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Abstract

Adolescents may seek to understand family confl ict by seeking out confi dants. 
However, little is known about whom adolescents seek, whether and how such 
support helps youth, and the factors that predict which sources are sought. 
This chapter offers a conceptual model of guided cognitive reframing that 
emphasizes the behavioral, cognitive, and affective implications of confi dant 
support as well as individual, family, and cultural factors linked to support 
seeking. The authors present empirical data from 392 families of seventh grad-
ers of Mexican and European ancestry to predict whether adolescents seek 
mothers, coresident fathers, and other sources and provide directions for subse-
quent research. © 2012 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.
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Confl ict between adolescents and their parents is an important pre-
dictor of adolescent adjustment (Gonzales, Deardorff, Formoso, 
Barr, & Barrera, 2006), and seeking social support to cope with 

confl ict is healthy for adolescents (Nomaguchi, 2008). However, little is 
known about the psychological experience that social support plays in the 
lives of adolescents and what explains whether adolescents seek different 
sources of support. The choice to seek out others for support, the informa-
tion sources provide, and the emotional consequences of those interac-
tions are important to adolescents as they attempt to understand confl ict 
interactions in their lives. We term this process guided cognitive refram-
ing. In this chapter, we fi rst offer a behavioral-cognitive-affective concep-
tual model for guided cognitive reframing that links seeking out a source 
of support, engaging in cognitive reframing of the confl ict, and the affec-
tive experiences that result from reframing. Next, we review the literature 
on the confi dants that adolescents seek (and the relative advantage of 
seeking each source). Finally, because the majority of the extant research 
has focused on adolescents in European American families, we examine 
cultural context, family, and individual factors that explain who is sought 
out to discuss family confl ict among a diverse sample of Mexican Ameri-
can and European American seventh graders.

An Overview of Guided Cognitive Reframing: 
A Model for Understanding Coping and Support of 
Parent–Adolescent Confl ict

Whereas middle childhood tends to be comparatively confl ict-free, early 
adolescence is a time of increasing parent–child confl ict (Granic, Hollen-
stein, Dishion & Patterson, 2003). However, despite evidence for the 
apparent links between high levels of parent–adolescent confl ict and ado-
lescent adjustment (Barber & Delfabbro, 2000; Chung, Flook, & Fuligni, 
2009; Juang, Syed, Cookston, Wang, & Kim, current volume; Updegraff 
et al., current volume), less is known about how adolescents make sense 
of the confl ict they have with their parents. Although responses to stress 
are diverse, the coping literature suggests two common ways of managing 
reactions to a stressful event (Connor-Smith, Compas, Wadsworth, Thom-
sen, & Saltzman, 2000). Active-approach coping involves engaging a 
stressor event (e.g., problem solving) and has been linked to more 
desirable adjustment (DeCarlo Santiago & Wadsworth, 2009; Rogers & 
Holmbeck, 1997). A second approach, namely disengaging from a stressor 
event (e.g., denying, avoiding), has been linked to more risky outcomes 
(Ohannessian, Bradley, Waninger, Ruddy, Hepp, & Hesselbrock, 2010; 
Wadsworth, Raviv, Compas, & Connor-Smith, 2005).

Although the coping literature delineates styles of coping, the cogni-
tive-motivational-relational theory of Lazarus (1991) provides a useful 
theoretical framework for understanding the effects of variations in 
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seeking out different sources to discuss family confl ict. According to this 
theory, an emotion-evoking situation results in a cognitive appraisal that is 
evaluated for self-relevance. If an event is seen as self-relevant, other 
appraisals determine whether the situation threatens one’s status and 
whether one is to blame for the event which, in turn, leads to the planning 
of a behavioral response. Lazarus’s model of appraisals in relationships 
offers a perspective on how guided cognitive reframing might be adaptive 
for adolescents. Specifi cally, according to Lazarus (1991) and the coping 
literature, an active coping strategy like seeking out a source for support 
should result in changed cognitions about the confl ict partner (e.g., the 
reason for the confl ict, whether the confl ict partner is to blame for the 
event). Additionally, these reinterpreted cognitive explanations should 
explain how the adolescent feels after seeking a reframing agent (e.g., bet-
ter self-evaluations and evaluations of the confl ict partner).

According to our conceptualization of guided cognitive reframing 
(Figure 5.1), we anticipate that cognitions associated with more frequent 
reframing events will explain changes in affective evaluations and will be 
uniquely linked to child adjustment. In our conceptualization, we antici-
pate that talking with others about confl ict will be related to changes in 
cognitive interpretations of the confl ict because adolescents will gain a 
better understanding of (1) the reason for the confl ict, and (2) whether 
the adolescent is responsible for the confl ict. These cognitions, in turn, 
should be related to affective evaluations of the self and the confl ict part-
ner. In this light, we view guided cognitive reframing as an active coping 

Figure 5.1. Conceptual model of guided cognitive reframing
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response to confl ict that relies on social support and assists adolescents in 
reinterpreting or reappraising confl ict situations. However, it is likely that 
the cognitive experience of reframing will depend on who is sought to 
provide the information. In other work (Cookston et al., under review), 
we test the latter part of this conceptual model of cognitive reframing; and 
in the current chapter we focus on the left side of the model to instead 
examine who adolescents talk to about father–adolescent confl ict and spe-
cifi cally test the individual, family, and cultural-level factors that predict 
seeking out different sources. Next, we review whom adolescents turn to 
for support and the determinants of this support seeking.

Coping with Stress: To Whom Do Adolescents Turn?

Adolescents seek out different sources of social support over time and for 
different reasons. In middle childhood, parents tend to be the main 
sources of support for children; by the seventh grade, however, peers and 
parents play an approximately equal supportive role, and by tenth grade 
peers largely provide support (Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). During early 
adolescence, mothers still tend to be the primary confi dants of youth 
(Nomaguchi, 2008; Reid, Landesman, Treder, & Jaccard, 1989). Nomi-
nated less often than mothers are fathers, peers, siblings, romantic part-
ners (Nomaguchi, 2008), and adults outside of the family (Beam, Chen, & 
Greenberger, 2002). In addition to relying on parents less, the topics that 
parents and peers are sought out to support tend to be different, with 
peers sought for interpersonal issues and parents for school and career 
counseling (Youniss & Smollar, 1985). However, on average, adolescents 
tend to show worse functioning when they rely predominantly on their 
peers and not parents as confi dants (Nomaguchi, 2008). One possible 
explanation for this is that peers appear to be more likely to defend the 
behavior of their age-mates rather than challenge one another towards 
changing behavior (Chen, Greenberger, Lester, Dong, & Guo, 1998). On 
the other hand, nonparent adult sources of support, also referred to as 
Very Important Persons (VIPs), may be well positioned to provide counsel 
to adolescents because they can offer support with the wisdom that adult-
hood provides (Chen, Greenberger, Farrugia, Bush & Dong, 2003) with-
out seeming explicitly biased in favor of the parents (Greenberger, Chen, 
& Beam, 1998). According to our guided cognitive reframing model, a 
host of factors—individual, family, and cultural—will predict who adoles-
cents seek out.

