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ABSTRACT 
 

MANAGING VALUE DIFFERENCES: AN INVESTIGATION OF PARENT STRATEGY 
USE FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF EAST ASIAN YOUNG ADULT CHILDREN OF 

IMMIGRANTS 
 

Sharon Hsiao-Jung Hou Advisor:  
University of Guelph, 2021 Dr. Benjamin Giguère  

 
In this doctoral dissertation, I endeavoured to understand from a different perspective how East 

Asian immigrant families respond in the presence of value differences at the fundamental level. 

Across three studies, I developed and tested two novel measures to capture the perceived use of 

management of value differences strategies by immigrant parents, from the perspective of East 

Asian young adult children of immigrants. Items were generated by the research team and 

informed by a literature review. The measures were piloted with an American (Study 1) and 

Canadian (Study 2) sample. Item reduction analysis was conducted, and the factor structure of 

the refined measure was confirmed (Study 3). On the whole, there are unique strategies that 

immigrant parents appear to use according to children of immigrants: acceptance and tolerance 

of value differences with their child; and acceptance, rejection, and persuasion of the child. 

Convergent and discriminant validity was assessed, and direction and magnitude of correlations 

with external measures were largely as expected. Findings offer some clarifications on the types 

of strategies that East Asian children of immigrants perceive their parents to use in managing 

value differences. Outcome of this work can inform future research on how these strategies can 

potentially allow for healthier management or negotiation of differences in values, in turn 

promote greater family cohesion for East Asian immigrant families.  
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 1 

Introduction 

The number of international migrants has substantially increased worldwide, reaching an 

estimated 272 million in 2019. North America is considered an active migration region, hosting 

approximately 10% of the world’s international migrants with the largest number of migrants 

currently residing in the United States, more than any other country in the world (United Nations 

Statistics Division, 2019). Likewise, foreign-born immigrants account for 22% of the Canadian 

population (Statistics Canada, 2016). Importantly, East Asians in particular, such as Chinese, 

Japanese, and Koreans, are among the fastest growing minority group in the United States (US 

Census Bureau, 2010). Similar trends are seen in Canada, where East Asians are one of the 

largest groups that make up the minority population (Statistics Canada, 2016). In the context of 

increasing cultural diversity, understanding the acculturative experience of immigrant families is 

an important endeavour in order to support their adjustment process and in turn quality of life. 

This is especially relevant for East Asians given their rapidly growing prevalence in Canada and 

the United States.  

Acculturation is a process of cultural change that takes place when two cultural groups 

come in contact with one another (Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits, 1936). For immigrant 

individuals, they generally strive to adapt to the mainstream culture while maintaining elements 

of their heritage culture (Berry, 1997). In a family context, this acculturation is typically 

experienced in different ways for parents and their children, a process often referred to as an 

acculturation gap (e.g., Costigan & Dokis, 2010). Acculturation gap is a common and often 

expected experience for immigrant families that carries important implications for individual and 

family outcomes (e.g., Costigan & Dokis, 2006a; Phinney & Ong, 2002; Lalonde & Giguère, 

2008).  Research on the influence of the acculturation gap has varied widely, suggesting that the 
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acculturation gap can be but is not always related to family adjustment and well-being (Telzer, 

2010). Based on these inconclusive findings, I proposed to understand immigrant families from a 

different perspective. I introduced the notion that management of value differences may offer a 

more precise understanding of the immigrant family experience. Specifically, I endeavoured to 

build understanding of how East Asian immigrant families navigate the context in which 

fundamental value differences are present in the parent-child relationship. My goal was to 

identify adaptive mechanisms underlying East Asian immigrant families that have been 

successful in navigating these value differences. In a series of exploratory and pre-registered 

studies, I sought to develop and validate measurement tools to capture strategies used to manage 

value differences in East Asian immigrant families with a focus on the perspective of young 

adult children regarding their parents’ strategy use.  

Acculturation Gap 

Acculturation gap broadly refers to the difference in parents’ and their children’s 

acculturation (Birman, 2006; Kwak, 2003; Lau et al., 2005; Merali, 2002; Portes & Rumbaut, 

1996; Tardif & Geva, 2006). Specifically, acculturation gap is multidimensional and as such 

determined by a variety of cultural factors, including language ability, ethnic identity, behaviour, 

and values (e.g., Berry, Trimble, & Olmedo, 1986; Berry et al., 2006; Birman & Trickett, 2001; 

Gil & Vega, 1996; Phinney, 1990). Acculturation gap can therefore be more deeply rooted in 

some domains than others depending on the cultural context (Tsai, Chensova-Dutton, & Wong, 

2002; Costigan & Dokis, 2006a). Acculturation gap is also measured across different cultural 

dimensions, including one’s heritage and mainstream culture, or both. Pivotal work by Berry 

(1997), for example, showed that immigrants can adopt different acculturation orientations (i.e., 

assimilation, integration, marginalization, separation) reflecting the extent to which they 
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independently maintain their heritage culture and engage with the mainstream culture. In this 

regard, an acculturation gap can occur when there is a mismatch in parents and children’s 

acculturation orientations (e.g., Kwak & Berry, 2001). The acculturation gap also exists when 

parents and their children acculturate at different rates (Phinney et al., 2000). For instance, 

children of immigrants tend to acculturate more quickly than their parents to the mainstream 

culture (Portes, 1997). Taken together, acculturation gap can present in various forms of 

fundamental ways of being depending on how it is conceptualized and assessed.  

Specific to East Asians, experiences of acculturation gap appear to be largely determined 

by family members’ cultural values (Tsai-Chae & Nagata, 2008). Values are defined as core 

beliefs about desirable or good courses of actions and outcomes (Prentice, 2004) and serve as a 

guiding principle for the selection or evaluation of people, behaviours, and situations (Smith & 

Schwartz, 1997). The prioritization of certain values varies widely across cultures (Kluckhohn & 

Strodtbeck, 1961). Fundamentally, non-Western cultures typically emphasize collectivistic 

values related to interdependence, group harmony, and family obligations whereas Western 

cultures often encourage individualistic values that reflect a greater degree of autonomy than 

non-Western culture (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Kagitcibasi, 1996, 2013; Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, 

Choi, & Yoon, 1994). For the most part, these families manage their day-to-day behaviours and 

interactions in accordance to the two cultures because there are many similarities across cultures 

(e.g., youth showing respect towards their parents) and that family members can engage in frame 

switching (see Giguère et al., 2010). Issues can arise in the family when children of immigrants 

are faced with major life decisions around marriage, moving out, and career choices as young 

adults (Giguère et al., 2010; Lou, et al., 2012). In these types of interactions, immigrant parents 

and their children often disagree as these types of conflict require the dyad to negotiate cultural 
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norms based on divergent values (Kwak, 2003; Rosenthal, 1996; Tardif & Geva, 2006). 

Importantly, an ethnographic study conducted by Qin (2006), following Chinese immigrant 

families in the United States over a five-year period, shed light on the lived experience of these 

families and how dissonant parent-child values negatively impacted their family functioning. 

While immigrant parents recognized the need to manage two sets of cultural norms, they 

nevertheless adhered to Chinese values with a focus on filial piety in the context of their 

relationship with their children. By contrast, children of immigrants generally identified more 

closely to the mainstream American cultural values related to autonomy. As a result of these 

differences in values, participants reported experiencing decreased parent-child communication, 

decreased parental involvement in children’s academic and personal lives, and a general lack of 

meaningful interactions within the dyad overtime (Qin, 2006). Overall, these studies underscore 

the conflicting nature of some differing cultural values for immigrant families as a consequence 

of differing values, and especially for East Asian children of immigrants in their young 

adulthood.  

There is a large body of research on the effects of the acculturation gap on immigrant 

families’ acculturative success and psychosocial outcomes, especially regarding immigrant 

youths (see Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006). For instance, some studies support the notion 

that the acculturation gap is maladaptive for immigrant families with implications for children’s 

adjustment and well-being across development, including conduct and emotional problems in 

school-aged children (Costigan & Dokis, 2006a; Farver et al., 2002), adolescent depression and 

delinquency (Crane, Ngai, Larson, & Hafen, 2005), lower life satisfaction among adolescents 

(Phinney & Ong, 2002) and psychological distress in young adults (LaFrambroise et al., 1993). 

In line with these results, one meta-analysis concluded that, although the effects were small, 
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acculturation gap was associated with higher levels of family conflict and in turn poorer mental 

health outcomes for Asian and Latino/a American children of immigrants (Lui, 2015). By 

contrast, other studies indicate that the acculturation gap has no meaningful influence on family 

conflict or youth well-being. For instance, Liu and colleagues (2009) found that an acculturation 

gap in which youths were more proficient in the Chinese language than their mothers was 

associated with poor academic achievement and mental health, whereas a gap for the dyad in 

English language use was not associated with maladjustment. Likewise, another meta-analysis 

found that, while acculturation gaps are common, they are not necessarily associated with family 

dysfunction and youth problems (Yoon et al., 2013). Given these inconclusive findings, the 

current state of empirical research on acculturation gaps is that they do not inevitably lead to 

distress in minority groups (Telzer, 2010; Phinney, 2010; Lau et al., 2005; Hwang, 2010). 

Rather, the acculturation gap functions in diverse ways depending on how it is conceptualized 

and assessed, including the dimensions and directions of the acculturation gap, as well as the 

cultural domains and context in which this gap occurs.  

Managing Value Differences  

In light of the multitude of ways in which the acculturation gap can be conceived and 

computed coupled with the mixed findings related to outcomes of the acculturation gap, a 

fundamental assumption of my work is that most immigrant families are likely to experience 

some form of acculturation gap but that not all gaps result in family conflict, such as 

disagreements, decreased communication, and a lack of meaning interactions (e.g., Qin, 2006), 

nor does it always impact well-being (e.g., Telzer, 2010). Based on this premise, I suggested that 

some immigrant families may deal with challenges associated with the acculturation gap better 

than others, which can in turn mitigate the negative impact of the acculturation gap. In fact, 
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many immigrants and children adapt successfully in the presence of the acculturation gap (see 

Telzer, 2010). For East Asian immigrant families, issues associated with the acculturation gap 

are based on differences in values (e.g., Tsai-Chae & Nagata, 2008). Accordingly, at the basic 

level, determining how family members manage value differences may be pivotal to child and 

family outcomes. Specifically, identification of the strategies used to respond to the presence of 

divergent parent-child values can potentially offer unique insight to ways that conflict stemming 

from value differences and as related to the acculturation gap can be addressed in the family unit. 

I proposed that this framework may offer a more focused understanding of the experience of 

immigrant families that can in turn help to determine how these individuals can be supported to 

improve their family dynamics and attainment of wellness.  

Existing research focused on the family context of immigrant families is limited. While 

the study of parent-child relationships has been examined previously in the literature at large, 

most of the work has focused on non-immigrant families and have been grounded in attachment 

theory. Studies have typically revealed that high levels of trust, warmth and acceptance, and an 

open communication style are core features that define the parent-child relationship and that they 

can facilitate youths’ willingness to disclose information to their parents and, in turn, foster 

positive adjustment and psychosocial outcomes (Crouter, Bumpus, & McHale, 2005; Darling, 

Cumsille, Caldwell, & Dowdy, 2006; Keijsers, Branje, VanderValk, & Meeus, 2010; Smetana, 

Metzger, Gettman, & Campione-Barr, 2006;). In addition, a parent-child relationship 

characterized by closeness is inversely associated with adolescent depression (Branje, Hale, 

Frijns, & Meeus, 2010) and delinquency (Breuk, Clauser, Stams, Slot, & Doreleijers, 2003). 

Together, these studies suggest that trust, warmth and acceptance, an open communication style, 

and closeness are elements that make up the key components of the parent-child relationship of 
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non-immigrant families. Further, they highlight the potential of a positive parent-child 

relationship in promoting children’s well-being. However, the existing research is limited to the 

understanding of non-immigrant families for whom issues related to the acculturation experience 

are not of relevance.   

Research on parent-child relationships specific to immigrant families is scarce. The 

majority of the literature focuses on parent-child relationships in the context of parenting styles 

(e.g., Chao, 2001; Lim, Yeh, Liang, Lau, & McCabe, 2008) and type of language used in the 

family (e.g., Tseng & Fuligni, 2000), which does not address how parents and children directly 

deal with differences in values. Indeed, few studies have examined actual parent-child 

interactions that are based on differences in values. Most studies have either focused on 

congruence of values (e.g., Ying & Hang, 2007), or sought to determine the types of conflict 

present in the immigrant family and the degree to which they are experienced (Lee, Choe, Kim, 

& Ngo, 2000), as well as how they differ from everyday conflict (Juang, Syed, & Cookston, 

2012). While these studies have helped to clarify what constitutes as culturally salient, value-

specific issues specific to East Asian immigrant families’ acculturation, they do not address how 

parents and children directly deal with the context in which differences, namely values, are 

present. For example, how do family members navigate the existence of these value differences? 

How is it that they respond to one another?  

Individual Characteristics  

Differences in individual characteristics can contribute to variations in immigrants’ 

experience of acculturation (e.g., Berry & Sam, 1997) and their family relationships (e.g., 

Schofield, Kim, and Coltrane, 2008). As such, I endeavoured to examine parent roles, age, sex, 
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and generational status in relation to the proposed framework in an effort to consider the context 

in which immigrant families are situated within.  

Parent roles. Research on parent roles of immigrant families have found that there are 

differences between mothers and fathers in their acculturation experience (e.g., Costigan & 

Dokis, 2006b). In particular, Chinese fathers were shown to acculturate to Canadian norms (i.e., 

values and traditions) at a faster rate than Chinese mothers (Costigan & Su, 2004). Other studies 

have found that differences in mothers and fathers of immigrant families are shaped by cultural 

beliefs around gendered roles. For example, for Chinese families prioritizing filial piety, fathers 

are perceived to be in a greater position of authority regarding family decisions, whereas mothers 

are viewed as primarily responsible for child-rearing (e.g., Chao, 1994). Taken together, the 

current literature on parent roles suggest that differences between mothers and fathers is likely 

relevant to our understanding of how children of immigrants perceive their parents (mothers or 

fathers) in managing value differences. 

Age, sex, and generational status. Dedicated efforts have been made to explore age, sex, 

and generational status and how they relate to immigrant youths’ acculturation and adaptation 

and the evidence is scant (see Berry et al., 2006). In effect, the associations found through these 

studies are variable and remain inconclusive. Thus, our assessment of these factors were 

exploratory in nature.  

Overview of the Current Research  

The overarching goal of the present research was to determine how value differences are 

navigated by immigrant parents, from the perspective of young adult children of East Asian 

immigrants. A focus on management of value differences may allow for the identification of 

specific strategies used that are effective in dealing with such differences. I conceptualized value 
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differences as fundamental differences, such that parents and children hold fundamentally 

different worldviews. Further, a focus on the perspective of young adult children of immigrants 

(ages 18 to 35) captures a critical period during which they are most likely to negotiate with their 

parents regarding cultural norms related to differences in values (e.g., Giguère et al., 2010). 

Across three studies, I developed and validated two measures aimed at capturing the range of 

parent strategies used to manage value differences, from the perspective of East Asian young 

adult children of immigrants. The proposed studies were preregistered with Open Science 

Framework (OSF; Centre for Open Science, 2013). Links to the preregistrations and all 

unplanned and exploratory analysis are reported under each study.   

Study 1: Items Development and Exploratory Factor Analysis 

The purpose of Study 1 was to develop and pilot the proposed measures by exploring the 

psychometric properties of the scale items developed. I tested the underlying nomological 

network of my proposed measures by assessing how my constructs were related or unrelated to 

other constructs in its nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1995). Specifically, my scale 

development process was evaluated from the construct point of view (Loevinger, 1957) and as 

such I sought to collect evidence for content validity, external validity, including convergent and 

discriminant evidence and criterion relevance, and generalizability of my measures. This study 

was preregistered at: https://osf.io/yh4r6 before data was collected. Given that this study was 

exploratory in nature, however, I did not preregister my predictions. 

Item Development 

An initial list of 73 items was generated using the definition of the constructs based on 

excerpts from ethnographies and qualitative work (e.g., Qin, 2006) as part of a comprehensive 

literature review on the study of parent-child relationships in both immigrant and non-immigrant 
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families (Hou & Giguère, in preparation). These items were then reviewed by three other experts 

in the field (social psychology, cross-cultural psychology, developmental psychology) for item 

reduction. This process resulted in final list of 40 items that I believed best captured the range of 

strategies that can be used by parents to manage value differences focused on differences in 

values. Preliminary, exploratory factor analyses of these 40 items were conducted. Findings from 

these analyses (see updated preregistration here: https://osf.io/5b43r), along with theoretical 

deliberation and on the basis of parsimony, suggested that these 40 items were best captured by 

two separate measurement models: a value-centred (VC) scale comprised of 23-items and a 

person-centred (PC) scale comprised of 17-items. Indeed, it became apparent that while value 

differences could be managed by strategies that target the difference value directly as originally 

proposed (e.g., show interest in learning more about my views; avoid conversations about our 

differences), they could also be managed by strategies that target the person, such as to compel 

them to change the value they ascribe to (e.g., disown me; be upset with me). The development 

of two distinct measures was a modification from my original, preregistered plan (see Appendix 

A). I did, however, adhere to my preregistered analysis to subsequently examine the modified 

models for the remainder of this study.  

Study 1 Method 

Participants  

A final sample of 267 participants (94 females, 173 males) from the United States (US) 

with a mean age of 28.07 years (SD = 4.05) was included in the analysis. Participants were 

recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Inclusion criteria for the participants were: 

(1) Between the age of 18 and 35 years; (2) Self-identifies as East Asian; (3): Self-identifies as a 

child of East Asian immigrant; and (4) Fluent in English. Only MTurk participants with a Human 
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Intelligence Task (HIT)1 approval rate of 95% or over were able to view and accept the online 

HIT. All MTurk participants received $3.00 USD in compensation for their participation on a 35-

minute online survey, above the median hourly wage for tasks performed on MTurk (e.g., Horton 

and Chilton 2010). In total, 441 participants were originally recruited and completed the study 

questionnaire. Data cleaning resulted in the removal of 174 participants to produce the final 

sample reported here for data analysis. Most common cases for participant removal included:  1) 

incomplete questionnaires (n = 89); 2) random responders (Marjanovic, Struthers, Cribbie, & 

Greenglass, 2014; n = 11); 3) participants that did not complete the survey within the time 

criteria implemented (i.e., less than 9 minutes or greater than 120 minutes; n = 10); and 4) 

participants that identified as multi-ethnic (n = 36). See Appendix B to see data cleaning 

procedure in details. Descriptive information for participants is reported in Table 1. 

