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1. [bookmark: _Toc156645697][bookmark: _Toc191673054]
Measures
[bookmark: _Toc156645698][bookmark: _Toc191673055]Youth-Perpetrated Psychological Control (Mother Reports)
Below are a number of statements about your child. In each case, please choose the answer that most closely matches your actual situation: My child… 
1) Is always trying to change how I feel or think about things.
2) Changes the subject whenever I have something to say.
3) Often interrupts me.
4) Blames me for other family members’ problems.
5) Brings up past mistakes when she/he criticizes me.
6) Is less friendly with me if I do not see things her/his way.
7) Will avoid looking at me when I have disappointed her/him.
8) If I have hurt her/his feelings, she/he stops talking to me until I please her/him again.
9) Says if I really cared for her/him, I would not do things that cause her/him to worry.
1 = Never
2 = Seldom
3 = Sometimes
4 = Most of the time
5 = Always
[bookmark: _Toc156645699][bookmark: _Toc191673056]Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control (Youth Reports)
Below are a number of statements about your mother. In each case, please choose the answer that most closely matches your actual situation: My mother...
1) Is always trying to change how I feel or think about things.
2) Changes the subject whenever I have something to say.
3) Often interrupts me.
4) Blames me for other family members’ problems.
5) Brings up past mistakes when she criticizes me.
6) Is less friendly with me if I do not see things her way.
7) Will avoid looking at me when I have disappointed her.
8) If I have hurt her feelings, she stops talking to me until I please her again.
9) Says if I really cared for her, I would not do things that cause her to worry.
1 = Never
2 = Seldom
3 = Sometimes
4 = Most of the time
5 = Always
2. [bookmark: _Toc156645701][bookmark: _Toc191673057]Measurement Invariance Tests
This study examined whether the measures were invariant across four measurements (see Table S1). The results demonstrated that all key constructs achieved residual invariance, indicating that the scales were suitable for testing the longitudinal relations and interplays between the key variables.
	[bookmark: _Hlk128949782]Table S1.
Model Fits for Measurement Invariance Tests over Time.

	Model
	S-Bχ2(df)
	ΔS-Bχ2 (Δdf)
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ΔCFI
	ΔRMSEA
	ΔSRMR

	Configural invariance
	3474.43 (2340)
	-
	-
	.911
	.037
	.052
	-
	-
	-

	Metric invariance
	3536.18 (2394)
	64.12 (54)
	.163
	.911
	.037
	.055
	.000
	.000
	.003

	Scalar invariance
	3684.10 (2448)
	150.59 (54)
	< .001
	.903
	.038
	.056
	-.008
	.001
	.001

	Residual invariance
	3801.32 (2502)
	110.50 (54)
	< .001
	.898
	.039
	.058
	-.005
	.001
	.002

	Note. Metric invariance criteria are achieved if CFI decreases by no more than .010; if RMSEA increases by no more than .015; and if SRMR increases by no more than .030; scalar or residual invariance criteria are achieved if CFI decreases by no more than .010, if RMSEA increases by no more than .015, and SRMR increases by no more than .015 (Chen, 2007). Two out of three changes in fit indices meeting the cutoff criteria would be considered measurement invariant.


This study also investigated whether the measures of the key constructs were invariant between adolescents and mothers across time (see Table S2). The results revealed that the key constructs achieved metric invariance at T1 and T2, and obtained scalar invariance at T3 and T4. These findings suggest that the construct of psychological control (PC) was equivalent between youth and their mothers.
	Table S2.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model Fits for Invariance Tests between Youth versus Mothers.

	Model
	S-B χ2(df)
	ΔS-B χ2(Δdf)
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ΔCFI
	ΔRMSEA
	ΔSRMR

	Time 1: Youth (n = 349) versus mothers (n = 344)

	Configural invariance
	149.45 (52)
	-
	-
	.929
	.074
	.047
	-
	-
	-

	Metric invariance
	162.12 (60)
	10.86 (8)
	.210
	.926
	.070
	.057
	-.003
	-.004
	.010

	[bookmark: _Hlk156596903]Scalar invariance
	289.60 (68)
	157.48 (8)
	< .001
	.838
	.097
	.080
	-.088
	.027
	.023

	Time 2: Youth (n = 338) versus mothers (n = 335)
	
	
	
	
	

