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Abstract 

Parent-Child Conflict in Chinese American Immigrant Families: A Longitudinal Study 

Examining Parental Communication Strategies During Conflict and Outcomes in Adolescence 

 

by 

Sara Chung 

Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology 

University of California, Berkeley 

Professor Qing Zhou, Chair 

 

Evidence-based behavioral parent training (BPT) has shown high efficacy in decreasing parent-

child conflict and related family distress in studies with majority White American samples. Asian 

American youth from immigrant families are at heightened risk for the detrimental effects of 

parent-child conflict, yet are less likely to utilize mental health services compared to other 

racial/ethnic groups in part due to low perceived cultural relevance of existing interventions. To 

increase the cultural relevance of BPT, the current study aimed to identify and contextualize 

protective conflict communication strategies used by Chinese immigrant parents.  

This study used two waves of data from a longitudinal study of parents and children (Wave 2: N 

= 216, M age = 9.2 years, age range = 7.5-11.0; Wave 3: N = 139, M age = 16.66 years, age 

range = 15.4 to 18.1) in Chinese American immigrant families. A verbal coding scheme was 

developed through a three-phase iterative process to code ten communication strategies used by 

parents. At Wave 2 (W2), parent-child verbal interactions during a conflict discussion task were 

transcribed and coded, and all codes achieved high interrater agreement.  

First, I examined descriptive characteristics of parental communication strategies as well as 

concurrent associations between parents’ communication strategies and family 

sociodemographic and cultural factors (e.g., child age, socioeconomic status, cultural 

orientations) and parenting styles. The most commonly used communication strategies were 

acknowledgement/validation and eliciting the child’s opinion (used by 66.8% and 59.4% of 

parents in the sample, respectively), which in turn were negatively associated with authoritarian 

parenting. Acknowledgement/validation was also associated with higher Chinese orientation. 

The use of praise was positively associated with Chinese and American orientations. Family 

socioeconomic status was associated with several strategies.  

Next, I examined longitudinal associations between W2 parental communication strategies and 

degrees of parent-adolescent open communication at W3. Praise, used among 24% of parents, 

was the only communication strategy that predicted parent-youth open communication in 

adolescence (B = 3.24, p = .02) after covarying for W2 parenting styles and child adjustment. A 

significant interaction effect was found for parent-child Chinese orientation gaps such that 
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children with low Chinese orientation were more likely to report higher open communication if 

their parents had high Chinese orientation compared to low Chinese orientation (t = -3.34, p 

= .001). The findings indicate that praise, a commonly targeted parenting skill of BPT, appears to 

be culturally relevant to Chinese immigrant families who identify as bicultural and may have 

long-term protective effects for parent-child relationships. The findings of this study also add to 

the literature that demonstrates the benefits of heritage culture maintenance. Finally, I discussed 

the implications of the findings for clinical practice aimed at increasing mental health service 

utilization and treatment adherence in Chinese immigrant families. 

Keywords: Chinese American, immigrant families, parent-child conflict, parental communication 

strategies, parent-adolescent communication 
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Executive Summary 

 Parent-child conflict is a normative family process that provides crucial opportunities for 

social and emotional development in the child (e.g., Dunn, 2004; Smetana et al., 2006). Above 

and beyond the frequency and intensity of parent-child conflict, the process of the dyadic 

interaction during conflict may be a key determinant of children’s developmental outcomes 

(Laursen & Hafen, 2010). Parental use of supportive communication strategies during conflict 

may promote psychological well-being in children, whereas parental use of rejecting and 

dismissive strategies may inhibit individuation and healthy development (Beveridge & Berg, 

2007; Hauser et al., 1991). The nature of optimal parent-child interactions, however, may differ 

across cultural and ethnic groups (Beveridge & Berg, 2007).  

 Chinese American youth in immigrant families may be especially susceptible to the 

detrimental effects of parent-child conflict because of discrepancies between their parents’ 

Eastern heritage values and mainstream American social values (Chung et al., 2009; Lim et al., 

2008). There has been limited research, however, on parent-child communication styles during 

conflict in this population. Such research is crucial for understanding and addressing cultural 

barriers in implementing and disseminating parent training (PT), an evidence-based family 

intervention (Eyberg et al., 2008) in Chinese immigrant families (e.g., Lau et al., 2011). 

This dissertation project aimed to clarify the process of parent-child conflict in Chinese 

American families by developing a coding scheme to identify and characterize potentially 

supportive parental communication strategies that occur during conflict interactions. The study 

focused on late childhood to adolescence, a crucial developmental transition often marked by an 

increase of parent-child conflict (Laursen & Collins, 2004). Specifially, this study will examine 

the concurrent relations between family socio-cultural factors and parental communication 

strategies, as well as the longitudinal links between parental communication strategies in 

childhood and parent-youth communication quality in adolescence. By identifying protective 

mechanisms of parent-child communication, the study will have implications for promoting 

intervention engagement and improving efficacy of PT in Chinese immigrant families.  

Literature Review 

Parental Communication Strategies during Parent-Child Conflict and Links with 

Children’s Adjustment 

Parent-child conflict is conceptualized as the process through which a parent and child 

disagree on their goals and values (Buck, 2000). Developmental theory views parent-child 

conflict as a normative developmental process for children and adolescents to challenge family 

boundaries, differentiate their roles based on their growth and changing needs, and establish 

autonomy and social competence (e.g., Smetana et al., 2006). The process of conflict is also 

theorized to provide crucial opportunities for self-expression and interpersonal collaboration skills in 

children (Dunn, 2004). Conflict, however, has both positive and negative developmental 

outcomes (see Laursen & Hafen, 2010 for a review). Although moderate levels of conflict have 

been associated with better adjustment in European American youth, highly intense and frequent 

parent-child conflict has been linked to children’s maladjustment across home, school, and social 

contexts (e.g., Burt et al., 2005; Laursen & Hafen, 2010). 

Given the evidence for both the benefits and costs of conflict, scholars have argued that 

the outcomes of conflict are largely dependent on the parenting context and the process of 
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parent-child interactions during conflict in addition to the intensity and frequency of conflict 

(Laursen & Hafen, 2010). Parental use of supportive and engaging interactions (e.g., expression 

of acceptance, curiosity, problem-solving engagement) during conflict may promote children’s 

autonomy and well-being (Beveridge & Berg, 2007), but parents’ rejecting and dismissive 

interactions (e.g., expressions of criticism, discouragement, mockery; Hauser et al., 1991) may 

have adverse impacts on children’s adjustment. Therefore, beyond the mere presence of parent-

child conflict, parental communication strategies employed during conflict is theorized to play a 

crucial role in shaping children’s psychological adjustment.  

Previous research has linked specific parental communication strategies to child and 

adolescent adjustment in predominantly European American families (e.g., Beveridge & Berg, 

2007; Kernis et al., 2000). As examples, parental use of name-calling and criticism has been 

associated with preadolescent children’s lower self-esteem (Kernis et al., 2000). Parental 

communication strategies characterized by frequent use of blame, belittlement, sarcasm, 

threats/attacks or rejection have similarly been associated with adolescents’ higher rates of 

internalizing and externalizing problems, eating disorders, and poor academic performance (see 

Beveridge & Berg, 2007 for a review).  

By contrast, higher levels of open and effective communication with parents have been 

associated with adolescents’ higher empathy and well-being (Grotevant & Cooper, 1985), higher 

ego development (von der Lippe & Møller, 2000), lower delinquency (Bogard, 2005), better 

coping skills (Baxter & Clark, 1996), lower health-risk behaviors (see Riesch et al., 2006 for a 

review), and lower externalizing and internalizing symptoms (Hartos & Power, 2000). In late 

childhood and early adolescence (ages 8-12), parent-child communication characterized by 

higher open expression and mutual understanding has been linked to lower depressive symptoms 

and higher self-esteem (Ying et al., 2018). Specifically, higher self-esteem among preadolescent 

children is associated with parental use of verbal acknowledgement, value affirmation/verbal 

encouragement, and positive problem solving (Kernis et al., 2000). Parent-child conflicts that are 

characterized by calmness, expressions of diverse ideas and attitudes, and higher resolutions of 

the disagreement have been linked to better adjustment in adolescents, including higher self-

esteem and lower depressive symptoms and risky behaviors (Tesser et al., 1989; Tucker et al., 

2003) as well as higher relationship satisfaction with their parents (Zhang, 2007). In sum, an 

extensive body of literature supports the links between effective and supportive parent-child 

communication and psychosocial well-being in children and adolescents. Few studies, however, 

have examined the use of specific parental communication strategies during the context of 

parent-child conflict. 

There are several limitations in existing research on parent-child conflict. First, most 

studies have examined the quantity (intensity or frequency) of conflict using parent- or child-

reported data (e.g., Dunn & Slomkowski, 1992; Laursen et al., 1998; Paikoff & Brooks-Gunn, 

1991), whereas few studies have examined the process of conflict (e.g., parental communication 

strategies during parent-child conflict) using observational data. Second, the parent-child conflict 

literature has largely focused on adolescence (Dixon et al., 2008), but childhood may be a crucial 

developmental period for examining conflict in order to inform preventative interventions. Third, 

most of the conflict literature has focused on European American families and there is limited 

research examining parent-child conflict among Asian immigrant families. Last, the small 

literature utilizing Asian immigrant samples has mainly examined the links between parent- or 

child-reported conflict frequency and intensity and youths’ adjustment outcomes (e.g., Fuligni, 
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1998; Tardif & Geva, 2006). As Beveridge and Berg (2007) pointedly note, the nature of optimal 

parent-child interactions may differ across cultural and ethnic groups, and careful consideration 

is needed to determine the specific processes that may be considered as optimal for each 

cultural/ethnic group. It is unclear whether (and which of) the communication strategies that are 

commonly considered as supportive in the mainstream culture are similarly effective in Asian 

immigrant families. To our knowledge, no studies have objectively measured the types and 

frequency of parents’ communication strategies during parent-child conflict and their links to 

relationship quality in Asian immigrant families.  

Despite the findings supporting the potential positive outcomes associated with parent-

child conflict (Burt et al., 2005; Zhang, 2007), difficulties in parent-child communication often 

escalate during the transition from late childhood to adolescence because of the changing nature 

of the parent-child relationship (for a review, see Laursen & Collins, 2004). In short, late 

childhood and early adolescence (age 7-14) are typically characterized by an increase in parent-

child conflict and a decrease in parent-child warmth and closeness (Marceau et al., 2015). Thus, I 

aim to examine the process of parent-child conflict during late childhood and its prospective 

relations to parent-adolescent communication quality in late adolescence. By identifying the 

protective mechanisms of parent-child communication during this crucial developmental 

transition, the findings may inform the design of culturally relevant family-based interventions 

for Asian American families.  

Increasing the cultural relevance of evidence-based treatments (EBT) has particular 

significance for Asian Americans, who have historically been the ethnic group that is the least 

likely to utilize behavioral health services (Hall & Huang, 2020; SAMHSA, 2015). In addition to 

high costs, limited English proficiency, and fear of stigma, low perceived personal and cultural 

relevance of current treatments have been endorsed as major reasons for the disparities in service 

utilization (Hall & Huang, 2020; Wu et al., 2018). Compared to White Americans, Asian 

Americans may be less likely to seek behavioral health services because they perceive them as 

less beneficial (Kim & Zane, 2016). The “invisibility” of Asian Americans in mental health 

contributes to heightened symptomology; Asian American adolescent females (grades 9 through 

12) were recently found to be 20% more likely than their non-Hispanic White counterparts to 

attempt suicide (CDC, 2016). Furthermore, major depressive episodes among Asian American 

youth increased from 10 percent to 13.6 percent between 2015 and 2018, a stark increase in three 

years to a rate higher than the national prevalence (12.7%) among adolescents (NIMH, 2019).  

To address the pressing needs of this community and one of the most persistent public 

health disparities, researchers have called for cultural adaptations of EBTs, defined as “the 

systematic modification of an evidence-based treatment or intervention protocol to consider 

language, culture, and context in such a way that it is compatible with the client’s cultural 

patterns, meanings, and values” (Bernal et al., 2009, p. 362). Parenting interventions should be 

adapted to fit Asian American parents’ values, beliefs, and socialization goals to better engage 

parents in clinical settings (Huang & Hall, 2020). Many children also report feeling caught 

between their Asian and American cultures and a lack of belonging to either group. That is, when 

speaking out, both worlds and cultures may ignore them (Kim et al., 2003). Parenting 

interventions should thus also aim to increase open communication between Asian American 

parents and children plus parents’ ability to validate their children’s thoughts and emotions to 

bolster their sense of belonging. 

Parent-Child Conflict and Communication Quality in Chinese Immigrant Families 
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Family plays a critical role in the lives of immigrant-origin children and youth, defined as 

those who have at least one foreign-born parent (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2015; Suárez-Orozco et 

al., 2010). In contrast to U.S. individualistic cultural schemas, many Asian-origin families 

endorse collectivistic values of interdependence, which emphasize the lifelong practices of 

supporting family members financially and emotionally, living close to or with elders, and 

consulting elders on important decisions (Tseng, 2004). Chinese immigrant families may be 

especially susceptible to heightened parent-child conflict and poor communication quality related 

to both language gaps and dissonant views on autonomy between Asian and Western cultures 

held by immigrant parents and their adolescents, who often acculturate at a quicker rate to the 

maintstream culture (Qin, 2008; Qin et al., 2012; Wu & Chao, 2011). Because the nature of 

disagreements violate the traditional Asian cultural norms of obedience to authority, respect, and 

family harmony (Lim et al., 2008), the mere presence of parent-child conflict may be perceived 

more negatively in Asian immigrant families. Moreover, the impact of conflict may be especially 

detrimental to the mental health of Asian American youth (Costigan & Dokis, 2006). Parent-

child conflict may be a primary predictor of immigrant-origin children’s maladjustment due to 

cross-cultural conficts about values, expectations, languages, and practices in addition to 

normative intergenerational disputes (Rumbaut, 1994). 

Although much of the parent-child conflict and communication literature has focused on 

White American samples, empirical cross-cultural studies have supported these theoretical 

views. That is, the quality of parent-child relationships is more strongly associated with 

depression in Chinese youths than U.S. American youths (Greenberger et al., 2000). In studies 

with Chinese adolescent samples in Hong Kong and mainland China, open and effective 

communication was found to be associated with fewer parent-adolescent conflict and higher 

family cohesion (Xia et al., 2004; Zhang, 2007), higher life satisfaction and well-being (Shek et 

al., 2006), lower levels of suicidal ideation (Lai Kwok & Shek, 2010), and fewer psychiatric 

symptoms and lower delinquency and substance use (Shek, 1997; Shek, 2002).   

Chinese American adolescents additionally endorse lower levels of open communication 

with their parents than their White American counterparts (Wu & Chao, 2011). Asian American 

adolescents endorse higher amounts of conflict and conflict-related emotional distress than those 

of other ethnic groups (Chung et al., 2009). A longitudinal study found that higher acculturation 

gaps endorsed by Chinese American youth were associated with depressive symptoms and lower 

academic performance (Kim et al., 2013). Despite the evidence that Chinese American youth 

may be more susceptible to the detrimental effects of parent-child conflict, research in this 

population has largely been limited to examining the frequency of parent-child conflict (e.g., Lim 

et al., 2008). There is a notable lack of studies that attempt to understand and clarify the process 

of parent-child conflict in Chinese American families.  

Importantly, two qualitative studies by Qin and colleagues (Qin, 2008; Qin et al., 2012) 

examined parent-adolescent conflict and communication. In a sample of high academic-

achieving Chinese American youth, Qin (2008) found that compared to the adolescents who 

were not in distress, the distressed adolescents reported that communication with their parents 

was particularly challenging due to their value discrepancies regarding hierarchical relations. 

