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Previous research suggests that child behavioslqtlipes such as behavioral inhibition
and aspects of parental control behavior may bpeshhy culturally-informed socialization
goals. Specifically, in accord with collectivistialues for interpersonal harmony and self-
discipline, East Asian parents tend to suppordeéii’s behavioral inhibition (Bl; Chen &
French, 2008) and utilize more parental contra@tstyies such as encouragement of moderate
emotional expressivity and restrictiveness (P. \Wal.2002). In contrast, parents from

Western contexts tend to view Bl as an indicataarofiety (Rosenbaum et al., 1993; Schwartz,



Snidman, & Kagan, 1999; Turner, Beidel, & Wolff,98) and avoid using parental control
methods for fear of intruding on a child’s autonofayg., Chao & Tseng, 2002).

Thus, child behavioral inhibition may be associatdth other child dispositions such as
cognitive control and negative affectivity in drstt ways depending on the cultural context.
Likewise, parental control may have different matignal determinants depending on cultural
context. In particular, the role of possible ewo@effects of child developmental factors such
as behavioral difficulties, self-regulation, andyodive control should be understood within
cultural context. In order to better understandrthire of cultural differences in parental
control, it is useful to examine a population iniethdevelopmental challenges may shape parent
orientation toward control. Thus, while Paper ¢uges on cultural differences in typically
developing children and their parents, Paper 2 @x@srhow parenting may shift to non-
normative cultural practices in response to mogdlehging child behaviors as displayed by
internationally adopted children.

In Paper 1 we examined whether Bl and parentakabwere differentially related to
children’s temperament in a sample of 45 Asian Acaer (AA) and European American (EA)
preschoolers. Results indicated that AA parent®esed more parental control (restrictiveness,
encouragement of modesty) than EA parents. Howéwvere were no ethnic differences in BI,
cognitive control, or negative affectivity. Furth®ore, analyses revealed that for AA families,
Bl was positively correlated with a measure of atiga control; however, this association was
not significant for EA children. This finding i®asistent with the notion that Bl is a
heterogeneous phenotype in which AA children maintentionally utilizing their cognitive
control abilities to display withdrawal from now&tuations (Xu et al., 2007). In addition,

among AA children, there was no significant relasibip between parental control and cognitive



control, whereas this relationship was negativeEiarfamilies. This suggests that while
parental control may be normative in AA familieglarot closely tied to children’s cognitive
control, there may be a different process in EAili@s While the direction of influence is not
clear, it may be that when EA children strugglewabgnitive control, EA parents move outside
of their culturally normative approach and utilmere parental control.

In Paper 2 we continued to explore evocative moolietkevelopment in a sample of 64
preschoolers. We examined the interaction of gatethnicity (EA, AA) and adoption status
(adopted, nonadopted) on parental control andxpkeatory effects of child factors (behavioral
inhibition, anxiety, and cognitive control). Resuindicated that adopted children displayed
higher behavioral inhibition and lower parent répdrcognitive control. As predicted, cultural
differences in parental control emerged among #rergs who did not adopt, but there was
cultural similarity among the parents who adoptédrthermore, we found that variation in
behavioral inhibition and cognitive control parya¢xplained adoption status by ethnicity
interaction effects on parental control.

Taken together, these findings help elucidate timepticated reciprocal influences that

flow between a child, their parents, and the lagygture.
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Cultural Differences in the Associations betweehdgoral Inhibition Related
Child Temperament Factors, and Parental Contrgbing Children
Jennifer Y. Louie

University of California, Los Angeles



Abstract
Previous research suggests that child behavioelgilipes such as behavioral inhibition and
aspects of parental control behavior may be shbhpedlturally-informed socialization goals.
As such, child behavioral inhibition and parentahizol may be associated with other child
dispositions such as cognitive control and negaiftectivity in distinct ways depending on the
cultural context. The present study examined wdreh and parental control were differentially
related to children’s temperament in a sample oAgi&n American (AA) and European
American (EA) 36 to 60 month olds. Results indecathat AA parents endorsed more parental
control (restrictiveness, encouragement of modekty) EA parents. However, there were no
ethnic differences in BI, cognitive control, or agige affectivity. Furthermore, analyses
revealed that for AA families, Bl was positivelyroelated with a measure of cognitive control;
however, this association was not significant férdhildren. This finding is consistent with the
notion that Bl is a heterogeneous phenotype in A& children may be drawing upon a
capacity for cognitive control when they displagisbreticence. In addition, among AA
children, there was no significant relationshipvestn parental control and cognitive control,
whereas this relationship was negative for EA fasil This suggests that while parental control
in AA families may be normative and not closeldtie impairments in children’s cognitive
control, there may be an evocative process in Elli@s such that when EA children struggle
with inhibitory control, EA parents may move outsidf a culturally modal approach to exert

more parental control.



Cultural Differences in the Associations betweehdgoral Inhibition Related
Child Temperament Factors, and Parental Contrgbing Children

Behavioral inhibition (BI) represents a heterogersebehavioral phenotype marked by
responding to novel situations, people, or objadtls restraint, withdrawal, avoidance, or
distress (Kagan, Reznick, Clarke, Snidman, & Ga@ud, 1984). Approximately 15% to 20%
of children can be classified as behaviorally iiteith during early childhood(Fox, Henderson,
Marshall, Nichols, & Ghera, 2005) and about haltrase children continue to show signs of
wariness across childhood (Degnan & Fox, 2007hI8t8I is assumed to reflect both genetic
predispositions and experiential factors that iaseerisk for anxiety disorders (Rosenbaum et al.,
1993; Schwartz, Snidman, & Kagan, 1999; TurnerdBei& Wolff, 1996). By middle
childhood, Bl is manifest as social withdrawal, ais in turn related to peer rejection and
victimization (Boivin, Hymel, & Burkowski, 1995; Hhésh & Guerra, 2000), loneliness, low self-
esteem, and anxiety (Hymel, Bowker, & Woody, 19R8bin & Asendorpf, 1993). Over time,
children with stable Bl have higher rates of anxdisorders than children with unstable Bl or
without Bl (Hirshfeld, Rosenbaum, Biederman, & @at, 1992). Thus, Bl has been identified
as a critical early risk factor associated with dnset of anxiety disorders.

However, disparities in the distribution of Bl assocultural groups (Rubin et al., 2006)
and variability in developmental outcomes of cllidoetween individuals and across cultural
settings complicates our understanding of Bl as@ssociation with later psychopathology
(Chen & French, 2008; Chen, Rubin, Li, & Li, 19%hen, Rubin, & Li, 1995). Much of the
research on the causes, correlates, and consegusrigehas been limited to homogeneous
North American and Western European samples (Rettah, 2006). Although Bl has recently

become the focus of study in China (Chen et aB5),%here have been few systematic cross-



cultural studies of the prevalence of the phenome@me such study found that whereas 16.2 —
44.5% of young children in Western countries digpthBl, 32.4 — 60.9% of children from East
Asian countries displayed Bl (Chen & French, 2008hile the authors offered both
temperamental and socialization explanations feselcross-cultural differences, these
explanations were not subject to empirical test.

The bulk of previous research investigating cragdsdcal differences in Bl has focused
on extrinsic, cultural socialization explanatio@siture imparts meaning to any given behavior,
determines how individuals, including parents aedrp, perceive, evaluate, and react to the
behavior, and eventually regulates the developmoktite behavior (Rubin et al., 2006). In
Chinese contexts, inhibited behaviors are beliggaéflect social competence (Chen et al.,
1995). Consequently, Bl is positively associatethwhinese children’s peer acceptance,
teacher-assessed competence, leadership, and acadbevement (Chen & French, 2008;
Chen et al., 1999, 1995). In accord with differenireinterpersonal goals and values, Chinese
parents tend to support children’s Bl (Chen & Frer#008),whereas North American parents
tend to discourage children’s Bl (Chen et al., J9%8milarly, Chinese parents expect children
as young as 2 years old to master impulse conttadreas U.S. parents tend to expect such
mastery years later (Chen et al., 1998; Ho, 1994.[H. Wu, 1996). In order to instill self-
discipline in children, Chinese parenting practitsgsd to emphasize high levels of parental
control, actively overseeing and regulating chifdsebehavior and activities (P. Wu et al., 2002).
Measurement of these practices has included meildiiphensions, including the encouragement
of modest behavior, shaming, protectiveness, amgttiteness (P. Wu et al., 2002). These
parental control dimensions may work together &psha more cautious social approach among

children (P. Wu et al., 2002).



In Western contexts, however, permissive or intreigiarenting is associated with
toddler inhibition and preschooler social retice(ldane, Cheah, Rubin, & Fox, 2008; Rubin,
Burgess, & Hastings, 2002; Rubin, Cheah, & Fox,12®ubin, Hastings, Stewart, Henderson, &
Chen, 1997; Williams et al., 2009) and maternalitpaity, acceptance, warmth, sensitivity and
responsiveness are associated with less inhibteds socially adaptive behavior (Park, Belsky,
Putnam, & Crnic, 1997; Wood, McLeod, Sigman, Hwatag;hu, 2003). Previous research
examining whether parental control was differehtie¢lated to children’s behavior on social
approach tasks across cultures revealed that fmpEan American families, parental control
was negatively correlated with child inhibition;vilever, the associations were not significant
for Asian American and Korean families (Louie, @hl.au, in press).

In contrast to focusing solely on extrinsic so@ation factors, some models of Bl focus
exclusively on intrinsic or endogenous temperanfeetbrs. Current models of Bl have
theorized about the etiologic role of two temperahtkmensions of negative affectivity and
cognitive control. Research on has implicated tiegaffectivity, or proneness to experience
negative emotions, as a developmental risk factoBf. Supportive evidence is drawn from
methods including parent report (e.g. temperamerasures) (Kagan & Snidman, 1991),
behavior (e.g., verbal displays of distress in fabary tasks) (Kagan, Reznick, Snidman, &
Gibbons, 1988), and physiological data (e.g. greteonomic reactivity, elevated baseline
cortisol levels) (Fox et al., 2005; Kagan, Rezn&kKnidman, 1989; Kalin, Shelton, Rickman, &
Davidson, 1998). Recently, however, theorists legeied for the importance ofultiple
temperament dimensions on risk for psychopatho(ggk, 2004; Muris & Ollendick, 2005;
Nigg, 2006). In particular, Bl and related anxigleenotypes are seen as resulting from a

combination of high negative affectivity and lowgoitive control among children (Lonigan,



Vasey, Phillips, & Hazen, 2004; Lonigan & VaseyP2@) Cognitive control is the ability to
behave in accord with rules, goals, or intenti@vegn when contrary to reflexive or otherwise
highly compelling competing responses (Rougier,Iido8raver, Cohen, & O’Reilly, 2005).

Individuals who are biased toward experiencing hegaffect, and have difficulty
employing attentional mechanisms to regulate thiotions, may become overwhelmed and
inhibited (Kagan et al., 1984; Lonigan et al., 20@r example, children high on Bl had higher
levels of neuroticism and lower levels of attentcmmtrol according to child self-report data
(Muris & Dietvorst, 2006). Using largely questiomes and some behavioral measures, research
has found that cognitive control and negative &ifféy interact to predict internalizing
symptoms concurrently and longitudinally (N. Eiserdy Fabes, Guthrie, & Murphy, 1996; N.
Eisenberg, Fabes, Guthrie, & Reiser, 2000; N. Bieayy Shepard, Fabes, Murphy, & Guthrie,
1998; N. Eisenberg, Smith, Sadovsky, & Spinrad 4200uris & Dietvorst, 2006; Muris,
Meesters, & Rompelberg, 2007; Oldehinkel, Hartnkrdinand, Verhulst, & Ormel, 2007).
Although models have begun to integrate emotioncagphition on different levels of analysis
including neural systems, psychological processed,behaviors (Frick, 2004), these multi-
method approaches have rarely been applied inndsea children’s BI.

