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ABSTRACT
To examine relations between maternal factors and children’s social skills,
twenty-six mothers of children, ages 3 to 12, completed online questionnaires about their
personality, emotion socialization (emotion coaching), coping socialization, parental
stress, and their children’s social skills. Emotion coaching mediated each of the positive
relations between two personality factors (agreeableness and conscientiousness) and
supportive coping socialization; however, these mediational findings became nonsignificant when controlling for parental stress. Children’s social skills were positively
associated with maternal agreeableness and conscientiousness and negatively associated
with distress reactions to children’s negative emotions, but these results also became nonsignificant when controlling for parental stress. Additionally, parental stress was
negatively associated with agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotion coaching, and
children’s social skills. These findings highlight the importance of maternal personality
and parental stress for mothers’ emotion and coping socialization behaviours and
children’s social skills.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Children often look to their parents for guidance in most aspects of their life,
including how to understand, regulate and cope with their emotions (Thompson & Meyer,
2007). The way in which parents teach their children about emotions and coping is
dependent on many factors, such as their own personality, beliefs and attitudes toward
emotions and perceived level of stress (Eisenberg, Cumberland, & Spinrad, 1998). These
factors also can influence how parents teach their children about emotions and coping.
The purpose of this study was to explore the relations between maternal personality
dimensions, emotion socialization (i.e., emotion-related parenting styles, such as emotion
coaching), coping socialization, perceived parental stress and children’s social skills.
Social skills are important for children to develop and are the main skills children
use when interacting with their peers, such as turn-taking, conversational abilities and
teamwork. Social skills are part of a broader social ability referred to as social
competence, which is “the ability to achieve personal goals in social interaction while
simultaneously maintaining positive relationships with others over time and across
situations” (Rubin, Bukowski & Parker, 1998, p. 645). A lack of social competence has
been shown to lead to loneliness, depression, disruptive behaviour and truancy
(McDowell, Kim, O’Neil & Parke, 2002). Another broad ability that is related to social
competence and social skills is emotional competence, which is the “understanding of
one’s own and other’s emotions, the tendency to display emotions in a situationally and
culturally appropriate manner and the ability to inhibit or modulate experiences and
expressed emotion and emotionally derived behavior as needed to achieve goals in a
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socially acceptable manner” (Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998, p. 242). When
children understand and regulate their emotions well, they are more likely to perform
well academically, be physically healthy, have good social skills, get along with other
children and have fewer behaviour problems (Gottman, 1997).
To illustrate the importance of the parental role in children’s social and emotional
development, Garner and Estep (2001) examined mothers’ reports about their children’s
emotional intensity, mothers’ reports of their own anger when reacting to their children’s
negative emotions, children’s emotional situation knowledge and children’s social
competence in a peer interaction task. They found that when mothers reported more
anger towards their children’s negative emotions, children also showed more anger
reactions towards their peers. Mothers who expressed less anger towards their children’s
negative emotions had children who initiated social interactions and showed less anger in
peer interactions. Additionally, children who could not manage their emotional
expression effectively (i.e., had higher emotional intensity) were less likely to respond
appropriately to peer interactions and conflict. These findings showed that when mothers
respond to their children’s negative emotions with anger, children are not being taught
effective and appropriate emotional regulation or social problem-solving strategies,
resulting in poorer peer interactions. This study underscored the importance of children
learning appropriate social and emotional competence skills from their parents in order to
establish good peer relationships. The present study further examined these relations
between maternal emotion and coping socialization and children’s social skills, while
also exploring other factors that contributed to mothers’ actions and attitudes, such as
personality and parental stress.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Emotion Socialization
Children learn about and understand emotions based on their interactions with
their parents (Gottman, 1997, Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998). This process of
parental emotion socialization refers to how parents teach their children to understand,
regulate and express their emotions (Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998; Eisenberg,
Spinrad, & Cumberland, 1998). Parental teaching and guidance about emotions is based
on parents’ own attitudes about emotions, consistent with the parents’ own values,
beliefs, goals and culture (Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998; Eisenberg, Spinrad, et al.,
1998; Saarni, 1999).
Emotion socialization can happen two ways: directly and indirectly. Direct
socialization of emotion refers to how parents interact with their children with specific
intentions or goals of teaching their children about emotion (Eisenberg, Spinrad, et al.,
1998). One mechanism of direct socialization is parents’ direct reactions to their
children’s emotions (Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998). For example, when a child
reacts to losing a game with anger by yelling and throwing the game across the room,
the parent responds by assisting the child to calm down and modeling a better response to
losing the game. Children see their parents react to their emotions and then learn to
express their emotions in similar situations, as well as learn from their parents what
reactions and emotions are appropriate to express. Another means of direct socialization
is when parents regulate their children’s opportunities to learn about emotions (Parke &
McDowell, 1998; Power, 2004). Parents have control over their children’s environment,