Individual, Family, and Cultural Predictors of 
Support Seeking

Although seeking support to discuss stressful events can be advantageous 
for youth, little is known about how adolescents decide whom to talk with 
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and why certain confi dants are sought for consultation or support. A num-
ber of individual and family-level qualities have been linked to whether 
adolescents are more likely to seek out parents or peers. At the individual 
level, younger adolescents (12–14-year-olds) tend to seek their parents 
more often than do older (15–17-year-olds) adolescents (Nomaguchi, 
2008); similarly, females rely on parents more than do males (Windle, 
Miller-Tutzauer, Barnes, & Welte, 1991). Additionally, adolescents who 
demonstrate more risk behavior are less likely to report parents as confi -
dants compared with those who show fewer risk behaviors (Nomaguchi, 
2008). Transactional views of human development (Sameroff, 2010) sug-
gest that younger adolescents, females, and adolescents with fewer prob-
lem behaviors might seek out their parents for support, providing evidence 
of the vital role adolescents play in shaping their own development.

In addition to qualities of the adolescent, existing research among pri-
marily European American families suggests that parent–adolescent rela-
tionships and family structure are associated with use of parents as 
confi dants. Adolescents who report better quality parent–adolescent rela-
tionships tend to seek their parents out more often as confi dants than those 
who report lower quality relationships (Freeman & Brown, 2001), and 
children in married families tend to consult more with their parents than 
children in divorced families (Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992). Given 
that parent–child relationships may be poorer in stepfamilies than intact 
families (Coleman & Ganong, 1997), one would expect lower levels of 
consultation with parents in stepfamilies than in intact families. In support 
of this expectation, adolescents in stepfamilies confi de less in both mothers 
and fathers than adolescents in intact families (Dunn, Davies, O’Connor, & 
Sturgess, 2001). It is also likely that families experiencing high levels of 
interparental confl ict may indirectly discourage children from discussing 
their own concerns with one parent for fear that it may cause more confl ict 
between the parents (Buchanan, Maccoby, & Dornbusch, 1991).

In addition to individual and family-level factors, according to our 
guided cognitive reframing model, the cultural context may promote or 
discourage adolescents from seeking counsel about their parents’ behav-
iors. If socialization goals place an emphasis on values of accepting 
authority, promoting interpersonal harmony, or striving for group success, 
seeking counsel about confl ict with an authority fi gure may be considered 
disrespectful and, thus, may be discouraged (Hofstede, 1991). Adolescents 
in Mexican American families are encouraged to be respectful of authority 
fi gures (Keefe & Padilla, 1987), which might explain why Mexican Ameri-
can adolescents feel they are prevented from engaging in open communi-
cation about their parents’ behavior (Cooper, Baker, Polichar, & Welsh, 
1993). For example, Mexican American children show less eye contact 
with their parents than do European American children, presumably as a 
sign of respect for parental authority (Schofi eld, Castenada, Parke, & 
Coltrane, 2008).
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However, individuals differ in their respective rates of acculturation 
to a host culture, exposure to socialization of traditional cultural values, 
and adherence to traditional family values; therefore, to understand confi -
dant support requires attention to within-culture individual differences. 
For instance, when Mexican American adolescents show a more familistic 
orientation they also tend to use more active and solution-oriented con-
fl ict strategies for confl ict resolution, regardless of whether the confl ict 
partner was a sibling (Killoren, Thayer, & Updegraff, 2008) or friend 
(Thayer, Updegraff, & Delgado, 2008). In this case, it appears that the 
internalization of the cultural value of placing the family above the indi-
vidual is associated with a behavioral approach to managing confl ict. The 
fi ndings of Killoren et al. (2008) and Thayer et al. (2008) portray Mexican 
American adolescents as active in confl ict resolution and seem to contra-
dict the Schofi eld et al. (2008) fi nding that Mexican American adolescents 
are less likely to use direct eye contact with their parents. Rather it is pos-
sible that expressions of confl ict behavior may differ based on the adoles-
cent’s relationship to the confl ict partner (sibling vs. parent), thus, having 
different cultural meanings and consequences for how confl ict is resolved 
within families. These questions are, therefore, worthy of further study.

In the current chapter, we begin to fi ll the lacuna between the benefi ts 
of seeking others for support and the sparse evidence regarding how indi-
vidual, family, and cultural factors explain seeking sources of social sup-
port. Specifi cally, we examined a series of constructs as predictors of 
whether mothers, resident fathers/stepfathers, and/or other sources were 
sought out as confi dants by adolescents to discuss confl ict with the resident 
father/stepfather. Although the father is only one of many possible confl ict 
agents, the father is an appropriate target for initial consideration because 
mother–child relationships tend to be more consistent and culturally man-
dated (Leite & McKenry, 2002). By comparison, father–child relationships 
tend to be more variable in terms of the quality of the relationships as well 
as the quantity of time fathers spend with their children. Further, fathering 
tends to be less culturally prescribed, especially for stepfathers, relative to 
mothers. Thus, adolescents might seek support about fathers (especially 
stepfathers) because they are actively trying to make sense of those rela-
tionships. For the purposes of this chapter, “fathers” refer to the coresident 
men who, in our sample, are either biological fathers or stepfathers. Because 
our sample is diverse in terms of family structure and ethnicity, we give 
close consideration to these two family demographic characteristics in our 
analyses and the discussion of our fi ndings.

An Analysis of Cultural Context and Seeking Support 
to Understand Confl ict with Fathers

To predict how often adolescents reported seeking support from their 
mothers, fathers, and other sources we used characteristics of parents, 
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marital relations, parenting, and family demographics as predictors, and 
we drew on a sample of 392 families. Our sample (see Schenck et al., 2009, 
for a description of the sample and Leidy et al., 2011, for information on 
measures and constructs) included seventh-grade adolescents (M age = 
12.5, SD = .59, 52.3% female), and was approximately evenly divided 
between families of Mexican (49%) and European ancestry and between 
stepfather (44.5%) and biological father families. Of the Mexican Ameri-
can families, most of the mothers (64%) and fathers (68%) were born in 
Mexico, compared with only 19% of adolescents.

Assessment of the Source of Support. Within a longer interview, 
adolescents were asked to provide yes/no responses to the following 
question about their residential father, “When you are upset with your 
(dad/step-dad) or about your relationship with him, do you ever talk 
to . . .”: (1) mom, (2) coresident dad/step-dad, and (3) anyone else. The 
responses to these questions served as our three dichotomous dependent 
variables.

Predictors of Sources of Support. To predict whether adolescents 
sought out their mother, father, and other sources, we relied on a number 
of constructs that accounted for aspects of the parent–adolescent relation-
ship, marital relationship, parent and adolescent adjustment, the cultural 
context, and family demographics.

For our parent–adolescent relationship constructs we relied on com-
posites of monitoring of adolescent behavior according to Stattin and Kerr’s 
(2000) revised interpretation of (1) mother monitoring (r = .18 for mother 
and adolescent report) and (2) father monitoring (r = .31 for father and 
adolescent report). Quality of the parent–adolescent relationship with 
father was assessed with measures that included single-item indicators of 
(a) overall relationship with father (r = .47 for mother and adolescent 
report), and (b) adolescent reports of time spent with father. As described 
in Schenck et al. (2009), we also assessed a construct we refer to as matter-
ing through separate constructs for adolescents’ perceptions of the extent 
to which they were important fi gures in the lives of their mothers and 
fathers (separately).

To assess characteristics of the marital relationship, we created com-
posites between combinations of mother, father, and adolescent reports of 
(1) marital confl ict from the Children’s Perceptions of Interparental Con-
fl ict Scale (Grych, Seid, & Fincham, 1992; composite of mother, father, 
and adolescent report, r = .57 for mother and father report, r = .42 for 
mother and adolescent report, r = .36 for father and adolescent report), 
and (2) coparenting from a 13-item measure of coparenting (Dumka & 
Roosa, 1995; r = .38 for mother and father report).

