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Abstract

Objectives Considering the Western-Eastern cultural differences in parenting practices, as well as the relative paucity of research
on the use of mindfulness-based programs by Chinese parents, we replicated a recently proposed Western model of
mindfulness. The purpose of this study was to test the direct and indirect relations between parents’ dispositional mindfulness,
mindful parenting, parenting practices, and child internalizing and externalizing behaviors.

Method A total of 2237 Chinses parents (M = 38.46, SD =4.43) of 6- to 12-year-old children participated in the current study.

Results The results showed that parents’ dispositional mindfulness was indirectly associated with child internalizing and exter-
nalizing behaviors through mindful parenting and positive parenting practices, whereas this pathway was not significant through
negative parenting practices. In addition, mothers and fathers demonstrated almost equal effects on direct and indirect pathways
except that mothers showed stronger effects on the relationships between dispositional mindfulness and mindful parenting, as
well as on the link between negative parenting practices and child externalizing behaviors.

Conclusions These findings contribute to a better understanding of the mechanisms underlying how mindfulness and parenting
associated with child internalizing and externalizing behaviors, and have important implications for research on interventions

aimed at promoting children’s psychological well-being.

Keywords Mindfulness - Mindful parenting - Internalizing problems - Externalizing problems

Mindfulness refers to “the awareness that emerges through
paying attention, on purpose, in the present moment, and non-
judgmentally to the unfolding of experience moment by
moment” (Kabat-Zinn 2003, p. 145). Research has highlight-
ed a number of benefits associated with increased mindful-
ness, including reduced depression and anxiety symptoms

P4 Xiaoyi Hu
huxiaoyi@bnu.edu.cn

Beijing Key Laboratory of Applied Experimental Psychology,
National Demonstration Center for Experimental Psychology
Education, Faculty of Psychology, Beijing Normal University,
Beijing, China

Department of Human Sciences, The Ohio State University,
Columbus, OH, USA

Department of Special Education, Faculty of Education, Beijing
Normal University, Rm 408, YingDong Building, Xin Jie Kou Wai
Da Jie, Beijing #19, China

Center for Children and Families, Florida International University,
Miami, FL, USA

Medical College of Georgia, Augusta University, Augusta, GA, USA

Published online: 13 February 2019

(Keng et al. 2011; Moreira and Canavarro 2018). In addition,
comparable effectiveness has been observed between
mindfulness-based programs and other evidence-based treat-
ments (Goldberg et al. 2017) with promising results demon-
strated across various settings and age groups. In recent years,
increased attention has focused on the study of dispositional
(e.g., Wang et al. 2017) or trait mindfulness (Brown et al.
2007) and mindful parenting (e.g., Parent et al. 2016).

Dispositional mindfulness is an individual’s tendency or
inner capacity to pay nonjudgmental attention to experiences
and events occurring in the present moment (Brown and Ryan
2003). Research suggests that higher levels of dispositional
mindfulness are associated with favorable outcomes, such as
better emotion regulation (Baer et al. 2004; Pepping et al.
2013) and more effective coping strategies (Brown and
Ryan 2003). In addition, a recent study reported that parents
with higher levels of dispositional mindfulness are more likely
to engage in mindful parenting with children (Parent et al.
2016).

Mindful parenting consists of nonjudgmental and present-
centered awareness during parent-child interactions (Bogels
and Restifo 2014; Kabat-Zinn and Kabat-Zinn 1997). It
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involves listening to the child with full attention, maintaining
an awareness of the child’s emotional experience, regulating
one’s own emotions during the parenting process, maintaining
a non-judgmental acceptance of parental functioning, and be-
ing compassionate both towards the child, as well as oneself
(Duncan et al. 2009). Research has suggested that higher
levels of dispositional mindfulness can increase the likelihood
of parents’ engagement in mindful parenting behaviors (de
Bruin et al. 2014; Parent et al. 2016). This may be due to
mindful parents being better able to distinguish cognitive, af-
fective, and behavioral experiences compared to their less
mindful counterparts (Bishop et al. 2004), thus decreasing
the likelihood of engaging in maladaptive interactions with
children.

