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Abstract
Language brokering is a special form of interpersonal communication that is affected by the cultural and relational settings in
which it occurs. The current study explores whether parent–adolescent acculturation status may influence Mexican American
adolescent language brokers’ translation experiences, including brokering frequency and attitudes. Using data from a two-
wave longitudinal study (Nwave1= 604; Nwave2= 483; Mwave1.age= 12.91; 54.3% female), latent profile analyses were
conducted, resulting in four mother–adolescent acculturation profiles as well as three father–adolescent profiles. The
adolescent integrated–parent (moderately) separated profiles emerged as the most effective for brokers, as adolescents in
this profile generally experienced more positive and less negative brokering attitudes, regardless of their brokering
frequency. Parent–adolescent acculturation profiles may be a useful construct in capturing the interplay of cultural and
relational settings and their effects on multifaceted language brokering experiences.
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Introduction

Immigrant family members often experience the accultura-
tion process together, simultaneously adapting to the U.S.
culture while maintaining their heritage culture, with
members showing variations in their levels and patterns of
acculturation (Telzer 2010). In these families, a culturally
unique phenomenon, language brokering, occurs whenever
adolescents in the family translate between English and
their heritage language for their English-limited parents
(McQuillan and Tse 1995). As language brokering is a
common activity performed by Mexican-origin adolescents

in immigrant families (e.g., Dorner et al. 2008), and as
brokering may be a central part of these adolescents’
identity (Kim et al. 2017), understanding their brokering
experiences, as an important component of their daily lives,
may provide an avenue to study brokers’ development.
Adolescent language brokers can have various brokering-
related experiences (Kim et al. 2017) in different settings, or
a range of experiences within one situation (Weisskirch
2017b). Studying the predictors of how the individuals feel
while language brokering may offer insights into the dif-
ferences among brokers in terms of how they perceive these
experiences. Previous studies have identified antecedents
that help explain the variation in brokering experiences,
such as adolescent acculturation (Weisskirch 2005), ethnic
identification (Kam 2009), and family obligation (Wu and
Kim 2009). Although these studies examined factors that
predict brokering experiences from the adolescent per-
spective, less attention was paid to the parental perspective.
Several language brokering researchers posit that language
brokering is a transactional process in which adolescents
team up with their parents to interact with mainstream
society (e.g., Villanueva and Buriel, 2010). The current
study aims to bring in the parental perspective and identify
the acculturation status of parent–adolescent dyads in an
effort to explain the variation in language brokering
experiences of Mexican American adolescents.
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According to Kam and Lazarevic (2014), language bro-
kering can be understood as a special form of interpersonal
communication. Following Burleson’s (2010) definition of
interpersonal communication, language brokering can be
defined as a complex, situated social process in which
adolescent language brokers and their parents exchange
messages with a third party from the mainstream culture to
help the parents bridge language barriers and sustain life in
the host country. Such a perspective suggests that language
brokering is a situated process that may be affected by
cultural and relational contexts. Individual acculturation
status, especially that of adolescents (including adaptation
to the host culture and retention of the heritage culture; e.g.,
Kam, 2009, Weisskirch 2005; Wu and Kim 2009), may
represent a cultural setting of language brokering. More-
over, parents are also active participants in the language
brokering process (Kam and Lazarevic 2014), and the ways
in which parents’ and children’s acculturation status interact
may represent a relational setting. By considering Mexican
immigrant parents’ acculturation together with their ado-
lescent children’s acculturation, this study can better capture
the interplay of cultural and relational contexts that may
predict language brokering experiences.

To date, no empirical study has tested whether and how
the combination of parent and child acculturation status may
explain the variation in adolescent language brokering
experiences. Following the bi-dimensional perspective of
acculturation (Berry 1980; Schwartz et al. 2016), this study
takes a typological approach and identifies different types of
dyadic parent–adolescent acculturation profiles. The study
then tests the potential influence of these parent–child
acculturation profiles on brokering experiences among
adolescents in Mexican American immigrant families.

Adolescent Language Brokering Experiences

Language brokering experiences are multifaceted. Under-
standing various brokering experiences is important, because
different aspects of language brokering experiences (e.g.,
frequency; whether brokering is perceived as efficacious or
burdensome) have important implications for adolescent
developmental outcomes across multiple domains, including
their academic performance, psychological well-being, and
behavioral problems (see Shen et al. 2017 for a review).
While extant studies have focused on how different bro-
kering experiences have various consequences for adoles-
cent well-being, less is known about predictors of how the
individuals feel during language brokering, particularly
those that represent both the cultural and relational contexts
in which brokering experiences occur. In addition, there is
currently a dearth of research that comprehensively con-
siders both the predictors and the multiple facets of the
brokering experience together in the same study.

Language brokering experiences are comprised of sev-
eral components, including the frequency with which the
activity occurs (e.g., Chao 2006) and attitudes during
translation (e.g., Kim et al. 2017). Language brokering
attitudes can be either positive or negative. At the same
time, some adolescents may also feel that language bro-
kering is a normative activity (Dorner et al. 2008), and may
score in the moderate ranges for frequency, as well as in the
moderate ranges for both positive and negative attitudes
toward language brokering. Positive attitudes include
positive emotions, perceived improvement in linguistic
skills in both languages, perceived increase in confidence
and maturity, perceived improvement in communication
skills, and a sense of self-efficacy during the brokering
process (Kim et al. 2017; Weisskirch 2007). Negative atti-
tudes include psychological burden or stress, and negative
emotions and feelings (Kim et al. 2014, 2017). To get a
complete picture of adolescent language brokering, positive
and negative language brokering attitudes are considered
together with language brokering frequency in the
present study.

Parent–Adolescent Acculturation Status

According to the bi-dimensional perspective of accultura-
tion (Berry 1980; Schwartz and Zamboanga 2008; Telzer
et al. 2016), there are two dimensions of acculturation, and
multiple indicators within each dimension. Host and heri-
tage cultural orientation and language use and proficiency
are commonly used indicators to assess acculturation status
(e.g., Bámaca-Colbert and Gayles 2010; Kim et al. 2015;
Schwartz and Zamboanga 2008). As pointed out by Knight
et al. (2009), however, one’s acculturation status goes
beyond cultural orientations and languages to include
dimensions of specific values (e.g., family obligation) and
self-concept dimensions such as ethnic identity. In parti-
cular, one of the most essential values in the U.S. culture is
independence/self-reliance (Knight et al. 2010), whereas
family obligation is considered an important cultural value
among individuals of Mexican origin (Fuligni et al. 1999).
Moreover, ethnic identity is multi-dimensional and can
include centrality, exploration, and resolution (Sellers et al.
1997; Umaña-Taylor et al. 2004). Ethnic identity centrality
refers to the extent to which individuals define themselves
relative to their ethnicity (Sellers et al. 1997); exploration
refers to choosing among alternative versions of ethnic
identity in meaningful ways; and resolution refers to one’s
commitment to his/her ethnic identity (Umaña-Taylor et al.
2004). When individuals highly endorse indicators of the
host culture dimension, they are likely to adapt well to the
host culture; meanwhile, when individuals highly endorse
indicators of the heritage culture dimension, they are likely
to have high heritage culture retainment. Therefore, the
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current study will incorporate both adolescent and parent
reports of acculturation components, including U.S. cultural
orientation, English proficiency, and sense of independence;
and Mexican cultural orientation, Spanish proficiency,
attitudes on family obligation, and ethnic identity (cen-
trality, exploration, and resolution) as indicators to generate
parent–child acculturation status profiles.