	Configural invariance
	160.65 (52)
	-
	-
	.923
	.079
	.048
	-
	-
	-

	Metric invariance
	174.99 (60)
	11.665 (8)
	.170
	.919
	.075
	.058
	-.004
	-.004
	.010

	Scalar invariance
	245.48 (68)
	93.648 (8)
	< .001
	.875
	.088
	.065
	-.044
	.013
	.007

	Time 3: Youth (n = 328) versus mothers (n = 337)
	
	

	Configural invariance
	129.85 (52)
	-
	-
	.952
	.067
	.042
	-
	-
	-

	Metric invariance
	146.72 (60)
	16.58 (8)
	.030
	.947
	.066
	.057
	-.005
	-.001
	.015

	Scalar invariance
	209.84 (68)
	77.70 (8)
	< .001
	.913
	.079
	.062
	-.034
	.013
	.005

	Time 4: Youth (n = 329) versus mothers (n = 332)

	Configural invariance
	134.09 (52)
	-
	-
	.936
	.069
	.046
	-
	-
	-

	Metric invariance
	140.07 (60)
	4.06 (8)
	.850
	.938
	.064
	.050
	.002
	-.005
	.004

	Scalar invariance
	184.96 (68)
	56.34 (8)
	< .001
	.909
	.072
	.062
	-.029
	.008
	.012

	Note. Metric invariance criteria are achieved if CFI decreases by no more than .010, if RMSEA increases by no more than .015, and if SRMR increases by no more than .030; Scalar invariance criteria are achieved if CFI decreases by no more than .010, if RMSEA increases by no more than .015, and SRMR increases by no more than .015 (Chen, 2007). Two out of three changes in fit indices meeting the cutoff criteria would be considered to be indicative of measurement invariance.


3. [bookmark: _Toc156645700][bookmark: _Toc191673058][bookmark: _Toc156645702]Psychometric Properties of Scales
The current study utilized nine items to assess mother perceptions of youth-perpetrated PC and youth perceptions of mother-perpetrated PC. All items were taken from the Psychological Control Scale (Barber, 1996). While several items used in the current research (i.e., items 6-9) were not included in the final version of the Psychological Control Scale in Barber's original study (1996), these items have been validated in other studies conducted within Chinese contexts (e.g., Ng et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2007). Table S3 presents the information on scale reliability and factor loadings based on Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs).
	Table S3.
Standardized Results of Confirmatory Factor Models for Psychological Control Constructs.

	Items
	
	Factor Loadings

	
	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	T4

	Youth-Perpetrated PC (Mother Reports)

	1
	
	0.41
	0.53
	0.45
	0.40

	2
	
	0.55
	0.65
	0.61
	0.60

	3
	
	0.62
	0.71
	0.70
	0.66

	4
	
	0.68
	0.72
	0.65
	0.68

	5
	
	0.72
	0.68
	0.72
	0.70

	6
	
	0.66
	0.68
	0.68
	0.72

	7
	
	0.59
	0.68
	0.78
	0.66

	8
	
	0.53
	0.59
	0.67
	0.63

	9
	
	0.44
	0.48
	0.44
	0.44

	Mother-Perpetrated PC (Youth Reports)

	1
	
	0.59
	0.53
	0.51
	0.54

	2
	
	0.64
	0.72
	0.69
	0.70

	3
	
	0.69
	0.68
	0.71
	0.71

	4
	
	0.70
	0.70
	0.74
	0.72

	5
	
	0.70
	0.69
	0.73
	0.68

	6
	
	0.66
	0.76
	0.77
	0.77

	7
	
	0.56
	0.61
	0.65
	0.67

	8
	
	0.53
	0.57
	0.61
	0.54

	9
	
	0.52
	0.51
	0.51
	0.54

	Note. PC = psychological control. The details of the items can be found in the "Measures" section above. Following the suggestion for model modification, residuals of item 2 (i.e., "Changes the subject whenever I have something to say") and item 3 (i.e., "Often interrupts me") were correlated across all measurement waves for both youth-perpetrated PC and mother-perpetrated PC. Regarding the model fit, the confirmatory factor models for the PC constructs demonstrated acceptable fit across different measurement occasions; for the model at T1, S-Bχ2(132) = 290.95, p < .001, CFI = .902, RMSEA = .059, and SRMR = .049; for the model at T2, S-Bχ2(132) = 265.26, p < .001, CFI = .925, RMSEA = .054, and SRMR = .044; for the model at T3, S-Bχ2(132) = 235.94, p < .001, CFI = .947, RMSEA = .048, and SRMR = .052; for the model at T4, S-Bχ2(132) = 256.22, p < .001, CFI = .923, RMSEA = .052, and SRMR = .054.