Moreover, mindful parenting has been associated with more
positive parenting practices (Bazzano et al. 2015; Bogels et al.
2013; Haydicky et al. 2015). During parent-child interactions, a
mindful parent is more likely to be consistent with his/her
values and goals (Duncan et al. 2009), non-judgmental, dem-
onstrates present-moment awareness, and sensitive to the chil-
dren’s needs. Thus, mindful parenting has been shown to be
associated with lower levels of dysfunctional parenting styles
(de Bruin et al. 2014). Parent et al. (2016) examined parents of
children at varying developmental stages and reported similar
results, suggesting that mindful parenting is directly related to
higher levels of positive parenting practices (e.g., warmth and
reinforcement) and lower levels of negative parenting practices
(e.g., coercion or hostility).

There is a substantial amount of literature establishing the
relationship between parenting practices and child psychopa-
thology in Western cultural contexts (Harold et al. 2012;
Kawabata et al. 2011; Lindblom et al. 2017), with similar re-
sults in Eastern contexts (Baharudin et al. 2011; Lin et al. 2016).
For instance, Chinese parents’ support for autonomy was asso-
ciated with fewer depressive symptoms as reported by their
middle-school-aged children (Yan et al. 2017). In addition,
harsh parenting from fathers and mothers negatively contribut-
ed to children’s emotion regulation and peer aggression (Wang
et al. 2017). However, little research has been conducted to
delineate the processes through which dispositional mindful-
ness, mindful parenting, and parenting practices affect child
psychopathology outside of Western cultures. This is an impor-
tant area of exploration given the significant implications of
early psychopathology for children’s long-term mental health,
academic performance, and overall quality of life (e.g., Barkley
et al. 2006; Yap and Jorm 2015).

It has been suggested that over time all cultures derive
unique concepts and values on effective parenting, and, there-
fore, the support for mindful parenting is likely to vary de-
pending on cultural context (Smith and Dishion 2013). In
addition, similar parenting practices may have varying effects
on children of different cultures (Leung et al. 1998). For ex-
ample, many researchers have argued that culture shapes how
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children’s emotional competence is defined and thus influ-
ences parenting behaviors, as well as child mental health out-
comes (e.g., Friedlmeier et al. 2011). As such, it is of great
importance to explore mindful parenting beyond Western cul-
tures and to elucidate the process through which mindful par-
enting is associated with child outcomes in comparatively
understudied cultural contexts (e.g., Chinese culture).

Hofstede (1980) initially proposed the individualism-
collectivism dimension to help describe the primary distinc-
tion between cultures, and this principle can be used to better
understand parenting and the role of parenting in child
adjustment beyond Western culture. In this context, Hofstede
(1980) proposed that individualistic societies (e.g., the USA)
value independence and tend to focus on the self, thus encour-
aging parenting practices (e.g., warmth) that foster children’s
self-reliance. In contrast, collectivistic societies (e.g., China
and India) emphasize interdependence and group harmony,
thus encouraging parenting practices (e.g., training) that pro-
mote children’s obedience to group rules. Parents from
individualistic and collectivistic cultures might adopt
different parenting behaviors given the various and possibly
divergent cultural norms and values related to these behaviors
and the associated child outcomes. Little research has
extended beyond the Western model of mindful parenting to
explicitly discuss cultural issues pertaining to mindful
parenting and related child outcomes; however, an emerging
line of research has been conducted with Chinese parents that
can help provide a foundation for this work. For example, Siu
et al. (2016) found parental mindfulness had a negative indi-
rect association on children’s emotional and behavioral prob-
lems through a series of positive factors related to the parent-
child relationship. These emerging findings have been consis-
tent across Western societies and suggest parents who mind-
fully interact with their children have higher quality relation-
ships with their children than those who have less mindful
interactions (Duncan et al. 2009). This, in turn, is related to
greater psychological adjustment and fewer problem behav-
iors in children (Geurtzen et al. 2015; Parent et al. 2010;
Williams and Wahler 2010).

