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Abstract
The purpose of the study is to explore whether the association between types of parenting styles and bullying and victimization are
similar across White American, U.S.-born Asian, and foreign-born Asian adolescents. Authoritative parenting, which is characterized
as being supportive and showing acceptance, is positively related to psychological well-being among White American youth.
However, due to different cultural norms in parenting style, Asian parents whose parenting style appears to be controlling and lacking
in warmth might differentially affect their children’s behavior and socialization in school. Sample was drawn from the 2009–2010
Health Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) U.S. study. The most recent data were collected in the United States from 2009 to
2010. HBSC consisted of adolescents, aged 11, 13, and 15 years. The sample for the present study includes 1438 adolescents who
identified as White American, U.S.-born Asian, or foreign-born Asian. Univariate analyses, bivariate analyses, and multiple linear
regression analyses were conducted. The regression analysis was conducted separately for bullying victimization and perpetration
across foreign-born Asians, U.S.-born Asians, and White Americans. Among foreign-born Asians, mother’s non-involvement was
positively associated with bullying victimization. Among U.S.-born Asians, father’s non-involvement was found to be positively
associated with bullying victimization, and authoritarian parenting was positively associated with perpetration. Among White
Americans, both authoritative parenting and mother’s non-involvement were positively related to bullying perpetration. This study
highlights the importance of understanding the association between types of parenting styles and adolescent bullying and victimization.
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Bullying remains a serious social concern. According to the
U.S. Department of Justice, in 2017, about 20% of U.S. stu-
dents (ages 12–18) reported being bullied at school (Musu

et al. 2019). Of these students, 23% of White Americans and
7% of Asians were victimized in their school (Musu et al.
2019). Although it appears that Asian students have a lower
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likelihood of being bullied, research suggests that Asians, par-
ticularly Asian immigrants, are vulnerable to bullying in their
school due to minority status, “Model Minority” stereotypes
(e.g., being perceived as smart, industrious, docile, and con-
formist), language barriers, physical appearance, and racism
(Cooc and Gee 2014; Koo et al. 2012; Qin et al. 2008;
Schumann et al. 2013). Research has also shown that White
American youth are significantly at risk of experiencing bul-
lying (Fisher et al. 2015; Connell et al. 2015; Schumann et al.
2013).

Scholars have explored several antecedents of bullying
and victimization (e.g., Bowes et al. 2009; Mishna et al.
2012). However, antecedents, processes, and outcomes for
perpetrators differ from victims due to divergent develop-
mental pathways. Aspects of dissimilarity in development
include factors related to the individual, parenting/caregiv-
ing, family structure, peer interactions, and environment
(Arseneault et al. 2010; Rodkin et al. 2015). Family char-
acteristics, such as parenting, appear to be influential in
children’s bullying involvement. Parenting style can play
a critical role in shaping children’s behavior, as the mode of
communication and discipline, and the extent to which the
child is permitted to negotiate within the boundaries of
parent-child relations considerably influence a child’s de-
velopment and behavior (Kokkinos et al. 2016; Wilmshurst
2008). Parents also play a pivotal role in the development of
their children’s peer relations and socialization through
both direct (e.g., assisting children to develop socialization
skills) and indirect (e.g., parenting behaviors and modeling)
pathways (Holt et al. 2009). It is therefore likely that par-
enting style has particular relevance to children’s bullying
involvement (Holt et al. 2009; Kokkinos 2013), as research
has repeatedly found that children’s bullying behavior is
related to parenting practices. Bullies are likely to come
from distant and disengaged parents who use harsh parent-
ing techniques. As a result, bullies tend to develop negative
relationships with parents and siblings and emulate parental
aggression (Smith and Myron-Wilson1998). Further stud-
ies find that bullies may display moral competence and lack
moral engagement and moral compassion that could direct
appropriate behavior (Gini et al. 2011; Perren et al. 2012).
From an ethological perspective, bullying is adaptive for
the perpetrator and supports specific dominance goals
(Volk et al. 2012). On the other hand, victims show a more
placid temperament than bullies along with experiencing
overprotectiveness and enmeshment by family (Smith and
Myron-Wilson1998). Hostility by a parent may result in
victimization as children become habituated to it, expect
it, and this leads to internalizing behavior. Victims display
higher levels of insecure attachment compared to bullies
(Koiv 2012) and also lack emotion regulation skills and
interactional problem-solving strategies (Mahady Wilton
et al. 2000).

Numerous theories support the association between parent-
ing and adolescents’ bullying behavior and experiences in
bullying victimization among adolescents of varying ages.
For instance, attachment theory places importance on the
emotional bond between the child and the caregiver
(Bowlby 1969). Attachment theorists might argue that adoles-
cents, particularly middle school students whose parents were
uninvolved or emotionally distant can contribute to bullying
and victimization, as they might have difficulty in relating to
others in school (Eliot and Cornell 2009). Family systems
theory, on the other hand, might perceive adolescents’ bully-
ing perpetration and victimization as by-products of dysfunc-
tion in the family. At age fifteen, adolescents start to seek a
balance between autonomy and connectedness to their fami-
lies. Both cohesion (supportive family interactions) and en-
meshment (controlling patterns that derail another family
member’s autonomy) are important elements of family sys-
tems theory (Barber and Buehler 1996). Adolescents in
enmeshed relationships where their parent inhibits their sense
of autonomy are at an increased risk for social anxiety and
difficulty in socialization (Barber and Buehler 1996), and con-
sequently, they might get involved in bullying.