That is, parents expected their adolescent to listen and obey while adolescents were frustrated 

with the lack of open communication and desired more positivity and emotional support. Despite 

the generational and acculturation gaps as well as language barriers characteristic of both groups, 

the non-distressed families endorsed open communication and respect for their children’s ideas 
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while resolving conflicts. In another study examining acculturation-based conflict, Qin and 

colleagues (2012) found that negative communication patterns such as frustration, 

misunderstanding without clarification, and avoidance exacerbated parent-adolescent conflict. 

However, in light of the potential benefits of a hierarchical style in the context of Chinese 

cultural norms and expectations, the authors cautioned against concluding that 

authoritarian/hierarchical schemas of conflict — more commonly found in Chinese immigrant 

families — would inevitably lead to the same adverse consequences as they might among 

European American families.  

Taken together, the just-noted quantitative and qualitative studies indicate that Chinese 

American children and adolescence are at heightened risk for communication difficulties with 

their parents due to cultural orientations and acculturation gaps (e.g., language, value, and goal 

discrepancies), and psychopathological problems as a result of the conflict. Yet supportive 

parental communication in the form of respect for their child’s ideas, a focus on resolution, 

expressions of positivity, and provision of emotional support may well mitigate the negative 

impacts of conflict and cultural orientation gaps. 

Although these studies have made an important contribution to understanding the 

dynamics of conflict and communication among Chinese immigrant families, to my knowledge 

there is no quantitative study using observational methods to examine supportive parental 

communication strategies in Chinese immigrant families. This is a glaring gap in the literature 

because supportive parental communication strategies are central to PT interventions, which are 

highly efficacious evidence-based interventions aimed at reducing internalizing and externalizing 

problems and parent-child conflict (Eyberg et al., 2008; Friedman & Pfiffner, 2020). Despite its 

efficacy among White American families, the application of PT with ethnic minority families is 

marked by cultural barriers that threaten its generalizability (e.g., Lau et al., 2011; Lau et al., 

2010). In a study examining the efficacy of PT in a sample of 5-12-year-old high-risk children 

and their Chinese immigrant parents (Lau et al., 2011), parents’ cultural values appeared to be at 

odds with such strategies as attending to and positive reinforcement of their child’s good 

behavior. The use of praise, for example, was especially problematic, owing to beliefs held by 

the Chinese parents that praising children will result in lack of humility and decreased 

motivation. The parents endorsed the belief that children ought not to be praised for expected 

behavior, and parents’ praise statements were “always weighted with criticism” (p. 9, Lau et al., 

2011). These findings indicate that determining the specific supportive communication strategies 

that are relevant to Chinese immigrant parents is crucial for understanding the skills that can be 

leveraged in PT to increase its efficacy among Chinese American families.  

Dimensions of Parenting: A Review of the General Parenting Literature 

 The consideration of positive aspects of parent-child communication is crucial when 

examining parent-child conflict (Laursen & Hafen, 2010). Yet the supportive parental 

communication strategies as described in the Western literature and enforced in PT may not 

reflect the typical parent-child communication patterns in Chinese families (Lau et al., 2011; Qin 

et al., 2012). As a crucial step in addressing this gap, I attempt to answer the question of whether 

and how often the supportive communication strategies common to PT and the communication 

literature are occurring in Chinese American families. I developed a coding scheme aimed at 

quantifying and characterizing the supportive parental communication strategies that occurr in 

parent-child conflict discussions in Chinese immigrant families. To characterize the families for 

whom these skills are most relevant, I examined the links between the parental communication 
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strategies during conflict with sociocultural factors and parenting styles. To provide evidence for 

long-term developmental effects, I examined the links between the parental communication 

strategies assessed during the school-age years of the children of this sample and parent-youth 

open communication assessed during their adolescence.  

Because there is no existing coding scheme for supportive parental communication 

strategies in parent-child conflict in Asian American families, I took two steps to develop the 

new coding scheme. First, I conducted literature reviews of theories and research on global 

parenting styles and practices and communication strategies, as well as the research on the 

parenting practices commonly disseminated in PT interventions. I identified key dimensions of 

parental communication strategies characterized as relevant to parent-child conflict and 

associated with children’s positive adjustment. Second, codes were then developed to capture the 

behavioral manifestations of the supportive parental communication strategies during the context 

of a parent-child conflict discussion paradigm. Below, I summarized the relevant literatures.  

Authoritative and Authoritarian Parenting Styles  

Parenting practices are generally classified into categories based on the two dimensions 

of responsiveness/warmth and control (e.g., Hoeve et al., 2009). Authoritative parenting style is 

defined by high parental warmth and high behavioral control, and authoritarian parenting style is 

defined by low warmth and high control (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). A recent meta-analysis 

demonstrated that across cultures and ethnicities, children from families with authoritative 

parents demonstrate fewer internalizing and externalizing symptoms, and children from families 

with authoritarian parents are more likely to show elevated levels of psychological symptoms 

and poor school performance (Pinquart, 2016). Beyond parenting styles, researchers suggest that 

the identification of parenting behaviors that contribute to children’s outcomes may be more 

effective for determining intervention ingredients (Hoeve et al., 2009). Parenting behaviors 

reflective of authoritative parenting, such as parental autonomy support and meta-emotion 

coaching, may be crucial for children’s development. 

Parental Autonomy Support 

Self-determination theory (for overviews, see Deci & Ryan, 2000) posits that optimal 

functioning depends on one’s ability to experience a sense of choice in their actions rather than 

mere independence from others. A crucial task for parents is to support the development of 

autonomous functioning in their children as they approach adolescence. This concept is 

conceptualized as parental autonomy support, a set of parenting behaviors that promotes 

children’s self-efficacy, agency, and individuation (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989; Soenens et al., 

2007). Parental autonomy support refers to the promotion of cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioral autonomy in children via allowance or validation of the child’s unique emotions and 

perspectives and encouraging their self-chosen actions (Soenens et al., 2007). 

Optimal autonomous functioning is promoted within a supportive and non-coercive 

family climate, characterized by parents who are empathic to their children’s viewpoints, who 

minimize their assertion of power, who provide choices to their children whenever appropriate, 

and who help their children explore personal values and interests (Grolnick, 2003). Effective 

autonomy support consists of acknowledgement of their child’s perceptions, acceptance of their 

child’s feelings, and facilitation of self-expression and action in their child. A longitudinal study 

of Western children found that maternal autonomy support during preschool was associated with 

children’s better socio-emotional development during elementary school and preadolescence, 
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especially among those who faced challenges (Matte-gagné et al., 2015). Because of the 

increased desire for autonomy from parents during the transition from childhood to adolescence 

(Fuligni, 1998), this period is a key time to examine parental autonomy support.  

Parental Meta-emotion and Emotion Coaching 

Parents’ facilitation of their child’s regulation and expression of emotion is a crucial 

aspect of children’s autonomous functioning and socioemotional well-being (Gottman et al., 

1996). Researchers suggest that emotion regulatory abilities can be practiced and improved 

through parental coaching of meta-emotion, defined as “thoughts, feelings, and actions regarding 

the experience and expression of feelings in self and others” (Cowan, 1996). Parental meta-

emotion coaching refers to parents’ ability to teach their child about their own and their 

children’s emotion as well as the appropriate expression or inhibition of affect (Gottman et al., 

1996). Meta-emotion coaching involves listening to as well as validating and expressing 

understanding of the child’s feelings (Katz, Wilson, & Gottman, 1999). Parental meta-emotion 

coaching is associated with positive child outcomes across domains, including better math and 

reading scores, physical health, and peer relationships (Gottman et al., 1996; Liang et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, parents who adopt this approach value emotions and view emotions in their 

children as an opportunity for intimacy, attachment and teachable moments (Katz et al., 1999).  

Parenting Practices Relevant to Chinese Immigrant Families 

The Parenting Competence Model posits that within-culture variations of parenting 

behaviors exist alongside core parenting competencies found across cultures (Johnson et al., 

2014). Moreover, commonality and acceptability of behaviors in a culture do not necessarily 

reflect effectiveness. Cross-cultural research suggests that distinct parenting behaviors may be 

differentially emphasized, utilized, and interpreted across cultural contexts (Chao, 1994). For 

example, in contrast to Western culture, East Asian culture emphasizes obligation to the family 

and deference to parental authority, manifested as higher authoritarian parenting and firm control 

(Chao, 2001). In East Asian culture, strict parental control may thus be interpreted as parental 

concern and care rather than harsh and coercive parenting (Chao, 1994). Lower use of praise and 

expressions of explicit positive affect among Chinese parents are similarly consistent with the 

cultural emphasis on self-restraint, sensitivity towards others’ feelings, and modesty (Ho, 2009; 

Wu, 1996; Wu & Chao, 2005). Parental warmth in Chinese families is often demonstrated as 

parental involvement and instrumental support (Chao & Tseng, 2002). In line with the Parenting 

Competence Model, however, parental warmth and autonomy support are similarly associated 

with positive outcomes in children across Western/Eastern groups, including better parent-child 

attachment quality, less aggression and depression, social adjustment and school achievement 

(Chen et al., 2000; Yan et al., 2017). 

Value discrepancies between Western and Eastern cultures, however, may be especially 

salient in Chinese immigrant parents, who are in constant negotiation between the values and 

practices of both mainstream and heritage cultures (Bornstein & Lansford, 2010). Research has 

evidenced that although some cultural differences remain, Chinese immigrant mothers in the 

United States are incorporating mainstream parenting values and behaviors in order to promote 

their child’s adjustment within the larger mainstream societal context (Cheah et al., 2013). 

Chinese immigrant mothers, for example, endorse similar values for warmth as their European 

American counterparts, despite their lower use of explicit expressions of warm affect (Cheah et 

al., 2015). Chinese immigrant mothers also reported increased use of democratic and autonomy-
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promoting practices and praise as well as decreased reliance on power assertion (Cheah et al., 

2009; Cheah et al., 2013). In short, Chinese immigrant parents raising their children within the 

American culture may, to varying extents, value and utilize supportive communication strategies 

that are typical of the mainstream culture, though some strategies may be more salient and 

relevant than others.  

Dimensions of Supportive Parental Communication in Conflict Discussion: A Summary  

In the present study, I take a novel approach to studying the process of parent-child 

conflict in Chinese American immigrant families by developing a coding scheme to identify and 

characterize parents’ use of communication strategies. The coding scheme was developed to 

encapsulate the core communication strategies that are identified as supportive in the mainstream 

American culture (Barnes & Olson, 1982; Eisenberg et al., 2008; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; 

Kernis et al., 2000), including those reflective of parental autonomy support and emotion 

coaching. The coding scheme was adapted from that of Eisenberg and colleagues (2008) to 

include the following 10 parental communication strategies: praising their child (i.e., labeled as 

“praise” in this study), using terms of endearment (i.e., endearment), agreeing with their child’s 

statements or ideas (i.e., agreement), acknowledging/validating their child’s statements and ideas 

(i.e., acknowledgement/validation), eliciting their child’s opinion (i.e., elicit other’s opinion), 

offering a solution for the problem (i.e., offer solution), labeling and discussing an emotional 

state (i.e., label/discuss emotion), eliciting discussion of emotions, teaching their child about 

emotions (i.e., teach emotion), and acknowledging/validating their child’s emotional state or 

expression (i.e., acknowledgement/validation of emotion; see Table 1 for detailed definitions).  

The dimensions of praise, endearment, agreement, acknowledgement/validation, elicit 

other’s opinion, and offer solution were developed to capture specific communication strategies 

and parenting practices found to be associated with positive child outcomes: expressions of 

positive affect and warmth, verbal acknowledgement, value affirmation, encouragement, positive 

problem solving, and autonomy-support (Kernis et al., 2000; Matte-gagné et al., 2015). In 

previous research, autonomy-support of children has been examined via verbalizations (e.g., 

verbally praising the child with positive tone of voice), flexibility and involvement (e.g., making 

changes as the child requires), motivational strategies and perspective taking (e.g., giving 

rationale and taking child’s perspective by acknowledging their feelings), and providing choices 

(Matte-gagné et al., 2015). Praise, which is line with motivation and verbal autonomy-support, is 

a skill commonly disseminated in PT interventions (Eyberg et al., 2008; Friedman & Pfiffer, 

2020). Using terms of endearment reflects warm expressions of positive affect. Agreement with 

and acknowledgement of their child’s statements, ideas, and opinions reflect value affirmation, 

verbal acknowledgement and encouragement, and perspective taking. Asking questions to elicit 

the child’s opinion reflects positive problem solving and perspective taking, and offering a 

helpful solution for the conflict captures problem solving and attempts at conflict resolution. 

Note that because Qin and colleagues (2008) found that interactions reflective of hierarchical 

relations, in which parents expect their adolescent to listen and obey, were more likely to occur 

among distressed adolescents compared to their non-distressed counterparts, we excluded 

parent’s attempts to demand a solution from our offer solution code definition. For example, 

statements that reflected inflexibility or a predetermined outcome, such as, “This is what we’re 

going to do,” were excluded, whereas statements that reflected a curious and democratic stance, 

such as, “Why don’t we…” were included in the operational definition of offer solution.  
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Emotion coaching has been measured via the scales of awareness and coaching (Gottman 

et al., 1996). Awareness includes assessing parents’ ability to distinguish an emotion from 

others, be descriptive of the experience of the emotion (e.g., physical sensations and cognitive 

processes connected with the emotion), and answering questions about the emotion. Coaching 

includes showing respect for the child's experience of the emotion, talking about the situation 

and the emotion when the child is upset, and teaching the child rules for appropriate expression 

of the emotion, the nature of the emotion, and strategies to soothe the child's own emotion 

(Gottman et al., 1996). These aspects were reflected in the coding scheme via parent’s use of 

emotion labels and discussion of emotions that they or others have experienced, asking questions 

about their child’s emotions, teaching about specific emotions or rules for emotion expression, 

and acknowledging or validating their child’s emotional experience.    

Links between Parental Communication Strategies during Conflict and Global Parenting 

Styles and Family Socio-Cultural Factors 

Due to significant variation regarding socio-economic and sociocultural characteristics 

within Chinese immigrant families, it is crucial to examine the within-group heterogeneity of 

parent-child conflict to inform culturally competent family interventions. The family 

characteristics of socioeconomic status (SES), family size and household crowding, and cultural 

orientations may have differential contributions to conflict between parents and children. SES-

related factors, including the quality and type of housing and neighborhoods as well as 

household crowding, are intimately tied to the family process of conflict (see Evans, 2006 for a 

review). Household density, for example, is associated with less responsiveness to young 

children and reduced child monitoring in parents, more strained and negative interactions among 

family members, and elevated aggression and conflict and lower cooperation in children and 

adolescents (Evans, 2006). Such relations may exist because of direct influences of crowding on 

cognitive development and psychological distress, as well as indirect effects, including lower 

ability to engage in positive parenting when family resources are taxed (Evans, 2006; Pettit et al., 

2001). Furthermore, cultural orientation gaps in the endorsement of cultural values between 

children and their Asian immigrant parents – with children picking up English and absorbing 

American culture quicker and to a greater degree than their foreign-born parents – are associated 

with more parent-child conflict (Ahn et al., 2008). Higher parent-child conflict is in turn 

associated with more problem behaviors (Choi et al., 2008) and higher levels of distress in 

children of immigrant families (Lim et al., 2008).  

The extent to which parents utilize specific communication strategies may also be largely 

dependent on the family’s sociocultural characteristics (e.g., SES, cultural orientations). Several 

studies have indicated SES and cultural orientation differences in Chinese immigrant parenting 

(e.g., Cheah et al., 2015; Qin et al., 2012). Parents’ cultural orientations were also found to 

influence the quantity and quality of their emotion discussion with their children such that 

mother’s Chinese cultural orientation was negatively linked to the use of emotion questions and 

explanations (Tao et al., 2013). No studies, however, have examined whether mainstream 

supportive practices (e.g., praise, autonomy support, emotion discussion) are evident in Chinese 

immigrant families in the context parent-child conflict and which sociocultural characteristics are 

predictive of the parenting practices.  