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such as what they watch on TV or what social interactions they have (Eisenberg, Spinrad,
et al., 1998; Parke & McDowell, 1998; Power, 2004). If parents become overprotective
of their children, limiting their interactions and exposure to emotion-eliciting events,
children lose opportunities to develop emotion-related skills and may become more
anxious or have other internalizing problems when faced with situations that elicit
negative emotions (McDowell & Parke, 2000; McShane & Hastings, 2009). Finally,
parents can discuss emotions directly with their children. Research has shown that
parents who discuss emotions with their children have children who have a better
understanding of how to express emotions (Eisenberg et al., 2001; Garner, 1999;
Gottman, 1997).
Indirect socialization of emotion refers to parent interactions with their children
and their children’s environment that do not have specific goals related to emotion, but
still influence children’s emotional understanding and experience (Eisenberg, Spinrad, et
al., 1998). One mechanism of indirect socialization is parental modeling of emotional
expression in situations in which they are not specifically trying to teach their children
how to express their emotions, such as how they react to and express their emotions in
everyday situations (McDowell et al., 2002). For instance, if parents respond with anger
and swearing in response to being cut off in traffic, children are likely to emulate these
behaviours when confronted with an anger-eliciting situation. General parenting
behaviours, such as warmth, sensitivity and behavioural control, also play a role in parent
emotion socialization behaviours. For example, parents who show warmth and
responsiveness to their children will be more likely to empathize with their children’s
emotions. These practices influence how parents interact with their children and
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establish a positive or negative emotional climate in the family (Chan, Bowes, & Wyver,
2009). In addition, overall family environment and how emotion is expressed by the
family impacts children’s emotional development because it is the main setting where
children’s emotional development takes place (Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998). For
example, if parents are engaged in a higher level of marital conflict, they are more likely
to express an increased amount of negative emotions on a day-to-day basis, leading to
negative family interactions (Wong, McElwain, & Halberstadt, 2009). Finally, other
environmental and contextual factors, such as culture, serve as a jumping-off point for
parents’ behaviour, as parents develop their parenting practices based on their cultural
values (Chan et al., 2009; Klimes-Dougan & Zeman, 2007; Parke & McDowell, 1998).
For example, Novin, Banerjee, Dadkhah and Rieffe (2009) found that Iranian children
were much more likely to suppress their expressions of negative emotions than were
Dutch children, especially in front of family members. This pattern reflects the fact that
Iranian culture is more collectivist than Dutch culture; Iranian parents are more likely to
emphasize social harmony and hierarchy in their parenting practices. By emphasizing
these goals, parents are communicating what emotions are appropriate to express, leading
to more suppression of negative emotions by their children. Overall, all of these indirect
influences provide the context for which emotion socialization occurs and this context
plays an important role in emotion socialization of children and can have outcomes
similar to outcomes associated with direct socialization (Chan et al., 2009; Wong et al.,
2009).
Emotion socialization is important for many developmental outcomes. As
emotion is part of the fabric of everyday interpersonal relationships and social life,
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emotion socialization sets the stage for how children will be perceived by their peers,
interact appropriately with their peers, regulate their emotions, express their emotions in
dynamic and changing situations and develop social and emotional competence
(Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998; Garner, 1999; Saarni, 1999). Children first learn
about emotions and how to regulate them from their families and then apply those
strategies to their interactions with peers (Saarni, 1999). When children are emotionally
knowledgeable and can regulate their emotions well, they are better able to navigate
complex social interactions more effectively, leading to better peer relationships and
acceptance (Garner & Estep, 2001; Saarni, 1999). For example, McDowell et al. (2002)
examined the relations between indirect socialization (e.g., parental relationship qualities
such as warmth, responsiveness), direct socialization (e.g., amount of parental control
over their children’s emotions, with high levels indicating a controlling interaction style)
and children’s emotional regulation and social competence. They found that parental
relationship qualities were positively related to better emotional regulation in their
children and that when parents had high levels of control over their children’s emotions,
their children were more likely to be rated as aggressive. Overall, when parents engage
in positive direct and indirect emotion socialization practices, their children are better
able to regulate their emotions, leading to increased social competence and social skills
(Garner, Dunsmore, & Southam-Gerrow, 2008; McDowell et al., 2002).
Parent Meta-Emotion Philosophy
Given that emotion socialization is important for children’s emotional and social
development, researchers have examined how parents foster good emotional competence
skills in their children. One important theory guiding much of this research is Gottman
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and colleagues’ (1996, 1997) parental meta-emotion philosophy, which is “an organized
set of feelings and thoughts about one’s own and one’s children’s emotions” (Gottman,
Katz, & Hooven, 1996, p. 243). This philosophy encompasses parents’ thought processes
and fundamental attitudes about emotion and underlies parenting behaviours.
As part of the work on meta-emotion philosophy, Gottman (1997) identified four
types of emotion-related parenting styles. The first style is emotion coaching. Parents
who are primarily emotion coachers accept and respect their children’s emotions, but also
set limits on inappropriate behaviour by teaching their children about emotions and
helping their children to problem solve. The second style is laissez-faire. Parents who
are primarily laissez-faire also generally accept their children’s emotions, but provide
little guidance on how to cope with those emotions, problem solve, or provide guidelines
