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Objective: To translate the Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (MIPQ) into Standard Mandarin and then explore the reliability and validity of this newly translated measure in a large sample of Chinese middle school parents.

Methods: We translated the MIPQ using the forward-backward method and pilot tested it on a sample of parents of adolescents (aged 12–16 years) in China. Following minor modifications, 1057 Chinese parents (Mothers or Fathers) in two middle schools (one in the North and one in the South of China) completed the translated Chinese Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (C-MIPQ). To determine test-retest reliability 121 participants completed the C-MIPQ again 2 weeks later. In order to test convergent validity, 395 participants completed the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS), Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Version (PSDQ-short) and the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (IM-P). The Chinese Perceived Stress Scale (CPSS), Beck Depression Scale (BDI-13), and socioeconomic status (SES) were completed in order to test discriminant validity.

Results: Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the two-factor model indicated in the original study was a good fit. The total score of the scale and the scores of the two dimensions (‘Mindful discipline’ and ‘Being in the moment with the child’) were significantly positively correlated with the total score of the MAAS, IM-P and the authoritative parenting style in the PSDQ-short, demonstrating convergent validity. Discriminant validity was established as there was no difference in C-MIPQ sub-scale scores across any of the SES variables except for levels of education (parents with higher education had higher scores on the ‘being in the moment with the child’ subscale). In addition, the C-MIPQ was negatively related to stress and depression. Cronbach’s alpha of the total scale was 0.93 (and 0.88, 0.89 for the two dimensions of the C-MIPQ) indicating excellent internal consistency. Test-retest reliability was good (intra-class correlation of 0.83).

Conclusion: This study is the first step toward establishing the psychometric properties of the C-MIPQ for measuring mindful parenting in parents of adolescents aged 12–16 years; additional studies will be needed in order to test this further.
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INTRODUCTION

Adolescence is as an important stage of development with dramatic changes in cognitive, physical and psychological functions. Good mental health at this time is particularly important. However, a social survey on the mental health status of adolescents in China’s nine provinces showed that twelve percent of adolescents had poor mental health (Research Group for the Survey on Chinese Adolescents’ Mental Health, 2013). Adolescent mental health is affected by multiple factors such as family, school and society. The family is the primary place for the socialization of young people and is important for individual growth and development. From the investigation of factors affecting the mental health of adolescents, it has been found that parenting is one of the main influences on the mental health of adolescents (Wolfradt et al., 2003; Gong and Paulson, 2017; Gouze et al., 2017).

Parenting style refers to the general attitudes and behaviors of parents raising and educating their children and the values of child development (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). There are two main kinds of research on parenting style. The first one is to categorize parenting behaviors into several types. For example, Baumrind (1967, 1978, 1991) proposed four types of parenting (authoritative, authoritarian, permissive/indulgent, and uninvolved). As an example of one of these parenting types, authoritarian parenting means parents have strict rules for their children and they exert behavioral control over them; this can lead to negative emotions for adolescents including depression, sadness, and anger (Konopka et al., 2018). The second kind of parenting research focuses more on specific parenting behaviors, rather than categorizing into types. For example, Perris et al. (1980) proposed 15 parenting behaviors including deprivation, punishment, tolerance, and encouragement.

In recent years, the concept of ‘mindfulness’ has also been introduced as a style of parenting. ‘Mindful parenting’ refers to a non-judgmental and open parenting style. Duncan et al. (2009) proposed that mindful parenting should include five aspects: (1) listening with full attention to the child (2) non-judgmental acceptance of the self and the child (3) emotional awareness of the self and the child (4) self-regulation in the parenting relationship and (5) compassion for the self as a parent and for the child. Duncan et al. highlighted that all of these aspects can affect the well-being, parent-child relationship and subsequent psychopathological symptoms of parents and adolescents.

Mindful parenting is often associated with other positive parenting behaviors. For example, Benton et al. (2019) found that mindful parenting is related to maternal sensitivity. High sensitivity helps parents better understand and accept their children and reduces excessive emotional reactions in the parent-child interaction (Biringen et al., 2014). In addition, it has been found that parents with high levels of mindful parenting often adopt other positive parenting practices, e.g., maintaining consistency in parenting (Williams and Wahler, 2010; Geurtzen et al., 2015). Moreover, Parent et al. (2016) found that parents with high levels of mindfulness treated their children with warmth and used positive reinforcement.

Higher mindful parenting is also associated with better mental health of parents. For example, mindful parenting interventions can help alleviate symptoms of anxiety and depression (Corthorn and Milicic, 2016; Parent et al., 2016) and negative behaviors (e.g., antagonistic behavior) of parents (Bögels and Restifo, 2014). In addition, researchers have found that psychopathological symptoms for parents decreased after taking part in a mindful parenting intervention (Meppelink et al., 2016).

Mindful parenting has a positive influence on children’s development too. For example, high mindful parenting can positively influence the mental health of adolescents (Parent et al., 2010; Williams and Wahler, 2010; Geurtzen et al., 2015; Tak et al., 2015; Parent et al., 2016; Carlson et al., 2017). Studies have shown that parents with high levels of mindful parenting have less controlling behavior toward their children, which is known to lower self-esteem of children (Lippold et al., 2015). Mindful parenting can also help to build a good parent-child relationship (Lippold et al., 2015) and have a positive impact on the child’s overall quality of life (Dehkordian et al., 2017).

Mindful Parenting Scales

At present, there are two published mindful parenting scales. Duncan (2007) developed the first scale for measuring mindful parenting. It is the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting (IM-P) scale. The IM-P scale was developed for parents of young people aged between 10 and 14 years. It initially had only 10 items. More recently, the IM-P was expanded to 31 items and translated into Dutch (De Bruin et al., 2012). In this study, the IM-P was validated in a sample of Dutch mothers of adolescents (12–15 years). The findings resulted in 29-items with a six-factor structure. However, this 29-item IM-P only applies to measuring mother’s mindful parenting. In addition, both the shorter and longer versions of IM-P are limited in the applicable age range (10-item for the parents of individuals aged 10–14 years and the longer version for parents of individuals of 12–15 years). Thus, a measure which is applicable to both parents, and suitable for a wider age range of children and young people was warranted.

McCaffrey et al. (2017) developed a measure of mindful parenting for both mothers and fathers of children and adolescents (the Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire; MIPQ) by using modern test theory approaches. They conducted a validation study in the USA on 203 parents of children aged 2–16 years. Results showed a two-factor measure of mindful parenting. The first factor is ‘being in the moment with the child,’ which reflects a child-focused facet of mindful parenting. It comprises present-centered attention to the child, empathic understanding of the child, and acceptance of the child. The second factor is ‘Mindful discipline’ which reflects the parent-focused facet. It includes non-reactivity in parenting, parental awareness of parenting, and goal-focused parenting. The two-factor structure of the MIPQ maps well onto the five aspects of mindful parenting proposed by Duncan et al. (2009). The factor ‘being in the moment with the child’ in the MIPQ corresponds to ‘listening with full attention,’ ‘emotional awareness,’ and ‘compassion’ within Duncan’s five aspects. The factor ‘mindful discipline’ corresponds to ‘non-judgmental acceptance’ and ‘self-regulation in parenting relationship.’ The six subscales of the IM-P found by De Bruin et al. (2012) also correspond to the five aspects of mindful parenting, with ‘emotional awareness of the self and the child’ from Duncan et al. (2009) splitting into two subscales ‘emotional awareness of the self’ and ‘emotional awareness of the child’ in the IM-P. Although the two-factor solution of MIPQ and the six subscales of IM-P can both represent the five aspects of mindful parenting well, the two-factor solution of the MIPQ is arguably more efficient and comprehensive than the four-factor structure of IM-P. Some of the subscales of the IM-P overlap with one another and some sub-scales only include items from either a parent-oriented or child-oriented facet. For example, in the subscale of ‘non-judgmental acceptance’ on the IM-P, all items are parent-oriented. The two subscales of the MIPQ on the other hand include items from both parent and child-oriented facets. Thus, we consider the MIPQ the scale of choice when assessing mindful parenting.