For parent behavior, we gathered information on mothers and fathers/
stepfathers using adolescent reports from the Children’s Report of Parent 
Behavior Inventory (Schaefer, 1965) of mother and father acceptance 
(α = .87 for mothers and .88 for fathers, 10 items), consistent discipline 
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(α = .71 for mothers and .71 for fathers, 8 items), and rejection (α = .81 
for mothers and .79 for fathers, 10 items).

To assess individual differences among parents, parent-level constructs 
were created for mother and father psychopathology based on composites 
of mother report of anxiety and depression (r = .78) and father report of 
anxiety and depression (r = .68) from the Hopkins Symptom Checklist 
(Derogatis, 1974). Mothers and fathers also self-reported their age.

To assess information about cultural orientation, we used items from 
the Mexican American Cultural Values Scale (Knight et al., 2010) and cre-
ated scores for (1) parent reports of familism (r = .35 for composite of 
mother and father report), (2) gender values (composite of mother, father, 
and adolescent report, r = .29 for mother and father report, r = .19 for 
mother and adolescent report, r = .23 for father and adolescent report), 
(3) parent endorsement of individualistic values (r = .31 for mother and 
father report), (4) adolescent endorsement of individualistic values, (5) 
parent–adolescent acculturation gap (i.e., the difference between parent 
and adolescent individualistic values), and (6) an interaction between 
adolescent and parent individualistic values. Additionally, we assessed 
whether mothers and fathers were born in Mexico.

Adolescent characteristics assessed included gender (1 = male, 2 = 
female; 52.3% of the sample was female), adolescent age (M = 12.5, SD = 
.59), and a composite of mother and father reports of the adolescent’s total 
behavior problems using the Behavior Problem Inventory (Peterson & 
Zill, 1986; r = .47 for mother and father report).

Our analyses involved a two-step process. First, within the full sam-
ple of 392 families (and also separately by ethnic group) we estimated 
bivariate relations between each of the constructs in our model (see Table 
5.1). Second, for each of the statistically signifi cant bivariate associations, 
we conducted logistic regression models to separately predict whether 
mothers, fathers, and other sources were sought out, exploring whether 
ethnicity moderated these predictions. This method of forced entry of con-
structs based on bivariate associations reduces capitalizing on chance and 
overestimating confi dence intervals (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 
2003).

Bivariate Associations. Our bivariate associations appear in Table 
5.1 with European American (EA) families above the diagonal and Mexi-
can American (MA) families below the diagonal.

Mothers. Adolescents more frequently sought out mother as a source 
of support when mothers monitored more, adolescents felt they mattered 
more to both parents, mother and father acceptance was high, mother 
rejection was low, and when fathers were older. None of the indices of cul-
tural orientation related to seeking out mother.

Fathers. Adolescents more frequently sought out father as a source of 
support when parents monitored more, adolescents felt they mattered 
more to both parents, coparenting was higher, interparental confl ict was 



NEW DIRECTIONS FOR CHILD AND ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT • DOI: 10.1002/cd

T
ab

le
 5

.1
. 

C
or

re
la

ti
on

s 
A

m
on

g 
R

ef
ra

m
in

g,
 P

ar
en

t 
R

el
at

io
n

sh
ip

 a
n

d
 B

eh
av

io
rs

, 
A

cc
u

lt
u

ra
ti

ve
 P

ro
ce

ss
es

 a
n

d
 D

em
og

ra
p

h
ic

s

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13

 1
. 

Se
ek

 o
u

t 
m

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
1.

00
0.

28
0.

01
−0

.0
5

−0
.1

5
0.

02
0.

03
−0

.0
7

−0
.1

0
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

6
−0

.2
6

0.
00

 2
. 

Se
ek

 o
u

t 
fa

th
er

 (
0 

= 
n

o,
 1

 =
 y

es
)

0.
29

1.
00

−0
.0

2
−0

.2
7

−0
.2

3
−0

.1
2

0.
09

−0
.0

8
−0

.2
1

0.
09

−0
.1

1
−0

.1
6

−0
.1

1
 3

. 
Se

ek
 o

u
t 

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
0.

05
−0

.0
9

1.
00

0.
18

0.
16

0.
23

0.
17

0.
15

0.
22

−0
.1

4
0.

13
0.

22
0.

14
 4

. 
F

at
h

er
 m

on
it

or
in

g 
(D

, A
)

0.
11

0.
28

−0
.0

2
1.

00
0.

41
0.

55
0.

09
0.

14
0.

57
−0

.1
5

0.
38

0.
13

0.
24

 5
. 

M
ot

h
er

 m
on

it
or

in
g 

(M
, A

)
0.

19
0.

16
0.

04
0.

48
1.

00
0.

41
0.

55
0.

09
0.

14
0.

57
−0

.1
5

0.
38

0.
13

 6
. 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 w

it
h

 f
at

h
er

 (
M

, A
)

0.
07

0.
28

−0
.1

0
0.

43
0.

31
1.

00
0.

22
0.

09
0.

54
−0

.3
2

0.
56

0.
17

0.
25

 7
. 

T
im

e 
sp

en
t 

w
it

h
 f

at
h

er
 (

A
)

0.
16

0.
05

0.
01

0.
15

0.
17

0.
26

1.
00

0.
01

0.
14

−0
.1

3
0.

20
0.

16
0.

15
 8

. 
M

at
te

ri
n

g 
to

 m
ot

h
er

 (
A

)
0.

19
0.

11
0.

02
0.

26
0.

33
0.

20
0.

11
1.

00
0.

39
−0

.1
8

0.
10

0.
49

0.
40

 9
. 

M
at

te
ri

n
g 

to
 f

at
h

er
 (

A
)

0.
09

0.
19

0.
00

0.
55

0.
45

0.
53

0.
22

0.
46

1.
00

−0
.2

1
0.

33
0.

22
0.

29
10

. 
In

te
rp

ar
en

ta
l c

on
fl 

ic
t 

(M
, D

, A
)

−0
.1

8
−0

.2
5

0.
10

−0
.1

5
−0

.1
7

−0
.3

2
−0

.0
3

−0
.0

5
−0

.1
2

1.
00

−0
.5

4
−0

.1
2

−0
.3

6
11

. 
C

op
ar

en
ti

n
g 

(M
, D

)
0.

15
0.

15
−0

.0
1

0.
31

0.
23

0.
51

0.
12

0.
15

0.
27

−0
.3

8
1.

00
0.

09
0.

28
12

. 
M

ot
h

er
 a

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
 (

A
)

0.
30

0.
28

−0
.0

2
0.

28
0.

39
0.

17
0.

14
0.

60
0.

38
−0

.1
6

0.
15

1.
00

0.
28

13
. 

M
ot

h
er

 d
is

ci
pl

in
e 

(A
)

−0
.0

1
0.

05
−0

.0
7

0.
25

0.
37

0.
11

0.
05

0.
33

0.
35

−0
.0

5
0.

06
0.

18
1.

00
14

. 
M

om
 r

ej
ec

ti
on

 (
A

)
−0

.1
2

−0
.1

1
0.

06
−0

.3
8

−0
.4

8
−0

.1
3

−0
.1

0
−0

.5
4

−0
.4

4
0.

14
−0

.0
6

−0
.4

6
−0

.6
5

15
. 

F
at

h
er

 a
cc

ep
ta

n
ce

 (
A

)
0.

19
0.

38
−0

.0
3

0.
53

0.
40

0.
61

0.
22

0.
28

0.
66

−0
.2

0
0.

36
0.

55
0.

13
16

. 
F

at
h

er
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e 
(A

)
0.

00
−0

.0
2

−0
.0

7
0.

24
0.

31
0.

28
0.