The aforementioned temperament models emphasibdéugls of negative affectivity
and low levels of cognitive control as child fast@ontributing to Bl (Lonigan et al., 2004).
There is also growing evidence that there are migites of Bl among children in East Asian
cultural contexts than in Western European andiNamerican countries (Lonigan et al., 2004).
Given these findings, one might surmise that assedichild temperamental differences may
show corresponding variability across cultureshgihat East Asian children demonstrate higher

levels of negative affectivity and lower levels adgye control than Western children. Yet,



research on each temperament component suggesigptbsite pattern, creating a cross-cultural
paradox. In terms of negative affectivity, Chin@gants are significantly less active, irritable,
and vocal than Western samples, with American isfahowing the highest level of negative
affectivity (Kagan, 1994; M. Lewis, Ramsay, & Kaveaki, 1993). In terms of cognitive control,
Chinese and Korean preschoolers have been showutgerform their European American
counterparts on measures of executive functiomdgative of cognitive control (Oh & Lewis,
2008; Sabbagh, Xu, Carlson, Moses, & Lee, 2006).

In order to understand this cross-cultural paradogialization can be examined as an
explanatory source of between group variance. dwét, Chang, Zhang, and Yu (2007) assert
that the term shyness in Mandarin Chinese not mafrs to passive and anxious social restraint,
but also includes a self-controlled form of socedtraint that may be motivated by a desire to fit
in with others. In other words, in Eastern conteRtsmarked by withdrawal behavior can be
either a product of low or high cognitive contrdlo use Xu’s terms, children with anxious BI
may be prone to or are overwhelmed by negative iem®that prevent social approach, whereas
East Asian children with regulated Bl may limit ith@pproach in an effortful manner to align
with socialization goals around self-control anstraint (Xu et al., 2007).Furthermore, research
results imply that regulated Bl is the type valbgdChinese adults and peers (Xu et al., 2007).
For example, teacher reported regulated shynespogitsvely associated with peers’
nominations of social preference and mothers’ gatiof self-regulation and negatively
associated with children’s self-reported lonelin@sd social anxiety, whereas the reverse was
found for anxious Bl. However, teachers rated egulated Bl and anxiously Bl children as
having limited peer contacts and being relativeljtary, which suggested that both types of

children may be behaviorally inhibited in their @danteractions (Xu et al., 2007).



Although research has started to explore cultwatext, parenting, and children’s
negative affectivity and cognitive control as fasteelated to the development of Bl, the current
study brings these disparate literatures togetharsingle empirical investigation. There is
much to be learned about the nature of Bl by examgiwhat is associated with Bl across
different cultural groups, including variation ianents’ tendency to control children’s behavior,
children’s sensitivity to negative emotion, or dnén’s ability to regulate their behaviors. In
sum, it is important to account for the interrelas between socialization and temperament
factors in the expression of a heterogeneous Biqigpe (Rubin et al., 2006). This project
provides important data on how culture shapesmtisBl profiles.

The Present Resear ch

In the current study, we examined whether thevaigbility in the associations between
Bl in young children and other temperament indicsaend socialization factors depending on
the child’s cultural background. Specifically, steidied whether measures of Bl were
differentially related to children’s cognitive cook, negative affectivity, and parenting
environment in a sample of typically developingasAmerican (AA) and European American
(EA) preschool children.

In the preliminary analyses based on prior work expeected to find group differences in
levels of BI, cognitive control, and negative affeity, such that AA children would display
higher levels of Bl and cognitive control and leggative affectivity than their EA counterparts,
and that AA parents would endorse more use of pareantrol than EA parents.

In the main analyses, we first examined whethew@&lld be associated with more
cognitive control for AA children, but that the path would be reversed for EA children. We

expected that Bl would be positively associatedhwdgnitive control in AAs, but not



necessarily negative affectivity, because Bl maplposeful and normative in the context of
East Asian socialization. In contrast, consisteitih prior research and extant conceptual
models, we predicted that Bl would be associated poorer cognitive control and greater
negative affectivity in European Americans.

Second, we examined whether the associations betevelelren’s temperament
dimensions and parental control would vary acrdissie groups. In the European American
context, parents’ specific efforts to encourageegit behavior run counter to prevailing
socialization goals of individual autonomy. Yétese same parenting responses are congruent
with East Asian socialization goals of accommodgatmthe social context in ways that avoid
disrupting relationships. As such, Bl may be ndmesand related to children’s ability to down-
regulate approach behaviors among Asian originlfasai In contrast, these types of parental
control may be related to less cognitive contrdturopean American families. This may be the
case because deviant child behavior evokes cultiaslpical parental control in European
American families. Or conversely, European Amariparents’ use of control may engender
child dysregulation in a prevailing cultural contehere autonomy is stressed.

Thus, based on the literature we expect that are#ntamilies greater use of firm
parental control, including aspects of psycholdgicatrol, may be associated children’s BI.
However, there may be competing predictions aldmissociation between Bl and parental
control among Asian American families. On the oaad) one might expect Bl to be associated
with higher parental control for the AA group besaun accord with social attitudes and
interpersonal goals, Bl may emerge as a functiqguaoéntal control that encourages child self-

regulation and restraint. On the other hand, it imayhat Bl and parental control are unrelated in



AA families because high levels of parental contnaly be culturally normative and scripted and
may not predict variance in children’s BI.
Methods

Participants

We recruited typically developing 36-60 month ohdldren and their primary caregiver,
including 30 European American children (43.3% maled 15 Asian American children
(33.33% male). There was no statistical differencehild gender or age across groulgls<
51.40 months oldSD = 9.95). EA children and their parents were lkamd raised in the United
States, and their ancestors were from Northerrvdestern Europe. AA children were either
born in East Asia or in the United States, and tbaients were born and raised in East Asia or
in the United States (40% Chinese, 40% Korean, @0%r; 27% 1st generation immigrants).
Of AA parents, 13% reported an East Asian lang@asgde primary language they speak with
their child. While the AA sample was not ethnigatlentical, previous research has shown that
while within group variation is considerable, EAstan (e.g., Chinese, Korean) cultures tend to
have similar values and beliefs regarding paren@itpo & Tseng, 2002). Subjects were
recruited through flyering the UCLA campus (incloglithe Early Child Education program),
public posting areas, schools, religious organirestji community/recreation centers, professional
offices, and after-school facilities with institois’ permission. Parents and children who are a
part of the UCLA Developmental Research Subject Reoe also invited. Families agreeing to
participate came to UCLA for one laboratory sessiat lasted approximately 1 hour. While
parents filled out questionnaires, children pgprated in the following tasks: Stranger Approach
and Tower of Patience. Families were compensa&08dd@ their participation.

M easur es
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Demographics. Participants were asked to provide basic demogecapformation,
including age, gender, ethnicity, family compositiand parents’ education, occupation, and
income.

L aboratory-based measures.

Child Behavior. Using a version of the Lab-TAB coding system (Gahith, Reilly,
Lemery, Longley, & Prescott, 1999), observers caueghtive and positive emotion arousal
behaviors: intensity, bodily, behavioral, and véihaes. Majdandziand van den Boom, (2007)
found modest to moderate convergence between quoeatres and Lab-TAB observations, and
adequate inter-rater reliability and internal cetesncy of composite scores. In the current study,
each component score was standardized into z-santethen summed to form the composite
scores: Behavioral Inhibition and Tower Inhibit&pntrol Errors (cognitive control).

Intraclass coefficients (ICCs) were calculated aseasure of inter-rater reliability for a random
subset (n = 12) of video observations of the teéahple. There were 2 EA and 4 AA coders who
were randomly assigned to EA or AA videos. Therurater reliability was excellent for most
composites across subgroups in the sample (se@)elaternal consistency reliability of the
composites was acceptable in the overall samplaaruss subgroups (see below).

First, to elicit novelty avoidance, an indicatorBif in “Stranger Approach,” an
unfamiliar female experimenter (either EA or AA}ered the room and tried to engage the child
in a conversation with standardized questions. Béteavioral Inhibition composite included 3
microanalytic codes during the Stranger task: walagl from the stranger (e.g., scooting back
in chair, putting head down on the table), gazesawe (e.g., looking down at hands), approach
behaviors towards parent (e.g., reaching for paréainds). The task was divided into epochs

based on the stranger’s standardized questions.niiimber of occurrences within each epoch
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were summed and then divided by the number of eptichenerate the component scores.
Overall, the average measure ICC was .97 (.98 Aoald .90 for AA). The Cronbach alpha for
the composite of finalized codes was .68 (.63 fardad .84 for AA).

Second, “Tower of Patience” was used to elicitltiory control, an indicator of
cognitive control. In this task, the child and theerimenter took turns adding a block to a
tower. During her turns, the experimenter increatsdys before adding a block. The Tower
Inhibitory Control Errors composite included 2 reseecoded microanalytic codes during the
Tower task (higher scores indicate lower cognitiwatrol): anticipatory behavior (e.g., reaching
for a block out of turn, touching the tower) andbadizations (e.g., talking, singing, to self or
others). The task was divided into epochs basdti@experimenter’s turns to put on a block.
The number of occurrences within each epoch warersed and then divided by the number of
epochs to generate the component scores. Owbeakyverage measure ICC was .85 (.90 for EA
and .83 for AA). The Cronbach alpha for the conmeosf finalized codes was .62 (.63 for EA
and .62 for AA).

Parent report questionnair es.

Child Behavior. The Children’s Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ; RatttpAhadi, &
Hershey, 1994), a 195-item parent-report measutengperament for children aged 3 to 8 years,
was developed into a very short (36 items, 3 bszades) form (CBQ-VS; Putham & Rothbart,
2006). Items are measured on a seven-point LikatesParents’ rate how “true” certain
behaviors were of their child over the past 6 msnBarents are also given the option of
indicating whether a particular item was “not apalile” to their child. The standard CBQ
demonstrated both satisfactory internal consistemcl/criterion validity, and exhibited

longitudinal stability and cross-informant agreem&fery short form scales demonstrated
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acceptable internal consistency, and confirmatacyor analyses indicated marginal fit of the
very short form items to a three-factor model. mMeasure Negative Affectivity, we used the
Negative Affectivity subscale from the CBQ-VS. the current sample, Cronbach’s alpha was
.73 across groups (.71 for EA and .76 for AA). nieasure Cognitive Control, we used the
Inhibitory Control subscale from the CBQ. In therent sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .85
across groups (.74 for EA and .91 for AA).Consisteith predictions about construct validity,
the CBQ Inhibitory Control subscale was marginalgatively correlated with Tower Inhibitory
Control Errors( = -0.31,p< .10).

Parental Control. We created a Parental Control composite by comgithie following
two questionnaires. The Child Rearing PracticgsorRe- modified (CRPR; Block, 1981; Rickel
& Biasatti, 1982) measured parenting beliefs ondineensions of restrictiveness and nurturance.
The scale ranges from 1 = not-at-all descriptivenefto 6 = highly descriptive of me. The items
that comprised these factors have high internasistency and reliability. This internal
consistency and reliability held up across difféigsamples (i.e., parents from an urban center
city and a middle-to-upper income community) (RickeBiasatti, 1982).