Procedure 

Consented participants were asked to complete the study through an online survey using 

Qualtrics. Participants were randomly assigned to reflect on and answer questions regarding one 

of their parents (mother or father), as well as their relationship with that parent, throughout the 

study. Participants completed demographic questions and measures described below. All items 

within each measure were randomized. Participants were then debriefed and compensated within 

48 hours of study completion.  

 

 

Measures 

 
1A HIT Approval Rate is the percentage of assignments submitted by the Worker that have been approved by other 
Requesters. The Approval Rate is automatically calculated by MTurk based on the Worker's account statistics and 
work history. 
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Demographic information. Participants completed a demographic form. Information 

regarding age, sex, generational status, place of birth and/or age of immigration, and years lived 

in the United States were collected in this study.  

Value-centred management of value differences (VC). I developed this 23-item measure 

to assess how children of immigrants perceive value differences are managed by their parents. 

Participants were first presented with the following stem: “Below you will find statements 

describing states that you may experience in your relationship with your parent. Specifically, this 

section focuses on the differences between you and your parent, such that you and your parent 

view the world in different ways and/or have fundamentally different outlooks towards life.” 

They were then asked to answer questions regarding their parents’ strategy use in response to 

such value differences (e.g., “If my mother and I have fundamental differences, my mother and I 

would avoid conversations about our differences”). Using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), participants rated the extent to which they believed 

their mothers or fathers (depending on which one they were assigned to) would manage value 

differences in an open-ended format. The psychometric properties of this measure are reported in 

the next section. 

Person-centred management of value differences (PC) . I developed this 17-item 

measure to assess how children of immigrants perceive their parents respond to value 

differences. Participants were presented with the same stem as the VC scale and subsequently 

asked to answer questions regarding person-centred parent strategy use (e.g., “If my mother and I 

have fundamental differences, my mother would encourage me to pursue my choices.” Using a 

7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), participants rated the 

extent to which they believed their mothers or fathers (depending on which parent they were 
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assigned to) would respond according to the item, in an open-ended format. The psychometric 

properties of this measure are reported in the next section. 

Parent-child relationship. The Parent Bonding Instrument (PBI; Parker, Tupling, & 

Brown, 1979) is a 25-item questionnaire that measures care and overprotection as indexes of 

perceived parenting style, a core component of the parent-child relationship. The PBI is the most 

consistently used measure of perceived parenting style in the literature on parent-child 

relationships of both non-immigrant and immigrant families (e.g., Crouter et al., 2005). I 

included this measure to assess convergent validity in the present study. Specifically, I expected 

management of value differences strategies used in the family unit to be related to elements of 

the parent-child relationship. Participants rated the extent to which they agreed with statements 

regarding their parent’s current attitudes and perceived behaviours (e.g., “My father speaks to me 

in a warm and friendly voice”) using a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (not like my father at all) to 

6 (very much like my father). Items were averaged to generate care and protection scores for each 

scale (reverse-scored items were recoded). Higher scores indicate greater perceived care and 

protection. Both scales showed good internal consistency (Care: α = .89; Overprotection: α = 

.88).  

Personality. The TIPI is a 10-item brief measure of the Big-Five personality dimensions, 

including extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness. I 

employed the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) in the 

present study to assess discriminant validity. I expected perceived management of value 

differences strategies to be the result of socially learned patterns of interactions within families 

and not contingent on an the personality traits of individuals, which are often assumed to be 

shaped by genetic predispositions and therefore unrelated to one another. I also conceptualized 
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management of value differences and personality as distinct psychological constructs with little 

overlap. Participants rated the extent to which they agreed with the statements using a 7-point 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items were averaged to generate 

measures of each personality dimension, with higher scores representing greater levels of the 

same. Inter-item correlation2 of each subscale ranged from low to moderate (Extraversion, r = 

.47; Agreeableness, r = .32; Conscientiousness, r = .34; Emotional Stability, r = .52, Openness, r 

=.48). Therefore, results are to be interpreted with caution.  

Mood. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Lee, & Tellegen, 

1988) is comprised of 20 items that assess positive and negative affect. To further assess 

discriminant validity, I included the PANAS in the current study. I expected perceived 

management of value differences strategies to be relatively stable and unrelated to the situational 

mood state of people. They are also considered distinct conceptualizations. Participants rated the 

extent to which they have experienced each emotion at the present moment (e.g., “Please 

indicate to what extent you feel this way right now: interested”) using a 5-point scale ranging 

from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (very much). Items were averaged to generate measures of 

positive and negative affect with higher scores reflecting greater positive and negative mood, 

respectively. Both scales showed excellent internal consistency in this study (Positive Affect: α = 

.92; Negative Affect: α = .95).  

 Self-esteem. The Rosenberg’s Self Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 1965) is a 10-item 

questionnaire that assesses an individual’s level of self-esteem,. The RSE is a widely used 

 
2 With two items per subscale, alphas computed on the TIPI are likely misleading and therefore were not computed. 
Importantly, this measure has demonstrated good convergent and discriminant validity with other measures of 
personality and related constructs (Gosling et al., 2003). As such, key advantages of the TIPI include its strong 
validity and brevity, which allows the measure to be usable in large scale studies as is the current study (for full 
discussion see The Goz Lab, n.d.). 
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instrument in psychological research and has been validated for use with diverse samples, 

including Asian Americans (e.g., Chung, Kim, & Abreu, 2003). As such, I employed the RSE to 

explore the criterion relevance of my measures in relation an established measure of self-esteem 

in psychological research. I expected an association between the type of management of value 

differences strategy used and one’s self-esteem. Participants completed this measure (e.g., “I feel 

that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others”) using a 7-point scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items were averaged to generate a measure of 

self-esteem (reverse-scored items were recoded) with higher scores indicating higher self-

esteem. Internal consistency of this measure was excellent (α = .93).  

Conscientious responder. To discern conscientious from random responders from the 

study sample, the Conscientious Responder Scale (Marjanovic, Struthers, Cribbie, & Greenglass, 

2014) was administered. This 5-item measure instructed participants exactly how to answer each 

item (e.g., “To answer this question, please choose option number four, neither agree nor 

disagree”). These items were randomly added across the study questionnaire, including in my 

pilot scales. Participants’ score of 3 or higher (out of a total of 5 correct responses) was deemed a 

conscientious responder (Marjanovic et al., 2014). 

Study 1 Results 

Preliminary screening and cleaning of all measures were conducted prior to analysis to 

address missing data, outliers, multicollinearity, and normality (see Appendix B for data cleaning 

procedure in details). For statistical completeness, descriptive statistics of all measures are 

provided in Tables 2.  

Exploratory Factor Analyses 



 16 

The following analyses were conducted using R version 3.6.0 (R Core Team, 2013) with 

psych (Revelle, 2019), corpcor (Schafer, 2017), and GPArotation (Bernaards & Jennrich, 2005) 

packages.  

Value-centred (VC) management of value differences. A principal axis factor analysis 

was conducted on 23 items of VC approaches with an orthogonal (varimax) rotation applied to 

the extracted factors. Preliminary investigations of factorability suggested that the data was 

suitable for a factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 

.95, well above the recommended value of .60 (Tabachnick, 2007). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

was significant, c2(253) = 3652.59, p < .001, which suggested that the correlations between items 

were sufficiently large for a factor analysis. Communality values ranged from .30 to .73, with the 

exception that one item (“Ignore our differences”) resulted in .22 and one item (“Make me learn 

more about his/her views”) resulted in .03.  

The number of factors to extract was determined by Kaiser’s criterion (i.e., eigenvalues 

less than 1), the Scree test, and a parallel analysis. Factor loadings > |.5| were considered 

significant loadings. Kaiser’s criterion suggested a three-factor solution with no significant 

loadings were observed on the third factor, in turn indicating a two-factor structure. A review of 

the scree plot and results of the parallel analysis both indicated a two-factor structure that 

cumulatively explained 51% of the variance. Consequently, two factors were retained from the 

final analysis. All items had primary loadings over > |.5| with no cross-loading items with the 

exception of two items reported with low factor loadings (“Ignore our differences” and “Make 

me learn more about his/her views”). As such, these two items were eliminated. Overall, the 

results indicate that a two-factor solution is the most appropriate factor structure for the scale and 

21 out of 23 items were retained.  
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Inspection of item content on factor 1 (12 items) could be generally interpreted as 

tolerance. Specifically, items clustered on this factor largely seem to be related to the perception 

that parents use strategies that involve avoidant behaviours when navigating value differences 

with their child (e.g., “Avoid conversations about our differences”), or nonverbal actions that 

signals a negative connotation (e.g., “Dismiss our differences”). Factor 2 (9 items) could be 

interpreted as acceptance, such that items were broadly related to parents carrying a positive, 

open, and supportive manner in managing parent-child value differences (e.g., “My parents 

would talk to me with ease about our differences”).  

Face validity of the scale items across both factors was assessed. Specifically, item 

statements diametric to one another were observed to load on separate factors and with different 

factor loadings. Theoretically, these items were not considered as part of the same dimension. 

Rather, they were considered independent of one another and allowed to load freely in the factor 

structure as part of our exploratory analyses. These results, showing that the items opposite to 

one another do not necessarily load perfectly in a diametric fashion on the factor structures, 

support the notion that they are interpreted as orthogonal rather than along the same continuum 

of one factor. The resulting two-factor structure is displayed in Table 2. The two factors were 

negatively and significantly related to one another with a moderate association observed (see 

Table 3).  

Person-centered (PC) management of value differences. The same exploratory factor 

analysis was applied to the 17 items related to PC measure. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 

sampling adequacy was .91 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant, c2(136) = 2438.35, 

p < .001. Communality values ranged from .31 to .76 besides one item (“Stay involved in my life 

only for the important occasions”) that resulted in .17. This preliminary analysis suggested that 



 18 

the data was overall suitable for a factor analysis. Accordingly, Kaiser’s criterion, a review of the 

scree plot, and parallel analysis indicated a three-factor structure, which explained 57% of the 

variance. One item cross-loaded across two factors (“Forbid me from making my own 

decisions”) and interpretation of the factor structure involved reviewing this item in relation to 

both factors. Additionally, two other items showed poor loadings (“Stay involved in my life only 

for the important occasions” and “Feel indifferent towards me about the choices that I make”), 

which were eliminated from the factor analysis. All other items had primary loadings over > |.5|. 

In total, 15 out of 17 items were retained. Review of item content on factor 1 (5 items) suggested 

that this factor could be interpreted as rejection of the person (e.g., “My parents would no longer 

speak to me because of our differences”). Factor 2 (5 items) could be interpreted as persuading 

the person (e.g., “My parents try to make decisions they want for me”) and factor 3 (5 items) 

could be interpreted as acceptance of the person despite value differences (e.g., “My parents 

would allow me to make my own decisions”). Face validity of this factor structure was also 

assessed. As with the VC scale, several items presented as opposite items of one another (e.g., 

No longer stay involved in my life” and “Stay involved in my life”) were allowed to load 

orthogonally to their respective factor structure rather than in a diametric fashion. Indeed, factor 

loadings of each of these items were not identical. The resulting three-factor structure is also 

displayed in Table 3. The three factors were moderate and significantly correlated with one 

another and direction and magnitude of the associations appeared reasonable (see Table 4). Inter-

correlations of subscales between both VC and PC scales are also reported in Table 4. 

Internal Reliability 

Based on results from the exploratory factor analysis, items from each factor were then 

aggregated by averaging them (reverse-coded items were recoded). Higher scores reflect greater 
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use of each type of management strategy. Internal reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s 

alpha. The VC subscales showed high reliability with (Tolerance: α = .91; Acceptance: α = 93). 

Internal consistency of the PC subscales was acceptable (Rejection α = .84; Persuasion = α = 

.84; Acceptance: α =.87). See Table 2 for complete descriptive statistics of both scales.   

Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

To assess convergent and discriminant aspects of construct validity, Pearson r 

correlations were computed between the developed scale scores and scores assessing 

participants’ mood, personality, parent-child relationship, and self-esteem. Correlation 

coefficients were subjected to Fisher’s z transformations to obtain confidence limits as well as to 

further minimize any influence of non-normality or outliers. These analyses were conducted in 

SPSS 26.0 (IBM Corp, 2019).  

Parent-child relationship. To determine convergent validity, scores from subscales of the 

VC measure (2: Tolerance, Acceptance) were correlated with scores from subscales of the PBI 

(2: Care, Overprotection). As can be seen in Table 5, there was a negative and significant 

association with Tolerance in relation to Care, and a positive and significant association in 

relation to Overprotection. The inverse pattern was observed for Acceptance with Care, as well 

as with Overprotection.  

Scores from subscales of the PC measure (3: Rejection, Persuasion, Acceptance) were 

correlated with subscales of the PBI. Both Rejection and Persuasion showed a negative and 

significant relation to Care and the inverse pattern in relation to Overprotection. Acceptance on 

this scale followed a similar pattern as Acceptance from the VC scale such that there was 

positive and significant relationship with Care, and a negative and significant relationship with 

Overprotection (see Table 5).  
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Taken together, for the VC scale, acceptance of value differences is related to a positive 

parenting style (i.e., Care) whereas tolerance towards value differences is related to a negative 

parenting style (i.e., Overprotection). For the PC scale, acceptance is also related to a positive 

parenting style (i.e. Care) whereas rejection and persuasion the individual are related to a 

negative parenting style (i.e. Overprotection). The magnitude of these relationships ranging from 

moderate to relatively strong is expected, given that separate but related measures were 

compared, each of which assessed elements of the parent-child relationship. These results 

provide initial evidence for convergent validity.  

Personality. To determine discriminant validity, scores from subscales of the VC 

measure (2: Tolerance, Acceptance) were correlated with subscales of the TIPI (5: Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Openness). As can be seen in Table 5, 

for the VC scale, results revealed a negative and significant relationship between Tolerance and 

all subscales of the TIPI. The inverse pattern was generally observed between Acceptance and all 

subscales of the TIPI. Specifically, Acceptance was positively and significantly correlated with 

Extraversion, Emotional Stability, and Openness, although it is noteworthy that confidence 

intervals for Acceptance in relation to Openness overlapped with zero. While a similar pattern of 

results was observed between Acceptance in relation to Agreeableness and Consciousness, these 

associations were weak and not statistically significant.  

Scores from the PC measure (3: Rejection, Persuasion, Acceptance) were correlated with 

scores from the subscales of the TIPI. As can be seen in Table 5, rejection and Persuasion were 

both negatively and significantly correlated with all five subscales of the TIPI with confidence 

intervals that did not overlap with zero. By contrast, there was a positive and significant 

relationship between Acceptance in relation to Extraversion, Emotional Stability, Openness, and 
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Agreeableness. No significant relation was observed between Acceptance and 

Conscientiousness. Altogether, the range of small to moderate correlation coefficients observed 

between both piloted measures and the TIPI suggest that these variables are not highly related, 

which is in line with my expectation. These results thereby offer evidence for discriminant 

validity. These results are to be interpreted with caution given the low internal consistency of the 

TIPI.  

Mood. To further determine discriminate validity, subscales of the VC measure (2: 

Tolerance, Acceptance) were correlated with subscales of the PANAS (2: Positive Affect, 

Negative Affect). As can be seen in Table 5, tolerance was negatively and significantly 

correlated with Positive Affect, and positively and significantly correlated with Negative Affect. 

By contrast, Acceptance was positively and significantly correlated with Positive Affect. No 

significant relation was observed between Acceptance and Negative Affect (see Table 5).  

Scores from the PC measure (3: Rejection, Persuasion, Acceptance) were also correlated 

with scores from the subscales of the PANAS. There was a negative and significant association 

between Persuasion and Positive Affect, with an inverse relationship between Persuasion and 

Negative Affect. No significant relation was observed between Rejection and Positive Affect, 

while there was a positive and significant association between Rejection and Negative Affect. 

Acceptance on this scale followed a similar pattern as that of the VC scale (Appendix D). Results 

ranged from small to moderate correlation coefficients, with the exception that the relationship 

between Rejection and Negative Affect appear to be relatively strong. Importantly, the overall 

pattern of results suggest that these variables are mostly not highly related, which is expected 

given their distinct conceptualizations and thus further demonstrating discriminant validity of 

both scales.   
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Criterion Validity  

Criterion validity of the developed measures was assessed. Pearson r correlations were 

computed following the same analysis procedure as described in the previous section.  

Self-esteem. Scores from the VC (2: Tolerance, Acceptance) and PC scales (3: Rejection, 

Persuasion, Acceptance) were correlated with scores from the RSE. As can be seen in Table 5, 

for the VC scale, there was a negative and significant association between RSE and Tolerance 

with the inverse pattern observed with Acceptance. Magnitude of these associations were 

moderate. In regard to the PC scale, there was a negative and significant association between 

RSE and Persuasion as well as with Rejection. The inverse relation was observed with 

Acceptance of the PC scale. These associations also appeared moderate in magnitude (see Table 

5). Overall, the direction and magnitude of these associations for both types strategies specific to 

Acceptance and Rejection appeared to largely relate to self-esteem in expected, theoretically 

consistent ways (see Rohner, 1980). Specifically, greater perception of acceptance of value 

differences is related to greater self-esteem. Moreover, greater perception of acceptance of the 

person reflects greater self-esteem and by contrast, greater perceived efforts to reject the 

individual are related to poorer self-esteem. These results contribute to evidence for the external 

(or criterion) validity of the scales developed. 

Individual Characteristics  

Parent roles. Differences in the specific parent (2: mother, father) of the parent-child 

relationship in relation to the subscales of the PC and VC measures were examined. Using SPSS 

26.0, independent t-tests were computed comparing parent assigned (2: mother, father). Results 

revealed that differences in parent roles related to the perceived use of Persuasion as a strategy 

from the PC scale. Specifically, participants on average endorsed perceiving greater use of the 
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persuasion strategy by their mother in navigating the relationship (i.e., the child; the PC scale) 

than by their father. This association was significant and represented a moderate effect (see 

Table 10). 

