawson (1992) and six from Carroll
(2004). We conducted a factor analysis on the 12 items and,
after removing four items that were poorly loading or crossloading, the remaining eight items loaded onto two factors
(Table 1). The two-factor solution was appropriate based
on results from (a) a scree plot and (b) rotated factor loadings from principal axis factoring (with Promax rotation and
Kaiser normalization). The first factor seemed to represent
a desire to provide goods for family members. As this factor did not align with our theoretical lens (SDT), in that it
did not represent external motivation, it was subsequently
not utilized in the current study. Alternatively, the second
factor, in our view, represented obvious social comparison and external motivation for obtaining material goods,
and thus we utilized the four items (items 5–8) from this
factor. This four-item scale aligned with the tenet in SDT
that external motivation is harmful to relationships. The
second factor included items such as “I like to own things
that impress people” that were scored on a five-point scale
ranging from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree)
(father α = .77, mother α = .77). Father and mother reports of
materialism were modeled as separate latent constructs with
manifest variables as indicators.
Parental Psychological Control
The child in each family responded to Barber’s (1996) eightitem measure of parental psychological control for both their
father and mother. The children could respond to these questions by indicating their agreement with statements such as
“My parent is less friendly with me if I do not see things her/
his way,” on a five-point scale ranging from one (never) to
five (always). Internal consistency across all eight items per
parent was good (child report of father α = .87; child report
of mother α = .86). We combined reports of both parents
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Table 1  Rotated factor loading
structure matrix for materialism
measure

#

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Item

Having a home or condo in a nice neighborhood is a priority for me
I want my kids to dress in fashionable clothes
I want my family to have the finer things in life
Having a high salary is an essential part of the lifestyle I want to live
I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes
Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring
material possessions
The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life
I like to own things that impress people

Father

Mother

Factors

Factors

1

2

1

2

.59
.63
.83
.76
.14
.22

.09
.13
.24
.19
.69
.75

.58
.70
.78
.75
.35
.40

.30
.48
.35
.32
.71
.73

.12
.14

.65
.64

.29
.31

.65
.64

Extraction method principal axis factoring; Rotation method Promax with Kaiser normalization; The factor
items are best associated with is indicated in bold; The second factor, items 5–8, represent external motivation for obtaining material items

into one variable due to the high correlation between child
assessments of father and mother psychological control
(r = .83, p < .01). This was done by constructing a secondorder, latent psychological control variable composed of two
other latent variables—a latent father psychological control
variable and a latent mother psychological control, each with
their own observed indicators. We refer to this variable as
combined parental psychological control.

the coder when giving this score, but no mathematical procedure (e.g., averaging) was conducted from previous scales
to generate these global scores; (7) parent–child interactions
were double coded in some instances by another coder to
ensure reliability in the coding process (average inter-rater
reliability across all coded interactions was .90). Scores for
parent–child relationship quality ranged from one (poor) to
nine (good). (Melby et al. 1998).

Parent–Child Relationship Quality

Analysis

Parent–child relationship quality was assessed by a trained
coder using a multistage process. Each parent and child performed tasks together as part of the data collection process
in addition to taking the survey. These tasks included discussion, problem solving, and teaching tasks between parents
and children that were video recorded. Trained coders then
coded the videos using the following steps: (1) they watched
the entire video of interactions through once without coding; (2) they watched again (randomly choosing a parent to
focus on) coding and timestamping various interaction patterns such as warmth, prosocial behavior, antisocial behavior
hostility and several other patterns; (3) they watched again
verifying timestamps and codes for previous parent and give
scores on interaction patterns; (4) they repeated steps two
and three for the other parent; (5) they provided scores on
various observational scales (e.g., warmth, communication,
hostility, antisocial behavior); (6) they provided a global
score of the relationship quality between each parent and
the child (i.e., a score for the mother–child relationship and
a score for the father–child relationship) keeping in mind all
previous scales coded; previous scales were kept in mind by

We conducted univariate and bivariate analysis using SPSS
(Version 25, IBM Corp. 2017) to better understand the data
(Table 2). Regarding univariate analysis, a salient finding
was that both father and mother materialism reports were
in the lower range of the scale (approximately 2 out of a
5-point scale). Univariate analysis also suggested that, on
average, parents in the sample used psychological control
infrequently and were, on average, rated by observers as having good quality relationships with their children. Also, we
note that both father and mother materialism and psychological control have significant negative correlations with
mother–child and father–child relationship quality.
Next, we made preparations to run our structural models
in Mplus (Version 8; Muthén and Muthén 1998–2017).
Standardized factor loadings for all latent variable indicators were .44 or greater. To test the moderating effect of
psychological control, we created latent interaction terms
in Mplus between individual parent materialism reports
and the second-order, combined parental psychological
control variable. In total, two interaction variables were
created.
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Table 2  Univariate and bivariate statistics of measures