We also administered subscales of a modified versighe Parenting Styles and
Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson, Mandl&tsen, & Hart, 2001). This version of
the PSDQ has been used with parents in mainlandaGind in the United States. Parents
reported the frequency with which they display p&rg behaviors on a five-point scale. The 18
items developed to assess parenting constructsasizehd in China (P. Wu et al., 2002) were
administered. These items are comprised of faaeisding: encouragement of modesty,
shaming/love withdrawal, protection, directivenaagl maternal involvement. Construct

validity is supported by multi-group confirmatogctor analyses, which showed that most of the
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factor loadings for the parenting constructs emjzieasin China are comparable across the two
cultures. For the current study, the wording @f lems on the maternal involvement scale was
edited to reflect parental involvement.

Given the focus of the current study on controlrareldren’s interpersonal behavior, we
examined the Modesty subscale of the PSDQ combuitadhe Restrictiveness subscale of the
CRPR to create the Parental Control composite.ekample, the PSDQ Modesty subscale
included “I discourage my child from appearing @mazfident” and “I discourage my child from
strongly expressing his/her point of view.” Itefnrsm the CRPR Restrictiveness subscale
included “I teach my child to keep control of heefings at all times” and “I believe that
scolding and criticism make a child improve.” Tdther subscales of the PSDQ seemed to be
unrelated to interpersonal functioning, or to ingdiostile control or psychological control (e.g.
Shaming/love withdrawal). In the current samplerach’s alpha for the Parental Control
composite was .86 across groups (.78 for EA ando©BA).

Results
Missing Data

Missing data was handled using multiple imputapoocedures (Graham, Cumsille, &
Elek-Fisk, 2003). As shown in Table 1, the leveho$singness across variables ranged from
20% to 2%. We imputed the data five times for egttimic group separately before combining
them. We then examined the pooled coefficienthfamalyses run on each imputed dataset.
Ethnic Differencesin Study Variables

As shown in Table 2, after controlling for age,rthevere significant group differences in
parent reports of PSDQ ModesH € 0.42,p< .05), CRPR RestrictiveB(= 0.40,p< .05), and

the Parental Control composi® € 1.46,p< .05). Specifically, AA parents encouraged mogest
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and endorsed restrictive parenting techniques empénental control measures more than did EA
parents (Parental Control composhésa = 1.05,SDaa = 2.11;Mga = -0.49,SD:zp = 1.50) (See
Table 1). However, there were no ethnic differsnoeBl B = -0.75,ns), Cognitive Control

(Bcaq inhibitory control= 0.26,NS, Brower inhibitory Control Erors= -0.83,ns), or Negative Affectivity B = -
0.38,n9).

Ethnic Differencesin Interrelations

Behavioral Inhibition. As shown in Table 3, after controlling for age,vizds not
correlated with Cognitive Controtd|-ceq innibitory control= 0.08,NS; I'1-Tower Inhibitory Control Errors: -
0.04,n9), Negative Affectivity ( = 0.13,n9), or Parental Controf = -0.14,n9) for the whole
sample. However, when we examined each group agbarthe hypothesized pattern emerged
(see Table 4). For EA children, there was no §icant relationship between Tower Inhibitory
Control Errors and BlIr(= -0.09,ns), whereas this relationship was negative for ARdtken ( =
-0.61,p< .05) (see Figure 1). When we conducted FishieZ transformations, we found that
there was a significant difference between theasial correlation coefficient&(= -1.59,p<
.05, one-tailed test). This group difference isag$ations was not found for CBQ Inhibitory
Control £ = 0.21,ns), Negative Affectivity Z = 0.98,ns), or Parental ControlZ(= 0.51,ns).

We also tested the interactions between ethnicpgaoa Cognitive Control, Negative
Affectivity, or Parental Control, in predicting BHierarchical regression analyses were
employed as follows: Bl was regressed on age ip Stand indices of parental control,
cognitive control, or negative affectivity and ethgroup were added in Step 2, and interactions
between ethnic group and Cognitive Control, Negahifectivity, or Parental Control were
added in Step 3. Results (see Table 5) indicht@there were no main effects of ethnicity,

Cognitive Control, Negative Affectivity, or Pareh@ontrol on Bl. There were no significant
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interactions between ethnic group and CognitivetbrNegative Affectivity, or Parental
Control, on BI.

Parental Control. As shown in Table 3, after controlling for age, éal Control was
marginally negatively correlated with CBQ Inhibgd€ontrol ¢ = -0.27,p< .10) and marginally
positively correlated with Tower Inhibitory ContrBlrors ¢ = 0.30,p< .10) in the full sample.
To examine the possibility that the associatiortssben parents’ psychological control and
children’s behavior differed across the ethnic gguwe examined each group separately (see
Table 4). For AA children, there was no significeglationship between Parental Control and
CBQ Inhibitory Control { = -0.12,ns), whereas this relationship was negative for EAdcén (
=-0.43,p< .05). Similarly, for AAs, there was no signifidaassociation between Parental
Control and Tower Inhibitory Control Errors £ 0.20,ns), while there was a positive
relationship for EAsr(= 0.47,p< .05). However, when we conducted FishtyZ
transformations, we found that there was no sigaifi difference between either pair of partial
correlation coefficients: CBQ Inhibitory Contrd € 0.87,ns) and Tower Inhibitory Control
Errors £ =-0.79,ns).

In addition, Parental Control was not significarttyrelated with Negative Affectivity
when examining the whole sample or within each grdine partial correlations between
Parental Control and Negative Affectivity for eagfoup were also not significantly different
from each otherZ = -0.45,n9).

We also tested the interactions between ethnicpgaod Bl, Cognitive Control, and
Negative Affectivity, in predicting Parental Conltrddierarchical regression analyses were
employed as follows: Parental Control was regresseage in Step 1, Bl, Cognitive Control, or

Negative Affectivity and ethnic group were addedsiep 2, and interactions between ethnic
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group and BI, Cognitive Control, or Negative Affiedty were added in Step 3. Results (see
Table 5) indicated that there were main effectstbhicity on Parental Control in all of the
regression models: CBQ Inhibitory Contr8l £ 1.61,p< .01), Tower Inhibitory Control Errors
(B =1.60,p< .01), Negative Affectivity® = 1.61,p<.01), and BIB = 1.40,p< .01). There
were also main effects of CBQ Inhibitory ContrBl<£ -0.60,p< .05) and Tower Inhibitory
Control Errors B = 0.38,p< .05) on parental control. There were no maiectf of Bl or
Negative Affectivity on Parental Control. Therere@lso no significant interactions between
ethnic group and BI, Cognitive Control, or NegatAféectivity on Parental Control.
Discussion

The present study investigated whether cultuleénices the associations between BI,
parental control, and related temperament factbos.the preliminary analyses, we examined
cultural differences in parental control and bebealiinhibition (BI), cognitive control, and
negative affectivity in young children. Compared&A parents, AA parents consistently
endorsed higher levels of parental control. Speadlf/, AA parents’ responses suggested a
greater tendency to encourage modesty (e.g., dagmg children from appearing
overconfident or strongly expressing his/her pointiew) and to restrict children’s behaviors
(e.g., teaching children to keep control of hisfleelings, using scolding and criticism to make a
child improve) than reported by EA parents. Ouethese results are in line with the notion that
parental socialization goals place relative prjooih maintaining social harmony and avoiding
conflict in interdependent East Asian contexts (C&arseng, 2002; P. Wu et al., 2002).
Whereas, a de-emphasis on parental authority amdotonay be consistent with goals of
promoting children’s self-expression, autonomy, assertion among EA parents in an

independent cultural context (P. Wu et al., 2002).
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Contrary to predictions, there were no significattinic differences in Bl, cognitive
control, or negative affectivity. In terms of Bhjs is surprising given that previous cross-
cultural research found that while 16.2 — 44.5%loldren in Western countries displayed BI,
32.4 — 60.9% of children from East Asian countdesplayed Bl when encountering a stranger
(Rubin et al., 2006). While our findings divergerfr other demonstrations of cultural
differences in children’s display of Bl (e.g., Ralat al., 2006), previous research has focused on
comparing children in different countries. Similarthe current study conducted within a
Western context, Chen & Tse (2008) examined ettiifierences in Canadian-born children and
found that Chinese Canadian girls, but not boysewmeore shy-sensitive than their European
Canadian counterparts. Thus, ethnic differencesmoabe as robust within Western contexts
and AAs may be more likely to take on dominantumalk emotion display rules compared to
Chinese children in China.

In addition, our methodology differs from previastsdies examining parent reports of
temperament which may be contaminated by cultweb$ization goals and reference group
effects (Ahadi, Rothbart, & Ye, 1993; Porter ef 2005), older children’s hypothetical
responses to vignettes (Novin, Rieffe, & Mo, 20Hd)d naturalistic observation where stimuli
for Bl provocation are less intense (Cole, 198 arexperimentally controlled (Farver &
Howes, 1988). Another reason why our manipulatn@y not have yielded the expected pattern
of greater inhibition among Asian American childisrthat these children’s tendencies to
withdraw may be over-ridden by the need to conftoradult expectations for politeness and
responsiveness to adults demands for attentiomallj it is possible that at this young age,
children in collectivistic cultures are still dewping abilities for managing the display of Bl in

provocative situations and that cultural differesogay not be as robust as they might be in later
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childhood (Cole, 1985, 1986; Saarni, Campos, Cand&r&¥itherington, 2007; Saarni, 1984). In
addition, withdrawal from a strange adult mightdoasidered developmentally appropriate
behavior for preschoolers, even in Western contexts

Also inconsistent with study hypotheses, levelsluderved and parent-reported cognitive
control were similar across ethnic groups. Previesearch suggests that children of East Asian
descent outperform their U.S. counterparts on nreasaf effortful control or executive
functioning tasks (Carlson & Moses, 2001; C. Lestigl., 2009; Oh & Lewis, 2008; Sabbagh et
al., 2006). For example, Chinese children outperéml European American children in Stroop-
like tasks where they are required to inhibit ptepbassociations and producing a response the
requires cognitive flexibility (e.g., say “day” nesponse to a picture of a moon in the Day/Night
Stroop task) (Sabbagh et al., 2006). In a studavéan preschoolers, even 3-year-olds were
near or at ceiling on tests of inhibitory contrébgver Building and Gift Delay), working
memory (the Eight Boxes Scrambled task and BackWé&dd Span), set shifting (DCCS), and
conflict inhibition (Blue-Red task) (Oh & Lewis, 28).

However, the current research is different fromdfeementioned studies in two ways.
First, earlier work has focused on children growipgin different countries where differences in
not only parenting, but in schooling and other gday routines, are more apparent all may all
contribute to development of cognitive control. E@ample, Korean teachers use instructional
procedures that require children as young as 3yadrto sustain interest in lessons as long as
an hour, thus drawing upon and encouraging childrexecutive function skills to inhibit
impulses and maintain attention and concentratoanch & Song, 1998; Kwon, 2002). Second,
it should be noted that the general pattern of-Béess$t differences in children’s cognitive

control tends to falter for delay-of-gratificatitasks in which East Asian children perform
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similarly or even slightly worse than Western cteld (Carlson & Choi, 2008; Oh & Lewis,
2008; Sabbagh et al., 2006). Carlson (2009) sp&suthat perhaps these differences dissipate
because when given a history of limited resountegould not be adaptive to cultivate an ability
to wait for reward in East Asian contexts. Thesesiderations suggest that we may not
necessarily expect cross-cultural differences @s¢hmore emotional-motivational “hot”
executive functioning tasks (e.g., delay tasksyasee in “cold” executive functioning tasks
(e.g., word interference tasks).

