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ABSTRACT
Research has shown that the congruence of parenting styles
with cultural values, rather than parenting styles alone,
impacts child adjustment. This study examined if parents’ cul-
tural values moderate the relationships between parenting
styles and child outcomes across both an individualist culture
(Australia) and a collectivist culture (Indonesia). Three hundred
and eighty-seven parents of 2–10-year-old children from both
countries reported their parenting styles, the importance of
the collectivistic values (security, conformity, and tradition),
and their child’s emotion regulation and behavioral problems.
In both countries, authoritative parenting was associated with
higher child emotion regulation and lower levels of behavioral
problems, and authoritarian parenting was associated with
lower child emotion regulation and higher levels of behavioral
problems. Although cultural values did not moderate the rela-
tionship between authoritarian parenting and child adjust-
ment, in both countries greater importance placed on
tradition attenuated the positive effect of authoritative parent-
ing on child outcomes.
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Introduction

The influence of parenting on child behavior and emotional adjustment
has been widely studied and is well documented in Western individualist
cultures; however, it remains understudied in Eastern collectivist cultures,
and even less research has examined the potential role of cultural differen-
ces. In the Western contexts, authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive
styles have become a conventional template for parenting style research
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(Baumrind, 1991). On the basis of their levels of demandingness and
responsiveness, authoritative parents are both demanding and responsive,
imposing standards for conduct while also facilitating autonomy; authori-
tarian parents are more demanding than responsive, setting standards that
restrict autonomy and emphasize obedience; and permissive parents are
more responsive than demanding, allowing children to direct their own
activities without interfering (Baumrind, 1991).
Extensive research conducted predominantly in Western, individualistic

cultures has found that authoritative parenting predicts better socio-
emotional outcomes and school performance, and fewer problem behaviors
among children and adolescents (Fletcher, Walls, Cook, Madison, &
Bridges, 2008; Newman et al., 2015; Rinaldi & Howe, 2012; Williams et al.,
2009). In contrast, authoritarian parenting has been associated with emo-
tional maladjustment (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Owens, 2010; King,
Vidourek, & Merianos, 2016), more inattention, aggression and delin-
quency (Buschgens et al., 2010), and a higher likelihood of school dropout
(Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2009). Finally, permissive parenting has been
associated with more problem behaviors, such as school misconduct, and
drug and alcohol use (Fletcher, Walls, Cook, Madison, & Bridges, 2008;
Patock-Peckham, Cheong, Balhorn, & Nagoshi, 2001). This study aimed to
examine the relationships between parenting styles and child emotion regu-
lation and behavioral problems across a Western culture (Australian) and
an Eastern (Indonesian) culture, and to examine the potential moderating
effects of parents’ cultural values.

Parenting styles and child behavior in non-Western cultures

As outlined above, the majority of parenting style research has been con-
ducted in individualist societies. A growing body of literature has shown
that the findings in non-Western, collectivist societies, are contradictory to
those in Western cultures, suggesting that the effects of parenting styles on
child adjustment may be culture-dependent (Prevoo & Tamis-LeMonda,
2017). Authoritarian parenting, for example, is not universally associated
with poor child outcomes in Middle-Eastern cultures. Specifically, authori-
tarian parenting was associated with high family connectedness but not
with poorer mental health among Egyptian adolescents (Dwairy &
Menshar, 2006), possibly because this parenting style is congruent with the
patriarchal, authoritarian and collectivist nature of Arab cultures (Dwairy,
Achoui, Abouserie, & Farah, 2006). Similarly, research from China has
shown that academic performance (Chao, 2001) and depression levels (Li,
Costanzo, & Putallaz, 2010) of Chinese students are not different based on
exposure to either authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles, whereas
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their European-American counterparts experienced universally worse out-
comes under the authoritarian parenting. It has been also shown that
demandingness is associated with parental concern and involvement in
Chinese culture but this is not so in Western contexts (Chao, 1994).
However, there are also studies from collectivistic cultures that have

shown similar findings in terms of the impact of parenting style on out-
comes as those consistently found in individualist cultures. For example,
authoritative parenting was less likely than authoritarian and permissive
parenting to result in internalizing and externalizing behavior problems
among Pakistani (Akhter, Hanif, Tariq, & Atta, 2011) and Iranian children
(Alizadeh, Talib, Abdullah, & Mansor, 2011). Authoritative parenting has
also resulted in less aggression, more peer acceptance and better school
achievement (Chen, Dong, & Zhou, 1997) and fewer internalizing and
externalizing problems for Chinese children (Lee et al., 2014).

Parenting styles and emotion regulation in non-Western cultures

As with behavioral outcomes, the state of cross-cultural research on the
effects of parenting styles on emotion regulation is inconsistent. Emotion
regulation refers to the internal and external processes used to monitor,
evaluate and modify emotional reactions to accomplish one’s goals
(Thompson, 1994). Authoritative parenting is considered favorable for child
emotional adjustment in Western societies (Bornstein, 2002). Research has
also shown that among Anglophone children, high parental responsiveness
has been reported as optimal for emotion regulation (Brenning, Soenens,
Van Petegem, & Vansteenkiste, 2015; McDowell, Kim, O’Neil, & Parke,
2002), whereas high parental control, consistent with the authoritarian
style, was detrimental to young adult emotion regulation (Manzeske &
Stright, 2009). However, there is also evidence suggesting that authoritarian
parenting is not detrimental to emotion regulation in collectivist cultures
(Jabeen, Anis-Ul-Haque, & Riaz, 2013). Given the mixed findings from
collectivist cultures both across and within cultures, further research
is needed.
Perhaps one reason for the inconsistencies is that few studies have eval-

uated the effects of the cultural values and parenting styles on a child’s out-
comes. Most authors have presented indirect evidence, testing only the
relationships between parenting styles and collectivist values (Chao, 1994;
Rudy & Grusec, 2001; Xu, 2005), or only compared the associations
between parenting styles and child outcomes in different cultures (Dwairy
& Menshar, 2006; Kim & Rohner, 2002; Leung, Lau, & Lam, 1998). To
date, the research examining cultural values and parenting styles have not
been directly examined in conjunction with child adjustment, which limits
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the conclusions that can be drawn from such research. Arguments that val-
ues moderate the relationship between parenting and child outcomes would
be persuasive if all three constructs, that is cultural values, parenting styles
and child outcomes, were examined simultaneously. This study addresses
this gap by examining whether cultural values moderate the associations
between parenting styles and child emotional and behavioral outcomes in
Australia and Indonesia.

