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Abstract

:

Many studies consider family communication to be one of the most important protective factors for the positive development of children and adolescents in the family environment. This paper aims to clarify whether some characteristics of the family environment influence the quality of family communication in order to provide guidelines for the planning of prevention strategies that effectively improve the quality of family communication and, thus, the positive development of adolescents. Specifically, the aim is to investigate whether there are gender- and age-related differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication and whether there are differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on some family characteristics. High school students from five large Croatian cities (Zagreb, Osijek, Split, Pula, and Varazdin) took part in this study. The quota sample is stratified by three Croatian high school programs, as well as by individual program orientations within each school. The results show that there are differences in assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to gender, age, living with both or one parent, and the educational and working status of the parents. The data suggest that, in addition to the timely implementation of evidence-based parenting and/or family-based prevention interventions, there is a need to invest in high-quality social policies that could lead to a better quality of family life by increasing the chances of higher educational attainment for (future) parents as well as adequate employment opportunities.
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1. Introduction


The family, as the most important socialisation instance which has a strong influence on development, can strongly promote the achievement of positive outcomes for children and adolescents [1,2,3]. On the other hand, various characteristics of the family environment may represent risk factors for adolescents’ involvement in risk behaviours, the progression of risk behaviours to conduct disorders, or risk factors for the development of mental health problems [4,5,6]. Over the years, many studies have examined various characteristics of the family environment and adolescent developmental outcomes, such as family structure (e.g., single parent families, divorced parents) (e.g., [7,8,9,10,11]), parenting styles (permissive, authoritative, authoritarian, uninvolved) (e.g., [12,13,14,15]), the quality of the parent–child relationship (e.g., [16,17,18]), parental monitoring (knowing where the child is, what friends they have, what they spend their money on) (e.g., [19,20,21]), and parental support (encouraging and giving physical affection) (e.g., [22,23,24]).



Communication in the family context is usually defined as the ability of family members to share their needs, feelings, and desires with each other and to respond positively to the changing needs of family members [25]. Family communication patterns emerge through the processes by which families create and share their social reality [26]. Although the quality of family communication is important throughout the lifespan of family/child development, it becomes crucial in adolescence, as this is the time when parents and adolescents face rapid developmental changes and must both adapt [27].



A review of the literature revealed a large number of studies on the influence of family communication on adolescent developmental outcomes (e.g., [9,28,29,30,31,32]). The quality of communication between family members contributes to the quality of the parent–child relationship, which, in turn, predicts children’s well-being [33]. This is confirmed by numerous studies linking the quality of family communication to various adolescent developmental outcomes. The poor quality of family communication is associated with the development of internalized [34,35,36] and externalized problems in children and adolescents [34,37,38,39]. For example, adolescents who reported poorer communication with their parents also reported lower levels of parental support, which was positively related to the adolescents’ depressive difficulties [34]. Similarly, difficulties in communicating with parents may increase anxiety in children [40]. The results of the study examining the characteristics of family relationships in families of children with externalizing behaviour problems [39] showed an association between externalizing behaviour problems in adolescents and poor family communication.



On the other hand, better communication between parents and adolescents and respectful communication between family members are associated with lower levels of unacceptable behaviours [34,41]. Research on adolescents at risk of developing mental health or behavioural problems has found that effective parent–child communication is a protective factor, while problematic communication between parents and children is a risk factor for poor psychosocial adjustment in adolescents [28,42]. For example, one study [43] showed a significant relationship between adolescent mental health and family communication patterns, including the quality of conversations between parents and adolescents, while another study [29] showed how the quality of family communication predicts adolescents’ life satisfaction. The relationship between the quality of family communication and adolescents’ life satisfaction has also been confirmed in many other studies (e.g., [9,44,45,46]). Research indicates that positive communication with parents is associated with greater life satisfaction and that this relationship is slightly greater for girls [44].



With regard to the assessment of family communication quality and the age of the study participants, one paper [47] presents the results of a longitudinal study showing that adolescents perceive lower family communication quality with increasing age. The study also shows that gender is an important variable in the assessment of the quality of family communication. It appears that girls rate the quality of the relationship with both parents higher than boys, which could also mean that girls rate the quality of family communication higher than boys [48,49,50]. Another author [51] notes that some studies show that girls have a stronger connection with their parents and share more information about their lives with them than boys, which may influence the evaluation of the quality of family communication. Although family communication may be related to the likelihood of young people engaging in risk behaviours and/or presenting poor mental health, research also shows that this likelihood differs for girls and boys for some risk behaviours. For example, it was found [52] that the quality of communication with parents was a protective factor for marijuana use and smoking in boys, whereas this relationship was not found in girls. As the issue of differences in both the assessment of the quality of family communication and the effects of family communication on gender-specific developmental outcomes is complex, further research is needed to gain a comprehensive understanding of this issue.



Family socioeconomic status (SES) is often interpreted as a combination of parents’ educational level, parents’ occupation, and family income [53] and is considered an important factor in predicting children’s developmental outcomes [54]. In the last decade, there have been a few studies examining the relationship between family SES and child and adolescent developmental outcomes (e.g., [55,56,57,58,59]), but most of these studies were conducted more than two decades ago. However, the general influence of parental education level and parental work status on the quality of family communication is an almost-unexplored topic. Some studies investigated family SES and the quality of the parent–child relationship in said families, but these studies could not confirm the relationship (e.g., [60,61]).



The aim of this study is to investigate whether there are gender- and age-related differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication and whether there are differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on some family characteristics (living together with both or one parent, educational and working status of the parents). While there have been a number of studies (although not many in recent years) looking at differences in adolescents’ perceptions of the quality of family community in relation to gender, age, and whether they live with both or only one parent, there have been almost no studies on differences in adolescents’ perceptions of the quality of family community in relation to their parents’ education and work status. One of the purposes of this study is to shed more light on these latter relationships.




2. Materials and Methods


This study was conducted in the period from October 2018 to May 2019 as part of the project “Positive Development of Adolescents in Croatia” (Laboratory for Prevention Research, Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation Sciences, University of Zagreb).



