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Family change theory suggests three ideal-typical family models characterized by different combinations of emotional and
material interdependencies in the family. Its major proposition is that in economically developing countries with a collec-
tivistic background a family model of emotional interdependence emerges from a family model of complete interdependence.
The current study aims to identify and compare patterns of family-related value orientations related to family change theory
across three cultures and two generations. Overall, N = 919 dyads of mothers and their adolescent children from Germany,
Turkey, and India participated in the study. Three clusters were identified representing the family models of independence,
interdependence, and emotional interdependence, respectively. Especially the identification of an emotionally interdependent
value pattern using a person-oriented approach is an important step in the empirical validation of family change theory. The
preference for the three family models differed across as well as within cultures and generations according to theoretical
predictions. Dyadic analyses pointed to substantial intergenerational similarities and also to differences in family models,
veflecting both cultural continuity as well as change in family-related value orientations.
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In cross-cultural research in psychology and sociology as
well as in the broader public discourse, questions of family
change have been much debated recently (Bengtson, 2001;
Georgas, Berry, van de Vijver, Kagitcibasi, & Poortinga,
2006). Especially in Western cultures there are concerns
about a decline of the family, faltering birth rates, and
a related loss of social cohesion and solidarity. In many
non-Western cultures issues of rising populations and how
these are compatible with a sustainable economic and
infrastructural development are on the agenda. In cultural
. psychology, a topic related to the role of the family is the
compatibility of autonomy and relatedness in individual
selves. Questions discussed concern the nature of auton-
omy (agency and/or interpersonal distance; Kagitcibasi,
2005), the nature of relatedness (trust vs. assurance;
Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007), the universal human
need for both (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Ryan, Deci, & Grolnick,
1995), and the cultural emphasis laid on one or the other
(Keller, 2012). A theoretical approach combining the issue
of family development with that of autonomy-relatedness
is Kagitcibasi’s (2007) family change theory. This contex-
tualist theory of family configurations situates the family
and individual selves in ecological and cultural contexts
and emphasizes the role of cultural change.

Family change theory: an overview

Kagitcibasi’s (2007) family change theory describes
the development of and in families at multiple levels.
The first level comprises the overall cultural orientation
(e.g:, individualism/collectivism) and living conditions
(e.g., urban-rural, level of affluence). These cultural and
socio-ecological conditions affect the kind of family
structure (e.g., nuclear vs. extended families, high or
low levels of fertility) that constitutes the second level.
Together, these structural variables influence the third level
(‘family systems’) entailing parents’ socialization values
and practices as well as the developing self and value
orientations of their children.

In family change theory an essential distinction is
made between material and emotional (or psychologi-
cal) interdependencies within the family. These two forms
of interdependence are differentially emphasized in the
three ideal-typical family models identified by Kagitcibasi
(2007). First, the family model of independence is typi-
cal for Western cultures with an individualist orientation,
high affluence, and people living in nuclear families with
a low level of fertility. Autonomy is highly valued in this
family model and material as well as emotional interdepen-
dencies among family members are de-emphasized. Since
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there are no economic advantages to having children (social
security systems provide old age security independent of
parental status) there are only emotional reasons for having
children. Childrearing goals emphasize children’s inde-
pendence and uniqueness, and parenting strategies focus
mainly on personal autonomy and self-worth, and to a rel-
atively smaller degree on relationships and interpersonal
interdependence. Second, the family model of (rotal) inter-
dependence is prevalent in non-Western, collectivist, and
low-affluence cultures where modernization processes have
not had a strong impact. This is especially the case in many
non-Western rural areas with a low socio-economic devel-
opment. This family model is characterized by high levels
of fertility and by extended families. Children are valued
for utilitarian as well as for emotional reasons and have
the responsibility to help the family economically and to
care for their parents in old age. Strong material as well
as emotional interdependencies exist in this family model,
and personal autonomy is not highly valued. Third, and as
a synthesis of the former two models, Kagitcibasi (2007)
proposed the family model of emotional (or psychological)
interdependence. In this model, emotional interdependen-
cies stay important while material interdependencies (and
traditional hierarchies) weaken as a result of modern-
ization processes in interdependent family cultures. The
crucial assumption here is that personal autonomy can rise
while emotional closeness and relationship orientation stay
intact. Autonomy is no longer perceived as a threat to the
family or the group, but as a precondition for functioning
in a modern work environment.

Family change theory predicts different patterns of
family-related variables, especially with regard to the
differential emphasis on material and emotional interde-
pendence. The emphasis on patterns makes the theory
amenable to a person-oriented approach that advocates a
holistic and interactionist view in which ‘the individual
is seen as an organized whole, functioning and develop-
ing as a totality” (Bergmann & Magnusson, 1997, p. 291).
In contrast, the standard variable-oriented approach ana-
lyzes and interprets differences and similarities across and
within groups for each of several variables (e.g., value
dimensions) separately. The person-oriented approach is
necessary when the central theoretical and analytical entity
is the specific pattern of operating factors like that of
material and emotional interdependencies in family change
theory.