Cultural values and parenting styles

Cultural values determine the socialization goals with which parents rear
their children (Triandis et al., 1993). Cultures might differ in their level of
collectivism and individualism, where individualism appears dominant in
Western countries, such as the United States and Australia, and collectiv-
ism appears dominant in Eastern countries, such as Indonesia and other
Asian countries. In individualistic cultures, individuals perceive themselves
as separate from their social contexts and emphasize autonomy, self-
reliance, and independence from others, resulting in the prioritization of
personal goals over relational goals (Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990;
Triandis et al., 1993). By contrast, collectivistic cultures prioritize relations
over personal interests and tend to value family integrity, duty, obedience,
conformity, and security more than individualist cultures (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Triandis et al., 1990). In particular, high traditional values
motivate submission to the expectations of others. Tradition motivates sub-
mission to the expectations of others and devalues the individualist nature
(Schwartz, 2007).
These values impact parenting approaches. Parenting in individualist cul-

tures tends to focus on encouraging child autonomy, independence, assert-
iveness, and self-actualization, whereas parenting in collectivist cultures
tends to emphasize duty, obedience, conformity, and interdependence
(Triandis et al., 1990). For example, in individualist cultures, infants are
encouraged to sleep in their own bed and room as it promotes independ-
ence. By contrast, in collectivistic cultures such as Indonesia, young chil-
dren usually sleep with their mothers, to encourage physical intimacy and
interdependence (Megawangi, Zeitlin, & Colletta, 1995).
As different cultures have different parenting style profiles, and the same

parenting styles may influence child development differently depending on
the socio-cultural context, authoritative parenting may be more relevant to
individualist cultures. This is because the individuality and autonomy fos-
tered by authoritative parenting is highly valued in individualist cultures.
In contrast, authoritarian parenting may be suitable in collectivist cultures
where socialization goals are to promote interdependence, obedience, and
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inhibition of personal interests in favor of group cohesion (Rudy & Grusec,
2001). However, considering the research showing the disadvantages of
authoritarian parenting and advantages of authoritative parenting in some
collectivist cultures as described above (e.g., Akhter et al., 2011; Lee et al.,
2014), it is necessary to avoid homogenizing all collectivist cultures as ben-
efitting from the same parenting style. A recent study with Indonesian
parents showed that ineffective parenting practices as indicated by coercive
and inconsistent parenting were positively related to child emotional and
behavioral problems, whereas effective parenting practices as indicated by
positive encouragement and parent–child relationship were unrelated to
child emotional and behavioral problems (Sumargi, Filus, Morawska, &
Sofronoff, 2018), This suggests that in Indonesia, authoritarian parenting
might lead to poorer child adjustment, but authoritative parenting might
not necessarily lead to better child adjustment. Unfortunately, the study did
not measure parents’ cultural values or involve participants from individu-
alist cultures to compare the effect of parenting styles on child adjustment,
and therefore, warranted a further investigation.

Country profiles

Australia is located in the Asia-Pacific region with a population of 24 mil-
lion in 2015 (United Nations Development Programme, 2016). The major-
ity of people living in Australia speak English (77%) and identify their
ancestries as English (34%) and Australian (33%; Department of
Immigration and Border Protection, 2014). Australia is considered as a
developed country, ranked second out of 188 countries in the Human
Development Index (United Nations Development Programme, 2016).
With respect to individualism–collectivism dimension, Australia is an indi-
vidualist country that holds strong independence and self-reliance values
(Triandis, 1995).
As Australia’s neighbor, Indonesia is a collectivist country of interest.

Indonesia has the fourth-largest population in the world (i.e., 257.6 million;
United Nations Development Programme, 2016). It consists of more than
1,300 ethnic groups with Javanese (40%) and Sundanese (16%) as the larg-
est ethnic groups (Na’im & Syaputra, 2011). Indonesia ranked 113th in the
Human Development Index (United Nations Development Programme,
2016), meaning that it is still considered as a developing country.
In contrast to Australia and other Western countries that have many

publications on parenting, there is only limited literature on Indonesian
parenting. Haar and Krah�e (1999) found that Indonesian adolescents
responded more submissively to conflict with parents than conflict with
peers, showing the relevance of obedience and respect for hierarchy within
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Indonesian families. Trommsdorff (1995) reported that high parental
demands for conformity and obedience were accompanied by high respon-
siveness among Indonesian parents. One recent study has addressed parent-
ing styles specifically, finding that Indonesian adolescents reported
receiving high levels of authoritative parenting, which were associated with
positive mental health and life satisfaction outcomes (Abubakar, Van de
Vijver, Suryani, Handayani, & Pandia, 2015). Finally, Sumargi, Sofronoff,
and Morawska (2015b) found low levels of dysfunctional parenting and
child emotional and behavioral problems amongst Indonesians residing in
both Indonesia and Australia.

The present study

This study is the first to directly compare Australian and Indonesian
parenting styles. We were specifically interested in comparing the associa-
tions between parenting styles and child emotional and behavioral prob-
lems in the two countries, as well as in examining the moderating effects of
parents’ cultural values on the relationship between parenting styles and
child emotional and behavioral outcomes. The cultural orientation of indi-
vidualism and collectivism has been widely used to conceptualize or explain
cultural differences in socialization goals or parent–child relationships
(Hofstede, 2001). In the majority of cross-cultural studies, the values of
individualism and collectivism are usually used in cross-cultural research as
the country-level indicators calculated using national data (e.g., House,
Hanges, Javidan, Doufman, & Gupta, 2004). This approach, however,
homogenizes within-cultural variation in collectivism and individualism
(Liem & Nie, 2008; Triandis, 1995; Triandis et al., 1993). To avoid homoge-
nizing, in this study, we focused on measuring collectivism and individual-
ism values at a personal level using Schwarz personal values framework
(Schwartz et al., 2001). Studies have shown that Schwarz values can serve
as the indicators of individualism and collectivism at personal or individual
levels (Oishi, Schimmack, Diener, & Suh, 1998). More precisely, the univer-
sal values of security, conformity, and the tradition known as conservation
values (Schwartz et al., 2001) were used as an indicator of collectivist val-
ues. A study by Liem and Nie (2008) showed that security, conformity, and
tradition were highly valued among Indonesian adolescents.
The literature cited above showed that authoritative parenting has posi-

tive effects on child adjustment in individualist cultures and either positive
or non-significant effects in collectivist cultures, whereas authoritarian
parenting has negative effects in individualist cultures and either positive,
non-significant, or negative effects in collectivist cultures. In the spirit of
parsimony, we hypothesized that: (1) higher levels of authoritative
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parenting would be associated with higher levels of emotion regulation and
lower levels of behavioral problems in both Australia and Indonesia; (2)
higher levels of authoritarian parenting would be associated with lower lev-
els of child emotion regulation and more child behavioral problems in both
countries; (3) the relationships between authoritarian parenting and child
outcomes would be moderated by country with attenuated effects for
Indonesian parents; and (4) the relationships between authoritarian parent-
ing and child outcomes would be moderated by parents’ cultural values,
where the associations would be attenuated if security, conformity, and
tradition values were considered important by parents.

