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ABSTRACT 

Latinx adolescents from immigrant families often face more challenges than their peers 

due to simultaneously navigating the demands of two cultures. Many Latinx children are expected 

to contribute to the household in multiple ways, such as engagement in tasks like filial 

responsibility, which can impact their development. Filial responsibility is composed of three 

dimensions 1) instrumental caregiving (e.g., cleaning, translating, and paying bills), 2) emotional 

caregiving (e.g., providing emotional support to the family), and 3) perceived unfairness (i.e., 

feelings about whether caregiving tasks are fair). The present study aimed to examine the 

dimensions of filial responsibility and their relations to internalizing and externalizing problems 

in Latinx youth and whether perceived unfairness acted as a mediator. Participants were 176 Latinx 

youth (Mage = 15.51 years, 66% female). Our SEM model demonstrated that filial responsibility 

(instrumental and emotional caregiving) did not have a mediating effect on perceived unfairness 

in youth adjustment.  Evidence was found for filial responsibility (emotional and instrumental 

caregiving) being differentially related to youth adjustment directly over time. Instrumental 

caregiving at T1 negatively predicted internalizing behaviors at T2, while T1 emotional caregiving 

positively predicted both internalizing and externalizing behaviors at T2 (controlling for prior 

youth adjustment). Results demonstrate the importance of independently examining the impact of 

instrumental and emotional caregiving on youth adjustment. Future studies should assess the 

impact of caregiving tasks on other youth outcomes such as academic success.  

 

Keywords: Filial responsibility, instrumental caregiving, emotional caregiving, perceived 

unfairness, Latinx youth adjustment.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

The immigrant population in the United States (U.S.) is steadily increasing, with about 44.5 

million immigrants currently living in the U.S. (Zong et al., 2019). In fact, more than one in four 

of all U.S. children under the age of five are children of immigrants (Park & Katsiaficas, 2019). 

Given these increasing numbers, it is important to understand these families' lived experiences, 

family expectations, and dynamics affecting youth’s development. One area of inquiry is cultural 

variation in immigrant families regarding the roles and responsibilities youth engage in within 

their families. Many youths from Latinx immigrant families are expected to contribute to the home. 

A core belief in the Latinx culture is to provide support (i.e., familism support) through filial 

responsibility (Kuperminc et al., 2013; Stein et al., 2014). Filial responsibility is conceptualized 

through three subscales assessing engagement in tasks and how youth feel about engaging in the 

tasks. Filial responsibility is typically measured as 1) instrumental caregiving (e.g., cleaning, 

translating, and paying bills), 2) emotional caregiving (e.g., supporting parent(s) emotionally), and 

3) perceived unfairness (i.e., if they find emotional and instrumental caregiving to be fair) 

(Jurkovic et al., 2004; Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013). Youth from Latinx immigrant families take 

on more home responsibility given that they are adhering to their cultural expectation of familism 

values which is to assist their family (Orellana, 2003; Fuligni et al., 1999). 

Although engaging in filial tasks appears to be more normative and commonplace for youth 

from immigrant families, research assessing how filial responsibility impacts youth development 

and adjustment has mixed findings. Some researchers have found that filial responsibility is linked 

to maladaptive youth outcomes (e.g., increased use of substances and higher levels of distress; 

Orellana, 2003), and others have found adaptive or beneficial associations (e.g., higher self-

esteem; Telzer et al., 2014). It suggests that filial responsibility could positively and negatively 

impact youth who engage in such tasks. It could also be the case that the impact of filial 

responsibility on youth adjustment is mediated by whether the youth perceive the tasks as fair or 

unfair. Given the theoretical understanding of filial responsibility and gaps, further research is 

needed to understand better how filial responsibility relates to youth adjustment and in what 
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contexts. Although filial responsibility is a cultural variable among immigrant families, we focus 

on findings of Latinx youth.  

Theoretical Framework: Integrative Risk and Resilience Model 

 The Integrative Risk and Resilience Model is a theoretical framework assessing the impact 

of cultural values among immigrant families (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). The Integrative Risk 

and Resilience Model builds off the Bioecological Systems Theory (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 

2006) and the integrative model for studying developmental competencies in minority children 

(García Coll et al., 1996). It explicitly considers cultural contexts that specifically impact 

immigrant-origin youth and children (IOC&Y). The theoretical model provides a culturally 

relevant approach to understanding risk and resilience factors that influence the adaptation of 

Latinx immigrant-origin youth and children. The model posits that immigrant youth's adaptation 

should be examined through a developmental/universal task's perspective, such as positive social 

relationships and mental health, while inclusive to IOC&Y, which includes learning and 

maintaining home culture and bridging cultures. Factors that impact the adaptation of IOC&Y 

include individual-level competencies (e.g., cognitive resources), microsystems (e.g., family 

support and cohesion), and the broader societal context of how immigrant families are treated (e.g., 

xenophobia). Most relevant to the current study are the microsystem (families), individual-level 

(intersecting social positions/positionality), and the three indices of children and youth adaptation 

(developmental tasks, psychological adjustment, acculturative and enculturative tasks). The three 

adaptation indices indicate the risk and resilience are specific to IOC&Y groups: developmental 

tasks (universal tasks), psychological adjustment (universal tasks), and acculturative and 

enculturative tasks (immigrant-origin specific tasks). Universal tasks are defined as expected 

milestones common to all adolescents, such as self-regulation and responsibility, social 

relationships, and civic participation. The model is specific to IOC&Y as it focuses on the impact 

of acquiring host culture competencies, language acquisition, bridging cultures, and the 

engagement of developmental/universal tasks.  

 This model is fundamental to the present study as it highlights how the cultural context 

shapes the experiences and development of IOC&Y, especially in regard to the importance of the 

microsystem. The microsystem helps explain the activities and interactions in the youth’s lives 

that occur in neighborhoods, schools, and families. Immigrant families often continue to share the 
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collectivist orientations and expectations (such as the importance of family) from their origin 

countries with their children which can positively impact their children’s adjustment (Suárez-

Orozco et al., 2018). The model also suggests that navigating two cultures can be difficult for 

immigrant-origin youth & children (e.g., intergenerational conflicts, cross-cultural conflict, and 

stress) and can result in maladjustment (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). Youth engaging in filial 

responsibility is an example of a cultural responsibility that may be normative for immigrant-origin 

families but may be seen negatively or as a non-normative task by the host culture (Fuligni & 

Flook, 2005, Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013; Orellana, 2001, 2003; Pomerantz et al., 2011; 

Weisskirch, 2005), Developing cultural competencies that span two cultures could, thus, present 

both challenges and opportunities for youth. In particular, this suggests that youth’s perception of 

the tasks their families give them, especially whether they view them as fair or unfair, is likely to 

relate to their adjustment.  

Familism: A Cultural Context for Latinx Youth 

Familism 

Familism refers to the importance of close and supportive family relationships, family 

members' obligations to one another, and individual family members' behaviors that impact the 

family as a whole and serve as role models to others (Stein et al., 2014). Familism is a core cultural 

value in Latinx immigrant and nonimmigrant families (Stein et al., 2014). Immigrant and 

nonimmigrant Latinx families, although similar, differ in cultural contexts, and their adherence to 

familism is different (Esparza & Sánchez, 2008; Stein et al., 2014; Valenzuela & Dornbusch, 

1994). Youth’s adherence to familism could impact parents' expectations of them, which directly 

influences children's roles (duty) to their family. Therefore, it is possible that immigrant families 

could place greater importance on engaging in culturally related tasks in comparison to 

nonimmigrant families (Stein et al., 2014; Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). There are two ways 

familism can be measured 1) is through attitudinal (i.e., beliefs) or 2) through behavioral familism 

(i.e., actions; (Hernandez & Bamaca-Colbert, 2016; Kuperminc et al., 2009; Stein et al., 2014). 