Empirical research with regard to family change the-
ory is still not substantial. In a large study of families in
30 cultures, Georgas et al. (2006) analyzed cross-cultural
differences and similarities in family values, family roles,
and other family-related variables. The comparative results
showed that with socio-economic development family val-
ues and roles became less traditional and relations with the
extended family less close while relations with the nuclear
family remained close even in Western affluent cultures.
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In the sense of a high (absolute) endorsement (scores above
the mid-point in Likert-scales) the results reflect an overall
trend towards the family model of emotional interdepen-
dence. However, in thig study it was difficult to discern
actual patterns of differences differentiating the three fam-
ily models. In a comparison of parenting variables across
nine cultures Keller et al. (2006) found an intermediate
position of variables representing emotional interdepen-
dencices in cultures a priori specificd as emotionally inter-
dependent. Similarly, Koutrelakos (2004) demonstrated
decreasing material interdependencies but continuing emo-
tional interdependencies with increasing acculturation of
Greek Americans. Recent work with urbanizing Inuit par-
ents in Canada (McShane, Hastings, Smylie, Prince, &
Tungasuvvingat Inuit Family Resource Center, 2009) also
found both autonomy and relatedness orientations in child-
rearing — an indicator for the family model of emotional
interdependence. Kagitcibasi and Ataca (2005) report com-
parative analyses from the old and the new VOC-study in
Turkey. The results show that material interdependencies
were on a steep decline from 30 years ago to the present and
the emotional value of children (VOC) gained importance.
Furthermore, results from the present VOC-study showed
that traditional values and material interdependencies were
on the decline from rural to urban groups and from low-
to high-affluence cultures as well as from grandmothers
to mothers and to adolescents within and across sev-
eral cultures (Kagitcibasi & Ataca, 2005; Mishra, Mayer,
Trommsdorff, Albert, & Schwarz, 2005; Trommsdorff,
2009b; Trommsdorff & Mayer, 2012; Trommsdorff, Mayer,
& Albert, 2004). Overall, these empirical findings offer
some support for family change theory. However, none of
the studies provides clear evidence by demonstrating pat-
terns of differences of family-related variables that are in
accordance with the specific predictions regarding material
and emotional interdependencies laid out in family change
theory. The current study aims to fill this void by analyzing
patterns of family-related values across three cultures and
two generations.

The implications of family change theory for modern-
ization theories are far-reaching. According to classical
modernization theory, there is no third way combining eco-
nomic development, democratization, and greater individ-
ual freedom with traditional family commitments (Inkeles
& Smith, 1974). Instead, modernization processes will
finally lead to a Western independent model that has been
idealized as the basis for individual freedom as it has been
criticized as a cause for interpersonal alienation and social
pathologies in Western societies (e.g., Bellah, Madsen,
Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985; Myers, 2001). Yet,
if greater individual autonomy should be possible while
sustaining strong emotional interdependencies and com-
mitments among family members as in the family model
of emotional interdependence, the family can continue to
provide shelter and nurturance while at the same time
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freeing the individual to shape his or her life according to
individual preferences and talents.

An essential part of family change theory concerns
socialization processes and the intergenerational transmis-
sion of values. Absolute transmission is characterized by
within-family value similarity as well as similarity across
cohorts. For relative transmission, the younger generation
may overall differ from the older generation, but the within-
family similarity can be nevertheless high (Vermulst, De
Brock, & Van Zutphen, 1991). In times of cultural change
the younger generation is the first to reflect value changes,
even if these become effective only when this genera-
tion assumes the leading positions in society (Inglehart,
1997). Research on cultural transmission has differenti-
ated between vertical (parent-child), horizontal (peers),
and oblique (socialization institutions and parents’ peers)
transmission (Trommsdorff, 200%9a). Furthermore, ‘zeit-
geist’ concerns a value climate resulting from shared con-
text influences (e.g., through mass media) that make the
members of a cultural community similar even when intra-
family transmission of values is not functioning (Boehnke,

" Hadjar, & Baier, 2007).

Aims of the current study

The current study is part of the cross-cultural ‘Value
of Children and Intergenerational Relations (VOC-IR)
Project’ investigating family values and intergenerational
relations in up to now 20 cultures' and across three gen-
erations (triads of grandmothers, mothers, and adolescents
of both sexes) (Trommsdorff & Nauck, 2005). Although it
would have been preferable to include also (grand-)fathers
in the study, for economic reasons only the maternal line
could be included. The aim of the current study is to iden-
tify and compare composite measures of independent and
interdependent family models across three cultures from
the VOC-IR Project selected to represent different ideal-
typical family configurations (Germany, Turkey, and India),
and to analyze intergenerational stability and change with
regard to these measures. Additionally, intra-cultural com-
parisons were carried out within the samples from Turkey
and India.