However, children’s behaviors have shown to vary de-
pending on the parenting style of their caregivers (Chao
1994) and on the cultural and social contexts in which it oc-
curs (Chao 2000; Mandara and Murray 2002). It is also un-
certain whether the association between parenting and bully-
ing might be similar across different racial and ethnic groups.
According to Sorkhabi and Mandara (2013), it is unclear
whether the typology of parenting styles accurately describe
non-White American styles of parenting practices (Sorkhabi
and Mandara 2013). The present study aims to compare the
difference in the relevance of parenting style in bullying in-
volvement of White American, foreign-born Asian, and U.S.-
born Asian adolescents.

Although Asian Americans are one of the fastest-growing
ethnic groups in the United States and primarily consist of
foreign-born immigrants, intra-ethnic group (e.g., foreign-
born and U.S.-born Asians) differences in parenting style are
vast (Mau 1997). A growing body of research has examined
the association between parenting style and adolescent bully-
ing involvement as well as bullying and victimization of
Asian American adolescents. However, the relationship be-
tween parenting styles and adolescent development of U.S.-
born Asian Americans may be distinct from that of foreign-
born adolescents in that the former represents a distinct bicul-
tural group (Kim et al. 2014). Also, because U.S.-born Asian
American adolescents did not experience the immigration pro-
cess, they have not gone through the post-migratory accultur-
ation process as their foreign-born peers had (Kim et al. 2014)
and often experience intergenerational cultural dissonance.
Intergenerational cultural dissonance (i.e., a conflict between
parents and children over cultural differences) is a serious
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issue among Asian American adolescents, particularly U.S.-
born Asians. Research documents that intergenerational cul-
tural dissonance is correlated with behavioral problems in
Asian American adolescents (Choi et al. 2008). However,
U.S.-born adolescents from immigrant families may not be
as familiar with the parenting style of their immigrant parents
and are desirous of the mainstream U.S. norms of emotional
expressiveness and open style of communication (Pyke 2000).
As a result, unlike foreign-born Asians, U.S.-born Asians who
perceive their immigrant parents as authoritarian (e.g., being
emotionally distant) might develop behavioral problems, such
as bullying due to intergenerational cultural dissonance.

For foreign-born Asians who tend to be more familiar with
the cultural values of their country-of-origin, the parenting
style of their parents, which is guided by their cultural value
orientation and socialization goals (Darling and Steinberg
1993), may produce different outcomes. Chinese parenting,
for example, is characterized by the Chinese cultural value
of guan (“training”), which involves a high degree of guid-
ance and monitoring of children’s behaviors (Chao 1994,
2000). Guan goes hand-in-hand with some aspects of author-
itarianism, such as obedience, directiveness, and a standard of
conduct (Chao 1994, 2000). Moreover, adherence to collec-
tivism, conformity to norms, emotional self-control, and hu-
mility are reportedly linked to higher use of authoritarian par-
enting among Asian mothers (Xu et al. 2005).

Despite the distinctions among the racial and ethnic groups,
research, to our knowledge, has not considered possible intra-
ethnic group differences in the parenting style of Asian parents
and how they might be linked to children’s bullying and vic-
timization. Therefore, we compare the association between
types of parenting styles and bullying perpetration and victim-
ization among White American, foreign-born Asian, and
U.S.-born Asian adolescents.

Typology of Parenting Style and Child
Bullying and Victimization

According to Diana Baumrind’s earlier observations, children
display different types of behaviors based on their caregivers’
parenting style, which was categorized as authoritarian, au-
thoritative, uninvolved or neglectful, and permissive
(Baumrind 1991).

Authoritarian Parenting

The research literature also shows a connection between how
caregivers parent their children and whether children become
victims and perpetrators of bullying. Authoritarian parents
have high expectations and standards, but are likely to employ
strict disciplinary techniques and are not responsive to their
children’s needs (Chao 1994). A large body of research has

documented a positive association between the authoritarian
style of parenting and bullying by children (Baldry and
Farrington 2000; Georgiou et al. 2013; Gomez-Ortiz et al.
2016; Martinez et al. 2019). Findings from Gomez-Ortiz
et al.’s (2016) study showed, for example, that among
Spanish high school students, a non-democratic parenting
style, characterized as physically punitive (authoritarian) was
related to an increased risk of bullying involvement. Results
fromGomez-Ortiz et al.’s (2016) study also confirmed that the
authoritarian style of parenting which is characterized by pa-
rental psychological aggression and physical punishment was
correlated with adolescents’ bullying and victimization.
Interestingly, Baldry and Farrington (2000) found from a sam-
ple of Italian middle school students that youth identified as
bullies had authoritarian parenting whereas those who were
victims tended to have uninvolved parents.