Participants. High school students from all grades of three- and four-year-long vocational schools and gymnasiums from five Croatian cities took part in this study: Zagreb, Split, Osijek, Pula, and Varazdin. In Zagreb, a sample of 15% of the total high school population was planned and stratified by three types of educational programs, in accordance with the data obtained from the Office of Education, Culture and Sports of the City of Zagreb. In the other cities, a quota of 25% of the total high school population was planned, but, in Pula and Split, 15% of the total high school population was reached. In the total sample, the number of students from each school is proportional to the ratio between the number of students in that school and the total population of high schools in the respective city. The total number of participants corresponds to students from a total of 77 schools from all five cities; in these schools, 47.5% of boys (N = 4.595), and 52.5% of girls (N = 5.087) took part in this study. No information on gender was available for 4.5% of the sample (N = 456). The distribution of study participants by age shows that the youngest (14 years, 3%) and the oldest (19 years, 1%) are the least represented, while the other age groups are relatively evenly distributed, especially between the ages of 15 and 17 years (15 years (29%), 16 years (26%), 17 years (25%), and 18 years (16%)). The average age was 16.2 years (SDage = 1.16). A total of 47.6% of the study participants came from the city of Zagreb, 16.8% from Osijek, 12.5% from Split, 16.2% from Varazdin, and 6.9% from Pula. Regarding of the educational program attended by the study participants, 50% of the study participants attended a four-year vocational program, 27% of them a three-year vocational program, while 23% of the participants attended a gymnasium program.



Procedure. The Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation Sciences of the University of Zagreb and the National Agency for Education and Teacher Training have authorised the conduct of this study. In Croatia, research with children is conducted in accordance with the Code of Ethics for Research with Children [62], according to which children over 14 years of age give their independent consent (parental consent is not required). The participants were informed about the aims of the study and gave their written consent to participate in this study. Participation was voluntary and confidential. This study was conducted in groups using a questionnaire (paper-and-pencil method) during school hours by the researchers and trained graduate and undergraduate students of the Social Pedagogy programme (University of Zagreb, Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation Sciences).



Instruments. A battery of questionnaires with several scales was used in this study, and, for the purposes of this article, the data collected in the following scales were used:




	(1)

	
Demographic Data Questionnaire. The questionnaire contains questions to collect basic information about the study participants, such as gender, age, name of school, type of school attended, year of schooling, grade with which they completed the last school year, age of parents, with whom they live, parents’ partner status, and their education and work status.




	(2)

	
Family Communication Questionnaire (modified from the Family Communication Scale, FACES-IV; [63]). The Family Communication Scale contains 10 items describing the most important aspects of communication in the family system (on this study sample α = 0.94). The study participants circled the level of agreement with each item (e.g., “My family members know how to listen”; “The members of my family calmly solve problems”) on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Higher scores mean better communication within the family.









Data analysis. Methods of descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, correlations) were used to describe the sample and the assessment of the quality of family communication. All statistical analyses were carried out using SPSS 21.0. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the Family Communication Questionnaire, and the normality of the frequency distribution was tested using the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. The test revealed a significant deviation of the frequency from a normal distribution (D(9887) = 0.045; p = 0.000), which is why non-parametric methods of data processing, the Mann–Whitney and Kruskal–Wallis tests, were used to analyse the differences. The effect size for the Mann–Whitney test was calculated. When analysing the differences in all independent variables, the data from the Family Communication Questionnaire were recoded into three categories: (1) disagree/strongly disagree, (2) neither agree nor disagree, (3) agree/strongly agree. The differences between the individual variables (gender, age/years of schooling, living with one or both parents, parents’ education, and parents’ work status) were analysed using the average overall results of the Family Communication Questionnaire after the results had been recoded into the specified categories.




3. Results


3.1. Family Communication


The adolescents in our study assessed the quality of family communication using the FACES IV questionnaire. The frequencies and descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1 and Table 2.



Looking at the mean values, the study participants rated all the variables with high values, i.e., they rated the quality of family communication as relatively high. The variables with the highest mean values were the following: “Family members are able to ask each other for what they want” (M = 4.13); “When family members ask each other questions, they get honest answers” (M = 4.10); “Family members are very good listeners” (M = 4.08); and “Family members try to understand each other’s feelings” (M = 4.08). The variables with the lowest mean score were the following: “When angry, family members rarely say anything negative about each other” (M = 3.28); “Family members are satisfied with how they communicate with each other”; (M = 3.82) and “Family members can calmly discuss problems with each other” (M = 3.82).



3.1.1. Gender Differences


The non-parametric Mann–Whitney test was used to test gender-specific differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication. The responses of all the participants who indicated their gender were included in the analysis. The results show that there is a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication between boys and girls.



Table 3 shows that boys achieve a higher rank, and the Mann–Whitney test shows that they rate the quality of family communication higher than girls.




3.1.2. Age Differences


Given the high correlation between the year of schooling and the age of the study participants (r = 0.893, p = 0.000) and the fact that the variables mentioned share 79.74% of the common variance, age differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication were tested using the year of schooling as an independent variable. The Kruskal–Wallis test was used to test for differences, and the Mann–Whitney test was used to test for differences between specific groups (year of schooling). The results of the Kruskal–Wallis (KW) test are shown in Table 4. The results of the analysis show that there is a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on the school year of the study participants (χ2 = 76.027, df = 3, p = 0.000, Table 4). The assessment of the quality of family communication decreases the higher the school year of the study participants is. The Mann–Whitney test (MWU) shows that there are significant differences between the individual groups (Table 5).





3.2. Family Characteristics


The differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on the characteristics of the families in which the study participants live were analysed in relation to whether the adolescents live with one or both parents (living arrangements) as well as in relation to the parents’ level of education and work status.



3.2.1. Living Arrangement


The majority of adolescents live with both parents, who are married, and, if cohabitation is included, 80.1% of the adolescents in our study live with both parents. A total of 13.5% of the adolescents have divorced parents, and only 0.7% of the adolescents do not live with either parent. In view of the significant deviation of the results of the questionnaire on family communication from a normal distribution, the Mann–Whitney test was carried out to examine whether there are differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on whether a study participant lives with both parents or only with one parent. The complete data were collected from 9.817 study participants. The analysis shows that there are significant differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication when taking account whether the study participants live with both or only one parent. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 6.



Table 6 shows that the study participants who live with both parents achieve higher ranks, and the results of the Mann–Whitney test show that the difference in ranks is significant. In other words, adolescents who live with both parents perceive the quality of family communication to be higher.