The focus of the current paper is on behavioral familism. Filial responsibility (behavioral familism) 

families indicated engagement is normative for immigrant families (Hernandez & Bamaca-

Colbert, 2016; Stein et al., 2014). Tasks such as assisting with household chores and looking after 
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younger siblings are considered normative developmental tasks (Orellana, 2003, 2001). The 

impact of such responsibilities remains understudied, with a need to understand the effects filial 

responsibilities have on youth adjustment. Examining contextual factors in caregiving in relation 

to familism is critical in understanding youth adjustment.  

Caregiving Constructs 

Parentification and Adultification 

Traditionally, researchers have examined caregiving through the constructs of 

adultification and parentification (reflecting a deficit perspective) rather than filial responsibility 

(a cultural perspective). Parentification and adultification both refer to children taking on 

household tasks and caregiving responsibilities that are typically seen as a parent's responsibility 

(Borchet et al., 2016; Burton, 2007; Van Loon et al., 2017). These tasks have typically been defined 

as being nonnormative and detrimental for the developing youth in nonimmigrant youth (Burton, 

2007; Godsall et al., 2004; Oznobishin & Kurman, 2009; Peris et al., 2008). For example, 

researchers describe adultification as occurring when there is role-reversal between parents and 

their children— the child becomes aware of dysfunction (marriage or financial problems) in the 

home that is not age-appropriate for the child (Garber, 2011). As a result, an adultified child is 

expected to take on adult roles (Burton, 2007). A conceptual model of adultification demonstrated 

that children from lower socioeconomic backgrounds often are expected to take on caregiving 

tasks due to a lack of resources in the family (Burton, 2007). Burton (2007) also found that 

adultification is more common and stressful when a household deals with parent divorce, parent 

disability, chronic illness, parent drug addiction, and parent alcoholism. Similarly, parentification 

occurs when the child takes on the parent(s) role and engages in expressive and instrumental tasks 

to compensate for the help not being fulfilled by the parent (Burton, 2007). Both adultification and 

parentification are used in the literature to describe nonnormative roles that children fulfill in their 

families that are most often seen as detrimental and result in poor outcomes.  

However, researchers are increasingly taking a cultural perspective when thinking about 

the impact of developmental tasks on youth development (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). In 

particular, immigrant families (who typically have a more collectivist orientation) more commonly 

expect that their children actively contribute to the needs and well-being of the family (Suárez-
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Orozco et al., 2018; Tseng, 2004). For example, immigrant children engage more often in 

household chores, and many children serve as liaisons between the cultural world of their family 

and the culture of their host country (Weisskirch, 2005). Given the deficit and negative 

connotations of the terms ‘parentification’ and ‘adultification,’ researchers examining the 

caregiving systems in immigrant families have adopted the value-neutral term filial responsibility 

to refer to children's family caregiving efforts such as caring for siblings, managing household 

tasks, and translating for parents (Kuperminc et al., 2009).  

Filial Responsibility 

Researchers describe filial responsibility using three dimensions: instrumental 

caregiving, emotional caregiving, and perceived unfairness (Jurkovic et al., 2004; Kuperminc et 

al., 2009; Kuperminc et al., 2013). Instrumental and emotional caregiving is related to behavior, 

whereas unfairness is related to perceptions of equity and mutuality in how filial responsibilities 

are distributed in the family (Jurkovic et al., 2004; Kuperminc et al., 2009; Kuperminc et al., 2013). 

Broadly, instrumental caregiving refers to tasks involving physically maintaining the household, 

such as chores, while emotional caregiving provides psychological support to family members 

such as parents or siblings (Kuperminc et al., 2013). Research assessing instrumental caregiving 

in Latinx families has most often focused on experiences of language brokering (translating for 

their parents and helping them navigate the host culture), supporting their siblings through 

homework, and also providing support through chores (East, 2010; Fuligni & Pedersen, 2002; 

Telzer & Fuligni, 2009; Weisskirch, 2005, 2007). In contrast, research addressing emotional 

caregiving is less studied, with much of the research on emotional caregiving under the construct 

of parentification. Emotional and instrumental caregiving are often combined, and thus, potential 

differences between these responsibilities in the adjustment of youth have not been adequately 

explored (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013; Telzer et al., 2015). 

The third dimension of filial responsibility is perceived unfairness. Perceived unfairness is 

defined as feelings associated with reciprocity and equity when engaging in instrumental and 

emotional caregiving (Jurkovic et al., 2004, 2005; Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013). Work in 

perceived unfairness helps understand how youth feel about caregiving tasks and whether they 

find the caregiving fair (Jurkovic et al., 2001). Cultural differences in how children view household 

tasks (e.g., youth from collectivist cultures are more likely to see household responsibilities as fair 
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compared to those from more individualistic contexts) are therefore likely to display different 

developmental outcomes for immigrant children (Jurkovic et al., 2001, 2005; Kuperminc et al., 

2009). 

Filial Responsibility and Latinx Youth Adjustment 

Although research examining parentification and adultification often report detrimental 

effects on youth adjustment and parent-child relationships, research on filial responsibility with 

immigrant parents has found both adaptive and nonadaptive youth outcomes (Orellana, 2001; 

Motti-Stefanidi & Masten, 2017; Suárez-Orozco et al., 2015; Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). This is 

consistent with the narrative that family responsibilities can come at both a cost and benefit to 

youth, by potentially causing stress but also providing a sense of competence and purpose 

(Hetherington, 1999). The research examining filial responsibility is limited, but the available 

research has supported that caregiving might be normative when considering culture and should 

be differentiated from the nonnormative constructs of adultification and parentification (Macfie et 

al., 2015). The impact of filial responsibility for Latinx youth, in particular, also appears to vary 

depending on the context. Engaging in filial responsibility when youth are experiencing high levels 

of stressors such as poverty, acculturation challenges, and discrimination can negatively impact 

their adjustment (Jurkovic et al., 2004). But filial responsibility has also been attributed to positive 

outcomes such as cooperative behavior and self-efficacy (Kuperminc et al., 2013), happiness due 

to a sense of fulfillment (Telzer & Fulingni, 2009), and higher academic achievement (Buriel et 

al., 1998; Fuligni et al., 1999). When instrumental and emotional caregiving is parsed out, there 

are important differences in youth adjustment discussed below.  

Instrumental Caregiving and Adjustment in Latinx Youth 

Instrumental caregiving broadly examines helping behaviors such as language brokering, 

sibling care, cooking, cleaning, and yard work (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013; Telzer et al., 2014). 

These instrumental tasks are common among immigrant families due to how closely tied it is to 

familism. Work in instrumental caregiving has shown that the youth in Latinx families engage in 

significantly higher filial responsibility tasks than White non-Latinx youth (Telzer & Fuligni, 

2009). Another study found that Mexican-origin youth dedicated twice as much time to engaging 



 

12 

in helping tasks than their White, non-Latinx peers (Telzer & Fuligni, 2009). The tasks appear to 

be driven by cultural values (a form of familism) as it is their duty to adhere to these tasks (Stein 

et al., 2014) 

Instrumental caregiving shows both positive and negative outcomes on adjustment, 

depending on the context. For example, researchers have found that Latinx farmworker youth 

report positive outcomes of working, such as pleasure at helping their family and self-confidence, 

but also indicate adverse outcomes, including fatigue and poorer academic outcomes (Cooper et 

al., 2005; Taylor et al., 2019, 2020). Providing instrumental support appears to be intertwined with 

cultural values of familism; therefore, understanding the context of when youth are providing the 

support helps with disentangling the findings and knowing the contexts in which instrumental tasks 

are either having a positive or negative impact on Latinx youth’s adjustment (Telzer et al., 2015).  