These findings across cultures might be explained by the
recent proposition that while Chinese parenting is still largely
influenced by traditional cultural values, a Western and child-
centered approach has gradually been incorporated into con-
temporary Chinese parenting, particularly among more highly
educated parents (Xu et al. 2014). Despite this preliminary
evidence, studies have not delineated the processes through
which parental mindfulness and parenting practices are asso-
ciated with child outcomes using a large Chinese sample.
Elucidating these processes with a Chinese sample will enable
more nuanced research on the development and implementa-
tion of mindfulness-based program with Chinese families.

Parent gender might also shape the processes by which
parenting influences child psychopathology (Friedlmeier
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et al. 2011; Klimes-Dougan et al. 2010). For example, when
compared to Western parents (both mothers and fathers) and
Chinese mothers, Chinese fathers’ parenting practices (e.g.,
harsh parenting and physical control) are viewed as strong
behavioral modeling for children, especially sons (Chen
et al. 2000). Thus, it is important to consider the cultural ex-
pectations of mothers and fathers when examining the influ-
ence of parenting on their children. Furthermore, gender dif-
ferences have only been evaluated in the Western context of
mindful parenting (Gouveia et al. 2016; Medeiros et al. 2016).
In these studies, mothers generally have shown higher level of
mindful parenting compared to fathers (e.g., Gouveia et al.
2016), whereas fathers have displayed more supportive emo-
tion socialization with children than mothers when they both
participate in mindfulness programs (Coatsworth et al. 2015).

The current study aimed to test the Parent et al. (2016)
model of mindful parenting practices and child psychopathol-
ogy with a large group of parents from Mainland China. The
hypotheses of the current study take into consideration the
potential impact of cultural context and parent gender (see
Fig. 1). First, we hypothesized that parent dispositional mind-
fulness would be positively associated with mindful parenting
and that mindful parenting would be associated with greater
positive parenting practices and fewer negative parenting
practices. Second, we hypothesized that positive parenting
practices would be negatively associated with children’s inter-
nalizing and externalizing behavior, whereas negative parent-
ing practices would be positively associated with children’s

Fathers (n = 514)

internalizing and externalizing behavior. Third, regarding the
overall theoretical model, we hypothesized that parent dispo-
sitional mindfulness would have a negative indirect associa-
tion with children’s internalizing and externalizing behavior
through an increase in mindful parenting, resulting in positive
parenting practices, as well as decreased negative parenting
practices.

Method
Participants

Participants were recruited through flyers that were distributed
throughout the community and electronically through com-
munication websites among parents in Mainland China. A
total of 2237 Chinese parents (M =38.46, SD =4.43) of chil-
dren aged 6 to 12 (M =9.40 years, SD = 1.78) participated in
the study. Of these, 23% of the parents were fathers, and
approximately half (51.9%) of the children were male. Most
parents were of the Han nationality (93.8%), held a college
degree or above (56.4%), and were employed either full-
(67.2%) or part-time (13.7%). Regarding family socioeco-
nomic status, 70.3% of the families reported living in house-
holds with an income at or above average for urban Chinese
families (around $17,316 annually; National Bureau of
Statistics of the People’s Republic of China 2017). Parents
completed a survey designed to collect information regarding

297 Positive Parenting ~157 Externalizing
Practices Behavior Problems
447 —
Parent Dispositional | 1% Mindful
Mindfulness Parenting “ -
Negative Parenting Internalizing
g Practices - Behavior Problems
Mothers (n = 1723)
29" Positive Parenting -137 Externalizing
Practices Behavior Problems
a4 41
Parent Dispositional | %™ Mindful
Mindfulness Parenting - g
Negative Parenting Internalizing
- Practices - Behavior Problems

Fig. 1 Standardized path estimates for fathers and mothers in the final model. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001
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demographic variables, dispositional mindfulness, mindful
parenting, broadband positive/negative parenting, and
externalizing/internalizing behaviors of their children.