Based on the above-mentioned indicators, and consistent
with the bi-dimensional model of acculturation, four types
of individual acculturation profiles may emerge: integrated
(high on both U.S. and Mexican culture indicators),
assimilated (high on host culture indicators, low on heritage
culture indicators), separated (low on host culture indica-
tors, high on heritage culture indicators), and marginalized
(low on indicators for both cultures; Berry 1980). However,
researchers have found that all four conceptual profiles do
not always emerge in empirical studies using the person-
centered approach. In fact, the marginalized profile seldom
emerged, or emerged at a low rate among ethnic minority
adolescents and parents (e.g., Kim et al. 2015). Moreover,
past studies also found that immigrant parents are less likely
to be classified as assimilated than as integrated or sepa-
rated (e.g., Kim et al. 2015), and parents endorsed U.S.
cultural indicators less than they endorsed heritage cultural
aspects (e.g., U.S. vs. Hispanic practices; Schwartz et al.
2016). Given that parents in the current study sample were
not proficient in English, assimilated parents were not
expected to emerge. Additionally, past studies indicate that
the integrated profile has more subtypes. In addition to the
integrated profile, there is a moderately integrated profile,
which displays a pattern similar to the integrated pattern,
yet with lower scores on indicators of both U.S. culture and
Mexican culture; moderately integrated individuals also
tend to report poorer health than integrated individuals
(e.g., Jang et al. 2017). Given the current sample char-
acteristics, integrated adolescents were expected to emerge,
whereas only the moderately integrated (vs. integrated)
profile was expected to emerge among parents. Therefore, it
is plausible that three individual profiles (i.e., integrated,
assimilated, and separated) may emerge among adolescent
language brokers, whereas only separated and moderately
integrated profiles may emerge among parents.

Based on the above-mentioned prediction for adolescent
acculturation profiles (three) and parental acculturation
profiles (two), there are potentially six parent–adolescent
acculturation profiles to be found in a sample of Mexican
immigrant families with English-limited parents and ado-
lescents who language broker for them, namely: (1) ado-
lescent integrated–parent moderately integrated, (2)
adolescent integrated–parent separated, (3) adolescent
separated–parent moderately integrated, (4) adolescent
separated–parent separated, (5) adolescent

assimilated–parent moderately integrated, and 6) adoles-
cent assimilated–parent separated.

Parent–Adolescent Acculturation Profiles and
Language Brokering Experiences

Prior literature on the most (mal)adaptive parent–child
acculturation status in the context of youth development has
mostly adopted the bi-dimensional perspective of accul-
turation (see Telzer 2010 for a review). The dominant view
holds that an intergenerational acculturation gap is created
due to children adapting to mainstream society faster than
their parents, which leads to worse family relationships and
more adolescent distress (acculturation-gap distress model;
Telzer 2010). More recent research has challenged this view
and proposed that heritage culture retention—especially
among adolescents—has better predictive validity than
mainstream culture adaptation for immigrant family rela-
tionships and adolescent developmental adjustment (e.g.,
Schwartz et al. 2016; Telzer et al. 2016). These studies were
methodologically limited by their variable-centered
approach, however, because they could not test both
dimensions of acculturation between parent and child
simultaneously (e.g., interaction approach; Costigan and
Dokis 2006; Schwartz et al. 2016). In other words, findings
and interpretations of these studies usually examined (mal)
adaptive dyadic discrepancy in host culture adaptation and
in heritage culture retention separately. To address this
limitation, the current study uses latent profile analysis (a
person-centered approach), takes a dyadic perspective (i.e.,
examines parent–adolescent pairs) and incorporates both
dimensions of acculturation (each with multiple indicators)
to identify the most (mal)adaptive acculturation profiles in
relation to brokering.

According to the literature, when adolescents and parents
are more attached to Mexican cultural values (e.g., family
obligation, interdependence), adolescents may be more
willing to participate in language brokering (Weisskirch
2017b) and feel more positive towards language brokering
(Wu and Kim 2009). Meanwhile, adolescents’ own ability
to speak proficient English and navigate mainstream culture
are important assets that allow them to better assist their
families when language brokering (Kam and Lazarevic
2014). Thus, regardless of the potential gaps in dyadic
adaptation to mainstream culture, as parents in brokering
families usually are not proficient in English, brokers who
have high host culture adaptation and high heritage culture
attachment may be more competent and content with lan-
guage brokering. As such, brokers in the adolescent inte-
grated-parent separated profile (vs. other profiles) may
have the most frequent, and the most positive and least
negative, language brokering experiences. By contrast,
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although brokers in the adolescent assimilated-parent
separated profile have adequate familiarity with the main-
stream culture and proficiency in the mainstream language,
the intergenerational gap in heritage culture may lead to
adolescents being unwilling to translate and may create
tensions during the brokering process (Weisskirch 2017b).
Therefore, brokers in the adolescent assimilated-parent
separated profile (vs. other profiles) may translate less
frequently and may have worse brokering experiences.

Present Study

Using a two-wave dataset of Mexican American adolescents
and their parents, the current study has two goals. The first
goal is to identify profiles of parent–adolescent accultura-
tion in Mexican immigrant families based on indicators of
parent and adolescent host and heritage cultural orienta-
tions, languages, values, and identities. Although
mother–adolescent and father–adolescent dyads will be
tested in separate latent profile analyses, it is assumed that
similar profiles will emerge across parent gender, as pre-
vious studies that tested parent–child acculturation profiles
did not find significant differences across parent gender
(e.g., Kim et al. 2015). The second goal is to test the effect
of parent–adolescent acculturation profiles on adolescents’
language brokering frequency, positive brokering experi-
ences, and negative brokering experiences.

Method

Participants

Data for the present study are drawn from a two-wave
longitudinal study of 604 Mexican American families
(Nadolescents= 604, Nmothers= 596, Nfathers= 293) living in
and around a metropolitan area in central Texas. Families
were eligible when: (1) both parents were of Mexican ori-
gin, (2) the family had a child in middle school, and (3) the
child was responsible for translating for at least one parent.
Data were collected when adolescents were in middle
school (sixth through eighth grades), ranging from 11.08 to
15.29 years old (M age= 12.91 years, SD= 0.92). Slightly
over half of the sample is female (N= 328, 54.3%). Most
adolescent participants were U.S.-born (N= 455, 75.3%;),
whereas most of their parents were Mexico-born (mother:
N= 592, 99.3%; father: N= 289, 98.6%). For the remain-
ing 24.7% adolescent participants who were born in Mex-
ico, they had lived in the United States for 8.61 years on
average (SD= 2.63). The median and mean household
income fell within the range of $20,001 to $30,000. The
median highest education level of both fathers and mothers
was some middle/junior high school.