15
0.

19
0.

36
−0

.1
3

0.
06

0.
08

0.
65

17
. 

F
at

h
er

 r
ej

ec
ti

on
 (

A
)

−0
.0

6
−0

.1
6

0.
14

−0
.3

1
−0

.3
5

−0
.4

6
−0

.2
7

−0
.1

4
−0

.4
9

0.
17

−0
.0

5
−0

.1
6

−0
.4

4
18

. 
M

ot
h

er
 a

n
xi

et
y 

&
 d

ep
re

ss
io

n
 (

M
)

−0
.0

8
−0

.1
3

0.
03

−0
.0

7
−0

.2
2

−0
.2

9
−0

.0
9

−0
.0

8
−0

.1
5

0.
24

−0
.3

0
0.

00
−0

.0
4

19
. 

F
at

h
er

 a
n

xi
et

y 
&

 d
ep

re
ss

io
n

 (
D

)
0.

03
−0

.0
2

−0
.0

7
−0

.0
8

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
6

0.
01

−0
.0

2
0.

00
0.

22
−0

.3
6

−0
.0

8
0.

12
20

. 
F

am
il

is
m

 (
M

, D
)

0.
04

0.
02

−0
.0

4
−0

.0
6

0.
24

0.
04

0.
07

0.
02

−0
.0

6
−0

.1
5

0.
24

0.
00

0.
07

21
. 

G
en

de
r 

va
lu

es
 (

M
, D

, A
)

0.
02

0.
00

−0
.0

8
−0

.0
6

0.
10

0.
01

−0
.0

1
0.

00
−0

.0
8

−0
.0

5
0.

13
0.

01
0.

00
22

. 
P

ar
en

t 
in

di
vi

du
al

is
m

 (
M

, D
)

−0
.0

1
0.

01
−0

.0
9

−0
.1

0
0.

13
−0

.0
6

−0
.1

2
−0

.0
3

−0
.1

3
−0

.1
2

0.
07

0.
02

0.
00

23
. 

A
do

le
sc

en
t 

in
di

vi
du

al
is

m
 (

A
)

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
6

0.
10

0.
07

−0
.0

2
0.

06
−0

.0
7

0.
09

0.
04

0.
00

−0
.0

4
0.

04
−0

.2
3

24
. 

In
di

vi
du

al
is

m
 g

ap
 (

[M
+D

/2
]–

A
)

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
4

0.
02

0.
13

−0
.1

1
0.

10
0.

03
0.

10
0.

12
0.

08
−0

.0
8

0.
02

−0
.1

8
25

. 
P

ar
en

t 
by

 c
h

il
d 

in
di

vi
du

al
is

m
0.

01
−0

.0
5

0.
13

0.
02

0.
07

0.
01

−0
.1

1
0.

06
−0

.0
3

−0
.0

6
0.

01
0.

05
−0

.1
4

26
. 

M
ot

h
er

 b
or

n
 in

 M
ex

ic
o 

(M
)

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
8

0.
12

0.
10

0.
16

−0
.1

0
−0

.0
7

0.
12

0.
05

−0
.0

8
0.

12
0.

11
0.

19
27

. 
F

at
h

er
 b

or
n

 in
 M

ex
ic

o 
(D

)
−0

.0
8

−0
.1

0
0.

18
−0

.0
1

0.
09

−0
.1

9
−0

.0
4

−0
.0

3
−0

.1
1

−0
.1

0
0.

02
0.

13
−0

.0
1

28
. 

C
h

il
d 

be
h

av
io

r 
pr

ob
le

m
s 

(M
, D

)
−0

.0
2

−0
.2

1
−0

.0
9

−0
.3

1
−0

.3
3

−0
.2

8
−0

.0
7

−0
.1

9
−0

.3
0

0.
09

−0
.2

3
−0

.0
9

− 0
.2

0
29

. 
C

h
il

d 
ge

n
de

r 
(m

al
e 

= 
1;

 f
em

al
e 

= 
2)

0.
03

0.
00

0.
22

0.
07

0.
28

0.
11

−0
.0

4
0.

19
0.

19
0.

03
0.

17
0.

08
0.

20
30

. 
M

ot
h

er
 a

ge
 (

M
)

−0
.0

8
0.

06
0.

05
−0

.0
2

0.
03

0.
02

0.
05

0.
06

0.
09

−0
.1

0
0.

06
0.

04
0.

06
31

. 
F

at
h

er
 a

ge
 (

D
)

−0
.1

1
−0

.0
7

0.
07

0.
16

0.
13

0.
13

0.
16

0.
12

0.
21

−0
.1

0
0.

12
0.

16
0.

19
32

. 
C

h
il

d 
ag

e 
(A

)
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
5

−0
.1

2
−0

.1
8

0.
04

0.
01

−0
.1

2
−0

.1
2

0.
00

0.
04

−0
.1

5
−0

.1
0

33
. 

F
at

h
er

 s
ta

tu
s 

(i
n

ta
ct

 =
 1

; s
te

p 
= 

2)
−0

.0
4

0.
03

−0
.0

2
−0

.2
9

−0
.1

1
−0

.1
6

−0
.0

8
−0

.0
6

−0
.3

2
0.

07
−0

.1
8

−0
.0

4
−0

.1
4

N
ot

e:
 L

is
tw

is
e 

n 
= 

18
0 

E
u

ro
pe

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

 (
ab

ov
e 

di
ag

on
al

),
 n

 =
 1

83
 M

ex
ic

an
 o

ri
gi

n
 (

be
lo

w
 d

ia
go

n
al

);
 M

 =
 m

ot
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 D

 =
 f

at
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 A

 =
 a

do
le

sc
en

t 
re

po
rt

; C
or

re
la

ti
on

s 
ar

e 
si

gn
ifi

 c
an

t 
at

 p
 =

 .0
5 

w
h

en
 r

 =
 .1

47
, p

 =
 .0

1 
at

 r
 =

 .1
90

, p
 =

 .0
01

 a
t 

r 
= 

.2
35

.



NEW DIRECTIONS FOR CHILD AND ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT • DOI: 10.1002/cd

T
ab

le
 5

.1
. 

(c
on

ti
n

u
ed

) 
C

or
re

la
ti

on
s 

A
m

on
g 

R
ef

ra
m

in
g,

 P
ar

en
t 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 a

n
d

 B
eh

av
io

rs
, 

A
cc

u
lt

u
ra

ti
ve

 P
ro

ce
ss

es
 a

n
d

 D
em

og
ra

p
h

ic
s

14
15

16
17

18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25

26

 1
. 

Se
ek

 o
u

t 
m

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
0.

10
−0

.1
1

0.
08

0.
03

0.
04

0.
09

0.
08

0.
13

0.
08

0.
03

−0
.0

2
0.

08
—

 2
. 

Se
ek

 o
u

t 
fa

th
er

 (
0 

= 
n

o,
 1

 =
 y

es
)

0.
09

−0
.2

9
−0

.0
9

0.
18

−0
.0

2
0.

08
−0

.1
2

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
1

0.
07

0.
07

0.
06

—
 3

. 
Se

ek
 o

u
t 

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
−0

.1
5

0.
27

0.
17

−0
.2

1
−0

.1
5

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
9

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
2

−0
.0

1
0.

00
−0

.0
2

—
 4

. 
F

at
h

er
 m

on
it

or
in

g 
(D

, A
)

−0
.1

8
0.

57
0.

31
−0

.3
6

−0
.1

9
−0

.2
9

0.
14

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
6

0.
03

0.
06

−0
.0

1
—

 5
. 