Procedure

The Institutional Review Board of sponsoring university ap-
proved all materials and procedures. Parents were provided
with a brief description of the study prior to obtaining their
consent electronically. Following parental consent, they were
asked to complete a series of questionnaires through an online
questionnaire system (Qualtrics). For families with more than
one child, parents were asked to only report on one child who
was within the study’s age range (i.e., 6 to 12 years). The
families received feedback on parenting and children’s devel-
opmental outcomes based on their responses to
questionnaires.

Measures

Dispositional Mindfulness The 39-item Five Facet
Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ; Baer et al. 2008) was
utilized to assess parental dispositional mindfulness. The cur-
rent study used the Chinese version of FFMQ (Deng and Xia
2011). These items captured five aspects of individuals’ mind-
ful dispositions: (1) observing, (2) describing, (3) acting with
awareness, (4) non-judging of inner experience, and (5) non-
reactivity to inner experience. The parents indicated to what
extent each statement (e.g., | criticize myself for having irra-
tional or inappropriate emotions) was true using a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (never or very rarely true) to 5 (very
often or always true). A total dispositional mindfulness score
was derived by computing the sum of all items. The FFMQ
has been found to have good reliability and has been used
widely with Chinese samples (Deng and Xia 2011). For the
current study, the FFMQ demonstrated good reliability (o =
0.89).

Interpersonal Mindfulness Parenting Mindful parenting was
measured using the composite score from the Interpersonal
Mindfulness in Parenting (IM-P; Duncan et al. 2009). The
Chinese version of the IM-P, which has been good psycho-
metric properties, was used (Lo et al. 2018). The 31-item
version is comprised of five subscales corresponding to the
different dimensions of mindful parenting: (1) listening with
full attention (e.g., I find myself listening to my child with one
ear because I am busy doing or thinking about something else
at the same time); (2) emotional awareness of self and child
(e.g., I notice how changes in my child’s mood affect my
mood); (3) self-regulation in the parenting relationship (e.g.,
When I am upset with my child, I notice how I am feeling
before I take action); (4) non-judgmental acceptance of self
and child (e.g., I try to understand my child’s point of view,
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even when his/her opinions do not make sense to me); and (5)
compassion for self and child (e.g., I tend to be hard on myself
when I make mistakes as a parent). A 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (never true) to 5 (always true) was used, with
higher scores indicating higher levels of mindful parenting.
Internal consistency in the current sample was good (x =

0.84).

Parenting Broadband positive and negative parenting prac-
tices were measured via the Multidimensional Assessment
of Parenting Scale (MAPS; Parent and Forehand 2017). The
16-item positive parenting subscale included items
representing proactive parenting, positive reinforcement,
warmth, and supportiveness (e.g., | express affection by hug-
ging, kissing, and holding my child). The 18-item negative
parenting subscale included items representing hostility, lax
control, and physical control (e.g., I spank my child with my
hand when he/she has done something wrong). Parents
responded to each item using a 5-point Likert rating scale from
1 (never) to 5 (always). Each item was forward- and back-
translated by three associate professors or doctoral students
who were fluent in both Chinese and English. The back trans-
lation was sent to the original author to ensure that all items
retained the original meanings. A pilot study was conducted
among adults to determine the readability of the Chinese ver-
sion, and the lax control scale was removed due to its relative-
ly low factor loadings and reliability. Then two subscales were
scored separately, and the reliability of the positive (o = 0.89)
and negative subscales (o= 0.89) was excellent.

Child Psychopathology Children’s externalizing and internal-
izing behaviors were assessed by the Brief Problem Monitor-
Parent Form (BPM-P; Achenbach et al. 2011). Nineteen items
of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach 1991)
made up the BPM-P for children ages 6-18: six items for
attention problems (e.g., inattentive or easily distracted), seven
for externalizing problems (e.g., threatens people), and six for
internalizing problems (e.g., unhappy, sad, or depressed).
Items were rated on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (not true)
to 3 (very true). For the purpose of the present study, only the
internalizing and externalizing subscales were scored. The
Chinese measure of the BPM-P was translated and back-
translated by three associate professors of Psychology. The
back translation was sent to the original author to ensure that
all items retained the original meanings. The internal consis-
tency of the BPM-P in the current study was a=0.76 for
externalizing problems and « =0.81 for internalizing
problems.