Mindful Parenting Research in China

Previous studies have shown that parenting is influenced by social norms and cultural values (Goodnow, 1985). Similar parenting styles may have different effects on children in different cultures (Leung et al., 1998). Therefore, it is very important to explore mindful parenting in line with Eastern culture. In China, there is a paucity of empirical research on mindful parenting though some research is beginning to emerge (Lo et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018). It may be particularly relevant to explore this concept in China at it has the largest population of any country with its own specific culture and policies. For example, a one child policy was in place between 1980 and 2016. Thus, most of the teenagers now are an only child. Evidence shows that there are high levels of adolescent mental issues in adolescent children in China, such as anxiety, depression, and poor interpersonal relationships (Wu, 2012). Studies have shown that these mental health issues may be related to parenting style and parents’ psychological and behavioral control of their children (Xia and Liang, 2016; Gao et al., 2017). Exploring these parental factors in relation to mindful parenting and adolescent psychological morbidity (and well-being) in adolescents in China would be a potentially important endeavor. However, in order to do this, there is a need for a reliable and valid mindful parenting scale in Chinese. The few studies to be conducted in China have used the IM-P scale (Lo et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2018) which is useful though limited (see discussion above in Section “Mindful Parenting Scales”). Therefore, the aims of our study are to (1) translate the MIPQ into standard Mandarin and (2) explore the reliability and validity of this newly translated measure in a large sample of Chinese middle school parents.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity and the MIPQ

Convergent validity means there should be a high correlation between different measures of the same construct. To some extent, the levels of individual mindfulness represents the levels of mindfulness one can bring into interpersonal relationships thus mindful parenting overlaps with individual mindfulness (Duncan et al., 2009). The Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS) aims to measure individual mindfulness and has been correlated with the MIPQ to evaluate convergent validity of the MIPQ in studies of both the American (McCaffrey et al., 2017) and Turkish (Gördesli et al., 2018) versions of the MIPQ. Thus, we used this to test convergent validity in our study.

In addition, McCaffrey et al. (2017) used the Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ) and Parenting Scale (PS) to correlate with the MIPQ to examine convergent validity. Also, Gördesli et al. (2018), in a Turkish study, used the Parent-Children Communication Scale (PCCS; Kahraman, 2016) to correlate with the MIPQ to examine convergent validity. The PAQ, PS and PCCS are all measures related to parenting or parental behaviors. However, there are not Chinese versions of these three scales available. The Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (IM-P) and Parenting Styles & Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ), however, are two measures related to parenting which have Chinese versions. Therefore, we used the IM-P and PSDQ (alongside the MAAS) to correlate with the MIPQ to test its convergent validity. We expect that scores of the two dimensions of the MIPQ, mindful discipline and being in the moment with child, would be positively related to scores on the MAAS. We also predict that the IM-P and the authoritative parenting style in the PSDQ would be positively correlated with the MIPQ, while the authoritarian and permissive parenting style in the PSDQ would be negatively correlated.

Discriminant validity is the opposite of convergent validity, that is to say, there should be no (or a low) correlation between dissimilar constructs, or the correlation between dissimilar constructs should be negative. In the original validity testing of the MIPQ, socioeconomic status (SES) was used to test discriminant validity, with authors expecting no significant difference on MIPQ score among different levels of income, education and occupation of parents (McCaffrey et al., 2017). The results showed that MIPQ scores did not differ on any of the SES indicators apart from levels of income (higher income parents were more mindful parents). In addition, Kim et al. (2019) used depression, perceived stress, and pessimism to test the discriminate validity of the IM-P (Kim et al., 2019). They found that the IM-P was significantly negatively related to depression and perceived stress. Therefore, in line with these studies, our study used socioeconomic status (predicting no relation with MIPQ scores) and stress (Perceived Stress Scale) and depression (Beck’s Depression Inventory) measures (a negative correlation with MIPQ) to test discriminant validity for the MIPQ.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants

Participants were 1057 parents of students (12–16 years old) across two large middle schools in China. Participant demographics for the whole sample are shown in Table 1. The majority of the participants were mothers (68.7%), and ages ranged from 33 to 56 years. 45.9% of the participants lived in Tianjin, while 54.1% of the participants lived in Wuxi. The level of education of the sample was diverse, with 45.8% of the participants having completed a bachelor or junior college degree, 31.1% completed high school or a technical/vocational secondary school degree, and 23.1% completed middle school. The majority (58.3%) of parents were non-professional (e.g., manual workers or farmers) or unemployed; 28.1% of the sample were middle management or middle professional (e.g., teacher), while the remaining 13.6% worked in senior management or were a senior professional (e.g., company managers).

TABLE 1. Participant background and demographics (n = 1057).
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Procedure

It is essential to carry out translation and validation procedures prior to the application of an instrument in another population or culture. Thus, the study was conducted in two phases. Institutional review board approval was obtained prior to each phase. First, we translated the MIPQ into Standard Mandarin (Chinese) and back into English using the forward–backward method. Feedback on this newly translated measure was then gathered from a sample of middle school parents. Second, a large-scale validation study was conducted with middle school parents in order to test the psychometric properties (including validity and reliability) of this newly translated MIPQ.

Phase 1: Translation-Back Translation of the Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (MIPQ)

We gained permission from the authors of the MIPQ to translate and adapt the scale (where necessary). There are 28 items in the original MIPQ, which has two dimensions, ‘being in the moment with the child’ and ‘mindful discipline.’ For each item, parents respond using a four-point rating scale (infrequently to almost always) to indicate whether each item is true for them over the past 2 weeks, with higher scores indicating greater levels of mindful parenting. Examples of items are: ‘Did you take time to listen and tune into your child when you two were talking?’ and ‘Did you ask your child’s opinion?’

One academic Psychology Lecturer and two postgraduate psychology students translated the original scale independently. They then discussed the accuracy and meaning of the translated content, until they reached an agreement. The key aspects they agreed to change (in line with Chinese language) were to: (1) change the questions to the first person (that is, instead of using ‘you’ changing to ‘I’) and (2) use declarative statements instead of questions. Thus, instead of ‘Did you carefully listen and tune into your child when you two were talking?’ The Chinese version of the statement is: ‘When I talk to my child, I listen carefully and respond to the child.’ Therefore, this latter change necessitated a change in the ordering of the sentence structure.