Also, we also did not observe ethnic differencesagative affectivity. Our hypotheses
were based on research indicating that Chinesénime€e American infants are less reactive to
negative and positive stimuli than European Amerigabies (Camras et al., 1998; Freedman,
1974; Kagan, Kearsley, & Zelazo, 1980; Kagan, 199dijevsky et al., 1998; Kuchner, 1989;

M. Lewis et al., 1993; M. Lewis, 1989). Our findsgay diverge from previous work because
our sample is older and preschoolers are moretalegulate their affective reactions in
accordance with social norms compared to infantE&fskenberg, Cumberland, & Spinrad,

1998). In addition, the current study’s measuraagative affectivity was parent reported versus
observed behavior in earlier work. Reference greftgcts in parent report data may be an issue
that affects questionnaire responses across diffgreups, especially across different cultures.
Thus, it is always a concern in self-report Liksréle ratings that AA respondents have a
different frame of reference for making ratingsritgA respondents thus obscuring potential
cross-group differences (Heine, Lehman, Peng, &fineltz, 2002). Alternatively, we may be
observing acculturation effects as AA parents mayraised their children in accord with EA
values and expectations, as such we may expeeetmere commonality between East Asian

origin and EA parents in socialization goals aracpces when conducting research within the
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American context (Chao & Tseng, 2002; Cheah, Le&nghou, 2013; Choi, Kim, Kim, & Park,
2013). Indeed our previous work indicated largéfiedences in parental control between Korean
and European American parents than between AA anopean American parents (Louie et al.,
in press).

Beyond main effects of ethnic group on study vdesjwe examined the correlates of Bl
in the whole sample and by ethnic group. As ptedicwe found that Bl was associated with the
tower measure of cognitive control for AA but not EA. These findings are consistent with
Chen and Xu’s assertions that in Chinese cultatebited behaviors are believed to reflect
social maturity and understanding, and are assatiaith modesty, cautiousness, and self-
control (Chen et al., 1995; Xu et al., 2007). S$ipeadly, this link between Bl and cognitive
control in AA children is consistent with Xu’s reseh suggesting that Chinese children with
regulated BI, may limit their approach in an effoktmanner to align with socialization goals
around self-control and restraint (Xu et al., 20@&imilar to our findings, previous work on
Chinese children found that teacher reported reégailshyness was positively correlated with
mother reported child self-regulation and peershimations of social preference and negatively
correlated with children’s self-reported lonelinessl social anxiety, whereas the opposite was
found for anxious shyness (Xu et al., 2007).

However, we did not find evidence of cultural diffaces in associations between Bl and
the parent report measure of cognitive controlatigg affectivity, or parental control. The
ethnic differences may have been more robust fvaations between Tower Inhibitory Control
Errors and Stranger Avoidance because they areldabtlivioral measures. Contrary to
predictions, Bl was not associated with negativectilvity in the whole sample or by group,

which may suggest that across groups, Bl is a bgémeous phenotype with either low or high
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negative affectivity. Additionally, AA children nyeeffortfully display Bl regardless of their
levels of negative affectivity due to social norntsnally, stranger avoidance in young children
may not be an indicator of negative affectivity ewe the American context.

Investigators interested in children’s temperaniave proceeded under the premise that
children influenced by adult efforts to socializdtarally appropriate displays of behavior (Cole,
Bruschi, & Tamang, 2002; Cole, Tamang, & Shres?l0@6; Cole & Tamang, 1998). However,
we examined the possibility that there may be tiffiees in the associations between parental
control and children’s behavior across culturaltegts due to the meanings attached. Our
results provided some support for the contentiam dlspects of parental control were
differentially linked to children’s behavior or t@@rament depending on the ethnic group.

In our study, we found that Bl was not associatét parental control in the whole
sample or within each group. It may be that withicollectivistic familial context, parental
control may be normative regardless of the chiRl's These measures may thus reflect East
Asian parents’ general child-rearing philosophyjlevexplaining relatively little variance in
children’s observed Bl. Consistent with reasomssfimilar rates of Bl across groups in the
current study, perhaps regardless of their pareffiisits, AA children at this young age are still
developing abilities for regulating Bl and thattowhl variation may not be as clear as when
children are older (Cole, 1985, 1986; Saarni e28l07; Saarni, 1984). In addition, for AA and
EA families alike, withdrawal from a strange aduight be considered developmentally
appropriate behavior for preschoolers and notgetdor parental socialization. However,
further research is needed to determine whetheetsiategies lead prospectively to the

development of children's BI.
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Likewise, there was no association between parentdtol and negative affectivity in
the full sample or by group. These findings diwefiggm previous research on the role of
parental control on children’s emotionality in werst contexts (e.g., Louie et al., in press) and
the evocative effects of child affectivity on patiag, in general. For example, in a study with 4-
to 6-year-olds, mothers reported that they weratirkadly punitive and avoidant in reaction to
children’s negative emotions if they viewed théildren as high in negative emotionality or low
in the ability to regulate attention (an aspectmiotion regulation). In contrast, mothers tended
to report more supportive reactions to negativetems if they believed their child to be
attentionally well regulated (i.e., able to volunitashift and focus attention; Eisenberg & Fabes,
1994).

However, as predicted, greater parental controli@sxed by restrictive strategies and
modesty training was related to less cognitive @t children in EA families but these
associations were not apparent for AAs. SpeclficB8lA parents who endorsed using high
levels of parental control over children’s behasitended to have children who displayed less
inhibitory control during an elicitation task ansl @eported by parents. In a Western context,
these forms of parental control may function asezitin antecedent or consequence of children’s
cognitive control. Perhaps EA children may be niiedy to develop a tendency to react to
evocative situations with increased impulsivity whbkeir parents’ have been more restrictive.
Alternately, EA parents may respond to childremipulsivity, with increased parental control
tactics. In both cases, parental deviance fromaguieg EA cultural norms about autonomy are
associated with greater impulsivity in childrenowever, for AAs, adherence to culturally
normative socialization patterns emphasizing patexantrol appeared unrelated to children’s

cognitive control. It may be that within an intependent cultural context, parental control may
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be normative regardless of the child’s cognitivatoal or negative affectivity. Previous
research examining whether parental control wdsreéiftially related to children’s emotional
expressivity across cultures revealed that in EemapAmerican families, greater reports of
reliance on parental control were found when ckibdddisplayed more high arousal exuberant
and angry affect; however, the associations wet®lngerved among Asian American and
Korean families (Louie et al., in press).

The study limitations reveal potential directions future research. First, with a small
sample size, it is difficult to determine whethesignificant results indicate a true null finding o
insufficient power to detect an existing differencénhus, future work should include more
participants or other cultural groups who have Heylels of collectivism, such as young children
in East Asian countries, to examine the likely gitazh in cultural differences in Bl, cognitive
control, negative affectivity, and parental contréVhile cultural differences in adult
expectations and parenting may shape variatiohildren’s temperament, research has yet to
delineate environmental from temperamental contioing to these differences. Relatedly, the
use of observational measures of child behaviarlpdes disentangling behavior response from
subjective affective experiences of the child. FHuture work should explore other measures
of emotional experience including child report guinysiological measures. Furthermore, future
research should explore cultural differences incitreelates of Bl in a variety of more
naturalistic, yet controlled scenarios.

Another limitation of this study concerns the crgsstional design of the study. For
further clarification of the links between BI, ahlemperament, and parent socialization,
prospective studies are needed. Our alternattegpretations of findings left open the question

of whether parental control functioned as eitheaatecedent or a consequence of children’s
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cognitive control. Thus, future work should exgldroth directions of causality. In addition,
while this study benefited from observational measwf children’s behavior, parental control
was only assessed by parent report, which mayreeextent, reflect aspirational goals shaped
by cultural values. Future research should agsmsntal control with multiple methods,
including naturalistic or laboratory observation.

In sum, this study highlights the importance ofrexang the cultural context in which
child and parental behaviors occur when explorggpaiations with children’s socio-emotional
development. Future research should also examentihctional significance of differences in
parental control and observed Bl in children fromedse family backgrounds. Specifically, it
would be important to understand the implicatiohsutural differences in parenting and
observed BI for the long-term development of or@icesses such as coping and resilience,

biological and emotional responses to stress, addlsadjustment.
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Table 1
Sample Descriptives by Ethnicity

Original Data
Full Sample European American  Asian American
M SD N M SD N M SD N

Parental Control
PSDQ Modesty 257 055 44 242 050 29 287 055 15
CRPR Restrictive 278 062 44 264 048 30 3.0880.74
Parental Control Composite 55 1 g5 43 .049 150 29 1.05 211 14
(Sum ofZ-scores)

Child Behavior

(Sum ofZ-score$

Behavioral Inhibition -0.27 228 37 -0.10 246 24059 1.96 13
CBQ Inhibitory Control 494 098 43 489 092 28 0%. 1.12 15
Tower Inhibitory Control Errors  -20 1.66 36 -0.081.80 24 -043 139 12
CBQ Negative Affectivity 3.73 090 43 384 0.8828 354 093 15
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Table 2
Ethnic Differences in Study Variables

Parental Control

Parental Control

PSDQ Modesty CRPR Restrictive :
Composite
Variable B SE AR B SE AR B SE 4R
Step 1: Covariate
Age -0.01 0.01 0.06 -0.01 0.01 0.05 -0.04 0.03 0.06
Step 2: Main Effect
AA? 0.42* 0.17 0.13* 0.40* 0.19 0.09* 1.46* 0.57 0.13*
Child Behavior (Z-scores)
Behavioral CBQ Inhibitory Tower Inhibitory CBQ Negative
Inhibition Control Control Errors Affectivity
Variable B SE 4R B SE 4R B SE 4R B SE 4R
Step 1:
Covariate
Age -0.03 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 -0.01 0.03 0.0801 .02 0.01
Step 2: Main
Effect
AA?® -0.75 088 0.02 026 031 0.01 -0.83 0.39 0.02 380. 0.31 0.03

Note.AA = Asian American
& Asian American = 1, European American =0
t p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Table 3

Correlations between Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5
Covary 1. Behavioral 1.00
Age Inhibition '
2. Parental Control -0.14 1.00
3. CBQ Inhibitory
Control 0.08 -0.27% 1.00
4. Tower Inhibitory
Control Errors -0.04 0.30 -0.31f 1.00
S CBQNegatve | 3 0.13 042 | -0.19 1.00
Affectivity

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Table 4

Correlations between Study Variables by Ethnicity

Affectivity

1 2 3 4 5
Covary 1. Behavioral 1.00 015 0.07 -0.09 -0.03
Age Inhibition ' ' ' ' '
2. Parental Control 0.05 1.00 -0.43* 0.47 0.28
3. CBQ Inhibitory 0.15 -0.12 1.00 -0.26 -0.44%
Control ’ ’ ’ ’ )
4. Tower Inhibitory | &4 0.20 -0.43 1.00 0.33
Control Errors
5. CBQ Negative 0.34 0.11 -0.35 -0.31 1.00

Note.Top right = European American, Bottom left (shaded\sian American.

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.