for appropriate behaviour. The third style is dismissing. Parents who are primarily
dismissing see their children’s negative emotions as trivial and unimportant, perceiving
their children’s negative emotions as toxic, harmful and a reflection of child
maladjustment. Finally, the last style is disapproving. Parents who are primarily
disapproving view their children’s negative emotions in a way that is similar to those who
adopt a dismissing style, but these parents often discipline or punish children for their
emotional expression whether or not their children misbehave. They see negative
emotions as a waste of time and something to be rigidly controlled, focusing more on
conformity to good behaviour standards.
Of each of these styles, the emotion coaching style is the most adaptive, as it has
been associated with better child outcomes, such as better social skills, emotional
regulation and fewer behaviour problems (Gottman, 1997). In their preliminary study,
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Gottman et al. (1996) identified five main characteristics of parents who have an emotion
coaching meta-emotion philosophy. First, parents who are good emotion coachers
recognized subtle, low intensity emotions in both their children and themselves. Second,
they saw their children’s negative emotions as an occasion for intimacy and teaching.
Third, they validated the emotions their children experienced. Fourth, they helped their
children verbally label the emotion they were feeling. Fifth, they assisted their children
with problem solving by discussing goals and strategies for managing the situation and
setting appropriate behavioural limits. In general, these parents were more likely to have
children who were better at understanding and regulating their emotions.
Emotion coaching has the characteristics of warmth, behavioural control and
other characteristics that are also typical to positive parental disciplinary styles (Gottman,
Katz, & Hooven, 1997). For example, Baumrind (1971) identified an adaptive
disciplinary style called authoritative parenting. Those with an authoritative parenting
style have high warmth, but also firm behavioural control, expressing sensitivity to their
children’s needs and setting appropriate behavioural limits and consequences. These
parents had children who were self-reliant, self-controlled, confident in themselves and
displayed fewer behaviour problems. While these characteristics of an adaptive,
authoritative style are also important facets of emotion coaching, these characteristics
alone do not encompass a complete picture of what emotion coaching entails (Gottman et
al., 1996; Gottman, Katz, et al., 1997; Lagacé-Séguin & d’Entremont, 2006). Parents can
show warmth toward their children and set behavioural limits, but having an authoritative
parenting style does not mean that the parent has a good understanding of emotion
(Gottman, Katz, et al., 1997). An emotion coaching parenting style contains a distinct
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emotional understanding component as a part of the parent-child interaction that reaches
beyond warmth and limit setting.
Another characteristic of emotion coaching is a specific type of interaction that
Gottman and colleagues called “scaffolding-praise” (Gottman et al., 1996; Gottman,
Katz, et al., 1997; Katz, Gottman, & Hooven, 1996). Scaffolding-praise is when parents
structure, respond to and praise their children during learning tasks. For example,
Gottman et al. (1996) had parents teach their children how to play a video game.
Emotion coaching parents tended to break the game up into small steps, moved at a speed
that was comfortable for their children and praised the children for their progress at each
step in learning the game. Furthermore, these parents tended to respond to children’s
frustration in an adaptive way by assisting their children with coping with frustration
using adaptive strategies, such as problem solving. This behaviour reflected parents’
capabilities to recognize their children’s abilities, teach their children and assist their
children in accomplishing a goal in a reasonable manner.
An emotion coaching philosophy has been shown to have many positive benefits
for children and their families, such as better emotional regulation and protective effects
against adverse circumstances (Gottman, 1997). For example, Gottman et al. (1996)
examined parental meta-emotion philosophy and parenting behaviours (e.g., scaffoldingpraise) in relation to child emotional regulation, physiological functioning, adaptive
behaviour and peer interactions when the children were five and eight years old. Parents
who had an emotion coaching philosophy had children with better physiological
regulation at age five, which predicted better emotional regulation (regulating emotional
arousal, focusing on tasks and self-soothing) at age eight. In addition, compared to
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children of non-emotion coachers, children of emotion coachers had a better
understanding of their emotions, were more likely to do what was needed or appropriate
in peer interactions and were better able to regulate their emotions. This study was one
of the first studies to show that an emotion coaching philosophy can have implications for
children’s emotional regulation and social skills in later childhood.
Finally, parents who adopt an emotion coaching meta-emotion philosophy are
likely to have children who are more emotionally and socially competent. For instance,
Lunkenheimer, Shields and Cortina (2007) compared emotion coaching and emotion
dismissing styles to determine whether an emotion coaching style was a protective factor
for children’s emotional competence (e.g., emotion regulation). The results showed that
higher levels of emotion coaching were positively associated with children’s adaptive
outcomes, such as better emotion regulation. In contrast, parents who dismissed their
children’s emotions more often had children with poorer emotional regulation.
Furthermore, when a parent exhibited both emotion coaching and dismissing, emotion
coaching mitigated the negative effects of emotion dismissing, acting as an indirect
protective factor for children’s emotional competence. Taken together with the other
findings on emotion coaching, these studies suggest that having an emotion coaching
philosophy tends to be related to better emotion regulation abilities in children and these
abilities can carry over into interactions with other people and skills that will help
children to respond more adaptively to potentially stressful situations (Gottman et al.,
1996; Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2006; Saarni, 1999)
Recent work has provided a re-examination of Gottman’s (1997) emotion-related
parenting styles. As part of an examination of Gottman’s (1997) self-report measure used