Following this, two postgraduates majoring in English who had never seen the original MIPQ back-translated the Chinese version separately. They then had a discussion on any discrepancies between their translations until they reached agreement. A panel including one postgraduate student of English, one Psychology Lecturer and one psychology postgraduate student compared the original version and back-translated version, discussed any inconsistencies and made necessary modifications where appropriate. Once they reached consensus, this was then piloted with ten parents of middle school students. We requested feedback on whether all items were easy to read and the meaning of each item was clear. There was one item that the parents found difficult to answer as they felt it was too vague and needed some context or parameters. Item 6 ‘Did you accurately predict in advance how your child would react to a situation’ was translated as ‘In certain situations, I can accurately predict the child’s reaction in advance.’ Parents were asked if the two items had the same meaning – they agreed it did, but the former item made it far easier to understand, interpret and give a score. After this modification, we then had a final Chinese draft of the scale (Chinese Mindful Parenting Questionnaire; C-MIPQ) to take forward to the next stage of the study (please see Table 2 for each item in Standard Mandarin and the item in the original English version that item was translated from).

TABLE 2. The Chinese MIPQ (English and Chinese items).
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Phase 2 Validation of the Chinese Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (C-MIPQ)

In China, students in middle school are aged between 12 and 16 years. As there can be differences in living environment, sub-culture, values and beliefs between southern China and northern China, we chose one middle school in the south and one in the north for data collection. Wuxi city and Tianjin city are representative cities in the south and north respectively thus to some extent participants are representative of the Chinese population. Many large-scale surveys in China have sampled in this way (e.g., Song et al., 2013; Li et al., 2016). The schools were chosen as they are local public schools with parents of similar SES status. Indeed, no difference across socioeconomic status variables between the parents in the two schools in our sample were found (occupation: χ 2 = 0.097, df = 2, P > 0.05; education: χ 2 = 0.742, df = 2, P > 0.05; income:χ 2 = 0.143, df = 3, P > 0.05).

We collected validation data in both schools across two waves of data collection (participants were from both schools across both waves of data collection though participants only took part once – with the exception of those who participated in the test-retest element). In the first wave of data collection participants across both schools (n = 662) completed the Chinese MIPQ and demographic information, with 121 completing the MIPQ 2 weeks later in order to examine test–retest reliability. In the second wave of data collection, different participants from the first wave of data collection (n = 395) completed a questionnaire booklet (see Materials and Methods) in order to test convergent and discriminant validity. Please see Table 3 for an overview of the two waves of data collection.

TABLE 3. Overview of the two waves of data collection.
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Participants were recruited in class meetings that all parents regularly attend. Two research assistants obtained informed written consent from participants. Once consent was established, survey packs were administered; the research assistants were present to answer questions as the parents completed the questionnaires.

Data collection 1: C-MIPQ completion and test–retest reliability

Seven hundred and fifty participants were eligible to take part in the first wave of data collection; 740 agreed to take part and 662 questionnaires could be used in the final analysis (with every section/item completed). Although not included in the original validity study by McCaffrey et al. (2017), assessment of test–retest reliability was considered useful in our study in order to evaluate whether the scale remains stable over time. Thus, at the end of the questionnaire booklet (which comprised the MIPQ and a demographic questionnaire – see Measures) participants were asked to indicate if they would be willing to complete another questionnaire after 2 weeks. From the 148 participants that were willing to receive the C-MIPQ again (for test–retest reliability) after 2 weeks, 121 (81.8%) of the participants completed these and sent them back. Thirty-eight of the 121 participants were male.

Data collection 2: MIQ completion and validity testing

Four hundred and twenty participants were eligible to take part in the second wave of data collection; 412 agreed to take part and 395 questionnaires could be used in the final analysis (with every section/item completed). The questionnaire pack for Sample 2 comprised seven questionnaires in order to test validity (see Measures); a brief demographic questionnaire, the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS), the Chinese Perceived Stress Scale (CPSS), Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Versions (PSDQ-short), the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI-13), the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (IM-P) as well as the new Chinese MIPQ (C-MIPQ).

Measures

Demographic Questionnaire

Participants completed a brief demographic questionnaire that included information regarding the parents’ age, gender, child’s age and socioeconomic status (education, employment status and income).

Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS; Deng et al., 2012)

In order to assess convergent validity of the C-MIPQ, the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS) was included in the questionnaire pack. This questionnaire was originally developed in English (Brown and Ryan, 2003) and is a 15-item unidimensional measure of intrapersonal mindfulness. It has since been translated and validated in a Chinese sample (Deng et al., 2012) and used to assess intrapersonal mindfulness in Chinese adults in several studies (Zhao et al., 2016; Fang et al., 2018; Lei et al., 2018). Participants respond to items using a six-point Likert-type rating scale, from 1 to 6 indicating ‘almost always’ to ‘almost never.’ Example items include ‘I find it difficult to stay focused on what is happening in the present’ and ‘It seems I am “running on automatic,” without much awareness of what I am doing.’

The total score of the scale ranges from 15 to 90. The higher the score, the higher the individual’s mindfulness level. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the scale was 0.84.

Chinese Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (C-MIPQ)

As outlined in the Procedure the C-MIPQ comprised 28 items (like the original English version). For each item, parents respond using a five-point Likert-type rating scale (never to almost always) to indicate whether each item is true for them over the past 2 weeks.

Chinese Perceived Stress Scale (CPSS; Yang and Huang, 2003)

The Perceived Stress Scale (CPSS), was originally developed by Cohen et al. (1983) and Yang and Huang (2003) translated it into Chinese. The scale comprises 14 items with two subscales which are ‘Out of control’ (example item ‘How often in the last month were you unable to control the important things in your life?’) and ‘Tension’ (example item ‘In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and stressed?). It is scored on a 5-point scale (ranging from never to very often) and the total score can range between 14 and 70. Higher scores indicate greater perceived stress. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the CPSS was 0.78.

Chinese Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Version (PSDQ-Short Version; Yan et al., 2016)

The Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Version (Robinson et al., 2001) is a 32 item scale that measures parenting patterns. Participants respond on a five-point Likert scale (1 = never; 5 = always). The scale includes three dimensions of parenting: authoritarian, authoritative and permissive parenting. Only sub-scale scores can be used. We used the Chinese version translated and validated by Yan et al. (2016).

Beck Depression Scale (BDI-13; Zhang and He, 2015)

We used the Chinese version (Zhang and He, 2015) of the 13-item Beck Depression Scale (BDI-13; Beck et al., 1996). It comprises 13 items, in which four response options are presented on a scale of 0–3. For example, “I don’t feel depressed” (score of 0) to “I’m so depressed that I can’t stand it anymore” (score of 3). A higher score indicates higher depression. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this scale in this study was 0.84.

Chinese Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (IM -P; Lo et al., 2018)

The Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting scale (IM-P) was developed by Duncan et al. (2009) and translated into Chinese by Lo et al. (2018). It comprises 23 items, with a five-point Likert response scale (from never to always). The scale includes four dimensions: compassion for the child (e.g., ‘I can maintain patience with my children when I’m struggling’), non-judgmental acceptance in parenting (e.g., ‘As a parent, I don’t criticize myself’), emotional awareness in parenting (e.g., ‘When I’m not happy with my children, I try to maintain emotional stability’) and listening with full attention (e.g., ‘I listen to my child with full attention’). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this scale in our study was 0.83.

Data Analyses

Evaluation of the MIPQ items was a multi-step process that included evaluation of (a) item-total correlation analysis, (b) reliability (internal consistency and test-retest reliability) (c) construct validity (d) convergent validity (e) discriminant validity and (f) group invariance.