Age, sex, and generational status. Differences in participants’ demographic information, 

specifically age, sex, and generational status of the VC and PC management of value differences 

scales were evaluated. Preliminary screening and cleaning of all measures were conducted prior 

to analysis to address missing data, outliers, multicollinearity, and normality (see Appendix B for 

data cleaning procedure). Pearson r correlations were computed between the average age of 

participants and subscales of the VC and PC measures using SPSS 26.0. Correlation coefficients 

were subjected to Fisher’s z transformations to construct confidence limits and further reduce the 

influence of non-normality or outliers on the data. Independent t-tests were computed to 

determine any differences in use of each measure across participants’ sex (2: male, female) and 

generational status (2: born in the US/Canada, not born in the US/Canada).  

No significant differences in the average age and sex of the participants were observed 

(see Table 11 and 12). Differences in generational status was found in perceived use of Rejection 

as a strategy from the PC scale. Specifically, first generation children of immigrants (i.e., born 

outside of the US) reported perceiving greater use of rejection (of the person) as a strategy by 

their parents to navigate value differences than second generation children of immigrants (i.e., 

born in the US). This association was significant and represented a medium-sized effect (see 

Table 13).  

Study 1 Discussion 

This study focused on developing and piloting a novel set of items that aimed to assess 

some of the common ways that children of East Asian immigrant families may perceive how 
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value differences are managed within families. The initial item pool was developed based on a 

comprehensive literature review conducted on East Asian immigrant families’ acculturation 

experiences (Hou & Giguère, in preparation). This process, coupled with expert consultation, 

informed the content validity of the items. Two distinct measures emerged on the basis of 

preliminary exploratory factor analysis and theoretical consensus: one that is value-centred (VC 

scale) while the other is person-centred (PC scale). Results supported a two-factor structure 

(acceptance and tolerance) for the VC scale compromised of 21 items and a three-factor structure 

(acceptance, persuasion, and rejection) for the PC scale comprised of 17 items. All combined 

scale items showed good to excellent internal consistency. Correlational analyses demonstrated 

initial evidence for convergent and discriminant aspects of external validity, in addition to 

criterion validity. An exploration of individual characteristics showed some differences in 

perceived use of strategies by the parent assigned (mother or father). Notably, a key limitation of 

the current work is that the developed scales combined young adult children of immigrants’ 

perceptions of strategies used by their mothers and fathers. One perspective on this approach is 

that mothers and fathers are in effect considered a family unit and therefore adopt similar roles. 

Alternatively, this approach can also confound the types of approaches used by immigrant 

mothers and fathers, provided that there are parent role differences. Importantly, my exploratory 

analyses regarding the effects of parent roles on my developed scales, coupled with prior studies, 

have shown that the role of the parent (mother or father) may differ in their influence within the 

dyad of the parent-child relationship in the context of the acculturation gap (e.g., Schofield et al., 

2008; Costigan & Dokis, 2006b). As such, delineating mother- and father-specific measures and 

exploring whether parent roles could influence the management strategies used will be an 

important aspect of refining the developed measures.  
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Study 2: Further Reliability and Validity Testing 

 Study 2 further assessed the psychometric properties of the measures piloted in Study 1. 

The same set of measures, including items from both VC and PC management of value 

differences scales, were administered to a Canadian sample, another country in North America. 

The objective of this study was to confirm the internal consistency and external validity of the 

scales, as well as to begin to determine their generalizability across different countries. Study 2 

was not preregistered. I deviated from my preregistered plan and conducted this additional study 

with a Canadian sample. Therefore, my predictions were not preregistered.  

Study 2 Method 

A final sample of 108 participants (33 females, 75 males) from Canada with a mean age 

of 24.90 years (SD = 4.70) were included in the data analysis. Participants were recruited from 

MTurk. The same inclusion criteria and HIT approval rate from Study 1 were applied with the 

exception that Canadian participants received $5.00 USD for Amazon.com in compensation3 for 

their participation on a 35-minute online survey. The same data quality checks from Study 1 

were implemented. In total, 175 participants were originally recruited and completed the study 

questionnaire. Data cleaning resulted in the removal of 67 participants to produce the final 

sample reported here for data analysis. Most common cases for participant removal included:  1) 

Random responders (n = 11); 2) Participants that did not complete the survey within the time 

criteria implemented (n = 4); and 3) Participants that identified as multi-ethnic (n = 30). See 

Appendix B to see data cleaning procedure in details. Descriptive information for participants is 

displayed in Table 1. 

 
3 Due to differences in modes of compensation between American and Canadian participants (i.e., monetary 
compensation versus gift card), adjustments were made to ensure that compensations for American and Canadian 
participants were relatively comparable and reflective of the median hourly wage for tasks.  
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Procedure 

 Study 2 was delivered in the same manner as Study 1. 

Measures 

The same set of measures (i.e., initial item pool) used in Study 1 were included in Study 

2. Scores for each measure were computed in the same manner. Internal consistency of all 

measures used the current study can be found in Table 2.    

Study 2 Results 

Preliminary screening and cleaning of all measures were conducted to address missing 

data, outliers, multicollinearity, and normality (see Appendix B for data cleaning procedure). For 

statistical completeness, descriptive statistics of all measures are provided in Tables 2. All 

analyses were conducted in SPSS 26.0 (IBM Corp, 2019).  

Internal Reliability 

Internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. The same reliability criteria 

from Study 1 was applied. Acceptance and Tolerance of the VC management of value 

differences scale showed excellent internal consistency, with both α = .90 (see Table 2). 

Subscales of the PC management of value differences mesaure all showed acceptable to good 

reliability, including Acceptance (α = .79), Persuasion (α = .85), and Rejection (α = .88; see 

Table 2). Inter-correlations of subscales between both VC and PC scales are reported in Table 6.  

Convergent and Discriminant Validity  

To assess convergent and discriminant validity, Pearson r correlations were computed 

between the developed scale scores and scores assessing participants’ mood, personality, and 

parent-child relationship. Pearson r was subjected to Fisher’s z transformations to generate 

confidence intervals and additionally reduce any effects of non-normality or outliers. 
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Parent-child relationship. To assess convergent validity, scores from subscales of the 

PBI were correlated with scores from the developed scales. Results indicate that the association 

between subscales of both the VC and PC management of value differences and subscales of the 

PBI were consistent with findings from Study 1. As can be seen in Table 7, acceptance of value 

differences and of the person were positively and significantly correlated with Care while 

Tolerance of value differences, as well as Persuasion and Rejection of the individual, were 

negatively and significantly correlated with Overprotection. The magnitude of these relationships 

was also in line with results from Study 1, ranging from moderate to strong. As such, these 

results provide further evidence for convergent validity.  

Personality. To assess discriminant validity, scores from subscales of the TIPI were 

correlated with scores from the developed scales. Broadly, results showed that the association 

between subscales of the VC and PC management of value differences and subscales of the TIPI 

largely followed a similar pattern as those from Study 1 though the associations were generally 

weaker than those from Study 1. Specifically, as can be seen in Table 7, for the VC scale, there 

was a negative and significant relationship between Tolerance and all subscales of the TIPI. 

While an inverse, positive relationship was observed between Acceptance and all subscales of 

the TIPI, the associations appeared weak and were not statistically significant.  

Regarding the PC scale, as can be seen in Table 7, there was generally a negative 

association between Rejection and all subscales of the TIPI, but only one significant relation was 

observed, between Rejection and Consciousness. Additionally, Persuasion in relation to 

subscales of the TIPI generally followed a similar trend from Study 1 such that there was a 

negative association between variables. However, only two significant relations emerged, 

between Persuasion in relation to Extraversion and Consciousness. There was a positive and 
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significant relationship between Acceptance in relation to Extraversion and Openness, as with 

findings from Study 1. However, contrary to the pattern of results from Study 1, no significant 

relations were observed between Acceptance and the remaining subscales of the TIPI, including 

Agreeableness, Conscientious, and Emotional Stability. Results consistently showed a range of 

near-zero to small correlation coefficients, suggesting that these variables are not highly related 

and in turn further demonstrating discriminant validity of the measures that I developed.    

Mood. To determine discriminant validity, scores from the PANAS were correlated with 

scores from the developed scales. Overall, findings revealed that correlations between subscales 

of the VC and PC management of value differences measures and subscales of the PANAS are 

generally in line with pattern of results from Study 1 with a pattern of weaker relationships. 

Specifically, as can be seen in Table 7, in line with findings from Study 1, Acceptance from both 

the VC and PC scale showed a positive and significant association in relation to Positive Affect 

and no significant relations with Negative Affect. While the association between Tolerance of 

the VC scale and subscales of the PANAS followed the same pattern of results as Study 1, no 

significant relations were observed. As with Study 1, Rejection was positively and significantly 

correlated with Negative Affect and no significant relation was observed between Rejection and 

Positive Affect. The pattern of results for Persuasion in relation to subscales of the PANAS was, 

albeit weaker, similar to those of Study 1, though no significant relation was observed. Taken 

together, results suggest that these variables are largely unrelated, in turn further demonstrating 

discriminant validity of both scales.  

Criterion Validity  

Self-esteem.  Scores from both VC and PC subscales were correlated with the RSE, 

following the same analytical approach as in Study 1. As can be seen in Table 7, the results, 
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while weaker in magnitude, were largely in line with findings from Study 1. Surprisingly, a near-

zero and non-significant association emerged between Acceptance of the VC scale and RSE. 

Individual Characteristics  

 Analyses were completed in the same manner as with Study 1.  

Parent roles. As see in Table 10, no significant effects of differences in parent roles, 

were observed on both the VC and PC management of value differences scales. 

Age, sex, and generational status. As seen in Tables 11, 12, and 13, no significant 

effects of differences in average parent roles, age, sex, and generational status were observed 

across subscales of the VC and PC management of value differences.  

Study 2 Discussion 

The present study aimed to further examine the psychometric properties of the VC and 

PC management of value differences measures based on a Canadian sample. Consistent with 

findings from Study 1, results from the current study further supported the reliability and validity 

of the scales. Psychometric properties of these measures appeared relatively stable across both 

the American (Study 1) and Canadian (Study 2) samples, offering preliminary evidence for the 

generalizability of the scales across countries in North America. Notably, acceptance of value 

differences from the VC scale (but not acceptance of the individual from the PC scale) appeared 

unrelated to self-esteem, a finding that contrasted those from Study 1. One possible explanation 

for this result is in regard to differences between Canadian and American population groups. 

Specifically, Canada and the United States may be expected to show different patterns of 

acculturation and adjustment due to differences across countries that can subsequently contribute 

to how family members navigate value differences in the family relationship. For instance, 

Canada’s multiculturalism policy promotes the inclusion of cultural diversity with a focus on 
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acceptance of differences (Government of Canada, 2012), which is closely aligned with my 

conceptualization of acceptance of value differences. In fact, Canada is ranked among the 

highest of 21 Western nations in adopting comprehensive multiculturalism policies while the 

United States is ranked as moderate (Multiculturalism Policy Index, 2010). It can therefore be 

suggested that with greater openness to multiculturalism, perhaps acceptance of differences is 

perceived as normative and therefore, pertinent to self-esteem. In other words, these distinct 

differences in the adoption of multiculturalism policies at the level may have an influence on 

how individuals in turn respond to differences in values in the family context. Taken together, 

Study 2 offered additional evidence for the construct validity of the scales. Notably, as with 

Study 1, a major limitation of the present study remains that the developed measures do not 

discern children of immigrants’ perceptions of strategies used by their mothers and fathers.  

Study 3: Scales Validation 

The goal of Study 3 was to refine the developed measures and confirm the hypothesized 

latent structures. Refinement of the scales was made on the basis of findings from Study 1 and 2 

to further strengthen content validity. In total, two items from the VC management of value 

differences scale were eliminated because of their consistent low loading factors with 19 items 

preserved. Three items from the PC management of value differences scale were also removed 

because of their consistent low loading factors, while the remaining 12 items were preserved. 

Importantly, to address a major limitation from Study 1 and 2, distinct measurement models for 

perceived mothers’ and of fathers’ management of value differences strategies were created to 

further determine the role of the parent (mother or father) in the parent-child relationship in 

relation to the family’s acculturation (e.g., Schofield et al., 2008; Costigan & Dokis, 2006b). The 

same measure of self-esteem employed in Study 1 and 2, along with additional measures related 
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to family conflict of Asian Americans and Bicultural Identity Integration, were administered in 

Study 3. These latter measures were included to further examine how my developed measures 

relate to other, established measures in acculturation research and in turn inform construct 

validity. This portion of Study 3 was not preregistered. I deviated from my preregistered plan 

(see https://osf.io/v5sha) to focus on confirming the latent structures of the developed measures. 

Therefore, my predictions were not preregistered.  

Study 3 Method 

Participants  

A final sample of 228 participants (75 females, 152 males) from the US with a mean age 

of 28.24 years (SD = 3.87) were included in the data analysis. Participants were recruited from 

MTurk following the same inclusion criteria as Study 1 and Study 2. All participants were 

recruited from MTurk and the same inclusion criteria, HIT approval rate, and compensation rate 

from Study 1 were applied. Likewise, the same data quality checks from Study 1 and 2 were 

implemented. In total, 533 participants were originally recruited and completed the study 

questionnaire. Data cleaning resulted in the removal of 304 participants to produce the final 

sample reported here for data analysis. Most common cases for participant removal included:  1) 

incomplete questionnaires (n = 146); 2) random responders (n = 17); 3) participants that did not 

have current contact with their parents (n = 25). See Appendix B to see data cleaning procedure 

in details. Descriptive information for participants is displayed in Table 1. 

Procedure 

 Participants completed a series of questionnaires. Study 3 was delivered in the same 

manner as Study 1 and 2 with the exception that participants were asked to answer questions 

regarding both their parents (mother and father), rather than regarding one of them. The order in 
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which measures regarding their mother and father were presented to participants (i.e., mother 

first or father first) was randomized.   

Measures 

Demographic information. The same demographic questions employed in Study 1 and 2 

were included in the current study.  

VC management of value differences. Participants completed the refined version of the 

VC management of value differences scale. Using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), participants rated the extent to which they believed their parents 

would navigate value differences. Following the factor analysis, items from each factor were 

aggregated by averaging them (reverse-coded items were recoded). Higher scores reflect greater 

use of each type of management of value differences strategy. The psychometric properties of 

this measure are reported in the next section. 

PC management of value differences. Participants completed the refined version of the 

VC management of value differences scale. Using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), participants rated the extent to which they believed their parents 

would respond to the individual. Following the factor analysis, items from each factor were 

aggregated by averaging them (reverse-coded items were recoded). Higher scores reflect greater 

use of each type of management of value differences strategy. The psychometric properties of 

this measure are reported in the next section. 

Family conflict. The 20-item Asian American Family Conflict Scale (FCS; Lee et al., 

2000) assesses acculturation-based family conflict in Asian American families and is comprised 

of two subscales, Likelihood and Seriousness. I included the FCS in this study to assess 

convergent validity. I expected the FCS to be related to the VC and PC management of value 
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differences due to their related conceptualization to family conflict. Participants rated the 

likelihood of occurrence of 10 typical Asian American family conflicts (e.g., “Your parents tell 

you what to do with your life, but you want to make your own decisions.”) using a 5-point scale 

(1 = almost never; 5 = almost always) and the seriousness of these types of situations (1 = not at 

all; 5 = extremely). Items were averaged (reverse-scored items were recoded) to generate 

likelihood and seriousness scores. Internal consistency of subscales was excellent (Likelihood: α 

= .91; Seriousness: α = .92).  

Bicultural identity integration. The 8-item Bicultural Identity Integration Scale (BII; 

Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005) assesses the degree to which bicultural individuals perceive 

their two cultures to be integrated with one another. I included the BII to further examine 

convergent validity in the present study. I expected BII to be correlated with the VC and PC 

management of value differences scales due to their related conceptualizations. Participants rated 

their level of bicultural identity integration (e.g., “I feel like someone moving between two 

cultures.”) using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Items were averaged 

to generate distance (vs. overlap) and conflict (vs. harmony) scores. Conflict and distance items 

were reverse scored so that higher scores reflected higher levels of BII (i.e., greater overlap and 

harmony, respectively). Internal consistency of subscales was very poor (Overlap: α = .12; 

Harmony: α = .61). Overlap has been previously reported to be associated with mixed 

psychometric qualities (c.f., Huynh, Benet-Martinez, & Nguyen, 2018). In this study, given the 

extremely low alpha, no results for Overlap are reported. The alpha for the Harmony subscale 

was lower than commonly accepted standard and therefore should be interpreted with caution. 

Self-esteem. Build on my rationale from Study 1 and 2, I included the RSE (Rosenberg, 

1965) to further assess criterion/external validity. Participants completed the RSE (Rosenberg, 
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1965), which was administered and scored in the same format as in Study 1 and 2. This measure 

showed good internal consistency in the present study (α = .84).  

Study 3 Results 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to confirm the hypothesized underlying 

factor structures of the VC and PC management of value differences scales. Combined and 

separate measurement models of each construct (VC and PC) were tested. Models for mothers 

and fathers were evaluated separately only because each model was comprised of the same set of 

items and as such correlating the factors would not be feasible.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The following analyses were conducted using R version 3.6.0 (R Core Team, 2013), 

specifically with lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and semPlot packages (Epskamp, 2019). Interpretation 

of results was guided by a number of fit indices, including χ2 approximation; the comparative-fit 

index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) with values greater than .90 to be considered an acceptable fit 

(Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullan, 2008); the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; 

Steiger, 1990) with values less than .08 considered to be a good fit (Brown & Cudek, 1993); the 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988) where values less 

than .10 is considered adequate (Hu & Bentler, 1995); and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; Tucker 

& Lewis, 1973) in which values greater than .95 are considered good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

Fit statistics of all confirmatory analyses completed for both measures can be found in Table 8.  

VC management of value differences. For all models, χ2 values were significant, 

indicating that no model fully explained the data. However, it is noteworthy that this statistic is 

sensitive to sample size. Based on a review of additional fit statistics, the proposed two-factor 

model for perceived mothers’ VC measure (Model 1; see Table 7) yielded an acceptable fit to the 
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data. Similarly, the two-factor model for perceived fathers’ VC measure (Model 2) yielded a 

good fit to the data (see Table 8). 