11

to examine these emotion-related parenting styles, Paterson et al. (in press) used factor
analysis to examine the underlying structure of this measure in two samples of parents of
children with and without developmental disabilities. These analyses revealed a slightly
different underlying structure. In their analyses, the first style that emerged was the same
as Gottman’s (1997) emotion coaching style. The second style, re-named parental
acceptance of negative emotion, is similar to Gottman’s (1997) laissez-faire style, such
that the items assessing this new style indicate acceptance of children’s negative
emotions without attempts at providing guidance with understanding or dealing with
these emotions. The third style, renamed parental rejection of negative emotion,
encompasses both of Gottman’s (1997) dismissing and disapproving types. Although
Gottman (1997) identified dismissing and disapproving as distinct, in Paterson and
colleagues’ study, the items assessing these styles loaded on the same factor. The authors
argued for combining the styles into one because both have a rejection of emotion
component at their core and because of evidence that these styles have similar
correlations with child outcomes. A fourth style, referred to as
uncertainty/ineffectiveness, also emerged, but only for the parents of children with
developmental disabilities. This style encompasses the feelings of not knowing how to
deal with children’s negative emotions or feeling ineffective in helping children with
negative emotions. This new reconceptualization of the emotion-related parenting styles
was used for the present study.
Coping Socialization
While teaching children to understand emotions is important, teaching children to
regulate their emotions is equally important. More than just the basic, temperamental
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disposition that children are born with, emotion regulation “consists of internal and
external processes involved in initiating, maintaining and modulating the occurrence,
intensity and expression of emotion” (Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007,
p. 363; Thompson, 1994). This skill develops over time during interactions with others,
usually parents, with children progressing from using external sources (e.g., going to
mother for comfort) to internal sources (e.g., using self-talk) of self-regulation (Baker,
Fenning, Crnic, Baker, & Blancher, 2007; Gottman, Guralnick, Wilson, & Swanson,
1997; Wilson, Fernandes-Richards, Aarskog, Osborn, & Capetillo, 2007). Thus, emotion
regulation is important to the development of social and coping skills (Guralnick, 2006;
Saarni, 1999).
One context in which emotion regulation plays an important role in the well-being
children is in relation to how they cope with stressful situations (Bradley, 2007;
Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1996; Power, 2004; Saarni, 1999; Smith, Eisenberg,
Spinrad, Chassin, Morris, & Kupfer, 2006). When confronted with a stressful event,
children first appraise the threat and significance of the situation and then based on this
appraisal they will take action to deal with the situation (e.g., using problem-solving
strategies; Power, 2004). The appraisals and actions that children use are often taught by
their parents and this teaching of specific coping skills is referred to as coping
socialization (Kliewer, Fearnow, & Miller, 1996; Power, 2004). Similar to emotion
socialization, parents influence the way children manage stressful events through direct
and indirect pathways.
Direct coping socialization refers to how parents behave and interact with their
children when they have the specific intention of teaching their children coping skills
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(Eisenberg et al., 1996; Parke, 1994; Power, 2004). As parents react to and cope with the
emotions their children express, they directly model how to cope with emotions and
stressful situations. Fabes, Poulin, Eisenberg and Madden-Derdich (2002) found that
parents can respond directly to their children’s emotions in several different ways. They
can react negatively by responding punitively, minimizing their children’s emotions, or
becoming personally distressed themselves. Alternatively, they can react positively by
encouraging the expression of their emotions, helping their children to feel better, or
assisting their children in solving the problem causing their distress. Another direct
method of coping socialization is coaching (Gottman, 1997; Power, 2004). If parents
coach their children to view stressful situations as challenges and assist them to problemsolve, children are more likely to appraise stressful situations as more manageable
(Power, 2004). Finally, parents regulate and monitor the opportunities their children
have to learn about and to use appropriate coping skills, such as not allowing their
children to go out and play with other children. If parents protect their children too much
from stressful events, children lose opportunities to develop adaptive coping skills
(Bradley, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 1996; Eisenberg, Spinrad, et al., 1998; McShane &
Hastings, 2009; Power, 2004).
Indirect coping socialization refers to how parents interact with their children in
ways that do not have specific intentions related to coping, but still influences children’s
appraisals of and coping skills in stressful situations. Children observe parents’ day-today interactions and reactions to stressful situations (Parke, 1994). During these
interactions and situations, parents model how to manage and express emotions, even if
they are not directly teaching their children (Contreras, Kerns, Weimer, Gentzler, &
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Tomich, 2000; Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998; Fabes, Lenonard, Kupanoff, &
Martin, 2001; Power, 2004). For example, in response to stress at work, a parent may
vent to her spouse by making rude and mean comments about her boss. A child who
witnesses this may emulate this behaviour by making rude and mean comments about a
teacher when feeling stressed at school. Often, how parents teach their children to cope
with negative emotions is discrepant from how they actually cope with negative emotions
themselves (Fabes et al., 2001).
To illustrate a model of coping socialization processes, Fabes et al. (2001)
examined the relations between parental distress, harsh parental coping with their
children’s negative emotions (e.g., punitive reactions), negative emotions expressed by
their children and their children’s social competence. They found that if parents often
reacted harshly to their children’s negative emotions, children’s frequency of displaying
negative emotions decreased; however, when children did display negative emotions,
these reactions were more intense. This relation was moderated by parental distress: if
parents experienced more distress, the stronger the relation between harsh reactions and
children’s display of negative emotions. Furthermore, the more intense children’s
displays of negative emotions were, the more they were rated as less socially competent.
These results suggest that harsh reactions to children’s negative emotions (a form of
direct coping socialization) and a parent’s own distress level (a form of indirect coping
socialization) can play a role in how children cope with stress, regulate their emotions
and become socially competent.
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Parent Characteristics: The Role of Personality in Parenting
Parental teaching and modeling of emotional understanding and coping skills is
important for children’s social skills. However, while much research has been done about
how parenting affects children’s outcomes, little is known about what factors influence
parenting attitudes and behaviours. Factors, such as the parent’s own personality, can
play a role in these parenting skills (Belsky & Barends, 2002; Bornstein et al., 2007). For
example, based on his review of the determinants of parenting behaviour, Belsky’s
(1984) parenting process model posited that there were three main sources of influence
on parenting: parent characteristics, child characteristics and contextual factors (e.g.,
social support, stress). In this model, the most important determinant of parenting
behaviour was parent characteristics, most notably personality. Of the research that has
been conducted, personality and other dispositional traits have been shown to affect