Item-total correlations were calculated by using Pearson’s Product Moment correlations to correlate each item of the scale with the total score of the scale. These represent the extent to which items measure the same construct as the other items (corrected total scale). We evaluated the internal consistency of the C-MIPQ using Cronbach’s alpha, which reflects the overall correlation between items within a scale. Test-retest reliability was established using the intraclass correlation coefficient between Time 1 and Time 2 for the sub-set of participants who completed the C-MIPQ 2 weeks apart. Construct validity was established by conducting a confirmatory factor analysis based on the two-factor solution found in the original MIPQ validation study. The convergent validity of the scale was assessed by using a Pearson’s product moment correlation to correlate the C-MIPQ with a number of different related measures (the MAAS, the IM-P and the PSDQ). Discriminant validity was assessed by conducting an ANOVA to establish whether there was a difference in C-MIPQ scores for the SES variables (income, education and occupation). Moreover, Pearson’s product moment correlation was used to establish whether there was a negative relationship between the C-MIPQ and perceived stress (CPSS) and depression (BDI-13). Group invariance was tested for mothers and fathers on MIPQ scores and also across the two schools in terms of MIPQ scores. This was done by defining the categories first then analyzed using the configuration model and the weak measurement invariance test.

Analyses were conducted in AMOS version 24.0 and SPSS version 22.0. A significance level of alpha = 0.05 was used.

RESULTS

Item Analysis

A correlation between each item in the scale and the total score of the scale was calculated (see Table 4). Results showed that the correlation coefficient between each of the 28 items and the total score of the scale ranged from 0.49 to 0.72, and all the correlation coefficients reached a significance level of p < 0.01.

TABLE 4. Mean (standard deviation) scores, skewness/kurtosis and corrected item-total correlation for the Chinese MIPQ (n = 1057).
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Reliability Analysis

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the C-MIPQ was 0.93, demonstrating excellent internal consistency; the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of Factor 1 was 0.89, and Factor 2 was 0.88. The test-retest intra-class correlation of the MIPQ was 0.83, and the retest reliability of Factor 1 and Factor 2 were both 0.80.

Validity Analysis

Construct Validity (Confirmatory Factor Analysis)

Confirmatory factor analysis tests specific theoretical models based on our previous knowledge of inter-relationships between observed variables. A two-factor model was found by the authors of the MIPQ (McCaffrey et al., 2017). Thus, in order to test the fit of this suggested underlying model for the Chinese MIPQ, a two-factor model was constructed. The goodness-of-fit of the model was evaluated using multiple criteria (see Table 5), the value of χ 2/df was less than 3 (2.95). The fitting indices such as CFI, RFI, GFI, NFI, and IFI were all greater than 0.85, and the RMSEA value was less than 0.08 (0.04), indicating that the two-factor model fits well with the observed data (Wen et al., 2004).

TABLE 5. Confirmatory factor analysis model fitting index for the Chinese version of the MIPQ.
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As with the English version of the MIPQ, items comprising Factor 1 (15 items) were parent-focused, and content reflected non-reactivity in parenting, parenting awareness, and goal-focused parenting (‘mindful discipline’). Factor 2 (13 items) appeared to represent a child-focused facet of mindful parenting, which included present-centered attention, empathy and acceptance of the child – ‘being in the moment with the child.’ See Figure 1. The correlation coefficients of Factor 1 and Factor 2 and the total score of the MIPQ were both 0.93 (p < 0.001).


[image: image]

FIGURE 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the MIPQ two-factor model.



Convergent Validity

For the mean and standard deviation for all of the scales used for validity purposes see Table 6. In terms of convergent validity, it was hypothesized that both MIPQ factors would be positively related to interpersonal mindfulness as measured by the MAAS. This hypothesis was supported (see Table 7). To further establish convergent validity, it was also expected that the two MIPQ factors would be positively related to parents’ compassion for their child, listening with full awareness, non-judgmental acceptance in parenting and emotional awareness in parenting measured by IM-P. This was also supported (see Table 7).

TABLE 6. Mean (standard deviation) for scales used to establish validity.
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TABLE 7. Correlations of the MIPQ with associated measures to establish convergent validity.
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We hypothesized that the two factors on the MIPQ would be positively related to an authoritative parenting style, and negatively related to authoritarian and permissive parenting styles, as measured by the PSDQ. Results also supported this hypothesis (Table 7).

Discriminant Validity

Next, discriminant validity of the MIPQ was evaluated. To establish discriminant validity, it was hypothesized that mindful parenting would be significantly negatively related to the parent’s depression measured by the BDI-13 and the subscales ‘Out of Control’ and ‘Tension’ measured by the CPSS. A significant negative relationship was found between the two factors on the MIPQ and the BDI-13 (factor 1 r = −0.42, p < 0.001; factor 2 r = −0.31, p < 0.001). Both mindful discipline and being in the moment with the child were significantly negatively related to feeling Out of Control (factor 1 r = −0.44; p < 0.001; factor 2 r = −0.41, p < 0.001) and Tension (factor 1 r = −0.39, p < 0.001; factor 2 r = −0.31, p < 0.001) on the CPSS.

We further evaluated the discriminant validity of the MIPQ by testing the hypothesis that mindful parenting would not differ according to socioeconomic status variables (employment status, educational attainment, and household income). Results of the ANOVA showed that both ‘mindful discipline’ and ‘being in the moment with the child’ scores were not significantly different depending on employment status (factor 1 F = 1.73, p = 0.178; factor 2 F = 2.77, p = 0.063). Moreover, there was no difference in MIPQ scores for either factor depending on level of income (factor 1 F = 1.75, p = 0.16; factor 2 F = 0.38, p = 0.770). ‘Mindful discipline’ (Factor 1) did not vary across levels of education (F = 1.28, p = 0.280) however it did on the ‘being in the moment with the child’ MIPQ subscale (Factor 2) (F = 9.69, p < 0.001). Post hoc analyses revealed that parents who reported a degree of junior high school level or below had significantly lower ‘in the moment with the child’ scores than parents who had a bachelor degree or higher qualification (p = 0.006).

Group Invariance

We explored the group invariance between fathers and mothers on C-MIPQ scores. The results showed there was group invariance between fathers and mothers (Δχ2 = 25.969, df = 18, p > 0.05; ΔCFI < 0.01). We also explored the group invariance between the two schools. The results showed there was group invariance in C-MIPQ scores between the two schools (Δχ 2 = 50.908, df = 54, p > 0.05; ΔCFI < 0.01).

DISCUSSION

The aims of our study were to (1) translate the MIPQ into standard Mandarin and (2) explore the reliability and validity of this newly translated measure in a large sample of Chinese middle school parents. As far as we are aware, this is the first study to translate and provide preliminary data on validity on this questionnaire in Chinese.