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Variable

X

σ

Rangea

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

F. materialism
M. materialism
F. psychological control
M. psychological control
F. child rel. quality (T1)
M. child rel. quality (T1)
F. child rel. quality (T2)
M. child rel. quality (T2)

1.96
1.88
1.82
1.92
5.01
5.09
4.97
4.98

.69
.67
.69
.73
.89
1.06
1.00
1.20

1–4.5 (1–5)
1–4 (1–5)
1–4.9 (1–5)
1–4.5 (1–5)
1–7 (1–9)
1–7 (1–9)
1–7 (1–9)
1–7 (1–9)

–
.22**
.12*
.09
− .07
− .04
− .19**
− .15*

–
.07
.08
− .11
− .08
− .13*
.01

–
.83**
− .22**
− .11
− .28**
− .19**

–
− .15*
− .17**
− .21**
− .21**

–
.41**
.27**
.09

–
.16*
.28**

–
.47**

–

−

*p < .05. **p < .01
a

Actual range of data listed without parenthesis and possible range from questionnaire listed with parenthesis; “F” short for “father, “M” short
for “mother”, and “Rel” for “Relationship

We ran a model without the interactions included (Model
1) and one with the interactions (Model 2). Both models controlled for father–child relationship quality and mother–child
relationship quality at time one. We used maximum likelihood estimation in Model 1 and, to model the latent variable
interaction, maximum-likelihood-robust estimation in Model
2. Over 90% of data was present for each variable utilized in
the analysis. In the proceeding section, coefficients are presented in text for the second model as it includes the interaction model. However, both models are presented in Table 3.

Results
Hypothesis 1: Parental Materialism and Parent–
Child Relationship Quality
We partially confirmed Hypothesis 1, that parental materialism will be negatively associated with parent–child
relationship quality. Father materialism significantly predicted a decline in father–child relationship quality over

Table 3  Standardized results of structural model predicting father–child and mother–child relationship quality
Time 1 predictor

Father materialism
Mother materialism
Combined parental psychological control
Father materialism × combined parental psychological control
Mother materialism × combined parental psychological control
Controls
T1 child relationship with father
T1 child relationship with mother
Father education level
Mother education level
Couple income
Child is female
Child age
Child is not white
Intercept
R2

Model 1

Model 2

T2 father–child
relationship
quality

T2 mother–child
relationship
quality

T2 father–child
relationship
quality

T2 mother–child
relationship
quality

− .17*
− .05
− .21**
–
–

− .13
.08
− .18*
–
–

− .19*
− .04
− .21**
− .13
.06

− .15
.08
− .19**
− .04
.07

.23***
–
.01
− .05
− .04
− .01
.01
− .04
3.64***
.13

–
.23***
.04
.00
− .05
− .06
.04
− .07
2.53*
.11

.22***
–
− .01
− .05
− .03
− .01
.00
− .04
3.87***
.13

–
.23***
.03
.00
− .04
− .06
.04
− .07
2.62**
.12

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. n = 254; fit statistics for the Model 1 are the following: χ2(473) = 655.539, p < .001, CFI = .952, RMSEA = .039,
SRMR = .069; Fit statistics for Model 2 not reported as they were unavailable due to the model being estimated using random slopes and intercepts so as to enable an interaction between the latent variables of combined parental psychological control psychological control and father/
mother materialism; all coefficients standardized
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time (B = − .29, β = − .19, p < .01, Table 3) (i.e., even after
controlling for the T1 father–child relationship). By way of
contrast, mothers’ materialism did not significantly predict
mother–child relationship quality change (B = .14, β = .08,
p = .33).

Hypothesis 2: Parental Psychological Control
and Parent–Child Relationship Quality
We confirmed hypothesis 2, that parental psychological
control would be negatively associated with parent–child
relationship quality. Time 1 combined parental psychological control predicted a decline in both father–child relationship quality (B = − .49, β = − .21, p < .01) and mother–child
relationship quality (B = − .54, β = − .19, p < .01).

Hypothesis 3: Parental Psychological Control
as Moderator
The results led us to reject Hypothesis 3, that parental psychological control will moderate the association between
parental materialism and parent–child relationship quality. Neither the interaction of father materialism and combined parental psychological control nor mother materialism
and combined parental psychological control significantly
predicted father–child relationship quality or mother–child
relationship quality.