Authoritative Parenting

Baumrind theorized that parents who are characterized as
authoritative have high expectations for their children, but,
at the same time, are also understanding and responsive to
their needs (Darling and Steinberg 1993). The authoritative
style of parenting has been documented as being negatively
associated with bullying and victimization (Baldry and
Farrington 2005; Georgiou 2008; Lee and Wong 2009;
Wang et al. 2009). From a sample of 337 Greek Cypriot chil-
dren, Georgiou (2008) reported that maternal responsiveness
predicted a lower score on bullying behavior whereas children
with permissive mothers had the highest mean score in vic-
timization. Another study in Hong Kong highlighted that au-
thoritarian parenting was positively associated with child bul-
lying behavior among students in HongKongwhereas author-
itative parenting, which was defined as enhancing communi-
cation, had negative effects on bullying (Lee andWong 2009).
Also, a meta-analytic review of research concluded that au-
thoritative parenting characterized as having communication
between parent and child, warmth, and affection, parental in-
volvement and support, and parental supervision were protec-
tive against bullying victimization (Lereya et al. 2013).

Permissive Parenting

Permissive parents tend to have very few rules and boundaries
and are less likely to discipline children for behavioral infrac-
tions although they display warmth (Darling and Steinberg
1993). Some authors postulate that children whose parents
are characterized as being permissive are at an elevated risk
of bullying and victimization (Dehue et al. 2012; Georgiou
2008; Luk et al. 2016). For instance, Dehue et al.’s (2012)
findings from a sample of elementary and middle school stu-
dents in the Netherlands indicated that adolescents with per-
missive parents reported having engaged in bullying more
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frequently than those with authoritarian and authoritative par-
ents. Similarly, Luk et al.’s (2016) study, which explored the
association between bullying and substance use in a 646 U.S.
university student sample (58.2%White American and 11.1%
Asian), found that having a permissive mother was positively
linked to bullying, which was also linked to increased alcohol
use. Other researchers also showed that permissive parental
behavior is predictive of child bullying victimization whereas
authoritarian parenting is correlated with bullying perpetration
(Baldry and Farrington 2000; Kaufmann et al. 2000). Scholars
propose that parents of bullies rarely monitor or supervise
their child very closely or set limits concerning their child’s
bullying involvement (Batsche and Knoff 1994).

Uninvolved or Neglectful Parenting

Uninvolved or neglectful parents have no real set of bound-
aries or standards. They tend to be unresponsive to their chil-
dren’s needs and are not involved in their children’s lives
(Darling and Steinberg 1993). Parental non-involvement can
significantly impact child bullying behavior, as indicated in
several studies, which comprised a White-majority sample
(Christie-Mizell et al. 2011; Flouri and Buchanan 2003).
According to one study, which comprised 10 to 14-year-old
White American, African American, and Hispanic samples,
when adolescents perceive that their fathers do not spend
enough time with them, their bullying behavior increased
(Christie-Mizell et al. 2011). Concerning bullying victimiza-
tion, research findings appear to be inconsistent. In a nation-
ally representative sample of White American, African
American, and Hispanic 6th–10th grade students, Nansel
et al. (2001) reported that parents of victims of bullying tend
to be overly involved in their child’s school. While parental
involvement reflects concerns parents have about their chil-
dren’s socialization, it may also reflect that parental
overinvolvement can result in children becoming less inde-
pendent, potentially leaving them more vulnerable to becom-
ing a target of bullies (Nansel et al. 2001). Jeynes’ (2008)
study, on the other hand, which included White American,
Asian American, African American, and Hispanic college stu-
dents and 7th–12th grade students, found that parental in-
volvement in children’s schooling is related to a lower inci-
dence of bullying victimization.

Parenting Styles of White and Asian
Caregivers in the United States

Cultural values can shape parenting styles and practices,
which in turn influence child outcomes (Chao and Tseng
2002; Kim and Wong 2002). Cultural variations in parenting
have been documented extensively in research studies (Chao
2000; Cheah and Rubin 2003; Chen et al. 2001). Research

shows that for White Americans, a parenting style that is most
related to adolescent psychological well-being is authoritative
parenting, which consists of support (e.g., praising) and mod-
erate control (setting clear expectations). In general, adoles-
cents with authoritative parents reportedly engage in fewer
problematic behaviors, are less likely to turn to risky behavior,
and show a higher level of social competence (e.g., Bahr and
Hoffmann 2010; Pezzella et al. 2016).

The parenting style of Asian Americans is typically
characterized as authoritarian in which parents exert strict
control and are often less expressive in showing affection
(Huntsinger et al. 2001). In the United States, authoritarian
style parenting practice is negatively perceived as it is re-
ported to contribute to child psychosocial problems, espe-
cially among White Americans (e.g., Deater-Deckard et al.
2005; Hoeve et al. 2009; Thompson et al. 2003). However,
findings on the association between authoritarian parenting
style and child outcomes among Asians appear to be in-
consistent. Authoritarian parenting predicted satisfaction
with the parent-child relationship in native Chinese chil-
dren in one study (Quoss and Zhao 1995) and adolescents’
health and life satisfaction among ethnic Chinese young
adults in another study (Stewart et al. 1998). It was also
negatively related to child aggression in Ho et al.’ (2008)
findings. Ho et al. (2008) showed a negative relationship
between harsh parenting and child aggression in South
Asian Canadian households whereas for White Canadian
households, there was a positive relationship. On the other
hand, research documented that authoritarian parenting is
predictive of depression, low self-esteem, aggressive be-
havior, and diminished academic performances of Asian
adolescents, including native Chinese (Chang et al.
2003), U.S.-born Chinese American (Kim et al. 2013)
and foreign-born Vietnamese adolescents (Nguyen 2008).