Procedure

At Wave 1, families were recruited through public records,
school presentations, and community recruitment in and
around a metropolitan area in central Texas from 2012 to
2015. Research assistants distributed a letter describing the
research project, along with a permission slip for parents. If
families signed and returned the slip, an initial screening
call was placed to collect information on the three criteria
mentioned in the participant section. If the family met the
participation criteria, a family visit was scheduled. Bilingual
and bicultural interviewers went on family visits, reading
questions out loud to families and entering participants’
responses on a laptop computer. All the questionnaires were
prepared in both English and Spanish. The questionnaires
were first translated to Spanish and then back-translated to
English by bilingual and bicultural research assistants. The
questionnaires took approximately two hours to complete.
Families received $60 compensation after completing the
questionnaires. About one year later, families were
approached to participate in the follow-up study. Compen-
sation in the amount of $90 was given to families that
completed the Wave 2 portion of the study.

Approximately 80% of families recruited for the Wave 1
data collection participated in the Wave 2 study (Nwave1=
604, Nwave2= 483). Attrition analyses found no significant
difference in adolescent age, gender, nativity, and family
income between families who participated in both waves of
data collection and those who dropped out at Wave 2.
However, families with parents who had a higher education
level (mother: t(591)= 2.410, p= .016; father: t(150)=
3.680, p= .000) were more likely to continue participating
in the study.

Measures

Adolescents, mothers, and fathers self-reported on latent
profile analysis indicators at Wave 1, including: individuals’
Mexican and U.S. orientations, Spanish and English profi-
ciency, cultural values (family obligation, independence),
and ethnic identity (centrality, resolution, and exploration).
For all language brokering-related scales as reported by
adolescents, there was one measure of brokering frequency
and seven measures of brokering attitudes. Adolescents
reported separately for brokering for mother and brokering
for father during both Wave 1 and Wave 2.

Mexican and U.S. orientations

Participants’ Mexican and U.S. orientation (i.e., cultural
behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs) were measured using the
Vancouver Index of Acculturation (Ryder et al. 2000).
Participants answered 10 questions about their Mexican
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cultural orientation and 10 questions about their American
cultural orientation on a five-point Likert scale (1= strongly
disagree to 5= strongly agree). Example items were “I
often follow traditions of the Mexican/American culture,” “I
often behave in ways that are typical of the Mexican/
American culture,” and “I believe in mainstream Mexican/
American values.” In the current study, the scales show
good reliability across informants (Mexican orientation: αs
= 0.85 to 0.88; U.S. orientation: αs= 0.80 to 0.85).

Spanish and English proficiency

Participants self-reported how proficient they were in
Spanish and English, respectively, on 5-point Likert scales
(1= not well to 5= extremely well) on 3 aspects as distinct
items (i.e., speaking and understanding, reading, writing).
Prior research has found that self-report and objective
measures of language proficiency are correlated (e.g., Dunn
and Fox Tree 2009). The scales show good reliability across
informants in the study (Spanish and English for adoles-
cents: αs= 0.80 and 0.82; for mothers: αs= 0.82 and 0.87;
for father: αs= 0.80 and 0.90).

Family obligation

Participants reported their attitudes on family obligation on
a 13-item measure (Fuligni et al. 1999). On a 5-point scale
(1= not at all important to 5= very important), participants
answered how important it is to them that the target ado-
lescent treat parents with respect and provide current
assistance (e.g., “help out around the house”) and future
support (e.g., “help parents financially in the future”) to the
family. The family obligation measure has been validated
for use with Mexican Americans and is related to a range of
outcomes such as academic adjustment and family cohesion
(e.g., Fuligni et al. 1999); it shows good reliability in the
current sample (αs= 0.77 to 0.88).

Independence

To measure the U.S. cultural value of independence, parti-
cipants rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) their endorsement of the following statements:
“People should be allowed to make their own decisions”
and “People should learn how to take care of themselves
and not depend on others.” This two-item scale was adapted
from the independence and self-reliance subscale in the
Mexican American Cultural Values Scale (Knight et al.
2010), which is related to adolescent perceived social sup-
port and parental acceptance (e.g., Knight et al. 2010). The
two items are positively correlated across informants (rs=
0.33 to 0.45, ps < 0.01).

Ethnic identity centrality, exploration, and resolution

All three measures were assessed using a self-report, five-
point scale (1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree).
The 3-item centrality measure (e.g., “being Mexican is an
important part of who I am”) was adapted from the cen-
trality subscale in the Multidimensional Inventory of Black
Identity Scale (Sellers et al. 1997). The 3-item exploration
measure (e.g., “I have often done things that will help me
understand my Mexican background better”) and the 3-item
resolution measure (e.g., “I know what being Mexican
means to me”) were adapted from the corresponding sub-
scales in the Ethnic Identity Scale (Umaña-Taylor et al.
2004). All three measures have been validated for use with
Mexican Americans and are related to variables such as
self-esteem and family ethnic socialization (e.g., Umaña-
Taylor et al. 2004). The scales show fair to good reliability
across informants (centrality: αs= 0.60 to 0.66; explora-
tion: αs= 0.81 to 0.85; resolution: αs= 0.85 to 0.91).

Language brokering frequency

Adolescents answered how often they translate for their
mother and father, respectively, on a scale ranging from (1)
a few times a year to (2) a few times every 3 to 6 months to
(3) a few times a month to (4) a few times a week to (5)
every day.

Language brokering attitudes

Adolescents reported on seven attitudinal scales of language
brokering. Four of these subscales (i.e., benefits of broker-
ing, efficacy of brokering, positive parent–child relation-
ships tied to brokering, negative feelings about brokering)
are derived from the Adolescent Subjective Language
Brokering Experiences Scale (Kim et al. 2017), which uses
a 5-point scale (1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly
agree). Using a 7-point scale (1= never to 7= always), two
of these subscales (positive and negative emotions about
brokering) measure emotions adolescents may experience
while brokering (Weisskirch 2007). The language brokering
stress measure used a 6-point scale (0= I don’t translate
this, 1= not stressful, to 5= extremely stressful). Items
endorsed as 0 in the brokering stress scale were recoded as
missing in the analysis.

The four positive language brokering experiences
dimensions are: benefits (7 items, e.g., “When I translate for
my parent it strengthens my Spanish skills”; αs= 0.79 to
0.91 for brokering for mother and father across waves),
efficacy (4 items, e.g., “I am good at translating for my
parent”; αs= 0.83 to 0.90), positive parent–child relation-
ships (4 items, e.g., “I understand my parent better because I
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translate for her/him”; αs= 0.82 to 0.89), and positive
emotions (3 items, i.e., “How often do you feel enthusiastic/
excited/happy when you translate from English to Spanish
for your parent”; αs= 0.81 to 0.90).

The three negative language brokering experiences
dimensions are: negative feelings (4 items, e.g., “I become
impatient when my parent asks me to translate for her/him”;
αs= 0.72 to 0.78), negative emotions (4 items, i.e., “How
often do you feel angry/annoyed/sad/embarrassed when you
translate from English to Spanish for your parent”; αs=
0.67 to 0.78), and brokering stress (11 items, e.g., “How
stressed do you feel when you translate homework/bill/legal
document for your parent”; αs= 0.93 to 0.95).

Covariates

Adolescents’ age, gender, nativity (i.e., foreign-born or U.
S.-born), and family SES (i.e., family income, parent
highest educational level), as well as adolescents’ Wave 1
language brokering experiences, were included as

covariates. Adolescent age was directly calculated by sub-
tracting adolescents’ birth dates from the interview dates.
Parents reported the family income on an 11-point scale
with $10,000 increments, ranging from 1 ($10,000 or
under) to 11 ($110,001 or more). Parents reported their
highest education level on an 11-point scale (1= no formal
schooling to 11= finished a graduate degree).