Applying a person-oriented approach, the family mod-
els are represented by patterns of family-related value
orientations. Values refer to the importance of abstract as
well as concrete goals in people’s lives. The significance
of values lies in their motivating function for behavior as
well as their function as standards (‘oughts’ and “shoulds”)
for evaluating own and others’ behavior (Schwartz, 2006).
More specifically, the value orientations included here
comprise the dimensions of individualism and collectivism,
family values, and two dimensions of the VOC, namely the
emotional VOC and the utilitarian-normative VOC. This
combination of general and family-specific values well
represents the value component of the family models as

formulated in Kagitcibasi’s theory. While the utilitarian-
normative VOC with its emphasis on economic reasons for
having children represents the domain of material inter-
dependencies, the emotional VOC, the family values as
well as the more general collectivistic values represent
the domain of emotional interdependencies. Finally, indi-
vidualistic values are related to an autonomy orientation
that comes along with declining material interdependencies
in the family. Thus, while some values represent abstract
guiding principles in life, others refer to concrete reasons
for having children. Both are, however, related to basic
human needs of autonomy and relatedness and refer to
goals related to fulfilling these needs.

The family model of emotional interdependence is
assumed to emerge when collectivistic, interdependent cul-
tures with a low level of affluence develop economically.
In our study, Turkey is hypothesized to reflect this fam-
ily model since it combines a collectivistic background
with decade-long modernization processes that resulted
in a heightened level of affluence for large parts of the
urban population. Germany — as a Western culture with
individualistic background and high affluence is hypothe-
sized to reflect the family model of independence. Finally,
in India, large parts of the population have not yet expe-
rienced changes resulting from modernization processes.
Therefore, India is hypothesized to represent the interde-
pendent family model in the current study. Nevertheless,
certain within-culture differences are relevant in light of
family change theory. Therefore, we differentiated three
subsamples in Turkey where, in addition to poor rural areas
and urbanized areas with relatively high affluence, there has
emerged a low-affluence urban group of people who have
recently moved to the city from rural areas but have hardly
had the opportunity to move up the social ladder. In India,
we differentiated between a very poor rural context, and
a relatively well-situated urban context. In Germany, no
regional or socio-economic stratification of samples was
included since the differences in the level of affluence
between urban and rural areas are very low in this culture.

To summarize, the aims of the current study are three-
fold. The first aim is to identify patterns of cultural and
family-related values representing the three family models
of independence, interdependence, and emotional interde-
pendence.

* Hi: A cluster analysis of the five variables indi-
vidualism, collectivism, family values, utilitarian-
normative VOC, and emotional VOC will yield a
three cluster solution. The resulting cluster pro-
files are in accordance with the patterns of material
and emotional interdependencies reflecting the three
family models described in family change theory.

The second aim is to compare the preference for the
resulting family model value profiles across as well as
within cultures based on expectations derived from family
change theory.



* H2: In Germany there will be relatively more par-
ticipants favoring an independent family model (as
compared to the two other family models), in Turkey
there will be relatively more participants favoring
an emotionally interdependent family model, and
in India there will be relatively more participants
favoring an interdependent family model.

* H3: In all three cultures, relatively more adolescents
than mothers will favor a more independent family
model.?

e H4: Within Turkey and within India, participants
from urban and high-SES subsamples will favor a
more independent family model® than participants
from rural and low-SES subsamples.

The third aim is to analyze parent-child value sim-
ilarity with respect to family models. The study of the
similarity of configurations of values is novel in transmis-
sion research. While we assume that overall adolescents
will favor a more independent family model than their
mothers (cf. H3) we also expect some similarity in mother-
adolescents dyads:

e HS5: There will be significant but only modest cross-
generational agreement with respect to the prefer-
ence of family models in all three cultures.

Method
Participants and procedure

In Germany, n = 311 dyads of mothers (age: M = 43.52
years, SD = 4.90 years) and their adolescent children
(56% female, age: M = 15.67 years, SD = 1.07 years)
from three cities (Essen, Konstanz, and Chemnitz) partici-
pated in the study. Urban Turkish participants came from
Istanbul while rural Turkish participants came from vil-
lages in Southwestern Turkey. There were two kinds of
Turkish urban participants: high-SES participants belonged
to the middle/upper middle class, and low-SES partici-
pants had a rural family background and mostly moved to
the city only recently. Together, in Turkey » = 308 dyads of
mothers (age: M = 39.80 years, SD = 5.59 years) and their
adolescent children (§3% female, age: M = 14.73 years,
SD = 1.11 years) participated in the study. Urban Indian
participants came from Varanasi, a holy Hindu pilgrimage
site that has been called ‘miniature India’ for the variety
of lifestyles and cultural practices of its inhabitants. The
Indian rural sample came from villages in the Chandauli
district. Overall, in India » = 300 dyads of mothers (age: M
= 40.83 years, SD = 5.82 years) and their adolescent chil-
dren (51% female, age: M = 16.01 years, SD = 1.50 years)
participated in the study. In all three cultures, mothers were
interviewed while their adolescent children filled in a ques-
tionnaire either at home or in school. To enhance the com-
parability of procedures, in the interviews mothers were

67

presented with Likert-type scales printed on paper (iden-
tical to those in adolescents® questionnaires) where they
indicated their responses. For more detailed information on
sampling and procedure see Mayer, Albert, TrommsdorfT,
and Schwarz (2005) (for Germany), Kagitcibasi and Ataca
(2005) (for Turkey), and Mishra and colleagues (2005) (for
India).