3.2.2. Parents’ Education Level


The educational level of the parents was described in the questionnaire using five categories: incomplete elementary school, completed elementary school, completed secondary school, completed two years of higher education, and completed university education (bachelor’s or master’s degree) or more (e.g., PhD). To achieve greater consistency between the categories and make the results of the analysis more transparent, new categories of parental education level were created to examine differences in parental education levels: less than secondary education (fathers 5.3%; mothers 7.1%), high school education (fathers 59.0%; mothers 54.4%), and more than high school education (fathers 35.6%; mothers 38.5%). Although a large difference in frequencies between the individual groups is visible, the sample size allows these differences to be analysed [64]. The Kruskal–Wallis test (KW) was used to test for differences (Table 7 and Table 8), and the Mann–Whitney test (MWU) was used to test for differences between the individual groups (Table 9 and Table 10).



The results of the Kruskal–Wallis test show that there is a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the participants’ fathers’ level of education (χ2 = 17.968, df = 2, p = 0.000) and the participants’ mothers’ level of education (χ2 = 21.041, df = 2, p = 0.000). A look at the ranks shows that the study participants whose fathers have a higher level of education achieve higher ranks. The Mann–Whitney test shows that there are significant differences in relation to the individual educational levels of the participants’ fathers (p ≤ 0.05). Similar results were obtained when analysing the differences in the perception of the quality of family communication in relation to the participants’ mothers’ education. The Mann–Whitney test confirms significant differences in relation to the mothers’ individual levels of education (p ≤ 0.05). Higher ranks are achieved by the participants whose mothers have completed a higher level of education. From the results obtained, it can be concluded that adolescents whose parents have a higher level of education perceive family communication to be of a higher quality.




3.2.3. Parents’ Work Status


The differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication among the study participants were analysed with regard to permanent employment, occasional employment, parental unemployment, and retired parents. The majority of the participants’ parents were permanently employed (76.2% of mothers and 80.7% of fathers). It should be emphasized that 13.2% of the mothers were unemployed, compared to 3.2% of the fathers. Given the specificity of each category of parental work status and their possible impact on family communication, all the categories were considered when analysing the differences, regardless of the significant differences in the representation of parents in each category. Given the size of the overall sample, this analysis is justified [64]. The Kruskal–Wallis test (KW) was used to test for differences (Table 11 and Table 12), and the Mann–Whitney test (MWU) was used to test for differences between each group (Table 13 and Table 14).



There are significant differences with regard to the work status of the fathers and the assessment of the quality of family communication by the study participants (χ2 = 64.685, df = 3, p = 0.000). Looking at the differences between the individual groups (work status), the Mann–Whitney test shows that there are significant differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication between the study participants whose fathers are permanently employed and all the other working statuses of the fathers (p = 0.000). The study participants whose fathers are permanently employed achieve significantly higher ranks than the participants whose fathers are in other employment statuses. There is also a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication between the study participants whose fathers work occasionally and those whose fathers are retired (p = 0.018). Looking at the ranks, it can be seen that the participants whose fathers are retired achieve significantly higher ranks than the participants whose fathers are occasionally employed. There are no significant differences between the fathers’ other work statuses and the participants’ assessment of the quality of family communication (p ≥ 0.05). With regard to the working status of mothers and the participants’ assessment of the quality of family communication, the analysis results also show that there are significant differences (χ2 = 46.102, df = 3, p = 0.000) with regard to the working status of mothers. The Mann–Whitney test shows that there are significant differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication between the participants whose mothers are permanently and occasionally employed and those whose mothers are retired (p ≤ 0.05) but not those participants whose mothers are unemployed (p ≥ 0.05). The participants whose mothers are permanently employed achieve significantly higher ranks than the participants whose mothers are occasionally employed or retired. There is also a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication between the participants whose mothers are unemployed and those whose mothers are occasionally employed or retired. For example, the participants whose mothers are unemployed achieve significantly higher ranks than the participants whose mothers are occasionally employed or retired. From the data obtained, it can be concluded that the participants whose mothers are permanently employed or unemployed rate the quality of family communication to be higher than the participants whose mothers are occasionally employed or retired.






4. Discussion


The aim of this study was to analyse the characteristics of the family environment of adolescents in Croatia and the quality of family communication. In terms of family characteristics, most of the adolescents in our study live with both parents, while 13.5% of them have divorced parents. Most of the parents in our study have a high school diploma, while slightly more of the mothers have completed higher education. The recent trend of more women than men completing higher levels of education is also confirmed by other sources (e.g., [65,66]). In terms of parental work status, most of the parents are in permanent employment. It is interesting to note that significantly more of the mothers than the fathers are unemployed, although more of the mothers have a university degree than the fathers. Unfortunately, this study did not collect any data on the reason for unemployment. One possible explanation for this is that a certain number of the mothers in our study is unemployed by choice, i.e., they have chosen to be “stay-at-home mums”. There is a large difference seen between the number of mothers and fathers in our study who are retired, and the age of the fathers in the sample does not fully explain these data. It would certainly be worth investigating this in more detail.



The quality of family communication was perceived to be very high by the adolescents in our study. These results can be explained in two ways. On the one hand, Croatia is a very traditional country where the family is at the top of the value scale for many people and is somehow “guarded” [67]. On the other hand, it is possible that family in the Croatian context is still an environment rich in protective factors, i.e., it is perceived as such by adolescents [68,69]. The quality of family communication is assessed differently depending on the gender and age of adolescents. Girls perceive the quality of family communication to be significantly lower than boys. These data contradict other studies’ findings that show that girls rate various characteristics of family communication higher than boys [49,50,51,52]. The explanation for such results could lie in the possibly greater relationship orientation and sensitivity of girls compared to boys [70] and, thus, in a more critical evaluation of the family environment, including the quality of family communication. The finding showing that the girls in our study perceive family communication to be of a lower quality than the boys is noteworthy, as the link between the quality of family communication and mental health problems is stronger in girls [32].



The assessment of the quality of family communication decreases with increasing age, which is consistent with other studies (e.g., [32,47]).



The results in our study show that family characteristics influence adolescents’ assessment of the quality of family communication. Adolescents who live with both parents have a significantly higher perception of the quality of family communication. These results are consistent with the findings of other studies (e.g., [71,72]).