29




Table 5
Parental Control and Temperament Measures and EifyriPredicting Children’s Behavioral
Inhibition and Parental Control

Beh_aypral Parental Control
Inhibition
Variable B SE B SE
Step 1: Covariate
Age -.03 .04
Step 2: Main Effect
AA® -.54 91
Parental Control -13 .30
Step 3: Interaction
AA? x Parental Control .28 57
Step 1: Covariate
Age -.03 .04 -.04 .03
Step 2: Main Effect
AA® -.81 .90 1.61* .55
CBQ Inhibitory Control .25 A7 -.60* .26
Step 3: Interaction
AA? x CBQ Inhibitory Control 17 1.14 22 .55
Step 1: Covariate
Age -.03 .04 -.04 .03
Step 2: Main Effect
AA® -.76 .90 1.60** .52
Tower Inhibitory Control Errors -.09 .32 .38* .18
Step 3: Interaction
AAZ x Tower Inhibitory Control Errors -1.04 .65 A1 0.4
Step 1: Covariate
Age -.03 .04 -.04 .03
Step 2: Main Effect
AA® -.63 .93 1.61** .56
CBQ Negative Affectivity .29 74 .39 .28
Step 3: Interaction
AA? x CBQ Negative Affectivity .60 1.18 =11 .63
Step 1: Covariate
Age -.04 .03
Step 2: Main Effect
AA® 1.40** .55
Behavioral Inhibition -.06 14
Step 3: Interaction
AA? x Behavioral Inhibition .16 .27

Note.AA = Asian American
& Asian American = 1, European American =0
T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Figure 1 The interaction effects of Ethnicity and Towehilsitory Control Errors on Behavioral
Inhibition. EA = European American, AA = Asian Anean* p< 0.05.
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Abstract
Previous research suggests that parents from Easat Aontexts tend to be more controlling
than parents from Western contexts (Pomerantz &3/N2009). Such findings are generally
attributed to cultural differences in socializatigmals and beliefs about what children need to
cultivate competence (Keller et al., 2006). As sutchnay further elucidate the role of culture to
examine variability in parenting in populations wiehildren evince developmental challenge,
such as children who have been internationally stbp Transactional models of child and
parent interactions suggest that child behavior evake variation in parental behavior. As
such we investigated whether commonly observedi@lltifferences in parental control would
generalize to parents of internationally adoptaticdn. In a sample of 64 preschoolers, we
examined the interaction of parental ethnicity (&an American (EA), Asian American (AA))
and adoption status (adopted, nonadopted) on @duanitrol and the explanatory effects of
child factors (behavioral inhibition, anxiety, acognitive control). As predicted, results
indicated that adopted children displayed highdalweral inhibition and lower parent reported
cognitive control. Examination of parenting belwasishowed that cultural differences in
parental control emerged among the parents indhgarison group as anticipated, but there
were no cultural differences in parental contralha adoption group. Under conditions of
developmental challenge, EA parents may respowtiitdren with poorer self-regulation by
increasing control whereas AA parents may decregdsace on controlling parenting. Taken
together, these findings suggest that characesisfithe child can modify culturally influenced

parenting behaviors.
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The Interaction of Parental Ethnicity and Interaasil Adoption History on Parental Control:
An Examination of the Evocative Effects of ChildieBehavior
Transactional models of parenting and child behavior

Child development takes place via reciprocal irdeoas between the child, other
persons, and objects located within a set of “mBstavironments, including the family,
immediate community, and larger culture (Bronfenbex & Morris, 2006; Parke & Buriel,

2008). Thus, parenting both affects children's beitand is itself affected by the child’s
behavior, cultural norms, and other factors (d¢agnily socioeconomic status, stressful life
events). While it has long been theorized thadeéin's adjustment may be influenced by such
nested environmental factors, transactional maalsts discuss the evocative effects of child
behavior on parenting. Due to the correlationaireaof much of this parent-child research, it is
difficult to determine directionality. However dte are some findings consistent with the notion
that parenting may be, in part, in response talathiaracteristics. For example, parental reports
of their reactions to children's negative emotisoietimes are correlated with their assessments
of their children's emotional intensity and regulat(Eisenberg et al., 1999).

Indeed, parenting is often viewed as a determiafhbehavioral adjustment in children,
but attention should also be paid to potential atige effects of child behavior, particularly in
the case of children at heightened risk of behaviproblems. Among typically developing
samples, some research that suggests that paremiynge in reaction to child behaviors. In a
study with 4- to 6-year-olds, mothers reported thay were relatively punitive and avoidant in
reaction to children's negative emotions if theswwed their children as high in negative
emotionality or low in the ability to regulate atten (an aspect of emotion regulation). In

contrast, mothers tended to report more supporgigetions to negative emotions if they
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believed their child to be attentionally well regtdd (i.e., able to voluntarily shift and focus
attention; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1994). Similarly, IGiak, McMenamy, Kurowski, and Bridges,
(1997) found that mothers of 1- to 3-year-olds wised more reassurance had children who
tended to be more distressed in a frustrating tettm@han were children of less reassuring
mothers. These correlations dropped to nonsigmifie when age and child distress in another
context were controlled, suggesting that childrentsmeness to distress may have partially
accounted for the correlations between parentafaaimg and child distress. Thus, children
with increased vulnerability to emotional and babeal disturbance may precipitate different
patterns of caregiving.
Parenting in Cultural Context

Another well-studied determinant of parenting bebiais cultural context that shapes
values and goals for child socialization. Thererataist findings of cultural differences in
parental control, particularly between European Acams and parents of East Asian descent
(e.g., Chao & Tseng, 2002). Previous research xesieed cultural variation in parents’
attitudes and behaviors that could affect theildcan's socioemotional development (e.g.,
Bornstein & Cote, 2004; Greenfield & Suzuki, 1998hese differences in parenting have been
understood within the framework of cultural psyadwy and the distinction between
individualistic and collectivistic values and norfos appropriate social behavior. Although the
nature of collectivism varies across cultures (fdia, 1995), maintaining personal relationships
and interpersonal harmony with close others areviahiyes in collectivistic cultures (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman, 1993; Triandis, 1999)uslI the socialization of children’s emotion
and behavioral regulation in East Asian collectigisontexts differs from socialization in

individualistic societies (e.g. United States), efhemphasize individuals' own needs, interests,
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achievements, independence, and self-initiativerkM&a & Kitayama, 1991). Children in
collectivistic cultures are expected early on trieto conform to group norms in terms of
modulating intense affect and suppressing emotioaladvioral display, so that they behave in a
way that promotes group harmony and avoids corflisai, Louie, Chen, & Uchida, 2007).

In order to instill self-discipline in children, EiaAsian parenting practices tend to
emphasize high levels of parental control, actiwlgrseeing and firmly regulating children’s
behavior and activities (Wu et al., 2002). Chaerazations of East Asian parenting include
practices tend encompassing encouragement of moeleavior (i.e. reinforcing humility and
discouraging self-promotion), shaming (i.e. indgcnegative affect to orient the child to the
relational consequences of misbehavior), and dueress (i.e., emphasis on adult directives
over child exploration). These parental controheinsions may work together to shape a more
interdependent socially attuned approach and patngreater self-regulation (Wu et al.,
2002). In Western contexts, however, these pargmipproaches may run counter to the cultural
priorities of protecting children’s self-esteemstiting confidence, and promoting child
autonomy and expressiveness (Rudy & Grusec, 2088)Vestern samples, facets of parental
psychological control have been associated withtiemal and behavioral adjustment difficulties
in children (Barber, 1996; Hane, Cheah, Rubin, & RD08; Rubin, Burgess, & Hastings, 2002;
Williams et al., 2009)

While previous work shows that parenting can varg dunction of ethnic background,
with East Asian parenting often characterized byenstrict or controlling styles than parents
from European descent, some research suggestbdisatdifferences emerge after the infant
period and once childhood begins. Prior to thige' of reason,” East Asian parenting is

characterized by close, nurturant care when thlidren are in infancy and early childhood,

47



(Suzuki, 1980). Similarly, Kim and Choi (1994) debe Korean mothers who appear to
anticipate and appease young children’s wants withigence. Generally, as children
matriculate into school environments, East Asiarpial orientations toward expectations for
self-control and discipline emerges. This age-eelathange suggests that the use of controlling
practices depends on parents’ perceptions of thelal@mental capabilities of the child (Young,
1972; Suzuki, 1980). Therefore, if parents pere@n older child to be a special-needs child, we
would anticipate that the normally high controllibghaviors may attenuate for parents of East
Asian descent. In contrast, parents of Europeaoet# may increase their normally low levels
of controlling behaviors with the attempt to molld special-needs child’s dysregulated
behavior. In this special circumstance, we migtiicgpate that ethnic differences in parenting
behaviors may be eliminated.

It may be that there are culturally modal formgpafenting that govern parental control
in typically developing populations, but developrt@challenge may introduce culturally non-
normative parenting through child evocative effe@sudying parenting among families with
distinct cultural backgrounds rearing children watind without a history of early adversity may
help to shed light on environmentally mediated asgimns between cultural background and
parenting. In particular, in the case of interoiaél adoption, children tend to have significant
behavioral and emotional challenges due to expdsuearly life stress (e.g., Tottenham et al.,
2011; Tottenham et al., 2010), which may shapegoage parenting behaviors (e.g., Brown,
Mcintyre, Crnic, Baker, & Blacher, 2011). It may theit under conditions of parenting children
with special needs, the patterns of cultural défees observed in parenting in children with
typical development may not generalize. Ratheintaan evocative perspective, it may be that

children’s seemingly dysregulated behaviors evakemal control differently across cultures.
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Previous research examining whether parental cowts differentially related to
children’s self-regulation across cultures revedlted for European American families, parental
control was positively correlated with childrenisplay of anger and exuberance in emotionally
evocative tasks; however, these associations werapparent for Asian American and Korean
families (Louie, Oh, & Lau, in press). It is podsilthat among the families of Asian descent,
high levels of parental control may have been ntimaindeed there were the typically
observed main effects of cultural group on parecwakrol. However, when faced with
children’s challenging and dysregulated affectiispldy, EA parents may move to a more
culturally non-normative orientation of emotionaintrol to suppress children’s emotional
display. Due to the cross-sectional nature ofghisly, an alternative interpretation is that
parental control leads to greater emotionality Aaf&milies. However, prospective research
with predominantly EA families suggests that depetental delay and behavioral dysregulation
at age 3 are strong predictors of later intrusive @ontrolling parenting behavior (Brown et al.,
2011). Thus, examining patterns of cultural defezes in parenting of typically developing
children and children who have experienced eanseegity may help to illuminate the
transactions between ethnic cultural context anld tiehaviors in shaping parenting.