Measures

The questionnaire (Trommsdorff, Nauck, Schwarz,
Chakkarath, & Schwenk, 2002) included various measures
of cultural and family values as well as of intergenerational
relationship quality and support. The German, Turkish, and
Hindi versions were translated and back translated from
the original English version. For the current study, instru-
ments assessing participants’ individualism/collectivism,
family values, and values of children (VOC) were
selected.

Using a procedure suggested by van de Vijver and
Leung (1997), we first tested the structural equivalence of
the indicators across cultures. Factorial agreement between
each culture’s principle component factor solution and
the pooled solution across all cultures was assessed using
Tucker’s Phi proportionality cocfficients. Phi coefficients
of .95 and higher indicate factorial invariance, and coef-
ficients between .90 and .94 indicate acceptable similarity
(van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). We report both Cronbach’s
alpha and Guttman’s X as measures of scale reliability
(Sijtsma, 2009).

Individualism and collectivism were assessed by

the respective scales from the COLINDEX (Chan,

1994). Seven items measured individualistic values (e.g.,
‘Independence (self-reliance, choosing your own goals
and interests)’), and 6 items measured collectivistic val-
ues (e.g., ‘Social order (stability of society)’). Participants
rated the importance of these values as a guiding principle
in their life from 1 = “Not important at all’ to 5 = “Very
important.” Structural equivalence of the two-factor solu-
(two generations x three cultures) subsamples for indi-
vidualism (M = .97) as well as for collectivism (M =
.97). Reliabilities were satisfying both for individualism
(Cronbach’s alpha: M = .72, range .68~.75; Guttman’s A;:
M = .73, range .69-.76) and for collectivism (Cronbach’s
alpha: M = .77, range .68-.84; Guttman’s A,: M = .77,
range .69-.85).

Family values were measured using a five-item short
version based on the instrument developed by Georgas
(1991). Items (e.g., ‘One should maintain good relation-
ships with one’s relatives’) were rated from 1 = “Strongly
disagree’ to S = ‘Strongly agree.” Structural equivalence
of the single-factor solution was excellent with Tucker’s
Phis = 1.0 for all except one (.99) subsample. Reliabilities
were satisfying (=.60) with the exception of German
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adolescents (Cronbach’s alpha: M = .71, range .58-.85;
Guttman’s dp: M = .72, range .59~-.85).

The items measuring values of children (VOC) refer
to economic, social, and. emotional reasons for having
children (Arnold et al., 1975; Pohl, 1995). Participants indi-
cated their personal importance of these reasons from | =
“Not important at all’ to 5 = “Very important.” Prior anal-
yses of the VOC-factor structure (Mayer & Trommsdorff,
2010) revealed two cross-culturally equivalent dimensions:
emotional VOC (seven items, e.g., ‘Because of the plea-
sure you get from watching your children grow’) and
utilitarian-normative VOC (eight items, e.g., ‘Because a
child helps around the house”). The structural equivalence
of the two-factor solution was excellent in the current
study with Tucker’s Phis > .95 (M = .98) for all six sub-
samples for the emotional VOC and Tucker’s Phis > .94
(M = .98) for the utilitarian-normative VOC. Reliabilities
were satisfying both for the emotional VOC (Cronbach’s
alpha: M = .81, range .69~.86; Guttman’s Ay M = .82,
range .70—.86) and for the utilitarian-normative VOC
(Cronbach’s alpha: M = .80, range .66~.86; Guttman’s X,:
M = 81, range .68-.86).

Overall, these preliminary analyses provide strong evi-
dence for structural equivalence of the measures employed.
Thus, the respective target language versions of the instru-
ments seem to purport a similar meaning in the different
cultural contexts. Also, with few exceptions, satisfactory
reliabilities of the measures resulted. We used within-
subject standardized scores to account for differential scale
use across cultures (Fischer, 2004; Smith, 2004). Each par-
ticipant’s grand mean across all Likert-type variables in
the questionnaire (including a wide range of family-related
phenomena beyond the value orientations focused on in
the present study) was subtracted from the original scores
and the resulting difference was divided by this person’s
standard deviation.

Results

Cluster analysis of family-related value orientations

To identify value profiles that can be related to
Kagitcibasi’s family change theory, we conducted a cluster

analysis across the whole sample using the SPSS two-step
cluster module (Bacher, Wenzig, & Vogler, 2004). This

hierarchical cluster procedure includes an information-
criterion-based algorithm to determine the appropriate
number of clusters and can identify outliers to eliminate
distortions caused by very atypical cases. To avoid effects
of the sequence of clustering on the cluster solution we fol-
lowed Wiedenbeck and Ziill’s (2001) suggestion to use the
cluster centroids resulting from the hierarchical cluster pro-
cedure as starting values for a follow-up K-means cluster
analysis.