Language brokering 

The vast majority of the literature on instrumental caregiving tasks focuses on language 

brokering. Language brokering occurs when an immigrant child acts as a linguistic intermediary 

in day-to-day situations for their parents who are not proficient in English (Tse,1995; Weisskirch, 

2005, 2007). Many children of immigrant parents take on the role of translators as immigrant 

parents often have limited language skills, making them more reliant on their more skilled children 

to navigate the host culture (Dorner et al., 2008). Some researchers have found that higher language 

brokering relates to higher depressive symptoms in Latinx youth (Kim et al., 2017), and others 

report fewer depressive symptoms and other adjustment problems (Shen et al., 2020). The context 

in which youth are brokering appears to be a component in how brokering impacts their adjustment 

(Shen et al., 2020). When youth translate in high-stakes situations, it causes elevated acculturation 

stress, negative impact achievement, and increased stress (Kam, 2011; Anguino, 2018). Language 

brokering has also been shown to negatively impact mental health (i.e., depressive symptoms; Kam 

& Lazarevic, 2014) and substance use (Love & Buriel, 2007; Martinez et al., 2009). The impacts 

of the parent-child relationships can also be a factor in whether brokering has positive or negative 

outcomes depending on the outcome under examination (Kim et al., 2017). When language 

brokering is examined through the construct of parentification, which occurs when there is role-

reversal, youth have adverse outcomes because youth suddenly must take on their parent(s) role, 

which comes at a cost for youth and takes away from the benefits language brokering could have 
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on youth (Stein et al., 2007; Peris et al., 2008; Umaña-Taylor, 2003; Weisskirch, 2005, 2007). 

Language brokering can burden youth by prematurely exposing them to situations that are not age-

appropriate, such as translating at a doctor's office (Kam, 2011). Parent-child relationships can 

also affect feelings associated with language brokering such that it promotes better feelings of 

language brokering (only seen among males; Tilghman-Osborne et al., 2016). 

On the other hand, other researchers have found that youth who engage in language 

brokering for their families show fewer depressive symptoms and higher self-esteem and 

confidence (Juang & Cookston, 2009; Shen et al., 2020). For example, positive outcomes occur 

when everyday translations were considered low stakes youth experienced positive academic 

achievements while stress was unaffected (Anguiano, 2018)—additionally, having positive 

feelings towards language brokering improved feelings associated with their ethnic identity 

(Weisskirch, 2005). Endorsing and enjoying brokering can be a protective factor for youth (Kam 

& Lazarevic, 2014). The task of translating (instrumental caregiving) appears to be a normative 

part of assisting their family (Dorner et al., 2008). Youth typically have better language skills and 

are more acculturated to the host culture, resulting in positive adjustment feelings of competence 

and value to the family (Dorner et al., 2008). 

These findings reinforce the idea that outcomes depend on the context. For example, when 

a child feels the language brokering to be demanding or stressful, this often results in poor mental 

health outcomes (Anguiano, 2018; Kim et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2009). In situations where 

language brokering was seen as low stakes and youth were almost sure to be successful in 

translating correctly, youth's mental health was not impacted (Anguiano, 2018; Kam et al., 2017; 

Kim et al., 2017). Youth appear to have better outcomes when they still regard their parent(s) as 

authority figures, contrary to the parentification view where role-reversal occurs and impacts youth 

due to the burden of taking on their parent(s) role (Kam & Lazarevic, 2014). 

Family assistance 

Another instrumental caregiving task is family assistance. Family assistance is defined as  

helping around the home through sibling care, cooking, cleaning, and house or yard work (Fulingi 

et al., 2009; Telzer & Fuligni, 2009). Family assistance tasks can also result in costs and benefits 

(East, 2010), similar to language brokering (Telzer et al., 2015). East et al. (2006) found that youth 

experienced stress from taking care of siblings, but youth managed to do well in school considering 
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their stress. More recent work found the opposite effect, such that youth had lower grades and 

more stress due to their engagement in the tasks (Telzer et al., 2015).  

The family context is influential—where youth engaged in family assistance behaviors 

combined with high conflict in the home and reported higher substance use (cigarette/alcohol use, 

marijuana use, and other illicit drugs; Telzer et al., 2014). When the youth had a negative life event 

that required them to provide more family assistance, it protected their negative outcomes (Telzer 

et al., 2014). Providing instrumental support during a challenging time can bring harmony to the 

family and taking on the assistance is not a burden and instead helps with their well-being. Telzer 

and colleagues (2015) found that the caregiving context and reason needed to engage in the task 

were most important in understanding why the literature is mixed. For example, in scenarios where 

there were changes in parents’ behaviors, such as physical or psychological distress, the youth had 

more maladjustment problems when engaging in caregiving tasks (Telzer et al., 2015). In sum, the 

literature on instrumental caregiving demonstrates that these tasks have both positive and negative 

effects on Latinx youth's adjustment.  

Emotional Caregiving and Adjustment in Latinx Youth 

The second dimension of filial responsibility is emotional caregiving. Emotional  

caregiving is defined as youth supporting parents or family's psychological well-being 

(Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013). Emotional caregiving is critically understudied as a dimension of 

filial responsibility. The research focused on Latinx populations has often been examined in the 

context of adult children providing emotional support to their parents due to medical conditions 

(Breitborde et al., 2010; Kopelowicz et al., 2006). The literature in emotional caregiving takes a 

parentification perspective that typically indicates negative outcomes. There is limited research 

that examines emotional caregiving through the perspective of familism or through a cultural lens. 

Further, emotional caregiving (the effect of communicating premature conversations) is limited 

and not typically examined in immigrant families (Shin, 2019). 

Impact of emotional caregiving on Latinx youth 

Like instrumental caregiving, emotional caregiving is associated with positive and negative 

outcomes in Latinx youth. When examining emotional caregiving through a familism perspective, 
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researchers found an association with feelings of roll-fulfillment (Tsai et al., 2015). Through the 

use of daily diaries, a sample of 421 dyads (Mage = 15 years) examined the effects of emotional 

caregiving on parental stress (Tsai et al., 2016). The daily diaries demonstrated that youth provided 

emotional support to their parents when parents had a stressful day. Providing support made them 

feel good and feel family obligation (familism) and role-fulfillment. This study showed that a sense 

of obligation could be directly connected to the values taking away from the engagement of the 

emotional support. In a college-aged sample, qualitative findings demonstrated that emotional 

caregiving was an expectation such that youth needed to be listeners, emotional support systems, 

and advocates for the family (Covarrubias et al., 2019). The study also noted that college students 

were expected to model the behavior from parent to child to then child to parent when providing 

the emotional support (the expectation was that youth provided the support because of how parents 

previously provided emotional support (Covarrubias et al., 2019). Another mixed-method study 

also found some positive outcomes for Latinx youth in farmworker families. In qualitative 

interviews, adolescents stated that being aware of and witnessing their family’s challenges 

(particularly their mothers) made them feel strong, proud, and positive (Taylor et al., 2020).    

 Parentification is also examined more specifically through emotional caregiving, with 

researchers finding negative impacts on youth who are confidantes to help their parents navigate 

the world (García et al., 2002; Shin, 2019). Parents who are not typically English proficient among 

immigrant families rely on their youth to support, comprehend, and understand the information. 

Therefore, communicating sensitive information can, in turn, have a negative on their behaviors 

(Kam, 2011; Orellana, 2003; Shin, 2013; Stein et al., 1999). For example, awareness of parent(s) 

(or their own) undocumented status results in significant stress and anxiety for Latinx children and 

adolescents (Gulbas & Zayas, 2017; Yoshikawa et al., 2017). Additional work indicates that 

providing emotional support can impact their distress, exhaustion (Hooper et al., 2008; Titzmann, 

2012), identity, self-regulation, peer relationships, and psychopathology (Macfie et al., 2015). 