Emotional and Behavioral Adjustment of Children who have been Internationally Adopted

Peaking in the past decade, approximately 20,0@0t® and children were adopted into
the United States from abroad each year (US Stapau@ment, 2008). Children who are adopted
internationally not only experience the adversitynaternal separation, they are also often
exposed to several other early environmental askoks for behavioral maladjustment of
children including inadequate prenatal and perimatdical care, psychological deprivation,

insufficient health services, neglect, abuse, aathatrition in orphanages or in disadvantaged
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family settings (e.qg., foster care) before adopgleement (Gunnar, Bruce, & Grotevant, 2000;
O’Connor, Rutter, Beckett, Keaveney, & KreppnelQ@0Verhulst, Versluis-den Bieman, Van
der Ende, & Berden, 1990). Due to these stress@ibgdoption experiences, the behavioral
adjustment of internationally adopted (IA) childiess been extensively investigated. Although
many IA children function within the normal randleey also have been shown to be at increased
risk for developing behavior problems (Jacobs, &jI& Tirella, 2010; Juffer & van 1Jzendoorn,
2005; MacLean, 2003; Merz & McCall, 2010; Verhwdstal., 1990). In a meta-analysis, Juffer &
van IJzendoorn (2005) found that compared with dopted controls, international adoptees
showed more total behavior problemds@.11; 95%CI, 0.08-0.14), externalizing problems (
0.10; 95%CI, 0.05-0.12), and internalizing problgay€.07; 95%CI, 0.04-0.11); in addition,
international adoptees were overrepresented inahkaalth referralsd( 0.37; 95%Cl, 0.17-
0.57).

Underlying these emotional and behavioral difficd; research has found that
previously institutionalized children exhibit elégd emotional reactivity (Colvert et al., 2008),
more anxiety (Casey et al., 2009; Zeanah et ad9R0nternalizing problems (Juffer & van
IJzendoorn, 2005) and difficulty regulating behawioemotionally arousing contexts
(Tottenham et al., 2010). It stands to reasonttiepresence of these regulatory difficulties may
shape child rearing behavior among parents of sotemationally adopted children.

One related area of persistent difficulty for IAldhen is cognitive development in
general, and cognitive control in particular (Tattam et al., 2011; Tottenham et al., 2010; Van
lizendoorn, 2005). Cognitive control is the abilibybehave in accord with rules, goals, or
intentions, even when contrary to reflexive or othise highly compelling competing responses

(Rougier, Noelle, Braver, Cohen, & O’Reilly, 2009) one study conducted in British
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Columbia, Canada, a third of international adop&edsbited attention deficits (Ames, 1997).
The behavioral and cognitive developmental diffiesl observed among children who have
been IA are likely related and mutually amplifie@olvert et al (2008) found that higher levels
of emotional disturbance in institution-reared Romaa adoptees at age 11 were strongly related
to cognitive impairment and inattention/overactnat age 6. As proposed by MaclLean 2003,
regulatory abilities may underlie disinhibited beioa, also known as indiscriminate
friendliness. It stands to reason that behaviatabition (i.e., restraint, avoidance, or distress
response to novel situations, people, or objeatdje other end of the spectrum, would also be
affected by diminished cognitive control (KaganzRiek, Clarke, Snidman, & Garcia-Coll,
1984; Lonigan, Vasey, Phillips, & Hazen, 2004; lgan & Vasey, 2009). Some IA children
might lack the required inhibitory control abilisi¢o regulate their social behavior despite their
awareness of the inappropriateness of their behavio

Early adverse experiences in the pre-adoption gdrave been directly linked to both
behavioral and cognitive developmental outcomesranobildren who have been IA. Research
has indicated that longer periods of institutiomaring are related to more socioemotional
problems (Ames, 1997; Rutter, 1998), and in tuifficdlties in cognitive functioning (Ames,
1997; Colvert et al., 2008). In a study on chitdeglopted from institutional care in Russia,
Merz and McCall (2010) found that prolonged but Imeéf exposure to institutional care was
associated with later executive functioning prolderm contrast, poor birth circumstances
(prematurity, low birth weight) were not correlatedh executive functioning deficits. Bruce,
Tarullo, and Gunnar (2009) found that inhibitorywtol mediated the relation between length of

time in institutional care and disinhibited sodahavior.

51



Pre-adoption environmental factors have been irafdatin patterns of neural
development among children who have been IA, watcgic implications for socioemotional
behavior and inhibitory control. Previous reseasdtn IA children who experienced institutional
care has revealed decreased metabolic activityarfrontostriatal regions of the prefrontal
cortex implicated in inhibitory control abilitie€&asey, Castellanos, Giedd, & Marsh, 1997;
Chugani et al., 2001). Recent functional neuroimggesearch suggests that early adversity
among IA children may induce changes in the amygdatakening amygdala- prefrontal cortex
connections and resulting in decreased abilitgtulate arousal with cognitive control
(Tottenham, 2012). Overall, these results pointat@specific neural systems with behavioral
consequences that may be impacted by adverse iomsdi institutional care experienced by
children who are IA.

The Current Study

European American and Asian American parents, vave land have not adopted
internationally, serve as potentially theoreticatiteresting contrasts in parental control by
considering the following dimensions simultaneoudly) Cultural contexts that shape values
and practices related to parental control, andRBk contexts associated with a history of
international adoption that may drive child evoeateffects on parenting. In the current study,
we examined the interaction of adoption status feeth nonadopted) and race/ethnicity
(European American (EA), Asian American (AA)) orrgraing across groups. Based on
expectations of the evocative effects of childrdyebavior on parenting, we were interested in
whether ethnic differences in parental control Sedgpically developing samples generalize to
IA samples. We contend that culturally modal pargnwould shift in the 1A context, such that

cultural differences in parental control observedthie literature on typically developing children
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would be shifted so that EA parents of IA childweould find themselves exerting more control
because of evocative child behavior. In contiétparents may view their 1A children as
developmentally vulnerable and respond with lesgrotling or demanding parenting (Young,
1972; Suzuki, 1980). Thusie first expected that compared to their nonadopbeshterparts,
adopted children would be at greater risk for pamrelopmental outcomes: higher behavioral
inhibition, higher anxiety, and lower cognitive ¢amil. Next, we anticipated that ethnic
differences in parenting would be mitigated in péseof internationally-adopted children
relative to parents of a comparison group. Furnttuge, we expected that this variation in child
behaviors would account for the observed interadetween parent ethnicity and adoption
status on parental control.

Overall, the unique characteristics associated wtgrnationally adopted children's pre-
adoption experience call for a closer examinatibthe adjustment of these children in relation
to parenting experience in the post-adoption periddmonstrating links between parental
cultural background, parenting, and child behaviprafiles in families with adopted children
may provide support for theories that emphasizentip®rtant reciprocal interaction between the
socialization environment and children's developniBronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006).

Methods
Participants

We recruited typically developing 36-60 month ohdldren and their primary caregiver,
including 30 European American children (43.3% maled 15 Asian American children
(33.33% male). We also recruited 36-60 month bitHoen who were internationally adopted
and their ethnically matched primary caregiverEL®@opean American (70% male) and 9 Asian

American (22.22% male). A strength of the curtntly design is that the ethnicity of the
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children is held constant (AA parents adopted AAdcbn and same for EA). Therefore, we
have greater experimental control over the singbéolr of adoption, not conflated with child
parent ethnicity match. There was no statistid&nce in child gender or age across groups
(M =51.66 months ol&sD= 10.37 months).

For the adopted sample, the mean age at adoptiedl 668 monthsSD= 11.79). There
was a significant ethnic difference in age at aopft(16) = 3.20p< .01), with EA children
being adopted later in life{ = 23.83,SD = 12.40) than and AA childrem= 9.52,SD = 5.15)
for AA. Of the adopted AA sample, 66.67% had fostae experience and 33.33% had
orphanage experience prior to adoption, wherea%ldfthe adopted EA sample were adopted
from orphanage care. Of those who were institafiaad, the mean length of stay in an
orphanage prior to adoption was 17.8BE 8.95) months in the full sample of adopted
children. However, if foster care is coded as Gths, the mean amount of time in orphanage in
the adopted sample was 11.8®D(= 10.96). This is the variable we used in theenirstudy.
There was a significant racial/ethnic differencéeimgth of stay in orphanage cat@l6) = 3.38,
p< .01), with EA adopted children having been inredanger M1 = 18.22,SD=10.07) than AA
adopted childrenM = 4.49,SD= 6.91).

The non-adopted EA children and their parents Wera and raised in the United States,
Canada, or a European country (16.7% of parents t&rgeneration immigrants). The adopted
EA children were born in Russia (70%), or anotherdpean country, and their parents were
born and raised in the United States or Canada @fQ38arents were 1st generation immigrants).
The non-adopted AA children and their parents vioema and raised in East Asia or in the
United States (40% Chinese, 40% Korean, 20% O#Y&f of parents were 1st generation

immigrants; 13% reported an East Asian languadgbeaprimary language they speak with their
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child). The adopted AA children were born in Ko(66.66%), or another East Asian country,
and their parents were born and raised in Eastdsiathe United States (40% Chinese, 40%
Korean, 20% Other; 44% of parents were 1st gemeratimigrants; 22% reported an East Asian
language as the primary language they speak waih ¢hild). While the AA samples were not
frequency matched on ethnicity, previous reseaashshown that while within group variation is
considerable, East Asian (e.g., Chinese, Koredh)res tend to have similar values and beliefs
regarding parental control shaped by shared Camfuaifluence (e.g., Chao & Tseng, 2002) (see
Table 1 for sample characteristics).

Subjects were recruited through flyering the UCLadnpus (including the Early Child
Education program), public posting areas, schoelgious organizations, community/recreation
centers, professional offices, and after-schoalifi@s with institutions’ permission. Parents and
children who were part of the UCLA Developmentak&arch Subject Pool, international
adoption family networks (e.g., Mission to PromAtioption in Korea, Holt International,
Dillon International) or online adoption family sogrt groups (e.g. Adoption Family China
Yahoo Group) and adoption agencies (e.g., Holrmatiional) were also invited. Families
agreeing to participate came to UCLA for one labmrasession that lasted approximately 1
hour. While parents filled out questionnaires)drein participated in the following tasks:
Stranger Approach and Tower of Patience. Famiig® compensated $30 for their
participation.
M easur es

Demographics. Participants were asked to provide basic demogecapformation,

including age, gender, ethnicity, family compositiand parents’ education, occupation, and
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income. Parents of IA children provided internatibadoption related information (e.g., time
spent in an orphanage, age of adoption).

L aboratory-based measures.

Child Behavior. Using a version of the Lab-TAB coding system (Gahith, Reilly,
Lemery, Longley, & Prescott, 1999), observers caueghtive and positive emotion arousal
behaviors: intensity, bodily, behavioral, and véihaes. Majdandzi& van den Boom (2007)
found modest to moderate convergence between quoeatres and Lab-TAB observations, and
adequate inter-rater reliability and internal cetesicy of composite scores. In the current study,
each component score was standardized into z-santethen summed to form the composite
scores: Behavioral Inhibition and Tower Inhibit&pntrol Errors (cognitive control).

Intraclass coefficients (ICCs) were calculated aseasure of inter-rater reliability for a random
subset 1t = 18) of video observations of the total sampleeré were 2 EA and 6 AA coders who
were randomly assigned to EA or AA videos. Therxrater reliability was excellent for most
composites across subgroups in the sample (se@)elaternal consistency reliability of the
composites was acceptable in the overall samplaaruss subgroups (see below).

First, to elicit novelty avoidance, an indicatorBif in “Stranger Approach,” an
unfamiliar female experimenter (either EA or AA}ered the room and tried to engage the child
in a conversation using a set of standardized puesst The Behavioral Inhibition composite
included 3 microanalytic codes during the Strarigek: withdrawal from the stranger (e.g.,
scooting back in chair, putting head down on thxefa gaze aversion (e.g., looking down at
hands), approach behaviors towards parent (eaghigg for parent’s hands). The task was
divided into epochs based on the stranger’s stdimat questions. The number of occurrences

within each epoch were summed and then dividedhéynumber of epochs observed to generate
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the component scores. Overall, the average me#SGrevas .74. The Cronbach alpha for the
composite of finalized codes was .65.