M
ot

h
er

 m
on

it
or

in
g 

(M
, A

)
0.

24
−0

.1
8

0.
57

0.
31

−0
.3

6
−0

.1
9

0.
04

0.
14

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
9

−0
.0

3
−0

.1
2

—
 6

. 
R

el
at

io
n

sh
ip

 w
it

h
 f

at
h

er
 (

M
, A

)
−0

.1
6

0.
66

0.
34

−0
.5

1
−0

.2
7

−0
.3

2
0.

09
0.

06
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

2
0.

04
−0

.0
7

—
 7

. 
T

im
e 

sp
en

t 
w

it
h

 f
at

h
er

 (
A

)
−0

.0
8

0.
16

0.
12

−0
.1

4
−0

.0
9

−0
.1

0
0.

08
0.

19
−0

.0
1

0.
13

0.
12

0.
09

—
 8

. 
M

at
te

ri
n

g 
to

 m
ot

h
er

 (
A

)
−0

.5
4

0.
14

0.
27

−0
.3

0
−0

.0
4

−0
.1

6
−0

.1
3

−0
.1

1
−0

.0
8

0.
04

0.
09

−0
.0

2
—

 9
. 

M
at

te
ri

n
g 

to
 f

at
h

er
 (

A
)

−0
.2

7
0.

66
0.

41
−0

.5
7

−0
.1

1
−0

.2
5

0.
14

0.
02

−0
.1

9
−0

.0
1

0.
11

−0
.1

1
—

10
. 

In
te

rp
ar

en
ta

l c
on

fl 
ic

t 
(M

, D
, A

)
0.

24
−0

.2
4

−0
.3

4
0.

29
0.

42
0.

42
0.

03
−0

.0
1

0.
28

0.
04

−0
.1

4
0.

19
—

11
. 

C
op

ar
en

ti
n

g 
(M

, D
)

−0
.1

8
0.

33
0.

26
−0

.3
5

−0
.4

6
−0

.3
9

0.
10

0.
00

−0
.2

8
−0

.0
3

0.
15

−0
.1

7
—

12
. 

M
ot

h
er

 a
cc

ep
ta

n
ce

 (
A

)
−0

.4
9

0.
38

0.
19

−0
.2

3
0.

00
−0

.0
8

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
2

0.
01

0.
08

0.
07

0.
07

—
13

. 
M

ot
h

er
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e 
(A

)
−0

.6
7

0.
24

0.
53

−0
.5

3
−0

.1
8

−0
.1

4
0.

15
0.

12
−0

.2
3

−0
.0

6
0.

09
−0

.1
8

—
14

. 
M

om
 r

ej
ec

ti
on

 (
A

)
1.

00
−0

.2
1

−0
.4

0
0.

59
0.

11
0.

11
−0

.0
1

0.
01

0.
18

0.
18

0.
04

0.
24

—
15

. 
F

at
h

er
 a

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
 (

A
)

−0
.2

7
1.

00
0.

28
−0

.5
0

−0
.1

0
−0

.2
2

0.
12

0.
05

−0
.0

8
0.

06
0.

11
0.

00
—

16
. 

F
at

h
er

 d
is

ci
pl

in
e 

(A
)

−0
.5

5
0.

15
1.

00
−0

.5
9

−0
.2

4
−0

.1
6

0.
08

−0
.0

4
−0

.1
6

−0
.0

8
0.

03
−0

.1
5

—
17

. 
F

at
h

er
 r

ej
ec

ti
on

 (
A

)
0.

55
−0

.4
6

−0
.5

9
1.

00
0.

24
0.

22
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

2
0.

16
0.

10
−0

.0
1

0.
17

—
18

. 
M

ot
h

er
 a

n
xi

et
y 

&
 d

ep
re

ss
io

n
 (

M
)

0.
05

−0
.1

3
−0

.0
5

0.
06

1.
00

0.
26

0.
01

0.
09

0.
14

0.
04

−0
.0

5
0.

11
—

19
. 

F
at

h
er

 a
n

xi
et

y 
&

 d
ep

re
ss

io
n

 (
D

)
−0

.0
6

−0
.0

2
0.

13
−0

.1
2

0.
16

1.
00

−0
.0

9
−0

.0
8

0.
12

0.
03

−0
.0

5
0.

09
—

20
. 

F
am

il
is

m
 (

M
, D

)
−0

.0
3

0.
01

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
2

0.
01

−0
.1

2
1.

00
0.

67
0.

17
0.

03
−0

.0
8

0.
12

—
21

. 
G

en
de

r 
va

lu
es

 (
M

, D
, A

) 
0.

03
0.

02
−0

.0
7

0.
04

0.
04

−0
.1

4
0.

68
1.

00
0.

08
0.

08
0.

02
0.

10
—

22
. 

P
ar

en
t 

in
di

vi
du

al
is

m
 (

M
, D

)
−0

.0
5

−0
.0

6
−0

.0
5

0.
04

0.
05

−0
.0

2
0.

67
0.

57
1.

00
0.

18
−0

.4
7

0.
68

—
23

. 
A

do
le

sc
en

t 
in

di
vi

du
al

is
m

 (
A

)
0.

14
0.

11
−0

.1
4

0.
10

0.
13

0.
06

0.
08

0.
06

0.
13

1.
00

0.
78

0.
84

—
24

. 
In

di
vi

du
al

is
m

 g
ap

 (
[M

+D
/2

]–
A

)
0.

15
0.

13
−0

.0
8

0.
05

0.
07

0.
07

−0
.4

1
−0

.3
5

−0
.5

9
0.

72
1.

00
0.

32
—

25
. 

P
ar

en
t 

by
 c

h
il

d 
in

di
vi

du
al

is
m

0.
06

0.
05

−0
.1

1
0.

09
0.

13
0.

04
0.

45
0.

39
0.

69
0.

80
0.

17
1.

00
—

26
. 

M
ot

h
er

 b
or

n
 in

 M
ex

ic
o 

(M
)

−0
.2

2
0.

05
0.

06
−0

.1
0

0.
00

0.
07

0.
36

0.
17

0.
39

0.
10

−0
.1

9
0.

31
1.

00
27

. 
F

at
h

er
 b

or
n

 in
 M

ex
ic

o 
(D

)
−0

.0
9

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
6

−0
.0

3
0.

09
−0

.0
9

0.
30

0.
20

0.
43

−0
.0

2
−0

.3
1

0.
25

0.
59

28
. 

C
h

il
d 

be
h

av
io

r 
pr

ob
le

m
s 

(M
, D

)
0.

24
−0

.1
9

−0
.1

0
0.

20
0.

30
0.

18
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

5
0.

00
0.

18
0.

14
0.

13
−0

.1
4

29
. 

C
h

il
d 

ge
n

de
r 

(m
al

e 
= 

1;
 f

em
al

e 
= 

2)
−0

.1
7

0.
10

0.
26

−0
.2

4
−0

.0
9

0.
01

0.
02

0.
00

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
4

−0
.0

2
−0

.0
4

0.
13

30
. 

M
ot

h
er

 a
ge

 (
M

)
−0

.1
2

−0
.0

8
0.

11
−0

.0
2

0.
03

0.
00

−0
.0

3
0.

01
0.

01
0.

02
0.

01
0.

02
0.

03
31

. 
F

at
h

er
 a

ge
 (

D
)

−0
.2

1
0.

10
0.

19
−0

.1
2

−0
.0

8
0.

06
−0

.0
6

−0
.0

7
−0

.0
4

0.
01

0.
03

−0
.0

2
0.

09
32

. 
C

h
il

d 
ag

e 
(A

)
0.