Analytical Plan

All analyses were conducted using Mplus 7.4 with the full
information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation
method of handling missing data (Muthén and Muthén 1998
−2012). First, two sets of latent profile analyses (LPA) were
conducted to identify mother–adolescent acculturation
profiles and father–adolescent acculturation profiles. As
suggested by Nylund et al. (2007), the most optimal class
solution has smaller values on the Akaike information cri-
teria, Bayesian information criteria, and adjusted Bayesian
information criteria, and is significant in Vuong-Lo-

Table 1 Latent profile analysis
fit indices and statistics

Number of profiles −2 Log Likelihood AIC BIC ABIC LRT adj LRT Entropy

Mother–Adolescent acculturation profiles (N= 596)

1 21644.200 21716.201 21874.249 21759.960 – – –

2 20987.722 21097.723 21339.186 21164.577 0.0052 0.0054 0.730

3 20623.936 20771.937 21096.815 20861.887 0.0920 0.0936 0.741

4 20281.412 20467.413 20875.705 20580.458 0.0243 0.0252 0.813

5 20093.408 20317.408 20809.115 20453.548 0.1580 0.1613 0.852

6 19952.464 20214.465 20789.586 20373.700 0.7362 0.7370 0.845

Father–Adolescent acculturation profiles (N= 293)

1 10671.404 10743.404 10875.890 10761.725 – – –

2 10356.462 10466.461 10668.871 10494.452 0.0999 0.1017 0.723

3 10168.124 10316.124 10588.457 10353.785 0.1091 0.1112 0.871

4 10044.656 10230.655 10572.911 10277.985 0.5137 0.5184 0.847

5 9928.642 10152.641 10564.821 10209.641 0.7163 0.7168 0.864

6 9846.930 10108.930 10591.032 10175.598 0.4093 0.4108 0.869

Adolescent-only acculturation profiles (N= 604)a

1 10977.920 11013.920 11093.185 11036.039 – – –

2 10330.522 10386.521 10509.821 10420.928 0.0035 0.0038 0.718

3 9988.334 10064.334 10231.670 10111.029 0.0024 0.0026 0.845

4 9815.844 9911.843 10123.215 9970.827 0.0266 0.0281 0.925

5 9735.842 9851.842 10107.249 9923.114 0.4067 0.4110 0.920

6 9673.962 9809.962 10109.405 9893.522 0.1838 0.1886 0.843

Bolded text indicates the best class solution by considering both fit indices and the evaluation of substantive
meaning of profile

AIC Akaike information criterion, BIC Bayesian information criterion, ABIC Adjusted Bayesian information
criterion, LR (Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin) Likelihood Ratio tests, adj LRT (Lo-Mendell-Rubin) adjusted
Likelihood Ratio tests
aThe fit indices seem to favor a four-class solution over a three-class solution for the adolescent-only
acculturation profile. The fourth group that emerged has a relative size of 3.5%, which is considered very
small given the current sample size, and may not be as practically meaningful as other groups. Therefore, the
three-class solution was considered as optimal for adolescent-only acculturation profiles

340 Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2020) 49:335–351



Ta
bl
e
2
M
ea
n-
le
ve
l
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
ac
ro
ss

m
ot
he
r–
ad
ol
es
ce
nt

ac
cu
ltu

ra
tio

n
pr
ofi

le
s
an
d
fa
th
er
–
ad
ol
es
ce
nt

ac
cu
ltu

ra
tio

n
pr
ofi

le
s
on

in
di
ca
to
rs

In
di
ca
to
rs

C
la
ss

1
C
la
ss

2
C
la
ss

3
C
la
ss

4
F
st
at
is
tic
s

A
-I
n,

M
-S
e

A
-M

d
A
s,
M
-M

d
S
e

A
-M

d
In
,
M
-M

d
S
e

A
-M

d
In
,
M
-S
e

F
p

M
ot
he
r–
ad

ol
es
ce
nt

ac
cu
ltu

ra
tio

n
pr
ofi

le
s

(2
0.
3%

)
(9
.9
%
)

(4
8.
7%

)
(2
1.
1%

)
(3
,5
84

)

A
do

le
sc
en
t
M
ex
ic
an

cu
ltu

re
A
-M

ex
ic
an

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
44

a
3.
11

b
3.
90

c
3.
66

d
11

6.
46

<
0.
00

1

A
-S
pa
ni
sh

pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

3.
99

a
3.
08

b
3.
57

c
3.
40

bc
19

.2
3

<
0.
00

1

A
-f
am

ily
ob

lig
at
io
n

4.
61

a
3.
63

b
4.
23

c
4.
14

c
47

.3
2

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
ce
nt
ra
lit
y

4.
42

a
2.
79

b
3.
76

c
3.
51

d
15

7.
06

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
ex
pl
or
at
io
n

4.
22

a
2.
31

b
3.
30

c
3.
23

c
13

8.
51

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
re
so
lu
tio

n
4.
75

a
2.
79

b
3.
98

c
3.
78

d
24

7.
58

<
0.
00

1

A
do

le
sc
en
t
U
.S
.
cu
ltu

re
A
-U

.S
.
or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
12

a
3.
33

b
3.
73

c
3.
59

c
48

.7
0

<
0.
00

1

A
-E
ng

lis
h
pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

4.
37

a
4.
09

ab
4.
22

ab
4.
04

b
5.
75

0.
00

1

A
-i
nd

iv
id
ua
lis
m

3.
90

a
3.
48

b
3.
50

b
3.
39

b
11

.6
6

<
0.
00

1

M
ot
he
r
M
ex
ic
an

cu
ltu

re
M
-M

ex
ic
an

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
29

a
3.
94

b
3.
89

b
4.
67

c
89

.2
6

<
0.
00

1

M
-S
pa
ni
sh

pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

4.
21

ab
3.
80

a
4.
00

ab
4.
26

b
5.
90

0.
00

1

M
-f
am

ily
ob

lig
at
io
n

4.
49

ac
4.
33

ab
4.
25

b
4.
57

c
18

.6
3

<
0.
00

1

M
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
ce
nt
ra
lit
y

4.
04

a
3.
74

b
3.
73

b
4.
45

c
49

.1
3

<
0.
00

1

M
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y

ex
pl
or
at
io
n

3.
59

a
2.
95

b
3.
17

b
4.
17

c
52

.4
9

<
0.
00

1

M
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
re
so
lu
tio

n
4.
29

a
3.
90

b
3.
89

b
4.
72

c
84

.9
3

<
0.
00

1

M
ot
he
r
U
.S
.
cu
ltu

re
M
-U

.S
.
or
ie
nt
at
io
n

3.
45

ac
3.
08

b
3.
27

bc
3.
64

a
17

.8
6

<
0.
00

1

M
-E
ng

lis
h
pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

1.
59

a
1.
54

a
1.
54

a
1.
60

a
0.
25

0.
85

9

M
-i
nd

iv
id
ua
lis
m

3.
89

a
3.
88

a
3.
76

a
4.
34

b
18

.3
1

<
0.
00

1

F
at
he
r–
ad

ol
es
ce
nt

ac
cu
ltu

ra
tio

n
pr
ofi

le
s

(2
8.
7%

)
(1
0.
6%

)
(6
0.
7%

)
(2
,2
83

)