Second, “Tower of Patience” was used to elicitlotiory control, an indicator of
cognitive control. In this task, the child and theerimenter took turns adding a block to a
tower. During her turns, the experimenter increatsdys before adding a block. The Tower
Inhibitory Control Errors composite included 2 reseecoded microanalytic codes during the
Tower task (higher scores indicate lower cognitiwatrol): anticipatory behavior (e.g., reaching
for a block out of turn, touching the tower) andbadizations (e.g., talking, singing, to self or
others). The task was divided into epochs basdti@experimenter’s turns to put on a block.
The number of occurrences within each epoch warersed and then divided by the number of
epochs to generate the component scores. Ovbeakyverage measure ICC was .92. The
Cronbach alpha for the composite of finalized codlas .67.

Parent report questionnair es.

Child Behavior. The Children’s Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ; RatftpAhadi, &
Hershey, 1994), a 195-item parent-report measutenaperament for children aged 3 to 8 years,
was developed into a very short (36 items, 3 bsuades) form (CBQ-VS; Putham & Rothbart,
2006). Items are measured on a seven-point LikatesParents’ rate how “true” certain
behaviors were of their child over the past 6 msnBarents are also given the option of
indicating whether a particular item was “not apalile” to their child. The standard CBQ
demonstrated both satisfactory internal consistemcl/criterion validity, and exhibited
longitudinal stability and cross-informant agreem&fery short form scales demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency, and confirmatacyor analyses indicated marginal fit of the

very short form items to a three-factor model. Teasure Cognitive Control, we used the
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Inhibitory Control subscale from the CBQ; Cronbacalpha was .84 across groups. Consistent
with predictions about construct validity, the CB@ibitory Control subscale was negatively
correlated with Tower Inhibitory Control Errons£ -0.43,p< .01).

The Child Behavior Checklist for Ages 1.5-5 (CBCb-b; Achenbach & Rescorla,
2000) assessed internalizing and externalizing sym. It asks parents/caregivers to rate
specific child behaviors (e.g., Clings) as 0 (Natd of the child), 1 (Somewhat or Sometimes
True), or 2 (Very True or Often True). Based oreestve psychometric analyses, which have
included exploratory and confirmatory factor anabjsAchenbach & Rescorla (2000) identified
the following seven clusters representing commablems or syndromes from 67 of the items
on the CBCL/1.5-5: Emotionally Reactive (9 itemA)xious/Depressed (8 items), Somatic
Complaints (11 items), Withdrawn (8 items), Sleeplfems (7 items), Attention Problems (5
items), and Aggressive (19 items). In additionhese seven syndrome scores, the CBCL/1.5-5
produces an Internalizing Problems score as wealhdsxternalizing Problems score. A Total
Problems score is derived from the 67 items thamh fihe seven syndromes, 32 items that
represent other problems (e.g., Chews inedibles) u@ to one open response item that the
parent/caregiver may complete. Previous reseashdplicated the factorial validity of the
CBCL/1.5-5 and supports its use with Chinese guligpted into North American families (Tan,
Marfo, & Dedrick, 2007). Given the focus of the @mnt study on anxiety, we examined the
Anxiety/Depression subscale of the CBCL/1.5-5thimcurrent sample, Cronbach’s alpha for
the Anxiety/Depression subscale was .74 acrosgpgrou

Parental Control. We created a Parental Control composite by comgithie following
two questionnaires. The Child Rearing PracticgsorRe- modified (CRPR; Block, 1981; Rickel

& Biasatti, 1982) measured parenting beliefs ondingensions of restrictiveness and nurturance.
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The scale ranges from 1 = not-at-all descriptivenefto 6 = highly descriptive of me. The items
that comprised these factors have high internasistency and reliability. This internal
consistency and reliability held up across difféigamples (i.e., parents from an urban center
city and a middle-to-upper income community) (RickeBiasatti, 1982).

We also administered subscales of a modified versighe Parenting Styles and
Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson, Mandl&tsen, & Hart, 2001; Wu et al., 2002)
This version of the PSDQ has been used with pamremginland China and in the United States.
Parents reported the frequency with which theyldisparenting behaviors on a five-point scale.
The 18 items developed to assess parenting cotstmphasized in China (Wu et al., 2002)
were administered. These items are comprisedctdri@including: encouragement of modesty,
shaming/love withdrawal, protection, directivenaasg maternal involvement. Construct
validity is supported by multi-group confirmatorgctor analyses, which showed that most of the
factor loadings for the parenting constructs emjzleglsin China are comparable across the two
cultures. For the current study, the wording @f lems on the maternal involvement scale was
edited to reflect parental involvement.

Given the focus of the current study on controlrasteldren’s interpersonal behavior, we
examined the Modesty subscale of the PSDQ combifthdhe Restrictiveness subscale of the
CRPR to create the Parental Control composite.ekample, the PSDQ Modesty subscale
included “I discourage my child from appearing amazfident” and “I discourage my child from
strongly expressing his/her point of view.” Itefmrsm the CRPR Restrictiveness subscale
included “I teach my child to keep control of heefings at all times” and “I believe that
scolding and criticism make a child improve.” Tdtber subscales of the PSDQ seemed to be

unrelated to interpersonal functioning, or to ine@dtostile control or psychological control (e.g.
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Shaming/love withdrawal). In the current samplerach’s alpha for the Parental Control
composite was .85 across groups.
Results

Means, standard deviations, and sample sizesudy sheasures are presented in Tables
2 and 3. Bivariate partial correlations are shawiable 4. After controlling for age, CBQ
Inhibitory Control was negatively correlated witarBntal Controlr(=-0.27.p< .05, Anxiety (
=-0.31,p< .05, and Tower Inhibitory Control Errors € -0.43,p< .01 for the whole sample.
Child Behaviors

Behavioral Inhibition. After covarying for age, group differences in olveer
behavioral inhibition emerged for Adoption Statkgl( 50) = 3.82p< .05) with Adopted
children exhibiting more behavioral inhibition thilon-Adopted children (See Table 2).

Anxiety. After controlling for age, our analysis revealbdttwhile the trends were in the
predicted directions, there was no significant nedfact of adoption on parent reported CBCL
anxiety (See Table 2).

Cognitive Control.

Observed Tower Inhibitory Control Errors. As shown in Table 2, when covarying for
age, there was no significant main effect of Adoptstatus on inhibitory control during the
tower task despite trends in the predicted direstidNote that higher scores indicate less
Inhibitory Control).

Parent Reported I nhibitory Control. When controlling for age, there was a main effect
of Adoption statusK(1, 56) = 4.30p< .05) on a parent reported measure of inhibitontol.
Compared to Non-Adopted children, children who wamtepted had lower levels of parent-

reported Inhibitory Control (See Table 2).
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Parental Control

The effects of Parental Ethnicity and Adoptionssatn Parental Control are illustrated
in Figure 1. As shown in Table 2, when controllfog child age, there was a significant
interaction between ethnicity and adoption statysarent reports of Parental Contrig(X, 56) =
5.94,p< .05). Post hoc analysis of simple effects indiddhat among non-adoptive families,
AA parents 1 = 1.05,SD= 2.11) endorsed more control over children’s beiraon the
parental control measures than did EA parévits (0.49,SD= 1.50) £(1, 40) = 6.05p< .05).
However, among families with adopted children, ls\a parental control were not different
between AAM =-0.43,SD=2.10) and EA parentd/(= 0.43,SD= 1.24).

Covary for Child Behavior on Parental Control

To explore whether group differences in child bebial vulnerability may as attenuate
the observed Adoption by Ethnicity interaction effein predicting Parental Control, we entered
each child behavior variable as a covariate (sédeTd). First, when we covaried for Bl, we
found that the interaction on Parental Control diasinished and not longer significarki((,

45) =3.61p<.10). We also found that the effects on Parebaitrol attenuated=(1, 42) = .17,
ns) when we covaried for Tower Inhibitory Control &rs, suggesting these child factors are
explaining some of the variance in the interacti@Quavarying for CBQ Inhibitory Control or
Anxiety did not change the interaction effects anedtal Control.

To formally test Bl, Anxiety, Tower Inhibitory Cort Errors, and CBQ Inhibitory
Control as separate mediators for the Parent Btiatog Adoption status interaction on Parental
Control, we employed a bootstrapping method foriated moderation. We found a significant
indirect effect of CBQ Inhibitory Control on thet@maction Effect= -.51,SE(Boot)= .38,boot

95% CI-1.70 to -.01). Simple effect analyses revedhad the conditional indirect effect of
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Adoption Status on Parental Control for the medi@BQ Inhibitory Control was significant for
EAs (Effect=.48,SE(Boot} .30,boot 95% CI.04 to 1.23) and not for AAE&({fect=-.03,
SE(Boot)= .23,boot 95% CI.57 to .37)" We did not find significant effects for rest bkt
proposed mediators.

Discussion

The present study investigated the whether tylyicddserved ethnic differences in
parental control were modified in the presenceatéptial child evocative behavior and
developmental challenge. We studied EA and AAmisrand further explored a contrast
between comparison non-adoptive families and fasith internationally adopted children
who have previously been found to have impairment®gnitive control, and elevated risk of
behavioral and emotional problems. As such, vwarered whether the effect of parental
ethnicity on parental control was moderated bystony of international adoption. While there
has been extensive research on cultural differeimgearental control, there has been a lack of
work looking at the child factors that may alteltarally normative parenting practices.

First, we examined the main effects of adoptiotustan children’s behavioral inhibition,
anxiety, and cognitive control. These analysesweeant to establish that our sample of 1A
children represented a vulnerable group for whorelbpmental challenges may set the stage
for culturally atypical parenting elicited by chiébocative effects. We found that children who
were internationally adopted exhibited more avoadaim response to a stranger than nonadopted
children. Previous research suggests that intenmaity adopted children are more likely than
nonadopted children to display dysregulated bemavieen confronted with a novel adult (Bruce
et al., 2009). In contrast, our examination of pareported anxiety across groups revealed

findings inconsistent with our predictions. We olthat while the trend was in the predicted

! Age was not a covariate for this moderated maatiaginalysis.
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direction, levels of anxiety did not significantljffer between adopted and nonadopted children.
It may be that at this young age, anxiety, espgcsailanger anxiety, is considered
developmentally appropriate behavior and the tvamgs don't differ as much as when they are
older. Some previous research on internationabpged children suggests that difficulties with
emotion regulation more generally are more prontimeolder children compared to
preschoolers (Rutter et al., 2007).

In terms of cognitive control, parents reported #dopted children had lower levels of
inhibitory control compared to their nonadoptedrpeélhese findings are consistent with
extensive previous research linking early life sérto deficits in cognitive control and emotion
regulation (Bruce et al., 2009; Tottenham et #1112 Tottenham et al., 2010). Interestingly,
adopted and nonadopted children performed simitamly laboratory task requiring they wait to
take turns with the experimenter to put a blockadower. Although the trend was in the
expected direction, there may have been methodwbfgictors that created a divergence
between the two cognitive control measures. Ringtparticipation of the experimenter, and the
child’s motivation to follow an adult’s rules, magave made the task relatively easy for both
groups, as opposed to the variety of scenarioepted to parents in the inhibitory control
guestionnaire. Another possible explanation isdifference in valence of emotion involved.
While eliciting some amount of frustration, the eawask more generally elicited positive
emotion, which may have been regulated equallysacttoe preschoolers.