24
−0

.1
2

−0
.0

2
0.

13
0.

03
−0

.0
1

0.
00

0.
00

−0
.0

4
−0

.0
4

0.
00

−0
.0

5
−0

.2
0

33
. 

F
at

h
er

 s
ta

tu
s 

(i
n

ta
ct

 =
 1

; s
te

p 
= 

2)
0.

15
−0

.1
4

−0
.0

7
0.

05
0.

07
0.

06
−0

.0
4

−0
.0

6
−0

.0
5

0.
03

0.
05

−0
.0

1
−0

.1
6

N
ot

e:
 L

is
tw

is
e 

n 
= 

18
0 

E
u

ro
pe

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

 (
ab

ov
e 

di
ag

on
al

),
 n

 =
 1

83
 M

ex
ic

an
 o

ri
gi

n
 (

be
lo

w
 d

ia
go

n
al

);
 M

 =
 m

ot
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 D

 =
 f

at
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 A

 =
 a

do
le

sc
en

t 
re

po
rt

; C
or

re
la

ti
on

s 
ar

e 
si

gn
ifi

 c
an

t 
at

 p
 =

 .0
5 

w
h

en
 r

 =
 .1

47
, p

 =
 .0

1 
at

 r
 =

 .1
90

, p
 =

 .0
01

 a
t 

r 
= 

.2
35

.



NEW DIRECTIONS FOR CHILD AND ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT • DOI: 10.1002/cd

T
ab

le
 5

.1
. 

(c
on

ti
n

u
ed

) 
C

or
re

la
ti

on
s 

A
m

on
g 

R
ef

ra
m

in
g,

 P
ar

en
t 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 a

n
d

 B
eh

av
io

rs
, 

A
cc

u
lt

u
ra

ti
ve

 P
ro

ce
ss

es
 a

n
d

 D
em

og
ra

p
h

ic
s

27
28

29
30

31
32

33

 1
. 

Se
ek

 o
u

t 
m

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
—

0.
07

−0
.0

9
−0

.0
7

−0
.1

1
0.

02
0.

04
 2

. 
Se

ek
 o

u
t 

fa
th

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
—

0.
11

−0
.0

6
−0

.0
9

0.
01

−0
.0

2
0.

26
 3

. 
Se

ek
 o

u
t 

ot
h

er
 (

0 
= 

n
o,

 1
 =

 y
es

)
—

−0
.0

5
−0

.1
4

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
3

−0
.0

3
−0

.1
5

 4
. 

F
at

h
er

 m
on

it
or

in
g 

(D
, A

)
—

−0
.3

4
0.

11
0.

00
0.

04
−0

.1
7

−0
.3

0
 5

. 
M

ot
h

er
 m

on
it

or
in

g 
(M

, A
)

—
−0

.0
1

−0
.3

4
0.

15
0.

17
0.

11
−0

.1
7

 6
. 

R
el

at
io

n
sh

ip
 w

it
h

 f
at

h
er

 (
M

, A
)

—
−0

.4
3

0.
12

−0
.0

5
−0

.0
3

−0
.1

7
−0

.1
9

 7
. 

T
im

e 
sp

en
t 

w
it

h
 f

at
h

er
 (

A
)

—
0.

03
0.

04
0.

00
−0

.0
2

−0
.0

5
−0

.0
2

 8
. 

M
at

te
ri

n
g 

to
 m

ot
h

er
 (

A
)

—
−0

.1
2

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
1

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
1

0.
03

 9
. 

M
at

te
ri

n
g 

to
 f

at
h

er
 (

A
)

—
−0

.2
4

0.
14

0.
04

0.
13

−0
.2

2
−0

.3
4

10
. 

In
te

rp
ar

en
ta

l c
on

fl 
ic

t 
(M

, D
, A

)
—

0.
27

−0
.0

5
−0

.1
4

−0
.0

1
0.

05
0.

17
11

. 
C

op
ar

en
ti

n
g 

(M
, D

)
—

−0
.3

8
0.

09
0.

06
0.

00
−0

.0
6

−0
.2

0
12

. 
M

ot
h

er
 a

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
 (

A
)

—
−0

.0
8

0.
03

−0
.0

5
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

3
0.

02
13

. 
M

ot
h

er
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e 
(A

)
—

−0
.3

1
0.

01
0.

12
0.

12
−0

.0
7

−0
.2

6
14

. 
M

om
 r

ej
ec

ti
on

 (
A

)
—

0.
28

−0
.0

5
−0

.0
3

−0
.0

4
0.

07
0.

20
15

. 
F

at
h

er
 a

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
 (

A
)

—
−0

.2
4

0.
08

0.
02

0.
03

−0
.2

2
−0

.2
7

16
. 

F
at

h
er

 d
is

ci
pl

in
e 

(A
)

—
−0

.2
8

0.
03

0.
05

0.
07

−0
.1

5
−0

.2
1

17
. 

F
at

h
er

 r
ej

ec
ti

on
 (

A
)

—
0.

27
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

1
−0

.1
1

0.
18

0.
25

18
. 

M
ot

h
er

 a
n

xi
et

y 
&

 d
ep

re
ss

io
n

 (
M

)
—

0.
42

−0
.0

4
−0

.2
1

−0
.0

5
0.

06
0.

12
19

. 
F

at
h

er
 a

n
xi

et
y 

&
 d

ep
re

ss
io

n
 (

D
)

—
0.

31
−0

.1
3

−0
.0

8
−0

.0
6

−0
.0

3
−0

.0
1

20
. 

F
am

il
is

m
 (

M
, D

)
—

−0
.1

1
−0

.0
2

−0
.1

3
−0

.0
9

−0
.0

8
−0

.1
2

21
. 

G
en

de
r 

va
lu

es
 (

M
, D

, A
)

—
0.

00
−0

.0
1

0.
01

−0
.0

4
0.

02
−0

.0
8

22
. 

P
ar

en
t 

in
di

vi
du

al
is

m
 (

M
, D

)
—

−0
.1

7
0.

00
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

4
0.

05
0.

19
23

. 
A

do
le

sc
en

t 
in

di
vi

du
al

is
m

(A
)

—
0.

11
−0

.1
2

0.
00

0.
01

0.
08

0.
13

24
. 

In
di

vi
du

al
is

m
 g

ap
 (

[M
+D

/2
]–

A
)

—
−0

.0
1

−0
.1

1
0.

04
0.

04
0.

04
−0

.0
1

25
. 

P
ar

en
t 

by
 c

h
il

d 
in

di
vi

du
al

is
m

—
0.

18
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

4
−0

.0
2

0.
08

0.
20

26
. 

M
ot

h
er

 b
or

n
 in

 M
ex

ic
o 

(M
)

—
—

—
—

—
—

—
27

. 
F

at
h

er
 b

or
n

 in
 M

ex
ic

o 
(D

)
1.

00
—

—
—

—
—

—
28

. 
C

h
il

d 
be

h
av

io
r 

pr
ob

le
m

s 
(M

, D
)

−0
.0

5
1.

00
−0

.1
0

−0
.0

6
−0

.0
5

0.
11

0.
16

29
. 

C
h

il
d 

ge
n

de
r 

(m
al

e 
= 

1;
 f

em
al

e 
= 

2)
0.

00
−0

.1
6

1.
00

0.
02

−0
.0

2
−0

.2
0

0.
05

30
. 

M
ot

h
er

 a
ge

 (
M

)
−0

.0
3

−0
.0

7
−0

.0
3

1.
00

0.
58

−0
.0

5
−0

.2
9

31
. 

F
at

h
er

 a
ge

 (
D

)
0.