Data Analyses

Preliminary Analysis The associations between primary
study variables with categorical (e.g., parent gender)



Mindfulness

and continuous demographic variables (e.g., child age)
were examined using analysis of variance (ANOVA)
and zero-order correlations, respectively. We then exam-
ined means (M), standard deviations (SD), missing rates,
and zero-order correlations of all study variables.

Missing Data Missing data mechanisms were examined
using R packages BaylorEdPsych (Beaujean 2012).
Results of Little’s MCAR test showed that the
missingness was not completely at random, y* (62)=
116.58, p<.001. The associations between missingness
in study variables and demographic characteristics were
examined using an unpooled ¢ test for continuous demo-
graphic variables (i.e., age, education, income) and a
chi-square test of independence for dichotomous demo-
graphic variables (i.e., parent and child gender). Full
information maximum likelihood estimation techniques
were used to include all available data.

Structural Equation Models Model fit and path coefficients
for the proposed structural equation models were estimat-
ed with R package lavaan (Rosseel 2012). Maximum
likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (MLR)
was used because of the skewness in the outcome vari-
ables. For model fit indices, the model chi-square with its
degrees of freedom and p value, Steiger-Lind root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger 1990)
and its 90% CI, Bentler comparative fit index (CFI,
Bentler 1990), and standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) of each model were reported as recommended by
Kline (2015). The null hypothesis of the chi-square test
was that the proposed variance-covariance matrices and
sample matrices are the same. RMSEA values below
0.05, 0.08, and 0.10 were indicative of close, reasonable,
and mediocre fit, respectively (Browne and Cudeck
1992). For the 90% confidence intervals, lower values
less than 0.05 and upper values less than 0.08 were con-
sidered acceptable. CFI values greater than 0.95 and
SRMR values less than 0.08 suggested good fit (Hu and
Bentler 1999).

Model Comparisons and Model Building A series of nested
model comparisons were conducted to build the most parsi-
monious model. The scaled chi-square difference test (Satorra
2000) was conducted to make comparisons among nested
models.

Indirect Effects Indirect effect sizes were calculated using
lavaan, and the standard errors and confidence intervals for
the indirect effects were computed with 5000 bootstrap sam-
ples. All data analyses were completed using RStudio
(RStudio Team 2015).

Results
Preliminary Analysis

All means, standard deviations, missing rates, and bivariate
correlations among study variables and covariates are
displayed in Table 1. In particular, boys were reported to dis-
play higher externalizing [¢ (2093.44) =3.36, p<0.001, d=
0.15] and internalizing behaviors [¢ (2084.60)=2.31, p=
0.021, d =0.10]. Parents of boys reported lower dispositional
mindfulness [# (1933.62)=—2.23, p=0.026, d=-0.10] and
higher negative parenting [# (2140.82)=3.91, p<0.001, d =
0.17]. No study variables differed across parent gender.

We then examined whether missingness in study variables
was associated with demographic characteristics. The families
who did not fill out the CBCL (resulting in missingness for
internalizing and externalizing behaviors) tended to also re-
port lower income [# (158.42)=—2.70, p =0.008, d=—0.24]
and parent education [¢ (157.80)=—3.98, p<0.001, d=—
0.36]. Similarly, the parents with missingness in dispositional
mindfulness tended to report low education [f (331.68)=—
6.91, p<0.001, d=—0.47] and income [ (337.14)=—4.87,
p<.001, d=-0.32]. The parents who did not fill out the
MAPS measure (resulting in missingness in positive and neg-
ative parenting) had fewer years of education than those who
completed the measure [¢ (73.82)=-2.63, p=0.010, d=—
0.31].