Overall, the research in emotional caregiving points to different outcomes depending on 

the variables being examined. Given this, it is important for research on filial responsibility to 

separately examine emotional caregiving since it is typically combined with instrumental 

caregiving (Telzer et al., 2015). Previous findings could have hindered how these constructs 

impact adjustment in Latinx youth. The present study aimed to untangle the differential impact 

of instrumental and emotional caregiving by first understanding their individual effects on 
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adjustment. Furthermore, the construct of fairness (or perceived unfairness) of caregiving tasks 

could help disentangle the impact that instrumental and emotional caregiving has on youth 

outcomes (Macfie et al., 2015) and add to the limited work on Latinx youth. 

Perceived (Un)fairness and Adjustment in Latinx Youth 

While considering the influence of engagement in filial responsibility has been the primary 

focus of current research, it is also important to consider the perceptions or feelings associated 

with undertaking caregiving tasks. Therefore, the third dimension is perceived unfairness which 

refers to how youth view their caregiving responsibilities and whether they feel a sense of equity, 

reciprocity, and recognition for their caregiving within the family (Kuperminc et al., 2013). Most 

of the work in perceived unfairness has been primarily examined in the parentification literature. 

Given the differences between parentification and filial responsibility, there is a need to understand 

these tasks' influence on Latinx youth adjustment (Jurkovic et al., 2001, 2004, 2005).  

Perceived unfairness as a dimension and moderator 

Perceived unfairness was first adopted as a dimension of filial responsibility by Jurkovic 

and colleagues (2001). There is limited research examining perceived unfairness and filial 

responsibility (Kuperminc et al., 2013). Work has explored the effects of perceived unfairness as 

a moderator, and while it is informative, its effects have been inconsistent. For example, 

Kuperminc and colleagues (2013) did not find a moderating effect of perceived unfairness but 

mentioned that perceived unfairness is an important variable that should be examined on its own. 

Indeed, Toro et al. (2019) found that perceived unfairness was positively associated with 

depression symptoms in Latinx college students while accounting for engagement in filial 

responsibility. In the same study, it was found that instrumental caregiving buffered the impact of 

perceived unfairness on depression symptoms in Latinx college students. Furthermore, other work 

with a non-Latinx sample found perceived fairness to moderate the association between caregiving 

and fairness on academic grade and discipline grade (Jurkovic et al., 2008). Results showed that it 

positively affected their academic and discipline grades, indicating that caregiving helped youth 

in the school setting. A moderating effect was found where perceived fairness moderated the 

association between caregiving and fairness on self-restraint, but only when youth reported high 
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perceived fairness (Kuperminc et al., 2009). These studies indicate that perceived unfairness acts 

differently on what (i.e., outcomes like mental health, school), how (as a predictor or moderator), 

and who is being studied. Thus, examining whether filial responsibility imparts an influence 

differently (i.e., mediation) would provide greater insight. 

Perceived unfairness as a mediator 

The present study aimed to test the mediating effects of perceived unfairness in a largely 

Latinx immigrant sample. While previous research in filial responsibility has not tested perceived 

unfairness as a mediator, related research provides some support for this perspective role of 

perceived unfairness. Jankowski and colleagues (2013) tested if perceived unfairness would 

mediate the effects of parentification and mental health (depression) among college students. The 

results indicated that the relationship between parentification and mental health (depression) was 

mediated by perceived unfairness. It is important to note that two mediation effects were detected 

1) perceived unfairness acted as a mediator on its own, and 2) when the differentiation of self 

(DoS) was added as a mediator in conjunction with perceived unfairness. Thus, findings supporting 

perceived unfairness as a mediator indicated that experiences of parentification in the sample had 

long-term effects on their mental health symptoms (Jankowski et al., 2013). Future work in the 

study points to the inclusion of more diverse and culturally-centered samples that could indicate 

differential results and implications (Jankowski et al., 2013). Additionally, given that filial 

responsibility was adapted from the parentification/adultification literature, it is necessary to 

further test and follow similar theorized models indicating differences among the dimensions and 

test different mediation models, such as the inclusion of other related variables they did by 

including the DoS.  

Filial Responsibility Summary 

Overall, researchers have demonstrated that filial responsibility can have both costs and 

benefits for youth in immigrant families--meaning that these types of tasks appear differentially 

related to different domains of adjustment and developmental outcomes (Hetherington, 1999). 

Specifically, labeling these types of family caregiving tasks with solely negative connotations 

(such as what is typically described in the parentification and adultification literature) does not 
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accurately take into account the different cultural contexts in which children and youth develop or 

the positive impacts of caregiving tasks on youth’s development. There is a need to understand 

better how filial responsibility may have both positive and negative impacts on immigrant-origin 

youth, particularly Latinx youth. To understand the effects of filial responsibility, it is essential to 

independently examine the dimensions of filial responsibility (Macfie et al., 2015; Telzer et al., 

2015). Typically work in filial responsibility has grouped it as a single construct due to the highly 

correlated constructs (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013). Therefore, it is essential to examine if the 

dimensions of filial responsibility impact youth adjustment differently.  

The Present Study 

The current study aims to expand the literature on filial responsibility by examining how 

dimensions of caregiving (instrumental and emotional) and attributions associated with caregiving 

(perceived unfairness) are longitudinally associated with Latinx youth adjustment across time 

(with internalizing and externalizing problem behavior assessed separately). Past work has 

combined both constructs into a single indicator (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013), and no study has 

examined each dimension (instrumental and emotional caregiving) individually (Telzer et al., 

2015). Given that the literature on filial responsibility often shows positive and negative effects on 

Latinx youth adjustment (Jurkovic et al., 2004), assessing these constructs independently may help 

clarify in what circumstances filial tasks are associated with negative adjustment in Latinx youth. 

In conjunction, further understanding of the impact of perceived unfairness needs to be studied as 

few studies have examined its mediating effects (Jankowski et al., 2013).  

Given the gaps, the present study examined 1) how instrumental and emotional caregiving 

at Time 1 (T1) separately impacted Latinx youth’s adjustment at Time 2 (T2) assessed through 

both internalizing and externalizing problems, and 2) whether perceived unfairness at T1 mediated 

the relationships between caregiving and youth adjustment. We hypothesized that there would be 

differences across filial responsibility tasks on internalizing and externalizing problems. Second, 

we hypothesized that instrumental and emotional caregiving would be mediated by perceived 

unfairness resulting in more problem behaviors for Latinx youth. Prior work has found 

instrumental and emotional caregiving to be highly intercorrelated and grouped both constructs 

together. In the current study, we extended the prior work by parsing out the constructs of 

instrumental and emotional caregiving and separately examining if they differentially affected 
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youth problem behaviors (internalizing and externalizing). We first tested a confirmatory factor 

analysis to assess whether instrumental and emotional caregiving constructs should be examined 

separately.  
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CHAPTER 2. METHOD 

Participants and Procedures 

Data come from a study of acculturation differences between Latinx immigrant parents and 

adolescents in California’s central valley funded by Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of 

Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) and National Institute of General Medical 

Sciences (NIGMS) (SC2HD090724: Principal Investigator (PI) Dr. Rosa I. Toro). Participants 

were recruited from a high school in California’s central valley area, which consisted primarily of 

Latinx youth (92.48%) and Title I eligible (98.6%, indicating extreme financial need). The school 

targeted to recruit had a high enrollment of Latinx youth. Parents were also recruited (primarily 

mothers) but were not included in the study due to low recruitment numbers at T1 and T2. Based 

on youth surnames obtained by the teacher and principal, a total of 469 participants were identified 

as prospective participants that mainly were Latinx. First-time high school students were made 

aware of a study in the elective course taken by all first-year students. All 9th-grade students 

attending school during the 2017 – 2019 academic semesters were eligible for the study if they 

self-identified as Latinx.   

The sample for the present study included 176 participants indicating a 60% recruitment 

rate which is slightly lower than other studies in the area (Conger, 2013). The sample (N = 178; 

76% retention rate) included all participants that had completed a survey at T2 (1-year post) (Mage 

= 15.51 years, SDage = .58, 66% female). Most adolescents were U.S. born 93.8%. All foreign-born 

students were from Mexico and arrived in the U.S. at a young age (Mage = 4.80 years, SDage = 4.49). 