The initial two-step cluster analysis resulted in a three-
cluster solution, confirming our theoretical assumptions
about the existence of three ideal-typical family models
(H1). The K-means cluster analysis based on the clus-
ter centroids obtained from the two-step cluster analysis
(excluding an outlier cluster of » = 15) resulted in one
cluster containing 26.7% of all cases (n = 488), a sec-
ond cluster containing 36.1% (n = 659), and a third cluster
containing 37.2% (n = 678) (see Table 1 for the cluster
centroids resulting from the respective analyses).

Cluster 1 was highest in individualism, followed by
Cluster 2 and Cluster 3 (F(2, 1822) = 399.25, p < .001,
n? = .31; all post hoc comparisons p < .001; see Figure 1).
Cluster 2 was higher in collectivism than Clusters 1 and 3
(F(2, 1822) = 283.69, p < .001, n> = .24; post hoc com-
parisons p < .001 with the exception of Cluster 1 versus
Cluster 3: p = .376). Cluster 2 was also slightly higher on

family values than Cluster 3, and Cluster 1 was lowest on

family values (F(2, 1822) = 257.81, p < .001, n% = 22;
all post hoc comparisons p < .001). The strongest dif-
ferences resulted for the wutilitarian-normative VOC with
Cluster 1 showing the lowest scores, closely followed by
Cluster 2, and Cluster 3 displaying distinctively higher
scores (F(2, 1822) = 2725.05, p < .001, v = .75; all post
hoc comparisons p < .001). Small but nevertheless signif-
icant differences were found for the emotional VOC with
Cluster 1 showing the highest values, followed by Cluster
3 and Cluster 2 (F(2, 1822) = 47.07, p < .001, n? = .05;
all post hoc comparisons p < .001).

Cluster 3 represented a very traditional outlook on the
family while cluster 1 represented a more individualistic
and less traditional outlook. Cluster 2 can be characterized
by a middle position between Clusters 1 and 3: a relatively
high importance of individualism (similar to Cluster 1) is
accompanied by high family values (similar to Cluster 3)
and by low utilitarian-normative values of children (similar

Table 1. Cluster centroids resulting from the two-step cluster analysis and the K-means cluster analysis.

Utilitarian-normative .
Emotional VOC

Individualism Collectivism Family Values VvOC
Cluster no. Two-step K-means Two-step K-means Two-step K-means Two-step K-means Two-step K-means
1 77 .79 56 55 47 47 —1.10 —1.14 .70 71
2 .63 .61 1.00 97 92 .88 ~-.78 -.78 46 47
3 .20 21 .56 .58 .78 17 .20 .57 .57
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Figure 1. Cluster profiles resulting from the K-means cluster analysis.

Note: Within-subject standardized values.

to Cluster 1). With its emphasis on collectivism and fam-
ily values (representing emotional interdependencies) and
the low importance of utilitarian-normative values of chil-
dren (representing material interdependencies) Cluster 2 is
interpreted to represent the family model of emotional
interdependence. In contrast, Cluster 3 represented the fam-
ily model of interdependence with low individualism and
a high importance of both emotional and material inter-
dependencies in the family, and Cluster 1 represented
the family model of independence with its emphasis on
individualism, relatively low family values and very low
utilitarian-normative values of children.

Cross-cultural, cross-regional, and cross-generational
comparison of family models

In the next step, we compared the cluster memberships
across cultures, SES/regional groups, and generations.
We tested our predictions using multinomial logistic anal-
yses with nominal predictors. To enhance the generaliz-
ability of results a model selection approach using the
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978) was
employed. The first model predicted the membership in one
of the three family model clusters by culture (Germany,
Turkey, and India) and generation (mothers and adoles-
cents). Significant main effects of culture (LR x? (4) =
1054.99, p < .001) and generation (LR x? (2) = 44.04,
p < .001) as well as a significant Culture x Generation
interaction effect (LR x? (4) = 22.56, p < .001) resulted.
Since the model including both main effects (but not the
interaction effect) yielded the lowest information criterion
(BIC = 141.17) of all possible models, and especially com-
pared to the full-factorial model (BIC = 148.65), this main
effects model was selected as the final model. Thus, the
interaction of culture and gencration — although significant

— will not be interpreted since this effect is negligible
when considering model parsimony and generalizability of
results (in terms of a sample-independent true model) in
addition to the statistical significance of the likelihood-ratio
test (see Burnham & Anderson, 2003).

In the final model, all contrast parameters (Wald-
coefficients) related to the main effects were significant
(ps < .006). The proportions displayed in Table 2 show
that our expectations with regard to both cultural and gen-
erational differences have been confirmed: The highest
prevalence of the independent family model was found in
Germany while Turkish participants displayed the high-
est prevalence of the emotionally interdependent family
model, and Indian participants the highest prevalence of the
interdependent family model. The generational differences
were also in the expected direction: Adolescents reported
more independent and less interdependent family models
than mothers across all cultures.