Method

Participants

Ethical approval was obtained from the University of Queensland
(Australia). Participants were 193 Australian parents and 194 Indonesian
parents of children aged 2–10 years. Australian participants were recruited
through primary schools and child care centers in Brisbane and through
online forums and social media. Indonesian participants were recruited
through schools and child care centers in Jakarta and Surabaya, the two
largest cities in Indonesia. Participation was voluntary. In Australia, partici-
pants were offered entry into a prize draw for a $100 gift card.
The demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1. The majority

of participants in both Australia (92%) and Indonesia (90%) were mothers.
Australian participants were aged between 20 and 53 years (M¼ 36.49 years,
SD¼ 7.56), and Indonesian participants were aged between 20 and 67 years
(M¼ 35.95 years, SD¼ 7.05). Child gender was similar in both Australia
(50% males) and Indonesia (57% males). The mean ages of Australian and
Indonesian children were 5.39 years (SD¼ 2.53) and 6.36 years (SD¼ 2.21),
respectively. An independent samples t-test revealed that parent age did
not significantly differ between Australia and Indonesia, t(371)¼ 0.71,
p¼ .481; however, Australian children were younger than Indonesian chil-
dren, t(377)¼ –4.02, p< .001.
The majority (81%) of Australians identified as Caucasian (n¼ 157),

whereas in Indonesia the majority were Javanese (n¼ 91, 47%), Betawi
(n¼ 31, 16%), or Chinese (n¼ 30, 16%). Australian participants were sig-
nificantly more educated than Indonesian participants, t(385)¼ 7.48,
p< .001 and they had significantly less financial difficulties than
Indonesian parents as indicated by their ability to meet essential expenses,
v2(2)¼ 12.05, p¼ .002, and availability of leftover money after essential
expenses, v2(2)¼ 57.35, p< .001.
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Procedure

Australian participants were directed to an online questionnaire created
using Qualtrics software. Participants began the online questionnaire after
reading the information sheet and providing consent.
Indonesian participants were similarly informed about the study and

asked for their consent; however, the majority completed paper question-
naires. Those who completed the questionnaire online followed the same
procedure as described for Australian participants, albeit a translated ver-
sion. Indonesian research assistants entered paper questionnaire data online
using the Qualtrics system.

Measures

All measures used in the study were originally developed in English. The
Indonesian version of the questionnaire was prepared using the translation-
back-translation method by Brislin (1970).

Table 1. Participant characteristics as a percentage of Australian and Indonesian samples.

Characteristic
Australia
(n¼ 193)

Indonesia
(n¼ 194)

Marital status
Single 8.3 –
Married 73.6 96.4
De facto 13.0 –
Divorced/separated 5.2 2.1
Widowed – 1.5

Household composition
Original family (both biological or adoptive parents present) 82.4 71.1
Step family (two parents, one being a step parent) 2.6 1.0
Sole parent family (one parent only) 8.3 5.2
Extended family (in addition to parents, grandparents or other relatives present) 3.6 22.2
Other 3.1 –

Highest education level attained
Primary school or less – 3.1
Junior high school (Year 7) – 6.2
Senior high school (Year 12) 18.7 30.4
Diploma 14.5 17.0
Undergraduate degree 30.1 37.6
Postgraduate degree 36.8 5.7

Employment status
Full-time (regular work, more than or equal to 35 hours/week) 38.3 47.9
Part-time (regular work, less than 35 hours/week) 32.1 10.3
Casual (occasional work) 6.2 7.2
Not working, but looking for a job 3.1 2.1
Not working (stay at home parent, retired, and student) 20.2 32.5

Unable to meet essential household expenses during the past 12 months (e.g.,
food, mortgage or rent payment, utility bills, child education or important
medical care)

17.1 30.9

After essential expenses, how much money is left over?
Enough that we can comfortably purchase most of the things we really want 36.3 5.2
Enough that we can purchase only some of the things we really want 43.0 66.5
Not enough to purchase much of anything we really want 20.7 28.4

Note. Numbers do not add to 100% because of some missing data.
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Demographics. Demographic information was collected using the Family
Background Questionnaire (Sanders & Morawska, 2010). This included
data on family characteristics such as age and gender, family structure,
nationality and ethnic background, education, employment, and finan-
cial status.
Parenting style. Parenting style was assessed with the short version of the

Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ; Robinson,
Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 2001). The questionnaire consists of 32 items
evaluating three parenting styles: authoritative (15 items), authoritarian (12
items) and permissive (5 items). Sample items reflecting authoritative,
authoritarian and permissive parenting are “I give my child reasons for
why rules should be obeyed”, “I yell or shout when my child misbehaves”,
and “I state punishment to my child but do not actually do them”. The fre-
quency with which participants engaged in these behaviors is recorded on a
5-point Likert scale (1¼ never, 5¼ always). Robinson et al. (2001) reported
that the reliability coefficients for authoritative, authoritarian, and permis-
sive scales were 0.86, 0.82, and 0.64, respectively. In this study, we used
only the authoritative and authoritarian scales. The reliability coefficients
were good for the authoritative (Australia a¼ 0.88, Indonesia a¼ 0.88) and
authoritarian scales (Australia a¼ 0.79, Indonesia a¼ 0.78).
Values. Values were assessed using the short version of the Portrait

Values Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz, 2007). The questionnaire consists of
21 items reflecting 10 basic human values, postulated to be virtually univer-
sal in content and structure across contemporary, literate cultures
(Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz &
Boehnke, 2004; Schwartz et al., 2001). Of these, we used the conservation
values of security, conformity, and tradition. Each item provides a verbal
portrait of an individual who prioritizes one value, with two sentences
describing what is important to them, and their goals, wishes or aspira-
tions. Participants rate how much they like that individual on a 6-point
scale ranging from 1 (very much like me) to 6 (not at all like me). Sample
items include (1) “It is important to him/her to live in secure surroundings.
He/she avoids anything that might endanger his/her safety” for security
value; (2) “He/she believes that people should do what they’re told. He/she
thinks people should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watch-
ing” for conformity value; and (3) “Tradition is important to him/her. He/
she tries to follow the customs handed down by his/her religion or his/her
family” for tradition value. In this study, reliabilities were a¼ 0.36 for
security, a¼ 0.76 for conformity, and a¼ 0.31 for tradition for Australian
sample, and a¼ 0.48 for security, a¼ 0.51 for conformity, and a¼ 0.31 for
tradition for Indonesian sample. These are consistent with previously
reported reliabilities for security (a¼ 0.61), conformity (a¼ 0.58), and
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tradition (a¼ 0.36, Schwartz, 2007). The measure has proven cross-cultural
validity (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004; Schwartz et al., 2001) and test-retest
reliability.
Emotion regulation. Emotion regulation was assessed using the Emotion

Regulation Checklist (ERC), a 24-item questionnaire assessing lability,
intensity, valence, flexibility, and situational appropriateness of children’s
affect (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). The ERC consists of an emotion regula-
tion subscale (8 items) and a liability/negativity subscale (15 items). Sample
items include “Can say when she/he feels sad, angry or mad, fearful or
afraid,” and “Is prone to angry outbursts/tantrums easily”. Parents rated
the frequency of their child’s behaviors on a 4-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (never) to 4 (almost always), where 13 items were reverse scored.
The mean of all items was calculated, with higher values indicating higher
levels of (better) emotion regulation. Consistent with previous reliability
estimates (a¼ 0.85, Shields & Cicchetti, 1997), the overall ERC showed
good reliability in the Australian sample (a¼ 0.85), and adequate reliability
in the Indonesian sample (a¼ 0.69).
Behavioral problems. Child behavioral problems over the past 4 weeks

were measured using the 27-item Child Adjustment and Parent Efficacy
Scale (CAPES; Morawska, Sanders, Haslam, Filus, & Fletcher, 2014). The
CAPES is a measure of child behavioral and emotional adjustment and
parental efficacy for children at the age range from 2 to 12 years old. In
this study, only the behavioral problem subscale (24 items) was used.
The behavioral problems subscale included items such as “My child acts
defiant when asked to do something”. Items were rated on a 4-point
Likert scale ranging from 0 (not true of my child at all) to 3 (true of my
child very much, or most of the time). Eight items were reverse scored.
Higher scores indicate a higher level of behavioral problems. The
CAPES has shown validity and internal consistency, with a¼ 0.90 for
the behavioral scale (Morawska et al., 2014). Reliability of the behavioral
scale in this study was good, with a¼ 0.88 and 0.84 in Australia and
Indonesia.