4. [bookmark: _Toc191673059]Additional Exploratory Analyses
[bookmark: _Toc191673060]Latent Growth Curve Models and Latent Class Growth Analysis
In response to one Reviewer's suggestion, additional analyses explored the profiles of families with varying levels of psychological control. As a first step, univariable latent growth curve models (LGCMs) were conducted separately for youth-perpetrated and mother-perpetrated psychological control. Given that four measurements were collected in Week 1, Week 13, Week 19, and Week 31 of the academic year (i.e., the beginning and end of each semester), paths from the observed variable at each time point to the intercept factor were set to 1. The paths from the observed variable to the linear slope factor across the four time points were set to 0, 1, 1.5, and 2.5, while the paths to the quadratic slope were set to 0, 1, 2.25, and 6.25, respectively. Comparisons showed that the quadratic and unspecified shape models did not statistically improve model fit for either youth-perpetrated or mother-perpetrated psychological control. Therefore, linear latent growth models were selected. The results revealed a linear decrease in youth-perpetrated psychological control, while no significant changes were observed in mother-perpetrated psychological control (see Table S4). 
	Table S4
Linear Latent Growth Curve Models for Youth-Perpetrated and Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control.

	Variables
	Estimates
	
	Model Fit

	Youth-Perpetrated PC
	b (SE)
	p
	
	S-Bχ² (df)
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Intercept estimate
	2.303 (.027)
	< .001
	
	5.212 (5) 
	.999
	.011
	.046

	Slope estimate
	-.016 (.005)
	.003
	
	 
	
	
	

	Intercept variance
	.168 (.024)
	< .001
	
	 
	
	
	

	Slope variance
	.003 (.001)
	.063
	
	 
	
	
	

	Intercept with slope
	.002 (.005)
	.726
	
	 
	
	
	

	Mother-Perpetrated PC
	b (SE)
	p
	
	S-Bχ² (df)
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR

	Intercept estimate
	2.374 (.036)
	< .001
	
	11.107 (5) 
	.986
	.059
	.021

	Slope estimate
	-.002 (.005)
	.706
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept variance
	.348 (.042)
	< .001
	
	 
	
	
	

	Slope variance
	.000 (.002)
	.808
	
	 
	
	
	

	Intercept with slope
	-.002 (.006)
	.731
	
	 
	
	
	


After determining the trajectories of psychological control behaviors based on results of LGCM, subgroups were explored using latent class growth modeling (LCGM). The LCGMs for youth-perpetrated and mother-perpetrated psychological control were specified to identify different profiles. One- to three-class solutions were tested by comparing various fit and convergence indices. The specific criteria for determining the most appropriate solution are as follows (Nylund et al., 2007): (1) a comparatively low Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC); (2) entropy values (indicating classification quality) greater than 0.70; (3) a statistically significant Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR-LRT), which compares a solution with k classes to the prior solution with k − 1 classes, testing the null hypothesis that k does not fit the data better than k − 1; (4) a significant bootstrapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT) indicating acceptance of the solution of k classes and rejection of k − 1 classes; and (5) class sizes must be large enough to be statistically robust (i.e., greater than 3%). While the non-significant Lo-Mendell-Rubin Adjusted Likelihood Ratio test failed to reject the null hypothesis that the 3-class solution was identical in fit to the 2-class solution, the highest entropy and lowest BIC values supported the 3-class solution (see Table S5). Table S6 provides the descriptive statistics for PC levels across three classes.
	Table S5.
Model Fit Indices for Latent Class Growth Analyses of Youth-Perpetrated and Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control

	Numbers of Profiles
	BIC
	a-BIC
	Entropy
	BLRT p Value
	LMR p value
	Class Size (Class Percentages)

	1
	5012.774
	4974.706
	-
	-
	-
	349 (100.0%)

	2
	4407.019
	4353.089
	0.791
	<.001
	.361
	160/189 (45.8%/54.2%)

	3
	4139.925
	4070.133
	0.850
	<.001
	.075
	49/84/216 (14.0%/24.1%/61.9%)

	Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; aBIC = adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion; BLRT = Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin Adjusted Likelihood Ratio Test.