The Present Study

The present study aims to compare the relationship between
four types of parenting styles (authoritarian, permissive, unin-
volved, and authoritative) and bullying perpetration and vic-
timization of foreign-born Asians, U.S.-born Asians, and
White Americans. It is hypothesized that (a) authoritarian
style of parenting will be positively associated with bullying
and victimization among White Americans; (b) On the con-
trary, authoritarian parenting style will be negatively associat-
ed with bullying and victimization among foreign-born
Asians; (c) both permissive and uninvolved parenting styles
will be positively associated with both bullying and victimi-
zation among White Americans; (d) Authoritative parenting
will be negatively associated with bullying and victimization
for U.S.-born Asians and White Americans.
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Method

Sample and Data

Data for the present study were derived from the 2009–2010
Health Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) U.S.
study. Themost recent data in the United States were collected
from 2009 to 2010. HBSC is a standardized, international
World Health Organization study, which comprises repeated
cross-sectional surveys in the 43 participating countries
through school-based surveys using random sampling to se-
lect a proportion of adolescents, aged 11, 13, and 15 years
(Currie et al., 2012). Sample for the present study consists of
1438 adolescents (40.9%male; 49.1% female) who responded
“Asian” and “White” to the question in the survey, “What do
you consider your race to be?” Two categories, “foreign-born
Asian” and “U.S.-born Asian” were also created. “Foreign-
born Asian” were youth who respond “no” to the question,
“Were you born in the United States?” whereas “U.S-born
Asian” were those who responded “yes” to the question. The
school-based survey includes a self-reported questionnaire,
which was completed by students in the classroom in public
school districts and comprises a range of health indicators and
health-related behaviors, in addition to the life circumstances
of the students (Roberts et al., 2009). Questions include socio-
demographics, social background, social context, health out-
comes, health behaviors, and risk behaviors (Roberts et al.,
2009).

Measures

Bullying victimization was measured with four items, which
included, “How often have you been bullied at school in the
past couple of months?”; “How often have you been bullied at
school in the past couple of months in the ways listed below?
(a) I was called mean names, was made fun of, or teased in a
hurtful way; (b) Other students left me out of things on pur-
pose, excluded me from their group of friends, or completely
ignored me; and (c) I was hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around,
or locked indoors.” Response options for the first item are 0 =
I haven’t been bullied at school the past couple of months, 1 =
It has only happened once or twice, 2 = 2 or 3 times a month,
3 = About once a week, and 4 = Several times a week. For the
remaining items, the response options are 0 = I have not been
bullied in this way in the past couple of months, 1 = Only once
or twice, 2 = 2 or 3 times a month, 3 = About once a week, and
4 = Several times a week. The Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

Bullying perpetrationwasmeasuredwith four items, which
included, “How often have you taken part in bullying another
student(s) at school in the past couple of months?”; “How
often have you bullied another student(s) at school in the past
couple of months in the ways listed below? (a) I called another
student(s) mean names, and made fun of, or teased him or her

in a hurtful way; (b) I kept another student(s) out of things on
purpose, excluded him or her from my group of friends, or
completely ignored him or her; and (c) I hit, kicked, pushed,
shoved around, or locked another student(s) indoors”.
Response options for the first item are 0 = I haven’t bullied
another student(s) at school in the past couple of months, 1 = It
has only happened once or twice, 2 = 2 or 3 times a month,
and 3 = About once a week, and 4 = Several times a week. For
the remaining items, the response options are 0 = I have not
bullied another student in this way in the past couple of
months, 1 = Only once or twice, 2 = 2 or 3 times a month,
3 = About once a week, and 4 = Several times a week. The
Cronbach’s alpha was .81.

Authoritarian parenting was measured with one item from
the Parental Bonding Inventory-Brief Current form (PBI-
BC)(Klimidis et al. 1992): “My parent/guardian...“Tries to
control everything I do.” Response options range from 0 =
Don’t have or don’t see parent/guardian, 1 = Almost never,
2 = Sometimes, and 3 = Almost always.

Permissive parenting was measured with two items from
the PBI-BC(Klimidis et al. 1992): “My parent/guardian... (a)
lets me do the things I like to do and (b) likes me to make my
own decision.” Response options range from 0 = Don’t have
or don’t see parent/guardian, 1 = Almost never, 2 =
Sometimes, and 3 = Almost always. The Cronbach’s alpha
was .66.

Mother’s non-involvement was measured with five items,
which were derived from the instruments designed by Brown
et al. (1993): “How much does your mother (or female guard-
ian) really know about....? (a) Who your friends are, (b) How
you spend money, (c) Where you are after school, (d) Where
you go at night, and (e) What you do with free time.”
Response options range from 0 = Don’t have/see mother/
guardian, 1 = She doesn’t know anything, 2 = She knows a
little, and 3 = She knows a lot. The Cronbach’s alpha was .79.