In addition, it has been shown that parents’ level of education is one of the characteristics of the family context that influences adolescents’ perception of family communication, i.e., the results of this study show that adolescents whose parents have a higher level of education perceive family communication to be qualitatively better. There are almost no studies in the literature that have investigated differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication depending on the parents’ level of education. Studies that have looked at the influence of parental education on children’s developmental outcomes show that parental education has an influence on children’s developmental outcomes, especially the mother’s education [73,74,75]. Some studies [76,77] have shown that the educational status of parents influences their parenting style. Based on these findings, it can be hypothesised that the educational level of parents may indirectly influence the quality of family communication (by influencing their parenting style). However, this hypothesis still needs to be verified by further studies.



The results of this study on the differences in the assessment of family communication in relation to parents’ work status provide very interesting data. When it comes to the quality of family communication and the working status of fathers, the results show that adolescents whose fathers are permanently employed rate the quality of family communication to be higher than adolescents whose fathers have a different working status. However, there is also a significant difference in the assessment of the quality of family communication between adolescents whose fathers work occasionally and those whose fathers are retired. The results show that adolescents whose fathers are retired rate the quality of family communication higher than adolescents whose fathers work occasionally. Looking at the working status of mothers, the results show that adolescents whose mothers are permanently employed rate the quality of family communication higher than adolescents whose mothers are unemployed, occasionally employed or retired. At the same time, adolescent whose mothers are unemployed consider family communication to be of a higher quality than adolescents whose mothers are occasionally employed or retired. Like parents’ level of education, the working status of parents in relation to the quality of family communication has also been little investigated. However, research shows that fathers’ unemployment is associated with an assessment of a poorer quality of communication in unemployed fathers as opposed to employed fathers [78]. Research also shows that the influence of parental employment has an impact on child and adolescent developmental outcomes (e.g., [59,79]). More specifically, research confirms that parental employment is associated with fewer social and emotional difficulties in young people [79]. As it was shown in this study that a father’s work status of “retirement” and a mother’s status of “unemployment” are associated with higher ratings of the quality of family communication than other parental work statuses (with the exception of permanent employment), a question can be raised as to whether this is related to a higher amount of time that parents have available and could hypothetically invest in family life. Another hypothetical explanation that should be tested is that parents’ current work status, if chosen by mothers or fathers, may contribute to a higher life satisfaction of the parents in question, which could consequently be reflected in the quality of family communication. The justification for such a hypothetical explanation lies in studies that link parents’ life satisfaction to their employment status, among other factors (e.g., [80,81]).



The hypothetical explanations offered also point to the limitations of this study. In addition to the fact that our study’s results are only based on statements by the adolescents queried about the quality of family communication (and not on statements by all family members), the limitations of this study also relate to the lack of data on the reason for the parents’ work statuses. As mentioned above, it is possible that the results regarding the differences in the assessment of the quality of communication related to the parents’ work status would be different if it were known whether the parents’ work status was a choice or whether it was a matter of limited access to the labour market. Another limitation of the study is that it was conducted in urban areas (larger cities in the Republic of Croatia), meaning that the voice of adolescents living in rural areas is missing. For all these reasons, the results can only be generalized to all adolescents and their respective families located in the urban areas of Croatia, and generalization at the national level is only possible to a limited extent. Given these limitations, the recommendation for further research would certainly be to include adolescents from rural parts of Croatia so that the conclusions could be more comprehensive. Similarly, a clearer picture of the quality of communication in Croatian families would emerge if all family members were included in the assessment. Finally, given the results on the influence of parents’ work status on the assessment of the quality of family communication, it would be important to further investigate the reasons for a parent’s given work status in order to draw conclusions with greater scientific certainty, also because the explanation of these data is potentially important for the design of national social policies for families.




5. Conclusions


Adolescents in Croatia generally rate the quality of family communication to be high, but there are still differences in this assessment in relation to the age and gender of the adolescents, but also in relation to some family characteristics. The results of this study could provide evidence-based guidelines for effective prevention planning. For practitioners, the results of this study suggest that the implementation of effective universal family-based prevention interventions should begin in early adolescence at the latest. At the same time, the results indicate that universal prevention interventions must be gender-sensitive. In terms of selective prevention interventions, this study has identified groups of parents who need more support in developing skills for effective family communication. This study’s findings, which point to differences in the perceptions of the quality of family communication in relation to parents’ educational level and work status, could be relevant for decision/policy makers. These findings suggest that, in addition to implementing effective family-based interventions, national social policies need to be created to ensure access to education at all stages of life (e.g., the availability of lifelong learning) as well as access to the labour market. Investment in the timely implementation of evidence-based prevention interventions and the creation of evidence-based social policies would address the issue of creating an environment (family, society) that supports the positive development of young people from “top-down” and “bottom-up” perspectives or, in other words, comprehensively.







Funding


This research was funded via University Support Funding at the University of Zagreb, Croatia, with grant number PRAG 5501.




Institutional Review Board Statement


This study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki and approved by Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Education and Rehabilitation Sciences, at the University of Zagreb (protocol code 251-74/17-01/2, 10 April 2017).




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all the subjects involved in this study.




Data Availability Statement


The data presented in this study are available on request from the corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy issues.




Acknowledgments


I would like to thank the entire research team, the schools that took part in the study, and all the participants who shared their views with us.




Conflicts of Interest


The author declares no conflicts of interest.




References


	



Wang, M.-T.; Sheikh-Khalil, S. Does Parental Involvement Matter for Student Achievement and Mental Health in High School? Child Dev. 2014, 85, 610–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Butler, N.; Quigg, Z.; Bates, R.; Jones, L.; Ashworth, E.; Gowland, S.; Jones, M. The Contributing Role of Family, School, and Peer Supportive Relationships in Protecting the Mental Wellbeing of Children and Adolescents. Sch. Ment Health 2022, 14, 776–788. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Izzo, F.; Baiocco, R.; Pistella, J. Children’s and Adolescents’ Happiness and Family Functioning: A Systematic Literature Review. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 16593. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cambron, C.; Kosterman, R.; Catalano, R.F.; Guttmannova, K.; Hawkins, J.D. Neighborhood, Family, and Peer Factors Associated with Early Adolescent Smoking and Alcohol Use. J. Youth Adolesc. 2018, 47, 369–382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Victor, S.E.; Hipwell, A.E.; Stepp, S.D.; Scoot, L.N. Parent and peer relationships as longitudinal predictors of adolescent non-suicidal self-injury onset. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry Ment. Health 2019, 13, 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, R.L.T.; Yuen Loke, A.; Hung, T.T.M.; Sobel, H. A systematic review on identifying risk factors associated with early sexual debut and coerced sex among adolescents and young people in communities. J. Clin. Nurs. 2018, 27, 478–501. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Thomas, P.A.; Liu, H.; Umberson, D. Family Relationships and Well-Being. Innov. Aging 2017, 1, 3. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Paulus, F.W.; Ohmann, S.; von Gontard, A.; Popow, C. Internet gaming disorder in children and adolescents: A systematic review. Dev. Med. Child Neurol. 2018, 60, 645–659. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ljubetić, M.; Reić Ercegovac, I.; Mandarić Vukušić, A. Percepcija obiteljske komunikacije adolescenata i njihovih roditelja-Rezultati preliminarnog istraživanja. Nova Prisut. 2020, 2, 279–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alboukordi, S.; Nazari, A.M.; Nouri, R.; Sangdeh, J.K. Predictive factors for juvenile delinquency: The role of family structure, parental monitoring and delinquent peers. Int. J. Criminol. Sociol. Theory 2012, 5, 770–777. [Google Scholar]