[bookmark: _Toc191673061]Comparing Profiles of Psychological Control Perpetration
Based on the grouping results of LCGM, we conducted a 3 (Profile Class) × 4 (Time) × 2 (Dyad Member) mixed Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on scores of mother- and youth-perpetrated PC. A significant main effect of Class existed, F(2, 297) = 411.49, p < .001, partial η² = .735. Scheffe post hoc tests (ps < .001) indicated that both youth and mothers in High PC class (n = 49, 14.0%) engaged in the highest PC behaviors, followed by the Moderate PC class (n = 216, 61.9%), and the Low PC class (n = 84, 24.1%) (see Figure S1 and Table S6). These group differences align with the positive between-person association between youth-perpetrated and mother-perpetrated PC behaviors found in the RI-CLPM, and also echo prior research on the familial clustering of manipulative behaviors (Butkovic & Bratko, 2007). A main effect of Dyad was also significant, F(1, 297) = 6.86, p = .009, partial η² = .023, indicating that mother-perpetrated PC was higher on average than youth-perpetrated PC (MD = .099, SE = .038). The main effect of Time was not significant (p = .812), nor was the two-way Time × Dyad interaction (p = .701). 
The two-way Class × Dyad interaction effect was significant, F(2, 297) = 27.52, p < .001, partial η² = .156. In the Low PC class, youth-perpetrated PC was higher than mother-perpetrated PC (ps < .001), whereas mother-perpetrated PC was higher than youth-perpetrated PC in the Moderate and High PC classes (ps < .001). Only in the Low PC class did youth engage in more perpetration than mothers, representing a reversal of the pattern observed in the Moderate and High PC classes. The two-way Class × Time interaction was also significant F(6, 891) = 2.37, p = .028, partial η² = .016. For the Low PC class, levels at T1 were greater compared to T2 (p = .046) and T4 (p = .017), with no further differences. For the Moderate PC class, levels at T1 were greater than levels at T3 (p = .038) and T4 (p = .010), with no further differences. For the High PC class, levels at T1 were lower than those at T3 (p = .029). Thus, on average, only the High PC class showed any evidence of over-time increases in PC perpetration.
Importantly, the three-way interaction was also significant, F(6, 891) = 2.19, p = .042, partial η² = .015. Therefore, we further examined the two-way Time × Dyad interaction separately for each of the three PC profiles. The Time × Dyad interaction was not significant for the Low PC class (p = .317) or for the High PC class (p = .136). The Time × Dyad interaction was significant for the Moderate PC class, F(3, 561) = 3.20, p = .023, partial η² = .017. Mothers’ PC remained stable over time (ps ≥ .367), whereas youth engaged in more PC perpetration at T1(ps ≤ .011)  and T2 (ps ≤ .005) than at T3 and T4. In summary, in the Moderate PC class, youth engaged in less PC perpetration than mothers, and showed decreases in PC perpetration over time while mothers remained stable. The Low PC class demonstrated the least maladaptive PC patterns for both youth and mothers, although this was the only class in which youth engaged in more PC perpetration than their mothers. Conversely, youth the Moderate and High PC classes seemed to adopt a more submissive role within the dyad, showing lower levels of PC perpetration than mothers. Notably, the High PC class was the only one to display an increase in PC engagement, indicating an escalation in family manipulation over time.