Parameter Difference Testing
Following the structural models, we conducted a test assessing the difference between father materialism predicting
father–child relationship quality and mother materialism
predicting mother–child relationship quality. We did this to
assess differences between father and mother materialism
and the relationship it had with parent–child relationship
quality. Using the Model Constraint command in Mplus,
the difference between these parameters was calculated and
was statistically significant (β = − .25, p < .05) for Model
1 (the model without the interaction). This indicated that
the association between father materialism and father–child
relationship quality was statistically different (structurally
not invariant) from the association between mother materialism and mother–child relationship quality. Of note, we tested
this difference in Model 1 rather than Model 2 to eliminate
any bias in our testing due to the non-significant effects of
the interactions.
Following this test, we tested measurement invariance
between mother and father measures of materialism using
standard procedures (Meredith 1993; Widaman et al. 2010).
The measures met the level for strict invariance indicating
that our adapted materialism measure was qualitatively the
same for fathers and mothers.
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Discussion
Through the lens of self-determination theory (SDT), we
investigated associations between parent–child relationship quality, materialism, and psychological control. We
did this using longitudinal data that included reports from
parents, children, and observers. A central contribution
of this study is the notion that parental materialism plays
a role in parent–child relationship quality. To our knowledge, this is the first major study to examine this relationship and to come to this conclusion. An additional contribution includes insight into self-determination theory.
We discuss these contributions and other aspects of the
study beginning with the role of parental materialism in
parent–child relationships and lastly discuss implications
for parents and practitioners.

Materialism and Parent–Child Relationships
The key contributions of the current study center on the
apparent conflicting influences of fathers’ and mothers’
materialism on their relationships with their child. We
found that higher levels of materialism for fathers at time
one were associated with decreased father–child relationship quality at time two. This effect, though relatively
small, was about the same magnitude as the lagged effect
of time one parent–child relationship quality on time two
parent–child relationship quality. This finding is consistent
with Flouri’s (2007) research suggesting that higher levels
of father materialism are associated with negative parenting outcomes such as inter-parental conflict and parenting
stress. In direct contrast, however, was the finding that
higher levels of materialism for mothers were not significantly associated with mother–child relationship quality.
We further found that the effect of father materialism on
father–child relationship quality was statistically different
from the effect of mother materialism on mother–child
relationship quality, and that measures of materialism for
mothers and materialism for fathers were invariant (qualitatively the same as each other) — emphasizing the validity of this difference.
Father materialism may be negatively related to their
relationship with their child as a function of focusing
on a provider role. More materialistic fathers may place
extra emphasis on being a breadwinner and thus spend
more time in that capacity. This in turn takes away from
time spent with children and subsequently worsens
father–child relationship quality. Past work supports this
idea as researchers have found that many contemporary
fathers still view financial earning as a core feature of their
fathering role (Kuo et al. 2018), and the endorsement of
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more traditional masculine norms is linked with decreased
father engagement and warmth (Petts et al. 2018). Future
work can explore if father perceptions of provider roles
and masculine norms indeed mediate the relationship
between materialism and parent–child relationship quality.
At first glance, this explanation should apply to mothers. If materialism is harmful to father–child relationships
(as a function of focusing on the provider role), mothers
with a similar focus should also have worsened parent–child
relationships. However, providing mothers may differ from
providing fathers in that they give up time in other domains
(e.g., leisure time, household labor) to maintain the amount
of time they would spend with children if they were not
employed (Huston and Aronson 2005). Huston and Aronson
(2005) found that maternal time use was correlated with
maternal sensitivity and with the quality of the home environment. They also found that maternal employment was
correlated with the quality of the home environment. Both
maternal sensitivity and the quality of the home environment
are well-known correlates of positive infant and child outcomes (for review, see Deans 2018). Subsequently, materialistic mothers who intentionally compensate for time at work
by reducing time in other activities, or materialistic mothers
whose income is used to improve the quality of the home
environment for their children would likely not experience
declines in parent–child relationship quality.
We explored this explanation further in a post hoc analysis (n = 192) which included the same variables as those in
Table 3, model 2, and additionally, controlled for Time 1
father and mother work hours. Specifically, we regressed
father work hours on Time 2 father–child relationship quality
and regressed mother work hours on Time 2 mother–child
relationship quality. The post hoc model and model 2 from
Table 3 were identical except for these added controls and
an additional constraint (constraining the variances of the
latent mother and father couple psychological variables to
be the same to avoid having a negative residual variance).
Of note, mother materialism still was not significantly
associated with mother–child relationship quality (β < .01,
p = .99). Also, father materialism was still negatively and
significantly associated with father–child relationship quality at trend levels (β = − .16, p = .08). The results of this
post hoc analysis provide further evidence that mother time
spent working as well as mother materialism do not harm
mother–child relationships. All results of this analysis are
available upon request.
Why then is materialism apparently harmful for father
and child relations but not harmful for mothers and children? This appears to be a complex finding that requires
continued research. However, one explanation is that
mother materialism is not related to their relationship with
their child due to a link between materialism and empowerment. Leavitt et al. (2019) suggested “women may be