Data analysis

To compare the differences in cultural values and parenting styles between
Australian and Indonesian parents, a series of independent samples t-tests
were performed. Next, hierarchical multiple regressions were performed sep-
arately for child emotion regulation and child behavioral problems. Country
and cultural values were used as moderators in separate regression analyses
with parenting styles as independent variables and demographic factors sig-
nificantly correlated to child emotion regulation and child behavioral
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problems (i.e., parent education, financial difficulty, and leftover money) as
control variables. To further test the significance and direction of interaction
effects between parenting styles and values on child outcomes, an online tool
developed by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006) was used.

Results

Preliminary analyses

The proportion of total missing data was less than 0.5%. As the amount of
missing data was small, an estimation maximization (EM) was performed
to account for missing values (Little & Rubin, 2014). The demographic var-
iables were included in the EM procedure as predictors to improve the
accuracy of imputation. Examination of normality assumptions indicated
significant skew and kurtosis. Given that, all main analyses were performed
on the original and transformed variables. The transformations did not
impact the pattern of results, thus findings from the original data
are reported.

Country comparisons

Means, standard deviations, and t-statistics for Australian and Indonesian
parenting styles, values, emotion regulation, and behavioral problems are
displayed in Table 2. Results showed that Australian parents were signifi-
cantly more authoritative than Indonesian parents, and Indonesian parents
were significantly more authoritarian than Australian parents. In addition,
security, and tradition were significantly more important to Indonesians
than Australians; however, the importance of conformity did not differ
between the countries. Furthermore, children in Indonesia had lower levels
of emotional regulation than Australian children but there were no differ-
ences in levels of child behavior.

Evaluation of moderation models

Country as moderator
Hierarchical multiple regressions were performed separately for child
emotion regulation and child behavioral problems (see Table 3). Control
variables were entered at Block one. Authoritative and authoritarian scores
were mean-centered using country means and entered as predictors in
Block 2 along with country (0¼Australia, 1¼ Indonesia). The interaction
terms were entered in Block 3 to test moderating effects.
In the child emotion regulation model, the results revealed that a higher

level of authoritative parenting was associated with a better child emotion
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regulation (b¼ 0.15, p< .01) and a higher level of authoritarian parenting
was associated with poorer child emotion regulation (b¼�0.21, p< .001).
There was a negative association between country and child emotion regu-
lation (b¼ –0.24, p< .001), indicating better emotion regulation among
Australian children. However, there were no significant interaction effects,
indicating that the country did not moderate the relationships between
parenting styles and child emotion regulation.
In the child behavioral problems model, the results showed that a higher

level of authoritative parenting was associated with a lower level of child
behavioral problems (b¼ –0.17, p< .01) and a higher level of authoritarian
parenting was associated with a higher level of child behavioral problems
(b¼ 0.18, p< .01). Country was not a significant predictor of child behav-
ioral problems. Furthermore, there were no significant interaction effects of
parenting styles and country.

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of key variables by country.

Variable

Australia (n¼ 193) Indonesia (n¼ 194)

t df dM SD M SD

Authoritative 4.10 0.49 3.93 0.64 2.93� 360 0.30
Authoritarian 1.72 0.42 2.09 0.52 –7.67�� 371 0.78
Security 5.48 2.11 4.72 1.90 3.69�� 380 0.38
Conformity 6.31 2.36 5.93 2.20 1.67 385 0.17
Tradition 5.70 2.03 4.72 1.68 5.16�� 371 0.53
Emotion regulation 3.10 0.35 2.94 0.27 5.17�� 360 0.51
Behavioral problems 20.24 9.36 20.04 8.33 0.22 385 0.02

Note. M ¼ mean, SD¼ standard deviation, d ¼ Cohen’s d (effect size). �p < .01 and ��p < .001.

Table 3. Regression coefficients for emotion regulation and behavioral problems with country
as a moderator.

Emotion regulation
Emotion regulation Behavioral problems

Predictor b p b p

Block 1
Education 0.24 <.001��� �0.12 .028�
Financial difficulty 0.16 .002�� �0.06 .319
Leftover money 0.01 .915 �0.04 .526
R2 0.10 0.02
F 14.14 <.001��� 2.37 .071

Block 2
Authoritative 0.15 .002�� �0.17 .001��
Authoritarian �0.21 <.001��� 0.18 .001��
Country �0.24 <.001��� �0.01 .802
R2 change 0.11 0.07
F change 17.30 <.001��� 9.89 <.001���

Block 3
Authoritative� country 0.02 .795 �0.01 .929
Authoritarian� country �0.07 .364 0.02 .797
R2 change 0.00 0.00
F change 0.54 .581 0.05 .955

Note: b ¼ standardized regression coefficient, �p < .05, ��p < .01, and ���p < .001
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Values as moderators
As with the country moderator models, a hierarchical multiple regression
was conducted for each child outcome measure. The same procedure as
above was used, except with security, conformity, and tradition as modera-
tors (see Table 4).
The results revealed that only authoritative and authoritarian parenting

were significantly associated with child emotion regulation. A higher level
of authoritative parenting was associated with a higher level of child emo-
tion regulation (b¼ 0.13, p< .01) and a higher level of authoritarian
parenting was associated with poorer emotion regulation (b¼ –0.21,
p< .001). The interaction effects were not significant, with the exception of
authoritative parenting and tradition values (b¼ –0.13, p< .05).
In the child behavioral problems model, the results showed that a higher

level of authoritative parenting was associated with a lower level of behav-
ioral problems (b¼ –0.13, p< .05) and a higher level of authoritarian
parenting was associated with a higher level of behavioral problems
(b¼ 0.23, p< .001). No significant interaction effects were detected, indicat-
ing that cultural values (security, conformity, and tradition) did not moder-
ate the relationships between parenting styles (authoritarian and
authoritative parenting) and child behavioral problems.

Table 4. Regression coefficients for emotion regulation and behavioral problems with cultural
values as moderators.