Links between Parental Communication Strategies during Conflict and Children’s Long-

Term Psychological Adjustment 
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Many developmental changes in adolescence challenge adaptive parent-child 

interactions. Steinberg and Silk (2002) describe this transition as a negotiation between parents 

and adolescents for a balance between the adolescent’s desires for autonomy and parents’ desires 

to maintain control over their teen’s decisions and activities. Conflicts often arise as parents and 

adolescents work together toward achieving a connected, yet separate relationship (Grotevant & 

Cooper, 1998). Strain in socialization interactions are likely an outcome of reciprocal 

interactions, the notion that during socialization interactions, certain characteristics of children 

(e.g., temperament, attachment) may elicit parenting behaviors that in turn inform children’s 

characteristics (e.g., self-regulation, mental health; e.g., Bell, 1968). Research has long shown 

that children’s behaviors and psychopathological issues influence parent-child interactions in 

meaningful ways and parents’ perception of their relationship with their child (e.g., Breen & 

Barkley, 1988). Demonstrating that negative parenting and youth’s mental health problems can 

be bi-directional in nature, a longitudinal study utilizing an ethnically heterogenous sample of 

American adolescents and their families found a stronger relation of youths’ self-regulation 

predicting rank-order changes in parenting than parenting predicting youths’ self-regulation 

(Moilanen et al., 2014). Further, authoritarian parenting was the only style that predicted 

decreased self-regulation in youth (Moilanen et al., 2014). That is, youth’s ability to regulate 

their behaviors and emotions had a stronger effect on parenting than vice versa, while a direct 

effect of negative parenting on youth’s mental health was demonstrated.  

Adolescents with parents who are able to maintain positive, friendly communication 

processes and who display and encourage independence, characterized by warmth and guidance, 

are more likely to experience positive adjustment (Beveridge & Berg, 2007). Yet longitudinal 

research examining parental behaviors, communication, and conflict among Chinese or Chinese 

immigrant families has been again largely limited to the frequency of conflict. Shek (2002), for 

example, found that among Chinese samples, warm, encouraging, and sensitive parents in early 

adolescence had less conflict with their teens in later adolescence, but the level of early conflict 

was negatively associated with later parental responsiveness and concern and positively linked to 

later parental harshness. Therefore, I aim to examine the longitudinal links between parental 

communication strategies in childhood to parent-youth communication quality in adolescence, 

while accounting for childhood adjustment. 

Aims 

The present study examined parental communication strategies during parent-child 

conflict discussion in Chinese American immigrant families with school-aged children — and 

their longitudinal association with later communication quality in adolescence. This study had 

four aims. First, to evaluate the psychometric properties of the new coding scheme; second, to 

describe the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of supportive parental communication 

strategies during conflict discussion with children in Chinese immigrant families; third, to 

examine concurrent relations between parental communication strategies during the conflict 

discussion and family sociocultural characteristics (e.g., socioeconomic status, cultural 

orientations, parenting styles); and fourth, to examine the longitudinal associations between 

parental communication strategies utilized in childhood to parent-youth communication quality 

during adolesccence. Results can contribute to clinical interventions for strengthening parent-

child relationships, increasing family cohesiveness and open communication, and promoting 

mental health adjustment in children of immigrant families.  

Hypotheses 
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 First, I hypothesized that Chinese immigrant parents will display the behaviors of 

eliciting other’s opinion and offering solutions more often than praise, endearment, 

acknowledgement/validation, and agreement during conflict interactions with children. The 

rationale is that previous studies with Chinese immigrant parents have shown that they endorse 

lower use of explicit expressions of warm affect, such as terms of endearment, some use of 

democratic practices to resolve conflicts (Cheah et al., 2015; Qin, 2008; Qin et al., 2012), and 

low comfort with praise (e.g., Lau et al., 2011). Second, I hypothesized that parents with higher 

U.S. American cultural orientation will utilize more praise, endearment, agreement, and 

acknowledgement/validation than parents with higher Chinese cultural orientation. Third, based 

on research on family stress and household crowding (Evans, 2006; Evans et al., 2007), I 

hypothesized that parents who utilize higher amounts of the measured parental communication 

strategies will be less likely to come from families with higher household crowding and lower 

SES.   

As for the links between parental communication strategies and parenting styles, I 

hypothesized that authoritative parenting will be associated with parents’ greater use of 

supportive communication strategies and that authoritarian parenting will be associated with 

parents’ lower use of supportive communication strategies based on the literature describing 

positive parenting styles (e.g., Pinquart, 2016). Finally, as for longitudinal predictions from 

parental communication strategies and later parent-youth open communication, I hypothesized 

that the frequency of parents’ use of supportive communication strategies during middle 

childhood will predict greater parent-adolescent open communication in adolescence.   

Methods 

Participants 

The current data comprise the second and third waves of a three-wave longitudinal study 

on socioemotional and academic development of Chinese American children from immigrant 

families in the San Francisco Bay Area. Parent-child conflict was not assessed at the first wave. 

Wave 2 (W2) was conducted 1.5 to 2.5 years after Wave 1 (W1), and Wave 3 (W3) was 

conducted six to eight years after W2. At W2, the sample consisted of 239 children (48.1% 

females, M age = 9.2 years, SD = .73, age range = 7.5-11.0), plus their parents and teachers. The 

majority of the children were in the third (45.6%) or fourth (47.7%) grades, came from two-

parent families (90.6%), and had at least one sibling (81.2%). The majority of children (76.4%) 

were also U.S.-born (second-generation); 23.6% were foreign-born (first-generation). The 

majority of parents (99.2% of mothers, 96.2% of fathers) were foreign-born. Parents’ length of 

stay in the U.S. ranged from two to 43 years (M = 13.9, SD = 7.92). Parents’ age was measured 

only at W1 and ranged from 27.9 years to 54.8 years (M = 39.5, SD = 5.2). Parents’ education 

ranged from 0 to 20 years (doctorate or other advanced degree), with a mean of 13.0 years for 

mothers and 12.9 years for fathers (some college education). Employment types included full-

time employment (49% of mothers, 81.7% of fathers), part-time (19.0%, 10.5%), or 

unemployed/homemakers (31.7%, 7.8%). Families’ household per capita income ranged from 

$1,000 to $33,750 (M = $11,910, SD = $8,359). More than half of the children (58.5%) were 

eligible for free or reduced school lunch. At W1, a total of 258 children and their parents 

completed the assessment, and 239 of these children participated in W2 approximately two years 

later (retention rate = 92.6%). Attrition analyses showed that the children who dropped out at W2 

did not differ from those who were retained on any key family demographic characteristic. 
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At W3, 140 of the families from W2 returned to the study. The adolescents ranged from 

15.4 to 18.1 years old (50.7% female, M age = 16.66 years, SD = .57).  The majority (73.6%) 

were second-generation Chinese American. Participating parents were mostly mothers (78.6%), 

ranged from 36.8 – 63.7 years of age (M = 49.03, SD = 5.32), and were mostly married and 

living with their partner at the time (87.9%). On average, parents had completed 11.01 years of 

formal education (i.e., some, but not all of high school; SD = 3.73). Attrition analyses showed 

that the children who dropped out at W3 from W2 did not differ significantly from those who 

were retained on any key family demographic characteristic. 

Procedure 

All study procedures were approved by the Committee for Protection of Human Subject 

at the University of California, Berkeley. At W2, the child and one parent (81.3% mothers) 

participated in a 2.5-hour laboratory assessment, which included a child interview, cognitive and 

behavioral tasks, a parent interview and questionnaire session, and parent-child interaction tasks. 

All questionnaires and interviews were administered in the parent’s or child’s preferred language 

(English, Mandarin, or Cantonese) as indicated at the beginning of the visit. All written 

materials, including consent and assent forms and questionnaires, were available in English, 

simplified Chinese, or traditional Chinese. The majority of parents (75.6%) completed the 

questionnaires in Chinese, and all children completed the assessment in English.  

For W3, interested and eligible parents and adolescents were asked to complete online or 

paper questionnaires that were sent through the mail or online via Qualtrics. Parents were given a 

choice to complete and English or Chinese version of the questionnaires, which had an 

approximate completion length of 30 to 90 minutes. Adolescents completed questionnaires in 

English. To encourage adolescent participation, a choice to complete short version of the survey 

(approximately 30 to 45 minutes) was provided in lieu of the full survey (approximately 60 to 90 

minutes). Parents and adolescents each received gift cards for their participation.  

Measures 

All descriptives for the following demographic, sociocultural, parenting, and child 

adjustment variables are found on Tables 1 and 2.  

Demographic Characteristics (W2 and W3 Parent-report) 

The Family Demographics and Migration History Questionnaire (Roosa et al., 2008) 

captured parents’ years of school education, total family income in the past year, child generation 

status (first or second-generation), number of persons living in the home, and number of 

bedrooms in the home. A family SES index was calculated by averaging the standardized scores 

of parents’ years of education and per capita income. Household density was calculated by 

dividing the total number of persons in the home by the number of bedrooms in the home (Evans 

et al., 2007). 

Parenting Behaviors during Parent-Child Conflict Discussion (W2) 

During the lab visit, each parent-child dyad was asked to indicate which potential sources 

of conflict had been a major source of disagreement in the past month (see next section for 

details). Each parent-child dyad was instructed to discuss two conflict topics that were selected 

based on their aggregated ratings for 5-10 minutes and attempt to find a resolution. The 

interaction was videotaped. The parent and the child then completed a short questionnaire 

evaluating aspects of the conflict discussion. To ensure accurate analysis of verbal 
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communication and reliability between coders, the videotaped interactions were transcribed into 

its original language (English, Mandarin, or Cantonese; Chorney et al., 2015) and then translated 

into English by a team of four Chinese immigrant-origin research assistants who identified as 

having balanced Chinese/English bilingual abilities. One research assistant was designated as 

primary transcriber based on previous translation experience; this individual trained and 

reviewed the other transcribers’ work. Of the 239 videos, 216 were transcribed. Twenty-three 

videos could not be transcribed due to poor video or audio quality. Talk turns were manually 

assigned for each transcript. A “talk turn” was defined as the unit of speech that had meaning 

made by the speaker when it was their turn to speak (e.g., Brach et al., 2000; Chorney et al., 

2015). Utterances with meaning that appeared in isolation, such as, “Okay” or “Yes,” were 

assigned a talk turn. The total amount of parental talk turns ranged from 6 to 115 (M = 44.78, SD 

= 18.94). Separate from the transcribing team, two trained bilingual/bicultural research assistants 

coded for the frequency of positive and emotion discussion parental verbal behaviors during the 

conflict task from the translated transcripts.  

Identification of Conflict Topics (Parent and Child-report). Parents and children were 

asked to separately complete a questionnaire (a modified version of the Issues Checklist 

developed by Prinz et al., 1979) to indicate which of 13 potential sources of conflict had been a 

major source of disagreement in the past month and the degree to which each topic had upset 

them (1 = not at all upset to 5 = very upset). Topics included (1) Cleaning up/Chores, (2) Free 

Time, (3) Family Rules, (4) Appearance/Health, (5) Respect/Manners, (6) Noise, (7) How 

Family Gets Along, (8) Supervision, (9) Money, (10) Alcohol or Smoking, (11) School, (12) 

Extracurricular Activities, and (13) Traditional Chinese Values. The Issues Checklist has been 

utilized in research examining parent-child conflict in ethnically diverse families with younger 

children, such as those in middle childhood (e.g., 3rd graders; Dixon et al., 2008), as well as 

Chinese primary school children (i.e., 6 to 12 years old; Zhang et al., 2017). For each family, 

trained research assistants compared the parent’s and child’s ratings to find the two topics that 

were endorsed as the most upsetting within the dyad. First, they added parent and child ratings 

together for each issue, and then subtracted the smaller rating from the larger. If the parent and 

child agreed on a most upsetting issue, that one was selected as the first topic of discussion. The 

second topic of discussion (and if no agreement was indicated) was chosen by finding the issue 

with the largest sum and smallest difference between the parent and the child’s ratings. If 

multiple issues met the selection criterion, preference was given to the issue rated higher by the 

parent. For parents of this subsample, the three topics with the highest ratings were 

Respect/Manners (M = 2.44, SD = 1.37), Free Time (M = 2.16, SD = 1.16), and Family Rules (M 

= 2.16 SD = 1.30). For children, the top three topics were Family Rules (M = 1.64, SD = 1.23), 

School (M = 1.58, SD = 1.18), and Respect/Manners (M = 1.43, SD = 1.37). For more 

information regarding the conflict topics, see Chung et al. (2020). 

Coding of Parenting Behaviors during Conflict Discussion. See Table 3 for definitions 

of conflict codes. The verbal communication codes were adapted from the coding manual created 

by Eisenberg and colleagues (2008). The codes were mutually exclusive, such that each 

utterance with the smallest unit of meaning could be assigned only one code. One talk turn 

contained up to four verbal codes. The six verbal content categories were (a) praise (e.g., “I think 

you did a fantastic job”), (b) endearment (e.g., “My love”), (c) agreement (e.g., “I think you’re 

right”), (d) acknowledgement/validation (e.g., “I understand what you’re saying”), (e) elicit 

other’s opinion (e.g., “What do you think?”), and (f) offer solution (e.g., “Why don’t we 

try…?”). The emotion discussion codes were adapted from the coding manual utilized in a 
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previous study of Chinese American immigrant families (Tao et al., 2013). The four types of 

emotion discussion codes were (a) label/discuss emotions (e.g., “I felt upset when…” or “You 

got mad when…”), (b) elicit discussion of emotion (e.g., “How did you feel when…?”), (c) teach 

emotions (the nature of emotions, expression rules, and strategies for regulation), and (d) 

acknowledge/validate emotion (e.g., “I understand why you would feel that way”).  

Coding occurred in three phases: pilot testing, training, and implementation, per 

recommended guidelines (e.g., Chorney et al., 2015). The pilot testing and training phases were 

iterative, such that research assistant feedback and coding discrepancies were utilized to refine 

the coding scheme and develop a “gold standard.” First, in the pilot testing phase, the lead 

researcher developed a preliminary coding scheme and identified two research assistants who 

were Chinese/English bilinguals from Chinese immigrant families, thus able to consult on the 

cultural context and intent of the language. The lead researcher trained the research assistants on 

the coding scheme by utilizing randomly selected subsamples of 10 transcripts. All coders 

independently coded the transcripts and met weekly to discuss coding discrepancies. In addition, 

research assistants’ feedback on and discussions of coding discrepancies were utilized modify 

the operational definitions of codes and coding instructions. For example, to maintain fidelity, 

parents’ talk turns demarcated instances of the same code, such that successive utterances could 

each be assigned the same code if interrupted by the child’s talk turn. Humor, a communication 

strategy originally considered for the coding scheme, was dropped due to the difficulty of 

identifying examples from the transcripts. This process was repeated four times to reach 

consensus.  

Second, in the training phase, the two research assistants then coded an additional 40 

transcripts independently, meeting biweekly to discuss coding discrepancies with the lead 

researcher. Feedback from the bilingual/bicultural research assistants — about the cultural 

relevance and linguistic appropriateness of statements as well as well coding discrepancies —

were again utilized to refine the coding scheme and develop a “gold standard.” The operational 

definitions of codes were further refined with additional examples (e.g., “silly pig” was included 

to reflect a term of endearment in Cantonese, “I know” to reflect a statement of 

acknowledgement, or verbatim repetition of the child’s statement to reflect a statement of 

acknowledgement) and exclusionary criteria. Elicit other’s opinion was revised to exclude (a) 

rhetorical questions, demonstrated by parents’ continuation of thought after posing the question, 

thus impeding opportunities for the child to respond, (b) repeatedly asking the same question 

using the same words, reflecting demandingness rather than curiosity, and (c) requests for 

information (e.g., “What are table manners?”, “How did you do on that test?”), which reflected 

fact-seeking rather than seeking of an opinion or perspective. To reflect collaborative problem 

solving, offer solution was revised to exclude demands for a solution. For example, statements 

that began with, “Why don’t we try…” were included, whereas statements such as, “This is what 

you have to do…” were excluded. Once interrater reliability, calculated as Cohen’s kappa, 

reached .80 or 80% agreement (e.g., Chorney et al., 2015), the implementation phase began.  