04
−0

.1
2

0.
01

0.
68

1.
00

−0
.0

6
−0

.2
1

32
. 

C
h

il
d 

ag
e 

(A
)

−0
.1

6
0.

03
−0

.1
4

0.
01

0.
02

1.
00

0.
08

33
. 

F
at

h
er

 s
ta

tu
s 

(i
n

ta
ct

 =
 1

; s
te

p 
= 

2)
−0

.1
0

0.
19

0.
00

−0
.3

3
−0

.2
9

0.
11

1.
00

N
ot

e:
 L

is
tw

is
e 

n 
= 

18
0 

E
u

ro
pe

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

 (
ab

ov
e 

di
ag

on
al

),
 n

 =
 1

83
 M

ex
ic

an
 o

ri
gi

n
 (

be
lo

w
 d

ia
go

n
al

);
 M

 =
 m

ot
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 D

 =
 f

at
h

er
 r

ep
or

t,
 A

 =
 a

do
le

sc
en

t 
re

po
rt

; C
or

re
la

ti
on

s 
ar

e 
si

gn
ifi

 c
an

t 
at

 p
 =

 .0
5 

w
h

en
 r

 =
 .1

47
, p

 =
 .0

1 
at

 r
 =

 .1
90

, p
 =

 .0
01

 a
t 

r 
= 

.2
35

.



NEW DIRECTIONS FOR CHILD AND ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT • DOI: 10.1002/cd

94 FAMILY CONFLICT AMONG CHINESE- AND MEXICAN-ORIGIN ADOLESCENTS

lower (and this association differed by ethnicity with r = −.08, p = .26 for 
EA and r = −.23, p = .001 for MA adolescents), and the quality of the rela-
tionship with father was higher. Additionally, fi ve of the six parenting 
behaviors were associated with seeking the father (only father discipline 
was not related). Also linked to seeking father as a source of support were 
higher levels of mother and father acceptance, lower levels of mother and 
father rejection, and higher mother consistent discipline. One element of 
the adolescent was linked with seeking out father for reframing: lower lev-
els of adolescent behavior problems. Also, adolescents in intact families 
(χ2 = 6.833, p = .009) and European American families were more likely to 
seek out father support (χ2 = 6.41, p = .011) than adolescents in either 
stepfather families or in Mexican American households. No indices of cul-
tural orientation were related to reports of seeking out father.

Other Sources. Adolescents sought other sources more when parents 
monitored less, the overall relationship with father was low, time shared 
with the father was low (r = .19, p = .005 for EA and r = .02, p = .82 for 
MA adolescents), and the adolescent reported low levels of mattering to 
the father (r = −.21, p = .003 for EA and r = .01, p = .881 for MA adoles-
cents) and mother (r = −.15, p = .035 for EA and r = .02, p = .774 for MA 
adolescents). At the adolescent level, more adolescent anxiety and depres-
sion was associated with seeking other sources. With respect to the marital 
relationship, higher levels of interparental confl ict were related to seeking 
out other sources. When all six parenting behaviors were less adaptive, 
other sources were sought more often: low mother and father acceptance, 
low mother and father discipline, and high levels of mother and father 
rejection. Also, boys were less likely than girls to seek out another source 
(χ2 = 13.89, p < .001). Seeking out other sources was associated with only 
one indicator of cultural orientation; among the Mexican American ado-
lescents, other sources were sought more often when either the mother or 
father was born in Mexico.

Logistic Regression. In our fi nal analysis, we sought to understand 
which of the individual and family-level constructs predicted who was 
sought out to discuss confl ict with fathers. Rather than predict each of our 
dependent variables separately, we estimated a multiple group path analy-
sis logistic regression model in Mplus v6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). 
Such an analysis is parsimonious because it allows for the estimation of a 
single model (vs. three separate models) and accounts for the relations 
among the three dependent variables. Although data-driven, we dropped 
predictors of each dependent variable from the fi nal model if the construct 
was not associated at the bivariate level for the full sample at p < .01, or at 
p < .05 for either ethnicity group. For paths that appeared to operate dif-
ferently for the adolescents of Mexican and European ancestry, we allowed 
the path between a predictor and outcome to vary for the two groups to 
address the moderating role of ethnicity. When the difference in an associ-
ation appeared to be negligible, we fi xed the path to be equal between 
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groups. Differences in chi-square estimates for the models were explored 
before accepting the fi nal model.

Fit was adequate in the fi nal model (χ2 = 71.65, df = 77, p = .42, 
Weighted Root Mean Square Residual = 1.096). We were able to fi x the 
association between the two ethnicities for associations among the depen-
dent variables. Results showed seeking out mother was associated with 
seeking out father (b = .53, p < .001), but seeking the other source was 
unrelated to seeking father (r = .02, p = .835) or mother (r = −.14, p = 
.108). It is not surprising that the participants in our sample who sought 
out one parent also tended to seek out the other parent; however, it was 
unclear why seeking parents and other sources was unrelated.

Mother. In predicting seeking out mother, we included coparenting, 
mattering to mother and father, paternal age, maternal monitoring, mater-
nal acceptance and rejection, and paternal acceptance (see Figure 5.2 for 
fi nal model). For all seven constructs, we were able to fi x the paths 
between the two ethnic groups suggesting common patterns between the 
two groups. When the block of predictors was included, coparenting and 
maternal acceptance were the two constructs that predicted seeking 
mother such that higher coparenting—the perception that parents work 
together as a team—and more maternal acceptance were associated with 
seeking out mothers. In the case of acceptance, adolescents may seek their 
mother when she can provide support and likely will not seek the mother 
when the adolescent perceives the parents do not agree on parenting strat-
egies as in the case of low coparenting. These results further demonstrate 
the links between parent characteristics, marital processes, and support 
that have been observed within families of young children (Stright & 
Bales, 2003), and our fi ndings extend these associations to adolescence.

Father. In predicting seeking out father, we included coparenting and 
interparental confl ict, maternal and paternal monitoring, adolescent 
behavior problems, overall relationship with father, stepfamily status, mat-
tering to mother and father, mother acceptance and rejection, and father 
acceptance. In the fi nal model, we allowed separate paths between ethnic 
groups for only interparental confl ict. For Mexican American families 
only, lower interparental confl ict was associated with seeking out father. 
For both ethnic groups, higher levels of father monitoring and acceptance 
predicted seeking out father. It appears that like mothers, the father’s 
acceptance level explains whether adolescents seek him out. Furthermore, 
that father monitoring is linked to seeking out father provides support for 
the notion that parental monitoring is adolescent-directed through disclo-
sure on behalf of the adolescent (Kerr, Stattin, & Pakaliniskiene, 2008).

Other Sources. In predicting seeking out other sources, we included 
interparental confl ict, maternal and paternal monitoring, overall relation-
ship with father, time spent with father, adolescent gender, mattering 
to mother and father, and mother and father acceptance, rejection, and 
discipline. Although signifi cant at the bivariate level among the Mexican 
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Figure 5.2. Unstandardized estimates for signifi cant predictors of 
whether mothers, coresident fathers/stepfathers, and anyone else 

were sought out to discuss confl ict with a coresident father

Note: Child gender: male = 1, female = 2; Father status: intact family = 1, stepfather = 2; Paths 
with single values were fi xed between Mexican American (MA) and European American (EA) 
families. Paths with two numbers report differences between groups where italicized values are 
for the EA families and bold values are from the MA subgroup. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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American families, parent nativity was not included in the logistic regres-
sion because it was a constant for the European American families (i.e., all 
were born in the United States). Of the 14 paths predicting seeking the 
other source, 6 were estimated separately for the two groups (maternal 
and paternal monitoring, time spent with father, mattering to mother, and 
mother and father acceptance). Consistent with past research (Windle 
et al., 1991), among both ethnic groups, girls were more likely to seek 
another source than were boys. Estimated separately for the two ethnic 
groups, time spent with father was unrelated to seeking out other sources 
among the Mexican American families, while less time spent with father 
was associated with seeking out other sources in the European American 
families.