The preliminary developmental work we conducted helped ensure that the MIPQ was structured in a manner that made sense in Standard Mandarin and was culturally meaningful for Chinese parents. In order to do this, we used the forward–backward method of translation and included a total of five independent translators (both those from a Psychology background for the forward translation, those without a Psychology background in the back-translation and a mix of both for the final panel). In addition, the draft C-MIPQ was given to a pool of parents to evaluate ease of reading and meaning/understanding. These steps resulted in what we believe to be a semantically equivalent scale to the original. Although we changed items to the first person (‘I’ instead of ‘You’) and framed these as a declarative statement (instead of a question), this did not change the actual meaning of the items. Item 6 was changed from ‘Did you accurately predict in advance how your child would react to a situation?’ to ‘In certain situations, I can accurately predict the child’s reaction in advance’ from feedback from the parents in Phase 1. We checked with these same ten parents and they claimed they would answer the same way for both items, but the latter construction made more sense in Chinese. Therefore, we feel we remained faithful to the original scale, and did not need to remove or significantly alter items for cultural appropriateness/relevance.

The internal consistency of the C-MIPQ was determined using Cronbach’s alpha. For psychometric scales Cronbach’s α > 0.8 is generally recommended (Streiner and Norman, 2003). Thus, this scale demonstrated a high level of internal consistency (α = 0.93; each subscale α = 0.80). Inter-item correlations were moderate to strong. The test-retest intra-class correlation demonstrated that the C-MIPQ is stable over time (in this instance across a 2-week period). This is a novel finding as test-retest reliability was not included in the original validation study of the MIPQ (McCaffrey et al., 2017). Thus, mindful parenting, as measured by the C-MIPQ, appears to be a regular, or consistent, aspect of parenting.

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed to test whether our data fit the two-factor model found with the original version of the MIPQ. The results of the CFA show that the two-factor model was a good fit. Regarding convergent validity, it was hypothesized that the MIPQ (total score and also both factors) would be distinct, but positively related (a moderate positive correlation) to interpersonal mindfulness as measured by the Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS). As we expected, there was a moderate significant correlation between the overall MIPQ score and the MAAS and both MIPQ factors and the MAAS. This indicates that intrapersonal and interpersonal mindfulness are related but distinct constructs. This mirrors McCaffrey et al.’s (2017) study where they also found significant correlations between the MIPQ and MAAS (as an indicator of convergent validity) though the original version of the scale had a weak-medium correlation.

We hypothesized that the two factors on the MIPQ would be positively related to an authoritative parenting style, and negatively related to authoritarian and permissive parenting styles, as measured by the PSDQ. Our results supported this hypothesis, providing further evidence of convergent validity. Geurtzen et al. (2015) also found that parents with high levels of mindful parenting encourage their child to be autonomous and self-manage their own behavior, with less use of psychological control.

As a further test of convergent validity, we predicted that the IM-P would be positively correlated with the C-MIPQ as they are both measures of mindful parenting. We did indeed find that all sub-scales on the IM-P significantly correlated with both factors on the C-MIPQ, showing support for convergent validity. Although the IM-P is a measure of mindful parenting there are some limits to its use. The IM-P is only applicable to adolescents aged 10–14 and is restricted to mothers. Moreover, some of the subscales of the IM-P overlap with one another and some sub-scales only include items from either a parent-oriented or child-oriented facet. Thus, we consider the MIPQ the scale of choice when assessing mindful parenting.

In order to assess the discriminant validity of the C-MIPQ, parents’ stress levels and depression status were correlated with scores on the C-MIPQ. As predicted, mindful parenting was negatively related to stress and depression. Previous research has shown that parents with higher levels of mindful parenting have lower levels of parenting pressure and less negative emotions (Parent et al., 2010; Geurtzen et al., 2015; Tak et al., 2015; Corthorn and Milicic, 2016). High levels of mindful parenting can help parents be more aware of their children’s emotions, and then adjust their parenting behaviors accordingly (Townshend et al., 2016). This can help develop a good parent-child relationship, which may reduce parental parenting pressure.

We further evaluated the discriminant validity of the MIPQ by testing the hypothesis that mindful parenting would not differ across different socioeconomic status. Results showed that scores of the two subscales ‘mindful discipline’ and ‘being in the moment with the child’ were not significantly different among different employment status or levels of income. ‘Mindful discipline’ scores did not vary across levels of parents’ education, while ‘being in the moment with the child’ scores did. Parents with undergraduate or postgraduate degrees had higher level of being in moment with the child than those with high school or junior high school as their highest educational attainment. This may be because more highly educated parents are more perceptive in terms of what their child is saying and respond to the child’s needs and emotions in the moment, and thus focus more on ‘being present’ (Duncan et al., 2009).

The limitations and strengths of the study should be acknowledged. First, although we sampled from two different cities/provinces (Tianjin in the North of China and Wu Xi in Jiang Su Province in the South of China) we cannot purport to generalize our findings across the whole of China. Future researchers may want to sample from a wider range of provinces across different demographic groups. In addition, we were specifically interested in adolescents (12–16 years old) therefore our sample comprised only this age group. If the C-MIPQ was to be used in China with a younger sample (and the original version is validated with parents whose children’s ages from of 2–16 years; McCaffrey et al., 2017) it would need to be tested and validated across relevant age groups first. In terms of strengths, McCaffrey and colleagues acknowledge in their original validation study in the USA that a larger sample size would have been beneficial – we feel we achieved this (1057 participants), with most of the participants approached willing to participate in the study.

CONCLUSION

Our study is the first step toward establishing the psychometric properties of the Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire in Chinese (C-MIPQ) (Appendix A1) for parents of adolescents aged 12–16 years. Further studies will be needed in order to test this further. Researchers who want to explore mindful parenting in parents of young children may want to use this measure as a starting point when testing and validating it with parents of younger children.

This C-MIPQ should help facilitate mindful parenting research in China, a research area which is currently under-developed. Within this, it will allow researchers to assess mindful parenting in relation to key variables such as interpersonal mindfulness, parenting styles, behaviors and parental psychopathology in order to understand the association between parental factors and child well-being and psychological distress in Chinese adolescents. This may also include cross-cultural studies and testing the effectiveness of interventions to facilitate mindful parenting.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The datasets generated for this study are available on request to the corresponding author.

ETHICS STATEMENT

This study was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of the Institutional Review Board of Tianjin Normal University and written consent was gained from all participants. The protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Tianjin Normal University, China.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

LW, HB, and YZ made important contributions in the writing of this manuscript. HB was in charge of modifying the manuscript. LW led the writing work and took the responsibility as first author. YZ and ZZ analyzed the data. PW, ZZ, BZ, and BF helped to collect the data.

FUNDING

This work was funded by a Tianjin Philosophy and Social Science Planning Project (TJJXQN18-005).

REFERENCES

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of preschool behavior. Gene. Psychol. Monographs. 75, 43–88.

Baumrind, D. (1978). Parental disciplinary patterns and social competence in children. Youth Soc. 9, 239–276.

Baumrind, D. (1991). “Parenting styles and adolescent development,” in The Encyclopedia of Adolescence, eds J. Brooks-Gunn, R. Lerner, and A. C. Peterson (New York, NY: Garland).

Beck, A. T., Steer, R. A., and Brown, G. K. (1996). Manual for the Beck Depression Inventory. San Antonio, TX: Psychological Corporation.

Benton, J., Coatsworth, D., and Biringen, Z. (2019). Examining the association between emotional availability and mindful parenting. J. Child Fam. Stud. 28, 1650–1663. doi: 10.1007/s10826-019-01384-x

Biringen, Z., Derscheid, D., Vliegen, N., Closson, L., and Easterbrooks, M. A. (2014). Emotional availability (ea): theoretical background, empirical research using the ea scales, and clinical applications. Dev. Rev. 34, 114–167. doi: 10.1016/j.dr.2014.01.002

Bögels, S., and Restifo, K. (2014). Mindful Parenting. New York: Springer.