Third, in the implementation phase, one research assistant was identified as primary 

coder and coded all the remaining transcripts. The secondary coder coded a randomly selected 

40% of the remaining transcripts. Across the three coding phases, 141 of the 216 transcripts were 

double coded (~65%). The Cohen’s kappa values for each code were as follows: .94 for 

praise, .74 for endearment, .90 for agreement, .88 for acknowledgement/validation, .84 for elicit 
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other’s opinion, .84 for offer solution, .93 for label/discuss emotions, .91 for elicit discussion of 

emotions, .89 for teach emotions, and .92 for acknowledge/validate emotion. 

Parent and Child Cultural Orientations and Parent-child Cultural Orientation Gaps (W2, 

Parent and Child-report) 

Parents and children completed the Cultural and Social Acculturation Scale (CSAS; Chen 

& Lee, 1996), which assessed the reporter’s adherence to both heritage (Chinese) and host (U.S. 

American) cultures in three domains: language proficiency, media use, and social affiliations 

(e.g., interactions with Caucasian American or Chinese friends). The CSAS demonstrated 

satisfactory internal reliabilities in a study of Chinese American mothers with preschoolers 

(Garrett-Peters & Fox, 2007). Cultural orientations measured by the CSAS were linked to 

children’s adjustment and parental behaviors (e.g., Chen et al., 2015). Composite scores for 

parents’ and children’s U.S. American orientation and Chinese orientation were computed by 

averaging standardized item scores in the corresponding subscales. The α’s among the parents 

for the American and Chinese orientation subscales were .89 and .72, respectively, and .65 and 

.77 among the children. Parent–child gaps in cultural orientation were tested using two 

interaction terms of parent’s cultural orientation X child’s cultural orientation to assess for both 

types and directions of differences (see Birman, 2006 for a review). 

Global Parenting Styles (W2) 

Parents and children reported on parents’ authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles 

using the corresponding subscales of the Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ; 

Robinson et al., 2001). The Chinese version of the PSDQ displayed satisfactory internal 

reliabilities when used with Chinese samples (Wu et al., 2002; Zhou et al., 2008). The 

authoritative scale includes the following four subscales: warmth/acceptance, 

reasoning/induction, easygoing/responsiveness, and encouragement of child’s democratic 

participation. The authoritarian scale includes the following four subscales: non-

reasoning/punitive strategies, corporal punishment, verbal hostility, and directiveness. For each 

item, parents and children indicated how often the parent exhibited the behavior with the child on 

a 5-point metric (1 = Never to 5 = Always). Corresponding item scores were averaged to 

calculate composite scores for authoritative and authoritarian styles. The alpha reliabilities in this 

sample were.93 and .90 for parent and child report of authoritative parenting, respectively (17 

items), and .85 and .87 for parent and child report of authoritarian parenting (13 items). 

Child Social Competence (W2 Parent-report) 

Parents completed a four-item subscale about children’s socially appropriate behaviors 

from an adapted version of Harter’ Perceived Social Competence Scale (Eisenberg et al., 1995; 

Harter, 1979). Parents were asked to rate on a 4-point metric (1 = really false, 2 = sort of false, 3 

= sort of true, 4 = really true) how true the description was of their child for each of the 

following four statements: 1) “My child is usually well-behaved,” 2) “My child usually acts 

appropriately,” 3) “My child often gets into trouble because of the things s/he does,” and 4) 

“Compared to other children my child’s age, s/he has very good social skills.” Item three was 

reverse coded, so that item scores were summed into a total score. In a study with native Chinese 

children, the Chinese language version demonstrated satisfactory alpha reliabilities (αs ≥ .63) 

(Zhou et al., 2010). The α in this sample was .72 for parents’ report. 

Child Behavior Problems (W2 Parent, Teacher, and Child-report) 
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Parents completed the externalizing and internalizing scales of the Child Behavior 

Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). Teachers completed the Teacher Report Form 

(TRF; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). Children completed the Behavior Problem Index (BPI; 

Peterson & Zill, 1986). Each item was rated to the extent it described the child on a 3-point 

metric (0 = Not true, 1 = Somewhat true or sometimes true, 2 = Very true or often true). T-scores 

were calculated utilizing standardized scores based on normative data collected from a national 

sample. For the CBCL and TRF, T-scores ≥ 60 (84th percentile and above) indicated borderline 

clinical elevations for internalizing and externalizing scales compared age norms (Achenbach & 

Rescorla, 2001). The child-reported BPI does not have standardized scores; raw scores were used 

in the analyses. In a study of Chinese school-age children, the Chinese CBCL, TRF, and BPI 

demonstrated good internal consistency (αs > .80) and test-retest reliability (rs > .80; Zhou et al., 

2008). In the present sample, the α’s for parent, teacher, and child report were .99, .87, and .84 

for externalizing problems, and .98, .85, and .65 for internalizing problems, respectively. 

Parent-Adolescent Communication (W3) 

 The open family communications subscale of the Parent-Adolescent Communication 

Scale (PACS; Barnes & Olson, 1982) was used to assess the quality of the communication 

between the parent and the adolescent child. Parents and adolescents were asked to separately 

rate the extent to which they agree with the statement in each item, ranging from 1 = Disagree a 

lot, to 5 = Agree a lot. The 10 items assessed perceptions of the positive aspects of parent–

adolescent communication, including freedom, openness or a free-flowing exchange of 

information, a perceived lack of constraint, and the degree of understanding and satisfaction 

experienced in interactions (e.g., for youth report, “If I were in trouble, I could tell my mother”; 

for parent report, “When your child asked questions, they got honest answers from you.”). The 

PACS has demonstrated construct validity when applied in different cultural contexts (Conoley, 

1995) and strong reliability in a sample of Chinese adolescents, with α of .87 for Openness (Xia 

et al., 2004). In the present sample, Cronbach’s αs were .93 for both parent- and youth-reports. 

Results 

Aim 1. Descriptive Statistics of Parents’ Conflict Discussion Behaviors 

See Table 4 for full descriptives and Table 5 for frequencies. The median number of 

parental positive communication behaviors was 6 instances, and the median number of different 

types of behaviors in which parents were engaged was 3 strategies. Acknowledgement/validation 

was the most frequently used strategy during the conflict discussion task; it was used on one or 

more occasions by 66.8% of parents, with a maximum of 17 occurrences. Elicit other’s opinion 

was the second most frequently used strategy, occurring among 59.4% of parents and at a 

maximum of 10 occurrences. Praise (maximum = 4) and offer solution (maximum = 6) were 

each used on one or more occasions by 24% of parents, and agreement (maximum = 6) was used 

by 21.7% of parents. Endearment was used by only 4.6% of parents; it was therefore dropped in 

subsequent analyses. Among the emotion discussion strategies, label/discuss emotion (maximum 

= 9) and elicit discussion of emotion (maximum = 8) were used by 37% and 34.1% of parents, 

respectively. In comparison, teach emotion and acknowledge/validate emotion (maximums = 6) 

were the least used strategies by parents, used by 4.6% and 2.8% of parents. respectively. Thus I 

aggregated all four emotion discussion strategies into a total score for emotion discussion (M = 

1.45, SD = 2.11, maximum = 9) for subsequent analyses. Because of the lower frequency of use 

and limited ranges, praise, agreement, and offer solution were dichotomized to reflect presence 
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(1) or absence (0) of the strategy among parents. Acknowledgement/validation, elicit other’s 

opinion, and emotion discussion were kept as count variables. 

Correlations between Sociodemographic, Cultural Orientations, Parenting, Child Adjustment, 

and Open Communication Variables 

 Table 6 presents all zero-order correlations between the family sociodemographic 

variables, comprised of child age, family SES, household density, and parents’ length of stay in 

the U.S., parent’s and child’s cultural orientations to Chinese and U.S. American cultures, as 

well as parent- and child-reported parenting styles. Table 6 also presents the zero-correlations of 

the aforementioned variables with child adjustment (i.e., internalizing and externalizing 

problems, social competence) and parent-youth open communication variables. Family SES, 

household density, and parent’s length of stay in the U.S. were similarly correlated with one 

another and with parent and child cultural orientations as well as child adjustment variables. 

Family SES and parent’s length of stay, for example, were positively correlated with both 

parent’s and child’s U.S. American orientations, whereas household density had a negative 

correlation with all four variables. Family SES, however, was correlated either significantly or 

marginally to more child adjustment variables and parent-child open communication than the 

other two demographic variables. Parent Chinese orientation was positively correlated with 

youth-reported open communication. Parent-reported parenting styles and adjustment outcomes 

were correlated with each other; child-reported parenting styles and adjustment outcomes were 

correlated with each other. Parent-reported open communication was positively correlated with 

parent-reported authoritative parenting and negatively correlated with authoritarian parenting. 

Youth-reported open communication was correlated with child-reported authoritative parenting.  

Table 7 presents all zero-order correlations of child adjustment and open communication 

variables. Generally, parent-, teacher-, and child-reported adjustment variables were correlated 

either significantly or marginally with one another in the expected directions. Parent- and youth-

reported open communication were positively correlated with each other. 

 T-tests were also conducted to examine differences between child sex (i.e., female and 

male) and generation status (i.e., first- and second-generation children), as well as the gender of 

the participating parent (i.e., female and male), with respect to child adjustment and open 

communication variables (see Table 8a). Group differences for child sex included higher parent-, 

teacher-, and child-reported internalizing problems in male children, and higher parent-reported 

social competence and parent-reported open communication in female children. No child 

generational differences were found among the child adjustment and open communication 

variables. Fathers were more likely to report internalizing problems than mothers. Given the 

limited associations with other variables, parent’s gender was dropped from later analyses. 

Correlations and Group Differences between Conflict Communication Strategies with Study 

Variables 

 Table 8b presents Mann-Whitney U tests of group differences for the non-normally 

distributed conflict communication strategies. Boys were marginally more likely than girls to 

have received acknowledgement/validation from their parents, mothers were more likely to have 

used acknowledgement/validation with their children compared to fathers, and second-generation 

children were marginally more likely to have received emotion discussion from their parents 

compared to first-generation children.  
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Table 9 presents Spearman’s correlations for the non-normally distributed conflict 

communication strategies, acknowledgement/validation, elicit other’s opinion, and emotion 

discussion. Acknowledgement/validation was marginally correlated with parent’s length of stay 

in the U.S. and parent-reported authoritarian parenting and externalizing problems in the 

negative direction, and with parent’s Chinese orientation and authoritative parenting in the 

positive direction. Elicit other’s opinion was positively correlated with family SES and parent’s 

U.S. American orientation, and negatively correlated with parent-reported authoritarian 

parenting. Elicit other’s opinion was also marginally and positively correlated with child-

reported authoritative parenting and open communication. Emotion discussion was negatively 

correlated with child’s age and household density and positively correlated with family SES, 

parent’s U.S. American orientation and parent-reported open communication. Emotion 

discussion was also marginally and positively correlated with child’s U.S. American orientation. 

Tables 10a and 10b present Mann-Whitney U tests of group differences for the conflict 

strategies of praise, agreement, and offer solution. Compared to those who did not use praise in 

the conflict discussion, parents who did were significantly more likely to endorse higher U.S. 

American orientation and open communication, and marginally more likely to endorse higher 

Chinese orientation and social competence in their child. Parents who demonstrated use of 

agreement were significantly more likely to have younger children and come from families with 

higher SES, and were marginally more likely to come from families with lower household 

density and endorse higher U.S. American orientation. Parents who demonstrated offer solution 

were significantly more likely to endorse higher SES, U.S. American orientation in their 

children, social competence, and open communication. They were also marginally more likely to 

endorse higher U.S. American orientation in themselves.  

Notably, besides acknowledgement/validation and elicit other’s opinion, no other conflict 

communication strategy was correlated with parenting styles. Table 11 presents chi-square tests 

of group differences for child sex, generation status, and parent gender for praise, agreement, 

and offer solution. No significant group differences were found. 

 Based on these relations, child age and sex were selected as covariates because of their 

theoretical and statistical associations with the main study variables. Child generation status was 

kept as a covariate due to its theoretical significance for parent-child relations and 

communication among immigrant-origin families. To reduce collinearity, family SES was 

selected as a covariate whereas household density and parents’ length of stay in the U.S. were 

dropped because all three variables were moderately correlated in the expected direction with 

one another, and family SES was significantly correlated with more study variables than were 

the other two demographic factors. Because parent-reported parenting styles were correlated with 

conflict communication strategies—and because parent-reported outcomes and child-reported 

parenting styles were correlated with child-reported outcomes—parent-reported variables were 

used in regression analyses that examined conflict communication variables and parent-reported 

open communication. On the other hand, child-reported variables were used in regression 

analyses that examined youth-reported open communication.  

Aim 2. Concurrent Associations of Conflict Communication Strategies with 

Sociodemographic, Cultural, and Parenting Variables 

Table 12 presents all negative binomial regression models (NBR) with model fit indices. 

These NBR models were used to examine associations among the family characteristics with the 
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count conflict communication codes of acknowledgement/validation, elicit other’s opinion, and 

emotion discussion because of their overdispersed and non-normally distributed nature (i.e., their 

variance exceeded their mean, with each variable characterized by high skewness and kurtosis). 

To prevent over-fitting the model, a stepwise regression procedure was conducted via backward 

elimination of predictors based on the strength of their influence on the criterion variable to fit 

two models for each criterion. Commonly used model fit indices for NBR models—the Akaike 

information criterion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion (BIC), likelihood ratio test (LRT)—

were used to determine the best fit model (Phang & Loh, 2013). Although parent-child cultural 

orientation gap variables (i.e., parent X child Chinese orientation, parent X child U.S. American 

orientation) were included in the original NBR models, they were eliminated from the second 

model due to their low influences on the predictor variable. Comparisons of model fit indices 

confirmed that the elimination of these variables, along with other sociodemographic variables, 

were better fits for predicting acknowledge, elicit other’s opinion, and emotion discussion.  

Parents were more likely to use acknowledgement/validation (a) with male and first-

generation children and (b) if they endorsed higher Chinese orientation and lower authoritarian 

parenting. Parents from families with higher SES who also endorsed lower authoritarian 

parenting were more likely to use elicit other’s opinion. Parents who endorsed higher U.S. 

American orientation were more likely to use emotion discussion.  

Factorial logistic regressions were used to examine the associations among the 

sociodemographic, cultural orientations, and parenting variables with the dichotomized conflict 

communication strategies of praise, agreement, and offer solution (see Tables 13a through 13c 

for all model coefficients and fit indices). Similar to the NBR models previously described, a 

backwards elimination method examined the model in a stepwise manner to determine the best 

fitting model with fewest predictors. Among the model fit indices, special attention was paid to 

the Omnibus chi-square test of model significance, wherein a significant chi-square value 

indicates that the model with the included predictors fits the data better than a model without 

predictors. As with the NBR models, parent-child cultural orientation gaps, included in the 

original models, were eliminated because of low influence on the criterion in terms of attaining  

better fit and significant chi-square.  

These analyses revealed that parents who used praise endorsed significantly higher 

Chinese and American orientations than those who did not. Compared to parents who did not 

engage in the behaviors, parents who used agreement and offer solution were significantly more 

likely to come from families with higher SES. All other variables were not significantly 

associated with praise, agreement, or offer solution. 