Father’s non-involvement was measured with five items,
which were also derived from the instruments designed by
Brown et al. (1993): “How much does your father (or male
guardian) really know about....? (a) Who your friends are, (b)
How you spend money, (c) Where you are after school, (d)
Where you go at night, and (e) What you do with free time.”
Response options range from 0 =Don’t have/see father/guard-
ian, 1 = He doesn’t know anything, 2 = He knows a little, and
3 = He knows a lot. The Cronbach’s alpha was .86.

Authoritative parenting was measured with three items
from the PBI-BC(Klimidis et al. 1992): “My parent/guardian:
(a) helps me as much as I need, (b) understands my problems
and worries, and (c) makes me feel better when upset.”
Response options range from 0 =Don’t have or don’t see par-
ent/guardian, 1 = Almost never, 2 = Sometimes, and 3 =
Almost always. The Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

Covariates for the study included biological sex (“Are you
a boy or a girl?; 1 = boy, 0 = girl), grade (“What grade are you
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in?”; 5 = grade 5 to 10 = grade 10) and family socioeconomic
status (SES; “How well off do you think your family is?”; 0 =
Not well off, 1 = well off).

Analytic Techniques

Univariate analyses were conducted to describe the overall
sample. Next, bivariate analyses were computed to examine
the relationships among all study variables. Finally, to exam-
ine the relationship between parenting styles and bullying,
multiple linear regression analyses were conducted separately
for bullying victimization and bullying perpetration across
foreign-born Asians (n = 165), U.S.-born Asians (n = 497),
and White Americans (n = 776).

All of the variables had less than 10% of missing
data, except for permissive parenting and authoritative
parenting variables, which showed approximately 35%.
Expectation-Maximization algorithm and Little’s (1988)
equation were considered to determine the patterns of
missingness. There were no patterns in missingness that
were considered to be missing completely at random.
We used full information maximum likelihood proce-
dures (FIML) to handle missing data. FIML has been
evaluated as being the most efficient and least biased
method even when data are not missing at random or
completely at random (Little and Rubin 2014). Because
the data also contain nonnormally distributed variables
such as bullying perpetration (skewness = 2.86, kurto-
sis = 9.474), we also used the robust maximum likeli-
hood estimator, which does not require the assumption
of normality and provides mean- and variance-adjusted
chi-square test statistics and corrected standard errors
(Muthén & Muthén, 2012).

Results

The socio-demographic characteristics of the study partici-
pants are shown in Table 1. Of the 1438 adolescents, 40.9%
were male and 49.1% were female, and the mean grade was
7.42 (SD = 1.61, range 5–10). Approximately 12% self-
reported that their family is not well off.

The mean for the bullying victimization was 1.92 (SD =
3.17, range 0–16) and the bullying perpetration was 1.26
(SD = 2.51, range 0–16). The participants reported mean
scores of 0.83 (SD = 0.80, range 0–2) for authoritarian parent-
ing, 2.45 (SD = 1.22, range 0–4) for permissive parenting,
1.97 (SD = 2.22, range 0–10) for mother’s non-involvement,
3.21 (SD = 2.97, range 0–10) for father’s non-involvement,
and 3.74 (SD = 1.89, range 0–6) for authoritative parenting.

Correlation analyses among the study variables are
displayed in Table 2, which indicated that most of them were
significantly related to one another as anticipated. We also
calculated the tolerance and VIF for each independent variable
in the model. All variables indicated a value of less than 10,
implying little concern over multicollinearity.

Multiple Regression Models for Bullying Victimization
and Perpetration

Table 3 displays results from the multiple regression analyses,
which were utilized to identify the effect of parenting styles on
bullying victimization and perpetration across foreign-born
Asians, U.S.-born Asians, and White Americans.

Regarding victimization, we found that mother’s non-
involvement was positively associated with bullying victimi-
zation for foreign-born Asians (B = .299, p = .042), and fa-
ther’s non-involvement was positively associated with bully-
ing victimization for U.S.-born Asians (B = .164, p = .048)
after controlling for sex, grade, and family SES. Contrary to
our third hypothesis, none of these variables were significant
for White Americans.

Regarding perpetration, authoritarian parenting was posi-
tively associated with bullying perpetration for U.S.-born
Asians (B = .239, p = .036) after controlling for all covariates.
This finding was inconsistent with the first hypothesis.
Mother’s non-involvement (B = .515, p = .000) and authorita-
tive parenting (B = .144, p = .038) were positively associated
with bullying perpetration for White Americans, contrary to
the third and fourth hypotheses.