	



Aasen Nilsen, S.; Breivik, K.; Wold, B.; Bøe, T. Divorce and family structure in Norway: Associations with adolescent mental health. J. Divorce Remarriage 2018, 59, 175–194. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuppens, S.; Ceulemans, E. Parenting styles: A closer look at a well-known concept. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2019, 28, 168–181. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Perez-Gramaje, A.F.; Garcia, O.F.; Reyes, M.; Serra, E.; Garcia, F. Parenting styles and aggressive adolescents: Relationships with self-esteem and personal maladjustment. Eur. J. Psychol. Appl. Leg. Context 2019, 12, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luketić, M. Odnosi u obitelji i njihov utjecaj na školski uspjeh djece. Didask. Časopis Udruge Studenata Pedagog. Filoz. Fak. Osijek 2018, 2, 69–81. [Google Scholar]

	



Ruiz-Hernandez, J.A.; Moral-Zafra, E.; Llor-Esteban, B.; Jimenez-Barbero, J.A. Influence of parental styles and other psychosocial variables on the development of externalizing behaviors in adolescents: A systematic review. Eur. J. Psychol. Appl. Leg. Context 2018, 11, 9–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Popov, L.M.; Ilesanmi, R.A. Parent-Child Relationship: Peculiarities and Outcome. Rev. Eur. Stud. 2015, 7, 253. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leung, J.T.Y.; Shek, D.T.L.; Fung, A.L.C.; Leung, G.S.M. Perceived overparenting and developmental outcomes among Chinese adolescents: Do family structure and conflicts matter? J. Soc. Pers. Relatsh. 2021, 38, 742–764. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, F.; Liu, M.; Li, S. Paternal coparenting behavior and adolescent prosocial behaviors: Roles of parent-child attachment, peer attachment, and gender. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2020, 119, 105629. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abar, C.C.; Jackson, K.M.; Colby, S.M.; Barnett, N.P. Parent–child discrepancies in reports of parental monitoring and their relationship to adolescent alcohol-related behaviors. J. Youth Adolesc. 2015, 44, 1688–1701. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Suárez-Relinque, C.; Del Moral Arroyo, G.; León-Moreno, C.; Callejas Jerónimo, J.E. Child-to-parent violence: Which parenting style is more protective? A study with Spanish adolescents. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1320. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Labella, M.H.; Masten, A.S. Family influences on the development of aggression and violence. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 2018, 19, 11–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaniušonytė, G.; Leggett-James, M.P.; Laursen, B. A longitudinal examination of perceived parent behavior and Positive Youth Development: Child-driven effects. Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 369. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boyd, D.T.; Quinn, C.R.; Jones, K.V.; Beer, O.W.J. Suicidal ideations and attempts within the family context: The role of parent support, bonding, and peer experiences with suicidal behaviors. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2022, 9, 1740–1749. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, M.L.; Faldowski, R.A. The relationship of parent support and child emotional regulation to school readiness. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4867. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guilamo-Ramos, V.; Jaccard, J.; Dittus, P.; Bouris, A.M. Parental expertise, trustworthiness, and accessibility: Parent–adolescent communication and adolescent risk behavior. J. Marriage Fam. 2006, 68, 1229–1246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koerner, A.F.; Fitzpatrick, M.A. Communication in intact families. In Handbook of Family Communication; Vangelisti, A., Ed.; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 2004; pp. 177–195. [Google Scholar]

	