Brown, K. W., and Ryan, R. M. (2003). The benefits of being present: mindfulness and its role in psychological well-being. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 84, 822–848. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.84.4.822

Carlson, L. E., Zelinski, E. L., Speca, M., Balneaves, L. G., Jones, J. M., Mina, D. S., et al. (2017). Protocol for the match study: mindfulness and tai chi for cancer health a preference-based multi-site randomized comparative effectiveness trial (cet) of mindfulness-based cancer recovery (mbcr) vs. tai chi/qigong (tcq) for cancer survivors. Contemp. Clin. Trials 59, 64–76. doi: 10.1016/j.cct.2017.05.015

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., and Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of perceived stress. J Health Soc. Behav. 24, 385–396.

Corthorn, C., and Milicic, N. (2016). Mindfulness and parenting: a correlational study of non-meditating mothers of preschool children. J. Child Fam. Stud. 25, 1672–1683. doi: 10.1007/s10826-015-0319-z

Darling, N., and Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting style as context: an integrative model. Psychol. Bull. 113, 487–488.

De Bruin, E. I., Zijlstra, B. J. H., Geurtzen, N., van Zundert, R. M. P., van de Weijer-Bergsma, E., Bögels, S. M., et al. (2012). Mindful parenting assessed further: psychometric properties of the dutch version of the interpersonal mindfulness in parenting scale (IM-P). Mindfulness 5, 200–212. doi: 10.1007/s12671-012-0168-4

Dehkordian, P., Hamid, N., Beshlideh, K., and Honarmand, M. M. (2017). The effectiveness of mindful parenting, social thinking and exercise on quality of life in adhd children. Int. J. Pediatr. 5, 4295–4302.

Deng, Y. Q., Li, S., Tang, Y. Y., Zhu, L. H., Ryan, R., and Brown, K. (2012). Psychometric properties of the Chinese translation of the mindful attention awareness scale (MAAS). Mindfulness 3, 10–14. doi: 10.1016/j.aap.2015.04.009

Duncan, L. G. (2007). Assessment of Mindful Parenting Among Families of Early Adolescents: Development and Validation of the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale. Ph.D. thesis, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA

Duncan, L. G., Coatsworth, J. D., and Greenberg, M. T. (2009). A model of mindful parenting: implications for parent–child relationships and prevention research. Clin. Child Fam. Psychol. Rev. 12, 255–270. doi: 10.1007/s10567-009-0046-3

Fang, Y. Y., Kang, X. F., Wang, J., Zhao, D., Feng, X. J., and Li, P. (2018). The relationship between mindfulness and calm mood of medical students: the mediation and regulation effect of perceived stress. Chinese J. Health Psychol. 26, 288–292. doi: 10.13342/j.cnki.cjhp.2018.02.033

Gao, M., Li, C. Y., and Zhang, W. (2017). Interparental conflict and mental health in children and adolescents: the mediating effect of self-concept. Chinese J. Contemp. Pediatr. 19, 446–451. doi: 10.7499/j.issn.1008-8830.2017.04.017

Geurtzen, N., Scholte, R. H. J., Engels, R. C. M. E., Tak, Y. R., and van Zundert, R. M. P. (2015). Association between mindful parenting and adolescents’ internalizing problems: non-judgmental acceptance of parenting as core element. J. Child Fam. Stud. 24, 1117–1128. doi: 10.1007/s10826-014-9920-9

Gong, X., and Paulson, S. E. (2017). Effect of family affective environment on individuals’ emotion regulation. Pers. Individual Differ. 117, 144–149. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2017.05.047

Goodnow, C. J. J. (1985). Family development and the child agreement between generations: a two-process approach. Child Dev 56, 493–501. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.1985.tb00122.x

Gördesli, M. A., Arslan, R., Çekici, F., Sünbül, Z. A., and Malkoç, A. (2018). The psychometric properties of mindfulness in parenting questionnaire (MIPQ) in turkish sample. Eur. J. Edu. Stud. 5, 175–188. doi: 10.5281/zenodo.1477467

Gouze, K. R., Hopkins, J., Bryant, F. B., and Lavigne, J. V. (2017). Parenting and anxiety: bi-directional relations in young children. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 45, 1169–1180. doi: 10.1007/s10802-016-0223-z

Kahraman, S. (2016). Ebeveynin Üstün Yetenekli Çocuğuyla Iletişimini Geliştirmeye Yönelik psikoeğitim programının etkisinin incelenmesi (Doktora Tezi) Fatih Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Ýstanbul.

Kim, E., Krägeloh, C. U., Medvedev, O. N., Duncan, L. G., and Singh, N. N. (2019). Interpersonal mindfulness in parenting scale: testing the psychometric properties of a korean version. Mindfulness 10, 516–528. doi: 10.1007/s12671-018-0993-1

Konopka, A., Rek-Owodzin, K., Pelka-Wysiecka, J., and Samochowiec, J. (2018). Parenting style in family and the risk of psychopathology. Postepy. Hig. Med. Dosw. 72, 924–931. doi: 10.5604/01.3001.0012.7026

Lei, Y. J., Zhang, C. Y., Niu, W. F., Tong, Y. T., Tian, Y., and Zhou, Z. K. (2018). The impact of network social exclusion on depression: a moderate mediating model. Psychol. Sci. 41, 98–104. doi: 10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20180115

Leung, K., Lau, S., and Lam, W. L. (1998). Parenting styles and academic achievement: a cross-cultural study. Merrill Palmer Q. 44, 157–172.

Li, H. Y., Liu, Y., and Wang, S. J. (2016). Comparative analysis of health status with elderly people between south and north china. a case control study of zhuhai, changchun and siping. Popul. J. 38, 77–87.

Lippold, M. A., Duncan, L. G., Coatsworth, J. D., Nix, R. L., and Greenberg, M. T. (2015). Understanding how mindful parenting may be linked to mother-adolescent communication. J. Youth Adolesc. 44, 1663–1673. doi: 10.1007/s10964-015-0325-x

Lo, H. H. M., Yeung, J. W. K., Duncan, L. G., Ma, Y., Siu, A. F. Y., and Chan, S. K. C. (2018). Validation of the interpersonal mindfulness in parenting scale in Hong Kong Chinese. Mindfulness 9, 1390–1401. doi: 10.1007/s12671-017-0879-7

McCaffrey, S., Reitman, D., and Black, R. (2017). Mindfulness in parenting questionnaire (MIPQ): development and validation of a measure of mindful parenting. Mindfulness 8, 232–246. doi: 10.1007/s12671-016-0596-7

Meppelink, R., Bruin, E. I. D., Wandersmulder, F. H., Vennik, C. J., and Bögels, S. M. (2016). Mindful parenting training in child psychiatric settings: heightened parental mindfulness reduces parents’ and children’s psychopathology. Mindfulness 7, 680–689. doi: 10.1007/s12671-016-0504-1

Parent, J., Garai, E., Forehand, R., Roland, E., Potts, J., Haker, K., et al. (2010). Parent mindfulness and child outcome: the roles of parent depressive symptoms and parenting. Mindfulness 1, 254–264. doi: 10.1007/s12671-010-0034-1

Parent, J., Mckee, L. G., Anton, M., Gonzalez, M., Jones, D. J., and Forehand, R. (2016). Mindfulness in parenting and coparenting. Mindfulness 7, 504–513. doi: 10.1007/s12671-015-0485-5

Perris, C., Jacobsson, L., Lindström, H., Von, K. L., and Perris, H. (1980). Perceived parental behaviour and psychogenic needs. Archiv Für Psychiatrie Und Nervenkrankheiten 228:21. doi: 10.1007/bf00365740

Research Group for the Survey on Chinese Adolescents’ Mental Health. (2013). Report on Adolescents’ Mental Health in China. Beijing Shi: China science and technology press.