Figure S1. Longitudinal Trajectories of Psychological Control (PC) Across Three Profiles
Profile Differences in Various Psychosocial Adjustment Outcomes
[bookmark: _Hlk191460171]Upon the request of a reviewer, exploratory analyses examined potential differences across three PC profiles in other variables, including youth and mother reports of perceived support, negative interactions in relationships, self-esteem, and self-concept clarity. These variables were selected due to their frequent examination as outcomes of parent-perpetrated PC behaviors in family relationships (please see Scharf & Goldner, 2018 for a review). These selected variables were assessed simultaneously alongside the PC measures over four waves in the same research project. Separate 3 (Profile Class) × 4 (Time) × 2 (Dyad Member) mixed ANOVAs were conducted for each outcome. When the assumption of sphericity was violated (indicated by the significant Mauchly's tests), the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied to adjust the degrees of freedom. Table S6 presents detailed descriptive statistics for various adjustment outcome across the three PC classes over time.
Perceived Support. The main effect of Class was significant, F(2, 297) = 13.44, p < .001, partial η² = .083. Dyads in the Low PC class perceived greater support on average than those in the High and Moderate PC classes (ps ≤ .001), whereas no significant difference was found between the Moderate and High PC class (p = .662). The main effect of Dyad was also significant, F(1, 297) = 23.21, p < .001, partial η² = .072, with youth typically reporting greater support in the relationship than mothers (MD = .222, SE = .046). The main effect of Time was significant, F(2.89, 858.65) = 19.45, p < .001, partial η² = .061; across dyad members, perceived support at T1 was significantly greater than at other time points (ps ≤ .001). No significant two-way or three-way interaction effects were found (ps ≥ .155). Thus, most importantly for the present study, dyads that perpetrated lower levels of PC also experienced the highest levels of support across time points, and this held true for both youth’s and mothers’ perceptions of support.
Negative interactions. A significant main effect of Class was observed, F(2, 297) = 101.72, p < .001, partial η² = .407. Dyads in the High PC class reported the highest level of negative interactions, followed by those in the Moderate PC class, and the Low PC class reporting the lowest level of negative family interactions (ps ≤ .001). The main effect of Dyad was significant, F(1, 297) = 80.90, p < .001, partial η² = .214; on average, youth reported more negative interactions than mothers (MD = .370, SE = .041).The main effect of Time was also significant, F(2.69, 798.43) = 11.21, p < .001, partial η² = .036; on average, negative interactions continually decreased from T1 to T3 (ps ≤ .042) and then remained stable thereafter (p = .093). 
Additionally, the two-way Class × Dyad interaction was significant, F(2, 297) = 8.16, p < .001, partial η² = .052. While youth reported higher negative interactions than their mothers across all classes (ps ≤ .021), this discrepancy was less pronounced in the Low PC profile (MD = .149, SE = .064) than in the Moderate (MD = .417, SE = .041) and High PC (MD = .542, SE = .097) profiles. Class × Time interaction was also significant, F(5.38, 798.43) = 3.89, p < .001, partial η² = .026, indicating that the over-time trajectories of negative interactions varied across profiles; dyads in the Low and Moderate PC classes showed significant decreases in negative interactions from T1 to T2 (ps ≤ .001) and then remained stable thereafter (ps ≥ .299). In contrast, the High PC profile showed an increase in negative interactions from T1 to T2 (p = .028), and then a decrease to initial levels by T4 (p = .002). No other interactions were significant (ps ≥ .464). Thus, dyads in the Low PC class appeared to exhibit the most adaptive profile, with generally lower levels of negative interaction and greater alignment between youth and mother reports. The High PC class, in contrast, was the only one to show increases in negative interaction over the course of the study. 
Self-esteem. The main effect of Class was significant, F(2, 297) = 8.52, p < .001, partial η² = .054. Dyads in the High PC class reported the lowest self-esteem, followed by those in the Moderate PC class, and then the Low PC class (ps ≤ .033). The main effect of dyad was not significant (p = .131). The main effect of Time was significant, F(2.86, 849.21) = 13.33, p < .001, partial η² = .043; self-esteem was the highest at T1 (ps ≤ .001) and showed an increase from T2 to T4 (p = .037).The two-way Dyad × Time interaction was significant, F(2.93, 870.15) = 3.77, p = .011, partial η² = .013. Mothers showed greater self-esteem than youth at T2 and T4 (ps ≤ .037), with no differences observed at the other assessments (ps ≥ .34). The Class × Time interaction was significant, F(5.72, 849.21) = 2.31, p = .032, partial η² = .015; all profiles were equal at T1 (ps ≥ .054), but from T2 onward the Low PC group showed greater self-esteem than the Moderate and High PC classes (ps ≤ .044). The Moderate PC class exhibited higher self-esteem than the High PC class at T2 and T3 (ps ≤ .039), but not at T4 (p = .186). No other interactions were significant (ps ≥ .054). Thus, the Low PC class again demonstrated the most adaptive profile; although self-esteem generally showed over-time decreases, this was less pronounced for dyads with the lowest levels of PC perpetration.
Self-concept clarity. A significant main effect of Class existed, F(2, 297) = 17.59, p < .001, partial η² = .106; dyads in the High PC profile reported the lowest self-concept clarity, followed by those in the Moderate PC profile, and the low PC profile reported the highest self-concept clarity (ps ≤ .001). The main effect of Dyad was also significant, F(1, 297) = 224.56, p < .001, partial η² = .431; mothers reported greater self-concept clarity than youth (MD = .903, SE = .060). The main effect of Time was not significant (p = .078). No two-way interaction effects were significant (ps ≥ .144). The three-way interaction was significant, F(5.60, 831.85) = 2.35, p = .033, partial η² = .016. When examining the two-way Time × Dyad interaction separately for each of the three PC classes, however, no significant interactions were observed (ps ≥ .108). Thus, this three-way interaction could not be reliably interpreted further. In summary, the Low PC class again showed the most adaptive profile, in the sense that dyad members in this class consistently showed higher self-concept clarity than their counterparts in the Moderate or High PC classes.
[bookmark: _Hlk191464025]Overall, these results indicate that youth-mother dyads in family environments featuring heightened levels of psychologically control perpetration were more likely to experience more strained family relationships, as well as lower levels of self-esteem and self-concept clarity. Importantly, these class differences were often observed for both youth and mothers. These differences across various adjustment outcomes indicate that PC perpetration, at the dyadic level, might act as an important risk factor for both youth and mothers' adjustment difficulties and poorer family functioning.
	Table S6.
Descriptive Statistics of Psychological Control and Adjustment Variables Across Three PC Profiles Over Time.