About 66% of parents responded to the demographic questions. Parents were mostly born outside 

the US 48.3%, 40.3% were married, and most of the parent’s income is less than $34,999. 

Participants were recruited through an elective course taken by all freshmen. At the 

beginning of each class the PI and research assistants (RAs) explained the purpose of the study, 

expectations for participation, time commitment, and compensation for participation. Students 

were given a parent consent form to take home (in English and Spanish) and an assent form to turn 

back in within the week. The PI and a team of RAs came back to the school to administer the 60-

minute survey to those students who had signed consent and assent forms. The survey was 

administered in Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) in either English or Spanish as preferred by the 
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participant (all participants completed the survey in English). There were four prospective 

participants with limited English proficiency and thus would have completed a survey in Spanish, 

but they declined to participate. During the class period, RAs walked around to answer any 

questions regarding the survey. If participants were unable to complete the survey during the class 

were able to finish at home using an individualized online link. Participating youths were sent a 

personalized link to complete the survey on their own time. The second wave of data was collected 

one year later. Participants were compensated with a pizza party at the teacher's lounge and 

received community service credit at both times. 

Measures 

Instrumental caregiving 

Instrumental caregiving was assessed through youth self-reports at T1 using the 

instrumental caregiving subscale from the Filial Responsibility Scale-Youth (FRS-Y, see 

Appendix, Kuperminc, et al., 2009). This scale included 12 items (e.g., "I often do the laundry in 

my family" and "I helped my brothers or sisters a lot with their homework"). Items were rated on 

a 4-point Likert scale (1 = not at all true, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very true). Higher scores 

reflected more instrumental caregiving (α = .75). To create a latent variable, items were randomly 

assigned to the parcels to create three indicators (Kishton & Widaman, 1994).  

Emotional caregiving 

Emotional caregiving was assessed through youth self-reports at T1 using the emotional 

caregiving subscale from the Filial Responsibility Scale-Youth (FRS-Y, see Appendix; Kuperminc 

et al., 2009). The scale included 11 items (e.g., "It seems like people in my family are always 

telling me their problems" and "I often feel caught in the middle of my parents' conflicts"). Items 

were rated on a 4-point Likert (1 = not at all true, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very true). Higher 

scores reflect higher levels of emotional caregiving (α = .73). To create a latent variable, items 

were randomly assigned to the parcels to create three indicators (Kishton & Widaman, 1994). 
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Perceived unfairness 

Perceived unfairness was assessed through youth self-reports at T1 using 13 items from 

the Filial Responsibility Scale-Youth (FRS-Y, see Appendix; Kuperminc et al., 2009). Items 

included: "It often seems that my feelings don't count in my family" and "In my family, I am often 

asked to do more than my share." Items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = not at all true, 2 

= a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very true). Higher scores reflected higher perceived unfairness (α = 

.84). To create a latent variable, items were randomly assigned to the parcels to create three 

indicators (Kishton & Widaman, 1994).  

Internalizing problems 

Youth internalizing problems behaviors were assessed through self-reports at T1 and T2 

using the Youth Self-Report (YSR, see Appendix; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001).  The 

internalizing scale (31 items) included three subscales anxious/depressed (13-items), 

withdrawn/depressed (8-items), and somatic complaints (10-items). Examples of internalizing 

behaviors included: "I feel worthless or inferior" and "I am afraid I might think or do something 

bad.” Responses were on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = not true (as far as you know), 2 = somewhat 

or sometimes true; 3 = very true or often true). The Youth Self-Report is typically measured using 

a scale of 0-2, but we used a 1-3 scale as we did not want our scale to start at zero. Higher scores 

reflected higher internalizing behaviors (T1 α = .92; T2 α = .94). Latent variables were created at 

T1 and T2 by using each subscale as indicators. T1 was included to control for prior levels of 

internalizing problems. T1 and T2 subscales were significantly correlated (T1 range = 1 to 3, T2 

range = 1 to 3; r (174) = .64, p <.05).  

Externalizing problems 

Youth externalizing problems behaviors were assessed through self-reports at T1 and T2 

using the Youth Self-Report (YSR, see Appendix; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001).  The 

externalizing scale (32 items) was composed of two subscales: rule-breaking (15-items) and 

aggressive behavior (17-items). Items included: "I get in many fights" and "I argue a lot.” 

Responses were on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = not true, 2 = somewhat or sometimes true; 3 = very 

true or often true). Note, the Youth Self-Report is typically measured using a scale of 0-2, but we 
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used a 1-3 scale as we did not want our scale to start at zero).  Higher scores reflected higher 

externalizing behaviors. (T1 α = .87; T2 α = .87). Latent variables were created for each time point 

using each subscale as indicators. T1 was included to control for prior levels of internalizing 

problem behaviors. Subscales were significantly correlated (T1 range = 1 to 3, T2 range = 1 to 3; 

r (174) = .47, p <.05). 

Covariates 

Covariates for the study included child nativity (1 = birthplace US, 0 = not born in the US), 

child sex (0 = male, 1 = female), and primary caregiver nativity (1 = born outside the US, 0 = born 

in the US).  For primary caregiver 82.1% were moms, 13.6% were dads, and the rest were 4.27% 

grandparents, aunt, foster parent, or a stepmom. Previous research has shown differences in 

caregiving practices by whether a child is U.S or foreign-born (Juang & Cookston, 2009). 

Participants stated what country they were born in to assess nativity. Sex was included as a 

covariate since research has shown differences in sex role expectations among Latinx females; 

typically, girls are expected to help out with household tasks more than boys (Kuperminc et al., 

2009).  

Analytic Strategy 

            Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 26) and Mplus Program (Version 

8.6; Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2020). First, descriptive statistics and correlations among the 

variables and covariates were examined in IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 26). Variables were also 

examined for skewness and kurtosis. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in the Mplus program 

(Version 8.6) was used to test the research hypotheses. Q1: Does instrumental and emotional 

caregiving at T1 separately impact Latinx youth adjustment at T2 (assessed through both 

internalizing and externalizing problems) and Q2: Does perceived unfairness at T1 mediate the 

relationship between filial responsibility (assessing instrumental caregiving and emotional) at T1 

and Latinx youth maladjustment (internalizing behavior and externalizing behaviors) at T2. The 

model tested instrumental and emotional caregiving indirect effects through perceived unfairness 

and latent variables with their respected indicators of internalizing and externalizing behaviors.  
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SEM models used full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation, which uses all 

available data and drops cases only when information is missing on all manifest variables in the 

analysis. FIML produces less biased and more efficient estimates compared with listwise or 

pairwise deletion (Arbuckle, 1996). Standard cut-offs for good model fit were assumed if 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) are greater than .95, Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) less than .05, whereas adequate model fit can be 

assumed if CFI and TLI are greater than .90, RMSEA is less than .08 (Kline, 2011). The model 

controlled for prior levels of T1 internalizing behaviors, T1 externalizing behaviors, child sex, 

child nativity status, and parent nativity status (primarily mothers). 
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CHAPTER 3. RESULTS 

Preliminary Findings 

We first examined descriptive statistics. In regard to skewness and kurtosis, T1 

externalizing had a slight skewness of 1.29 (SE = .18), kurtosis of 2.50 (SE = .37), T2 internalizing 

had a slight skewness of 1.27 (SE = .18) and kurtosis of 1.03 (SE = .37), and T2 externalizing had 

a slight skewness of 1.30 (SE = .18) and kurtosis of 1.77 (SE = .37). Bivariate correlations for the 

study variables are shown in Table 1. As expected, internalizing and externalizing symptoms 

correlated with one another concurrently and across both time points. The filial responsibility tasks 

(instrumental caregiving, emotional caregiving, and perceived unfairness) were all highly 

positively correlated. Emotional caregiving and perceived unfairness were significantly positively 

correlated to both T1 and T2 internalizing and externalizing behaviors, but instrumental caregiving 

was only marginally correlated to T1 internalizing. In regard to significant covariates, youth 

nativity (born in the US) was negatively correlated with T1 externalizing behaviors, and sex 

(females) was significantly positively correlated with T2 internalizing behaviors.  