Aim 3. Prospective Relations of W2 Conflict Communication Strategies to W3 Open 

Communication 

 Linear regression models were conducted to examine the predictive associations between 

W2 conflict communication strategies and W3 parent-youth open communication. Tables 14a 

through 14e present all coefficients and model fit indices. A forward stepwise procedure was 

undertaken in order to prevent over-fitting of the data and to determine the independent 

contribution of the conflict communication strategy to the overall model predicting W3 parent-

youth open communication. The analyses were conducted in five steps: (1) a linear regression 

model consisting of statically and theoretically significant family sociodemogaphic variables 

predicting open-communication (i.e., child sex, age, and generation status, and family SES), (2) 
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the addition of a conflict communication strategy to examine its independent contribution to the 

model, (3) another addition of parenting styles, (4) the addition of child adjustment outcomes, 

and (5) a final model with the addition of cultural orientation variables. The order of the third 

through fifth models included theoretical indicators of open communication, beginning with 

those most correlated with open communication in the third model to least correlated in the fifth 

and final model. Although cultural orientations were not correlated with parent-youth open 

communication, they were associated with other study variables and have theoretical 

implications for parent-child relationships. Commonly used model fit indices of R2 , adjusted R2 , 

and F statistic were used to determine the best fitting model.  

Predictors for the first model were selected for inclusion based on statistical significance 

and theoretical justification. Family SES and child sex were marginally and significantly 

correlated with parent-reported open communication, respectively, and thus included in the 

analyses. Although child age and generation status were not significantly associated with 

adjustment outcomes, it was included as a covariate because it was associated with emotion 

discussion and have theoretical implications for parent-child communication. In predicting 

parent-reported open communication, the first model consisting of sociodemographic (i.e., child 

sex, generation status, and age, family SES) fit the data relatively well. Child sex was a 

signficiant predictor of open communication such that parents with female adolescents were 

more likely to endorse higher open communication.  

The model with praise as an added predictor improved the model fit and praise was 

positively associated with open communication. When accounting for praise, the addition of 

authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles in a third model significantly improved the model 

fit – while praise maintained its significant association with open communication, both parenting 

styles were also significantly associated with parent-youth open communication. Parents who 

endorsed higher authoritative and lower authoritarian parenting were more likely to endorse 

higher open communication. In consideration of the bi-directional influences of children’s 

characteristics and parenting (e.g., Breen & Barkley, 1988; Moilanen et al., 2014), parent-

reported internalizing, externalizing, and social competence were included in the model to 

account for child-level influences on parent-youth open communication. The addition of the 

child adjustment variables in the fourth model did not improve the model and the F change 

statistic was no longer significant indicating no change in model fit. The addition of cultural 

orientation variables (i.e., parent and child Chinese and U.S. American orientations, cultural 

orientation gap variables) in the fifth model similarly did not improve the model. 

The addition of other communication strategies correlated with parent-reported open 

communication (i.e., agreement, offer solution, emotion discussion) to the initial model with the 

sociodemographic variables did not improve the fit of the model; the F change statistic was not 

significant. Similar to the model with praise, the addition of the two parenting style variables 

significantly improved the models, with authoritative parenting being positively associated with 

open communication and authoritarian parenting negatively associated with open 

communication. The addition of child adjustment and cultural orientation variables did not 

improve the models and thus the interaction effects of parent-child gaps in U.S. American 

orientations were not probed despite being either significant or trending towards significance. 

Finally, a linear regression model was conducted using W3 youth-reported open 

communication as the criterion variable and sociodemographic (i.e., child sex, generation status, 

and age, family SES) as predictor variables. This model did not fit the data well, with a 
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nonsignificant F statistic and low adjusted R2. The addition of elicit other’s opinion did not 

improve the model. Child-reported parenting styles and internalizing and externalizing problems 

were included in subsequent models as predictor variables, as child-reported variables were more 

often correlated with youth-related open communication. Because children did not report on 

social competence, parent-reported social competence was used in these models. The addition of 

parenting styles did not improve the model fit, but the addition of child adjustment variables did 

improve the model fit (such that the F change statistic was significant). The overall model, 

however, remained a poor fit with a nonsignificant F.  

The fifth model included the cultural orientation variables and achieved a significant F, 

demonstrating adequate model fit. Parents’ Chinese orientation was marginally associated with 

youth-reported open communication in the positive direction, authoritarian parenting was 

negatively associated with open communication, and parent-child Chinese cultural orientation 

gap was also a significant predictor (see Figure 1 for the interaction effect). Children with low 

Chinese orientation were more likely to report higher open communication if their parents had 

high Chinese orientation compared to low Chinese orientation (t = -3.34, p = .001). No 

significant differences were found for children who endorsed high Chinese orientation. 

Discussion 

 Previous work on parent-child conflict in Asian American families indicates that Asian 

American youth are at heightened risk for communication difficulties with their parents 

compared to youth from other racial/ethnic groups, and intergenerational conflict is one of the 

primary determinants of their mental health outcomes (e.g., Chung et al., 2009; Greenberger et 

al., 2000). This literature, however, has been limited to quantitative methods that measured the 

frequency and intensity of conflict from self-reported scales (e.g., Lim et al., 2008). Previous 

qualitative work lays an important foundation to understanding the communication patterns in 

Chinese American families, but is also limited in scope with its focus on behaviors characterized 

as negative and their associations with maladjustment (Kho et al., 2019; Qin et al., 2012). To our 

knowledge, this is the first study to use a behavioral coding system to quantify positive parental 

communication strategies in conflict discussions in Chinese American families.  

Summary of Main Findings 

On average, parents of this sample demonstrated six instances of communication 

strategies traditionally characterized as positive parenting behaviors in the literature and engaged 

in three different types of strategies during their conflict discussions with their children. 

Acknowlegement/validation and elicit other’s opinion were the two strategies most used by 

Chinese American parents. In line with my hypotheses, higher occurrence of both strategies were 

associated with lower authoritarian parenting. Additionally, parents who endorsed higher 

American orientation were more likely to engage in emotion discussion. Two findings fell 

contrary to my hypotheses regarding cultural orientations. First, parents with higher Chinese 

orientation demonstrated higher levels of acknowledgment/validation of their child. Second, 

parents who endorsed higher Chinese and American orientations were more likely to use praise. 

In regards to sociodemographic variables, parents in families with higher SES were 

significantly more likely to elicit their child’s opinion, agree with, and offer a solution to their 

child. Gender and generational differences were found for parents’ use of acknowledgement/ 

validation such that parents were more likely to acknowledge and validate the statements of their 

male and first-generation children.  
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Finally, praise was the only parental communication strategy in childhood that was 

associated with parent-reported open communication in adolescence. For youth-reported open 

communication, no parental communication strategy measured during conflict was a significant 

predictor. Significant associations were found, however, for authoritarian parenting and parent-

child Chinese orientation gaps. Authoritarian parenting was associated with lower open 

communication, and high Chinese orientation among parents appeared to be protective for youth 

who endorsed lower Chinese orientation for their relationship quality in adolescence.  

Frequency and Types of Parental Communication Strategies in Childhood 

During the school-age period, Chinese American parents appear to engage in democratic 

behaviors during times of disagreement with their child and not solely rely on hierarchical 

behaviors. The findings of this study indicate that Chinese American parents are not necessarily 

unfamiliar or unexperienced with communication strategies typical of horizontal conflict 

resolution (Hwang, 2000), despite evidence of the reliance on more vertical/authoritarian conflict 

behaviors in adolescence (Qin, 2008; Qin et al., 2012). Previous work found that subgroups of 

Chinese American families with adolescents endorsed authoritarian/vertical conflict styles, in 

which parents lectured rather than provided rationale while youth used ignoring or yelling to 

resolve the conflict (Qin, 2008), and adolescents avoided or ignored their parents and left many 

conflicts unresolved (Qin et al., 2012). As an example of bi-directional relations between 

negative parenting and youth’s mental health, perhaps Chinese American parents shift away 

from democratic communication styles towards negative patterns in response to their youth’s 

behaviors as they begin to challenge authority to establish autonomy during adolescence.  

Relations among Communication Strategies and Parenting Styles 

Besides acknowledgement/validation and eliciting other’s opinion, the other strategies 

measured were unrelated to parenting styles. This finding is in support of the model proposed by 

Eisenberg (2020) that some parents’ emotion-related socialization behaviors stem from global 

parenting styles, while others do not overlap with parenting styles. As researchers have 

suggested, parenting styles may instead moderate the relationship between specific emotion-

related parenting practices and child adjustment outcomes (see Eisenberg, 2020 for a review).  

Acknowledgement/validation was the most common communication strategy used in our 

sample. While acknowledgement/validation was negatively associated with parent-report of 

authoritarian parenting, it was unrelated to child’s report of parenting, indicating that it may not 

be perceived by the children as a demonstration of warmth. This was perhaps due to the 

measurement of this skill. The inclusionary criteria for acknowledgement/validation was 

expanded to include verbatim repetition of the child’s statement after bilingual/bicultural coders 

noted the high frequency of this type of behavior in the data in addition to its cultural 

appropriateness. Verbatim repetition, however, may not have meaningful impacts to Chinese 

American children, who may seek other forms of validation.  

  Elicit other’s opinion was the second most frequently used strategy by parents. Notably, 

exclusionary criteria was extended for eliciting other’s opinion during the iterative coding 

process. Numerous instances were noted by coders of parents asking an open-ended question that 

were in fact rhetorical because they did not pause to allow for their child’s response or were 

demanding rather than curious because they used the same phrasing in a repetitive manner. 

Likewise, numerous instances of demanding instead of offering a solution were noted by parents’ 

use of vertical problem-solving statements (e.g., “This is what you have to do”).  
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Relations between Communication Strategies and Cultural Orientations 

The findings that acknowledgement/validation was associated with both lower 

authoritarian parenting and higher Chinese orientation indicate that more traditionally Chinese 

parents may perceive these behaviors as a democratic parenting skill to exert control over their 

child. In line with training (Chao, 1994), parents may perceive that emphasizing the child’s 

thoughts is a necessary way for the child to gain insight into and correct their behaviors.  

The positive association found between praise and both Chinese and American 

orientations is in line with more recent literature examining parenting styles in the Chinese 

context (Lu & Chang, 2013). In a sample of urban Chinese parents of school-aged parents, 

parents endorsed predominantly authoritative parenting behaviors as well as the concern for 

whether their children were assertive rather than socially modest or inhibited (Lu & Chang, 

2013). The authors noted that in the context of rapid social development of contemporary China, 

the traditional views of parenting behaviors and beliefs appear to be outdated. Within the last 

decade, parenting in both Chinese and American contexts appear to be aligning such that parents 

in both contexts are likely to endorse democratic behaviors (e.g., Lu & Chang, 2013). 

 The positive association between emotion discussion and American orientation was not 

surprising given the sizable body of literature indicating that American and Chinese cultures 

have disparate perspectives on expression of emotions (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991), which 

are likely to guide parents’ socialization of children’s understanding of emotional experiences 

and behaviors (e.g., Cole et al., 2006). Research has demonstrated that when narrating a story, 

compared to European Americans, Chinese American mothers were less likely to discuss 

emotions and thoughts and instead focused their discussion on behaviors (Doan & Wang, 2010). 

Even more, Asian American youth were more likely to report having been socialized by their 

parents to suppress rather than express their emotions (Saw & Okasaki, 2010). Similarly, higher 

Chinese orientation in Chinese immigrant mothers was linked to lower use of emotion questions 

and explanations during a storytelling task (Tao et al., 2013).  

 Notably, research examining differences between native Chinese families in 

contemporary China and first-generation immigrant Chinese families in the United States 

showed similar patterns in emotion talk (Wang, 2013). Compared to those in the U.S., parents in 

Beijing were more likely to engage in discussions of feeling states and acknowledge their child’s 

emotions, behaviors that better resembled emotion talk in Western families (Wang, 2013). 

Similar to Lu and Chang (2013)’s conclusions, Wang theorized that due to drastic modernization 

under Western influences, families in China have shifted their traditional practices to incorporate 

Western ideologies like emotional intelligence. Those who immigrated to the United States as 

adults, shortly before or after China opened its door to the West are more likely to uphold 

traditional socialization goals in order to actively preserve Chinese values and practices in their 

host contexts (e.g., Koh et al., 2009). Thus, despite its rising popularity in contemporary China, 

emotion socialization does not yet appear to be central to Chinese immigrant parents who are 

engaging in American mainstream culture at lower rates.  

Relations between Communication Strategies and Other Covariates 

In contrast to the gender difference found in this study for acknowledgement/validation, 

parents in contemporary urban China have been found to be gender egalitarian in their parenting 

practices (Lu & Chang, 2013). Researchers note that this shift away from the traditionally held 

practices of treating sons differently than daughters (e.g., Eaton, 1998) may stem from the former 
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single-child policy, such that parents’ gender views and corresponding parenting behaviors 

change once they have a daughter without a second chance of having a son (e.g., Lu & Chang, 

2013). Comparatively, parents who emmigrated outside of China were not placed under the same 

restrictions and may adhere to more traditional gender socialization beliefs and practices, in 

which boys are expected to be “high above other people” and exhibit independence and self-

confidence (e.g., Lu & Chang, 2013; Shek, 2004). This appears to be true for this study’s sample 

of Chinese immigrant parents who are adhering to traditional gender socialization practices.  

Our finding that parents were more likely to acknowledge and validate their first-

generation children is in line with previous work demonstrating generational differences in 

immigrant families. In a study examining perceptions of parenting among American and 

Australian youth, second-generation adolescents of Chinese immigrant parents were more likely 

than first-generation adolescents to perceive higher control and conflict in their families 

(Rosenthal & Feldman, 1990). These authors attributed this finding to greater stress on 

conformity to family values and maintenance of parental authority by immigrant parents when 

they are concerned about their child’s rapid acculturation. Chinese immigrant parents may find it 

easier to acknowledge and validate their first-generation children, whom are perceived as less 

likely to challenge parental authority and family values.  

The finding that higher SES was positively associated with several communication 

strategies is in line with the literature that has long established SES as an early predictor of 

parenting behaviors and child and adolescent outcomes (e.g., Pettit et al., 1997; Pettit et al., 

2001; Repetti et al., 2002). Economically disadvantaged parents are less likely to monitor their 

children’s behaviors and engage in proactive teaching due to taxed resources and greater stress 

(Pettit et al., 2001). In comparison, higher SES was associated with greater levels of warmth, 

involvement, and calm discussion (Pettit et al., 1997). 

Relations between Parental Communication Strategies in Childhood and Parent-youth 

Open Communication in Adolescence 

The findings of this study indicate that parents who are able to engage in both their 

heritage Chinese and American cultures are more likely to engage in the supportive parenting 

practice of praise, which in turn contributes to better communication quality later in their child’s 

development. This study adds to the growing body of literature that supports the protective 

mechanisms of integrated biculturalism – a type of acculturation in which the individual 

participates in their heritage culture as well as the mainstream American culture (Berry & 

Sabatier, 2011). Previous research found that Chinese immigrant mothers of young children (3 to 

6-year-olds) who endorsed integration of both Chinese and American cultures had fewer 

depressive symptoms than those who engaged with their heritage culture only (Yu et al., 2016). 

Depressive symptoms were in turn related to higher use of authoritarian parenting, which Yu and 

colleagues (2016) attributed to the inability to draw from resources of both cultures, resulting in 

a limited support network to buffer against distress. Similarly, in a study of Chinese American 

parents with middle schoolers, those who reported higher difficulty managing both cultures were 

more likely to report higher depressive symptoms, and in turn, higher punitive parenting and 

lower democratic parenting (Kim et al., 2014). Future research should examine this relationship 

in a structural equation model to determine the direct and indirect effects of bicultural 

orientations on parent-youth communication via parenting practices (Blanthorne et al., 2006). 
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Parent-youth open communication was also predicted by higher authoritative parenting 

and lower authoritarian parenting, replicating the plethora of previous literature showing that 

parenting has long-term effects on parent-child relationships (Pinquart, 2016). Importantly, 

praise’s effects on parent-youth open communication remained significant when adding the 

parenting variables into the model, indicating that praise carries unique effects.  