PC management of value differences. As with the VC scale, all models of the PC scale 

showed significant χ2 values. As a result, additional fit statistics were reviewed. Fit for the data 

on the initial hypothesized three-factor structure of PC measure, for both mother and father 

models, appeared somewhat marginal (Models 3 and 4; see Table 8). Based on a review of 

modification indices, alternative models were assessed. To obtain the best fit for the mother 

model, one item (“Still stay involved in my life”) was eliminated and another item (“Forbid me 

from making my own decisions”) was loaded on Persuasion instead of its original loading on 

Rejection. Re-specification of this model (Model 5; see Table 8) in turn led to an improvement in 

the fit. Similarly, eliminating the same item (“Still stay involved in my life”) on the father model 

led to a substantial improvement in the fit (Model 6; see Table 8). Both scales were refined on 

the basis of these findings (see Appendix D).    

Internal Reliability 

The refined VC subscales for both the mother and father models showed good to 

excellent internal consistency (Tolerance for mother: α = .92 and for father: α = .92; Acceptance 

for mother: α = .87 and for father: α = .89). Likewise, reliability of PC subscales regarding both 

mother and father models ranged from good to acceptable (Rejection for mother: α = .79 and for 

father α = .78; Persuasion for mother α =.74 and for father α = .79; Acceptance for mother α = 

.77 and for father α = .81). A summary of these descriptive statistics is reported along with other 

key variables across the three studies under Table 2. Inter-correlations of subscales between both 

VC and PC scales are reported in Table 9.      

Convergent and Discriminant Validity  
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 To further determine convergent and discriminant validity, Pearson r correlations were 

computed between scores from the refined scales and scores assessing family conflict, Bicultural 

Identity Integration, and self-esteem. Pearson r was subjected to Fisher’s z transformations to 

generate confidence intervals and additionally reduce any effects of non-normality or outliers. 

Analyses were conducted using SPSS 26.0 (IBM Corp, 2019). 

Family conflict. Scores from the VC and PC scales were correlated with scores from the 

FCS (2: Likelihood; Seriousness). Overall, as can be seen in Table 9, there was a positive and 

significant association between Likelihood and Seriousness and all subscales of the VC and PC 

scales. The magnitude of associations between Tolerance of the VC scale and Rejection and 

Persuasion of the PC scale and subscales of the FCS appear strong and the general pattern of 

results are consistent with my expectations. By contrast, Acceptance of both scales showed a 

weak association to both subscales of the FCS and the directionality of these relations is contrary 

to my expectations. 

Bicultural identity integration. Scores from the VC and PC scales were correlated with 

scores from the BII (Harmony). As can be seen in Table 9, The general pattern of results 

indicates that Harmony was negatively correlated with all subscales of the VC and PC scales, for 

both mother and father models. With the exception of Acceptance of the VC scale (mother 

model), all relations were significant. Direction and magnitude of associations between 

Tolerance of the VC scale and Rejection and Persuasion of the PC scale with the BII appeared 

strong and reasonable. By contrast, Acceptance of both scales showed a much weaker 

association and with greater variability. 
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Criterion Validity 

Self-esteem. Scores from the VC and PC scales were correlated with scores from the 

RSE. As can be seen in Table 9, the results of S3 were largely in line with findings from Study 1 

and 2 such that Tolerance of the VC scale, along with Rejection and Persuasion of the PC scale 

were negatively and significantly related to RSE. Notably, Acceptance from both PC and VC 

scales demonstrated near-zero and non-significant correlations with RSE. This finding, while 

absent from Study 1, is line with those from Study 2. These results contribute to evidence for the 

external validity of the scales.  

Individual Characteristics 

Parent roles. As seen in Table 10, differences in parent roles (2: mother, father) was 

found to be related to Acceptance from the VC management of value differences scale. 

Specifically, participants on average endorsed perceiving greater use of acceptance as a strategy 

by their mother in navigating value differences (i.e., the VC scale) than by their father. This 

association was significant and demonstrated a moderate effect.  

Age, sex, and generational status. As seen in Table 11, the average age of the 

participants correlated significantly and positively with subscales of the VC management of 

value differences (2: Tolerance, Acceptance), as well as the subscales Acceptance and Rejection 

from the PC management of value differences measure. These associations were weak. No effect 

of sex or generational status in relation to the VC and PC scales was observed (see Tables 12 and 

13).   

Study 3 Discussion 

This study confirmed the factor structures of one of the two scales developed. 

Specifically, results indicate that a two-factor structure (2: Acceptance, Tolerance) is a good 
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representation of the VC management of value differences measure with respect to both mother 

and father models. As such, no statistical modifications were made on the VC scale. Further, 

results generally supported the acceptability of a three-factor structure (3: Rejection, Persuasion, 

Acceptance) of the PC management of value differences measure. Importantly, analyses revealed 

that modification to the models can result in a stronger fit with the data for both parent models. 

Therefore, a small number of modifications were made on the PC scale. Internal consistency of 

the confirmed factor structures ranged from good to excellent. External validity of the scales was 

further supported by correlating measures of family conflict, bicultural identity integration, and 

self-esteem with the developed measures, showing reasonable association given their related 

conceptualization in the context of immigrant families and their acculturation experience. It is 

noteworthy that some variability in findings emerged regarding Acceptance of both measures. In 

all, results indicate that the VC scale is a generally reliable and valid measure of perceived value-

centred management of value differences by East Asian immigrant parents (mother and father). 

Evaluation of the PC scale revealed the current, best working model and approximation of 

perceived person-centred management of value differences, with data suggesting that the 

hypothesized model can be an excellent fit with modifications.   

General Discussion 

In the present research, I endeavoured to examine some of the ways in which East Asian 

immigrant family members respond when faced with value differences. Through a series of 

studies, I developed and validated two self-report instruments intended to assess several 

components relevant to perceived management of value differences by parents, from the 

perspective of East Asian children of immigrants.  
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In Study 1, development of the scale items was informed by a comprehensive literature 

review coupled with expert consultation. Content validity was achieved through this iterative 

process. Exploratory factor analysis revealed two distinct measures of management of value 

differences, one pertaining to management of value differences (VC scale) and another in dealing 

with the respective family member in the relationship (PC scale). Construct validity of the 

developed measures was investigated by relating them to other theoretical constructs within its 

nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1995), including measures of family relationship, 

mood, personality, and self-esteem. Results provided evidence for external validity (convergent, 

discriminant, and criterion-related). In Study 2, to further determine the correlates of 

management of value differences, I conducted reliability testing on a different group of East 

Asian children of immigrants from another country. A similar pattern of results was generally 

found and as such provided further support for the validity of the measures, as well as initial 

evidence for their generalizability. In Study 3, I confirmed one of two hypothesized 

measurement models (VC scale) and considered alternative models to determine the best model 

fit to the data for the latter (PC scale). I also included additional measures relevant to the family 

context of immigrant families (family conflict, Bicultural Identity Integration) for further validity 

testing and results overall supported the validity of the scales with some mixed findings 

observed. Taken together, findings from my work suggest that East Asian family members, 

specifically perceived parent behaviours as reported by children of immigrants, use unique 

strategies to deal with value differences and their respective family member in the presence of 

parent-child conflict related to the acculturation gap. I discuss in details findings related to each 

measure below. 
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Value-centred Management of Differences  

My studies revealed that the perceived strategies used to manage value differences 

involve acceptance and tolerance of these differences. Acceptance generally reflected the 

conception of explicit recognition, understanding, and/or support for value differences in a 

positive manner. This construct emerged from the data with mixed findings. The positive 

association between acceptance and self-esteem observed (Study 1) was in accordance with my 

expectation, such that perceived acceptance of differences of values within the parent-child 

relationship from the child’s perspective was hypothesized to minimize opportunities for 

disagreement or miscommunication in the family unit. In fact, prior studies focusing on how 

values are transmitted between immigrant parents and their children have suggested that 

children’s acceptance of their parents’ values is key (e.g., Cashmore & Goodnow, 1985; Knafo 

& Schwartz, 2001). Importantly, acceptance in these latter studies was conceived as perceived 

similarities of parent-child values. My findings therefore extend from existing work by 

identifying greater acceptance of differences of values as an effective component of management 

of value differences that is associated with greater self-esteem. The discovery of this strategy 

therefore broadens the scope of approaches used by family members in navigating value 

differences, which is particularly prominent for East Asians. 

A surprising finding was that there was variability in how acceptance related to self-

esteem (Study 2 and 3) and to bicultural identity integration and family conflict (Study 3). One 

interpretation of this is that parental acceptance of value differences as perceived by East Asian 

children of immigrants may be unrelated to self-esteem. This is plausible if explicit expression of 

support for incongruent values is not encouraged in the family. For example, if there is a greater 

priority for congruent values in the family relationship (e.g., Ying et al., 2004), acceptance of 
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these differences in values would inherently disrupt, rather than enhance, family dynamics. 

Finally, this unexpected pattern of results may also be due to random sampling error given that 

these associations were weak, suggesting the need for further studies to replicate these findings.  

Identification of tolerance as a management approach was a noteworthy finding. Based 

on the data across three studies, tolerance was interpreted as a strategy that is used to express 

lenience despite holding an opposing view towards the situation (i.e., value differences). Put 

another way, a parent who tolerates differences may avoid conversations with their child about 

their differences. Such behaviours are efforts to navigate differences without making the 

situation worse. Tolerance as a strategy appears to encompass a range of behaviours, including 

nonverbal, diminished, or avoidant behaviours, as well as those that signal dislike or disapproval 

but expressed in ambiguous manners. Broadly, this conceptualization is in line with my inference 

that this form of communication is unique to East Asian immigrant families. Specifically, 

individuals from collectivistic cultures, where interactions tend to occur in “high context” (i.e., 

heavily involved with one another), tend to engage in more implicit than explicit communication 

because they can infer information from the behaviours they observe in that environment (Hall, 

1976). Likewise, my work is in line with the notion put forth by Markus and Lin (1999) that, in 

cultures that value harmony, direct confrontation can be perceived as an inappropriate response. 

Rather, avoidant behaviours, including compliance, negotiation, or withdrawal may be preferred. 

Additionally, Kuo, Roysircar, and Newby-Clark (2006) identified avoidant coping as one of the 

three key approaches to managing distress (including intergenerational conflict) for Chinese 

Canadian adolescents. The authors suggested that avoidance may reflect a fundamental Asian 

value related to forbearance or restraint (e.g., Kim et al., 1999; Sodowsky et al., 1995). My 
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findings build on this line of inquiry by offering evidence that support the use of tolerance as a 

management of value differences approach for East Asian families.  

Importantly, the data also suggests that use of this strategy is associated with poorer self-

esteem and therefore does not necessarily reflect an adaptive aspect of how East Asian 

immigrant families navigate value differences. In all, acceptance and tolerance of value 

differences related to constructs of their respective nomological network and those outside of 

that network in generally expected and reasonable manners. Notably, acceptance showed mixed 

findings, suggesting some variability in its association with its nomological network, whereas 

tolerance demonstrated a consistent association with its nomological network.  

Person-centred Management of Differences  

With regard to person-centred approaches in managing value differences, parents are 

perceived to use three distinct strategies related to acceptance, rejection, and persuasion. 

Acceptance of the individual followed a similar trend of results as acceptance of value 

differences from the VC scale (Study 1). This finding was reasonable provided that these two 

constructs are highly related, both conceptually and empirically. Further, the positive association 

between acceptance of the individual with self-esteem was in line with my expectation. This 

finding supports what is well-established in the developmental literature that acceptance of the 

individual is a fundamental need in the parent-child relationship (Rohner, 1980). Further, 

parents’ acceptance of their child, as a whole, is associated with children’s psychological 

adjustment across development and is a universal phenomenon ubiquitously observed across 

cultures (see Rohner, 1986; 1999). Importantly, my findings that acceptance varied in how it 

related to self-esteem across samples (Studies 2 and 3) contrast my initial findings from Study 1 

and existing work on the topic. Provided that acceptance of the individual appears to be closely 
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related to acceptance of value differences, a similar alternative explanation follows; it is 

understandable that families that prioritize congruent values and in turn struggle to accept 

divergent values, may likewise find acceptance of the individual challenge in this context. 

Moreover, random sampling error may contribute to these variations.  

These studies showed that rejection is reported as an explicit and negatively-valenced 

approach to express dislike or disapproval of the individual due to differences in values. Across 

all studies, rejection related to constructs of its nomological network and those outside of the 

network generally in a consistent and expected manner, suggesting that rejection has the 

strongest association with its nomological network than other proposed dimensions. These 

findings are in line with existing work on rejection in the context of family relationships (see 

Rohner, 1980). For instance, studies have found that parental rejection is associated with poor 

psychosocial outcomes for children (e.g., Rohner, 1980; Rohner, 2004), including hostile and 

aggressive behaviour, low self-esteem, emotional instability, and psychopathology and that these 

behaviours can persist through adulthood (e.g., Rohner, Khaleque, & Cournoyer, 2005). Notably, 

these associations have also been observed in prior studies with Arab Canadian immigrant 

youths, in that perceived parental rejection was found to be associated with poorer psychological 

well-being and life satisfaction, with greater likelihood to participate in risk behaviours (see 

Rasmi, Chuang, & Safdar, 2012).  

Persuasion was identified as another technique perceived to be used to deal with family 

members in the context of value differences. Based on the data, I conceived that persuasion 

reflects the act of pressuring or convincing the opposing individual to re-align their values with 

oneself. In addition, persuasion appeared to function in a similar manner (in terms of direction 

and magnitude) as rejection but to a lesser degree, suggesting that this approach also carries a 
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negative undertone. Broadly, these findings are in line with existing conceptualization of 

persuasion in the context of interpersonal communication research, whereby persuasion is 

identified as a strategic action aimed to initiate change (Miller & Boster, 1988). Notably, a 

qualitative study conducted by Fong and Philipsen (2001) revealed that Chinese American 

immigrants are inclined to use indirect and persuasive strategies to communicate with their adult 

children regarding marriage and caring for the elderly. Results of the present research add to this 

specific line of inquiry by broadening the perspective that persuasion is not only used in the 

context of expressing cultural preferences, but also when responding to family members in the 

context of cultural value differences. Based on my understanding of persuasion from existing 

literature, I speculate that use of persuasion in the context of value differences may reflect family 

member’s efforts to negotiate cultural norms.  

On the whole, how do East Asian immigrant families respond in the presence of value 

differences? My program of research seeks to address this question by testing an innovative 

approach to study the family context of East Asian immigrant families. My development of two 

management of value differences measures is intended to capture, from the perspective of 

children of immigrants, the distinct ways that strategies are perceived to be used by immigrant 

parents in the presence of value differences, which is a common experience for East Asian 

immigrant families. Findings from my work show that there are two distinct approaches; one set 

focused on directly dealing with value differences and another set focused on dealing with the 

respective family members. Some of the specific strategies identified, including acceptance of 

value differences, and acceptance and rejection of a family member, build on existing 

understanding of parent-child relationships of both immigrant and non-immigrant families, as 

well as interpersonal relationships more generally. Other strategies, including tolerance of value 
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differences and persuasion of the individual, may be more uniquely associated with East Asian 

immigrant families.  

Individual Characteristics 

Parent roles. Some distinctions emerged for the role of the parent (mother and father) in 

relation to the perceived approaches used by parents to manage value differences. Overall, there 

is a greater perceived use for persuasion (from the PC scale) and acceptance (from the VC scale) 

by mothers than by fathers in dealing with value differences. However, this pattern of findings 

was not consistently observed across all studies. Nonetheless, these results highlight the 

possibility that each parent (mother or father) uses different strategies in dealing with value 

differences, which may bear importantly implications in understanding specific family units.  

Age, sex, and generational status. Across all three studies, I also explored the potential 

roles of other individual characteristics, including age, sex, and generational status, in perceived 

management of value differences. First, sex of the participants did not appear to impact 

perceived use of management of value differences strategies, suggesting that the role of the child 

in the family (i.e., son or daughter) does not have a notable or consistent effect in perceiving how 

strategies are used in the family relationship. Further, the effects of participants’ age on their 

responses on the developed measures were mixed; those relations that appeared significant were 

small in magnitude, suggesting a near negligible effect. These results regarding age and sex are 

consistent with prior knowledge that gender and age-related differences in immigrant youths’ 

acculturation experience and adaptation are quite mixed (see Berry et al., 2006).  

Results highlighted the possibility that generational status of the children of immigrants 

influences the use of specific strategies from each measure. Specifically, there is some evidence 

to suggest that second generation immigrants perceive greater parental use of strategies related to 
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rejection from the PC scale and acceptance from both the VC and PC scale than first generational 

immigrants. This pattern of findings may indicate that those with greater exposure to the 

mainstream culture (i.e., second generation) endorse greater use of acceptance (of value 

differences and the respective family member) and rejection (of the family member). It is 

important to note that while effects all appeared moderate in magnitude, they were not replicated 

consistently across all three studies as significant relations. As with other efforts to explore 

sociodemographic factors, research on the effects of generational status in relation to immigrant 

youths’ acculturation is an important endeavour with outcomes that vary greatly depending on 

the context in which it is considered (e.g., Cheudek et al., 2015). Overall, my efforts to examine 

individual context is in line with the consensus among acculturation researchers (e.g., 

Kagitcibasi, 2017) encouraging the consideration of individual and cultural context in relation to 

the ever evolving and inherently complex acculturation experience of immigrant families.  

Contributions 

Theoretically, my work is unique in that I offered a different perspective on the study of 

East Asian immigrant families in the context of their experience with the acculturation gap. 

Specifically, I suggested a focus on examining the means by which value differences are 

navigated in the family context. To the best of my knowledge (see Hou & Giguère, in 

preparation), these studies were the first of their kind to focus on management of value 

differences in the family relationship and in the context of acculturation research, as opposed to 

the congruence or agreement within the family (e.g., Ying, Lee, & Tsai, 2004; Ying & Tracy, 

2004). Therefore, the current program of study offers a unique contribution to the study of 

parent-child relationship of East Asian immigrant families.  
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My model offers a novel approach to understand and assess how value differences are 

managed in the context of family conflict related to the acculturation gap. This approach can 

allow acculturation researchers to study the parent-child relational processes in a systematic and 

concrete manner and in turn identify what can be considered proximal and exact mechanisms in 

play for immigrant families in their acculturation. Further, I believe that the development of 

these measures affords acculturation researchers the opportunity to learn and evaluate how East 

Asian children of immigrants perceive and organize their experiences (i.e., values) when they 

diverge from those of their parents.  