Discussion

The present study aimed to examine the association be-
tween four types of parenting styles (authoritarian, per-
missive, uninvolved, and authoritative) and bullying per-
petration and victimization of foreign-born Asians, U.S.-

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the sample (N = 1438)

Variable N(%) M(SD)

Grade (range 5–10) 7.42(1.61)

Sex

Boy 8039(50.9)

Girl 7758(49.1)

Family SES (poor) 172(12.3)

Bullying victimization (range 0–16) 1.92(3.17)

Bullying perpetration (range 0–16) 1.26(2.51)

Authoritarian parenting (range 0–2) 0.83(0.80)

Permissive parenting (range 0–4) 2.45(1.22)

Mother’s non-involvement (range 0–10) 1.97(2.22)

Father’s non-involvement (range 0–10) 3.21(2.97)

Authoritative parenting (range 0–6) 3.74(1.89)
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born Asians, and White Americans. Bullying is common-
ly linked to maladaptive or inadequate parenting—a no-
tion supported by several research and theories, such as
social learning theory, attachment theory, and family

systems theory. However, the association between the
types of parenting styles and bullying and victimization
are complex and may be influenced by socio-cultural
contexts.

Table 2 Bivariate correlations of the study variables by group (N = 1438)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Variable

Foreign-born Asian (n = 165)

1. Bullying victimization 1

2. Bullying perpetration .424*** 1

3. Authoritarian parenting .060 −.049 1

4. Permissive parenting −.059 .014 −.467*** 1

5. Mother’s non-involvement .152* .065 .319** −.179 1

6. Father’s non-involvement −.009 .079 .259** −.264** .559*** 1

7. Authoritative parenting −.129 −.032 −.265** .576*** −.392 −.451*** 1

U.S.-born Asian (n = 497)

1. Bullying victimization 1

2. Bullying perpetration .207*** 1

3. Authoritarian parenting .051 .145* 1

4. Permissive parenting −.048 −.059 −.455*** 1

5. Mother’s non-involvement .087 .059 .164*** −.269*** 1

6. Father’s non-involvement .114* .089 .154** −.222** .501*** 1

7. Authoritative parenting −.176 −.095 −.286*** .541*** −.465 −.387*** 1

White American (n = 776)

1. Bullying victimization 1

2. Bullying perpetration .279*** 1

3. Authoritarian parenting .138* .073 1

4. Permissive parenting −.054 −.060 −.415*** 1

5. Mother’s non-involvement .099 .284** .221*** −.317*** 1

6. Father’s non-involvement .072 .028 .158** −.186** .472*** 1

7. Authoritative parenting −.138 −.106** −.257*** .542*** −.524 −.361*** 1

*p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001

Table 3 Multiple regression models for bullying victimization and perpetration

Variable Victimization Perpetration

Foreign-born Asian
(n = 165)

U.S.-born Asian
(n = 497)

White American
(n = 776)

Foreign-born
Asian (n = 165)

U.S.-born Asian
(n = 497)

White American
(n = 776)

B p B p B p B p B p B p

Authoritarian parenting .014 .877 −.008 .914 .059 .310 −.067 .294 .239 .036* .015 .756

Permissive parenting .078 .559 .010 .909 −.051 .578 .065 .558 .102 .203 −.006 .930

Mother’s non-involvement .299 .042* −.064 .443 .068 690 .026 .831 .115 .521 .515 .000***

Father’s non-involvement −.098 .394 .164 .048* .034 .665 .079 .379 .025 .801 −.084 .143

Authoritative parenting −.029 .814 −.036 .716 −.141 .100 .024 .795 −.022 .755 .144 .038*

Controlled for sex, grade, and family SES

*p < .05; **p < .01, ***p < .00
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In terms of the association of parenting styles with bullying
victimization, we found that the mother’s non-involvement
was positively associated with bullying victimization among
foreign-born Asians. Also, the father’s non-involvement was
related to bullying victimization among U.S.-born Asians, but
not among foreign-born Asians and White Americans. These
findings appear to be somewhat inconsistent with the research
hypothesis and Nansel et al.’s (2001) study, which found that
youth who were victimized had parents who were overly in-
volved. But theywere consistent with Jeynes’ (2008) findings,
which suggest that parental involvement can decrease youths’
risk of bullying victimization. In this study, parental involve-
ment was measured by whether mothers or fathers know their
adolescent child’s activities and socialization. For both
foreign-born and U.S.-born Asians, parental involvement ap-
pears to be very significant. Less parental involvement during
adolescence is believed to be normative and is a prerequisite
for healthy autonomous functioning in the United States (see
McElhaney et al. 2009). For both foreign-born and U.S.-born
Asians in the study sample, however, parental involvement of
both fathers and mothers appears to be very important during
adolescence, as Asian families have long placed a strong em-
phasis on family interdependence (Chao and Tseng 2002;
Kim and Wong 2002). Further, Asians whose parents are un-
involved are likely to be deprived of socialization in the home,
resulting in a lack of social skills. Due to a lack of parental
social support and social skills, Asian adolescents may strug-
gle with forming relationships and socializing with others,
which likely increases their vulnerability to victimization. To
our surprise, parental non-involvement was not significantly
associated with bullying perpetration among both Asian
groups, which is inconsistent with past research (Flouri and
Buchanan 2003). However, this lack of significant findings
can be due to the importance placed on non-assertiveness
and self-restraint in Asian cultures (Kim and Wong 2002).
Consequently, these adolescents are less likely to display “act-
ing out” behaviors (e.g., bullying).