Structural Equation Model (SEM) Results 

The proposed model (see Figure 1) demonstrated adequate fit to the data (χ2(178) = 

335.56, p <.01; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .92; TLI = .90). Covariates were regressed on all the main 

T1 variables and retained in the analysis if significant, or close to significance. Prior levels of 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors at T1 were also regressed on T2 internalizing and 

externalizing behaviors (not shown in the model for simplicity). Factor loadings for the latent 

variables were all significant and ranged between .51 – .97. Internalizing and externalizing 

behaviors were significantly correlated at both time points (T1: r = .66, SE = .06, p < .01 and T2: 

r = .78, SE = .06, p < .01) and were highly stable across time (T1 to T2 internalizing ß = .71, SE = 

.09, p < .01; T1 to T2 externalizing ß = .36, SE = .10, p < .01). Additionally, T1 internalizing 

predicted T2 externalizing (ß = .22, SE = .11, p < .05), but T1 externalizing behaviors was not 

significantly associated with T2 internalizing behaviors. In regard to the filial responsibility 

variables, we found that instrumental caregiving and emotional caregiving at T1were both 

positively associated with T1 perceived unfairness. Instrumental caregiving at T1 negatively 
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predicted T2 internalizing behaviors (controlling for prior T1 internalizing behaviors) but was not 

significantly associated with T2 externalizing behaviors. Emotional caregiving at T1 positively 

predicted both T2 internalizing and T2 externalizing behaviors. Perceived unfairness at T1 did not 

directly predict either internalizing or externalizing behaviors at T2 and did not mediate the 

association between instrumental and emotional caregiving and adjustment at T2. Sex (females) 

was significantly correlated with internalizing behaviors T1 (r = .16, SE = .08, p < .05). Youth 

nativity (born in the US) was negatively correlated with T1 externalizing behaviors (r = -.17, SE 

= .08, p < .05), and marginally with T1 internalizing behaviors (r = -.13, SE = .08, p = .10. Primary 

caregiver nativity (born outside the US) was marginally associated with T1 instrumental 

caregiving (ß = .19, SE = .11, p < .10).  
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CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION 

Filial responsibility is generally referred to as a youth’s engagement in caregiving tasks 

(Kuperminc et al., 2013; 2009). Research on engagement in filial responsibility has been mixed. 

For example, some work has linked it to having maladaptive youth outcomes (e.g., increased use 

of substances and higher levels of distress; Orellana, 2003), while other research has linked it to 

adaptive outcomes (e.g., increased cooperative behavior and interpersonal self-efficacy; 

Kuperminc et al., 2013). These inconsistencies suggest that the dimensions of filial responsibility 

should be distinguished by independently assessing each of the dimensions (e.g., instrumental and 

emotional caregiving and perceived unfairness; Telzer et al., 2015). The current study assessed the 

differential impact of instrumental and emotional caregiving on youth adjustment one year later 

and examined whether perceived unfairness mediated these relationships. The results suggest that 

consideration of the type of filial responsibility was important as differences were found between 

the type of filial responsibility and youth adjustment outcomes over time. However, the 

expectation that perceived unfairness would mediate the association between filial responsibility 

and youth adjustment was not supported.  

Differential Impact of Instrumental and Emotional Caregiving on Latinx Youth 

Adjustment 

Through closer examination, filial responsibility constructs were found to differentially 

impact youth adjustment. The results support the 'competence at a cost' perspective of the impact 

of filial responsibility on adjustment (Hetherington, 1999; Jurkovic et al., 2005; Kuperminc et al., 

2009). Specifically, instrumental caregiving supported the competence perspective, whereby 

engagement in such tasks was associated with decreasing internalizing problem behaviors over 

time (Hetherington, 1999). On the other hand, emotional caregiving supports the cost perspective, 

where engagement was indicative of an increase in both internalizing and externalizing problem 

behaviors over time (Hetherington, 1999). Therefore, the findings highlight the importance of 

assessing the impact of caregiving tasks separately. While the results were encouraging, Carbajal 

& Toro (2021) note that the 'competence at a cost' in relation to filial responsibility should be 

interpreted with caution because of the novelty of the findings.  
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The expectation that differences among instrumental and emotional caregiving on 

adjustment were supported. Consistent with previous work (Telzer et al., 2015; Telzer & Fuligni, 

2009), it was found that instrumental caregiving was associated with lower internalizing symptoms 

over time. Given that the nature of instrumental caregiving tasks involves language brokering, 

cleaning, and paying bills, it is likely that engaging in such tasks highlights a sense of purpose and 

belonging for youth within the family system (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013; Stein et al., 2007; 

Weisskirch, 2005). The Integrative Risk and Resilience Model further supports instrumental 

caregiving as a culturally-driven, developmentally adaptive task that promotes positive youth 

outcomes (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018). Further, it may indicate that Latinx youth may feel a sense 

of pride when engaging in instrumental caregiving tasks (Dorner et al., 2008). Thus, the 

engagement of instrumental caregiving may serve a meaningful role in Latinx youth's lives that 

could indicate the youth could manage the tasks (Kuperminc et al., 2009) at this particular point 

of development and, in turn, linked to lower internalizing. On the other hand, externalizing 

behaviors did not demonstrate this same pattern of association as with internalizing behaviors. It 

is unclear why instrumental caregiving was not significantly associated with fewer externalizing 

problems and this should be examined in the future research. We were unable to run two-group 

analyses and it is possible the association was moderated by sex. 

In contrast, emotional caregiving was found to have a detrimental effect on both 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors, which is consistent with the related research in filial 

responsibility (Kam, 2011; Shin, 2019; Shin & Hecht, 2013). Our findings further support the 

narrative that emotional caregiving may be indicative of family dysfunction and detrimental 

regardless of cultural connotations and expectations. However, other studies have found that youth 

who engaged in family obligations provided emotional support that was not detrimental but rather 

encouraging to the family (Tsai et al., 2016). Tsai and colleagues (2016) demonstrated that 

infrequent emotional support did not result in adverse outcomes but rather was linked to positive 

outcomes for Latinx youth in their sample. The results in the current study are informative as it 

could indicate that youth were engaging in emotional support to a higher degree, which impacted 

their adjustment (more internalizing and externalizing problems behaviors). Taken together, the 

findings highlight the importance of critically examining emotional caregiving. Specifically, 

implementing more extensive strategies when measuring emotional caregiving (e.g., daily diaries) 

that consider the frequency in engagement in emotional caregiving. 
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While the literature shows differences in engagement in caregiving by ethnic group 

membership, where individuals from European backgrounds tend to engage in caregiving tasks 

less than Latinx youth (Hardway & Fuligni, 2006), it is plausible that unaccounted variables could 

explain the inconsistencies between prior work and the current study. Specifically, factors such as 

familism and acculturation are noteworthy constructs to consider. Including familism can elucidate 

the nuanced impact of emotional caregiving as previous work supports this perspective (Hernández 

& Bámaca‐Colbert, 2016). Considering the developmental stage of participants, it is also plausible 

that the influence of filial responsibility was impacted by their acculturation process (Iturbide et 

al., 2019), which is well underway during this developmental phase. In other words, the dynamic 

nature of the changing endorsement of the mainstream and heritage cultures can impact their 

perception and impact of engaging in caregiving tasks. Future work should examine culturally-

relevant variables and salient processes that influence Latinx youth. 