In contrast to my findings, parental validation has been shown to be linked to greater 

satisfaction in parent-adolescent relationships among Western samples of adolescents (e.g., 

Shenk & Fruzzetti, 2014). Despite its frequency, the lack of association between parent-youth 

open communication and acknowledgment/validation in this study may be due to the limited use 

of the types of validation as described in literature by Western authors – normalizing their child’s 

experience (e.g., “Anyone would think that way”), paraphrasing their statement to 

recontextualize it in previous experience (e.g., “Based on what you went through, I get why you 

would think…”), and being vulnerable via self-disclosure (e.g., “I know I haven’t been great at 

listening lately.”) (Fruzetti & Shenk, 2008).  

Gaps in parent-child American orientation were not associated with youth-reported open 

communication, contrary to previous work that suggests worsened relationships among parents 

and teens who acculturate to the maintstream culture at different rates (e.g., Ahn et al., 2008). 

Youth-reported open communication was associated with a Chinese orientation gap, suggesting 

protectiveness of heritage culture engagement —for youth unable to solicit support from the 

cultural resources of the heritage culture, their parents’ ability to can buffer their relationship.  

Clinical Implications 

The findings of our study suggest several important clinical implications. The 

development in early adolescence in between school-age and adolescence is an ideal time to 

intervene in parent-child communication in Chinese American immigrant families. Before 

parents and adolescents fall into coercive patterns of communication, clinicians should assess for 

the horizontal communication skills Chinese American parents have found helpful in their family 

dynamics while bolstering these skills in circumstances that parents perceive as a challenge to 

their authority. To help families maintain positivity and open communication, clinicians can 

address the assumption that challenging authority is a win/lose situation or a loss of control over 

their child (Qin et al., 2012). Conflicts with their child can be reframed as the child’s attempts to 

achieve goals of becoming constructive members of their community, such as being successful in 

their pursuits and learning how to resolve disagreements with others. Aligning with the unique 

child-rearing concept of training (Chao, 1994), parents’ use of democratic skills during conflict 

can be likened to providing “explicit examples” of conflict resolution and “exposing the child as 

much as possible to the adult world” (Chao, 1994, p. 1115). 

 The importance of intervening with families at an earlier developmental stage is 

underscored by this study’s finding that parents’ and youths’ report of open communication in 

adolescence were not significantly related to each other. Previous research by this study’s author 

utilizing the same sample has demonstrated that these parents and their children have different 

perspectives on the levels of conflict they have as well as the topics of conflict during middle 

childhood (Chung et al., 2020). It appears that this trend continues into adolescence and in fact 

generalizes to disparate perspectives of the overall quality of their relationship. To create more 

cohesive communication patterns in families, clinical interventions should aim to curtail the 

perspective gap that appears to widen later in development.  
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These findings also highlight the problematic reliance on self-report measures in both 

research studies and clinical work to assess for conflict in families. Though time consuming, 

observational coding should be utilized to achieve an objective measure of parenting behaviors. 

In clinical settings, clinicians often begin their interventions after a brief assessment of parenting 

and symptomology via a semi-structured interview and/or rating scales. Observing interactions 

between a parent and their child, however, can provide richer data points to develop a nuanced 

case conceptualization of problematic functioning. Gaining an objective understanding of 

communication patterns within the parent-child dynamic allows therapists to create more 

effective goals for treatment and build a stronger therapeutic alliance by highlighting the 

family’s communication strengths while developing a common language with family members. 

Based on the frequency of their use, this study suggests that acknowledgement/validation 

and elicit other’s opinions are strategies that can be capitalized on in clinical interventions with 

Chinese immigrant parents. To increase cultural relevance for Chinese immigrant parents, 

validation should be incorporated into parent training interventions given that this strategy 

appears to be a core communication skill. Interventions can focus on enhancing parents’ 

reflective listening, normalizing their child’s experience, and self-disclose their own thoughts. 

These forms of validation are central to interventions like dialectical behavior therapy to diffuse 

conflict intensity, enhance connectedness, and increase persistence in problem-solving (Ben-

Porath, 2010; Harvey & Ahmann, 2014). Future research should examine these different types of 

acknowledgement/validation in relation to parents’ and children’s Chinese and American 

orientations to determine their cultural relevance and potential acceptability by Chinese parents. 

Eliciting other’s opinion is aligned with collaborative problem solving, a type of 

intervention that has been found to be effective in reducing family conflict (e.g., Green et al., 

2003). Clinicians should aim to shape parents’ expression of curiosity in interventions through 

role-plays of asking open-ended questions aimed at understanding their child’s valuations and 

collaborative brainstorming of solutions. 

Previous clinical trials of parent training found that extended discussions of praise 

elicited higher openness to its use despite parents’ initial resistance (Lau et al., 2010; Lau et al., 

2011). The current findings support extending the discussion of praise in interventions – it could 

be a worthwhile pursuit that strengthens parents’ ability to engage their child positively over 

time. Furthermore, research has shown the effectiveness of praising effort rather than outcome 

on children’s motivation and persistence in the face of challenges and setbacks (see Henderlong 

& Lepper, 2002). In their discussions, clinicians should underscore that praise should be focused 

on effort towards a goal than achievements, which is in line with the Chinese values of 

increasing motivation for hard work (e.g. Lau et al., 2011).  

Finally, while low SES has long been associated with adverse developmental outcomes, 

its negative effects may be buffered by parenting (e.g., Repetti et al., 2002). Pettit and colleagues 

(1997) found that while higher SES was associated with greater levels of warmth, involvement, 

and calm discussion, supportive parenting practices served as a protective factor against family 

adversity. As Repetti and colleagues (2002) suggest, increasing stress resilience in children from 

economically disadvantaged families can help them weather a variety of problems. Thus, 

bolstering parents’ ability to teach their children how to effectively problem solve and cope with 

their stressors during disagreements and stressful situations is an important clinical goal.  

Limitations 
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There were several limitations of this study. First, although our analyses attempted to 

predict parent-youth open communication in W3, we did not measure parent-child open 

communication at W2 and thus could not demonstrate change in parent-youth open 

communication in response to parental communication strategies over time. Future research 

should measure parent-child open communication at multiple time points to better clarify the 

factors associated with the development of communication quality in Chinese American families. 

Second, the retention retention rate in W3 was low, perhaps due to the period of time from W2. 

Change in contact information may have affected response rates. Future research should consider 

engaging participants within a shorter time lapse in order to bolster retention. Third, the parental 

communication strategies coded were adapted from literature of Western samples – limiting the 

ability to identify nuanced themes of communication strategies that are unique to Chinese 

families (e.g., Chao, 1994). Text analysis software can bring precision in establishing reliability 

calculations of qualitative data (e.g., Krippendorff, 2004) to identify language patterns within 

conflict discussions of a specific cultural group and create intervention targets more culturally 

relevant for underserved communities. Fourth, the parental communication strategies were coded 

utilizing transcripts. Although transcribers attempted to capture non-verbal communication in the 

text (e.g., by noting sighs, head shaking, pointing, laughter) to give context of the verbal 

communication, this method was unable to capture all non-verbal communication that indicate 

emotional content (e.g., eyebrow raises, amount of eye contact, slight changes in tone or 

volume). Relatively invariable shifts in emotional tone and pitch were noted within and across 

participants, in line with literature demonstrating that pitch variations for emotions are smaller in 

Mandarin than English (Wang et al., 2016). Nonetheless, future research should consider the use 

of both transcripts and video data when examining parental behavior. Fifth, the Hawthorne effect 

(i.e., the participants’ knowledge that they are receiving attention during the study; 

Roethlisberger et al., 1939) may have affected the variability in discussion behaviors and 

intensity by restricting the emotional content that parents addressed in the task. Indeed, several 

participants discussed the presence of a camera and verbalized that the research assistant was 

watching (e.g., “Auntie is watching you”). A less intrusive method of observation would capture 

more naturalistic communication between parents and children, such as the Electronically 

Activated Recorder, a wearable device activated periodically to record conversations in 

participants’ natural contexts (e.g., Robbins et al., 2014). Lastly, the outcome of parent-youth 

open communication is likely shaped by both parental and child communication patterns (e.g., 

reciprocal determinism; Bell, 1968). This study only examined parents’ communication 

behaviors and not the children’s. Future research should examine how children’s conflict 

behaviors inform later parent-youth open communication. 

Even so, the current findings highlight the utility of an adapted observational coding 

scheme, aimed at capturing concepts that map onto commonly used self-reported measures of 

parenting. The findings further build upon previous literature demonstrating that several of the 

behaviors in the mainstream literature and current evidence-based interventions are used by 

Chinese immigrant parents during conflict discussions with their children—and praise appears to 

have specific benefits that can contribute to increased relationship quality in adolescence. 

Furthermore, findings demonstrate the protective aspects of heritage culture maintenance and 

engagement for parent-youth relationship quality. Overall, this investigation can inform the types 

of communication skills that are strengths of this population as well as potential ways to bolster 

the skills less familiar to Chinese American parents in order to increase cultural relevance of 

current parenting interventions. 
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Table 1 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables: Demographic, Cultural Orientation, Parenting, 

and Outcome Variables 

 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 

 a = t-score values. 

  

Variables Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

W2 demographic variables   
  

 
 

 

         Child age  7.49 10.96 9.19 .73 .06 -.70 

         Family SES -1.92 2.40 -.01 .83 .63 .04 

         Household density at W1 .50 5.00 1.81 .82 1.56 2.85 

         Parent length of stay in years 2 43 13.98 7.92 .96 .87 

W3 demographic variables       

         Child age  15.37 18.11 16.66 .57 -.16 -.40 

W2 cultural orientations       

         Parent’s Chinese orientation -1.93 1.11 .00 .47 -.91 2.12 

         Child’s Chinese orientation -1.20 1.50 .00 .50 .31 -.23 

         Parent’s Western orientation -1.27 2.06 .01 .62 .47 -.02 

         Child’s Western orientation -1.19 1.40 .00 .42 .28 .17 

W2 parenting styles       

         Authoritative parenting (P) 1.70 4.96 4.07 .55 -1.09 2.52 

         Authoritarian parenting (P) 1.11 4.42 2.15 .50 1.23 2.79 

         Authoritative parenting (C) 1.06 4.76 2.85 .82 -.04 -.55 

         Authoritarian parenting (C) 1.00 4.69 1.89 .69 1.05 1.30 

W2 outcome variables       

         Internalizing problems (P)a 33 72 45.57 9.85 .47 .59 

         Externalizing problems (P)a 33 72 46.58 9.39 .39 -.42 

         Social competence (P) 4 16 13.34 2.02 -.88 1.35 

         Internalizing problems (T)a 67 70 47.77 9.20 .58 -.44 

         Externalizing problems (T)a 41 66 47.24 6.79 .95 -.35 

         Internalizing problems (C) 42 82 58.59 10.02 .40 -.53 

         Externalizing problems (C) 39 78 54.82 9.03 .33 -.66 

W3 outcome variables       

         Open communication (P) 10.00 50.00 41.43 7.14 -1.09 1.93 

         Open communication (C) 10.00 50.00 34.85 9.63 -.57 -.18 
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Table 2 

 

Frequencies for Categorical Covariates  

Variables n % 

W2 demographic variables   
 

         Child sex  N = 238  

                    Female 115 48.3 

                    Male 123 51.7 

         Child generation status N = 238  

                    1st generation 56 23.5 

                    2nd generation 182 76.5 

         Parent sex N = 236  

                    Mom 192 81.3 

                    Dad 44 18.6 

W3 demographic variables   

         Child sex  N = 140  

                    Female 71 50.7 

                    Male 69 49.3 
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Table 3 

Definitions of Parental Communication Strategies Codes 

Conflict Code Definitions 

1. Praise  Verbal expressions of support, approval of a person’s 

behavior, appearance, or state, and personalized praises and 

compliments that place value on the other person (e.g., “I 

think that you did a fantastic job”) 

2. Endearment Using terms of endearment, positive name calling, 

pet/nicknames, or saying, “I love you.” (e.g., “my love”) 

3. Agreement  Agreeing with other’s interpretation, ideas, opinions, 

perspective (e.g., “You’re absolutely right,” “That’s true”) 

4. Acknowledgement/Validation Statements that validate, demonstrates understanding, 

apology, thankfulness, or empathy (e.g., “I understand why 

you might think that way,” “I’m sorry that happened to 

you”) 

5. Elicit Other’s Opinion Asking an open-ended question that requires the respondent 

to evaluate the topic, preference, ideas, etc. (e.g., “Is that a 

good idea?”, “Do you want to…?”); excludes rhetorical 

questions, repeated questions, and requests for information 

6. Offers Solution Attempts to solve the problem by providing a specific 

solution, excludes demands to a solution (e.g., “Why don’t 

we decide on an amount of time you can…”) 

7. Label/Discuss Emotions Statements self-disclosing on emotional states or 

susceptibility to emotional response or regarding other’s 

emotional state or emotional response (e.g., “It bums me out 

when…”, “I feel nervous about your schoolwork); excludes 

preferences 

8. Elicit Discussion of Emotion Asking questions about, clarifying, or encouraging 

expression of other's emotions (e.g., “How did you feel 

when…?”, “Do you feel that we’re being insensitive?”) 

9. Teach Emotion Explicitly teaching child rules for the appropriate expression 

of emotion or strategies to soothe child's own emotion 

10. Acknowledgement/ 

Validation of Emotion 

Statements recognizing other’s emotions or apologies for 

hurt feelings (e.g., “I understand the way you feel.”) 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Communication Codes during Conflict Interaction (N = 217) 

Variables Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

     Praise  0 4 .37 .78 2.43 5.99 

     Endearment  0 8 .09 .62 10.58 128.57 

     Agreement 0 6 .34 .81 3.51 16.52 

     Acknowledgement/validation 0 17 2.27 2.81 2.01 5.54 

     Elicit other’s opinion  0 12 1.93 2.56 1.74 2.91 

     Offer solution 0 6 .45 1.03 3.05 10.44 

     Label or discuss emotions  0 9 .66 1.13 2.90 14.17 

     Elicit discussion of emotion  0 8 .70 1.26 2.33 6.59 

     Teach emotion  0 2 .06 .27 5.29 29.99 

     Acknowledgement/validation of  

          emotions  

0 2 .04 .23 6.93 50.69 

     Emotion discussion  0 13 1.45 2.11 2.38 7.97 



 

 

Table 5 

Frequencies for Parents’ Conflict Communication Codes 

 Note. PR = Praise; ED = Endearment; AG = Agree; AV = Acknowledgement/Validation; EOO = Elicit Other’s Opinion; OS = 

Offer Solution; LDE = Label or Discuss Emotion; EDE = Elicit Discussion of Emotion; TE = Teach Emotions; AVE = 

Acknowledgement/validation of Emotion; ED = Emotion Discussion. 