A
do

le
sc
en
t
M
ex
ic
an

cu
ltu

re
A
-M

ex
ic
an

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
35

a
3.
33

b
3.
84

c
58

.4
7

<
0.
00

1

A
-S
pa
ni
sh

pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

3.
85

a
3.
40

a
3.
52

a
5.
09

0.
00

7

A
-f
am

ily
ob

lig
at
io
n

4.
59

a
3.
99

b
4.
20

b
21

.0
1

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
ce
nt
ra
lit
y

4.
33

a
2.
75

b
3.
65

c
99

.7
3

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
ex
pl
or
at
io
n

3.
96

a
2.
38

b
3.
25

c
66

.5
0

<
0.
00

1

A
-e
th
ni
c
id
en
tit
y
re
so
lu
tio

n
4.
74

a
2.
56

b
3.
87

c
40

2.
33

<
0.
00

1

A
do

le
sc
en
t
U
.S
.
cu
ltu

re
A
-U

.S
.
or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
10

a
3.
50

b
3.
69

b
27

.4
1

<
0.
00

1

A
-E
ng

lis
h
pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

4.
34

a
4.
07

a
4.
17

a
2.
50

0.
08

4

A
-i
nd

iv
id
ua
lis
m

4.
02

a
3.
55

b
3.
39

b
23

.2
4

<
0.
00

1

F
at
he
r
M
ex
ic
an

cu
ltu

re
F
-M

ex
ic
an

or
ie
nt
at
io
n

4.
11

a
3.
72

b
4.
06

a
7.
61

0.
00

1

F
-S
pa
ni
sh

pr
ofi

ci
en
cy

3.
61

a
3.
83

ab
3.
99

b
4.
73

0.
00

9

F
-f
am

ily
ob

lig
at
io
n

4.
28

a
4.
26

a
4.
29

a
0.
03

0.
97

5

Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2020) 49:335–351 341



Mendell-Rubin and Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted Likelihood
Ratio tests. No parameters were constrained within each set
of profiles in the LPA analyses. Additionally, an indepen-
dent chi-square test between mother–adolescent and
father–adolescent dyadic profiles was conducted to test
whether the dyadic acculturation profiles were substantively
different between mother–adolescent and father–adolescent
dyads. Furthermore, whether adolescent gender differences
emerged in these profile distributions was also examined by
conducting chi-square tests separately within
mother–adolescent and father–adolescent profiles.

Next, to test whether the dyadic acculturation profiles
may influence adolescent language brokering experiences,
two structural equation models (SEMs) were tested sepa-
rately for mother–adolescent dyads and father–adolescent
dyads. Testing these structural equation models involved
two steps: testing the measurement models—conducting
confirmatory factor analyses on the latent construct (i.e.,
positive and negative brokering experiences); and testing
the structural models—examining the effects of dyadic
acculturation profiles (W1) on adolescent language bro-
kering experiences (W2 controlling for W1 observed vari-
ables). As brokering frequency is an ordinal variable, SEM
models were tested by treating brokering frequency as a
categorical variable and using the accompanying “estimator
=MLR” (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2012).

In order to test whether adding parental acculturation
status gives the dyadic acculturation profiles better pre-
dictive validity, as compared to the adolescent-only profiles,
the following sensitivity analyses were conducted. A series
of LPA were conducted to identify the adolescent-only
acculturation profiles. Then, the potential influence of
adolescent-only acculturation profiles (W1) to adolescent
language brokering experiences (W2 controlling for W1
observed variables) was examined in SEM models (in
which brokering frequency was treated as ordinal). Lastly,
results of dyadic acculturation profiles in SEM and
adolescent-only profiles in SEM were compared to inves-
tigate whether the proposed dyadic acculturation profiles
were more robust than adolescent-only profiles in terms of
explaining variations in brokering experiences.

Results

Parent–Adolescent Acculturation Profiles

Based on fit indices (Table 1) and evaluation of substantive
meaning of acculturation profiles, results indicate that the
optimal solutions were four profiles for mother–adolescent
dyads and three profiles for father–adolescent dyads. The
means on the indicators of each profile, and ANOVA results
of mean differences on indicators by profile membership,Ta
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are displayed in Table 2 (upper panel for mother–adolescent
dyads; lower panel for father–adolescent dyads). Indicator
means of Mexican and U.S. cultural dimensions for each
reporter were calculated and plotted to derive optimal pro-
files for mother–adolescent dyads (Fig. 1a) and

father–adolescent dyads (Fig. 1b). Given that the parents in
the sample needed their adolescent children to translate for
them, it is not surprising that their scores on English pro-
ficiency were consistently low (mother: Mean= 1.56,
SD= 0.72; father: Mean= 1.82, SD= 0.87), with no

Fig. 1 Mother–adolescent acculturation profiles (a), father–adolescent
acculturation profiles (b), and adolescent acculturation profiles (c). a,
adolescent; m, mother; f, father. In the current figure, each reporter’s
acculturation status was represented by an average across indicators on

the Mexican culture dimension and an average across indicators on the
U.S. culture dimension. The error bars in the figure represent the
standard deviation of the indicator average within each cultural
dimension for a specific reporter
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significant difference across profiles for mothers (F(3,584)
= 0.25, p= 0.859) or fathers (F(2, 283)= 0.01, p= 0.989).

Mother–adolescent acculturation profiles (N= 596)

Four profiles emerged for mother–adolescent acculturation
status: adolescent integrated–mother separated (20.3%),
adolescent moderately assimilated–mother moderately
separated (9.9%), adolescent moderately integrated–mother
moderately separated (48.7%), and adolescent moderately
integrated–mother separated (21.1%; see Fig. 1a and Table
2 upper panel for details).

Relative to other profiles, the adolescent
integrated–mother separated profile was characterized by
higher scores on indicators for both Mexican culture (i.e.,
Mexican orientation, Spanish proficiency, ethnic identity
centrality/exploration/resolution, family obligation) and U.
S. culture (i.e., U.S. orientation, English proficiency, and
individualism) among adolescents, and higher scores on
Mexican culture indicators with lower U.S. culture indica-
tors among mothers. The smallest profile, the adolescent
moderately assimilated–mother moderately separated pro-
file, was characterized by moderately higher scores on
aspects of U.S. culture compared to Mexican culture among
adolescents, and moderately higher scores on aspects of
Mexican culture and moderately lower on aspects of U.S.
culture among mothers. The largest group, the adolescent
moderately integrated–mother moderately separated pro-
file, had moderately higher scores on both Mexican and U.
S. culture indicators for adolescents, and moderately higher
scores on Mexican culture indicators with moderately lower
U.S. culture indicators for mothers. The adolescent mod-
erately integrated–mother separated profile showed an
adolescent pattern similar to that of other profiles in which
adolescents were also considered moderately integrated,
and a maternal pattern similar to the first profile, in which
mothers were also classified as separated.

Father–adolescent acculturation profiles (N= 293)

Three profiles emerged for father–adolescent acculturation
status: adolescent integrated–father moderately separated
(28.7%), adolescent moderately assimilated–father moder-
ately separated (10.6%), and adolescent moderately
integrated–father moderately separated (60.7%; see Fig. 1b
and Table 2 lower panel for details). For all three profiles,
fathers displayed a consistent pattern of moderately higher
scores on Mexican culture indicators and moderately lower
U.S. culture indicators, which was considered moderately
separated. For adolescents, patterns that were similar to
those named in the mother–adolescent acculturation profiles
were named consistently.