Robinson, C. C., Mandleco, B., Olsen, S. F., and Hart, C. H. (2001). The parenting styles and dimensions questionnaire (PSDQ). Handbook Fam. Measure. Tech. 3, 319–321.

Song, N., Li, H., and Pu, K. H. (2013). Present status of psychological harmony of landless peasants in the urbanization process. China J. Health Psychol. 21, 1362–1364.

Streiner, D. L., and Norman, G. R. (2003). An introduction to the statistical developments and applications section. J. Pers. Assess. 80, 3–3. doi: 10.1207/S15327752JPA8001_02

Tak, Y. R., van Zundert, R. M. P., Kleinjan, M., and Engels, R. C. M. E. (2015). Mindful parenting and adolescent depressive symptoms: the few associations are moderated by adolescent gender and parental depressive symptoms. Mindfulness 6, 1–12.

Townshend, K., Jordan, Z., and Stephenson, M. (2016). The effectiveness of mindful parenting programs in promoting parents and children s wellbeing a systematic review. Jbi Database Syst. Rev. Implement. Rep. 14, 139–180. doi: 10.11124/JBISRIR-2016-2314

Wang, Y. Y., Liang, Y. Y., Fan, L. L., Lin, K. X., Pan, J. H., and Zhou, H. (2018). The indirect path from mindful parenting to emotional problems in adolescents: the role of maternal warmth and adolescents’ mindfulness. Front. Psychol. 9:546. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00546

Wen, Z. L., Hou, J., and Marsh, H. W. (2004). Structural equation model testing: cutoff criteria for goodness of fit indices and chi-square test. J. Psychol. 36, 186–194.

Williams, K. L., and Wahler, R. G. (2010). Are mindful parents more authoritative and less authoritarian? An analysis of clinic referred mothers. J. Child Fam. Stud. 19, 230–235. doi: 10.1007/s10826-009-9309-3

Wolfradt, U., Hempel, S., and Miles, J. N. (2003). Perceived parenting styles, depersonalisation, anxiety and coping behaviour in adolescents. Pers. Individual Differ. 34, 521–532. doi: 10.1016/s0191-8869(02)00092-2

Wu, S. J. (2012). Analysis of adolescents’ psychological problems. China Edu. Innov. Herald 9, 239–240. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1673-9795.2012.09.222

Xia, M., and Liang, Z. B. (2016). The role of parental psychological and behavioral control in children’s social adaptation. Psychol. Res. 9, 81–87.

Yan, J., Zhang, W., and Cui, J. (2016). The relationship between mother’s upbringing style and adolescent self-esteem and shyness. Chinese J. Mental Health 30, 142–147.

Yang, T. Z., and Huang, H. T. (2003). Epidemiological study on psychological pressure of urban residents in social transformation. Chinese J. Epidemiol. 24, 760–764.

Zhang, M. Y., and He, Y. L. (2015). Handbook of Psychiatric Rating Scale. Changsha: Hunan Science and Technology Press, 166–167.

Zhao, Y. L., Hao, Z. W., and Li, J. N. (2016). The effect of mindfulness behavior training combined with family care on the self-feeling burden and coping style of lung cancer patients. Nurs. Res. 30, 1163–1166. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1009-6493.2016.10.005

APPENDIX 1

Appendix A1 The Chinese version of the Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire (MIPQ) [image: image][image: image]

[image: image]

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Wu, Buchanan, Zhao, Wang, Zhan, Zhao and Fan. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-01847-i001.jpg
AP A ANE H, SRR PRI B 5, DFAEAE TR HE W ROAISIECT AT =, 1 AR “BIR™ 2402 “HTmE " A% “B35 ™,
it R o WRIATNHIZ 2, WHUBIRRASAES.





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-01847-g001.jpg
item1

item2

item3

item4

item5

item6

item?7

item8

item9

item10

item11

item12

item13

0.54

.54

0.66

0.59

0.69

0.6

Being in the
Moment

0.76

Mindful
Discipline

item14

0.51
item15
5
item16
0
item17
0f66
item18
/5
63 item19
0.73 ol item20
0.52
item21
.59
.56 | item22
7 item23
67 item24
o item25
o item26
item27
0.p8

item28






OPS/images/fpsyg-10-01847-a001.jpg
E | J\W&?t}ﬁlﬁn‘ PRINILT I LI SR T8 ?

ERE A OO T, SRS R R EE T 5 kg

(3) BMMERZ T VRIR, IRDOARER thik TER T A2
) RAETIE WG
) ﬁiﬁ%»\f"ffﬁ

(1) HRRETS,
(8) fikfiek
(9) PR AE T RE BI% Emmmmﬁwim&um
(10) 4 7 MR %747 D R Pl

P AT AR Al /AR 75 30

RS e

RETIG

B 77 G IRIF IR 1 0 B0
AR 35 7 A 2 )

(16) FHH T Z R 18 H TS
(7) LT LRI % T (FIR
(18) 24751947 Sy R Ll ok

(19) MELT A RO, RAEEE E SATE Tk

(20) H%TH it SREZ T, ARAETEREE ) SR — 4T D ) g

(21) 4TI PRLIn Rk A/ drs

22) ERBTT T 200, AR %09

(23) BPAEAT S S 9 0, AR P 2 O F I TSR UHI P i g

(24) IRAER % R

(25) FRAEm ) F.%5 [ TR 9% 1 5 500

(26) M T FMATA, i EZaein]

(27) 2fpAg it 3 AT T, ARRATATE 42 F B st ng
(28) FiRkA% 7St/ i 52 453 £ J I,

]

R

A

LI R N I N S O S I N I S I I I O S S S S S

i
E2d

OO0 W WD DD DD DD DO 0D

J<t

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N S NN





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-01847-i002.jpg
TR — T L8 R BT 9 1T LA B 5 8% (0 BB,





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

Translation and Validation of a
Chinese Version of the
Mindfulness in Parenting
Questionnaire (MIPQ)





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-01847-t007.jpg
Measure Factor 1: Factor 2: being in the

mindful discipline moment with the child
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MAAS 0.42 0.000%* 0.46 0.000%**
IM-P: CC 0.80 0.000*** 0.65 0.000%**
IM-P: NJAP 0.43 0.000%* 0.33 0.000%**
IM-P: EAP 0.58 0.000%* 0.45 0.000%**
IM-P: LFA 0.37 0.000*** 0.31 0.000%**
PSDQ: Authoritative 0.54 0.000%* 0.51 0.000%**
PSDQ: Authoritarian ~ —0.34 0.000%* -0.21 0.000%#*
PSDQ: Permissive —-0.39 0.000*** —0.31 0.000%**