Model Building and Direct Effects

The proposed model fit well to the data (x* (4)=17.99,
p=.092; RMSEA =0.03 (90% CI=0.00, 0.06); CFI=
0.999; SRMR =0.007). A series of nested model comparisons
were conducted to build the most parsimonious model possi-
ble. First, we removed the direct paths from parent disposi-
tional mindfulness to internalizing and externalizing behav-
iors. The model fit was not worse after this constraint (A x?
(4)=3.34, p=0.50). Next, we constrained the direct paths
from mindful parenting to internalizing and externalizing be-
haviors to be 0. Such constraints did not change the model fit
(A x> (4)=7.15, p=0.12). Therefore, these paths were
trimmed from the final model. The following model compar-
ison showed that the paths from dispositional mindfulness to
positive and negative parenting practices were different from 0
and needed to be kept in the final model (A X2 (4)=185.25,
p<0.001). Similarly, the paths from dispositional mindfulness
to parenting (A x? (2)=65.12, p<0.001) remained in the
final model.

The final model fits well to the data (x> (12)=18.51,
p=0.101; RMSEA =0.02 (90% CI1=0.00, 0.04); CFI=
0.997; SRMR =0.012). Standardized direct path esti-
mates for mothers and fathers in the final model are
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1

Means, standard deviations (SD), missing rates, and zero-order correlations of the study variables
Missing (%)

Table 1
Variable
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0.00
3.98
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.30
6.30
0.00
11.89

1.77
4.43
1.03
2.94
0.42
0.50
2.59
2.34
0.96
0.93
1.60
1.27

9.40
38.46
2.58
5.79
0.23
0.52
10.08
8.09
9.83

9.

1. Child age
2. Parent age

0.28%*

—0.14%%

0.19%*
—0.11%*

3. Parent education

—0.55%*
—0.11%*
—0.02

—0.09%*

0.12%

0.20%*
-0.02
—0.05*
—-0.04

4. Income

0.07%**
01.00
—0.09%*

0.00
0.03
—-0.01

5. Parent gender
6. Child gender

0.04

0.07%**

0.00
—-0.01
-0.01

7. Externalizing

0.60%*
—0.06%*
—0.15%*
—0.26%*

0.05*
0.03
—0.05*

—-0.02

0.04
-0.02
—0.06*
—0.117%%*
-0.01

8. Internalizing

—-0.03
—0.15%*

—0.22%*

0.117%*

0.24%*

0.21%*
-0.04

0.13%*

0.227%*

0.20%*
—0.05*

0.02

9. Mindful parenting

0.237%:*

0.00
-0.01
—0.07%*

0,117

0.07%%*
—0.07%*

40

10. Dispo mindfulness

0.41%*
—0.20%%

0.51%*
-0.01

3.13
3.13

11.31

5.02

11. Positive parenting

—0.30%*

0.427%* 0.30%*

0.10%*

12. Negative parenting

Dispo mindfulness, dispositional mindfulness

#p < 0.05
% <0.01

shown in Fig. 1. As expected, parent dispositional
mindfulness was positively associated with mindful par-
enting for both mothers and fathers. Results of the chi-
square difference test showed that constraining this re-
gression coefficient being equal across mothers and fa-
thers did not worsen the model fit (A x* (1)=1.76, p=
0.18). The association between dispositional mindfulness
and mindful parenting tended to be stronger for
mothers. Mothers’ and fathers’ dispositional mindfulness
was positively associated with positive parenting prac-
tices and negatively associated negative parenting prac-
tices (A X2 (1)=0.52, p=0.47 for positive parenting; A
x> (1)=0.51, p=0.47 for negative parenting). Mothers’
and fathers’ mindful parenting was positively associated
only with positive parenting practices. Mindful parent-
ing was not significantly associated with negative par-
enting practices for either mothers or fathers. Mindful
parenting was equally predictive of parenting practices
for mothers and fathers (A XZ (1)=0.01, p=0.91 for
positive parenting; A x> (1)=0.04, p=0.83 for negative
parenting). Higher levels of mothers’ and fathers’ posi-
tive parenting practices were predictive of lower levels
of child internalizing and externalizing behaviors,
whereas higher levels of mothers’ and fathers’ negative
parenting practices were predictive of higher levels of
child internalizing and externalizing behaviors. The as-
sociation between negative parenting practices and ex-
ternalizing behaviors was stronger for mothers (A 2
(1)=5.71, p=0.017), whereas the other links were not
different across parent gender (A X2 (1)=0.03, p=0.86)
for positive parenting to externalizing behaviors; A x?
(1)=0.01, p=0.93 for negative parenting to internaliz-
ing behavior; A x? (1)=0.02, p=0.36 for positive par-
enting to internalizing behaviors).