Perceived Unfairness as a Mediator 

Although informed by prior work (Jankowski et al., 2013), results from the current study 

indicated that perceived unfairness did not function as a mediator in the relationship between filial 

responsibility and youth adjustment. While surprising, several considerations could explain the 

current study’s findings. First, the current study examined youth in early adolescence. Research 

supporting the mediating influence of perceived unfairness included college-aged students 

(Jankowski et al., 2013). Therefore, indicating the perception of filial responsibility as being unfair 

may be more salient in later developmental periods when individuals have developed a more 

concrete sense of self (Erikson, 1959) and are engaging in more personal responsibilities that are 

outside of the family system (Carbajal & Toro, 2021). Second, the current study had an all Latinx 

sample, while Jankowski and colleagues (2013) found a mediating effect among primarily non-

Hispanic White participants. Thus, variations based on ethnic group membership may be indicative 

of culturally-based differences that may explain the obtained results (Orellana, 2003). Outside of 

the single study that supported the mediating effect of perceived unfairness, the majority of 

research has treated perceived unfairness as an informative moderator that influences engagement 

in filial responsibility (Kuperminc et al., 2009, 2013). Thus, these findings suggest that a more 

critical examination of perceived unfairness and considering its function outside of mediation is 

warranted. 
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Strengths and Limitations  

There are noteworthy strengths of the current investigation that warrant highlighting. 1) 

We independently assessed the dimensions of filial responsibility (instrumental and emotional 

caregiving) and youth adjustment (internalizing and externalizing behaviors). Notably, most of the 

research in caregiving has typically examined a combined measure of emotional and instrumental 

caregiving (Telzer et al., 2015). 2)We assessed perceived unfairness as a mediator, which, to the 

best of our knowledge, is the first study to examine mediating effects of perceived unfairness on 

instrumental and emotional caregiving. While no significant mediating effects were found, 

researchers should aim to better understand how perceived unfairness has an effect on youth 

adjustment. 3) Having a longitudinal design was also a strength that allowed us to control prior 

internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors at T1. 4) Another contribution is having a rural 

Latinx sample, given that there is little research on rural communities, and is qualitatively different 

from Latinx communities in urban settings (Ponting et al., 2018). 

The study was not without limitations. First, the sample was primarily of Mexican origin 

from central California, limiting generalizability to other Latinx groups such as those from other 

regions. Second, the study only utilized youth self-reports for problem behaviors. Therefore, future 

studies should test these associations with multiple reporters. Parent data was available (for the 

child behavior checklist), but these data were not used due to low parent completion of surveys. If 

these data were used, it would have decreased our sample size significantly and affected the current 

study’s statistical power. Finally, the current study utilized two waves of data. Some research 

indicates that in order to truly assess mediation, three-time points should be utilized (Maxwell & 

Cole, 2007). Therefore, an additional data point may have identified relationships that were not 

observed by the available data in the current study and permitted proper temporal inferences.  

Future Directions and Implications  

Overall, the current study demonstrated that instrumental caregiving had a positive effect 

on internalizing problem behaviors, whereas emotional caregiving had a detrimental effect on 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Therefore, future work should assess the differential 

impact of caregiving tasks on other domains of youth adjustment (especially positive outcomes), 

such as academic competence, resilience, self-esteem, and self-efficacy. It would allow for a better 
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understanding of how caregiving tasks are associated with different aspects of youth adjustment 

and well-being. Given the nature of filial responsibility as a family-related construct, future 

research should also examine family process variables (e.g., family conflict). Considering that 

emotional caregiving is likely driven by family dysfunction (Burton, 2007), including family 

process variables, can further highlight the differential influence of each type of filial responsibility 

at the family level (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2018; Telzer et al., 2014). Assessing engagement in 

caregiving tasks at different ages will also be important as these tasks are likely to have a 

differential impact (Kuperminc et al., 2013). It would show the developmental aspect of 

engagement of the tasks into emerging adulthood, which some work indicates is when filial 

responsibility may have a stronger impact (Kuperminc et al., 2013). Finally, it will be important 

for future research to adopt a mixed-methods approach to understand how children and youth view 

the caregiving tasks they engage in and deepen our understanding of how children navigate these 

tasks within their families.   

  The findings of the current study have noteworthy implications. First, findings 

demonstrating the association between instrumental caregiving and lower internalizing problem 

behaviors point to a potential promotive influence of this type of filial responsibility. Indeed, 

previous research has shown that instrumental caregiving may decrease internalizing problem 

behaviors through fostering a sense of purpose, self-efficacy, and pride in helping their family 

(e.g., Telzer & Fuligni, 2009; Telzer et al., 2015). In other words, engagement in instrumental 

caregiving may be fulfilling for Latinx youth. It could also mean that the support they are providing 

for the family could be demonstrating a sense of familism (although not measured) but gives a 

possible indication that instrumental tasks are normative among the sample under examination, 

which supports the numerous studies in familism (Stein et al., 2014). In terms of instrumental 

caregiving, it would be important for Latinx families to be informed about the prospective positive 

effects of engagement in these tasks on youth adjustment. Therefore, supporting parents’ 

knowledge on the positive effects of engaging in instrumental tasks could help parents create an 

environment where youth feel supported and acknowledged for their contributions to the family. 

As previously stated, the presence of emotional caregiving may be an indicator of family 

dysfunction. Therefore, the positive association between emotional caregiving and internalizing 

and externalizing of problem behaviors is not surprising and has important implications for 

families and youth. Specifically, it demonstrates that children’s engagement in emotional 
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caregiving may be indicative of parents’ need for emotional support (Titzmann, 2012). Thus, 

providing parents with the appropriate support (i.e., counseling) would alleviate the burden of 

emotional caregiving for children and equip parents with effective strategies to implement when 

experiencing emotional distress. Similarly, these findings also indicate that supportive services for 

children engaging in emotional caregiving are important. Involvement in these types of efforts 

may buffer the impact of emotional caregiving.   
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 

The present study highlights the importance of the contextual factors that impact immigrant 

families’ lived experiences. For example, a routine occurrence within immigrant families is 

children’s engagement in filial responsibility. In the current study, filial responsibility had a 

differential impact on youth adjustment. Instrumental caregiving mitigated the negative effects of 

internalizing behavior in youth. In comparison, emotional caregiving for youth in the sample 

reported more internalizing and externalizing problem behaviors over time. This work indicates 

that there should be a greater understanding of the nuanced influence of these dimensions by 

examining previously tested and including new variables. The study demonstrates the importance 

of differentiating between dimensions of filial responsibility and supports that work should 

examine the dimensions separately.
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Table 1. Bivariate correlations among variables and covariates 

 

Note: * p < .01. ** p < .05. †p < .10, (two-tailed). T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.  Covariates: Youth nativity (1 = Born in US; 0 = Born 

outside the US), Youth Sex (Female = 1; Male = 0), Primary caregiver nativity (1 = Born outside the US; 0 = Born in the US). 

  

  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Internalizing Behaviors T1 1.00            

2. Externalizing Behaviors T1 .56** 1.00         

3. Internalizing Behaviors T2 .64** .31** 1.00        

4. Externalizing Behaviors T2 .41** .47** .66** 1.00       

5. Instrumental Caregiving T1 .13† .02 .04 .09 1.00      

6. Emotional Caregiving T1 .30** .20** .29** .25** .60**  1.00     

7. Perceived Unfairness T1 .53** .38** .37** .23** .40** .49** 1.00    

8. Youth Nativity -.13† -.16* -.12 -.14† -.02 -.11 -.08  1.00   

9. Youth Sex .15 .04 .15* .00 -.06 .02 .02 .02  1.00  

10. Primary Caregiver Nativity -.05 -.01 -.08 .09 .17† .16† .03 -.06 .00  1.00 

Mean (M) 1.45 1.28 1.39 1.23 2.02 1.90 1.76 .94 .66 .77 

Standard Deviation (SD) .32 .22 .35 .20 .54 .51 .60 .24 .47 .43 
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Figure 1. SEM model (N = 178) 

Note: χ2(178) = 335.56, p <.01, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = .07, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = .92, 

Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) = .90. **p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10, (two-tailed). Results are standardized (standard errors in parentheses). 