Steinberg, L. Adolescence; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Novak, M.; Parr, N.J.; Ferić, M.; Mihić, J.; Kranželić, V. Positive Youth Development in Croatia: School and family factors associated with mental health of Croatian adolescents. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 611169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bi, X.; Wang, S. Parent-adolescent communication quality and life satisfaction: The mediating roles of autonomy and future orientation. Psychol. Res. Behav. Manag. 2021, 14, 1091–1099. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hurst, J.L.; Widman, L.; Maheux, A.J.; Evans-Paulson, R.; Brasileiro, J.; Lipsey, N. Parent-child communication and adolescent sexual decision making: An application of family communication patterns theory. J. Fam. Psychol. 2022, 36, 449–457. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Davidson, T.M.; Cardemil, E.V. Parent-child communication and parental involvement in Latino adolescents. J. Early Adolesc. 2009, 29, 99–121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, Q.; Pan, Y.; Zhang, L.; Lu, H. Parent-adolescent communication and early adolescent depressive symptoms: The roles of gender and adolescents’ age. Front. Psychol. 2021, 12, 647596. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Broberg, M. Young children’s well-being in Finnish stepfamilies. Early Child Dev. Care 2012, 182, 401–415. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Withers, M.C.; McWey, L.M.; Lucier-Greer, M. Parent–Adolescent Relationship Factors and Adolescent Outcomes among High-Risk Families. Fam. Relat. 2016, 65, 661–672. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pinquart, M. Associations of parenting dimensions and styles with internalizing symptoms in children and adolescents: A meta-analysis. Marriage Fam. Rev. 2017, 53, 613–640. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ioffe, M.; Pittman, L.D.; Kochanova, K.; Pabis, J.M. Parent–adolescent communication influences on anxious and depressive symptoms in early adolescence. J. Youth Adolesc. 2020, 49, 1716–1730. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hartos, J.; Power, T. Association between Mother and Adolescent Reports for Assessing Relations between Parent–Adolescent Communication and Adolescent Adjustment. J. Youth Adolesc. 2000, 29, 441–450. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kapetanovic, S.; Boele, S.; Skoog, T. Parent-Adolescent Communication and Adolescent Delinquency: Unraveling Within-Family Processes from Between-Family Differences. J. Youth Adolesc. 2019, 48, 1707–1723. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Durisic, M. Relations and communication in families of children with externalizing behavior problems. Res. Pedagog. 2018, 8, 111–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bogels, S.M.; Brechman-Toussaint, M.L. Family issues in child anxiety: Attachment, family functioning, parental rearing and beliefs. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 2006, 26, 834–856. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elgar, F.J.; Craig, W.; Trites, S. Family dinners, communication and mental health in Canadian adolescents. J. Adolesc. Health 2013, 52, 433–438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Xiao, Z.; Li, X.; Stanton, B. Perceptions of parent–adolescent communication within families: It is a matter of perspective, Psychology. Health Med. 2011, 16, 53–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zarnaghash, R.; Zarnaghash, M.; Narnaghash, N. The Relationship between Family Communication Patterns and Mental Health. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci. 2013, 84, 405–410. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cava, M.J.; Buelga, S.; Musitu, G. Parental communication and life satisfaction in adolescence. Span. J. Psychol. 2014, 17, E98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Levin, K.A.; Dallago, L.; Currie, C. The Association between Adolescent Life Satisfaction, Family Structure, Family Affluence and Gender Differences in Parent–Child Communication. Soc. Indicors Res. 2012, 106, 287–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Poff, R.; Zabriskie, R.; Townsend, J. Modeling family leisure and related constructs: A national study. J. Leis. Res. 2010, 42, 365–391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Portugal, A.P.; Beja, M.J.; Cunha, D.; Camacho, F.; Spínola, J.; Santos, A.S. Emerging Adulthood and Parent-Child Communication: A validation study with Perception Scale of Parenting Communication. Int. J. Psychol. Psychol. Ther. 2019, 19, 203–215. [Google Scholar]

	



De Goede, I.H.A.; Branje, S.J.T.; Meeus, W.H.J. Developmental changes in adolescents’ perceptions of relationships with their parents. J. Youth Adolesc. 2009, 38, 75–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Racz, S.J.; McMahon, R.J. The relationship between parental knowledge and monitoring and child and adolescent conduct problems: A 10-year update. Clin. Child Fam. Psychol. Rev. 2011, 14, 377–398. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bireda, A.D.; Pillay, J. Perceived parent–child communication and well-being among Ethiopian adolescents. Int. J. Adolesc. Youth 2018, 23, 109–117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nilsson, E.L. Analyzing Gender Differences in the Relationship between Family Influences and Adolescent Offending among Boys and Girls. Child Indic. Res. 2017, 10, 1079–1094. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luk, J.; Farhat, T.; Iannotti, R.; Simons-Morton, B. Parent–child Communication and Substance Use among Adolescents: Do Father and Mother Communication Play a Different Role for Sons and Daughters? Addict. Behav. 2010, 35, 426–431. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, Q.; Kong, Y.; Gao, W.; Mo, L. Effects of socioeconomic status, parent-child relationship, and learning motivation on reading ability. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 1297. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Loft, L.; Waldfogel, J. Socioeconomic status gradients in young children’s well-being at school. Child Dev. 2021, 92, e91–e105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lombardi, C.M.; Coley, R.L. Low-income mothers’ employment experiences: Prospective links with young children’s development. Fam. Relat. 2013, 62, 514–528. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Novak, D.; Kawachi, I. Influence of different domains of social capital on psychological distress among Croatian high school students. Int. J. Ment. Health Syst. 2015, 9, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nawas, A. The influence of family wealth and parent education level on students’ reading literacy. J. Indones. Soc. Sci. Humanit. 2019, 9, 81–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ji, Y.; Yun, Q.; Jiang, X.; Chang, C. Family SES, family social capital, and general health in Chinese adults: Exploring their relationships and the gender-based differences. BMC Public Health 2020, 20, 1401. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Perry-Jenkins, M.; Laws, H.B.; Sayer, A.; Newkirk, K. Parents’ work and children’s development: A longitudinal investigation of working-class families. J. Fam. Psychol. 2020, 34, 257–268. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Colonnesi, C.; Draijer, E.M.; Jan JM Stams, G.; Van der Bruggen, C.O.; Bögels, S.M.; Noom, M.J. The relation between insecure attachment and child anxiety: A meta-analytic review. J. Clin. Child Adolesc. Psychol. 2011, 40, 630–645. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Damsgaard, M.T.; Holstein, B.E.; Koushede, V.; Madsen, K.R.; Meilstrup, C.; Kubstrup Nelausen, M.K.; Nielsen, L.; Rayce, S.B. Close relations to parents and emotional symptoms among adolescents: Beyond socio-economic impact? Int. J. Public Health 2014, 59, 721–726. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ajduković, M.; Keresteš, G. Etički Kodeks Istraživanja s Djecom. Zagreb. 2020. Available online: https://mrosp.gov.hr/UserDocsImages/dokumenti/Socijalna%20politika/Obitelj%20i%20djeca/Eti%C4%8Dki%20kodeks%20istra%C5%BEivanja%20s%20djecom%20-%20integrirani%20tekst%20s%20prilozima.pdf (accessed on 10 November 2023).

	



Olson, D.H.; Gorall, D.M. FACES IV & the Circumplex Model; Life Innovations: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Field, A.P. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics; Sage Publication: Christchurch, New Zealand, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Nation Centre for Education Statistic. All Levels of Education. 2021. Available online: https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2021menu_tables.asp (accessed on 15 November 2023).

	



Guppy, N.; Luongo, N. The rise and stall of Canada’s gender-equity revolution. Rev. Can. Sociol. [Can. Rev. Sociol.] 2015, 52, 241–265. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



National Development Strategy Croatia 2030 Policy Note: Family Policies. 2019. Available online: https://hrvatska2030.hr/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Familiy-policies.pdf (accessed on 8 January 2024).