Next, we explored group differences in parentaltin Based on theories about the
evocative effects of children’s behavior on pammptiwe were interested in whether cultural
differences in parental control seen in EA and A¢heral population samples would generalize

to IA samples. Consistent with previous crosstoaltwork (e.g., Chao & Tseng, 2002; P. Wu
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et al., 2002), we found that within the nonadomszlip, AA parents endorsed more parental
control than EA parents. Also as hypothesized, plaittern shifted for the caregivers with
adopted children such that EA and AA parents’ rasps were not significantly different from
each other. Furthermore, each group switcheldam tendencies (i.e., EA parents appeared
more controlling, AA parents appeared less contrg)land gravitated toward the mean.

Finally, we examined whether factoring in child beior variables accounted for the
observed interaction on parental control. Givesvjmus research findings that suggest higher
risk for behavioral and emotional challenges amiénghildren due to their pre-adoptive history
(e.g., Tottenham et al., 2010), we wanted to expibe possible evocative effects of child
factors on parenting. First, when we covariedBhrwe found that the interaction on parental
control was diminished. We also found that the&H on parental control attenuated when we
covaried for inhibitory control during a tower taskiggesting these child factors are explaining
some of the variance in the interaction. Furtheenmediated moderation analyses revealed
that parent reported inhibitory control was a digant mediator of the parent ethnicity by
adoption status interaction effects on parentatrodnin contrast, covarying for anxiety did not
attenuate the interaction effects on parental odnifhis may be because anxiety is considered
more acceptable than a lack of inhibitory contrad & less influential on parent’s controlling
behaviors (Matsumoto, Takeuchi, Andayani, Kouznesé Krupp, 1998)

Taken together, these findings are consistent thegimotion that variation in parenting
may be elicited by child behavior. It is possitilat in response to some of the challenging child
behaviors, including higher Bl as well as lower mibige control, EA parents of adopted children
developed a non-culturally normative parenting apph. Similar to previous research findings,

parental control may function as either an antecedeconsequence of children’s behaviors for
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EA families (Brown et al., 2011; Louie et al., ireps). It may be that EA parents may respond to
adopted children’s challenging behavior with inseparental control tactics. For AA parents,
we saw a shift in the opposite direction. Rathantadherence to culturally normative script of
demanding and controlling parenting patterned lpeetations of self-regulation, AA parents of
vulnerable adopted children resulted in lower ptaiezontrol. This pattern may shed light on
parents’ beliefs about what special needs childegnire: EA parents may think that children
who have trouble with self regulation may need npaeental control as opposed to AA parents
who believe that children with less developmentahpetence may not tolerate firm control and
require a different type of nurturance.

The study limitations reveal potential directions future research. First, with a small
sample size, it is difficult to determine whethesignificant findings indicate insufficient power
to detect an existing difference or a true nululesThus, future research should include more
participants, or other cultural groups with highdks of collectivism (e.g., parents and children
in East Asian countries), to examine the expectedrpssion in differences in parental control.
Furthermore, research using adopted groups matahethnicity but different in terms of
child’s exposure to early institutional care, ordhAildren raised by parents of the same or
different ethnicity (e.g., AA children with EA parts), could address interesting questions about
cultural differences in adult expectations and ptng that may shape variation in children’s
temperament and attempt to disentangle environrhantetemperamental factors. Likewise,
the use of observational measures of child behagdes not separate behavior response from the
child’s subjective experiences. Thus, future waltkuld explore other measures of emotional

experience including child report and physiologitedasures.
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Second, it is also unknown whether there are setetctors at work leading to
differences in parental characteristics among paneith adopted and nonadopted children. The
third variable problem cannot be ruled out. Faraple, it is also worth considering how AA
parents who adopt AA children may be more liberaaxulturated thereby holding different
values about parental control compared to AA pareiitose children were not adopted.
However, in the current sample adoptive AA parevese actually likely to be®igeneration
immigrants and to speak an East Asian languageegsrimary language they speak with their
child.

Another limitation of this study is the cross-senfll design. For further clarification of
the links between B, child temperament, and pasentalization, prospective studies are
needed. Our alternative interpretations of findidg not answer the question of whether
parental control was either an antecedent or ascueice of children’s behaviors. Perhaps
when EA parents have been more restrictive or idaahg, their adopted children may be more
likely to develop a tendency to react to difficsitiuiations with increased intensity. Thus, future
work should explore both directions of causaliby.addition, while one of the study’s strengths
was the use of observational measures of childtegtswvior, parental control was only
measured by parent report, which may reflect aspiral goals and cultural values. Future
research should assess parental control usingatiatiar or laboratory observation, or qualitative
interviews.

In summary, this study aims to examine the contexthich child and parental behaviors
occur when exploring their reciprocal effects ofldren’s socio-emotional development. Future
research should also investigate the functionaisognce of differences in parental control and

observed BI, anxiety, and cognitive control in dhein from diverse family backgrounds. It
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would be important to explore the implications afiation in child behaviors and their evocative
effects on parenting for the long-term developnudrither processes such as coping and

resilience, biological and emotional responsedrass, and social adjustment.
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Table 1
Sample Characteristics

Non-Adopted Adopted
European Asian European Asian
Variable American American American American
(n =30) (n=15) (n=10) (n=9)
. 43.3% male 33.33% male 70% male 22.22% male
Child gender
Child age in monthd\(SD)) 52.37(9.55) 49.47 (10.78) 56.40 (11.70) 47.67.11)
Child country of origin 70% Russia 66.66% Korea
40% Chinese, 40% Chinese,
Parent ethnicity 40% Korean, 40% Korean,
20% Other 20% Other
Parent 1 generation immigrant 16.7% 27% 10% 44%
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Table 2
Parent Ethnicity by Adoption Status on Parental (Calin

Non-Adopted Adopted
European American Asian American European AmericanAsian American F (1, 56)
Variable . Adoption
M SD N M sD N M SD N M SD N Age Adoption  Parent X
Status  Ethnicity -
Ethnicity
Parental *
Control -0.49 1.50 29 1.05 211 14 043 124 10 -043 210 9 0.08 0.27 0.31 5.94

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Table 3

Adoption Status on Child Behavior

Non-Adopted Adopted F
Variable ;
M sb N M SD N Age Adoption
Status

Behavioral 027 228 37 087 151 16 0091 3.82*
Inhibition

Anxiety 195 222 42 300 329 18 027 1.04
Tower Inhibitory >y 166 36 043 1.85 18 2.02 1.84
Control Errors

CBQ Inhibitory 494 098 43 439 096 16 145  4.30*

Control

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05.

** p< 0.01. ** p< 0.001.
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Table 4

Correlations between Study Variables for Full Saanpl
1 2 3 4 5
Covary 1. Parental Control 1.00
Age -
2. Behavioral
Inhibition 0.04 1.00
3. Anxiety 0.15 0.05 1.00
4. Tower Inhibitory 0.20 0.06 0.12 1.00
Control Errors
5. CBQ Inhibitory | 57 0.10 031 | -0.43% 1.00
Control

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Table 5
Parent Ethnicity by Adoption Status on Parental ttain Covary for Child Behavior

Non-Adopted Adopted
European Asian American European Asian American F
American American
Variable Adoption

Parental Adoption Parent

M sb N M sb N M Sb N M SD NAge Control  Status  Ethnicity xPa_re_nt
Ethnicity

Parental Control
(covary for Behavioral -0.34 151 23 1.03 219 13 052 129 8 -0.19 236 031 0.20 0.09 0.14 3.61
Inhibition)
Parental Control 072 139 26 105 211 14 043 124 9 -043 210 000 0.42 0.20 0.97 5.49*
(covary for Anxiety)
Parental Control
(covary for Tower 034 151 23 084 218 12 052 129 8 -043 210 004 2.14 0.41 0.39 2.70
Inhibitory Control
Errors)
Parental Control
(covary for CBQ -0.57 151 27 105 211 14 043 124 9 -0.65 1.91 000 4.15 1.24 1.03 4.35*

Inhibitory Control)

T p<0.10. * p< 0.05. ** p< 0.01. *** p< 0.001.
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Figure 1.Parent Ethnicity and Adoption&us on Parental Cont. EA = European AmericaA = Asian Americal.
* p< 0.05.
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Appendix
Coding System
Stranger Approach Guide

Epoch 1: Begins when Stranger (S) knocks on dodremds when S begins to ask 1st question
("have you been here before?")

Epoch 2: Begins when S asks 1st question ("haueogen here before?") and ends when S
begins to as 2nd question ("Are you having fun heday?")

Epoch 3: Begins with 2nd question ("Are you haviung here today") and ends when S begins
3rd question.

Epoch 4: Begins with 3rd question ("Are you playimith lots of toys?") and ends when S
begins 4th question.

Epoch 5: Begins with 4th question ("What was ylaworite toy?") and ends when S begins "I
came to pick up papers..."

Epoch 6: Begins with "l came to pick up some pap®fas there a woman here?" and ends with
“I'll go look in the hall.”

Epoch 7: Begins with "I'll go look in the hall.hd ends after Child's (C) reaction to
Experimenter's (E) line

Withdraw/Avoidance: Peak intensity of withdrawal behaviors is note@ach epoch and rated
on the following scale:
0 = No withdrawal. Sits in place
1 = Low withdrawal. Turns or leans away from sgran
2 = Medium withdrawal. Scoots back in chair awanf stranger.
3 = High withdrawal. Hides face in parent, putschdawn, moves away from table, or
jumps away from stranger.

Gaze Aversion: Peak intensity of gaze avoidance is noted in epckch and rated on the
following scale:
0 = No aversion.
1 = Briefly averts gaze.
2 = Averts gaze for two to three seconds or focasesbject other than stranger for two
or three seconds.
3 = Averts eye contact with stranger for nearlyéthe time.

Approach Parent: A measure of how much C interacts with their pare
0 = No interaction with parent at all
1 = Low, looks at parent
2 = Medium, touches or speaks to parent
3 = High, leans toward parent/ hugs/ conversatitth parent
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Tower Of Patience Guide

Epoch 1: Begins as soon as C's hands leave #tdluck- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the second block

Epoch 2: Begins as soon as C's hands leave thadbtock- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the third block

Epoch 3: Begins as soon as C's hands leave tidehlbick- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the forth block

Epoch 4: Begins as soon as C's hands leave ttiediock- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the fifth block

Epoch 5: Begins as soon as C's hands leave thédldck- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the sixth block

Epoch 6: Begins as soon as C's hands leave ttieldock- ends immediately after C's hands
leave the last block

Anticipatory behavior: The peak intensity of anticipatory behavior isred for each epoch
using the following:
0 = No anticipatory behavior.
1 = Low anticipatory behavior ( e.g., looks atdis or E or tower).
2 = Moderate anticipatory behavior ( e.g., toucheaches or leans towards blocks or
tower).
3 = High anticipatory behavior ( e.g., picks updidpplays with tower, moves blocks
around on tower after told not to, gives block jo E
4 = Extreme anticipatory behavior (e.g., puts klon tower)

Verbalizations: Talking (not including prompts)
0 = No verbalizations, waits quietly
1 = Low verbalizations, including some talking/gimg/ making noises, less than half of
waiting time
2 = Medium verbalizations including some talkinigyging/ making noises, about half of
waiting time
3 = High verbalizations, including talking/ singingaking noises for greater than half of
waiting time

83