Predictors of Sources of Support Sought: A Summary. Because 
father–adolescent relationships tend to be more variable than mother–ado-
lescent relationships, adolescents may require more support in navigating 
this important family relationship; however, seeking support about con-
fl ict with father is clearly situated within qualities of the family context. 
Our results compliment past evidence on the experience of young adoles-
cents by demonstrating that the adaptive behavior of seeking out parents 
to reframe confl ict with father is associated with qualities of the parent 
(i.e., accepting parenting, monitoring) and qualities of the family context 
(i.e., interparental confl ict and coparenting). For example, mothers were 
sought out when they were more accepting and fathers were sought out 
more when they were involved in monitoring the adolescent’s behavior. 
Although girls were more likely to report seeking other sources, gender 
was not important in explaining whether mothers and fathers were sought.

We also found that ethnicity did not add considerable variability to 
the patterns of seeking out sources of support among adolescents (only 8 
of 30 paths demonstrated signifi cantly different patterns of association and 
many of these were negligible). Rather, the links between parenting and 
family context were approximately equal for the two ethnicities suggesting 
the normative and common nature of these processes between groups. As 
we have demonstrated by comparing the extant literature and evidence 
from families of Mexican American and European American origin, there 
was a compelling trend in favor of common processes associated with pat-
terns of seeking out sources of support. Qualities of the parents them-
selves (i.e., monitoring for fathers and acceptance for both parents) 
explained whether they were sought out. Furthermore, adolescents tended 
to seek mothers more when levels of coparenting were higher, possibly to 
avoid creating further confl ict in the interparental relationship. Surpris-
ingly, where prior research on the cultural traditions of Mexican American 
families has emphasized elements of heightened familism and deference to 
parental authority, our results suggested these patterns were unrelated to 
seeking out father or father-fi gures as confi dants. In the results we have 
reported here, the only differential link between ethnicity and support 
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seeking occurred for seeking out fathers and interparental confl ict. Mexi-
can American (but not the European American) adolescents were less 
likely to seek father when confl ict levels were high. Our analyses and 
review of the literature suggest that cultural factors played a less important 
role in seeking out mothers, fathers, and other sources for support. Rather, 
when parents tended to be accepting, adolescents would seek them out, 
suggesting the important transactional nature of parent–adolescent 
relationships.

These fi ndings support many aspects of the guided cognitive refram-
ing model, namely, the factors that infl uence the targets chosen by adoles-
cents for support in the face of confl ict. In support of an active coping 
strategy interpretation of guided cognitive reframing, the empirical results 
we reported suggest adolescents select parents for reframing based on 
qualities of the adolescent, parent–adolescent relationship, and family 
context. Specifi cally, both mothers and fathers are selected when they are 
more accepting of the adolescent. Fathers, on the other hand, are also 
sought when adolescents already tend to disclose information to them. 
Clearly, adolescents seek parents when those sources tend to be open to 
conversations about parent–adolescent relationships. Additionally, in 
terms of the family context, mothers are also sought when parents tend to 
agree in their parenting strategies. However, while we found support for 
whom adolescents seek out to provide counsel and why they chose those 
sources, the fact that the cultural variables did not play a signifi cant role in 
this process suggests an important direction for future research to 
examine.

Conclusions and Future Directions

The current review and analyses highlight the factors that infl uence 
whether sources are sought for guided cognitive reframing; however, there 
are a number of topics that require further consideration. First, virtually 
nothing is known about the social context of guided cognitive reframing 
in the lives of adolescents. Regular conversations about sexual health and 
behavior with parents tend to make future conversations easier (Coffelt, 
2010); however, it is unclear whether daily negotiations of social support 
seeking in families work similarly. The results we provided suggest that a 
history of open communication between parents likely is associated with 
parents being sought for conversations about confl ict with the father. 
Rather than social support occurring on a daily basis, it is possible that 
social support is negotiated on an instance-by-instance basis with support 
sought at the time of a confl ict. Alternatively, social support may be sought 
only after a number of confl ict situations have occurred. Future research 
should attempt to understand how frequently support is sought as a func-
tion of the regularity of confl ict. Second, it will be important to explore 
whether certain confl ict topics are more likely to result in seeking support 
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while others are less likely. Consider, for example, the distinction between 
the everyday confl ict that occurs within families and the acculturation-
based confl ict that occurs within immigrant families (Juang et al., this vol-
ume). An adolescent may be less likely to seek support to understand 
“everyday” sources of confl ict from parents (e.g., confl ict about clothing 
and chores) but may be more likely to seek out a peer. On the other hand, 
for acculturative confl ict a different pattern may emerge because parents 
may acculturate at different rates given unique vocational demands (Parke, 
Vega, Cookston, Perez-Brena, & Coltrane, 2008). For example, if one par-
ent works outside the home and the other does not, the parent who works 
outside the home may acculturate more quickly. Alternatively, if one par-
ent works in a more ethnically homogeneous workplace, that parent may 
acculturate more slowly. It is, thus, possible that adolescents may be more 
likely to seek support regarding arguments with one parent about cultur-
ally prescribed behaviors and values as these values may vary by the accul-
turation of parents. Furthermore, support regarding culturally based 
confl ict may be especially benefi cial if reframed by another person who 
has a dual frame of reference (e.g., an older sibling who may be less accul-
turated, but has more experience with U.S. cultural norms than a parent).

It is also possible that multiple sources are sought out to assist with 
reframing the same confl ict situation. After an argument with his mother 
over a family rule, a son might seek out the father to understand the rea-
son for the mother’s behavior, might ask the mother for an apology, and 
might ask whether a friend is subject to a similar rule. By seeking multiple 
sources to obtain unique perspectives on a common event, an adolescent 
might end up feeling better suited to face similar confl ict situations in the 
future. While our results did not address whether different sources are 
sought, it does appear that similar qualities of parents, namely, accepting 
parenting, and healthier marital relationships may explain whether par-
ents are sought. Relatedly, in addition to not addressing whether multiple 
sources were sought to address the same confl ict event, a key limitation of 
the current analyses is that we did not address who the other sources were 
and what might explain going to different sources. In our earlier review 
we addressed how both peers and VIPs might be sought. It is likely that 
there are differences in individual, family, and cultural explanations for 
when sources are sought and this is an area that merits future study.

Finally, a theme that cuts across each of these areas of future study 
concerns the stability, function, and benefi ts of seeking support over time 
in the lives of adolescents. Just as adolescents make the transition to age-
mates as confi dants, it is also possible that sources of guided cognitive 
reframing are also changing regularly as friendships fade, as individuals 
prove to be unsatisfactory counsel, and as romantic relationships increase 
in importance for teens. Additionally, changes in decision-making during 
adolescence (Steinberg, 2010) may afford adolescents an opportunity to 
understand the benefi ts of seeking out sources for guided cognitive 
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reframing as well as change the kind of information sought and the 
expected benefi ts of seeking support. As poet Elbert Hubbard noted, “We 
fi nd what we expect to fi nd, and we receive what we ask for” (Hubbard, 
1922, p. 41), but further research on guided cognitive reframing may also 
make it possible to change what is expected and received.
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