Covariates included in the model were sex (female = 1; male = 0); age (in years), nativity (1 = Born in US; 0 = Born outside the US) 

primary caregiver nativity (1 = Born outside the US; 0 = Born in the US). Dashed paths in the model indicate that they were not 

significant. = controlling for T1 internalizing and externalizing behaviors. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; IC = Instrumental Caregiving; 

EC = Emotional Caregiving; PU= Perceived Unfairness; ANX/DEP = Anxious/Depressed; WITH/DEP = Withdrawn/ 

Depressed; SOMCO = Somatic Complaints; RULBR = Rule-Breaking Behavior; and AGGBH = Aggressive Behavior. 
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APPENDIX 

Survey Questions 

Demographics 

 

1. Sex:    ❑ Male  ❑ Female       

2. What is your date of birth?  Month __________ Day__________ Year__________ 

3. Were you born in the U.S.? ❑ Yes  ❑ No       

4. Place of birth:  City __________ State__________ 

5. Where were you born? (Select one) ❑ Mexico ❑ El Salvador ❑ Guatemala ❑ Costa Rica ❑ 

Nicaragua ❑ Peru ❑ Colombia ❑ Panama ❑ Other, Specify:  __________ 

6. At what age did you come to the U.S.? ____________________    

7. What is your age? ______________________________ 

8. What grade are you currently in? ❑ 9th ❑ 10th ❑11th ❑12th 

9. What is your ethnic or racial group? (select all that apply) 

❑Hispanic/Latino ❑ Black/African American ❑ Alaskan Native ❑ American Indian/Native 

American ❑ Asian or Pacific Islander ❑ European American ❑ Other, Specify: _________ 
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Filial Responsibility Measures 

 

Filial Responsibility Scale-Youth (FRS-Y; Instrumental Caregiving, 12-items; Emotional 

Caregiving, 10-items; Perceived Unfairness, 12-items; Kuperminc et al., 2013) 

 

Instructions: For each of the following, how true are these statements. 

Scale: 1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very much 

 

 

Instrumental Caregiving (12-Items) 

1. I do a lot of the shopping for groceries or clothes for my family.  

2. I often help my brother(s) or sister(s) with their homework. 

3. I work to help make money for my family. 

4. It's hard sometimes to keep up in school because of my duties at home. 

5. I often do the laundry in my family. 

6. In my house, I often do the cooking.    

7. My parents often ask me to care for my brother(s) or sister(s). 

8. I do a lot of work in the house or yard. 

9. My parents often ask me to help my brother(s) or sister(s) with their problems. 

10. I often do a lot of chores at home. 

11. I often help my parents speak to people who don't know Spanish. 

12. I often go and help my parents when they have business with people at school or other 

places. 

Emotional Caregiving (10-Items): 

1. At times I feel I am the only one my mother or father can ask for help. 

2. People in my family often ask me for help. 

3. My parents tell me that I act older than my age. 
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4. I often try to keep the peace in my family. 

5. It seems like people in my family are always telling me their problems. 

6. If someone in my family is upset, I try to help in some way. 

7. When my parents fight, they try to get me to help them. 

8. I feel like I have to take care of my family. 

9. I often feel caught in the middle of my parents' conflicts. 

10. My parents often talk bad to me about each other. 

 

Perceived Unfairness (12-Items): 

1. In my family, I am often asked to do more than my share. 

2. Even though my parents care about me, I cannot really depend on them to meet my 

needs. 

3. It often seems that my feelings don't count in my family. 

4. I feel like people in my family disappoint me. 

5. No one in my family sees how much I give up for them. 

6. My parents are very helpful when I have a problem. 

7. Sometimes it seems like I am more responsible than my parents are. 

8. My parents often criticize my attempts to help out at home. 

9. For some reason, it is hard for me to trust my parents. 

10. My parents often expect me to take care of myself. 

11. In my family, I often give more than I receive. 

12. My parents give me the things I need like clothes, food, and school supplies. 
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Youth Maladjustment Measures 

 

Youth Self Report (YSR; Scales measuring Internalizing Behaviors with subscales of 

Anxious/Depressed (13-items); Withdrawn/Depressed (8-items); Somatic Complaints (10-items) 

and Externalizing Behaviors with Subscales of Rule-Breaking (15-items) and Aggressive 

Behavior (17-items); Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001) 

 

Instructions: Below is a list of items that describe kids. For each item that describes you now or 

within the past 6 months, please select 3 if the item is very true or often true of you. Select 

the 1 if the item is somewhat or sometimes true of you. If the item is not true of you, select the 

1.  

Scale: 1 = Not True (as far as you know), 2 = Somewhat or Sometimes True, 3 = Very True or 

Often True 

 

Internalizing Behaviors: Anxious/Depressed (13-items) 

1. I am afraid of certain animals, situations, or places, other than school. 

2. I am afraid of going to school. 

3. I am afraid I might think or do something bad.  

4. I feel I have to be perfect.  

5. I feel that no one loves me.   

6. I feel worthless or inferior.  

7. I am nervous or tense.  

8. I am too fearful or anxious.  

9. I feel too guilty.  

10. I am self-conscious or easily embarrassed. 

11. I think about killing myself.  

12. I worry a lot.  

13. I cry a lot. 

 

Internalizing Behaviors: Withdrawn/Depressed (8-items) 

1. There is very little that I enjoy.  

2. I would rather be alone than with others.  

3. I refuse to talk. 
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4. I am secretive or keep things to myself. 

5. I am too shy or timid.  

6. I don't have much energy.  

7. I am unhappy, sad, or depressed.  

8. I keep from getting involved with others. 

 

Internalizing Behaviors: Somatic Complaints (10-items) 

1. I have nightmares.  

2. I feel dizzy or lightheaded.  

3. I feel overtired without good reason.  

Physical problems without known medical cause: 

4. Aches or pains (not stomach or headaches) ...…………………………………………..  

5. Headaches………………………………………………………………………………... 

6. Nausea, feels sick………………………………………………………………...……… 

7. Problems with eyes (not if corrected by glasses) ……………………………………….. 

8. Rashes or other skin problems…………………………………………………………... 

9. Stomachaches…………………………………………………………...……………….. 

10. Vomiting, throwing up…………………………………………………………...……… 

 

Externalizing Behaviors: Rule-Breaking (15-items) 

1. I drink alcohol without parents' approval.  

2. I don't feel guilty after doing something I shouldn't.  

3. I break rules at home, school, or elsewhere.  

4. I hang around with kids who get in trouble.  

5. I lie or cheat.  

6. I would rather be with older kids than kids my own age. 
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7. I run away from home. 

8. I set fires. 

9. I steal at home. 

10. I steal from places other than home.  

11. I swear or use dirty language.  

12. I think about sex too much.  

13. I smoke, chew, or sniff tobacco. 

14. I cut class or skip school.  

15. I use drugs for nonmedical purposes (don't include alcohol or tobacco).   

 

Externalizing Behaviors: Aggressive Behavior (17-items) 

1. I argue a lot.  

2. I am mean to others.   

3. I try to get a lot of attention.   

4. I destroy my own things.   

5. I destroys things belonging to others.   

6. I disobey my parents.  

7. I disobey at school.  

8. I get in many fights.  

9. I physically attack people.  

10. I scream a lot.  

11. I am stubborn. 

12. My moods of feelings change suddenly. 

13. I am suspicious. 

14. I tease others a lot.  

15. I have a hot temper. 
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16. I threaten to hurt people.   

17. I am louder than other kids.  
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