 

 

 PR ED AG AV EOO OS 

Count n % n % n % n % n % n % 

0 165 76.0 207 95.4 170 78.3 72 33.2 88 40.6 165 76.0 

1 33 15.2 7 3.2 30 13.8 47 21.7 41 18.9 29 13.4 

2 11 5.1 1 .5 12 5.5 21 9.7 29 13.4 12 5.5 

3 6 2.8 1 .5 3 1.4 25 11.5 13 6.0 4 1.8 

4 2 .9 1 .5 0 .0 15 6.9 15 6.9 4 1.8 

5     1 .5 12 5.5 8 3.7 1 .5 

6     1 .5 5 2.3 8 3.7 2 .9 

7       9 4.1 4 1.8   

8       6 2.8 5 2.3   

9       0 .0 0 .0   

10+       5 2.4 6 3.0   

 LDE ED TE AVE EDT  

Count n % n % n % n % n %   

0 136 63.0 143 65.9 207 95.4 211 97.2 103 47.5   

1 42 19.4 35 16.1 8 3.7 4 1.8 39 18.0   

2 25 11.6 18 8.3 2 .9 2 .9 29 13.4   

3 7 3.2 10 4.6     17 7.8   

4 5 2.3 7 3.2     12 5.5   

5 0 .0 3 1.4     6 2.8   

6 0 .0 0 .0     2 .9     

7 0 .0 0 .0     6 2.9     

8+ 1 .5 1 .5     3 1.4     

4
2
 



 

 

Table 6 

 

Pearson Correlations of Demographic and Cultural Variables and Parenting Styles with Child Adjustment and Parent-Youth Open 

Communication Variables 

 

Note. CO = Chinese Orientation, AO = American Orientation, P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 0.001. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Child age  -            

2. Family SES -.15* -           

3. Household density .05 -.28*** -          

4. Parents’ length of stay .03 .32*** -.41*** -         

5. Parent’s CO -.06 .00 -.01 -.21** -        

6. Child’s CO .07 .02 .08 -.01 .13* -       

7. Parent’s AO -.11 .57*** -.25*** .42*** -.02 -.03 -      

8. Child’s AO -.04 .30*** -.17* .20** -.06 .12† .24*** -     

9. Authoritative parenting (P) -.12† .10 -.09 -.03 .15* -.04 .19** .12† -    

10. Authoritarian parenting (P) -.01 -.12† .10 -.10 .04 .02 -.15* .04 .07 -   

11. Authoritative parenting (C) .09 .09 .06 -.05 .01 .29*** .00 .30*** -.03 -.04 -  

12. Authoritarian parenting (C) -.09 -.09 .12† -.11† .05 .07 -.06 -.04 -.10 .11 .30*** - 

13. Internalizing problems (P) -.03 .00 .11 .07 .02 -.01 -.12† -.02 -.13* .18** .03 .14* 

14. Externalizing problems (P) -.04 -.03 .17** -.05 .02 .00 -.09 .05 -.09 .33*** .03 .12† 

15. Social competence (P) .03 .13† -.15* .06 -.03 .02 .13* .17* .39*** -.15* .02 -.14* 

16. Internalizing problems (T) -.05 .13† -.04 .08 -.08 -.14* .05 .07 -.02 -.05 .05 -.05 

17. Externalizing problems (T) -.02 .15* .04 .04 .03 -.06 .04 .22** .00 .11 -.03 .07 

18. Internalizing problems (C) -.15* -.04 -.03 -.06 .08 -.02 .01 -.03 -.02 .02 .06 .26*** 

19. Externalizing problems (C) -.06 -.03 .04 -.16* .02 -.02 -.09 -.07 -.09 .00 .03 .47*** 

20. Open communication (P) -.05 .15† -.10 -.04 .01 .00 .13 .04 .25** -.19* .13 -.15† 

21. Open communication (C) .00 -.03 .03 -.12 .19* .07 -.14 .07 .10 -.05 .24** -.07 

4
3
 



 

 

Table 7 

 

Pearson Correlations of Child Adjustment and Parent-Youth Open Communication Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

 

 

  

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Internalizing problems (P) -        

2. Externalizing problems (P) .66*** -       

3. Social competence (P) -.19** -.34*** -      

4. Internalizing problems (T) .15* .08 -.14* -     

5. Externalizing problems (T) .22** .34*** -.21** .38*** -    

6. Internalizing problems (C) .06* .02 -.10 .20** .18** -   

7. Externalizing problems (C) .20** .06 -.12† .12† .20** .72*** -  

8. Open communication (P) -.11 -.06 .15† .03 -.13 -.12 -.21* - 

9. Open communication (C) .01 .10 -.06 .09 .10 .12 .06 .19* 

4
4
 



 

 

Table 8a 

 

T-tests of Group Differences in Demographic Variables for Child Adjustment and Parent-Youth Open Communication Variables 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01. 

  

 Child sex  Child generation  Parent sex  

Variables 

Female 

M(SD) 

Male 

M(SD) t 
1st 

M(SD) 

2nd 

M(SD) t 
Mom 

M(SD) 

Dad 

M(SD) t 

Internalizing problems (P) 44.38(10.09) 46.67(9.54) -1.81† 45.5(9.25) 45.57(.74) -.00 44.52(9.64) 48.75(9.80) -2.61* 

Externalizing problems (P) 46.03(8.98) 47.08(9.76) -.86 48.05(9.71) 46.11(9.27) 1.37 46.22(9.42) 46.55(8.86) -.21 

Social competence (P) 13.64(1.97) 13.07(2.03) 2.19* 12.98(2.09) 13.45(1.99) -1.51 13.41(1.97) 13.09(2.22) .94 

Internalizing problems (T) 46.31(8.90) 49.14(9.30) -2.29* 46.75(7.87) 48.09(9.57) -.91 47.67(9.27) 46.81(8.24) .52 

Externalizing problems (T) 45.83(5.75) 48.54(7.42) -2.66** 46.20(6.14) 47.55(6.96) -1.25 47.24(6.73) 46.58(6.58) .54 

Internalizing problems (C) 57.23(9.93) 59.83(9.98) -1.98* 57.73(10.04) 58.86(10.03) -.73 58.28(10.23) 59.34(9.15) -.63 

Externalizing problems (C) 53.19(8.61) 56.33(9.20) -2.66** 55.33(10.08) 54.65(8.70) .48 54.29(9.08) 56.34(8.68) -1.36 

Open communication (P) 42.49(7.06) 39.86(7.72) 2.16* 42.51(6.35) 40.76(7.81) 1.23 41.66(7.59) 39.63(7.30) 1.28 

Open communication (C) 35.15(9.34) 33.90(10.18) .74 35.94(9.23) 34.10(9.90) .94 34.47(10.33) 34.54(7.19) -.03 

4
5
 



 

 

Table 8b 

 

Mann-Whitney U Tests of Group Differences in Demographic Variables for Conflict Communication Codes 

 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10. 

 

  

 Child sex  Child generation  Parent sex  

Variables 

Female 

M rank 

Male 

M rank U 
1st 

M rank 

2nd 

M rank U 
Mom 

M rank 

Dad 

M rank U 

Acknowledgement/validation 100.88 116.47 5032.00† 117.73 106.45 3688.00 111.45 90.82 2862.50† 

Eliciting other’s opinions 114.19 104.23 5336.50 113.45 107.70 3898.00 109.03 101.05 3282.00 

Emotion discussion 109.28 108.74 5846.50 95.05 113.07 3432.50† 110.68 94.07 2996.00 

4
6
 



 

 

Table 9 

 

Spearman’s Correlations of Conflict Communication Codes with All Study Variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 0.001.

 ρ 

Variables 22 23 24 

1. Child age  -.03 -.02 -.18* 

2. Family SES .01 .20** .29*** 

3. Household density .01 -.07 -.16* 

4. Parents’ length of stay in US -.13† .00 .09 

5. Parent’s Chinese orientation .13† .00 -.01 

6. Child’s Chinese orientation -.02 -.04 -.11 

7. Parent’s American orientation .02 .18** .25*** 

8. Child’s American orientation .01 .01 .13† 

9. Authoritative parenting (P) .12† -.02 .08 

10. Authoritarian parenting (P) -.12† -.25*** .04 

11. Authoritative parenting (C) -.03 .12† .05 

12. Authoritarian parenting (C) -.01 .01 .10 

13. Internalizing problems (P) -.09 .01 .07 

14. Externalizing problems (P) -.12† -.06 .11 

15. Social competence (P) -.01 .03 .05 

16. Internalizing problems (T) -.02 .04 .03 

17. Externalizing problems (T) -.00 .03 .07 

18. Internalizing problems (C) -.10 -.05 .10 

19. Externalizing problems (C) -.04 -.08 .09 

20. Open communication (P) .06 .17 .18* 

21. Open communication (C) -.07 .12† .12 

22. Acknowledgement/validation -   

23. Eliciting other’s opinions .23** -  

24. Emotion discussion -.03 .26*** - 

4
7
 



 

 

 

Table 10a 

 

 Mann-Whitney U Tests of Group Differences for Dichotomized Conflict Communication Codes and Covariates 

 

Note. P = parent-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01. 

  

 
Praise 

 
Agreement  Offer Solution 

 

Variables 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

Child age  109.02 106.87 4179.00 113.09 91.98 3195.00* 110.93 100.83 3865.00 

Family SES 105.06 111.06 3873.00 100.52 127.51 2890.00** 99.92 126.75 3107.00** 

Household density 103.15 102.51 3690.00 107.22 88.82 3046.50† 105.30 95.88 3519.00 

Parents’ length of stay in US 105.14 110.80 3886.00 107.25 103.85 3753.00 104.39 113.00 3822.00 

Parent’s Chinese orientation 101.67 119.94 3328.00† 107.05 102.32 3681.00 103.12 115.04 3619.00 

Child’s Chinese orientation 108.78 109.71 4253.00 109.98 105.47 3829.00 108.55 110.42 4216.00 

Parent’s American orientation 98.81 123.48 2929.00* 100.07 119.66 3071.00† 99.84 118.84 3272.00† 

Child’s American orientation 106.01 118.48 3797.00 105.84 120.45 3457.00 104.27 124.02 3509.00* 

Authoritative parenting (P) 103.28 116.66 3587.50 103.69 116.37 3413.50 103.02 117.49 3545.00 

Authoritarian parenting (P) 108.11 99.21 3685.50 104.03 112.87 3531.00 109.69 94.42 3489.50 

Authoritative parenting (C) 106.29 117.60 3843.00 106.24 118.99 3525.50 106.20 117.88 3828.00 

Authoritarian parenting (C) 110.51 104.21 4041.00 108.70 110.09 3944.00 109.20 108.37 4257.00 
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Table 10b 

 

Mann-Whitney U Tests of Group Differences for Dichotomized Conflict Communication Codes for Outcome Variables and Conflict 

Variables 

 

Note. P = parent-report, T = teacher-report, C = child/youth-report. 
†p < .10; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

 

 

 

 Praise  Agreement  Offer Solution  

Variables 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

absence 

M rank 

presence 

M rank U 

Internalizing problems (P) 109.95 99.88 3815.50 105.85 113.54 3586.00 109.02 102.77 3966.00 

Externalizing problems (P) 110.28 38.83 3761.00 106.51 111.11 3698.00 108.39 104.74 4068.50 

Social competence (P) 102.12 118.17 3459.60† 108.84 95.80 3326.00 100.84 122.20 3254.00* 

Internalizing problems (T) 97.12 98.66 3448.50 97.42 97.78 3287.50 97.31 98.11 3426.00 

Externalizing problems (T) 100.03 89.79 3134.00 95.74 103.51 3035.50 98.81 93.39 3261.50 

Internalizing problems (C) 110.08 103.52 4005.00 106.48 115.76 3630.50 109.88 104.16 4038.50 

Externalizing problems (C) 104.80 101.28 3632.00 103.06 107.48 3433.00 106.58 95.67 3463.00 

Open communication (P) 59.86 77.32 1162.00* 61.36 75.73 1085.50† 60.31 76.58 1169.00* 

Open communication (C) 61.24 58.28 1283.50 59.90 62.65 1166.00 60.03 61.78 1367.00 

Parents’ talk turns 103.39 126.80 3364.50* 104.21 126.34 3180.00* 108.13 111.76 4146.50 

Conflict satisfaction (P) 111.65 94.57 3539.50† 108.35 104.47 3782.00 108.27 105.10 4087.00 

Conflict satisfaction (C) 114.47 89.66 3284.50* 109.45 105.10 3811.50 114.34 90.09 3306.50* 

Conflict total (P) 112.14 99.03 3771.50 103.16 130.11 3003.00** 107.67 113.21 4071.00 

Conflict total (C) 111.53 100.98 3873.00 109.29 107.95 3945.50 111.16 102.14 3933.50 

Acknowledgement/validation 107.12 114.95 3980.50 106.46 118.19 3563.00 109.97 105.91 4129.50 

Eliciting other’s opinions 106.22 117.84 3830.50 103.84 127.65 3118.50* 104.45 123.42 3540.00* 

Emotion discussion 109.58 107.15 4194.00 102.93 103.97 2962.50*** 104.60 122.95 3564.50† 
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Table 11 

 

Chi-Square Tests of Group Differences for Dichotomized Conflict Communication Codes 

 

Note. †p < .10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Child sex  Child generation  Parent sex  

Variables 

Female 

n 

Male 

n χ2 

1st 

n 

2nd 

n χ2 

Mom 

n 

Dad 

n χ2 

Praise    .12   1.09   .01 

     Absence 78 87  40 125  132 31  

     Presence 26 26  9 43  41 10  

Agreement   .03   .06   2.82† 

     Absence 82 88  39 131  131 36  

     Presence 22 25  10 37  42 5  

Offer Solution   .44   .08   .23 

     Absence 77 88  38 127  128 34  

     Presence 27 25  11 41  45 7  
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Table 12 

Negative Binomial Regression Models with Conflict Communication Codes as Dependent Variables 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

 Acknowledgement/Validation  Elicit Other’s Opinion  Emotion Discussion 

 Model 1  Model 2 c  Model 1  Model 2c  Model 1  Model 2c 

Independent Variables B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E. 

Intercept 1.08 1.29  .72 .73  2.32 1.64  2.53** .78  .65 1.57  .67 1.57 

Child generation statusa -.42* .19  -.44* .19  -.24 .23  -.23 .23  .43† .24  .43† .24 

Child sexb .42* .17  .41* .17  .01 .20  - -  -.03 .20  - - 

Child age -.04 .11  - -  .02 .14  - -  -.23† .14  -.23† .14 

Family SES -.004 .13  - -  .32* .14  .32* .14  .25† .14  .25† .14 

Parent’s Chinese orientation .52* .20  .49** .19  .04 .23  .07 .21  -.33 .23  -.24 .21 

Child’s Chinese orientation .09 .17  .08 .17  -.09 .19  -.09 .18  -.21 .21  -.20 .20 

Parent’s American orientation -.01 .17  .03 .15  .16 .18  .15 .17  .42* .19  .41* .18 

Child’s American orientation .12 .20  .11 .19  .05 .23  .03 .23  .29 .23  .28 .23 

P X C Chinese orientation -.06 .33  - -  .05 .37  - -  -.41 .40  - - 

P X C American orientation .26 .37  - -  -.21 .41  - -  .00 .40  - - 

Authoritative parenting (P) .25 .16  .25 .16  -.17 .16  -.17 .16  .24 .20  .22 .20 

Authoritarian parenting (P) -.41* .17  -.41* .17  -.50* .20  -.51* .20  .18 .20  .18 .20 

Model Fit Indices                  

χ2(Value/df) 172.164(.91)  175.59(.90)  198.94(1.05)  200.00(1.03)  183.70(.97)  189.63(.99) 

AIC 816.03  816.79  768.01  761.81  658.74  653.90 

BIC 862.42  850.07  814.39  794.99  705.12  690.35 

Likelihood Ratio χ2(df) 24.29(12)*  23.97(8)**  20.84(12)†  20.89(8)**  40.01(12)***  38.84(9)*** 
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Table 13a 

Factorial Logistic Regression with Praise as Dependent Variable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 

*p < .05. 

 

 Praise 

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 c   

Independent Variables B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.   

Constant -.57 2.86  -.75 2.82  -.80 2.73   

Child generation statusa .14 .44  .17 .44  - -   

Child sexb -.07 .36  - -  - -   

Child age -.14 .25  -.12 .24  -.11 .24   

Family SES -.30 .27  -.32 .27  -.26 .26   

Parent’s Chinese orientation 1.02* .45  .86* .41  .84* .41   

Child’s Chinese orientation -.10 .38  .03 .36  - -   

Parent’s American orientation .85* .36  .87* .36  .89* .35   

Child’s American orientation .33 .46  .37 .45  - -   

P X C Chinese orientation .86 .71  - -  - -   

P X C American orientation .10 .79  - -  - -   

Authoritative parenting (P) .13 .36  .15 .36  .16 .35   

Authoritarian parenting (P) -.06 .37  -.06 .36  -.05 .36   

Model Fit Indices           

Omnibus χ2 15.64, p = .208  14.12, p = .118  13.18, p = .040   

Cox & Snell R2 .07  .07  .06   

Nagelkerke R2 .11  .10  .10   

Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 8.77, p = .362  10.74, p = .217  6.85, p = .553   
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Table 13b 

Factorial Logistic Regression with Agreement as Dependent Variable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 

*p < .05.  