Emotion regulation
Emotion regulation Behavioral problems

Predictor b p b p

Block 1
Education 0.24 <.001��� �0.15 .010�
Financial difficulty 0.18 .001�� �0.06 .278
Leftover money 0.01 .982 �0.03 .586
R2 0.11 0.03
F 15.99 <.001��� 3.53 .015�

Block 2
Authoritative 0.13 .009�� �0.13 .013�
Authoritarian �0.21 <.001��� 0.23 <.001���
Security �0.04 .494 0.03 .634
Conformity �0.01 .969 �0.09 .126
Tradition �0.02 .701 0.08 .172
R2 change 0.08 0.09
F change 6.98 <.001��� 8.01 <.001���

Block 3
Authoritative� security �0.04 .504 0.08 .213
Authoritative� Conformity 0.01 .978 �0.01 .929
Authoritative� Tradition �0.13 .032� �0.11 .083
Authoritarian� security �0.04 .429 0.02 .712
Authoritarian� Conformity �0.01 .923 �0.01 .976
Authoritarian� Tradition �0.05 .384 0.10 .085
R2 change 0.03 0.02
F change 2.98 .045� 1.48 .813

Note: b ¼ standardized regression coefficient, �p < .05, ��p < .01, and ���p < .001
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Interpretation of authoritative� tradition interaction
The simple slopes for the interaction between authoritative parenting and
tradition on child emotion regulation were calculated using an online tool
developed by Preacher et al. (2006). Figure 1 depicts the relationship
between authoritative parenting and child emotion regulation at low,
medium, and high importance of tradition. Due to the inverse nature of
the PVQ scale, low tradition was defined as one standard deviation above
the mean, high tradition as one standard deviation below the mean, and
medium tradition was set as the tradition mean. Although continuous pre-
dictors were mean-centered for the analyses, the slopes are displayed on
the raw, non-centered authoritative parenting scale for ease of
interpretation.
The simple slopes were both significant and positive at low tradition,

b¼ 0.14, p¼ .001, and medium tradition, b¼ 0.07, p¼ .023; however,
authoritative parenting did not significantly predict emotion regulation at
high tradition, b¼ 0.003, p¼ .954. This suggests that overall, higher levels
of authoritative parenting are positively associated with better child emo-
tion regulation in both countries, but this relationship is attenuated when
tradition is a highly important value for a parent. In other words, the posi-
tive relationship between authoritative parenting and child emotion regula-
tion is weaker when parents highly value the tradition.

Discussion

This study investigated the associations between parenting styles and child
emotional and behavioral problems in Australia and Indonesia, and exam-
ined if country or cultural values moderated the relationship between
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Figure 1. Relationship between mean authoritative parenting scores and mean child emotion
regulation as a function of low, medium, and high importance of tradition.
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parenting styles and child outcomes. The comparison of the two country
profiles showed that Australian parents were more authoritative and
Indonesian parents were more authoritarian, and security and tradition val-
ues were more important to Indonesian than Australian parents. On the
basis of the results of hierarchical multiple regressions, the first and second
hypotheses were supported. As expected, higher levels of authoritative
parenting were associated with better emotion regulation and lower behav-
ioral problems in both countries. Likewise, higher levels of authoritarian
parenting were associated with poorer emotion regulation and higher
behavioral problems in both countries. However, there was no support for
the third and fourth hypotheses as neither country nor cultural values
moderated the relationships between authoritarian parenting and child
emotion regulation and behavioral problems.
An unexpected finding of this study was tradition moderating the rela-

tionship between authoritative parenting and child outcomes. This finding
suggests that greater importance of tradition attenuates the positive rela-
tionship between authoritative parenting and child emotion regulation.
This could be interpreted as a potential negative effect of the relationship
between the parenting style and the cultural values on child outcomes.
Authoritative parenting may not have as strong an impact on emotion
regulation when tradition is highly valued by a parent, because tradition
motivates submission to the expectations of others (Schwartz, 2007), which
contradicts the self-assertion and personal interests that are fostered by
authoritative parenting. However, it is unclear why no significant inter-
action effects were detected for other cultural values in this study, namely
security and conformity. A safe conclusion is that in this sample, authorita-
tive parenting was beneficial for child emotion regulation at best, and at
worst, it did not harm.
The fact that we did not find cultural differences in the relationship

between authoritarian parenting and child adjustment fits with other incon-
sistencies in the literature. Many have explained such an absence of cultural
differences as the result of increased globalization and modernization
(Barnhart, Raval, Jansari, & Raval, 2013; Uji, Sakamoto, Adachi, &
Kitamura, 2014; Watabe & Hibbard, 2014; Xu, 2005). That is, greater
exposure to Western influences, especially through widely available media,
such as television and the internet, is paralleled by a shift toward authorita-
tive parenting. Indeed, this study observed that authoritative parenting was
more prevalent than authoritarian parenting in Indonesia (although statis-
tical significance was not assessed; Table 2). The globalization rationale
may also explain why conformity did not differ between Australia and
Indonesia, when security and tradition did. Conformity may be less import-
ant in a world where industry and competitive job markets increasingly
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require assertiveness and distinction from others to acquire occupational
success and economic resources (Uji et al., 2014). Security and tradition
values, however, are not necessarily incompatible with such attributes.
This study finds support for the argument that authoritative parenting is

beneficial for child adjustment across cultures (Mayseless, Scharf, & Sholt,
2003). Even with differences in values and parenting style norms between
Australia and Indonesia, in both countries authoritative parenting promotes
emotion regulation and behavioral adjustment, whereas authoritarian
parenting may be detrimental to emotion regulation and behavioral adjust-
ment. Such an outcome is promising for Western-based parenting interven-
tions, which may not need substantial modifications to be culturally
appropriate in Indonesia (e.g., Sumargi, Sofronoff, & Morawska, 2015a), or
for Indonesians residing in Australia (e.g., Sumargi, Sofronoff, &
Morawska, 2014).
A point of interest is that tradition attenuated the effect of authoritative

parenting on child emotion regulation, but not on behavioral problems,
indicating differential effects of tradition on outcomes. Notably, there were
differences in the levels of child emotion regulation, but not in the levels of
behavioral problems, between Indonesian and Australian children. This
may be related to differences in the use of emotion regulation strategies
between people from collectivist and individualist cultures. Emotion sup-
pression is more emphasized in collectivist than individualist cultures,
whereas emotion expressivity encouraged in individualist culture (Ramzan
& Amjad, 2017). Children in individualist cultures are expected to be inde-
pendent and emotionally expressive, whereas those in collectivist cultures
are expected to consider other people, maintain social harmony and, there-
fore, suppress their negative emotions. As a part of parents’ emotional
training to their children, parents from collectivist cultures might notice
emotional dysregulation or negativity shown by their children more often
than parents from individualist cultures. However, parenting styles do not
seem to affect behavioral problems in the same way as emotion regulation
because collectivistic norms emphasize child obedience and appropriate
conduct (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis et al., 1990). Although
researchers have theorized that lack of emotion regulation is associated
with child behavioral problems (Baker, 2018); in the Eastern context, the
relationship may not always exist (Ramzan & Amjad, 2017). Perhaps this
can explain why child behavioral problems did not differ between Australia
and Indonesia, yet there was significantly poorer emotion regulation among
Indonesian children. Whether this conjecture holds true, this finding high-
lights that the inclusion of an emotion regulation measure was valuable in
this study. Future research might explore whether the effects of authoritar-
ian parenting in collectivist cultures are stronger for emotion regulation
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(and other internal adjustment measures, such as psychological adjustment)
than behavioral problems. Examination of this question could potentially
settle some inconsistencies in the cross-cultural parenting styles literature;
it may be that effects of parenting styles in collectivist cultures depend on
the outcomes measured.