Indirect Effects

As shown in Table 2, higher levels of parent dispositional
mindfulness were indirectly associated with higher levels
of positive parenting through a higher level of mindful
parenting. The indirect effect between dispositional mind-
fulness and negative parenting practices through mindful
parenting was not significant. Mindful parenting was neg-
atively associated with internalizing and externalizing be-
haviors through increased levels of positive parenting prac-
tices, but not through negative parenting practices. As ex-
pected, the indirect effect of dispositional mindfulness on
child internalizing and externalizing behaviors through
mindful parenting and subsequent positive parenting was
significantly different from 0 (b=-0.04, SE=0.01, 95%
CI=[-0.06, —0.02] for child internalizing behaviors; b =
—0.04, SE=0.01, 95% CI=[—0.06, —0.02] for child ex-
ternalizing behaviors).
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Table 2  Indirect effects from the final path model and corresponding standard errors (SE)

Estimate SE z-value p value Confidence intervals
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—pos parenting 0.162 0.021 7.884 <0.001 (0.123, 0.204)
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—neg parenting 0.010 0.009 1.092 0.275 (=0.007, 0.009)
Mindful parenting—pos parenting—int -0.177 0.035 —5.073 <0.001 (—0.249,-0.111)
Mindful parenting—pos parenting—ext —0.175 0.035 —4.960 <0.001 (—0.246,—-0.107)
Mindful parenting—neg parenting—int -0.010 0.010 —1.061 0.289 (=0.030, 0.008)
Mindful parenting—neg parenting—ext -0.010 0.010 —1.060 0.289 (=0.030, 0.008)
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—pos parenting—int —0.039 0.009 —4.445 <0.001 (—0.058,—0.024)
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—pos parenting—ext —0.039 0.009 —4.339 <0.001 (=0.057,-0.023)
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—neg parenting—int —0.002 0.002 —1.042 0.297 (=0.007, 0.002)
Dispo mindful-mindful parenting—neg parenting—ext —0.002 0.002 —1.041 0.298 (=0.007, 0.002)

Dispo mindful, dispositional mindfulness; Pos, positive; Neg, negative; Int, internalizing problems; Ext, externalizing problems

Discussion

Given the possible differences in parenting processing (e.g.,
mindful parenting and parenting practices) between Western
and Eastern cultures, the current study aimed to replicate the
model proposed by Parent et al. (2016) using a sample of
Mainland Chinese families to determine if similar effects
would be observed in a Chinese cultural context.

The present model suggests that the increases in parents’
dispositional mindfulness are negatively associated with chil-
dren’s internalizing and externalizing symptoms through
mindful parenting and subsequent parenting practices. In ad-
dition, this study aimed to determine if parents’ gender influ-
enced child outcomes. We hypothesized that parents’ disposi-
tional mindfulness would be positively associated with mind-
ful parenting which, in turn, would be associated with greater
positive parenting practices and fewer negative parenting
practices. We also hypothesized that positive parenting prac-
tices would be associated with decreases in child internalizing
and externalizing behaviors, while negative parenting prac-
tices would be associated with increases in child internalizing
and externalizing behaviors. Finally, we hypothesized that our
findings would replicate those found by Parent et al. (2016),
such that parent dispositional mindfulness would have a neg-
ative indirect effect on children’s internalizing and externaliz-
ing behaviors through an increase in mindful parenting and
positive parenting practices, as well as a decrease in negative
parenting practices.