Historically, research on acculturation gap largely followed a deficit model in that the 

focus was on studying the negative impact of acculturation stress on immigrant family outcomes 

(see Telzer, 2010). A major criticism of this model is the overly simplistic approach in laying out 

the range of contextual and moderating factors that could affect the link between acculturation 

gap and psychosocial outcomes (Telzer, 2010). As a result, acculturation researchers have 

encouraged the adoption of a more positive framework with the notion that adaptive elements of 

acculturation exist and can thus serve as an asset (e.g., Costigan, 2010; Phinney, 2010). My line 

of inquiry reflects the adoption of a positive framework in that I do not view the acculturation 

gap to be an inherently adverse experience for immigrant families. Extending from past work 

suggesting that that elements of the parent-child relationship (see Rasmi, Chuang, & Safdar, 

2012) and specifically, parent-child value differences, are normative (see Giguère et al., 2010), I 

normalized the existence of value differences in the family context. Specifically, I endeavoured 

to clarify the distinct strategies used by family members to allow them to flourish in the presence 

of fundamental differences in cultural values.  
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Implications 

 There are several important areas of implications based on my work. With a quickly 

growing movement of East Asian immigrants to North America, there is a need for a clear 

understanding of exactly how these families manage value differences. The development of a 

culturally specific instrument for East Asian immigrant families to assess management of value 

differences approaches may serve this need. At the individual and group level, identification of 

distinct strategies used to handle value differences in families can offer unique insight on each 

families’ constellation of strengths and challenges in the context of their acculturation and how 

they interact within the family unit. This knowledge can help to inform key areas of need for 

these families and in turn inform future research on the development and/or improvement of 

community programs aimed at supporting immigrants’ adjustment to a new, mainstream culture. 

Similarly, in clinical practice and research, outcomes from these studies can inform future 

evaluations of assessment tools that are used to inform case conceptualization and treatment 

targets for individual and/or family interventions. Notably, the development of two distinct 

measures (VC and PC) offers flexibility in how they can be used in the clinical context. The 

measures can be administered independently, which informs the feasibility of using these in a 

clinical setting. By discerning VC from PC strategies, there is an also an opportunity to specify 

and prioritize treatment targets depending on the family’s areas of need. Finally, at the 

population level, findings from the current research can contribute to policy research focused on 

understanding and promotion of cultural diversity in North America. For instance, my focus on 

management of value differences, as opposed to prevention or reduction of differences, 

highlights the importance of appreciating differences. This message can potentially contribute to 
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future work on evidence-based policies for acculturating groups in adjusting to their new, 

mainstream society, as well as the existence of resources to be allocated.   

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

I present in this paper initial and foundational steps towards understanding and assessing 

management of value differences in East Asian immigrant families. As a result, there is a need to 

refine, broaden, and replicate my work. I point out here key limitations to address in future 

research. First, my reliance on a cross-sectional design limits the current understanding to one 

instance in time and as such there may be other cohort efforts underlying the results not yet 

determined. For instance, there may be a particular cohort effect of families from different East 

Asian countries given that these societies can be quite distinct and diverse socially and 

politically. Future studies may benefit from conducting subgroup analysis to determine whether 

these strategies are used in similar or different ways across different East Asian groups. Further, 

acculturation is a dynamic and lifelong process that, in combination with developmental 

processes, can have interactional effects on family outcomes (Phinney, 2003; Phinney & 

Baldelomar, 2010). Using a longitudinal perspective can therefore be useful in discerning the 

sequencing and direction of the effects of the acculturation experience on immigrants, at the 

individual level and as a family unit, in different contexts and across time.  

My data was based exclusively on the perception of children of immigrants regarding 

their parents’ attitudes and behaviours. This approach lacks consideration of the parents’ 

perspective in the parent-child relationship. In future research, collecting data from dyads or 

larger family systems can offer a more balanced and contextualized formulation of the family 

dynamics in immigrant families including the interactional nature of the parent-child 

relationship, such as mother-son, mother-daughter, father-son, father-daughter dynamics. 
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Additionally, self-report measures introduce the possibility of common method variance 

affecting results. Self-report can also be biased and as such different respondents may use of 

different frames of reference when responding, which can potentially influence the accuracy of 

scores. Inclusion of multiple informants and other self-report data, such as observational data, 

life-event data, or test data (Block & Block, 1980) in future studies can allow for a more 

comprehensive investigation of the and motivations behind management of value differences.  

Additional steps can be made to further strengthen the validity of my scales especially 

given that some fluctuations were observed in how my proposed constructs related to their 

respective nomological network. Based on recommendations put forth by Messick (1989), other 

forms of evidence can be gathered to inform my measurement development progress, including 

evidence for substantive, structural, and consequential validity. Accumulation of these pieces of 

evidence can help to contribute to the ever-evolving nomological network (Wiggins, 1973) of my 

constructs, as well as allow us to adhere to a rigorous approach in the development of my 

construct validation program. Moreover, as my current measures are intended to capture value 

differences, future studies can focus on examining more specific domains, such as value 

differences in regard to intimate partner, lifestyle choices, or living arrangement, which may 

offer us insight to the adaptability of the scale to be used when children of immigrants are faced 

with specific major life decisions in the domains described above. Finally, follow-up studies 

comparing a sample of East Asian immigrant families with a sample of immigrant dyads from 

other ethnic groups may be fruitful to my understanding of how management of value 

differences may be related to magnitude of these differences and/or across cultural contexts. 

Future research in these suggested avenues would help to contribute to the generalizability of the 

measures (see Appendix C for a discussion on barriers to cross-cultural research) and in turn, 



 51 

inform the utility of using these measures with other ethnic groups provided that there is sound, 

theoretical basis for such application.  

Conclusion 

The current research endeavoured to build understanding of how value differences and 

interactions with family members are managed between the parent and child. I demonstrated that 

the 19-item measure of value-centred and 12-item measure of person-centred approaches to 

management of value differences are reliable and valid. Outcome of this work in turn afford the 

opportunity to determine how the strategies identified can potentially foster healthy management 

or negotiation of differences in values, thereby alleviating tension in the family unit and promote 

greater family cohesion. The existence of these measures will therefore enable researchers to 

acquire a more concrete and specific understanding of East Asian immigrant families’ 

acculturation. By bringing to light the range of strategies available to manage differences in the 

family, I encourage a richer understanding for responsiveness to differences in East Asian 

immigrant families.  
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Table 1 
Demographic information of participants from Studies 1, 2, and 3. 
 
 Study 1 

n = 267 
Study 2 
n = 108 

Study 3 
n = 228 

 M SD M SD M SD  
Age (Years)     

Participants 28.07 4.05 24.90 4.70 28.24 3.87 
Participants’ Mothers 56.10 6.62 53.73 7.15 53.36 8.12 
Participants’ Fathers  58.49 7.06 56.37 9.30 57.54 8.27 

Age of Arrival (Years)       
Participants 10.11 6.93 9.41 6.51 10.30 6.09 

Participants’ Mothers 25.57 8.51 28.29 9.53 26.33 9.68 
Participants’ Fathers  27.28 9.67 31.14 9.80 29.58 10.37 

 
 n % n % n % 
Gender       

Female 94 35.2 33 30.6 75 33.0 
Male 173 64.8 75 69.4  152 67.0 

Marital Status       
Single 172 64.4 91 84.3 121 53.5 

Married/Common Law 92 34.5 13 12.0 103 45.6 
Religious Affiliation      

Buddhist 31 11.6 12 11.1 29 12.7 
Christian 102 38.2 27 25.0 135 59.2 

Non-Religious 65 24.3 36 33.3 26 11.4 
Resident Status       

Citizen 223 83.5 92 85.2 143 62.7 
Permanent Resident 27 10.1 12 11.1 27 11.8 

First Generation Immigrant Status       
Born in US or CA 206 77.2 68 63.0 159 69.7 

Born Outside US or CA  61 22.8 40 37.0 69 30.3 
Participants’ Place of Birth (For Those Born Outside US/CA)  

Hong Kong 5 8.2 8 20.0 6 8.7 
Japan 17 27.9 2 5.0 32 46.4 

Mainland China 12 19.7 8 20.0 6 8.7 
Korea 9 14.8 6 15.0 11 15.9 

Vietnam 10 16.4 4 10.0 6 8.7 
Education        

High School or Equivalency 36 13.5 26 24.1 25 11.0 
Bachelor’s Degree 146 54.7 60 55.6 142 62.3 

Master’s Degree 39 14.5 8 7.4 38 16.7 
Current Living Arrangements      

Living on Own 92 34.5 22 20.0 58 25.5 
Living with Partner or 

Spouse 
104 39.0 21 19.4 68 29.8 

Living with a Parent 53 19.9 46 42.6 83 36.4 
Daily Activities      

Working full-time 213 79.8 53 49.1 196 86.0 
Working part-time 27 10.1 18 16.7 16 7.0 

Student  17 6.4 29 26.9 14 6.1 
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Table 2. 
 
Descriptive statistics for all key measures across Studies 1, 2, and 3.  
 

      

 Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 3 
   Mother Father 
Measure n M SD Skewness, 

Kurtosis 
α n M SD Skewness, 

Kurtosis 
α n M SD Skewness, 

Kurtosis 
α n M SD Skewness, 

Kurtosis 
α 

Value-Centred (VC) Management of Value Fundamental Differences       
Tolerance 267 3.91 1.40 -.31 -.49 .93 108 3.62 1.21 -.18 -.51 .90 228 4.28 1.39 -.36 -.56 .92 228 4.31 1.37 -.43 -.51 .92 

Acceptance 267 4.35 1.36 -.33 -.25 .91 108 4.34 1.17 -.40 .40 .90 228 4.77 1.15 -.67 .24 .87 228 4.63 1.22 -.54 -.07 .80 
Person-Centred (PC) Management of Value Fundamental Differences        

Rejection 267 2.95 1.44 .22 -1.06 .87 108 2.25 1.17 .94 .00 .88 228 4.10 1.38 .07 -1.14 .79 228 3.66 1.38 -.58 -.87 .78 
Persuasion 267 4.05 1.50 -.22 -.64 .87 108 3.94 1.42 -.16 -.41 .85 228 4.53 1.39 -.52 -.34 .74 228 4.63 1.50 -.72 -.30 .79 

Acceptance 267 4.53 1.35 -.24 -.37 .84 108 4.75 1.13 -.67 .57 .79 228 4.76 1.21 -.50 -.18 .77 228 3.71 1.29 -.65 .05 .81 
Parent Bonding Instrument        

Care 267 4.07 1.01 .03 -.25 .89 108 3.01 .96 .23 .17 .88             
Overprotect

ion 
267 3.06 .95 -.01 -.02 .88 108 4.11 1.00 -.45 -.11 .88             

Positive and Negative Affect        
Positive 

Affect 
266 3.15 1.01 -.02 -.77 .92 108 3.01 .90 .02 -.74 .90             

Negative 
Affect 

266 1.75 .92 1.09 -.04 .95 108 1.80 .84 1.22 1.31 .93             

Ten-Item Personality Inventory        
Extraversio

n 
266 3.88 1.55 .18 -.48 .47 108 4.71 .77 -.01 .32 .56             

Agreeablen
ess 

266 5.07 1.35 -.17 -1.06 .32 108 4.74 1.31 -.03 -.35 .30             
Conscientio

usness 
266 5.28 1.35 -.32 -1.04 .36 108 5.19 1.10 -.18 -.98 .07             

Emotional 
Stability 

266 5.03 1.49 -.40 -.78 .52 108 4.81 1.39 -.52 -.36 .49             

Openness 266 4.80 1.37 -.08 -.57 .32 108 5.05 1.16 -.48 -.07 .27             
Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem (RSE)  
RSE  267 5.90 1.42 -.45 -.56 .93 108 4.83 1.06 -.20 -.63 .86 225 4.55 1.07 .84 -.13 .84       
Family Conflict       
Likelihood             225 3.25 .90 -.95 .35 .91       

Seriousness             225 3.12 .97 -.74 -.33 .92       
Bicultural Identity Integration       

Harmony             225 3.74 1.08 .85 .64 .61       
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Table 3    
Principal axis factor analysis of the value-centred (VC) and person-centred (PC) management of value 
differences scales.  

 

Item Statements     

VC Management of Value Differences Tolerance Acceptance  
Avoid listening to my side.   .73 -.36  
Disregard my side.  .73 -.41  
Reject our differences.  .71 .30  
Not support my views.  .70 -.38  
Have no interest in learning more about my views.   .70 -.43  
Lie about my views when talking to his/her family and/or friends.  .69 -.15  
Demand that I change my views.  .67 -.33  
Avoid conversations about our differences.  .64 -.26  
Not ask me questions to learn more about my views. .63 -.23  
Change the topic when talking to his/her family and/or friends about my views.  .63 -.31  
Criticize my views.   .62 -.36  
Dismiss our differences.  .54 -.05  
Accept our differences. -.27 .81  

Talk to me with ease about our differences.   -.17 .77  

Support my views.  -.19 .77  

Show interest in learning more about my views.    -.25 .73  

Celebrate our differences.  -.13 .70  

Listen to my side.   -.27 .70  

Tolerate our differences.  -.19 .68  

Ask me questions to learn more about my views. -.17 .63  

Openly share my views with his/her family and/or friends.  -.13 .58  

Ignore our differences.  .46 .10  
Make me learn more about his/her views.  .17 -.01  
Proportion of variance explained     26%    25%  

PC Management of Value Differences Rejection Persuasion Acceptance 

No longer stay involved in my life because of our differences. 0.85 0.14 -0.09 
No longer speak to me. 0.79 0.28 -0.1 
Disown me. 0.77 0.25 0.05 
Stay involved in my life. -0.60 0.06 0.46 
Forbid me from making my own decisions. 0.55 0.50 -0.19 
Feel upset for me about the choices that I make. 0.15 0.74 -0.25 
Put pressure on me to change my choices. 0.14 0.73 -0.25 
Discourage me from pursing my choices. 0.31 0.69 -0.33 
Try to make decisions that he/she wants for me. 0.17 0.65 -0.14 
Not let it go until I change my choices. 0.38 0.58 -0.25 
Feel happy for me about the choices that I make. 0.06 -0.33 0.78 
Make compromises with me on my decisions. 0.04 -0.14 0.58 

Encourage me to pursue my choices. 0.04 -0.36 0.70 

Allow me to make my own decisions. -0.29 0.2 0.70 

Spend quality time with me. -0.36 -0.04 0.65 

Feel indifferent towards me about the choices that I make. 0.45 0.32 -0.06 

Stay involved in my life only for the important occasions. 0.27 0.26 0.17 
Proportion of variance explained 20% 19% 17% 
Note. All loadings are displayed. Significant loadings are ≥ |.5| and bolded.     
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Table 4 
 
Pearson correlations between VC and PC management of value differences subscales for Study 1.  
 
Study 1 (n = 267) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
  r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
VC Tolerance (1) 1    -.59 -.69, -.48 <.001 .65 .58, .72 <.001 .85 .81, .88 <.001 -.57 -.67, -.46 <.001 
VC Acceptance (2)     1    -.25 -.38, -.11 <.001 -.54 -.63, -.44 <.001 -.89 .86, .91 <.001 
PC Rejection (3)             .55 .45, .63 <.001 -.35 -.47, -.22 <.001 
PC Persuasion (4)             1    -.54 -.63, -.42 <.001 
PC Acceptance (5)                  1    
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Table 5 
 
Pearson correlations between VC and PC management of value differences and subscales and key variables for Study 1. 
 
 VC Tolerance VC Acceptance PC Rejection PC Persuasion  PC Acceptance  
  r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
Parent Bonding Instrument     
Care -.65 -.72, -.56 <.001 .52 .39 .62 <.001 -.53 -.62, -.43 <.001 -.57 -.66 -.45 <.001 .53 .41, .63 <.001 
Overprotection .70 .62, .76 <.001 -.53 -.62, -.43 <.001 .53 .45, .61 <.001 .65 .57, .72 <.001 -.54 -.63, -.44 <.001 
TIPI 
Extraversion -.32 -.33, -.20 <.001 .32 .20, .44 <.001 -.18 -.29, -.07 .003 -.35 -.47, -.23 <.001 .37 .25, .48 <.001 
Agreeableness -.32 -.44, -.20 <.001 .11 -.01, .23 .080 -.47 -.56, -.36 <.001 -.30 -.41, -.19 <.001 .14 .26 .022 .022 
Conscientiousness -.31 -.42, -.19 <.001 .06 -.06, .19 .31 -.46 -.56, -.36 <.001 -.25 -.37, -.14 <.001 .10 -.02, .24 .092 
Emotional Stability  -.35 -.46, -.25 <.001 .19 .07, .33 .002 -.36     -.48, -.25 <.001 -.32 -.45, -.20 <.001 .27 .14, .39 <.001 
Openness -.28 -.40, -.16 <.001 .14 .00, .27 <.001 -.34 -.45, -.23 <.001 -.25 -.36, -.13 <.001 .21 .08, .33 <.001 
PANAS 
Positive Affect -.27 -.40, -.14 <.001 .40 .28, .51 <.001 -.07 -.48 .23 .235 -.25 -.37, -.12 <.001 -.40 .28, .52 <.001 
Negative Affect .31 .21, .41 <.001 .10 -.01, .22 .09 .49 -.20, .05 <.001 .29 .18, .39 <.001 .06 -.06 .17 .327 
Self-Esteem -.44 -.54, -.33 <.001 .29 .16, .40 <.001 -.45 -.54, -.34 <.001 -.40 -.50, -.29 <.001 .32 .20, .44 <.001 
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Table 6 
 
Pearson correlations between VC and PC management of value differences subscales for Study 2.  
 
Study 2 (n = 108) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
VC Tolerance (1) 1    -.73 -.83, -.60 <.001 .59 .49, .69 <.001 .82 .75, .88 <.001 -.69 -.79, -.56 <.001 
VC Acceptance (2)     1    -.28 -.47, -.08 <.001 -.71 -.80, -.60 <.001 .83 .75, .89 <.001 
PC Rejection (3)         1    .44 .31, .56 <.001 -.43 -.59, -.27 <.001 
PC Persuasion (4)             1    -.65 -.75, -.52 <.001 
PC Acceptance (5)                  1    
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Table 7 
 
Pearson correlations between VC and PC management of value differences and subscales and key variables for Study 2. 
 