parents’ behaviour and how parents respond to different situations, but personalityparenting links have not been well established (Cumberland-Li, Eisenberg, Champion,
Gershoff, & Fabes, 2003; de Haan, Prinzie, & Deković, 2009; Prinzie, Stams, Deković,
Reijntjes & Belsky, 2009).
One of the most commonly used descriptive models of personality is called the
“Big Five” (John & Srivastava, 1999). The Big Five refers to five broad dimensions of
traits that are continuous and broad in scope and this model is a widely-used and wellvalidated approach to personality (John & Srivastava, 1999). The five dimensions
include: openness to experience (i.e., curiosity, intellect, imaginativeness, originality),
conscientiousness (i.e., efficient, organized, planful, responsible, reliable), extraversion
(i.e., energetic, sociable, outgoing, talkative), agreeableness (i.e., appreciative, forgiving,
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kind, sympathetic, compassionate) and neuroticism (i.e., anxious, fearful, tense, touchy,
reactive; this domain is also known as emotional stability; John & Srivastava, 1999,
McCrae & John, 1992).
Four of the Big Five personality dimensions have been associated with positive
parenting behaviours: openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion and
agreeableness. Higher scores on these four dimensions have been shown to be positively
associated with greater warmth and behavioural control (e.g., appropriate, clear limit
setting; Prinzie et al., 2009). Additionally, increased parental sensitivity (e.g., attunement
to their children’s behaviour and affect at an appropriate level) has been found to be
associated with higher levels of conscientiousness and agreeableness (Smith et al., 2007),
whereas over-reactivity to children’s behaviour (e.g., more extreme, distressing reactions
to children’s behaviours) has been shown to be negatively associated with higher levels
of agreeableness and extraversion (de Haan et al., 2009). Finally, higher levels of
openness was found to be positively associated with nurturance and negatively associated
with restrictiveness (Metsäpelto & Pulkkinen, 2003). Overall, parents who rate moderate
to high on these four dimensions tend to exhibit various positive parenting behaviours,
such as sensitivity, warmth and behavioural control, that are important to characteristics
and practices that are known to facilitate adaptive emotion and coping socialization
(Bornstein et al., 2007).
Three dimensions of personality also have been linked to characteristics of
parenting competence. For example, Bornstein et al. (2007) examined personality and
parenting competence in parents from different cultural backgrounds and found that
higher ratings of openness to experience was positively associated with increased
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parenting competence, parenting knowledge and investment in the parenting role.
Furthermore, higher ratings of agreeableness were linked to increased parenting
knowledge and satisfaction with the parenting role. Conscientiousness also was
associated with perceived parenting competence, but this finding held only for parents
who came from collectivist cultures. In contrast, increased extraversion was linked to
decreased perceived competence, parenting knowledge and satisfaction, but also
decreased stress. Possible reasons for these mixed results could be that although parents
with high levels of extraversion are energetic and sociable with their children, they are
also like that in their other social interactions, drawing attention away from their children
(Bornstein et al., 2007). Thus, these findings suggest that higher levels of openness,
conscientiousness and agreeableness are associated with better parenting competence,
whereas this relation does not hold for higher levels of extraversion.
These four personality dimensions also have been linked to Baumrind’s (1971)
parental disciplinary styles. In their study, Metsäpelto and Pulkkinen (2003) examined
the Big Five personality dimensions and other parenting behaviours (e.g., parenting
knowledge and nurturance) to explore whether there would be a difference in these
variables between each of Baumrind’s (1971) disciplinary styles. They found that an
authoritative, emotionally-involved parenting style (i.e., parenting high in warmth and
appropriate limit setting) was differentiated from other parenting styles by higher levels
of extraversion, openness, nurturance and parenting knowledge. On the other hand, an
authoritarian, emotionally-detached parenting style (i.e., harsh, rule-oriented parenting in
which parents display high levels of behavioural control and low levels of warmth) was
associated with lower levels of extraversion, openness, parenting knowledge and
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nurturance and increased restrictiveness. Parents who were permissive (e.g., lenient
parenting in which parents display high levels of warmth but low levels of behavioural
control) had higher levels of extraversion, openness and neuroticism, but had decreased
parenting knowledge and restrictiveness. Agreeableness and conscientiousness did not
differentiate between any of the styles. In sum, those who are moderate to high on the
personality dimensions of openness, extraversion, agreeableness and conscientiousness
usually exhibit positive parenting behaviours, such as warmth, behavioural control and an
authoritative parent disciplinary style.
Neuroticism has been one of the most researched personality dimensions in
relation to parenting behaviours. In contrast to the other four personality domains of the
Big Five, higher levels of neuroticism have consistently been related to fewer positive
parenting behaviours (Prinzie et al., 2009). High levels of neuroticism have been
associated with lower levels of warmth, behavioural control and autonomy support, as
well as being positively related to increased negative mood and increased intrusiveness in
the parent-child interaction (Belsky, Crnic, & Woodworth, 1995; Prinzie et al., 2009,
Smith et al., 2007). In addition, high levels of neuroticism have been associated with
lower perceived parenting competence, lower parenting satisfaction and less knowledge
of parenting and child development (Bornstein et al., 2007; Metsäpelto & Pulkkinen,
2003). Higher levels of neuroticism also have been associated with a permissive
parenting style (Metsäpelto & Pulkkinen, 2003). Thus, high levels of neuroticism tend to
be negatively related to positive parenting behaviours.
Few studies have examined the relationship between parent personality
characteristics and emotion and coping socialization, even though parent characteristics
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have been included in many heuristic and process models (e.g., Belsky, 1984; Eisenberg,
Cumberland, et al., 1998; Eisenberg, Spinrad, et al., 1998). Of those studies that have
examined personality factors and parenting, most have found that higher levels of traits
related to other positive parenting behaviours also are related to positive emotion and
coping socialization behaviours. For example, Cumberland-Li et al. (2003) examined
parent dispositional factors (e.g., temperament regulation, personality traits) and
emotional regulation in relation to parenting behaviours, child emotion regulation and
child social functioning. These researchers found that parent personality and emotion
regulation predicted parenting behaviour and better developmental outcomes for children.
Specifically, when parents were high in negative emotionality (i.e., neuroticism) and low
in agreeableness, their children had poorer social adjustment. This study showed that,
overall, parent personality characteristics are associated with parenting behaviours related
to emotion and coping socialization and have implications for their children’s
development of social skills and emotional regulation.
Parental Stress
Another general influence on parenting behaviours is parental stress, from such
factors as home chaos, marital relations and child behaviour problems (Nelson et al.,
2009). While Belsky (1984) posited that parent characteristics were a main determinant
of parenting behaviour, he also acknowledged the effect of contextual factors, such as
social support and stress. Thus, consistent with this model, parental stress also could
have a significant effect on parent emotion and coping socialization behaviours and child
outcomes.