Limitations

This study was not without caveats. First, its cross-sectional design prevents
inferences about the direction or causality of effects, such as whether
parenting style influences child adjustment, child adjustment influences
parenting style, or both influence each other bi-directionally. While we
acknowledge this limitation, a substantial amount of research suggests that
changes in parenting do produce favorable outcomes for child adjustment
longitudinally (Collins, Maccoby, Steinberg, Hetherington, & Bornstein,
2000; Sumargi et al., 2014; 2015a); however, we cannot determine if the
role of values moderates this relationship over time.
Second, as the use of parent self-report subjects to social desirability bias,

future studies could include other sources, such as school teachers, to
evaluate child outcomes and consider child’s perception on parenting
(Barnhart et al., 2013). Third, this study did not test measurement invari-
ance, an assessment of whether the measurement instruments accessed the
same constructs across different countries (Davidov et al., 2008). If the con-
ditions of measurement invariance are not met, then failure to find cultural
effects between countries may not reflect a real absence of cultural effects,
and cultural nuances that affect responses are missed (Davidov et al.,
2008). Fourth, the majority of the participants in this study were mothers
with a similar percentage of the sample being mothers in both countries
Although this is common in parenting research in both Western (e.g.,
Haslam, Patrick, & Kirby, 2015; Haslam, Tee, & Baker, 2017; Sanders,
Haslam, Stallman, Calam, & Southwell, 2011) and Eastern countries
(Sumargi et al., 2015a), it limits the generality of findings which may not
be representative of fathers. Further studies should investigate the similar-
ities and differences of the findings with samples of fathers. Finally, the
moderating effect of tradition on the relationship between authoritative
parenting and emotion regulation was significant, albeit very small. This
effect needs to be replicated before its mechanism can be examined.
Qualitative research, such as focus groups and interviews with people of
the focal culture, may better explore cultural nuances that might affect the
relationships.
Despite these limitations, this study extends the cross-cultural literature

on the effects of parenting styles on child adjustment by considering
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cultural values and including emotion regulation as an outcome measure,
which is not common in the literature, but proved relevant in this study.
We recommend that future research continue to investigate parenting in
Indonesia and other Southeast Asian countries, to build a comprehensive
profile of one of the most densely populated regions in the world and to
further uncover the impact of cultural values on parenting and child out-
comes. On the practical side, this study provides insight for family and
parenting intervention developers about the cultural use of authoritative
parenting in promoting child emotion regulation and reducing child behav-
ioral problems in the context of non-Western cultures.

Ethical approval

Approval for this study was obtained from the University of Queensland (Australia). All
the participants gave their consent before participating in the study.

Disclosure statement

The Parenting and Family Support Centre is partly funded by royalties stemming from
published resources of the Triple P – Positive Parenting Program, which is developed and
owned by The University of Queensland (UQ). Royalties are also distributed to the Faculty
of Health and Behavioural Sciences at UQ and contributory authors of published Triple P
resources. Triple P International (TPI) Pty Ltd is a private company licensed by Uniquest
Pty Ltd on behalf of UQ, to publish and disseminate Triple P worldwide. The authors of
this report have no share or ownership of TPI. Dr. Haslam receives/may in future receive
royalties and/or consultancy fees from TPI. TPI had no involvement in the study design,
collection, analysis or interpretation of data, or writing of this report. Dr. Filus and Dr.
Sumargi are honorary research members of the Parenting and Family Support Centre. Ms
Poniman is a student of UQ. Dr. Boediman has no disclosure to report.

ORCID

Agnes Sumargi http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9440-3649

References

Abubakar, A., Van de Vijver, F. J. R., Suryani, A.O., Handayani, P., & Pandia, W.S. (2015).
Perceptions of parenting styles and their associations with mental health and life satisfac-
tion among urban Indonesian adolescents. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(9),
2680–2692. doi:10.1007/s10826-014-0070-x

Akhter, N., Hanif, R., Tariq, N., & Atta, M. (2011). Parenting styles as predictors of exter-
nalizing and internalizing behavior problems among children. Pakistan Journal of
Psychological Research, 26(1), 23–41. http://www.pjprnip.edu.pk/pjpr/index.php/pjpr/art-
icle/view/45.

MARRIAGE & FAMILY REVIEW 337

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-0070-x
http://www.pjprnip.edu.pk/pjpr/index.php/pjpr/article/view/45
http://www.pjprnip.edu.pk/pjpr/index.php/pjpr/article/view/45


Alizadeh, S., Talib, M. B. A., Abdullah, R., & Mansor, M. (2011). Relationship between
parenting style and children’s behavior problems. Asian Social Science, 7(12), 195–200.
doi:10.5539/ass.v7n12p195

Baker, S. (2018). The effects of parenting on emotion and self-regulation. In M. R. Sanders
& A. Morawska (Eds.), Handbook of parenting and child development across the lifespan
(pp. 217–240). Berlin: Springer.

Barnhart, C. M., Raval, V. V., Jansari, A., & Raval, P. H. (2013). Perceptions of parenting
style among college students in India and the United States. Journal of Child and Family
Studies, 22(5), 684–693. doi:10.1007/s10826-012-9621-1

Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and sub-
stance use. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 11(1), 56–95. doi:10.1177/0272431691111004

Baumrind, D., Larzelere, R. E., & Owens, E. B. (2010). Effects of preschool parents’ power
assertive patterns and practices on adolescent development. Parenting, 10(3), 157–201.
doi:10.1080/15295190903290790

Blondal, K. S., & Adalbjarnardottir, S. (2009). Parenting practices and school dropout: A
longitudinal study. Adolescence, 36(176), 729–749. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/
20432598.

Bornstein, M. H. (2002). Handbook of parenting (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Brenning, K., Soenens, B., Van Petegem, S., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2015). Perceived maternal

autonomy support and early adolescent emotion regulation: A longitudinal study. Social
Development, 24(3), 561–578. doi:10.1111/sode.12107

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 1(3), 185–216. doi:10.1177/135910457000100301

Buschgens, C. M., van Aken, M. G., Swinkels, S. N., Ormel, J., Verhulst, F., & Buitelaar, J.
(2010). Externalizing behaviors in preadolescents: Familial risk to externalizing behaviors
and perceived parenting styles. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 19(7), 567–575.
doi:10.1007/s00787-009-0086-8

Chao, R. K. (1994). Beyond parental control and authoritarian parenting style:
Understanding Chinese parenting through the cultural notion of training. Child
Development, 65(4), 1111–1119. doi:10.2307/1131308

Chao, R. K. (2001). Extending research on the consequences of parenting style for Chinese
Americans and European Americans. Child Development, 72(6), 1832–1843. doi:10.2307/
3654381

Chen, X., Dong, Q., & Zhou, H. (1997). Authoritative and authoritarian parenting practices
and social and school performance in Chinese children. International Journal of
Behavioral Development, 21(4), 855–873. doi:10.1080/016502597384703

Collins, W. A., Maccoby, E. E., Steinberg, L., Hetherington, E. M., & Bornstein, M. H.
(2000). Contemporary research on parenting: The case for nature and nurture. American
Psychologist, 55(2), 218–232. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.55.2.218

Davidov, E., Schmidt, P., & Schwartz, S. H. (2008). Bringing values back in: The adequacy
of the European Social Survey to measure values in 20 countries. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 72(3), 420–445. doi:10.2307/25167638

Department of Immigration and Border Protection (2014). The people of Australia:
Statistics from the 2011 census. Barton: Commonwealth of Australia. Retrieved from
https://www.border.gov.au/ReportsandPublications/Documents/research/people-australia-
2013-statistics.pdf.