 VC Tolerance VC Acceptance PC Rejection PC Persuasion  PC Acceptance  
  r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
Parent Bonding Instrument     
Care -.62 -.73, -.49 <.001 .58 .42, .71 <.001 -.62 -.71, -.53 <.001 -.59 -.70, -.45 <.001 .70 .59, .80 <.001 
Overprotection .57 .41, .70 <.001 -.50 -.65, -.33 <.001 .54 .41, .66 <.001 .65 .51, .75 <.001 -.58 -.73, -.42 <.001 
TIPI 
Extraversion -.33 -.51, -.15 <.001 .19 -.01, .39 .05 -.14 -.32, .04 .152 -.22 -.38, -.03 .025 .19 .00, .38 .045 
Agreeableness -.21 -.41, -.15 .028 .04 -.19, .27 .712 -.13 -.31, .06 .191 -.13 -.33, .08 .192 .19 .00, .38 .045 
Conscientiousness -.33 -.48, -.15 <.001 .09 -.10 .29 .371 -.26 -.43, -.08 .006 -.22 -.39, -.04 .022 .08 -.08, .27 .397 
Emotional Stability  -.21 -.42, .00 .026 .17 -.07, .37 .086 -.07 -.26, .13 .488 -.15 -.34, .04 .113 .17 -.06, .36 .082 
Openness -.28 -.40, -.16 <.001 .14 .00 .27 .024 -.34 -.45, -.23 <.001 -.34 -.45, -.23 <.001 .21 .08, .33 <.001 
PANAS 
Positive Affect -.14 .33, .06 .155 .26 .05, .46 .007 .06 -.13, .24 .520 -.16 -.34, -.12 .104 .28 .06, .46 .004 
Negative Affect .17 -.01, .34 .080 .08 -.08, .25 .392 .34 .12, .54 <.001 .05 .03, .23 .607 -.05 -.21, .10 .611 
Self-Esteem -.28 -.46, -.09 .003 .10 -.10, .30 .30 -.28 -.44, -.11 .003 -.24 -.41, -.06 .01 .23 .03, .43 .02 
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 Table 8 
 
Summary of fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis in Study 3 – Mothers and Fathers   
 

Model Parent χ2 df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 
Model 1 – VC scale  
 

Mother  323.75*** 151 .92 .91 .08 .07 [90% CI of .06 to .08] 

Model 2 – VC scale 
 

Father  304.38*** 151 .93 .92 .08 .07 [90% CI of .06 to .08] 

Model 3 – PC scale 
 

Mother  161.27*** 51 .90 .87 .09 .10 [90% CI .08 to .12] 

Model 4 – PC scaleÑ Mother  84.71*** 41 .96 .95 .06 .07 [90% CI .05 to .09] 

Model 5 – PC scale 
 

Father  167.32*** 51 .90 .87 .09 .10 [90% CI .08 to .12] 

Model 6 – PC scaleÑ 
 

Father  136.02*** 51 .93 .91 .08 .09 [90% CI .07 to .10] 

  
Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root 
mean square residual; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index. **p< .01; ***p< .001. Ñ = modified model. 
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Table 9 
 
Pearson correlations between VC and PC management of value differences and subscales and key variables for Study 3. 
 
  VC Tolerance VC Acceptance PC Rejection PC Persuasion  PC Acceptance  
   r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
 Family Conflict Scale     

Mother Likelihood .71 .63, .77 <.001 .20 .04, .35 <.001 .64 .55, .71 <.001 .58 .49, .67 <.001 .19 .03, .35 <.001 
Seriousness  .68 .60, .75 <.001 .27 .13, .42 <.001 .66 .59, .74 <.001 .54 .44, .63 <.001 .27 .11, .40 <.001 

Father Likelihood .66 .56, .73 <.001 .24 .09, .41 <.001 .60 .49, .70 <.001 .53 .42, .63 <.001 .23 .07, .38 <.001 
Seriousness  .68 .59, .75 <.001 .27 .12, .42 <.001 .65 .55, .74 <.001 .56 .45, .65 <.001 .27 .13 .42 <.001 

 Bicultural Identity Integration  
 Harmony -.34 -.48, -.27 <.001 -.20 -.33, -.07 .002 -.42 -.52 -.31 <.001 -.27 -.40, -.14 <.001 -.18 -.31, -.04 .008 
 Harmony -.27 -.42, -.13 <.001 -.24 -.40, -.08 <.001 -.38 -.51, -.24 <.001 -.24 -.39, -.10 <.001 -.22 -.37, -.07 .001 
 Self-Esteem                     

Mother Self-Esteem -.49 -.60, -.35 <.001 -.07 -.24, .09 .33 -.46 -.56, -.36 <.001 -.37 -.49, -.20 <.001 .06 -.10, .21 .06 
Father Self-Esteem -.45 -.58, -.32 <.001 -.09 -.26, .07 .17 -.52 -.63, -.39 <.001 -.33 -.46, -.18 <.001 -.09 -.25, .07 .17 
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Table 10.  
 
Independent t-tests comparing parent roles (2: mother, father) on the VC and PC management of value 
differences scales. 
 
 Mother  Father        
 n M SD n M SD  t-test df p Cohen’s d    95% CI 
Study 1             
VC Tolerance 136 4.00 1.36 131 3.82 1.44 1.08 265 .28 .13 -.11, .37 
VC Acceptance  136 4.39 1.31 131 4.32 1.41 .40 265 .69 .05 -.19, .29 
PC Acceptance  136 4.55 1.26 131 4.51 1.43 .26 265 .79 .03 -.21, .27 
PC Persuasion 136 4.28 1.40 131 3.82 1.57 2.50* 265 <.05 .31 .06, .57 
PC Rejection  136 2.90 1.40 131 3.01 1.48 -.65 265 .52 -.08 -.32, .16 
Study 2              
VC Tolerance 56 3.64 1.30 52 3.59 1.11 .19 106 .83 .04 -.35, .42 
VC Acceptance  56 4.42 1.17 52 4.25 1.17 .74 106 .46 .14 -.24, .52 
PC Acceptance  56 4.80 1.18 52 4.69 1.08 .53 106 .60 .10 -.28, .48 
PC Persuasion 56 4.07 1.51 52 3.79 1.31 1.02 106 .31 .20 -.18, .58 
PC Rejection  56 2.18 1.15 52 2.32 1.20 -.64 106 .52 -.12 -.51, .26 
Study 3             
VC Tolerance  228 4.28 1.39 228 4.31 1.37 -.68 227 .49 .09 -.69, .66 
VC Acceptance 228 4.77 1.15 228 4.63 1.22 2.61* 227 <.05 .34 -.90, 1.09 
PC Persuasion  228 4.53 1.39 228 4.53 1.50 .000 227 .99 .00 -.99, .99 
PC Rejection 228 3.81 1.73 228 3.85 1.67 -.61 227 .55 .08 -.77, .74 
PC Acceptance 228 4.76 1.21 228 4.71 1.29 .73 227 .48 .10 -1.07, 1.14 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001.   
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Table 11. 

Pearson correlations between age and subscales of the VC and PC management of value differences.   
 
 VC Tolerance  VC Acceptance  PC Rejection PC Persuasion PC Acceptance  
  r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p r 95% CI p 
Study 1 (n = 267) 
Age -.03 -.16, .08 .58 -.03 -.15 .09 .61 -.02 -.14, .11 .78 -.04 -.16, .09 .57 .00 -.12, .12 .95 
 
Study 2 (n = 108) 
Age -.02 -.21, .18 .83 -.16 -.34, .01 .11 .06 -.13, .26 .51 .06 -.12, .26 .52 -.15 -.33, .04 .12 
 
Study 3 (n = 228) 
 
Mother 

                 

Age .15* .01, .29 <.05 .18** .04, .31 <.01 .19** .05, .31 <.01 .12 -.02, .25 .07 .14* -.01, .27 <.05 
 
Father 

                   

Age .17* .03, .30 <.05 .19** .05, .32 <.01 .19** .06, .32 <.01 .13 -.02, .26 .06 .19** .05, .33 <.01 
                     
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001. 
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Table 12. 
 
Independent t-tests comparing participant sex (2: female, male) on the VC and PC management of value differences 
scales.  
 
 Female Male       
 n M SD n M SD t-test df p Cohen’s d 95% CI  
Study 1             
VC Tolerance 94 4.03 1.47 173 3.84 1.39 1.06 265 .30 .14 -.12, .39 
VC Acceptance  94 4.28 1.43 173 4.39 1.32 -.64 265 .55 -.08 -.33, .17 
PC Acceptance  94 4.53 1.40 173 4.53 1.32 .01 265 .99 .001 -.25, .25 
PC Persuasion 94 4.21 1.54 173 3.97 1.48 1.24 265 .21 .16 -.09, .41 
PC Rejection  94 2.88 2.99 173 2.99 1.44 -.59 265 .52 .00 -.47, .25 
Study 2              
VC Tolerance 33 3.78 1.37 75 3.54 1.13 .95 106 .37 .20 -.22, .61 
VC Acceptance  33 4.20 1.32 75 4.40 1.10 -.84 106 .42 -.17 -.59, .24 
PC Acceptance  33 4.57 1.28 75 4.83 1.06 -1.09 106 .31 -.23 -.64, .19 
PC Persuasion 33 4.13 1.67 75 3.85 1.29 .93 106 .41 .19 -.22, .61 
PC Rejection  33 2.14 1.12 75 2.30 1.19 -.64 106 .54 -.13 -.55, .28 
Study 3             
Mother              
VC Tolerance  75 4.27 1.51 152 4.28 1.32 -.08 225 .93 -.01 -.29, .26 
VC Acceptance 75 4.83 1.32 152 4.74 1.06 .59 121.735 .60† .08 -.20, .36 
PC Persuasion  75 4.59 1.39 152 4.49 1.39 .48 225 .62 .07 -.21, .35 
PC Rejection 75 3.94 1.84 152 3.74 1.67 .82 225 .42 .12 -.16, .39 
PC Acceptance 75 4.92 1.31 152 4.67 1.16 1.43 225 .17 .20 -.08, .48 
Father              
VC Tolerance  75 4.29 1.44 152 4.31 1.34 -.11 225 .91 -.02 -.29, .26 
VC Acceptance  75 4.78 1.25 152 4.55 1.19 1.37 225 .17 .19 -.08, .47 
PC Acceptance  75 4.84 1.32 152 4.64 1.27 1.10 225 .27 .16 -.12 .43 
PC – Persuasion  75 4.55 1.48 152 4.52 1.51 .17 225 .87 .02 -.25, .30 
PC – Rejection  75 3.92 1.70 152 3.80 1.67 .52 225 .60 .07 -.20, .35 
             
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001. †Levene’s test was significant (p < .05) and violated the assumption of equal 
variances; degrees of freedom were adjusted.  
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Table 13.  
 
Independent t-tests comparing generational status (2: first generation/not born in the US or Canada; 
second generation/born in the US or Canada) on the VC and PC management of value differences 
scales.  
 
 Born in US/CA Not Born in 

US/CA 
      

 n M SD n M SD  t-test  df p Cohen’s d     95% CI  
Study 1             
VC Tolerance 206 3.84 1.43 61 4.16 1.28 -.159 265 .07 -.23 -.52, .06 
VC Acceptance  206 4.36 1.37 61 4.34 1.33 .07 265 .94 .01 -.28, .30 
PC Acceptance  206 4.56 1.35 61 4.42 1.35 .70 265 .49 .10 -.19, .39 
PC Persuasion 206 3.97 1.53 61 4.32 1.36 -1.69† 109.58 .09 -.23 -.52, .06 
PC Rejection  206 2.85 1.41 61 3.30 1.48 -2.17* 265 <.05 -.32 -.60, -.03 
Study 2              
VC Tolerance 68 3.60 1.22 40 3.64 1.20 -.17 106 .85 -.03 -.43, .36 
VC Acceptance  68 4.20 1.22 40 4.56 1.04 -1.54 106 .12 -.31 -.70, .09 
PC Acceptance  68 4.62 1.18 40 4.96 1.02 -1.50 106 .12 -.30 -.69, .10 
PC Persuasion 68 3.98 1.45 40 3.87 1.37 .40 106 .69 .08 -.31, .48 
PC Rejection  68 2.07 1.04 40 2.56 1.31 -2.13† 68.02 .06 -.42 -.82, -.03 
Study 3             
Mother              
VC Tolerance  159 4.29 1.36 69 4.25 1.46 .20 226 .85 .03 -.26, .31 
VC Acceptance 159 4.76 1.17 69 4.80 1.12 -.25 226 .79 -.04 -.32, .25 
PC Acceptance 159 4.75 1.19 69 4.78 1.27 -.19 226 .86 -.03 -.31, .26 
PC Persuasion  159 4.57 1.37 69 4.44 1.45 .63 226 .53 .09 -.19, .37 
PC Rejection  159 3.78 1.71 69 3.88 1.77 -.43 226 .68 -.06 -.35, .22 
Father              
VC Tolerance  159 4.33 1.30 69 4.28 1.53 .24 226 .94 .03 -.25, .32 
VC Acceptance  159 4.53 1.24 69 4.85 1.14 -.18 226 .06 -.26 -.54, .03 
PC Acceptance  159 4.64 1.25 69 4.86 1.37 -1.19 226 .26 -.17 -.46, .11 
PC – Persuasion  159 4.61 1.46 69 4.34 1.57 1.26 226 .24 .18 -.10, .47 
PC – Rejection  159 3.85 1.62 69 3.84 1.79 .06 226 .95 .01 -.28, .29 
             
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001. †Levene’s test was significant (p < .05) and violated the 
assumption of equal variances; degrees of freedom were adjusted. 
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Appendix A: Preliminary Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 

A principal axis factor analysis with an orthogonal (varimax) rotation was applied to all 

40 original scale items generated by the research team for exploratory purposes. Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .95 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant, 

c2(780) = 7513.62, p < .001. Communality values ranged from .20 to .75. This preliminary 

analysis suggested that the data was overall suitable for a factor analysis.  

Kaiser’s criterion, a review of the scree plot, and parallel analysis indicated a four-factor 

structure, which explained 63.73% of the variance. All items had primary loadings over >│.5│ 

with one item that cross-loaded (“Feel upset for me about the choice I make”). Initial inspection 

of item content on factor 1 (14 items) suggested that this factor could be interpreted as 

acceptance. Factor 2 (12 items) could be interpreted as tolerance. Factor 3 (5 items) could be 

described as rejection, while factor 4 (4 items) could be interpreted as persuasion. Overall, 

preliminary psychometric analysis generally supported the viability of a four-factor structure of 

management of value differences (see Table 1a).  

Importantly, a few issues were identified based on these exploratory steps. Specifically, 

several items from each factor were not easily interpreted and categorized. In fact, a few items 

departed from the identified themes but were nonetheless forced to cluster under the overarching 

label that I developed. Further, a clear distinction between items focused on managing value 

differences versus those that focused on responding to the family member as a result of the value 

differences was observed. Based on these observations, I felt that the current approach threatened 

the content validity of the scale I purported to develop to assess management of value 

differences. Consequently, theoretical deliberation with the research team determined that the 

items may be best represented by discerning the proposed constructs. Specifically, items related 
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to management of value-centred (e.g., accept our differences, ask me questions to learn more 

about my views) were separated from those that are person-centred (e.g., disown me, feel happy 

for me). Our rationale is based on our conceptualization that values serve as guiding principles 

that inform attitudes, behaviours, and interactions with others (Prentice, 2004). From this 

perspective, while these constructs may be related and influence one another, they are not 

necessarily considered synonymous and therefore may capture distinct components of managing 

value differences. By differentiating these components now, our goal is to achieve simple 

structure and help to improve interpretability of the factor structures based on the data collected. 

Ultimately, this revision offered conceptual clarity between value-centred and person-centred 

approaches to management of value differences, as well as allowed for the most interpretable 

solutions for the scales. 
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Table 1a. 
 
Exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation (n = 267) on original 40 scale items.  
 

Item Statements Acceptance Suppression Rejection Persuasion 

Feel happy for me about the choices that I make. .82 -.18 .00 -.16 

Accept our differences. .81 -.17 -.20 -.16 

Support my views. .78 -.14 -.02 -.14 

Talk to me with ease about our differences.  .76 -.18 -.07 .01 

Encourage me to pursue my choices.  .74 -.21 .00 -.18 

Show interest in learning more about my views. .73 -.28 .03 -.03 

Celebrate our differences.  .73 -.12 .14 -.18 

Listen to my side. .70 -.19 -.21 -.07 

Allow me to make my own decisions.  .68 -.12 -.39 -.08 

Tolerate our differences.  .67 -.05 -.31 -.15 

Ask me questions to learn more about my views.  .65 -.24 -.02 .14 

Make compromises with me on my decisions. .61 .02 -.07 -.09 

Openly share my views with his/her family and/or friends.  .60 -.20 .18 -.04 

Spend quality time with me. .58 .15 -.40 .09 

Avoid conversations about our differences.  -.24 .67 .10 .12 

Have no interest in learning more about my views.  -.42 .64 .24 .18 

Disregard my side.  -.41 .63 .31 .20 

Not ask me questions to learn more about my views.  -.23 .61 .12 .17 

Avoid listening to my side.  -.35 .61 .35 .22 

Not support my view.  -.37 .60 .19 .29 

Reject our differences.  -.30 .59 .27 .32 
Lie about my views when talking to his/her family and/or friends. -.14 .58 .34 .20 

Change the topic when talking to his/her family and/or friends about my views.   -.29 .57 .14 .26 

Discourage me from pursuing my choices.  -.36 .53 .28 .41 

Dismiss our differences.  -.05 .53 .19 .03 

Feel indifferent towards me about the choices that I make. -.04 .53 .32 -.01 

Ignore our differences.  .08 .52 .02 -.03 

Criticize my views. -.36 .51 .08 .45 

Not let it go until I change my choices.   -.28 .48 .33 .39 

No longer stay involved in my life.  .02 .34 .78  0.00 

No longer speak to me because of our differences.  -.03 .42 .71 .08 

Disown me. .14 .42 .68 .09 

Stay involved in my life.  .39 -.07 -.65 .16 

Forbid me from making my own decisions.  -.18 .44 .55 .32 

Demand that I change my views.  -.33 .43 .46 .40 

Make me learn more about his/her views. .03 .05 -.11 .55 
Put pressure on me to change my choices. -.32 .46 .12 .54 
Try to make decisions that they want for me.  .20 .40 .16 .51 
Feel upset for me about the choices that I make -.31 .50 .12 .50 
Stay involved in my life only for the important occasions.  .19 .16 .27 .27 
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Appendix B: Data Cleaning Procedure 

Several data quality checks were implemented as part of the data cleaning procedure. 