Next, we tested within-culture differences in Turkey by
differentiating among the three social strata and regional
groups (urban high SES, urban low SES, and rural). The
main effects of social strata/region (LR 2 (4) = 197.81,
p < .001) and generation (LR x? (2) = 50.57, p < .001) as
well as the Social Strata/Regions x Generation interac-
tion cffect were significant (LR x% (4) = 10.65, p =
.031). Since of all possible models the lowest informa-
tion criterion resulted for the main effects model (BIC =
113.67; especially in contrast to the full-factorial model:
BIC = 128.71) the model including both main effects was
selected as the final model. All contrast parameters (Wald-
coefficients) in this model were significant (all ps < .001,
except one p = .016). The distribution of family mod-
els within Turkey showed the highest occurrence of the
independent family model in the urban high-SES group;
the highest occurrence of the emotionally interdependent
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Table 2. Family model cluster memberships across cultures, regions, and generations (percentages).

Mothers Adolescents
Emotional Emotional
Independence Interdependence  Interdependence Independence  Interdependence Interdependence

Germany 49.7 48.1 2.2 59.8 353 49
Turkey 134 51.1 355 332 - 43.5 232
Urban High SES 30.7 65.3 4.0 68.3 257 59
Urban Low SES 6.1 53.5 404 26.0 52.0 220
Rural 3.7 355 60.7 7.3 52.3 404
India 0.0 139 86.1 20 23.1 74.8
Urban 0.0 18.0 82.0 33 36.0 60.7
Rural 0.0 9.6 90.4 0.7 9.7 896

Note: Row percentages per subsample. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

family model in the urban low-SES group; and the high-
est occurrence of the interdependent family model in
the rural group (see Table 2). In all three social strata
and regional groups generational effects became appar-
ent. A particularly strong difference was found within
the urban high-SES group: Here, the proportion of ado-
lescents displaying the independent family model was
more than twice as high compared to that of mothers,
and vice versa for the emotionally interdependent family
model.

Within India we analyzed whether mothers and adoles-
cents as well as rural and urban groups differed regarding
their family models. Here, the main effects of region
(LR x* (2) = 3492, p < .001) and generation (LR
x% (2) = 18.28, p < .001) were significant while the
Region x Generation interaction effect was non-significant
(LR %% (2) = 4.04, p = .133). The main effects model
was preferred according to the BIC criterion (BIC =
66.84; full-factorial model: BIC = 75.56). In the final
main effects model, all but one contrast parameter were
significant (ps < .002). The single non-significant Wald
coefficient (p = .088) concerned the urban-rural contrast
of independence versus interdependence. In India, urban
as compared to rural participants were overall more emo-
tionally interdependent and rural as compared to urban
participants more interdependent (see Table 2). Hardly any
participants preferred an independent family model. While
in the urban Indian context mothers were more interde-
pendent and adolescents more emotionally interdependent,
in the rural context generational differences were less
apparent.

Cross-generational similarity of family models

We next analyzed in how far mothers and their ado-
lescent children advocate the same or different family
models (HS). We applied a measure of exact agree-
ment (Cohen’s kappa) as well as a measure of relative
agreement (weighted kappa) that treats the three fam-
ily models as ordinal categories (from independence over

emotional interdependence to interdependence). For the
latter, if the adolescent prefers a ‘neighboring’ as com-
pared to an ‘opposite’ family model relative to the mother’s
preference, this is defined as relative agreement (using
linear weights).

Pan-cultural analysis. In a first step, cross-generational
similarity was assessed across the whole sample. A sig-
nificant Cohen’s kappa = .38, p < 001, and a significant
weighted kappa = 49, p < .001, resulted, indicating
substantial absolute as well as relative cross-generational
agreement. Column-wise percentages are reported since
we were especially interested in the distribution of ado-
lescents’ family models given a specific mothers’ family
model (see Table 3). The cross-tabulation shows that the
cells where mothers and adolescents favor the same family
model have the highest column-wise percentages (68.1%,
44.5%, and 66.9% for the independent, emotionally inter-
dependent, and the interdependent family model, respec-
tively). The highest percentage of adolescents who favor
a family model different from their mothers resulted with
regard to the preference of an independent family model
when adolescents’ mothers preferred an emotionally inter-
dependent family model. Also, if adolescents did not prefer
the same family model as their mothers, they tended to
prefer a ‘neighboring’ (and in most cases more indepen-
dent) family model rather than an opposing family model.
The results of the pan-cultural analysis have to be viewed
with caution, though, since they combine culture-level
and individual-level transmission processes. The cultural
preferences for one specific family model (across both gen-
erations) apparent in the culture-comparative results reflect
cultural stabilities that do not necessarily imply stability
within individual families. Nevertheless, these cultural sta-
bilities (in terms of the effect of culture on the family
model preferred by both generations) enter into the pan-
cultural agreement coefficients in addition to individual-
level agreement. This is controlled for in the following
analyses of within-culture agreement.’
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Table 3.  Cross-tabulation of mothers’ and adolescents’ family model cluster memberships.