	



Matulić, T. Obiteljske vrijednosti i neki aspekti socijalne zaštite obitelji. Rev. Za Soc. Polit. 2002, 9, 2. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vlasta Ilišin, V.; Gvozdanović, A. Struktura i dinamika vrijednosti mladih u Hrvatska. In Vrijednosti u Hrvatskom Društvu; Sekulić, D., Ed.; Centar za Demokraciju i Pravo Miko Tripalo: Zagreb, Croatia, 2016; pp. 169–197. [Google Scholar]

	



Rose, A.J.; Rudolph, K.D. A review of sex differences in peer relationship processes: Potential trade-offs for the emotional and behavioral development of girls and boys. Psychol. Bull. 2006, 132, 98–131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Camacho, I.; Jiménez-Iglesias, A.; Rivera, F.; Moreno, C.; Gaspar de Matos, M. Communication in single- and two-parent families and their influence on Portuguese and Spanish adolescents’ life satisfaction. J. Fam. Stud. 2020, 26, 157–167. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cui, M.; Janhonen-Abruquah, H.; Darling, C.A. Parent-child communication, relationship quality, and female young adult children’s well-being in U.S. and Finland. J. Comp. Fam. Stud. 2022, 52, 648–667. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Karki Nepal, A. What matters more for child health: A father’s education or mother’s education? World Dev. Perspect. 2018, 10–12, 24–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kong, F.; Chen, Z.; Xue, S.; Wang, X.; Liu, J. Mother’s but not father’s education predicts general fluid intelligence in emerging adulthood: Behavioral and neuroanatomical evidence. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2015, 36, 4582–4591. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marks, G.N. Are Father’s or Mother’s Socioeconomic Characteristics More Important Influences on Student Performance? Recent International Evidence. Soc. Indic. Res. 2008, 85, 293–309. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rahayu Isha, S.; Mamat, N. Comparing the relationship between parenting styles of high education level of parents with the level of emotional intelligence of preschool children. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Sustainable Development & Multi-Ethnic Society-ICOSH2, Batam, Indonesia, 19 October 2019. [Google Scholar]

	



September, S.J.; Rich, E.G.; Roman, N.V. The role of parenting styles and socio-economic status in parents’ knowledge of child development. Early Child Dev. Care 2016, 186, 1060–1078. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bacikova-Sleskova, M.; Benka, J.; Orosova, O. Parental employment status and adolescents’ health: The role of financial situation, parent-adolescent relationship and adolescents’ resilience. Psychol. Health 2015, 30, 400–422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McMunn, A.; Kelly, Y.; Cable, N.; Bartley, M. Maternal employment and child socio-emotional behaviour in the UK: Longitudinal evidence from the UK Millennium Cohort Study. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2012, 66, e19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aassve, A.; Goisis, A.; Sironi, M. Happiness and childbearing across Europe. Soc. Indic. Res. 2012, 108, 65–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pollmann-Schult, M. Parenthood and life satisfaction: Why don’t children make people happy? J. Marriage Fam. 2014, 76, 319–336. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








 





Table 1. Family communication (%).






Table 1. Family communication (%).





	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5





	Family members are satisfied with how they communicate with each other.
	4.1
	9.1
	17.9
	36.7
	31.0



	Family members are very good listeners.
	2.3
	6.7
	13.2
	35.1
	41.5



	Our family members show their affection for each other.
	2.6
	5.3
	16.8
	35.2
	38.5



	Family members are able to ask each other for what they want.
	1.9
	4.4
	14.4
	36.4
	41.5



	Family members can calmly discuss problems with each other.
	5.1
	9.8
	18.3
	30.1
	35.3



	Our family members discuss their ideas and beliefs with each other.
	3.7
	7.2
	17.3
	33.4
	37.1



	When family members ask each other questions, they get honest answers.
	2.3
	5.5
	15.4
	32.8
	42.8



	Family members try to understand each other’s feelings.
	3.0
	5.7
	15.3
	31.9
	42.5



	When angry, family members rarely say anything negative about each other.
	12.8
	15.7
	23.8
	24.2
	22.2



	Our family members sincerely show their feelings to each other.
	3.6
	6.6
	18.0
	30.0
	40.5







Note: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree.













 





Table 2. Family communication—descriptive statistics.






Table 2. Family communication—descriptive statistics.





	Variables
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD





	Family members are satisfied with how they communicate with each other.
	1
	5
	3.82
	1.097



	Family members are very good listeners.
	1
	5
	4.08
	1.014



	Our family members show their affection for each other.
	1
	5
	4.03
	1.006



	Family members are able to ask each other for what they want.
	1
	5
	4.13
	0.950



	Family members can calmly discuss problems with each other.
	1
	5
	3.82
	1.173



	Our family members discuss their ideas and beliefs with each other.
	1
	5
	3.94
	1.085



	When family members ask each other questions, they get honest answers.
	1
	5
	4.10
	1.084



	Family members try to understand each other’s feelings.
	1
	5
	4.08
	1.045



	When angry, family members rarely say anything negative about each other.
	1
	5
	3.28
	1.321



	Our family members sincerely show their feelings to each other.
	1
	5
	3.99
	1.090







Note: Min. = minimal value, Max = maximal value, Mean = mean value, and SD = standard deviation.













 





Table 3. Gender differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication.






Table 3. Gender differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication.





	
Gender

	
N

	
Min

	
Max

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
MWU

	
p

	
r






	
male

	
4451

	
1

	
3

	
2.73

	
0.815

	
4944.88

	

	

	
0.10 *




	
female

	
4993

	
1

	
3

	
2.60

	
0.925

	
4523.27

	
10,117,654.500

	
0.000








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, MWU = Mann–Whitney U test, p = significance, and r = effect size (* r < 0.3 = small effect).













 





Table 4. Age differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication (KW).






Table 4. Age differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication (KW).





	
Year of Schooling

	
Min

	
Max

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
χ2

	
df

	
p






	
1st year of schooling

	
1

	
3

	
2.74

	
0.550

	
5214.56

	
76.027

	
3

	
0.000




	
2nd year of schooling

	
1

	
3

	
2.67

	
0.597

	
4952.30

	




	
3rd year of schooling

	
1

	
3

	
2.63

	
0.629

	
4828.28

	




	
4th year of schooling

	
1

	
3

	
2.60

	
0.643

	
4684.01

	








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, χ2 = Chi-Square score, df = degrees of freedom, and p = significance.













 





Table 5. Age differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication (MWU).






Table 5. Age differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication (MWU).