Participants were removed from the final sample if:  

1. They did not meet the study inclusion criteria.  

2. They who did not correctly respond to at least three of the five conscientious responding 

question (Marjanovic et al., 2014).  

3. They did not complete the survey within the time criteria implemented (i.e., less than 9 

minutes or greater than 120 minutes). 

4. They indicated that they are currently not in contact with their parents. to address missing 

data, outliers, multicollinearity, and normality.  

Following this process, I reviewed the data file to address missing data, outliers, 

multicollinearity, and normality. Specifically, I reviewed descriptive statistics of each study 

variable to ensure that all responses fall within an acceptable range of that scale. I also checked 

the distribution of values of each variable, and I screened for any other problematic values. I 

computed Cronbach’s alpha to examine each measure’s reliability. Any univariate outliers 

outside of 3.29 standard deviations were excluded from the final analyses. All preliminary 

screening and cleaning of all measures were conducted prior to analysis.  
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Appendix C: Challenges to Cross-Cultural Research 

 For my doctoral dissertation, I initially proposed a mixed-methods, multi-study project 

using a dyadic (East Asian immigrant parent and child) and longitudinal design to answer my 

research questions. I consulted with a research marketing firm that had access to a 30,000-

member ethnic panel of respondents from diverse ethnic backgrounds to determine a budget for 

recruitment. I received a quote for $26,285 in order to meet my basic recruitment criteria and 

sample size to achieve adequate statistical power. Due to budget constraints, I was unable to use 

this recruitment strategy and attain my initial research goals. My dissertation studies were 

subsequently modified to ensure that I was able to move forward and meet my degree 

requirements. My hope in documenting this process is to underscore the challenge in securing 

sufficient funding for cross-cultural research in Canada, and to bring to light the urgent need for 

funding in this research avenue. In an ever-growing multicultural world, this is a call to action 

for changes in the funding system for cross-cultural research in order to further our 

understanding of multicultural groups in the Canadian cultural context, as well as to help bring 

recognition of Canadian work to a global level.   
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Appendix D: Final Versions of Scales Developed 
  

 Value-centred Management of  Value Differences 
 
Instructions: Below you will find statements describing states that you may experience in your relationship with your mother/father. 
Specifically, this section focuses on the DIFFERENCES between you and your mother/father, such that you and your 
mother/father’s view the world in different ways and/or have fundamentally different outlooks towards life.  Please rate the extent to 
which you agree with each of the following statements. 

 
 
IF MY MOTHER/FATHER AND I HAVE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES, MY MOTHER/FATHER WOULD…   
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

1 Accept our differences. 

2 Tolerate our differences.  

3 Celebrate our differences.  

4 Talk to me with ease about our differences.  

5 Listen to my side.  

6 Ask me questions to learn more about my views.  

7 Show interest in learning more about my views. 

8 Support my views. 

9 Dismiss our differences.  

10 Avoid conversations about our differences.  

11 Disregard my views.  

12 Reject our differences.  

13 Avoid listening to my side.  
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Person-centred Management of Value Differences 

 
Instructions: Below you will find statements describing states that you may experience in your relationship with your mother/father. 
Specifically, this section focuses on the DIFFERENCES between you and your mother/father, such that you and your 
mother/father’s view the world in different ways and/or have fundamentally different outlooks towards life.  Please rate the extent to 
which you agree with each of the following statements. 

 
 
IF MY MOTHER/FATHER AND I HAVE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES, MY MOTHER/FATHER WOULD…   
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

1 No longer speak to me because of our differences.  

2 Disown me because of our differences. 

3 No longer stay involved in my life because of our differences. 

4 Forbid me from making my own decisions because of our differences. 

5 Still stay involved in my life despite of our differences. 

6 Feel upset for me about the choices that I make 

7 Try to make decisions that they want for me.  

8 Put pressure on me to change my choices. 

9 Allow me to make my own decisions.  

10 Make compromises with me on my decisions. 

11 Encourage me to pursue my choices.  

12 Feel happy for me about the choices that I make.  
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Appendix E: Study Materials 

STUDY 1 MATERIALS  
 

[This survey was delivered online in multiple choice format and/or textbox as needed] 
 

[Any formatting inconsistency presented here in the Word document was re-formatted 
online to ensure consistency] 

 
Amazon Turk Human Intelligence Tasks (HIT) Task Description  

 
Title: Compensation for participants of the East Asian children of immigrants study.  
 
Description: Participants who previously participated in the study entitled: “A survey for children of East 
Asian immigrants to the United States” will be compensated with $3 your completion of the study. 
 
Please open the following link IN A NEW WINDOW. You will need to return to this page to enter your 
unique HIT code once you are done with the survey.  
 
Keywords: survey, questionnaire, psychology, questions, answer, study, research, psych, immigrant, 
East Asian, acculturation, bicultural, values, easy  
 
Reward per assignment: $3.00 
 
Number of assignments per HIT: 300 
 
Time allotted per assignment: MAX 12 hours 
 
HIT expires in: 120 days 
 
Results are automatically approved in: 2 days 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

 
Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families 

 
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Sharon Hou (PhD Student) and Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère (Faculty Advisor) from the Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph.  
 
Sharon Hou is a PhD student at the University of Guelph and the information collected for this study will 
be used for her doctoral dissertation. If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please 
feel free to contact the study coordinator Sharon Hou at shou@uoguelph.ca or the study advisor Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère at bgiguere@uoguelph.ca or at 519-824-4120 ext. 56862.  
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WHO CAN PARTICIPATE?    
To be eligible to participate in this study, you must be a child of an East Asian immigrant to the United 
States (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese) and is currently between the age of 18 and 35. 
You must also be fluent in English and have access to a computer and the Internet. 
 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
This goal of the study is to look at the parent-child relationship of East Asian immigrant families in the 
United States. More specifically, we are interested in exploring parent-child values and how they play a 
role in the parent-child relationship.  
 
STUDY PROCEDURE 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online questionnaire that 
contains questions about things such as your personal values, those of your parent, and your thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviours surrounding your relationship with your parent. Demographic questions will also 
be included such as your age, culture and status in the United States. Completing the study should take 
you approximately 45 to 60 minutes. 
 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  
There are no foreseeable risks of harm in completing this questionnaire. At the end of the study, we will 
provide you with contact information should you have any questions, comments or experience any 
discomforts following your participation in this study. 
 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY  
Your contribution to this study is important because it will help you and this research team gain a better 
understanding of parent-child dynamics in immigrant families. This study will advance knowledge on the 
social and psychological processes underlying the parent-child relationships of East Asian immigrant 
families in the United States. 
 
COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION 
You will receive a $3 for completing the study. At the end of the survey, we will give you a unique "HIT 
code" that you then enter into MTurk to receive your payment.    
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained in 
connection with this study. Your name will not be connected with your data. Your MTurk worker ID will not 
be stored with your responses. Results will be shared in aggregated format without any identifying 
information. For example, findings from the study will likely be published in Sharon Hou’s doctoral 
dissertation, a peer reviewed journal or otherwise shared to the public in order to advance societal 
knowledge. Upon request, you will be sent results of the study in a published format (e.g., a peer 
reviewed journal). 
 
The final dataset may be used in future studies to answer similar research questions. You should also be 
aware that the final dataset will be archived in an open-source format and possibly used for future 
research projects. There will be no identifying information in the data file. So, for instance, a future 
researcher could access the data and see that a 22-year-old female completed the survey, and see what 
her responses were.  However, there would be no way of knowing which 22-year-old completed the 
survey.     
 
As you are asked to complete an online questionnaire, please note that confidentiality cannot be 
guaranteed while data are in transit over the Internet. You are also recommended to avoid using a public 
Internet connection when completing this survey. 
 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you volunteer to be in this study, you can skip any question 
you would prefer not to answer, or withdraw from the study, with no negative consequences. You may 
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withdraw from the study by declining to answer the study questions by skipping them. You may also 
refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study.  
 
You will also be given the opportunity to withdraw from the study at the end of the survey prior to existing 
the survey. You may exercise the option of removing your data from the study at any time while you 
complete the survey. Please note that once you submit the survey we will not be able to remove your 
data because we will not have identifiers linked to it. The investigator may also withdraw you from this 
research if circumstances arise that warrant doing so.  
 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not 
waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research study. This 
study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the University of Guelph Research Ethics 
Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have 
questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study (REB#17-11-017), 
please contact:  
 
 Director, Research Ethics   Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606 
 University of Guelph   E-mail: reb@uoguelph.ca 
 
 
CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT  
I have read the information provided for the study “Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families” as 
described herein. I fully understand the information provide herein. By clicking “Next,” I voluntarily agree 
to participate in this study. You may also print this consent form in order to keep a copy for your records. 
 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study, and then continue on to complete the survey. You 
indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and returning this questionnaire.  
 
o Exit survey 
o Next  

 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study and to proceed.  
 
[If “Exit survey” is selected, the following message appears on the online survey] 
 
You have declined to participate in this study.  Please close this browser window. 
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Demographic Information Questionnaire 
 
Below you will find boxes and questions. Please fill the boxes and answer the questions to describe 
yourself. 
 
Sex:   
Please choose only one of the following: 
 

  Female   Male   Other. Please Specify: ______ 
 
Age:  ______ years 
 
Religion:  ☐ Buddhist ☐ Christian ☐ Confusianism ☐ Jewish ☐ Muslim 

      ☐ Shinto ☐ Taoism ☐Other (please specify) ____________________  
 
Status in Canada:   
Please choose only one of the following: 

 Citizen  
 Permanent Resident  
 Refugee  
 International Student  
 Landed Immigrant 
 Other  

 
Were you born in the United States?    
Please choose only one of the following: 

Yes  
No  

 
If No: How old were you when you arrived? _____ 
If No: Where were you born? _______________________ 
If Yes: Who were your first immediate relatives to reside in the United States?   
(parents, grandparents, etc.)? _______________________ 
 
Race: People sometimes identify themselves by "race" and/or colour.  We should point out that there is 
no evidence of clear biological distinctions between "racial" groups.  From our perspective, such divisions 
are a question of culture (i.e., learned) and not of biology.  Please check the group(s) that you believe 
best describe the group with which you most identify.  Examples of heritage groups are provided. 
☐ Aboriginal/First Nations/Métis 
☐ Black/Africa/Caribbean  
☐ East Asian (Japanese, Vietnamese, etc.) 
☐ Latin American (Costa Rican, Brazilian, Columbian, etc.) 
☐ Middle Eastern (Saudi Arabian, Iranian, Egyptian, etc.) 
☐ South Asian (East Indian, Sri Lankan, etc.) 
☐ White/European  
☐ Other (please specify) _____________________________ 
Parent Information  
 
This study will ask questions about your relationship with your parent. You have been randomly assigned 
to refer to your relationship with your: [mother/father] [this will be specified/randomized on Qualtrics]. 
 
Please indicate the age of your parent referred to for this study: ______ 
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Click “next” to proceed with the survey.  
 
If you currently do not have contact with your [mother/father], please select “exit” survey and you will still 
receive your [MTurk/course] credit.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 90 
 
 
 

The Parent Bonding Instrument 
 
We would like to know more about your relationship with you parent. Specifically, think about the parent 
that is participating in this study with you when you answer the questions below. Please read each 
question and circle the appropriate number to tell us HOW MUCH you agree with each statement. Please 
answer all of the questions. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Neutral Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
1. Spoke to me in a warm and friendly voice 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Did not help me as much as I needed 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Let me do those things I liked doing 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Seemed emotionally cold to me 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Appeared to understand my problems and worries 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Was affectionate to me 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Liked me to make my own decisions 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Did not want me to grow up 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Tried to control everything I did 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Invaded my privacy 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Enjoyed talking things over with me 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Frequently smiled at me 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Tended to baby me 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Did not seem to understand what I needed or wanted 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Let me decide things for myself 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Made me feel I wasn’t wanted 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Could make me feel better when I was upset 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Did not talk with me very much 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Tried to make me feel dependent on her/him 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Felt I could not look after myself unless she/he was 

around 
1 2 3 4 5 

21. Gave me as much freedom as I wanted 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Let me go out as often as I wanted 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Was overprotective of me 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Did not praise me 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Let me dress in any way I pleased 1 2 3 4 5 
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The TIPI Personality Questionnaire  
 

Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please write a number next to 
each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. You should rate 
the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more strongly than 
the other. 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Disagree A 
Little 

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

Agree a 
Little 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
 
I see myself as:  
 
1. _____ Extraverted, enthusiastic.  

2. _____ Critical, quarrelsome.  

3. _____ Dependable, self-disciplined.  

4. _____ Anxious, easily upset.  

5. _____ Open to new experiences, complex.  

6. _____ Reserved, quiet.  

7. _____ Sympathetic, warm.  

8. _____ Disorganized, careless.  

9. _____ Calm, emotionally stable.  

10. _____ Conventional, uncreative. 
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The Positive and Negative Affect Questionnaire 
 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each item 
and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt 
during the past week.  
 
Use the following scale to record your answers 
  

Very Slightly or 
Not At All 

A Little Moderately Quite a Bit Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

_ interested  
_ distressed  
_ excited  
_upset  
_strong  
_guilty  
_ scared  
_ hostile  
_ enthusiastic  
_ proud  
 

_ irritable  
_ alert  
_ ashamed 
_ inspired 
_ nervous  
_ determined  
_ attentive 
_jittery  
_ active  
_ afraid 
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Conscientious Responses Scale 
 

[To be randomly embedded throughout the online version of this questionnaire] 
 

1. To answer this question, please choose number four, “neither agree nor disagree.”  
Strongly Disagree                                                                                                     Strongly Agree 
1                      2                      3                      4                      5                      6                      7 
 
2. Choose the first option—“strongly disagree”—in answering this question.  
Strongly Disagree                                                                                                     Strongly Agree 
1                      2                      3                      4                      5                      6                      7 
 
3. To respond to this question, please choose number five, “slightly agree.”  
Strongly Disagree                                                                                                     Strongly Agree 
1                      2                      3                      4                      5                      6                      7 
 
4. Please answer this question by choosing number two, “disagree.”  
Strongly Disagree                                                                                                     Strongly Agree 
1                      2                      3                      4                      5                      6                      7 
 
5. In response to this question, please choose number three, “slightly disagree.”  
Strongly Disagree                                                                                                     Strongly Agree 
1                      2                      3                      4                      5                      6                      7 
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Self-Esteem Questionnaire 
 
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate how much you agree with each statement below There are 
no right or wrong answers; we are interested in your personal beliefs. Please choose only one response 
for each item. 
 

 St
ro

ng
ly

 D
is

ag
re

e 

M
od

er
at

el
y 

D
is

ag
re

e 

N
eu

tra
l  

M
od

er
at

el
y 

Ag
re

e  

St
ro

ng
ly

 A
gr

ee
 

1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane 
with others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 
5 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 
5 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 
5 

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

9. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 
5 

10. At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 
5 
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Pilot Questionnaire 
 
Instructions: Below you will find statements describing states that you may experience in your 
relationship with your parent. Specifically, this section focuses on the DIFFERENCES between you and 
your parent, such that you and your parent view the world in different ways and/or have fundamentally 
different outlooks towards life.    
 
Please rate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.  
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

 
IF MY PARENT AND I HAVE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES, MY PARENT WOULD…   

 
FUND Strongly 

D
isagree 

M
oderately 

D
isagree 

Slightly 
D

isagree 

N
eutral 

Slightly 
A

gree 

M
oderately 
A

gree 

Strongly 
A

gree 

1. Accept our differences. 1 
 

2 3 
 

4 5 6 7 

2. Tolerate our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

3. Reject our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

4. Celebrate our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

5. Ignore our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

6. Dismiss our differences.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

7. Talk to me with ease about our differences.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

8. Avoid conversations about our differences.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

9. No longer speak to me because of our differences.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

10. Disown me because of our differences. 
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

11. Listen to my side.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

12. Avoid listening to my side.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

13. Disregard my side.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

14. Ask me questions to learn more about my views.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

15. Not ask me questions to learn more about my views.  
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

16. Make me learn more about his/her views. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 
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17. Show interest in learning more about my career path.        

18. Have no interest in learning more about my career 
path.   

       

19. Allow me to make my own decisions.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

20. Make compromises with me on my decisions. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

21. Forbid me from making my own decisions.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

22. Try to make decisions that they want for me.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

23. Support my views. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

24. Not support my view.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

25. Criticize my views.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

26. Demand that I change my views.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

27. Stay involved in my life.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

28. Stay involved in my life only for the important occasions.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

29. Spend quality time with me.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

30. No longer stay involved in my life because of our 
differences. 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

31. Encourage me to pursue my choices.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

32. Discourage me from pursing my choices. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

33. Put pressure on me to change my choices. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

34. Not let it go until I change my choices.   1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

35. Feel happy for me about the choices that I make.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

36. Feel indifferent towards me about the choices that I 
make 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

37. Feel upset for me about the choices that I make 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

38. Openly share my views with his/her family and/or friends. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

39. Change the topic when talking to his/her family and/or 
friends about my views.   

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

40. Lie about my views when talking to his/her family and/or 
friends. 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 
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Debriefing Form 
 

Parent-child Relationship of Immigrant Families  
 

Researchers: 
Sharon Hou, Graduate Student, (shou@uoguelph.ca) 

Dr. Benjamin Giguère. Associate Professor (bgiguere@uoguelph.ca) 
 

Department of Psychology 
University of Guelph 

 
Thank you for taking part in this study. This debriefing form explains the purpose of this study. The 
purpose of this study is to explore how parent-child values play a role in the parent-child relationship of 
East Asian immigrant families.   
 
Specifically, you were asked to complete a questionnaire that contained questions about your values, 
those of your parents, and your thoughts, feelings, and behaviours surrounding your relationship with 
your parent. This is because we are interested in exploring your understanding of how your parent deals 
with differences that arise between you two. Basically, we wanted to better understand how immigrant 
families deal with or manage family conflict.  

 
Results from this study may be presented during conference presentations, in peer-reviewed academic 
publications, and/or in other types of academic publications. Data files, which have been stripped of all 
identifying information, will also be hosted in an open-source database for other researchers to use.    
 
If you would like to be contacted for a summary of the study results, please email the study coordinator 
Sharon Hou at shou@uoguelph.ca.  
 
Sometimes by completing a questionnaire on a particular topic people become aware of some 
problematic behaviors they have observed in their own lives. On some occasions, after completing 
questionnaires such as the one in this study, some people may feel uncomfortable or upset. Below are 
some resources that may be useful. 
 