Profile distribution across gender

Most dyads were in the same mother–adolescent accul-
turation profiles and father–adolescent acculturation profiles
(51.6% out of the 285 families in which both parents par-
ticipated). Chi-square difference tests found that there were
significant associations between mother–adolescent accul-
turation profiles and father–adolescent acculturation pro-
files, χ2 (6)= 412.35, p < 0.001. As for the profile
distributions across adolescent gender, chi-square difference
tests showed that adolescent gender was not significantly
related to dyadic acculturation profiles, mother–adolescent
dyads: χ2 (3)= 5.21, p= 0.157, or father–adolescent dyads:
χ2 (2)= 3.74, p= 0.154.

Dyadic Acculturation Profiles and Adolescent
Language Brokering Experiences

The brokering for mother and for father measurement
models exhibited good model fit, mother: χ2 (41)= 76.605,
p < 0.001, CFI= 0.975, RMSEA= .038 [90% CI= 0.024,
0.051], SRMR= 0.030; father: χ2 (41)= 37.684, p= 0.619,
CFI= 1.000, RMSEA= .000 [90% CI= 0.000, 0.035],
SMRM= 0.032. For positive language brokering experi-
ences, standardized coefficients are as follows (presenting in
the order of brokering for mother/brokering for father):
benefits (0.71/0.82), efficacy (0.49/0.46), positive
parent–child relationships (0.67/0.77), and positive emo-
tions (.33/.30). Standardized coefficients for negative lan-
guage brokering experiences are as follows: negative
feelings (0.51/0.46), negative emotions (0.72/0.86), and
brokering stress (0.43/0.54).

Mother–adolescent dyads (N= 596)

The structural model for mother–adolescent dyads is pre-
sented in the first lines in Fig. 2. The reference group for the
profiles was rotated to get all possible comparisons. Results
showed that relative to the adolescent integrated–mother
separated profile, the other three profiles were negatively
associated with positive language brokering experiences
(the adolescent moderately assimilated–mother moderately
separated profile: β=−0.185, p= 0.001; the adolescent
moderately integrated–mother moderately separated pro-
file: β=−0.254, p < 0.001; and the adolescent moderately
integrated–mother separated profile: β=−0.173, p=
0.011). The adolescent moderately integrated–mother
moderately separated profile was also found to be posi-
tively associated with negative brokering experiences,
compared to the adolescent integrated–mother separated
profile (β= 0.170, p= 0.034). However, no such differ-
ences were found for language brokering frequency.
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Father–adolescent dyads (N= 293)

The structural model for father–adolescent dyads is pre-
sented in the second lines of Fig. 2. Similar to the analyses
of mother–adolescent dyads, the reference group for the
profiles was rotated to get all possible comparisons. Results
show that relative to the adolescent integrated–father
moderately separated profile, the other two profiles are
negatively associated with positive language brokering
experiences (the adolescent moderately assimilated–father
moderately separated profile: β=−0.202, p= 0.006; the
adolescent moderately integrated–mother moderately
separated profile: β=−0.185, p= 0.023). Moreover, the
adolescent moderately assimilated–father moderately
separated profile was 0.462 times less likely to engage in
frequent translation (95% CI= 0.176– 0.748, p < 0.001),
compared to the adolescent integrated–father moderately

separated profile. However, no such difference was found
for negative language brokering experiences.

Sensitivity Analyses

Based on fit indices (Table 1) and evaluation of substantive
meaning of acculturation profiles, results suggest that the
optimal solution was three profiles for adolescent-only
acculturation. Indicator means of Mexican and U.S. cultural
dimensions were calculated and plotted for adolescent
acculturation profiles in Fig. 1c. Three profiles emerged for
adolescent acculturation status: integrated (21.8%), mod-
erately assimilated (12.6%), and moderately integrated
(65.6%).

Next, structural equation modeling was conducted to test
whether adolescent-only profiles predicted adolescent lan-
guage brokering experiences. Similar to results found for

Fig. 2 Standardized coefficients of mother–adolescent acculturation
profiles (first line) and father–adolescent acculturation profiles (second
line and underlined) on adolescent language brokering experiences
after controlling for adolescent age, gender, nativity, mother’s edu-
cation level, household income, and Wave 1 language brokering
experiences (observed variables) are presented above. Dashed arrows
represent non-significant pathways. Solid arrows represent significant

pathways. OR, odds ratio. aModels were conducted using maximum
likelihood estimation with robust standard error with a categorical
outcome variable (adolescent language brokering frequency), which
did not provide model fit indices. Proximal model fit indices were
estimated by treating adolescent language brokering frequency as a
continuous variable. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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dyadic acculturation profiles, adolescent-only profiles were
associated with positive language brokering experiences.
Moreover, similar to the finding for father–adolescent
acculturation profiles, adolescent-only profiles were related
to language brokering frequency.

However, results also showed the potential limitation of
adolescent-only profiles as predictors. Specifically, while
the dyadic mother–adolescent acculturation profiles (ado-
lescent integrated–mother separated profile vs. adolescent
moderately integrated–mother moderately separated pro-
file) were associated with negative brokering experiences,
no adolescent-only profiles were found to be related to
negative brokering experiences when adolescents were
brokering for either parent. Overall, these results suggest
that, when examining the potential influence of brokering
experiences, dyadic acculturation profiles may be superior
to adolescent-only profiles. Importantly, the dyadic profiles
(especially mother–adolescent dyadic profiles) are more
likely to be associated with a range of language brokering
experiences, including both frequency and attitudes (posi-
tive and negative), compared to adolescent-only profiles
(associated only with frequency and positive experiences).

Discussion

Language brokering is a situated process enacted in cultural
and relational settings (Kam and Lazarevic 2014). An
example of the interaction between these cultural and rela-
tional contexts occurs when parents and adolescents
understand and adapt to their host culture (i.e., U.S. orien-
tation, English proficiency, independence), while staying
attached to their heritage culture (i.e., Mexican orientation,
Spanish proficiency, family obligation, ethnic identity cen-
trality/exploration/resolution). When parents and children
both work actively during the brokering process, certain
dyadic acculturation patterns may affect adolescents’ lan-
guage brokering frequency and attitudes. By taking a dyadic
perspective and exploring parent–adolescent acculturation
profiles in a Mexican immigrant sample, the current study
identified four mother–adolescent acculturation profiles
(i.e., adolescent integrated–mother separated, adolescent
moderately assimilated–mother moderately separated,
adolescent moderately integrated–mother moderately
separated, and adolescent moderately integrated–mother
separated) and three father–adolescent acculturation pro-
files (i.e., adolescent integrated–father moderately sepa-
rated, adolescent moderately assimilated–father moderately
separated, and adolescent moderately integrated–father
moderately separated). Among the profiles that emerged,
the adolescent integrated–parent (moderately) separated
profiles were found to be related to more frequent and
effective language brokering experiences as compared to

other profiles. In the context of such parent–child accul-
turation profiles, adolescents who are equipped to navigate
the host culture may experience a more harmonious bro-
kering process, even though their parents are less well-
integrated into U.S. culture, when they, like their parents,
remain closely attached to Mexican culture. These are
therefore the joint parent–child acculturation profiles that
relate to more positive and less negative language brokering
experiences.