20

Although little research has explored the relations between stress and emotion
coaching, some studies have shown that an emotion coaching philosophy can have
positive effects for parents dealing with stressful situations. For example, Katz and
Windecker-Nelson (2006) explored the use of emotion coaching in families facing
domestic violence. Parents in these homes typically face more stress, tend to engage in
more parent-child aggression and show less warmth and effectiveness in the parenting
role (Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2006; Katz, Hunter, & Klowden, 2008). In addition,
children from homes with domestic violence are exposed to hostile, threatening and
emotionally-arousing events and situations and they tend to have difficulty with emotion
regulation and expression (Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2006; Katz, Hunter, & Klowden,
2008). These researchers found that in a community sample, even if domestic violence
was present in the family, parents’ emotion coaching style moderated the relation
between level of domestic violence in the home and children’s behaviour problems.
When parents were high in emotion coaching, there was no relationship between level of
overall domestic violence in the home and child adjustment outcomes (i.e., aggression,
withdrawal, anxiety and depression). When mothers were low in emotion coaching, high
levels of domestic violence were associated with increased child adjustment problems.
These findings suggest that even if parents are facing a situation with higher levels of
stress, such as domestic violence, an emotion coaching philosophy could buffer the
effects of that stress on their children’s development.
Parental stress variables also have been found to affect parental coping
socialization behaviours (i.e., supportive and non-supportive reactions to children’s
negative emotions). For instance, Nelson et al. (2009) examined several parental stress-
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related variables (e.g., marital dissatisfaction, home chaos) in relation to reactions to
children’s negative emotions. For both mothers and fathers, they found higher levels of
marital dissatisfaction were associated with lower levels of supportive reactions and
higher levels of home chaos were related to higher levels of non-supportive reactions.
Overall, these researchers concluded that levels of stress were associated with parents’
coping socialization behaviours, such that higher levels of stress were related to fewer
supportive and more non-supportive reactions.
Finally, parent characteristics, such as personality factors, also have been
associated with parental stress (Belsky et al., 1995; Bornstein et al., 2007; Paczkowski &
Baker, 2008; Vermaes et al., 2008). Parents who are higher in positive dispositional
factors, such as positive beliefs and optimism, have been found to have decreased stress
and better adjustment and coping with child behaviour problems (Paczkowski & Baker,
2008). In another example, Vermaes, Janssens, Mullaart, Vinck and Gerris (2008)
examined parent personality and parental stress in families of children with spina bifida.
They found that higher levels of extraversion in mothers and higher levels of emotional
stability (low neuroticism) and agreeableness in fathers were related to decreased levels
of stress. Furthermore, these personality traits were found to be a stronger predictor of
parental stress than were the child’s physical dysfunction problems. This study suggests
that personality can have an impact on parents’ stress levels. Given that parental stress is
related to both personality and parenting behaviours (e.g., Prinzie et al., 2009;
Paczkowski & Baker, 2008; Vermaes et al., 2008), studying personality and parental
stress may be especially important when considering what contributes to positive
parenting behaviours.
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Present Study and Hypotheses
The purpose of the present study was to explore the relations between maternal
personality, emotion socialization (i.e., emotion coaching style), coping socialization,
parental stress and children’s social skills. While other researchers (e.g., Belsky, 1984;
Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998) have posited that other factors related to child
characteristics (e.g., child temperament) also are associated with parenting behaviour, this
study focused in on one direction of this relation, in order to specifically examine the role
of parent characteristics, attitudes and behaviours on children’s social skills. To assess
these variables, mothers of children between the ages of 3 and 12 completed self-report
measures that assessed their Big Five personality dimensions, emotion-related parenting
styles, reactions to children’s negative emotions, perceived parental stress and children’s
social skills. In Belsky’s (1984) process model of parenting and Eisenberg, Cumberland,
et al.’s (1998) heuristic model of emotion socialization, parent characteristics, such as
personality, play an important role in general parenting and emotion socialization
behaviours. These characteristics and parenting behaviours have implications for a
variety of outcomes for children, including emotional regulation and understanding,
coping skills and social skills (Eisenberg, Cumberland et al., 1998). Therefore, this study
added to the current parenting and emotion socialization literature by examining the links
between these constructs.
Hypothesis 1: Correlations between personality dimensions and emotion
coaching. Four dimensions of personality (i.e., openness to experience, agreeableness,
conscientiousness and extraversion) have been found to be positively associated with
various positive parenting practices (e.g., warmth, behavioural control; Belsky, 1984; de
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Haan et al., 2009; Kochanska, Clark, & Goldman, 1997; Prinzie et al., 2009); therefore, it
was predicted that mothers’ emotion coaching scores would be positively associated with
these personality dimensions. In contrast, the fifth personality dimension, neuroticism,
has been found to be associated with negative parenting outcomes, such as decreased
warmth, decreased behavioural control and increased intrusiveness (Prinzie et al., 2009;
Smith et al., 2007). Thus, it was predicted that neuroticism would be negatively
associated with mother’s emotion coaching scores.
Hypothesis 2: Indirect effects between positive personality factors, emotion
coaching and coping socialization. An individual’s personality can impact on several
aspects of behaviour, including parenting attitudes and behaviours (Vermaes et al., 2008).