  

 Agreement 

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 c  

Independent Variables B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.  

Constant .18 2.83  .05 2.82  .10 2.80  

Child generation statusa -.19 .43  -.15 .43  -.19 .43  

Child sexb -.04 .38  - -  - -  

Child age -.37 .25  -.36 -.24  -.37 .24  

Family SES .54* .26  .52* .26  .55* .22  

Parent’s Chinese orientation -.01 .41  -.11 .38  - -  

Child’s Chinese orientation -.12 .37  -.08 .35  -.09 .34  

Parent’s American orientation .02 .35  .03 .34  - -  

Child’s American orientation .38 .44  .39 .44  .39 .43  

P X C Chinese orientation .60 .65  - -  - -  

P X C American orientation -.03 .77  - -  - -  

Authoritative parenting (P) .35 .36  .37 .36  .37 .35  

Authoritarian parenting (P) .31 .36  .30 .35  .31 .35  

Model Fit Indices          

Omnibus χ2 15.36 p = .222  14.52, p = .105  15.08, p = .035  

Cox & Snell R2 .07  .06  .07  

Nagelkerke R2 .11  .10  .11  

Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 6.06, p = .641  4.99, p = .759  4.89, p = .770  
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Table 13c 

Factorial Logistic Regression with Offer Solution as Dependent Variable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10; *p < .05. 
  

 Offer Solution 

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 c  

Independent Variables B S.E.  B S.E.  B S.E.  

Constant .24 2.82  .15 2.82  .03 2.79  

Child generation statusa -.25 .43  -.25 .43  -.27 .42  

Child sexb -.11 .36  - -  - -  

Child age -.15 .24  -.13 .24  -.15 .24  

Family SES .42† .25  .42† .25  .46* .22  

Parent’s Chinese orientation .26 .41  .18 .37  - -  

Child’s Chinese orientation -.15 .37  -.11 .35  -.08 .34  

Parent’s American orientation .07 .34  .10 .33  - -  

Child’s American orientation .58 .44  .59 .43  .54 .42  

P X C Chinese orientation .13 .67  - -  - -  

P X C American orientation .37 .76  - -  - -  

Authoritative parenting (P) .44 .35  .44 .35  .49 .33  

Authoritarian parenting (P) -.76† .41  -.77† .41  -.74† .40  

Model Fit Indices          

Omnibus χ2 17.19, p = .143  16.76, p = .053  16.68, p = .020  

Cox & Snell R2 .08  .08  .08  

Nagelkerke R2 .12  .12  .12  

Hosmer and Lemeshow χ2 4.98, p = .760  6.12, p = .634  4.99, p = .759  
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Table 14a 

Linear Regression Models Predicting W3 Parent-reported Open Communication with W2 Variables and Praise 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01.  

 

Parent-reported Open Communication 

 Model 1  Model 2   Model 3 c  Model 4  Model 5  

W2 Independent Variables B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β 

Constant 47.06(8.38)   44.10(8.30)   37.78(9.21)   38.62(10.70)   38.58(11.02)  

Child generation statusa -2.04(1.55) -.12  -2.27(1.52) -.14  -2.18(1.44) -.13  -1.90(1.49) -.11  -2.00(1.54) -.12  

Child sexb -3.14*(1.31) -.22  -3.11*(1.29) -.22  -2.79*(1.24) -.19  -3.14*(1.27) -.22  -3.60**(1.31) -.25  

Child age -.31(.89) -.03  -.07(.88) -.01  .10(.84) .01  .17(.85) .02  .31(.86) .03  

Family SES 1.53†(.79) .18  1.49† (.78) .17  1.14(.74) .13  1.18(.75) .14  1.29(.94) .15  

Praise - -  3.50*(1.47) .21  3.24*(1.40) .20  3.24*(1.42) .20  2.99*(1.50) .18  

Authoritative parenting (P) - -  - -  3.41**(1.20) .24  4.03**(1.40) .29  3.76*(1.46) .27  

Authoritarian parenting (P) - -  - -  -4.16**(1.38) -.26  -4.48**(1.43) -.28  -4.50**(1.45) -.28  

Child’s internalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  -.03(.09) -.03  -.02(.10) -.03  

Child’s externalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .06(.10) .07  .05(.11) .07  

Child’s social competence (P) - -  - -  - -  -.36(.40) -.10  -.29(.42) -.08  

Parent’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.50(1.52) -.03  

Child’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.72(1.29) -.05  

Parent’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  .49(1.31) .04  

Child’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.03(1.61) -.00  

P X C Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.55(2.40) -.02  

P X C American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -5.13†(2.81) -.17  

Model Statistics                

R2 .079  .123  .224  .236  .265 

Adjusted R2 .047  .085  .176  .166  .151 

F (df1, df2), p value 
2.47(4, 115), 

p = .048 
 

3.20(5, 114),  

p = .010 
 

4.622(7, 112),  

p = .000 

 3.37(10, 109), 

p = .001 

 2.325(16, 103), 

p = .006 

F change(df1, df2), p value   
5.70(1, 114),  

p = .019 
 

7.29(2, 112),  

p = .001 

 .58(3, 109), 

p = .628 

 .68(6, 103), 

p = .668 
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Table 14b 

Linear Regression Models Predicting W3 Parent-reported Open Communication with W2 Variables and Agreement 

Note. a 1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01.  

 

Parent-reported Open Communication 

 Model 1  Model 2   Model 3 c  Model 4  Model 5  

W2 Independent Variables B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β 

Constant 47.06(8.38)   45.79(8.39)   39.14(9.33)   40.57(10.84)   39.27(11.12)  

Child generation statusa -2.04(1.55) -.12  -1.83(1.55) -.11  -1.78(1.47) -.11  -1.56(1.51) -.09  -1.63(1.56) -.10  

Child sexb -3.14*(1.31) -.22  -3.23*(1.31) -.22  -2.90*(1.26) -.20  -3.20*(1.29) -.22  -3.75**(1.33) -.26  

Child age -.31(.89) -.03  -.23(.89) -.02  -.06(.85) -.01  .01(.86) .00  .26(.87) .03  

Family SES 1.53†(.79) .18  1.28(.81) .15  .95(.77) .11  1.01(.78) .12  .84(.96) .10  

Agreement - -  2.20(1.59) .13  1.98(1.52) .11  1.78(1.54) .10  2.20(1.57) .13  

Authoritative parenting (P) - -  - -  3.48**(1.22) .25  4.02**(1.44) .29  3.51*(1.49) .25  

Authoritarian parenting (P) - -  - -  -4.21**(1.40) -.26  -4.42**(1.45) -.28  -4.47**(1.46) -.28  

Child’s internalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  -.05(.10) -.06  -.04(.10) -.05  

Child’s externalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .06(.10) .08  .05(.11) .07  

Child’s social competence (P) - -  - -  - -  -.32(.41) -.09  -.19(.43) -.05  

Parent’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.15(1.52) -.01  

Child’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -1.26(1.30) -.09  

Parent’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  1.12(1.29) .10  

Child’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.14(1.63) -.01  

P X C Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.69(2.42) -.03  

P X C American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -5.42†(2.84) -.18  

Model Statistics                

R2 .079  .094  .119  .209  .251 

Adjusted R2 .047  .055  .149  .137  .135 

F (df1, df2), p value 
2.47(4, 115), 

p = .048 

 2.38(5, 115), 

p = .043 
 

3.97(7, 112), 

p = .001 

 2.89(10, 109), 

p = .003 

 2.16(16, 103), 

p = .011 

F change(df1, df2), p value  
 1.91(1, 114),  

p = .170 
 

7.31(2, 112),  

p = .001 

 .48(3, 109), 

p = .696 

 .96(6, 103), 

p = .458 
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Table 14c 

 

Linear Regression Models Predicting W3 Parent-reported Open Communication with W2 Variables and Offer Solution 

Note. a1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01.  

 

 

Parent-reported Open Communication 

 Model 1  Model 2   Model 3 c  Model 4  Model 5  

W2 Independent Variables B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β 

Constant 47.06(8.38)   46.35(8.34)   39.73(9.35)   41.74(10.83)   40.90(11.08)  

Child generation statusa -2.04(1.55) -.12  -2.00(1.54) -.12  -1.94(1.47) -.12  -1.65(1.51) -.10  -1.77(1.56) -.10  

Child sexb -3.14*(1.31) -.22  -3.14*(1.30) -.22  -2.84*(1.26) -.20  -3.18*(1.30) -.22  -3.73**(1.33) -.26  

Child age -.31(.89) -.03  -.30(.88) -.03  -.13(.85) -.01  -.07(.86) -.01  .17(.87) .02  

Family SES 1.53†(.79) .18  1.15(.83) .13  .94(.79) .11  1.00(.80) .12  .83(.96) .10  

Offer solution - -  2.36(1.53) .14  1.51(1.48) .09  1.38(1.50) .08  2.01(1.53) .12  

Authoritative parenting (P) - -  - -  3.43**(1.23) .25  4.09**(1.44) .29  3.53*(1.49) .25  

Authoritarian parenting (P) - -  - -  -4.02**(1.41) -.25  -4.28**(1.46) -.27  -4.26**(1.47) -.27  

Child’s internalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  -.04(.10) -.05  -.03(.10) -.03  

Child’s externalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .05(.10) .06  .04(.11) .05  

Child’s social competence (P) - -  - -  - -  -.39(.41) -.10  -.26(.42) -.07  

Parent’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.04(1.52) -.00  

Child’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -1.18(1.29) -.08  

Parent’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  1.09(1.29) .10  

Child’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.15(1.63) -.01  

P X C Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.55(2.42) -.02  

P X C American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -5.77*(2.87) -.20  

Model Statistics                

R2 .079  .098  .194  .206  .249 

Adjusted R2 .047  .059  .144  .133  .133 

F (df1, df2), p value 
2.47(4, 115), 

p = .048 

 2.48(5, 114),  

p = .036 
 

3.86(7, 112),  

p = .001 

 2.83 (10, 109), 

p = .004 

 2.14 (16, 103), 

p = .12 

F change(df1, df2), p value  
 2.40(1, 114),  

p = .124 
 

6.68(2, 112),  

p = .002 

 .53(3, 109), 

p = .661 

 .99(6, 103), 

p = .434 
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Table 14d 

 

Linear Regression Models Predicting W3 Parent-reported Open Communication with W2 Variables and Emotion Discussion 

Note. a1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

 P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01.  

 

Parent-reported Open Communication 

 Model 1  Model 2   Model 3 c  Model 4  Model 5  

W2 Independent Variables B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β 

Constant 47.06(8.38)   45.87(8.65)   38.88(9.52)   41.07(10.94)   40.04(11.23)  

Child generation statusa -2.04(1.55) -.12  -2.07(1.55) -.12  -1.99(1.47) -.12  -1.69(1.52) -.10  -1.82(1.57) -.11  

Child sexb -3.14*(1.31) -.22  -3.07*(1.32) -.21  -2.78*(1.27) -.19  -3.14*(1.31) -.22  -3.62**(1.34) -.25  

Child age -.31(.89) -.03  -.21(.91) -.02  -.05(.87) -.01  .01(.87) -.01  .26(.89) .03  

Family SES 1.53†(.79) .18  1.41†(.82) .16  1.08(.78) .13  1.13(.79) .12  1.04(.95) .12  

Emotion discussion - -  .17(.29) .06  .13(.28) .04  .12(.28) .08  .18(.30) .06  

Authoritative parenting (P) - -  - -  3.59**(1.22) .26  4.23**(1.43) .29  3.76*(1.49) .27  

Authoritarian parenting (P) - -  - -  -4.16**(1.41) -.26  -4.39**(1.46) -.27  -4.43**(1.48) -.28  

Child’s internalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  -.05(.10) -.05  -.04(.10) -.05  

Child’s externalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .06(.10) .06  .05(.11) .06  

Child’s social competence (P) - -  - -  - -  -.39(.41) -.10  -.28(.43) -.07  

Parent’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.02(1.54) -.00  

Child’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -1.01(1.30) -.07  

Parent’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  .97(1.32) .08  

Child’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.16(1.65) -.01  

P X C Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -.61(2.44) -.02  

P X C American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -5.43†(2.88) -.18  

Model Statistics                

R2 .079  .082  .188  .201  .239 

Adjusted R2 .047  .042  .138  .128  .121 

F (df1, df2), p value 
2.47(4, 115), 

p = .048 
 

2.04(5, 114),  

p = .079 
 

3.71(7, 112),  

p = .001 

 2.74(10, 109), 

p = .005 

 2.03(16, 103), 

p = .018 

F change(df1, df2), p value   
.34(1, 114),  

p = .563 
 

7.34(2, 112),  

p = .001 

 .01(3, 109), 

p = .632 

 .87(6, 103), 

p = .522 
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Table 14e 

 

Linear Regression Models Predicting W3 Youth-reported Open Communication with W2 Variables and Elicit Other’s Opinion 

 

Note. a1st generation = 0, 2nd generation = 1; b female = 0, male = 1; c best fit model for dependent variable. 

P = parent-report, C = child-report. 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01.  

Youth-reported Open Communication 

 Model 1  Model 2   Model 3 c  Model 4  Model 5  

W2 Independent Variables B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β  B (S.E.) β 

Constant 50.56(13.36)   49.50(13.48)   48.18(14.47)   36.90(18.04)   37.45(17.73)  

Child generation statusa -3.12(2.38) -.13  -2.87(2.41) -.12  -2.79(2.38) -.12  -1.84(2.36) -.08  -1.38(2.41) -.06  

Child sexb -1.90(1.98) -.09  -1.58(2.03) -.08  -.61(2.06) -.03  -.69(2.02) -.03  -.94(2.02) -.05  

Child age -1.38(1.40) -.10  -1.36(1.41) -.10  -1.36(1.40) -.10  -.80(1.39) -.06  -1.10(1.35) -.08  

Family SES .55(1.21) .05  .38(1.24) .03  -.03(1.24) -.00  -.16(1.23) -.01  .77(1.51) .06  

Elicit Other’s Opinion - -  .32(.43) .08  .29(.43) .07  .41(.42) .10  .54(.41) .13  

Authoritative parenting (P) - -  - -  2.03(1.24) .17  1.85(1.21) .15  1.66(1.28) .14  

Authoritarian parenting (P) - -  - -  -2.68†(1.59) -.17  -4.63*(1.95) -.30  -4.16*(1.96) -.27  

Child’s internalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .27†(.15) .24  .22(.15) .19  

Child’s externalizing problems (P) - -  - -  - -  .06(.19) .04  .06(.19) .05  

Child’s social competence (P) - -  - -  - -  -.69(.53) -.13  -.40(.52) -.07  

Parent’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  3.72†(2.06) .19  

Child’s Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -1.41(2.02) -.07  

Parent’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -2.75(1.94) -.17  

Child’s American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  1.27(2.60) .06  

P X C Chinese orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  -7.24*(3.33) -.21  

P X C American orientation - -  - -  - -  - -  4.89(4.60) .11  

Model Statistics                

R2 .031  .036  .078  .151  .257 

Adjusted R2 -.007  -.012  .012  .062  .125 

F (df1, df2), p value 
.81(4, 102), 

p = .522 
 

.76(6, 101),  

p = .584 
 

1.19(7, 99),  

p = .316 

 1.71(10, 96), 

p = .090 

 1.95(16, 90), 

p = .026 

F change(df1, df2), p value   
.55(1, 101),  

p = .459 
 

2.23(2, 99),  

p = .113 

 2.76(3, 96), 

p = .046 

 2.15(6, 90), 

p = .056 

5
9
 



 

 

Figure 1 

 

Interaction Effect of Parent-Child Chinese Orientation Gap on Youth-Reported Open Communication 
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