Our results also revealed a positive association between the
authoritarian style of parenting and bullying perpetration for
U.S.-born Asians but not for foreign-born Asians and White
Americans. These results were inconsistent with the hypothe-
sis but consistent with other research findings (Chang et al.
2003). U.S.-born Asians whose parents are authoritarian and
controlling might be at a higher risk of bullying relative to
foreign-born Asians and White Americans perhaps due to
incongruous cultural values between the country-of-origin
and the host (U.S.) culture, which might result in intergener-
ational cultural dissonance.

Authoritative parenting was significantly and positively re-
lated to bullying perpetration in the White American sample,
which was contrary to the hypothesis and previous findings.
Several research findings indicated an inverse association be-
tween authoritative parenting and bullying (Baldry and

Farrington 2005; Georgiou 2008; Lee and Wong 2009;
Wang et al. 2009). Some studies also reported positive out-
comes of White Americans (e.g., Pinquart & Kauser, 2018)
and Asian (e.g., Chao 2000) adolescents whose parents em-
ploy an authoritative style of parenting practice. However,
some scholars also questioned whether authoritative parenting
indeed results in a better psychosocial adjustment in adoles-
cents (e.g., Eamon, 2002). In certain situations, establishing a
high level of parental control by demanding obedience and
granting less autonomy might better protect adolescents from
engaging in misbehaviors than an authoritative style of par-
enting. One study (Eamon, 2002) found that when risks in the
neighborhood are high, authoritarian, rather than authoritative
parenting strategies, resulted in a lower level of antisocial
behavior in adolescents. Based on the present study finding,
exploring under what context authoritative parenting strate-
gies might result in bullying is warranted.

A positive association between mother’s non-involvement
and bullying perpetration was also found among White
Americans, which was in line with the proposed hypothesis
and extant research (Christie-Mizell et al. 2011; Flouri and
Buchanan 2003). Adolescence is a period in which friends
and peer groups are an important source of support (Bollmer
et al. 2005). However, scholars have also recognized the crit-
ical roles that parents, especially mothers, continue to play in
an adolescent’s behavior and socialization (e.g., Laird et al.
2008; Miller-Slough and Dunsmore 2016). For White
Americans in the study, having a mother who is unaware of
their socialization and activities outside the home can increase
their likelihood of bullying others, which is not surprising as
mothers typically assume a caregiving role in the family and
spend more time with their children than do fathers.

Limitations and Implications for Future Research

The present study is among the initial efforts to explore the
potential differences in the effect of parenting style on chil-
dren’s bullying involvement among foreign-born Asian, U.S.-
born Asian, and White American adolescents in the United
States, and the findings contribute to the knowledge building
on this important issue. However, several methodological lim-
itations need to be noted. First, the analysis was based on
cross-sectional secondary data, and it was impossible to deter-
mine the causal relationships among the research variables.
Future investigations are advised to employ a longitudinal
design to better assess the effect of parenting received in child-
hood on one’s later bullying involvement at school. Second,
“Asian” is a broad category with significant in-group
heterogenicity. A particular style of parenting may have dif-
ferent effects on children from different Asian heritages as
well as families with varying degrees of acculturation (Park
et al. 2010). However, Asian American ethnic subgroups
share many beliefs, values (e.g., collectivism), lifestyles,
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traditions, and customs, which reflects the similarities in Asian
cultures that are rooted in religion, philosophy, history, econ-
omy, and social-political structure (Leung 1988). That said,
this study only identified the respondents’ race and immigrant
status as proximities to their family culture, although it would
be more accurate to directly measure their adherence to those
cultural beliefs in future research.

Similarly, the measures of the four parenting styles
(authoritarian, permissive, non-involvement, authoritative)
were drawn from existing items of the HBSC survey, and they
were not designed specifically for the constructs. It is a com-
mon limitation of secondary analysis, and researchers are en-
couraged to use established scales with satisfactory psycho-
metric properties in their investigation to verify the results of
the present study. Also, the suppressor variables possibly in-
fluenced the results of this study. For instance, the zero-order
correlation between authoritative parenting and bullying per-
petration for White American adolescents was negative, but it
was positive in our regression model. In the multiple regres-
sion equations, suppressor variables increase the magnitude of
regression coefficients associated with other independent var-
iables or sets of variables (Conger 1974). Bivariate results,
such as zero-order correlation coefficients, provide only par-
tial information about the relationship between a predictor and
an outcome variable (Pandey and Elliott 2010). Thus, it has
been suggested that the results of the multiple regression are
more accurate than the correlations because the relationship
between predictors is also considered (Pandey and Elliott
2010). In particular, in most social science research, explana-
tory variables are intercorrelated, therefore, the regression co-
efficients should be calculated after adjusting for all the bivar-
iate correlations between independent variables. Moreover,
the items for permissive parenting variables are in question
as there was a notable absence of permissive rule-setting and
discipline (e.g., there are no rules concerning watching televi-
sion). As a result, these items might potentially measure an
authoritative parenting style. Further, the reliability coefficient
for the permissive parenting measure was .66. Although a
Cronbach’s alpha of .70 or higher is regarded as satisfactory,
some scholars have argued that a value of .50 or higher is
considered to be acceptable in cases where the measure con-
tains fewer than 20 items (see Dall'Oglio et al. 2010).