Four dimensions of personality (openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion
and agreeableness) have been found to be associated with several positive parenting
behaviours, such as warmth, appropriate limit setting and sensitivity, behaviours
associated with emotion coaching (Gottman, 1997; Prinzie et al., 2009; Smith et al.,
2007). In addition, emotion coaching is likely to influence coping socialization, as
parental reactions towards their children’s negative emotions are influenced by their
attitudes and beliefs about emotions (Parke, 1994; Power, 2004). Thus, considering the
relations between personality and emotion coaching and emotion coaching and coping
socialization, it was predicted that each personality dimension would have an indirect
effect on mothers’ self-reported supportive coping socialization behaviours (i.e.,
supportive reactions to their children’s negative emotions), through an emotion coaching
parenting style. Specifically, higher levels of each personality dimension will be
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associated with higher levels of emotion coaching, which will be associated with higher
levels of supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions.
Hypothesis 3: Direct and indirect effects between neuroticism, emotion
coaching and coping socialization. In contrast to the other four personality dimensions,
neuroticism typically shows a different, negative pattern of associations with parenting
behaviours (e.g., decreased parental warmth; Prinzie et al., 2009), in addition to
associations with other emotional variables, such as higher anxiety, fear and negative
emotionality. Furthermore, Fabes et al. (2001) found that parents who were distressed (a
characteristic of the neuroticism dimension) tended to use more harsh coping
socialization strategies. Thus, unlike the other four personality dimensions, higher levels
of neuroticism are likely to have a direct effect on coping socialization, being associated
with lower levels of supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions.
Evidence also supports an indirect pathway between neuroticism and coping
socialization. Higher levels of neuroticism have been associated with lower levels of
emotion coaching-related behaviours, such as warmth and sensitivity (Prinzie et al., 2009,
Smith et al., 2007). Therefore, as high levels of neuroticism are associated with lower
levels of emotion coaching and emotion coaching is positively associated with coping
socialization, it was predicted that neuroticism also would have an indirect effect on
coping socialization through emotion coaching. Specifically, higher levels of neuroticism
will be associated with lower levels of emotion coaching, which will be associated with
less supportive coping socialization.
Hypothesis 4: Emotion coaching, coping socialization and children’s social
skills. Emotion coaching has been shown to be associated with better social outcomes in
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typically-developing children. Furthermore, children’s emotion regulation is an
important factor in the development of peer relations (Baker et al., 2007; Gottman, 1997).
One important way in which children’s emotional regulation develops is via parental
coping socialization, that is, by parents expressing supportive or non-supportive reactions
to their children’s negative emotions (Fabes et al., 2002). Research also has shown that
parents who have an emotion-coaching meta-emotion philosophy have children who can
better regulate their emotions (Gottman et al., 1996). Therefore, emotion coaching was
expected to have an indirect effect on social skills through coping socialization. That is,
greater emotion coaching should be correlated with more adaptive coping socialization
and this should be associated with better child social skills.
Hypothesis 5: Effects of perceived parental stress. Parental stress has been
shown to be associated with some of the Big Five personality factors, such as negative
associations with agreeableness and extraversion and positive associations with
neuroticism (Belsky et al., 1995; Bornstein et al., 2007; Vermaes et al., 2008). In
addition, other studies have noted associations between lower levels of stress and higher
levels of supportive reactions and children’s social skills (Neece & Baker, 2008; Nelson
et al., 2009). Therefore, it was expected that perceived parental stress would be
negatively associated with the positively oriented personality factors (openness to
experience, extraversion, agreeableness and conscientiousness), supportive coping
socialization and children’s social skills. In addition, it was expected that higher levels of
stress would be associated with higher levels of neuroticism. However, as little research
exists regarding the effects of parental stress on the relations between the main study
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variables, as stated in hypotheses 1 through 4, hypotheses about the effect of parental
stress on these relations were exploratory.
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CHAPTER III
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Participants
Twenty-six mothers (Mage = 36.23 years, SD = 4.78, range: 27-47 years) of
children between the ages of 3 and 12 were recruited through the Psychology Participant
Pool at the University of Windsor and the Friendly Families Database (see Table 1 for
sample demographics). The majority of the mothers (69.2%) indicated that they were
White/Caucasian. As reported by the mothers, the mean age for the children was 5.73
years (SD = 2.84, range: 3-12 years) and 46.2% were girls. One mother indicated that she
had a psychological disorder and no mothers indicated that their child had a
developmental disability.
Measures
Demographic questionnaire. A short demographic questionnaire (see Appendix
A) was given to each mother, asking for basic demographic information about her and
her family, such as age, child age and gender, mother and child ethnicity, family income,
first language spoken in the home, education and occupation level of herself and her
partner (if applicable) and if the child was diagnosed with a developmental disability.
Parental Stress Scale. The Parental Stress Scale (PSS; Berry & Jones, 1995) is
an 18-item questionnaire measuring parents’ level of stress about parenting. For
example, one statement is, “Caring for my child(ren) sometimes takes more time and
energy than I have to give.” Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating greater stress.
The PSS has shown very good reliability, with a coefficient alpha of .83 and test-retest
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Table 1
Demographics for the Study Sample (n = 26)
Variable