	
Year of Schooling

	
N

	
Mean Rank

	
MWU

	
p

	
r






	
1st year of schooling

	
2641

	
2682.98

	
3,232,647

	
0.000

	
0.06 *




	
2nd year of schooling

	
2586

	
2543.53




	
1st year of schooling

	
2641

	
2709.60

	
3,135,925

	
0.000

	
0.09 *




	
3rd year of schooling

	
2576

	
2505.86




	
1st year of schooling

	
2641

	
2463.99

	
2,432,394

	
0.000

	
0.12 *




	
4th year of schooling

	
2054

	
2210.99




	
2nd year of schooling

	
2586

	
2613.95

	
3,246,845

	
0.044

	
0.03 *




	
3rdyear of schooling

	
2576

	
2548.92




	
2nd year of schooling

	
2586

	
2381.79

	
2,523,175

	
0.000

	
0.06 *




	
4th year of schooling

	
2054

	
2254.97




	
3rd year of schooling

	
2576

	
2350.50

	
2,581,151

	
0.34

	
0.03 *




	
4th year of schooling

	
2054

	
2283.06








Note: MWU = Mann–Whitney U-test, p = significance, and r = effect size (* r < 0.3 = small effect).













 





Table 6. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication between participants living with both or only one parent.






Table 6. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication between participants living with both or only one parent.

















	Living Arrangements
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	Mean Rank
	MWU
	p
	r





	One parent
	1895
	1
	3
	2.49
	0.716
	4369.15
	6,483,079.000
	0.000
	0.121 *



	Both parents
	7922
	1
	3
	2.71
	0.565
	5038.14
	
	
	







Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, MWU = Mann–Whitney U test, p = significance, and r = effect size (* r < 0.3 = small effect).













 





Table 7. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to fathers’ education level (KW).






Table 7. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to fathers’ education level (KW).





	
Fathers’ Level of Education

	
Min.

	
Max.

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
χ2

	
df

	
p






	
less than secondary education

	
1

	
3

	
2.58

	
0.664

	
4532.67

	
17.968

	
2

	
0.000




	
high school education

	
1

	
3

	
2.65

	
0.617

	
4804.70




	
more than high school education

	
1

	
3

	
2.67

	
0.572

	
4929.08








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, χ2 = Chi-Square score, df = degrees of freedom, and p = significance.













 





Table 8. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to mothers’ education level (KW).






Table 8. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to mothers’ education level (KW).





	
Mothers’ Level of Education

	
Min.

	
Max.

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
χ2

	
df

	
p






	
less than secondary education

	
1

	
3

	
2.56

	
0.694

	
4577.61

	
21.041

	
2

	
0.000




	
high school education

	
1

	
3

	
2.66

	
0.612

	
4884.74




	
more than high school education

	
1

	
3

	
1.69

	
0.576

	
4986.08








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, χ2 = Chi-Square score, df = degrees of freedom, and p = significance.













 





Table 9. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to fathers’ education level (MWU).
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	Fathers’ Level of Education
	N
	Mean Rank
	MWU
	p
	r





	less than secondary education
	517
	2951.13
	1,391,830
	0.007
	0.03 *



	high school education
	5704
	3125.49
	
	
	



	less than secondary education
	517
	1840.54
	817,658.5
	0.000
	0.06 *



	more than high school education
	3447
	2003.79
	
	
	



	high school education
	5704
	4532.71
	9,578,219
	0.007
	0.03 *



	more than high school education
	3447
	4649.29
	
	
	







Note: MWU = Mann–Whitney U-test, p = significance, and r = effect size (* r < 0.3 = small effect).













 





Table 10. Differences in the assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to mothers’ education level (MWU).
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	Mothers’ Level of Education
	N
	Mean Rank
	MWU
	p
	r





	less than secondary education
	698
	2842.95
	1,740,428
	0.001
	0.04 *



	high school education
	5320
	3031.35
	
	
	



	less than secondary education
	698
	2084.17
	1,210,797
	0.000
	0.06 *



	more than high school education
	3785
	2271.11
	
	
	



	high school education
	5320
	4513.89
	9,860,042
	0.028
	0.02 *



	more than high school education
	3785
	4607.97
	
	
	







Note: MWU = Mann–Whitney U-test, p = significance, and r = effect size (* r < 0.3 = small effect).













 





Table 11. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the fathers’ work status (KW).






Table 11. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the fathers’ work status (KW).





	
Fathers’ Work Status

	
Min.

	
Max.

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
χ2

	
df

	
p






	
permanently employed

	
1

	
3

	
2.69

	
0.586

	
4790.77

	
64.685

	
3

	
0.000




	
occasional employment

	
1

	
3

	
2.50

	
0.702

	
4166.50




	
unemployed

	
1

	
3

	
2.56

	
0.675

	
4341.44




	
retired

	
1

	
3

	
2.59

	
0.659

	
4471.49








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, χ2 = Chi-Square score, df = degrees of freedom, and p = significance.













 





Table 12. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the mothers’ work status (KW).






Table 12. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the mothers’ work status (KW).





	
Mothers’ Work Status

	
Min.

	
Max.

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean Rank

	
χ2

	
df

	
p






	
permanently employed

	
1

	
3

	
2.68

	
0.590

	
4840.36

	
46.102

	
3

	
0.000




	
occasional employment

	
1

	
3

	
2.53

	
0.688

	
4326.36




	
unemployed

	
1

	
3

	
2.66

	
0.619

	
4771.18




	
retired

	
1

	
3

	
2.51

	
0.692

	
4236.88








Note: Min. = minimum value, Max = maximum value, Mean = mean value, SD = standard deviation, χ2 = Chi-Square score, df = degrees of freedom, and p = significance.













 





Table 13. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the fathers’ work status (MWU).






Table 13. Assessment of the quality of family communication in relation to the fathers’ work status (MWU).





	
Fathers’ Work Status

	
N

	
Mean Rank

	
MWU

	
p

	
r






	
permanently employed

	
7741

	
4142.79

	
1,611,723

	
0.000

	
0.07 *




	
occasional employment

	
480

	
3598.26

	




	
permanently employed

	
7741

	
4035.31

	
1,050,401

	
0.000

	
0.04 *




	
unemployed

	
300

	
3651.84

	

	

	




	
permanently employed

	
7741

	
4354.67

	
3,269,257

	
0.000

	
0.04 *




	
retired

	
906

	
4061.95

	

	

	




	
occasional employment

	
480

	
384.90

	
69,312.0