National Alliance on Mental Illness 
Visit the website for your local branch phone number 
Web: https://www.nami.org/Find-Your-Local-NAMI  
Phone: 1-800-950-NAMI 
Email: info@nami.org 
 
Suicide Prevention Line 
Web: https://suicidepreventionlifeline.org/ 
Phone: 1-800-273-8255 
 
We want to thank you for your help with our study. Without the assistance of you and others like yourself, 
it would be impossible for us to continue our research.  
 
If you have any further questions about this study, please contact the study coordinator Sharon Hou at 
shou@uoguelph.ca. If you have any comments or would like to have further information you can also 
contact Dr. Benjamin Giguère (bgiguere@uoguelph.ca or at 519-824-4120 ext. 56862). 
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STUDY 2 MATERIALS  
 

[This survey was delivered online in multiple choice format and/or textbox as needed] 
 

[Any formatting inconsistency presented here in the Word document was re-formatted 
online to ensure consistency] 

 
Amazon Turk Human Intelligence Tasks (HIT) Task Description  

 
Title: Compensation for participants of the East Asian children of immigrants to Canada study.  
 
Description: Participants who previously participated in the study entitled: “A survey for children of East 
Asian immigrants to Canada” will be compensated with $5 gift card to Amazon.com your completion of 
the study. 
 
Please open the following link IN A NEW WINDOW. You will need to return to this page to enter your 
unique HIT code once you are done with the survey.  
 
Keywords: survey, questionnaire, psychology, questions, answer, study, research, psych, immigrant, 
East Asian, acculturation, bicultural, values, easy  
 
Reward per assignment: $5.00 
 
Number of assignments per HIT: 300 
 
Time allotted per assignment: MAX 12 hours 
 
HIT expires in: 120 days 
 
Results are automatically approved in: 2 days 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

 
Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families 

 
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Sharon Hou (PhD Student) and Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère (Faculty Advisor) from the Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph.  
 
Sharon Hou is a PhD student at the University of Guelph and the information collected for this study will 
be used for her doctoral dissertation. If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please 
feel free to contact the study coordinator Sharon Hou at shou@uoguelph.ca or the study advisor Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère at bgiguere@uoguelph.ca or at 519-824-4120 ext. 56862.  
 
WHO CAN PARTICIPATE?    
To be eligible to participate in this study, you must be a child of an East Asian immigrant to Canada (for 
example, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese, Taiwanese) and is currently between the age of 18 
and 35. You must also be fluent in English and have access to a computer and the Internet. 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
This goal of the study is to look at the parent-child relationship of East Asian immigrant families in 
Canada. More specifically, we are interested in exploring parent-child values and how they play a role in 
the parent-child relationship.  
 
STUDY PROCEDURE 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online questionnaire that 
contains questions about things such as your personal values, those of your parent, and your thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviours surrounding your relationship with your parent. Demographic questions will also 
be included such as your age, culture and status in Canada. Completing the study should take you 
approximately 45 to 60 minutes. 
 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  
There are no foreseeable risks of harm in completing this questionnaire. At the end of the study, we will 
provide you with contact information should you have any questions, comments or experience any 
discomforts following your participation in this study. 
 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY  
Your contribution to this study is important because it will help you and this research team gain a better 
understanding of parent-child dynamics in immigrant families. This study will advance knowledge on the 
social and psychological processes underlying the parent-child relationships of East Asian immigrant 
families in Canada. 
 
COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION 
You will receive a $5 Amazon.com gift card for completing the study.  At the end of the survey, we will 
give you a unique "HIT code" that you then enter into MTurk to receive your payment.    
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained in 
connection with this study. Your name will not be connected with your data. Your MTurk worker ID will not 
be stored with your responses. Results will be shared in aggregated format without any identifying 
information. For example, findings from the study will likely be published in Sharon Hou’s doctoral 
dissertation, a peer reviewed journal or otherwise shared to the public in order to advance societal 
knowledge. Upon request, you will be sent results of the study in a published format (e.g., a peer 
reviewed journal). 
 
The final dataset may be used in future studies to answer similar research questions. You should also be 
aware that the final dataset will be archived in an open-source format and possibly used for future 
research projects. There will be no identifying information in the data file. So, for instance, a future 
researcher could access the data and see that a 22-year-old female completed the survey, and see what 
her responses were.  However, there would be no way of knowing which 22-year-old completed the 
survey.     
 
As you are asked to complete an online questionnaire, please note that confidentiality cannot be 
guaranteed while data are in transit over the Internet. You are also recommended to avoid using a public 
Internet connection when completing this survey. 
 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you volunteer to be in this study, you can skip any question 
you would prefer not to answer, or withdraw from the study, with no negative consequences. You may 
withdraw from the study by declining to answer the study questions by skipping them. You may also 
refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study.  
 
You will also be given the opportunity to withdraw from the study at the end of the survey prior to existing 
the survey. You may exercise the option of removing your data from the study at any time while you 
complete the survey. Please note that once you submit the survey we will not be able to remove your 
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data because we will not have identifiers linked to it. The investigator may also withdraw you from this 
research if circumstances arise that warrant doing so.  
 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not 
waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research study. This 
study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the University of Guelph Research Ethics 
Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have 
questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study (REB#17-11-017), 
please contact:  
 
 Director, Research Ethics   Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606 
 University of Guelph   E-mail: reb@uoguelph.ca 
 
 
 
CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT  
I have read the information provided for the study “Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families” as 
described herein. I fully understand the information provide herein. By clicking “Next,” I voluntarily agree 
to participate in this study. You may also print this consent form in order to keep a copy for your records. 
 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study, and then continue on to complete the survey. You 
indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and returning this questionnaire.  
 
o Exit survey 
o Next  

 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study and to proceed.  
 
[If “Exit survey” is selected, the following message appears on the online survey] 
 
You have declined to participate in this study.  Please close this browser window. 
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[THE STUDY QUESTIONNAIRES IMPLEMENTED IN STUDY 1 ARE IMPLEMENTED IN STUDY 2 IN 
THE SAME MANNER AND FORMAT WITH A FOCUS ON CANADA, NOT UNITED STATES] 
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 Debriefing Form 
 

Parent-child Relationship of Immigrant Families  
 

Researchers: 
Sharon Hou, Graduate Student, (shou@uoguelph.ca) 

Dr. Benjamin Giguère. Associate Professor (bgiguere@uoguelph.ca) 
 

Department of Psychology 
University of Guelph 

 
Thank you for taking part in this study. This debriefing form explains the purpose of this study. The 
purpose of this study is to explore how parent-child values play a role in the parent-child relationship of 
East Asian immigrant families.   
 
Specifically, you were asked to complete a questionnaire that contained questions about your values, 
those of your parents, and your thoughts, feelings, and behaviours surrounding your relationship with 
your parent. This is because we are interested in exploring your understanding of how your parent deals 
with differences that arise between you two. Basically, we wanted to better understand how immigrant 
families deal with or manage family conflict.  

 
Results from this study may be presented during conference presentations, in peer-reviewed academic 
publications, and/or in other types of academic publications. Data files, which have been stripped of all 
identifying information, will also be hosted in an open-source database for other researchers to use.    
 
If you would like to be contacted for a summary of the study results, please email the study coordinator 
Sharon Hou at shou@uoguelph.ca.  
 
Sometimes by completing a questionnaire on a particular topic people become aware of some 
problematic behaviors they have observed in their own lives. On some occasions, after completing 
questionnaires such as the one in this study, some people may feel uncomfortable or upset. Below are 
some resources that may be useful. 
 
Canadian Mental Health Association 
Visit the website for your local branch phone number 
Web: http://www.cmha.ca/ 
Centre for Addiction and Mental Health 
(416) 535-850 
http://www.camh.ca/en/hospital/Pages/home.aspx 
 
Mental Health Helpline 
1-866-531-2600 
http://www.mentalhealthhelpline.ca/ 
 
We want to thank you for your help with our study. Without the assistance of you and others like yourself, 
it would be impossible for us to continue our research.  
 
If you have any further questions about this study, please contact the study coordinator Sharon Hou at 
shou@uoguelph.ca. If you have any comments or would like to have further information you can also 
contact Dr. Benjamin Giguère (bgiguere@uoguelph.ca or at 519-824-4120 ext. 56862). 
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STUDY 3 MATERIALS  
 

[This survey was delivered online in multiple choice format and/or textbox as needed] 
 

[Any formatting inconsistency presented here in the Word document was re-formatted 
online to ensure consistency] 

 
Amazon Turk Human Intelligence Tasks (HIT) Task Description  

 
Title: Compensation for participants of the East Asian children of immigrants study.  
 
Description: Participants who previously participated in the study entitled: “A survey for children of East 
Asian immigrants to the United States” will be compensated with $3 your completion of the study. 
 
Please open the following link IN A NEW WINDOW. You will need to return to this page to enter your 
unique HIT code once you are done with the survey.  
 
Keywords: survey, questionnaire, psychology, questions, answer, study, research, psych, immigrant, 
East Asian, acculturation, bicultural, values, easy  
 
Reward per assignment: $3.00 
 
Number of assignments per HIT: 300 
 
Time allotted per assignment: MAX 12 hours 
 
HIT expires in: 120 days 
 
Results are automatically approved in: 2 days 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
 

Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Sharon Hou (PhD Student) and Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère (Faculty Advisor) from the Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph.  
 
Sharon Hou is a PhD student at the University of Guelph and the information collected for this study will 
be used for her doctoral dissertation. If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please 
feel free to contact the study coordinator Sharon Hou at shou@uoguelph.ca or the study advisor Dr. 
Benjamin Giguère at bgiguere@uoguelph.ca or at 519-824-4120 ext. 56862.  
 
WHO CAN PARTICIPATE?    
To be eligible to participate in this study, you must be a child of an East Asian immigrant to the United 
States (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese) and is currently between the age of 18 and 35. 
You must also be fluent in English and have access to a computer and the Internet. 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
This goal of the study is to look at the parent-child relationship of East Asian immigrant families in the 
United States. More specifically, we are interested in exploring parent-child values and how they play a 
role in the parent-child relationship.  
 
STUDY PROCEDURE 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online questionnaire that 
contains questions about things such as your personal values, those of your parent, and your thoughts, 
feelings, and behaviours surrounding your relationship with your parent. Demographic questions will also 
be included such as your age, culture and status in the United States. Completing the study should take 
you approximately 45 to 60 minutes. 
 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  
There are no foreseeable risks of harm in completing this questionnaire. At the end of the study, we will 
provide you with contact information should you have any questions, comments or experience any 
discomforts following your participation in this study. 
 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY  
Your contribution to this study is important because it will help you and this research team gain a better 
understanding of parent-child dynamics in immigrant families. This study will advance knowledge on the 
social and psychological processes underlying the parent-child relationships of East Asian immigrant 
families in the United States. 
 
COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION 
You will receive a $3 for completing the study. At the end of the survey, we will give you a unique "HIT 
code" that you then enter into MTurk to receive your payment.    
 
PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 
Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained in 
connection with this study. Your name will not be connected with your data. Your MTurk worker ID will not 
be stored with your responses. Results will be shared in aggregated format without any identifying 
information. For example, findings from the study will likely be published in Sharon Hou’s doctoral 
dissertation, a peer reviewed journal or otherwise shared to the public in order to advance societal 
knowledge. Upon request, you will be sent results of the study in a published format (e.g., a peer 
reviewed journal). 
 
The final dataset may be used in future studies to answer similar research questions. You should also be 
aware that the final dataset will be archived in an open-source format and possibly used for future 
research projects. There will be no identifying information in the data file. So, for instance, a future 
researcher could access the data and see that a 22-year-old female completed the survey, and see what 
her responses were.  However, there would be no way of knowing which 22-year-old completed the 
survey.     
 
As you are asked to complete an online questionnaire, please note that confidentiality cannot be 
guaranteed while data are in transit over the Internet. You are also recommended to avoid using a public 
Internet connection when completing this survey. 
 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you volunteer to be in this study, you can skip any question 
you would prefer not to answer, or withdraw from the study, with no negative consequences. You may 
withdraw from the study by declining to answer the study questions by skipping them. You may also 
refuse to answer any questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study.  
 
You will also be given the opportunity to withdraw from the study at the end of the survey prior to existing 
the survey. You may exercise the option of removing your data from the study at any time while you 
complete the survey. Please note that once you submit the survey we will not be able to remove your 
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data because we will not have identifiers linked to it. The investigator may also withdraw you from this 
research if circumstances arise that warrant doing so.  
 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not 
waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research study. This 
study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the University of Guelph Research Ethics 
Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you have 
questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study (REB#17-11-017), 
please contact:  
 
 Director, Research Ethics   Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606 
 University of Guelph   E-mail: reb@uoguelph.ca 
 
 
CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT  
I have read the information provided for the study “Parent-child Relationships of Immigrant Families” as 
described herein. I fully understand the information provide herein. By clicking “Next,” I voluntarily agree 
to participate in this study. You may also print this consent form in order to keep a copy for your records. 
 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study, and then continue on to complete the survey. You 
indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and returning this questionnaire.  
o Exit survey 
o Next  

 
Please click “Next” to agree to participate in this study and to proceed.  
 
[If “Exit survey” is selected, the following message appears on the online survey] 
 
You have declined to participate in this study.  Please close this browser window. 
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[THE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE IMPLEMENTED IN STUDY 1 and 2 ARE IMPLEMENTED IN 

STUDY 3 IN THE SAME MANNER AND FORMAT] 
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Refined Questionnaire  
 
Instructions: Below you will find statements describing states that you may experience in your relationship with your mother/father. 
Specifically, this section focuses on the DIFFERENCES between you and your mother/father, such that you and your 
mother/father’s view the world in different ways and/or have fundamentally different outlooks towards life.  Please rate the extent to 
which you agree with each of the following statements. 

 
IF MY MOTHER/FATHER AND I HAVE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES, MY MOTHER/FATHER WOULD…   
 

 Strongly 
D

isagree  

M
oderately 

D
isagree  

Slightly 
D

isagree  

N
eutral 

Slightly 
A

gree  

M
oderately 
A

gree 

Strongly 
A

gree 

1. Accept our differences. 1 
 

2 3 
 

4 5 6 7 

2. Tolerate our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

3. Celebrate our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

4. Talk to me with ease about our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

5. Listen to my side.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

6. Ask me questions to learn more about my views.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

7. Show interest in learning more about my views. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

8. Allow me to make my own decisions.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

9. Make compromises with me on my decisions. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

10. Support my views. 
1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

11. Encourage me to pursue my choices.  
1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

12. Feel happy for me about the choices that I make.  
1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

13. Ignore our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

14. Dismiss our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

15. Avoid conversations about our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

16. Not ask me questions to learn more about my views.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

17. Have no interest in learning more about my views.          

18. Disregard my views.         

Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Neutral Slightly 
Agree 

Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 
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19. Feel indifferent towards me about the choices that I make. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

20. Change the topic when talking to his/her family and/or friends 
about my views.   

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

21. Lie about my views when talking to his/her family and/or 
friends. 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

22. Reject our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

23. Avoid listening to my side.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

24. Not support my view. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

25. No longer speak to me because of our differences.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

26. Disown me because of our differences. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

27. No longer stay involved in my life because of our differences. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

28. Forbid me from making my own decisions because of our 
differences. 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

29. Still stay involved in my life despite of our differences. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

30. Criticize my views.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

31. Feel upset for me about the choices that I make 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

32. Try to make decisions that they want for me.  1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

33. Make me learn more about his/her views. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 

34. Put pressure on me to change my choices. 1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 5 6 7 
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Family Conflict Questionnaire 
 
Instructions: Below you will find statements describing situations that you may experience in your 
relationship with your parent. Please respond to the following questions.  
 
How likely is this type of situation to occur in your family?  
 

Almost Never Once In A While Sometimes  Often or 
Frequently 

Almost Always  

1 2 3 4 5 

 
How serious a problem is this situation in your family?  
 

Not At All  Slightly  Moderately  Very Much Extremely  

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Family Situations Likelihood Seriousness 
1. Your parents tell you what to do with your life, but you want to make your own 
decisions.  

  

2. Your parents tell you that a social life is not important at this age, but you think 
that it is.  

  

3. You have done well in school, but your parents' academic expectations always 
exceed your performance.  

  

4. Your parents want you to sacrifice personal interests for the sake of the family, 
but you feel this is unfair.  

  

5. Your parents always compare you to others, but you want them to accept you 
for being yourself.  

  

6. Your parents argue that they show you love by housing, feeding, and educating 
you, but you wish they would show more physical and verbal signs of affection.  

  

7. Your parents don't want you to bring shame upon the family, but you feel that 
your parents are too concerned with saving face.  

  

8. Your parents expect you to behave like a proper Asian male or female, but you 
feel your parents are being too traditional.  

  

9. You want to state your opinion, but your parents consider it to be disrespectful 
to talk back.  

  

10. Your parents demand that you always show respect for elders, but you 
believe in showing respect only if they deserve it. 
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Self-Esteem Questionnaire 
 
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate how much you agree with each statement below There are 
no right or wrong answers; we are interested in your personal beliefs. Please choose only one response 
for each item. 
 

 St
ro

ng
ly

 D
is

ag
re

e 

M
od

er
at

el
y 

D
is

ag
re

e 

N
eu

tra
l  

M
od

er
at

el
y 

Ag
re

e  

St
ro

ng
ly

 A
gr

ee
 

1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane 
with others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 
5 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 
5 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 
5 

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 
5 

9. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 
5 

10. At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 
5 
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Bicultural Identity Integration Questionnaire 
 
Now we would like you to complete the following questions. Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate 
how much you agree with each statement below. There are no right or wrong answers; we are interested 
in your personal beliefs. Please choose only one response for each  
item. 
 

 
  

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Moderately 
Disagree 

Neutral Moderately 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
1. I am simply an East Asian person who lives in 

United States. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I keep my East Asian and American cultures 
separate. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I feel East Asian-American. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I feel part of a combined culture. 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I am conflicted between American and East 
Asian ways of doing things. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I feel like someone moving between two 
cultures. 

7.  

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I feel caught between the East Asian and 
American cultures. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I don’t feel trapped between the East Asian and 
American cultures.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 



 

 112 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[THE DEBRIEF FORM IMPLEMENTED IN STUDY 1 and 2 WAS IMPLEMENTED IN STUDY 3 IN THE 

SAME MANNER AND FORMAT] 
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