	Variables
	Profile Class
	M (SD)

	Youth-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T1
	Low PC Profile
	2.02 (0.42)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.34 (0.47)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.71 (0.37)

	
	Total Sample
	2.34 (0.52)

	Youth-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T2
	Low PC Profile
	1.94 (0.44)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.33 (0.45)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.84 (0.42)

	
	Total Sample
	2.32 (0.55)

	Youth-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T3
	Low PC Profile
	1.97 (0.47)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.25 (0.44)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.88 (0.52)

	
	Total Sample
	2.28 (0.55)

	Youth-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T4
	Low PC Profile
	1.90 (0.40)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.23 (0.39)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.93 (0.46)

	
	Total Sample
	2.26 (0.52)

	Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T1
	Low PC Profile
	1.75 (0.34)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.51 (0.46)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.17 (0.62)

	
	Total Sample
	2.42 (0.67)

	Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T2
	Low PC Profile
	1.66 (0.39)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.48 (0.45)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.18 (0.52)

	
	Total Sample
	2.36 (0.65)

	Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T3
	Low PC Profile
	1.66 (0.36)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.49 (0.42)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.28 (0.52)

	
	Total Sample
	2.38 (0.66)

	Mother-Perpetrated Psychological Control at T4
	Low PC Profile
	1.70 (0.40)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.50 (0.45)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.14 (0.43)

	
	Total Sample
	2.40 (0.65)

	Youth-Perceived Support at T1
	Low PC Profile
	4.08 (0.63)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.68 (0.61)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.55 (0.90)

	
	Total Sample
	3.72 (0.71)

	Youth-Perceived Support at T2
	Low PC Profile
	3.91 (0.63)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.53 (0.68)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.43 (0.79)

	
	Total Sample
	3.59 (0.71)

	Youth-Perceived Support at T3
	Low PC Profile
	3.85 (0.69)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.48 (0.60)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.49 (0.72)

	
	Total Sample
	3.54 (0.69)

	Youth-Perceived Support at T4
	Low PC Profile
	3.83 (0.67)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.44 (0.65)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.50 (0.72)

	
	Total Sample
	3.51 (0.71)

	Mother-Perceived Support at T1
	Low PC Profile
	3.73 (0.62)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.49 (0.59)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.45 (0.58)

	
	Total Sample
	3.52 (0.61)

	Mother-Perceived Support at T2
	Low PC Profile
	3.61 (0.58)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.33 (0.62)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.37 (0.62)

	
	Total Sample
	3.39 (0.62)

	Mother-Perceived Support at T3
	Low PC Profile
	3.49 (0.72)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.32 (0.62)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.28 (0.57)

	
	Total Sample
	3.34 (0.66)

	Mother-Perceived Support at T4
	Low PC Profile
	3.51 (0.73)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.31 (0.60)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.23 (0.58)

	
	Total Sample
	3.35 (0.65)

	Youth-Perceived Negative Interactions at T1
	Low PC Profile
	2.13 (0.52)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.70 (0.63)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.13 (0.85)

	
	Total Sample
	2.63 (0.73)

	Youth-Perceived Negative Interactions at T2
	Low PC Profile
	1.97 (0.56)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.52 (0.61)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.35 (0.84)

	
	Total Sample
	2.48 (0.75)