Multifaceted Language Brokering Experiences

Our study supports the notion that adolescent language
brokering experiences are multifaceted (Kam and Lazarevic
2014). Specifically, the measurement models found two
latent constructs of language brokering attitudes, including:
positive attitudes (brokering-related benefits, efficacy, posi-
tive parent–child relationships, and positive emotions) and
negative attitudes (brokering-related negative feelings,
negative emotions, and stress). A measure of language
brokering frequency was also included to get a holistic
picture of language brokering experiences. Thus, this study
contributes to the literature with a more integrated and
nuanced assessment of language brokering experiences
(Kim et al. 2017; Weisskirch 2007).

Individual and Dyadic Acculturation Profiles

Instead of studying adolescent and parental acculturation
status separately (e.g., Schwartz et al. 2016; Telzer et al.
2016), the current study took a dyadic perspective and
incorporated the bi-dimensional perspective of acculturation
and multiple domains of acculturation indicators to study
joint parent–adolescent acculturation profiles. By utilizing
one of the person-centered approaches (LPA), the study
could model the cultural setting (i.e., Mexican and U.S.
cultural aspects) and the relational setting (i.e., including
both adolescents’ and parents’ perspectives) together to
create dyadic acculturation profiles. This approach also
allowed us to model simultaneously the host culture adap-
tation and heritage culture retention of parent–adolescent
dyads (for a total of four dimensions). As four-way inter-
actions are unwieldy and require a large sample size, studies
using the interaction approach tend to model dyadic
acculturation discrepancy by measuring host culture adap-
tation and heritage culture retention separately (e.g.,
Schwartz et al. 2016; Telzer et al. 2016). However, when
studying dyadic acculturation as a combined status, LPA
may be better than the interaction approach at capturing the
essence of the bi-dimensional acculturation model.

Three individual acculturation types for adolescents
within the dyadic profiles emerged, including integrated
(high on Mexican and U.S. cultural aspects), moderately
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integrated (moderately high on Mexican and U.S. cultural
aspects), and moderately assimilated (moderately low on
Mexican cultural aspects, moderately high on U.S. cultural
aspects). Findings were consistent with previous studies
showing that, when adolescents lived in the host society
from birth or from their early school years, they were more
likely to become integrated or assimilated (e.g., Schwartz
and Zamboanga, 2008). However, adolescents in this study
sample were moderately assimilated rather than assimilated
because language brokers are linguistic and cultural med-
iators (Jones et al. 2012). One reason may be that being
exposed to the heritage culture and using the heritage lan-
guage more frequently than non-brokers (e.g., Chao 2006)
makes brokers more affiliated with their heritage culture
(Wu and Kim 2009) and unlikely to score very low on
Mexican culture indicators. It may also be that serving as
language brokers instills a sense of interdependence, as
opposed to independence (Kam and Lazarevic 2014),
resulting in only moderately high scores on U.S. culture
indicators among these adolescents. Although previous
studies have often found a substantial number of U.S.-born/
educated separated (high on Mexican cultural aspects, low
on U.S. cultural aspects) adolescents (e.g., Schwartz and
Zamboanga 2008), this finding was not replicated here. It is
possible that this is because being a language broker
requires one to be somewhat proficient in English, and to
understand to some extent the U.S. culture (Roche et al.
2015). In other words, the basic requirements of being a
language broker have already placed these adolescents in a
position in which they are likely to show moderately high to
high scores on the U.S. cultural indicators assessed in the
study. Moreover, findings from the adolescent-only accul-
turation profiles also seem to support the notion that the
integrated profile may be substantially different from the
moderately integrated profile (Jang, et al. 2017), as inte-
grated brokers have more positive brokering experiences
than moderately integrated brokers.

Two individual acculturation types for mothers emerged
within the dyadic profiles, including separated (high on
Mexican cultural aspects, low on U.S. cultural aspects) and
moderately separated (moderately high on Mexican cultural
aspects, low on U.S. cultural aspects); for fathers, only one
individual acculturation type—moderately separated—
emerged. As mentioned in the results section, sampled
parents reported low proficiency in English, which is con-
sistent with previous findings on parents of language bro-
kers (e.g., Chao 2006; Stepler and Brown 2015). Low
English proficiency is a key indicator of lower U.S. culture
adaptation, and can be a hindrance to immigrant parents’
interactions with the host society. Given the low scores on
host culture adaptation across sampled parents, inter-
individual differences in parental heritage culture retention
contribute more to the variation that emerged in parental

acculturation profiles. Thus, only (moderately) separated
profiles emerged among the parents in this study.

Consistent with previous studies, the marginalized pro-
file, which is usually absent in immigrant samples (e.g.,
Nieri et al. 2011; Salas-Wright et al. 2015), did not emerge.
Relatedly, no assimilated parents were found in the current
sample, which is not surprising given that immigrant par-
ents who need language brokers usually have lower scores
on U.S. cultural orientation and values (e.g., Schwartz et al.
2016) and are less proficient in English (Stepler and Brown
2015).

Four profiles for mother–adolescent dyads and three
profiles for father–adolescent dyads emerged in the results.
Among all profiles, three out of four mother–adolescent
dyads (90.1%) and two out of three father–adolescent dyads
(89.4%) had the adolescent classified as either integrated or
moderately integrated. These results are consistent with
previous findings that most U.S.-born/educated adolescents
identified themselves as having an integrated (e.g.,
Schwartz and Zamboanga 2008) or moderately integrated
profile. The adolescent moderately assimilated–parent
(moderately) separated profile is the smallest profile across
mother–adolescent (9.9%) and father–adolescent (10.6%)
dyads. mother–adolescent and father–adolescent dyads in
the same family were likely to be consistent. No adolescent
gender difference in profile distribution was found for either
mother–adolescent dyads or father–adolescent dyads. These
findings indicate that dyadic acculturation status holds
steady across mother–/father–adolescent dyads within
families, and the pattern is similar for male and female
brokers.

Dyadic Acculturation Profiles and Adolescent
Language Brokering Experiences

In testing whether parent–adolescent acculturation profiles
influence adolescent language brokering experiences, ado-
lescents’ multifaceted language brokering experiences (i.e.,
frequency, positive experiences, and negative experiences)
was found to be a special form of interpersonal commu-
nication which can be explicated by looking at the combi-
nation of cultural setting and relational setting (Burleson
2010; Kam and Lazarevic 2014).

Dyadic acculturation status tended to impact brokering
frequency in the current study, but only with
father–adolescent dyads. Specifically, brokers in the adoles-
cent integrated–father moderately separated profile translated
more frequently for their father than those in the adolescent
moderately assimilated–father moderately separated profile.
Compared to brokers in the adolescent moderately
assimilated–father moderately separated profile, those in the
adolescent integrated–father moderately separated profile are
equipped with a comparatively better understanding of the
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host culture, which makes them more prepared for the chal-
lenges coming from the mainstream society (Kam and
Lazarevic 2014). These integrated brokers also endorsed
aspects of their heritage culture to a similar degree as their
parents did, which resonates with the interdependent nature of
the language brokering process (Weisskirch 2017b). There-
fore, these brokers may be more willing to translate, while
their parents are more willing to ask for brokering, resulting in
higher frequency of brokering.