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. MAAS, Mindful Attention and Awareness
Scale; IM-P: CC, the subscale compassion for their child in the Interpersonal
Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; IM-P: NJAR non-judgmental acceptance in parent-
ing subscale of the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; IM-P: EAR
emotional awareness in parenting subscale in the Interpersonal Mindfulness in
Parenting Scale; IM-P: LFA, the subscale listening with full attention of Interpersonal
Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; PSDQ Authoritative, the authoritative subscale of
Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Version;, PSDQ Authoritarian,
the authoritarian in the Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short
Version; PSDQ Permissive, the permissive subscale of the Parenting Styles and
Dimensions Questionnaire-Short \Version.
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BDI-13 (13) 6 30 17.73 4.24
MAAS (15) 29 90 72.43 10.34
IM-P overall score (23) 58 95 76.59 6.71
IM-P: CC (7) 16 35 27.00 3.86
IM-P: NJAP (6) 6 30 17.73 4.24
IM-P: EAP (6) 12 30 21.03 3.10
IM-P: LFA(4) 6 20 13.27 2.35
PSDQ: Authoritative (14) 19 75 54.44 9.89
PSDQ: Authoritarian (12) 12 60 24.77 7.56
PSDQ: Permissive (5) 2 25 12.08 3.43
CPSS overall score (14) 20 60 36.24 6.54
CPSS: Out of Control (7) 7 35 17.53 4.58
CPSS: Tension (7) 7 31 18.45 4.02

MAAS, Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale; IM-P: CC, the subscale compas-
sion for their child in the Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; IM-P: NJAR
non-judgmental acceptance in parenting subscale of the Interpersonal Mindfulness
in Parenting Scale; IM-P: EARP, emotional awareness in parenting subscale in the
Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; IM-P: LFA, the subscale listening with
full attention of Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; PSDQ Authoritative,
the authoritative subscale of Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-
Short Version; PSDQ Authoritarian, the authoritarian in the Parenting Styles
and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short Version;, PSDQ Permissive, the permissive
subscale of the Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire-Short \Version.
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ltem19  2.54(0.83) 15 0.61 0.01 —0.54
ltem20  2.68(0.78) 15 0.72 —0.13 —0.39
ltem 21 2.98 (0.79) 1-5 0.53 —0.33 —0.51
ltem22  2.73(0.88) 1-5 0.58 —-0.19 —-0.70
ltem23  3.13(0.77) 1-5 0.56 —0.51 —0.34
ltem24  3.15(0.73) 1B 0.64 —0.52 —0.15
ltem25  2.96(0.79) 1B 0.63 —0.38 —0.34
ltem26  2.99(0.73) 1B 0.64 —0.33 —-0.21
ltem27  2.60 (0.78) 1B 0.58 0.038 —0.42
ltem28  3.34 (0.71) 1-8 0.57 —0.91 0.52

Cronbach’s o = 0.89
Factor 2: Being in the moment with the child

ltem 1 3.30(0.70) 1-6 0.56 —0.83 0.67
ltem 2 2.99(0.88) 1-5 0.55 —0.47 —0.59
ltem 3 2.77(0.84) 1-5 0.54 0.23 2.00
ltem 4 3.06 (0.77) 1-5 0.64 —0.49 —0.20
ltem 5 2.98(0.84) 1-5 0.49 —0.51 —0.34
ltem 6 2.81(0.78) 1-5 0.59 —0.30 —0.26
ltem 7 2.85(0.82) 1-5 0.58 —0.31 —0.46
ltem 8 2.91(0.78) 1-6 0.66 —0.30 —0.06
ltem 9 2.98(0.76) 1-5 0.59 —0.42 —0.13
ltem10  2.93(0.78) 1-5 0.65 —0.41 —0.15
ltem11  2.83(0.81) 1-5 0.63 —0.34 —0.34
ltem12  2.87 (0.86) 1-5 0.55 —0.25 —0.75
ltem13  3.25(0.80) 1-5 0.57 —0.84 0.07

Cronbach’s a = 0.88
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Item  English original Chinese item

1 Did you carefuly listen and tune into your child when you two were talking AT BIER, RIS BB T

2 Did you actively bring your attention back to your child when you noticed you had become IR TAE— RN, R e
distracted CALT, REMMIER A E B Tk

3 Could you tell what your child was thinking, even when they didn't tell you BMER T VRIR, ROVARES M FERth 4

4 Could you tell how your child felt by looking at them RAOGERGET T RZ

5 Did you recognize when your child was “up to something” by their behavior WAL T AT 1A

6 Did you accurately predict in advance how your child would react to a situation

7 Did you notice the way your emotions affected your child

8 Did you feel “in-tune” with your child's feelings

9 Did you notice the way that your child responded to your behavior BT R A TR BT R R )

10 Did you understand your child’s motives for their behavior R WRZTATNORE

1 Did you understand why your child acted the way they did RACFEAR A2 T RIL D WARRE T R

12 Did you have fun and act goofy with your child R TAE TS

13 Did you accept your child exactly how he/she is WP I

14 Did you believe that the way you were parenting was consistent with best parenting AN T 1975 6 7 G R 758 T X8
practices

15 Did you feel confident in your ability to handle difficult parenting situations AT UL AT 5 el )

16 Did you consider your feelings before disciplining your child FHETZHREHEE CHRZ

17 Did you consider your child's feelings before disciplining your child IREH BT BT

18 Did you notice when your child's behavior was making you upset

19 Were you able to calm yourself down when your child was making you upset

20 Did you notice your thoughts about your chid's behavior before reacting

21 Did you let your child know when they were doing something that bothered you HET AL TOHI, R b/

22 Did you take a moment to think before punishing your child RN T 20, REBH 2

23 Did you choose to do what was best for your child long-term, even when something B SE 2 B, ROBERE S o
different would have been easier BT B T 1 S

24 Did you ask your childs opinion REMERETFHER

25 Did you take time to think about your parenting ReAEnTE) B H OXHELTORFT IR

26 Did you consider multiple reasons for why your child behaved the way he/she did REFBELHMER

27 Did you try to slow down your reactions in order to accomplish your goals as a parent TR AT B

N3 HERf
28 Did you let your child know why they were being punished Rk ity i 2 & IR

Please reflect on your parenting and interactions with your child over the last 2 weeks. Read each question carefull, and consider whether this item
is true for you infrequently (1), sometimes (2), often (3), or almost always (4). Ty your best to answer each question. WiIIAI—TFit%:MilH, fxt
BTG LRI Z TS, FMEEs—KE, EEK A S8, SR, BB AMESIRITLIEE. i E 2T % H
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Place of residence

Tianjin

Wuxi

Gender of child

Male

Female

Gender of parents

Father

Mother

Occupation of parents
Non-professional/unemployed

Middle management or middle professional
Senior management or senior professional
Education of parents

No formal education or primary education
High school or technical secondary school
Bachelor degree or above

Per capita income (in Chinese Yuan or RMB)
< ¥ 10000

10000~40000

40000~70000

>70000

Frequency

485
572

535
522

331
726

616
297
144

244
329
484

114
366
349
228

%

45.9
541

50.6
49.4

31.3
68.7

58.3
281
13.6

231
311
45.8

10.8
34.6
33.0
21.6
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