Mothers
Independence Emotional Interdependence Interdependence
n (column%) n {column®) n (column%)
Pan-cultural
Independence 130 (68.1) 141 (40.8) 20 (5.5)
Emotional 53 27.7) 154 (44.5) 101 (27.6)
Interdependence
Interdependence 8 4.2) 51 (14.7) 245 (66.9)
Germany
Independence 101 (67.3) 79 53.4) 2 (28.6)
= Emotional 45 (30.0) 60 (40.5) 3 42.9)
3 Interdependence
,«2 Interdependence 4 @n 9 6.1) 2 28.6)
]
< Turkey
Independence 29 (70.7) 60 (38.2) 14 (12.8)
Emotional 8 (19.5) 74 (47.1) 52 47.7)
Interdependence
Interdependence 4 9.8) 23 (14.6) 43 (39.4)
India
Independence 2 4.9) 4 (1.6)
Emotional 20 (48.8) 46 (18.4)
Interdependence
Interdependence 19 (46.3) 200 (80.0)

Note: Frequencies and column percentages for mother-adolescent agreement in family model cluster membership. Percentages may not add up to 100 due

to rounding.

Culture-specific analysis. Within Germany the gener-
ational agreement was low but significant (Cohen’s
kappa = .13, p < .01; weighted kappa = .15, p < .001).
The cross-tabulation shows that there were more adoles-
cents who preferred an independent family model when
their mothers preferred an emotionally interdependent fam-
ily model (53.4%), than there were adolescents who agreed
with their mothers on the emotionally interdependent fam-
ily model (40.5%, see Table 3).

In Turkey, intergenerational agreement was somewhat
higher with Cohen’s kappa = .19, p < .001, and weighted
kappa = .27, p < .001. A high proportion of Turkish
adolescents favored an independent family model when
their mothers favored an emotionally interdependent fam-
ily model (38.2%). For mothers with an interdependent
family model, a higher proportion (47.7%) of adolescent
‘changed’ to the emotionally interdependent family model
as compared to adolescents favoring an interdependent
family model like their mothers (39.4%, see Table 3).

In India, a Cohen’s kappa = .24, p < .001, and a
weighted kappa = .24, p < .001, resulted. Since a great
majority of Indian mothers and adolescents preferred the
interdependent family model, there were also a high abso-
lute number of mothers and adolescents who agreed on the
preference of this family model (see Table 3).

Discussion

Three important results can be summarized. First, three
patterns of cultural and family-related value orientations
were identified that were theorctically related to the ideal-
typical family models formulated in Kagitcibasi’s (2007)
family change theory. Second, the preference for these
patterns differed across the three cultures, across social
strata and regions within Turkey and India, and across gen-
erations in accordance with predictions based on family
change theory. Third, there was significant intergenera-
tional value similarity with regard to the identified family
models, both across and within cultures. Thus, none of our
hypotheses had to be rejected.

With regard to the identification of the family-related
value patterns the pattern representing the family model
of emotional interdependence is theoretically most inter-
esting. On the one hand, it is similar to the value profile
representing the family model of interdependence in terms
of a high importance of family values. This reflects the
strong relationship orientation among family members in
the emotionally interdependent model. On the other hand, it
is similar to the value profile representing the family model
of independence with respect to (relatively) high individ-
ualism and a low utilitarian-normative VOC. This reflects
declining material interdependencies in the family as well
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as a rising autonomy orientation. Since the emotionally
interdependent family model is characterized by a diverg-
ing pattern of emotional and material interdependencies, its
identification in a person-oriented approach is an important
step in the empirical validation of family change theory.

A differentiation of material and emotional
interdependencies in terms of utilitarian versus emo-
tional values of children was the starting point of
Kagitcibasi’s family change theory. As has been shown,
the utilitarian-normative VOC accounts for the difference.
This value seems to decline steeply in the process of
societal development, thus reflecting declining material
interdependencies between generations. In contrast, the
emotional VOC is hardly relevant for the distinction of
family models. It is high in all three family models, and
even highest in the independent model. Therefore, its role
as reflecting an overall high relationship orientation in the
family has to be reconsidered. Rather, the emotional VOC
seems to have a universal importance (see also Mayer &
Trommsdorff, 2010).

The cross-cultural differences in the preference of the
three family models show that the majority of German
participants prefer the independent family model while
the majority of Turkish and Indian participants prefer the
emotionally interdependent and the interdependent family
model, respectively. The additional cross-regional compar-
isons within Turkey and India confirm the cross-cultural
results: In Turkey, independent orientations seem to be
on the rise in urban contexts, especially in the adoles-
cent generation. In India, some urban adolescents seem to
adhere to an emotionally interdependent view in contrast
to the overall interdependent orientation in this culture.t
Finally, in all three cultures as well as in the regional
comparisons (with the exception of rural India) mothers
were overall more (emotionally) interdependent than ado-
lescents. These differences in family models across and
within cultures show clearly that both the level of economic
development and the general cultural background are shap-
ing family models — a major proposition of family change
theory.