In addition to the above research implications, it is impor-
tant to mention that the association between parenting and
bullying may be contingent on many other factors. For exam-
ple, both authoritative parenting and mother’s non-
involvement were surprisingly positively associated with bul-
lying perpetration among White Americans. However, these
findings may reflect the complexity of how parenting style
might be related to children’s behavioral outcomes. While
authoritative parenting, characterized as emotional warmth
and responsiveness, might appear to lower the odds of child
behavioral problems, it can also possibly reinforce behavioral

problems in some adolescents. Authoritative parenting style,
which is high in both responsiveness and demandingness, is
perceived to be the ideal parenting style (Baumrind 2005).
However, over-parenting is also assumed to be an extension
of authoritative parenting, which is described as a parent em-
phasizing their child’s specialness, resulting in parents putting
effort into ensuring that their child receives what they desire at
all times (Twenge and Campbell 2009). Over-parented chil-
dren from dominant social/cultural groups may feel privileged
and entitled to do what they want (Segrin et al. 2012), which
can reinforce aggressive behavior and a lack of empathy
(Campbell et al. 2004).

The authoritarian parenting style may elicit different psy-
chological and behavioral outcomes from children in families
with different cultural norms. Compared with their European
American peers, the emphasis on mother-child interdepen-
dence in many Asian societies makes parental pressure more
tolerable and even a source of motivation for Asian American
students (Fu and Markus 2014). More contextual variables
should be considered in future research to better assess the
dynamic process within the family. Also, even though the
family may be influential in shaping children’s personality
and behavior, how these individual attributes affect their peer
relations depends on school contextual factors such as the
class norm. Aggression and withdrawal were found to be
more acceptable in classrooms where those behaviors were
more prevalent (Stormshak et al. 1999). Students who develop
aggressiveness in the family are therefore at a lower risk to be
rejected and victimized in some but not other school condi-
tions. Further research is encouraged to adopt a hierarchical
design to integrate multi-level contexts into one model and
examine the developmental trajectory of bullying/
victimization through different layers of ecosystems. Lastly,
given the high levels of missing data for authoritative and
permissive parenting, we urge a degree of caution in over-
interpreting the effects observed in our study.

Implications for Practice

Our study findings reveal that the relationship between par-
enting practices and adolescent bullying and victimization is
complex. This finding is not surprising considering that par-
ents often struggle with the complex issues associated with
raising adolescents and, in particular, they are likely to be
perplexed about bullying issues. In the United States, educa-
tion for parents on bullying is not standard, although profes-
sionals argue that such education is necessary. Educating par-
ents about the importance of being involved when their child
is bullied might be important for parents of foreign-born and
U.S.-born Asian adolescents.

Interestingly, our analyses also found that authoritative par-
enting was positively related to bullying perpetration among
White Americans. This might indicate the need for White
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American parents, who choose an authoritative parenting
style, to clarify their expectations regarding bullying behavior.
Although authoritative parenting was related to bullying in
White Americans only, practitioners working with adoles-
cents and parents of any racial groups need to consider an
intervention or a treatment plan that is a good fit among ado-
lescents, parents, and cultural values. It may call for working
with authoritative parents in learning to be more aware of the
kinds of behaviors they observe in their children at home, in
their neighborhoods, and among their friends. Even though it
is normative in the United States to allow greater distance
from parents for adolescents, closer parental supervision is
still necessary for healthy outcomes related to bullying.
Mothers, in particular, play a critical role in children’s social-
ization through adolescence (Miller-Slough and Dunsmore
2016). Consequently, mothers can be encouraged to continue
investment, supervision, and support throughout this impor-
tant stage of development to decrease the likelihood of bully-
ing victimization. In general, parents can be encouraged to ask
adolescents questions about bullying. It is often the case that
parents are not cognizant of bullying at school (Bywater et al.
2015) and that adolescents do not inform their parents (Bjereld
et al. 2017). Once apprised, parents’ conversations with ado-
lescents can lead to a greater understanding of their children’s
experience and how it may correlate with parenting efforts.
And finally, a positive association between authoritarian par-
enting and bullying perpetration amongU.S.-bornAsians pos-
sibly due to cultural dissonance calls for an intervention that
focuses on adolescents’ perceptions of an intergenerational
cultural gap, family conflict management, and improved
bonding with parents (Choi et al. 2008).

Conclusion

This study highlights the importance of enhancing our under-
standing of how parenting styles are relevant to adolescent
bullying and victimization. Scholars have argued that
assessing parenting and family level factors is critical to suc-
cess in bullying prevention and intervention efforts (Lester
et al. 2017; Ttofi and Farrington 2009). Our findings suggest
that some types of parenting styles might foster or inhibit
bullying and victimization risks among foreign-born Asian,
U.S.-born Asian, and White American adolescents. To better
inform school-based practice, however, there is a need for
research using a longitudinal research design with more vali-
dated measures of parenting styles. A longitudinal research
design would contribute to our understanding of the early
developmental process such as relations with parents during
childhood which may contribute to bullying and victimiza-
tion. More importantly, future research will need to consider
cultural differences among Asian and White American par-
ents, which can contribute to more effective and culturally
relevant anti-bullying programs.
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