Dwairy, M., Achoui, M., Abouserie, R., & Farah, A. (2006). Parenting styles, individuation,
and mental health of Arab Adolescents. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 37(3),
262–272. doi:10.1177/0022022106286924

338 D. HASLAM ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v7n12p195
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9621-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431691111004
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290790
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20432598
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20432598
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12107
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-009-0086-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131308
https://doi.org/10.2307/3654381
https://doi.org/10.2307/3654381
https://doi.org/10.1080/016502597384703
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.2.218
https://doi.org/10.2307/25167638
https://www.border.gov.au/ReportsandPublications/Documents/research/people-australia-2013-statistics.pdf
https://www.border.gov.au/ReportsandPublications/Documents/research/people-australia-2013-statistics.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022106286924


Dwairy, M., & Menshar, K. E. (2006). Parenting style, individuation, and mental health of
Egyptian adolescents. Journal of Adolescence, 29(1), 103–117. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.
2005.03.002

Fletcher, A. C., Walls, J. K., Cook, E. C., Madison, K. J., & Bridges, T. H. (2008). Parenting
style as a moderator of associations between maternal disciplinary strategies and child
well-being. Journal of Family Issues, 29(12), 1724–1744. doi:10.1177/0192513X08322933

Haar, B. F., & Krah�e, B. (1999). Strategies for resolving interpersonal conflicts in adolescence.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 30(6), 667–683. doi:10.1177/0022022199030006001

Haslam, D. M., Patrick, P., & Kirby, J. N. (2015). Giving voice to working mothers: A con-
sumer informed study to program design for working mothers. Journal of Child and
Family Studies, 24(8), 2463–2473. doi:10.1007/s10826-014-0049-7

Haslam, D. M., Tee, A., & Baker, S. (2017). The use of social media as a mechanism of
social support in parents. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26(7), 2026–2037. doi:10.
1007/s10826-017-0716-6

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and
organizations across nations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Doufman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004). Culture, lead-
ership and organizations: The globe study of 62 societies. London: Sage.

Jabeen, F., Anis-Ul-Haque, M., & Riaz, M. N. (2013). Parenting styles as predictors of emo-
tion regulation among adolescents. Pakistan Journal of Psychological Research, 28(1),
85–105. http://www.pjprnip.edu.pk/pjpr/index.php/pjpr/article/view/298

Kim, K., & Rohner, R. P. (2002). Parental warmth, control, and involvement in schooling.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33(2), 127–140. doi:10.1177/0022022102033002001

King, K. A., Vidourek, R. A., & Merianos, A. L. (2016). Authoritarian parenting and youth
depression: Results from a national study. Journal of Prevention & Intervention in the
Community, 44(2), 130–139. doi:10.1080/10852352.2016.1132870

Lee, E. H., Zhou, Q., Ly, J., Main, A., Tao, A., & Chen, S. H. (2014). Neighborhood charac-
teristics, parenting styles, and children’s behavioral problems in Chinese American immi-
grant families. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20(2), 202–212. doi:
10.1037/a0034390

Leung, K., Lau, S., & Lam, W.-L. (1998). Parenting styles and academic achievement: A
cross-cultural study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 44(2), 157–172. http://search.proquest.
com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/230102217?accountid=17227

Li, Y., Costanzo, P. R., & Putallaz, M. (2010). Maternal socialization goals, parenting styles,
and social-emotional adjustment among Chinese and European American young adults:
Testing a mediation model. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 171(4), 330–362. doi:10.
1080/00221325.2010.505969

Liem, G. A. D., & Nie, Y. (2008). Values, achievement goals, and individual-oriented and
social-oriented achievement motivations among Chinese and Indonesian secondary
school students. International Journal of Psychology, 43(5), 898–903. doi:10.1080/
00207590701838097

Little, R. J., & Rubin, D. B. (2014). Statistical analysis with missing data. Hoboken, NJ:
John Wiley & Sons.

Manzeske, D., & Stright, A. (2009). Parenting styles and emotion regulation: The role of
behavioral and psychological control during young adulthood. Journal of Adult
Development, 16(4), 223–229. doi:10.1007/s10804-009-9068-9

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition,
emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224–253. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.
98.2.224

MARRIAGE & FAMILY REVIEW 339

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X08322933
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022199030006001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-0049-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0716-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0716-6
http://www.pjprnip.edu.pk/pjpr/index.php/pjpr/article/view/298
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022102033002001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10852352.2016.1132870
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034390
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/230102217?accountid=17227
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/230102217?accountid=17227
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2010.505969
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2010.505969
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590701838097
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590701838097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10804-009-9068-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224


Mayseless, O., Scharf, M., & Sholt, M. (2003). From authoritative parenting practices to an
authoritarian context: Exploring the person–environment fit. Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 13(4), 427–456. doi:10.1046/j.1532-7795.2003.01304002.x

McDowell, D. J., Kim, M., O’Neil, R., & Parke, R. D. (2002). Children’s emotional regula-
tion and social competence in middle childhood. Marriage & Family Review, 34(3-4),
345–364. doi:10.1300/J002v34n03_07

Megawangi, R., Zeitlin, M. F., & Colletta, N. D. (1995). The Javanese families. In M. F.
Zeitlin, R. Megawangi, E. M. Kramer, N. D. Colletta, E. D. Babatunde, & D. Garman
(Eds.), Strengthening the family: Implications for international development. Tokyo:
United Nations University Press.

Morawska, A., Sanders, M. R., Haslam, D., Filus, A., & Fletcher, R. (2014). Child
Adjustment and Parent Efficacy Scale: Development and initial validation of a parent
report measure. Australian Psychologist, 49(4), 241–252. doi:10.1111/ap.12057

Na’im, A., & Syaputra, H. (2011). Kewarganegaraan, suku bangsa, agama, dan bahasa
sehari-hari penduduk Indonesia: Hasil sensus penduduk 2010 [Citizenships, ethnicities,
religions, and day-to-day language of Indonesians: Results of 2010 census of population].
Jakarta: Badan Pusat Statistik.