We found significant intergenerational similarity of
family models across and within cultures. The within-
culture gencrational similarity is significant in all three
cultures, but not very high. Unlike correlational similar-
ity indicators for single variables that can be high even
in case of strong group differences, the agreement indices
used in the current study are sensitive to absolute changes.
Overall, the results suggest a relative rather than absolute
transmission of family models (cf. Vermulst et al., 1991).

The overall importance of these results lies in the
fact that we can observe both cultural stability of family
models as well as some stability within individual fami-
lies. Nevertheless, there are strong indicators for cultural
change: First, many adolescents prefer a more independent
family model than their mothers; and second, participants

from more economically developed areas (within cultures
that exhibit strong regional differences) prefer a more inde-
pendent family model than those from economically less
developed areas. Together, these results provide evidence
for a stability of family models from a transmission per-
spective as well as evidence for cultural change from the
perspective of family change theory.

Although we have treated the three family models
as distinct configurations we have also considered them
as ordered categories because of the process component

inherent in family change theory: with economic devel-

opment and modernization, interdependent cultures are
assumed to change to emotionally interdependent cul-
tures. Nevertheless, the question is still unresolved whether
the family model of emotional interdependence might be

. a transitional phenomenon that will finally lead to the

independent family model — as suggested, for example,
by the results of the urban Turkish adolescents in this
study. These results have to be viewed with caution, how-
ever, since the current study is cross-sectional and can
only extrapolate results from comparisons of cultures (or
regions/social strata) considered typical for different types
of and stages in societal development. Also, the “indepen-
dent’ value pattern identified here is not as independent
as it seems: though family values are lower than in the
other models they are not low in terms of absolute scores
(cf. Georgas et al., 2006). In a similar vein, Kagitcibasi
(2007) suggests that the emphasis on the independent self
in Western cultures may be more a cultural ideal than real-
ity. In addition, we might observe a convergence from the
family model of interdependence but also from indepen-
dence to the more balanced family model of emotional
interdependence.

The cross-sectional design is a serious limitation of the
current study. It is always dangerous to speculate on pro-
cesses of cultural change from cross-cultural comparisons
(Thornton, 2005). Furthermore, representativeness of the
samples cannot be claimed, overall but especially for the
multiethnic Indian context. Nevertheless, we have included
typical samples from several sites per culture and differ-
entiated between rural and urban contexts where necessary.
An additional limitation is that the family-related value pat-
terns identified in the current study arc based on only three
cultures. Future studies have to test whether similar config-
urations can be obtained with a larger number of cultures.
A specific strength of the present study is the inclusion of
several aspects of family-related value orientations, includ-
ing the VOC, in a person-oricnted approach that fits the
configurational framework of family change theory. Family
values are important ideational components of family mod-
els (Jayakody, Thornton, & Axinn, 2008) but they do
not represent the full range of variables necessary for a
complete validation of family change theory. Thus, future
studies have to focus on further components of family
models beyond family values. With regard to transmission



processes, the current study’s focus is on intergenerational
similarity. This focus should be broadened in future studies
to include the analysis of transmission processes.

In sum, the current study constitutes an important
contribution to research related to Kagitcibasi’s (2007)
family change theory. The identification of three distinct
family models through patterns of abstract and concrete
family-related value orientations as well as the evidence
of cross-cultural and within-cultural variation (and stabil-
ity) with respect to these family models substantiate central
propositions of family change theory. Though a number
" of questions remain, the results show that autonomy and
relatedness can coexist in the family model of emotional
interdependence. This coexistence can be empirically dif-
ferentiated from more extreme (either very independent or
very interdependent) family models emphasized in differ-
ent cultural and socio-economic contexts.
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Notes

1. We use the term culture when referring to countries through-
out the text. Though differences within cultures are impor-
tant, especially in diverse and multiethnic countries like
India, the consideration of relatively large cultural units
defined by political boundaries has proven useful for the
study of broad cultural differences.

2. This can include the emotionally interdependent family
model (characterized by material independence) in cultures
where overall the (totally) interdependent family model is
being preferred.

3. Cohen’s kappa compares the agreement resulting by chance
(based on the marginal distributions) with the de facto empir-
ical agreement (of two raters or as in this case: of two
generations). A positive kappa thus denotes that the empirical
agreement is higher than the agreement expected by chance.
When different groups that have very different marginal dis-
tributions (e.g., in Germany a majority of participants — both
mothers and adolescents — prefer the independent family
model while in India a majority prefer the interdependent
family model) are combined as in the pan-cultural analysis,
the true (individual-level) chance agreement is underesti-
mated because it is based on the marginal distributions of the
combined sample rather than on the marginal distributions
of the single samples, thus resulting in an inflated Cohen’s
kappa.
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4. Varanasi represents a relatively traditional urban cultural set-

ting in India. It is likely that we would have found more
participants preferring an emotionally interdependent family
model had the study been carried out in big cities such as
Dethi or Mumbai.
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