deriving some sense of empowerment from... materialism”
(p. 449) as one explanation for their finding that women’s
materialism related to higher men’s satisfaction within
their relationship. Similarly, empowerment of mothers
through materialism may buffer the otherwise potentially
negative effects materialism may have on mother–child
bonds.
In line with previous literature (Pahl 1995; Yodanis and
Lauer 2007), another explanation for this mother–father difference is that mothers may be more likely to spend for the
benefit of children as compared to fathers. Extra income in
the hands of women in microfinancing situations has been
found to improve children’s welfare greater than when it
is in the hands of men (e.g., Engle 1993; Thomas 1990).
By extension, additional spending on behalf of children by
materialistic mothers may cancel out any potential harmful
effects of mother materialism on maternal bonds. Importantly, we recognize that extracting results from microfinance situations in unaffluent samples to provide explanations for materialistic motivations in an affluent sample may
not be equitable. Therefore, we advise being judicious in
applying these explanations.
Overall, one implication from the conflicting influences
of materialism on parent–child relationships (i.e., for mothers it appears to have no effect but for fathers it seems to be
harmful) is that materialism cannot be categorized as only
positive or only negative, good or bad. We recommend further investigation of the motivations and processes behind
materialistic attitudes and the acquisition of goods.

Psychological Control and Parent–Child
Relationships
The current study also identified negative associations
between parental psychological control and father and
mother relationships with their child. Specifically, we found
that higher levels of combined parental psychological control at time one were associated with decreased mother and
father–child relationship quality at time two. These effects
were about the same magnitude as the lagged effect of
time one parent–child relationship quality on time two parent–child relationship quality. This finding is in line with
prior research suggesting that psychological control is negatively linked with parent child relationships (Barber 1996;
Holmes et al. 2013; Smetana and Daddis 2002). Because
psychological control includes manipulation and invalidation, these behaviors are also often linked with negative
child and adolescent outcomes (Barber et al. 2005; Doyle
and Markiewicz 2005; Wang et al. 2007), thus these findings have clear implications for both relationship quality as
well as child and adolescent development in families where
psychological control is prevalent.
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Implications for Self‑determination Theory
Based on the conflicting influence of parental materialism
on parent–child relationships, we suggest our study only
partially supports tenets of SDT. External motivations as
represented through materialism did not unequivocally
relate to poorer relational quality as SDT would suggest.
External materialistic motivation was seemingly benign
for mother–child relations but deleterious for father–child
bonds. It may be that materialistic attitudes fall outside the
scope of SDT, and other theories for addressing materialism
in parent–child relations may be more appropriate. Future
work can integrate other theory or develop new frameworks
to investigate this connection.

Implications for Parents and Practitioners
Our results have implications for parents and practitioners,
such as financial therapists, who endeavor to find balance
between materialistic goals and relationships with children.
Parents, especially parents struggling to have positive relationships with their children, may benefit from considering
how materialistic ambitions are affecting relations with their
children. This self-examination may lead to corrections in
priorities or improvement in work-family balance that in turn
promote stronger parent–child bonds. Family life specialists and marriage and family therapists can aid parents by
promoting this type of self-exploration in educational and
therapeutic settings to promote better bonds with children,
especially with adolescents. Although not yet replicated,
based on our results we suggest that fathers—who appear
to be most at risk for poorer parent–child relations due to
materialism—especially may benefit from this type of selfexamination. In summary, it may be fruitful for parents to
determine how materialism is or is not affecting relationships with their children and adjust where necessary.

Limitations
Several limits exist in the current study. First, the sample
was affluent and primarily white. Therefore, findings may
not extend readily to less affluent groups or other race/ethnic groups. Further, we note that the amount of variance
explained in relationship quality variables is limited and
that, while statistically significant, key relationships between
materialism predictors and relationship outcomes only met
minimum levels of significance (p < .05 as compared to
p < .01 or p < .001). Lastly, we note that data were taken
from one major city in the northwestern United States and
thus generalizability is limited due to regional differences
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in parenting behaviors across the U.S. Accordingly, findings
should be confirmed in future investigations and cautiously
applied in policy and therapeutic settings.

Conclusion
Materialism in the context of parent–child relationships is
complex. This study provides insight and further questions
regarding the role materialism plays in the bond between
parent and child. This study also serves as a springboard for
future work. We believe additional insight into how parents
and children may better connect will result as researchers
perform necessary added investigation.
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