	Youth-Perceived Negative Interactions at T3
	Low PC Profile
	1.95 (0.54)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.48 (0.53)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.17 (0.71)

	
	Total Sample
	2.44 (0.69)

	Youth-Perceived Negative Interactions at T4
	Low PC Profile
	1.89 (0.48)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.49 (0.57)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.03 (0.70)

	
	Total Sample
	2.43 (0.69)

	Mother-Perceived Negative Interactions at T1
	Low PC Profile
	2.04 (0.50)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.26 (0.51)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.57 (0.66)

	
	Total Sample
	2.30 (0.61)

	Mother-Perceived Negative Interactions at T2
	Low PC Profile
	1.79 (0.47)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.11 (0.55)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.69 (0.73)

	
	Total Sample
	2.12 (0.63)

	Mother-Perceived Negative Interactions at T3
	Low PC Profile
	1.76 (0.46)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.09 (0.53)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.64 (0.64)

	
	Total Sample
	2.09 (0.59)

	Mother-Perceived Negative Interactions at T4
	Low PC Profile
	1.74 (0.45)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	2.05 (0.52)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.60 (0.66)

	
	Total Sample
	2.05 (0.59)

	Youth Self-Esteem at T1
	Low PC Profile
	4.41 (0.70)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.29 (0.81)

	
	High PC Profile
	4.35 (0.89)

	
	Total Sample
	4.28 (0.80)

	Youth Self-Esteem at T2
	Low PC Profile
	4.24 (0.75)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.08 (0.91)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.77 (1.02)

	
	Total Sample
	4.05 (0.88)

	Youth Self-Esteem at T3
	Low PC Profile
	4.28 (0.73)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.14 (0.86)

	
	High PC Profile
	4.00 (0.93)

	
	Total Sample
	4.13 (0.84)

	Youth Self-Esteem at T4
	Low PC Profile
	4.36 (0.72)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.10 (0.86)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.85 (0.94)

	
	Total Sample
	4.09 (0.88)

	Maternal Self-Esteem at T1
	Low PC Profile
	4.50 (0.75)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.33 (0.65)

	
	High PC Profile
	4.13 (0.62)

	
	Total Sample
	4.32 (0.67)

	Maternal Self-Esteem at T2
	Low PC Profile
	4.43 (0.74)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.27 (0.67)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.90 (0.89)

	
	Total Sample
	4.24 (0.74)

	Maternal Self-Esteem at T3
	Low PC Profile
	4.52 (0.68)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.21 (0.70)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.89 (0.75)

	
	Total Sample
	4.22 (0.73)

	Maternal Self-Esteem at T4
	Low PC Profile
	4.46 (0.74)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.20 (0.78)

	
	High PC Profile
	4.16 (0.70)

	
	Total Sample
	4.26 (0.76)

	Youth Self-Concept Clarity at T1
	Low PC Profile
	3.33 (0.86)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.25 (0.74)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.01 (0.76)

	
	Total Sample
	3.25 (0.78)

	Youth Self-Concept Clarity at T2
	Low PC Profile
	3.37 (0.81)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.31 (0.70)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.89 (0.60)

	
	Total Sample
	3.26 (0.72)

	Youth Self-Concept Clarity at T3
	Low PC Profile
	3.45 (0.79)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.33 (0.67)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.96 (0.61)

	
	Total Sample
	3.31 (0.71)

	Youth Self-Concept Clarity at T4
	Low PC Profile
	3.43 (0.77)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	3.21 (0.67)

	
	High PC Profile
	2.89 (0.68)

	
	Total Sample
	3.23 (0.70)

	Maternal Self-Concept Clarity at T1
	Low PC Profile
	4.38 (0.77)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.02 (0.76)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.74 (0.94)

	
	Total Sample
	4.05 (0.80)

	Maternal Self-Concept Clarity at T2
	Low PC Profile
	4.48 (0.66)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.07 (0.72)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.94 (0.78)

	
	Total Sample
	4.13 (0.72)

	Maternal Self-Concept Clarity at T3
	Low PC Profile
	4.36 (0.70)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.14 (0.69)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.91 (0.69)

	
	Total Sample
	4.16 (0.70)

	Maternal Self-Concept Clarity at T4
	Low PC Profile
	4.49 (0.63)

	
	Moderate PC Profile
	4.10 (0.69)

	
	High PC Profile
	3.63 (0.69)

	
	Total Sample
	4.13 (0.72)
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