The current study produced mixed results in replicating the
findings of the original study conducted in a Western cultural
context. Our findings were consistent in that parents’ disposi-
tional mindfulness was associated with mindful parenting, and
negative parenting practices were related to child internalizing
and externalizing symptoms. In the Chinese sample, parents’
dispositional mindfulness was also associated with positive
parenting practices, such that parents with higher levels of

dispositional mindfulness reported greater use of positive par-
enting practices. In addition, higher levels of positive parent-
ing were also associated with decreases in child internalizing
and externalizing behaviors. While all pathways were signif-
icant in the original Western sample, the relationship between
parents’ mindful parenting and negative parenting practices in
the current study was not significant. These results indicate
that for Chinese parents, mindful parenting was more effective
on parents’ positive behaviors such as positive reinforcement,
warmth, and supportiveness for children rather than negative
parenting practices.

In the current study, we created separate models for
mothers and fathers to explore gender differences in mindful
parenting. The results indicate that parents’ dispositional
mindfulness was associated with mindful parenting for both
mothers and fathers, but this link was stronger for mothers.
This association was, in turn, linked to only positive parenting
practices in both mothers and fathers. In the final component
of the model, positive and negative parenting practices were
associated with child internalizing and externalizing behaviors
regardless of parent’s gender. Specifically, positive parenting
was directly related to decreases in children’s internalizing and
externalizing behaviors, whereas negative parenting was di-
rectly related to increases in children’s behaviors. These re-
sults were consistent with Western findings (Jones et al. 2008;
McKee et al. 2018). In addition, the association between neg-
ative parenting practices and increased child behaviors sug-
gests that hostile (i.e., overcontrolling), harsh (i.e., yelling and
threatening), and the use of physical control (i.e., physical
discipline) may have more implications for externalizing be-
haviors. This relationship was accentuated in a mother-child
relationship, such that the above traits were more strongly
associated with increases in child behaviors when observed
in the sample of mothers as compared to fathers.

Our findings provide initial evidence for the importance of
mindfulness in parent-child relationship, as there are clear
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benefits to being present-focused and attentive ar the moment
when interacting with children. The integration of mindful-
ness skills and parenting practices can increase parents’ posi-
tive interactions with children, as modeling these positive be-
haviors (i.e., self-regulation and providing direct attention)
and exhibiting fewer negative behaviors (i.e., corporal punish-
ment and dysregulation while angry) can likely lead to im-
provements in children’s own behaviors. Consequently, the
reduction of negative parenting behaviors may, in turn, be
associated with reductions in internalizing and externalizing
behaviors among children.

Limitations

There are several limitations of our study that should be noted.
First, a clear limitation is that temporal order cannot defini-
tively be established based on cross-sectional analyses as used
in this study. The use of a cross-sectional design to test medi-
ation seriously limits the reliability of the findings because
cross-sectional data often lead to biased estimates when com-
pared to longitudinal data (Maxwell and Cole 2007). Future
research should use longitudinal data, preferably with at least
three separate measurements across time to assess not only the
amount of change (which can be assessed with two measure-
ments) but also the rate of change (i.e., developmental trajec-
tory) which can be assessed only with three or more well-
spaced measurements. Second, our sample was restricted to
parents of children ages 6 to 12; future research should incor-
porate additional developmental time points to determine the
extent to which these findings are consistent across different
age groups. Moreover, clinical samples should be considered
for more targeted intervention programs. Third, our study may
be subject to common method bias, which is a well-
documented phenomenon observed in research based on
self-reported measures (Lindell and Whitney 2001).
Measuring multiple constructs using common methods (e.g.,
multiple-item scales presented within the same survey) often
leads to spurious effects due to the measurement instruments
than to the constructs being measured (Podsakoff et al. 2003).
For example, spurious rather than true correlations among the
constructs being measured may result from response styles,
social desirability, and priming effects. Future research can
avoid common methods bias using multiple methods or in-
struments. Despite these limitations, the current study extends
our understanding of potential mechanisms that could account
for the relationship between parent dispositional mindfulness
and child internalizing and externalizing behaviors in one
Eastern population.
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