Newman, J., Gozu, H., Guan, S., Lee, J. E., Li, X., & Sasaki, Y. (2015). Relationship between
maternal parenting style and high school achievement and self-esteem in China, Turkey
and U.S.A. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 46(2), 265–288. doi:10.3138/jcfs.46.2.
265

Oishi, S., Schimmack, U., Diener, E., & Suh, E. M. (1998). The measurement of values and
individualism-collectivism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(11), 1177–1189.
doi:10.1177/01461672982411005

Patock-Peckham, J. A., Cheong, J., Balhorn, M. E., & Nagoshi, C. T. (2001). A social learn-
ing perspective: A model of parenting styles, self-regulation, perceived drinking control,
and alcohol use and problems. Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental Research, 25(9),
1284–1292. doi:10.1111/j.1530-0277.2001.tb02349.x

Preacher, K. J., Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2006). Computational tools for probing inter-
action effects in multiple linear regression, multilevel modeling, and latent curve analysis.
Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 31(4), 437–448. doi:10.3102/
10769986031004437

Prevoo, M. J., & Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. (2017). Parenting and globalization in western
countries: Explaining differences in parent–child interactions. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 15, 33–39. doi:10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.003

Ramzan, N., & Amjad, N. (2017). Cross cultural variation in emotion regulation: A system-
atic review. Annals of King Edward Medical University, 23(1), 77–90. doi:10.21649/
akemu.v23i1.1512

Rinaldi, C. M., & Howe, N. (2012). Mothers’ and fathers’ parenting styles and associations
with toddlers’ externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors. Early Childhood
Research Quarterly, 27(2), 266–273. doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.08.001

Robinson, C. C., Mandleco, B., Olsen, S. F., & Hart, C. H. (2001). The Parenting Styles and
Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ). In J. Touliatos, B. F. Perlmutter, M. A. Straus &
G. W. Holden (Eds.), Handbook of family measurement techniques (pp. 319–321).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rudy, D., & Grusec, J. E. (2001). Correlates of authoritarian parenting in individualist and
collectivist cultures and implications for understanding the transmission of values.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32(2), 202–212. doi:10.1177/0022022101032002007

340 D. HASLAM ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1532-7795.2003.01304002.x
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v34n03_07
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12057
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.46.2.265
https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.46.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672982411005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2001.tb02349.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986031004437
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986031004437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.21649/akemu.v23i1.1512
https://doi.org/10.21649/akemu.v23i1.1512
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032002007


Sanders, M. R., Haslam, D. M., Stallman, H., Calam, R., & Southwell, C. (2011). Designing
effective interventions for working parents: A survey of UK parents. Journal of Children’s
Services, 6(3), 186–200. doi:10.1108/17466661111176042

Sanders, M. R., & Morawska, A. (2010). Family background questionnaire (FBQ)
[Measurement instrument]. Brisbane: Parenting and Family Support Centre.

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human
values?. Journal of Social Issues, 50(4), 19–45. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x

Schwartz, S. H. (2007). Value orientations: Measurement, antecedents and consequences
across nations. In R. Jowell, C. Roberts, R. Fitzgerald & G. Eva (Eds.), Measuring atti-
tudes cross-nationally (pp. 169–204). London: Sage.

Schwartz, S. H., & Boehnke, K. (2004). Evaluating the structure of human values with con-
firmatory factor analysis. Journal of Research in Personality, 38(3), 230–255. doi:10.1016/
S0092-6566(03)00069-2

Schwartz, S. H., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgess, S., Harris, M., & Owens, V. (2001).
Extending the cross-cultural validity of the theory of basic human values with a different
method of measurement. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32(5), 519–542. doi:
10.1177/0022022101032005001

Shields, A., & Cicchetti, D. (1997). Emotion regulation among school-age children: The
development and validation of a new criterion Q-Sort scale. Developmental Psychology,
33(6), 906–916. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.33.6.906

Sumargi, A., Filus, A., Morawska, A., & Sofronoff, K. (2018). The Parenting and Family
Adjustment Scales (PAFAS): An Indonesian validation study. Journal of Child and
Family Studies, 27(3), 756–770. doi:10.1007/s10826-017-0926-y

Sumargi, A., Sofronoff, K., & Morawska, A. (2014). Evaluation of a brief format of the
Triple P- Positive Parenting Program: A pilot study with Indonesian parents residing in
Australia. Behaviour Change, 31(2), 144–158. doi:10.1017/bec.2014.7

Sumargi, A., Sofronoff, K., & Morawska, A. (2015a). A randomized-controlled trial of the
Triple P- Positive Parenting Program seminar series with Indonesian parents. Child
Psychiatry & Human Development, 46(5), 749–761. doi:10.1007/s10578-014-0517-8

Sumargi, A., Sofronoff, K., & Morawska, A. (2015b). Understanding parenting practices
and parents’ views of parenting programs: A survey among Indonesian parents residing
in Indonesia and Australia. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(1), 141–160. doi:
10.1007/s10826-013

Thompson, R. A. (1994). Emotion regulation: A theme in search of definition. Monographs
of the Society for Research in Child Development, 59(2-3), 25–52. doi:10.2307/1166137

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism & collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Triandis, H. C., McCusker, C., Betancourt, H., Iwao, S., Leung, K., Salazar, J. M., …

Zaleski, Z. (1993). An etic-emic analysis of individualism and collectivism. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 24(3), 366–383. doi:10.1177/0022022193243006

Triandis, H. C., McCusker, C., & Hui, C. H. (1990). Multimethod probes of individualism
and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(5), 1006–1020. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.1006

Trommsdorff, G. (1995). Parent-adolescent relations in changing societies: A cross-cultural
study. In P. Noack & M. Hofer (Eds.), Psychological responses to social change: Human
development in changing environments (pp. 189–218). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.
Retrieved from http://kops.uni-konstanz.de/handle/123456789/11376.

Uji, M., Sakamoto, A., Adachi, K., & Kitamura, T. (2014). The impact of authoritative,
authoritarian, and permissive parenting styles on children’s later mental health in Japan:

MARRIAGE & FAMILY REVIEW 341

https://doi.org/10.1108/17466661111176042
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1994.tb01196.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(03)00069-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(03)00069-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032005001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.33.6.906
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0926-y
https://doi.org/10.1017/bec.2014.7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-014-0517-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013
https://doi.org/10.2307/1166137
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022193243006
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.1006
http://kops.uni-konstanz.de/handle/123456789/11376


Focusing on parent and child gender. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 23(2),
293–302. doi:10.1007/s10826-013-9740-3

United Nations Development Programme (2016). Human development report 2016: Human
development for everyone. New York, NY: United Nations Development Programme.

Watabe, A., & Hibbard, D. R. (2014). The influence of authoritarian and authoritative
parenting on children’s academic achievement motivation: A comparison between the
United States and Japan. North American Journal of Psychology, 16(2), 359–382. http://
search.proquest.com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/1534958903?accountid=17227.

Williams, L. R., Degnan, K. A., Perez-Edgar, K. E., Henderson, H. A., Rubin, K. H., Pine,
D. S., … Fox, N. A. (2009). Impact of behavioral inhibition and parenting style on
internalizing and externalizing problems from early childhood through adolescence.
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 37(8), 1063–1075. doi:10.1007/s10802-009-9331-3

Xu, Y. (2005). Mainland Chinese parenting styles and parent-child interaction.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 29(6), 524–531. doi:10.1177/
01650250500147121

342 D. HASLAM ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9740-3
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/1534958903?accountid=17227
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.une.edu.au/docview/1534958903?accountid=17227
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-009-9331-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/01650250500147121
https://doi.org/10.1177/01650250500147121

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Parenting styles and child behavior in non-Western cultures
	Parenting styles and emotion regulation in non-Western cultures
	Cultural values and parenting styles
	Country profiles
	The present study
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Data analysis

	Results
	Preliminary analyses
	Country comparisons
	Evaluation of moderation models
	Country as moderator
	Values as moderators
	Interpretation of authoritative × tradition interaction


	Discussion
	Limitations
	Ethical approval
	Disclosure statement
	References