Moreover, dyadic acculturation profiles (reflecting cul-
tural and relational settings) are associated with language
brokering attitudes. The adolescent integrated–mother
separated (father moderately separated) profile is asso-
ciated with more positive brokering experiences compared
to all other profiles. Moreover, brokers with an adolescent
integrated–mother separated profile tend to experience less
negative brokering experiences when translating for mother
as compared to brokers with the adolescent moderately
integrated–mother moderately separated profile. Results
demonstrate that in order for adolescent brokers to have
more adaptive language brokering experiences, retaining
their heritage culture as much as their parents do (e.g.,
Schwartz et al. 2016) may not be enough. Adolescent lan-
guage brokers should also speak English and understand the
mainstream culture well, so that they have the capability to
language broker effectively, even when their parents are less
well integrated into the U.S culture. Again, the study goes
beyond previous dyadic parent–adolescent acculturation
studies, which have considered only one domain (e.g.,
culture orientation, language proficiency, key culture
values) in one dimension (host or heritage) of acculturation
across parent–adolescent dyads at a time (Schwartz et al.
2016; Telzer et al. 2016). It is through the latent profile
analysis approach (vs. the interaction approach) that the
current study could gain a comprehensive understanding of
the most adaptive dyadic parent–adolescent acculturation
profile in the context of brokering.

Additionally, adolescent-only acculturation profiles tend
to explain the frequency and positive attitudes toward lan-
guage brokering experiences, but not the negative attitudes
toward brokering. The negative experiences of brokering
appear to be better explained by the dyadic acculturation
profiles, specifically when there are variations in maternal
acculturation status (i.e., adolescents with a separated
mother vs. a moderately separated mother). These findings
also highlight the importance of considering both cultural
(i.e., adolescent-only acculturation) and relational (i.e.,
parent–adolescent dyadic acculturation) settings when
examining the potential antecedents to multifaceted lan-
guage brokering experiences (i.e., frequency, positive and
negative attitudes toward language brokering).

The current study contributes to the language brokering
literature both theoretically and practically. The study

empirically supports the theory that cultural and relational
settings, operationalized as parent–adolescent acculturation
status, are predictive of various language brokering
experiences (Burleson 2010; Kam and Lazarevic 2014). In
particular, the adolescent integrated–parent (moderately)
separated profile may be considered the most adaptive in
the process of language brokering, as it relates to more
frequent, more positive, and less negative experiences of
language brokering than other profiles. Practically, such
findings shed light on possible intervention programs, pro-
viding malleable approaches to changing indicators of
parent–child acculturation status in order to improve
brokering-related experiences, which ultimately can
enhance the educational and psychosocial outcomes of
Mexican American adolescent language brokers (e.g., Shen
et al. 2017). As parental host culture adaptation may be less
malleable, especially because it may be more challenging
for adults to improve their English skills (Krogstad 2016),
providing programs that increase Mexican American ado-
lescents’ bicultural skills may help ensure that adolescents
have more positive and less negative experiences when they
are frequently asked to translate for their parents.

Our study also contributes to the parent–child accul-
turation literature theoretically. Studies of dyadic accul-
turation status may benefit from taking a person-centered
approach. As mentioned before, the approach used in this
study models parent–adolescent dyadic acculturation in two
dimensions simultaneously, rather than separately (as in
Schwartz et al. 2016; Telzer et al. 2016), which is more in
line with the bi-dimensional perspective of acculturation
(Berry 1980). Second, studies of adaptive versus maladap-
tive parent–child acculturation status should be grounded in
context. In the context of language brokering, the study
findings indicate that the most adaptive status depends upon
more than minimizing discrepancies between parents and
children in their heritage culture retention, as suggested by
Schwartz et al. (2016). Adolescents’ adaptation to the host
culture is also beneficial for their brokering experiences, as
the current study found that the most adaptive dyadic
acculturation profile in the context of language brokering
was the adolescent integrated–parent (moderately) sepa-
rated profile.

Limitations

The current study should be interpreted with caution due to
the following limitations. First, as parents’ low English
proficiency was an inclusion criterion for the study, the
current study found less variation in parental acculturation
profiles (i.e., only separated or moderately separated).
Future research may sample immigrant families with ado-
lescents who are non-brokers to capture different combi-
nations of parent–adolescent acculturation profiles. Second,

348 Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2020) 49:335–351



previous studies have also suggested that language broker-
ing influences adolescents’ acculturation levels. For exam-
ple, by brokering for parents, adolescents may become more
integrated (e.g., Acoach and Webb 2004; Weisskirch et al.
2011). Future research may benefit from considering the
potential bidirectionality of adolescent acculturation and
adolescent brokering experiences. Third, the current study
only modeled the dyadic acculturation profiles at Wave 1,
though individuals’ acculturation process may be time-variant
(Telzer 2010). Future researchers are encouraged to leverage
all waves of available data to study stability and change in the
parent–adolescent acculturation process. Fourth, the inde-
pendence measure has only two items that were not strongly
correlated. Future researchers are encouraged to use an
independence measure that is more psychometrically sound.
The current study parceled items of scales (Little et al. 2002).
Though the scales are well-established and valid, parceling
may obscure misfit at the item level. Future studies should be
careful with item parceling. Fifth, the study models
parent–adolescent acculturation status with multiple indicators
using LPA. An alternative approach may be to model the
dyadic acculturation status using higher-level LPA with four
latent indicators (Mexican and U.S. culture dimension for
parent and adolescent); the latent variables could also be used
to conduct a four-way interaction. However, such alternative
approaches are computationally demanding and need a sam-
ple size larger than our current sample. Future studies with
larger sample sizes are encouraged to model the dyadic
acculturation status using the proposed alternative approaches.
Lastly, the current study sampled Mexican American ado-
lescent language brokers and their immigrant parents in cen-
tral Texas. Future research can sample immigrant language
brokering families with more diverse ethnic backgrounds, or
from different locations, to capture other parent–adolescent
acculturation profiles, in order to generalize the current find-
ings to brokers coming from different ethnic backgrounds or
residing in other places in the United States.

Conclusion

The current study took a dyadic approach and considered
indicators of acculturation from a bi-dimensional perspective
across multiple domains to identify distinct
parent–adolescent acculturation profiles among Mexican
immigrant families with adolescent language brokers.
Results suggest that parent–adolescent acculturation status
may be one of many constructs that capture the interplay of
cultural and relational settings, and may influence the var-
iation in language brokering experiences. Consistently
across mother–adolescent and father–adolescent dyads, the

adolescent integrated–parent (moderately) separated profile
emerged as the most adaptive in the language brokering
process. Even though parents of adolescent
integrated–parent (moderately) separated dyads are not
well-adapted to U.S. culture, adolescent brokers’ high
endorsement of both cultures, along with their parents’ high
retention of their heritage culture, enable them to be more
effective brokers in a brokering-friendly environment. The
current study highlights the importance of considering
multiple settings (i.e., cultural, relational) to paint a more
complete picture of the various language brokering experi-
ences. The findings further indicate that promoting better
dyadic acculturation experiences within Mexican immigrant
language brokering families may be a way to improve
adolescent experiences of brokering, which may, in turn,
lead to better developmental outcomes for these brokers.
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