Frequency

Percentage of Sample

Ethnicity
Black
White/Caucasian
Latin American
Asian
Multi-Ethnic
Other

2
18
1
1
2
2

7.7%
69.2%
3.8%
3.8%
7.7%
7.7%

Marital Status
Single, Never Married
Common-Law
Married
Separated
Divorced

11
1
11
1
2

42.3%
3.8%
42.3%
3.8%
7.7%

Overall Family Income
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $69,999
$70,000 to $79,999
$80,000 to $89,999
$90,000 to $99,999
$100,000 or more
Prefer not to answer

7
3
2
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
7
3

26.9%
11.5%
7.7%
3.8%
0.0%
3.8%
3.8%
0.0%
3.8%
0.0%
26.9%
11.5%

Education
No certificate, diploma or degree
High School Certificate or equivalent
Apprenticeship/Trades Certificate
College/CEGEP Certificate or Diploma
University Degree (Bachelor's)
Post-Bachelor's degree
Other

1
4
2
8
6
4
1

3.8 %
15.4 %
7.7%
30.8%
23.1%
15.4%
3.8%

29
Variable

Frequency

Percentage of Sample

23
3

88.5%
11.5%

5
1
1
1

19.2%
3.8%
3.8%
3.8%

Child Gender
Male
Female

14
12

53.8%
46.2%

Child Ethnicity
Black
White/Caucasian
Latin American
Multi-Ethnic
Other

2
15
2
6
1

7.7%
57.7%
7.7%
23.1%
3.8%

First Language Spoken In Home
English
Other
Other Languages Spoken In Home
French
Spanish
Serbian
ASL
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reliability of .81 (Berry & Jones, 1995; Lessenberry & Rehfeldt, 2004). The PSS has
been found to correlate moderately (r = .46 for mothers with typically-developing
children, r = .41 for mothers of children with psychiatric or behavioural problems) with
the Perceived Stress Scale and is highly correlated with other measures of parental stress
(e.g., Parental Stress Index, r = .75). In the present study, this measure was used as a
measure of parental stress. For the study sample, parental stress scores ranged from 23 to
54, with a relative low level of parental stress (M = 33.91) and very good internal
consistency, α = .82.
Big Five Inventory. The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle,
1991; John, Nauman, & Soto, 2008) is a 44-item self-report measure of the Big Five
personality traits. Sample items for each trait include: “I see myself as someone who is
curious about many different things” (openness to experience; 10 items), “I see myself as
someone who perseveres until the task is finished” (conscientiousness; 9 items), “I see
myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable” (extraversion; 8 items), “I see myself as
someone who is considerate and kind to almost everyone” (agreeableness; 9 items) and “I
see myself as someone who worries a lot” (neuroticism; 8 items). Each item is rated on a
5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). Responses
are totaled and averaged and each respondent receives a score for each personality trait,
with higher scores indicating a higher level of that trait. The BFI has shown very good
test-retest reliability (r = .84) and convergent validity with the NEO Personality
Inventory (Rammstedt & John, 2007). In this ample, mothers had relatively high levels
of conscientiousness and agreeableness and low levels of neuroticism, showing good to
very good reliability (α = .73 to .89).
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Emotion-Related Parenting Styles questionnaire. The Emotion-Related
Parenting Styles questionnaire (ERPS; Paterson et al., in press) is a 20-item shortened
version of the Emotion-Related Parenting Styles Self Test-Likert (ERPSST-L; HakimLarson et al., 2006). The items assess parents’ four meta-emotion philosophy parenting
styles, with five items in each parenting style: emotion coaching (EC; e.g., “When my
child is angry, it’s time to solve a problem”), parental acceptance of negative emotion
(PA; e.g., “I want my child to experience anger”), parental rejection of negative emotion
(PR; e.g., “Children acting sad are usually just trying to get adults to feel sorry for them”)
and uncertainty/ineffectiveness (UI; e.g., “When my child is angry, I’m not sure what he
or she wants me to do”). Parents rate each item on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging
from 1 (always false) to 5 (always true). Parents receive an average score on each
subscale, in which higher scores indicate a greater endorsement of that parenting style.
The ERPS has shown good reliability (α = .71 to .80) and is highly correlated with the
original ERPSST-L (Paterson et al., in press). In this study, the mothers’ emotion
coaching score was used. The current sample had high levels of emotion coaching and
showed good reliability on this subscale (α = .75).
Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale. The Coping with Children’s
Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES; Fabes, Eisenberg, & Bernzweig, 1990; Fabes et al.,
2002) is a self-report questionnaire measuring how parents react to their children’s
negative emotions in stressful situations. Parents read 12 hypothetical stressful scenarios
that their child may face and then rated the likelihood that they would use six different
types of reactions on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very
likely). For example, one question asks, “If my child loses some prized possession and
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reacts with tears, I would…” Parents then rate each of the following types of reactions:
distress reaction (“get upset with him/her for being so careless and then crying about it”),
minimization reaction (“tell my child that he/she is over-reacting”), problem-focused
reaction (“help my child think of places he/she hasn’t looked yet”), emotion-focused
reaction (“distract my child by talking about happy things”), expressive encouragement
(“tell him/her it’s OK to cry when you feel unhappy”) and punitive reaction (“tell him/her
that’s what happens when you’re not careful”). These six reactions can be grouped into
two categories of reactions: supportive (problem-focused, emotion-focused and
expressive encouragement) and non-supportive (punitive, minimizing and distress). The
CCNES has shown good to very good internal consistency (α = .69 to .85) and test-retest
reliability (rs ranging from .56 to .83, Fabes et al., 2002). In addition, the CCNES has
shown good validity, with an expected pattern of correlations with the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index and the Parental Control Scale (Fabes et al., 2002). In this study, the
supportive reactions score on the CCNES was used as a measure of coping socialization.
The current sample had high levels of supportive reactions and excellent reliability (α =
.92).
Social Skills Rating System-Parent Form. The Social Skills Rating SystemParent Form (SSRS-PF; Gresham & Elliot, 1990; Van Horn et al., 2007) is a standardized
parent-report measure of children’s social skills. Mothers completed the version of this
form appropriate to the age of her child. The preschool form for ages 3 to 5 consists of
49 items: 39 items assessing social skills and 10 items assessing problem behaviours.
The elementary form rates children in Kindergarten through Grade 6 and has 55 items: 38
items assessing social skills and 17 items assessing problem behaviours. As this study
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focused on social skills, the problem behaviours scale will not be discussed. Parents
rated social skills items in four domains: cooperation (e.g., “Keeps room clean and neat
without being reminded”), assertion (e.g., “Makes friends easily”), responsibility (e.g.,
“Reports accidents to appropriate persons”) and self-control (e.g., “Controls temper when
arguing with other children”). Each item is rated on a 3-point Likert-type scale for
frequency of the behaviours, ranging from 0 (never) to 2 (very often). Frequency scores
for each domain and totals for social skills are obtained and are converted to standard
scores. The SSRS-PF has shown good internal consistency (α = .65 to .95) and test-retest
reliability (rs = .65 to .87). Additionally, the social skills scale has shown good
convergent validity with the Child Behavior Checklist (r = .58; Gresham & Elliot, 1990;
Van Horn et al., 2007). In this study, the total social skills standard score was used as the
measure of children’s social skills. For the current sample, mother mostly rated their
children to have average to above average social skills and there was good reliability for
both the preschool form (α = .70) and excellent reliability for the elementary form (α =
.94).
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale-Short Form X1. The MarloweCrowne Social Desirability Scale-Short Form X1 (SDS-X1; Straham & Gerbasi, 1972) is
a 10-item, shortened version of the original 33-item SDS (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).
The SDS-X1 is a self-report measure of how an individual responds to low instance,
culturally-approved behaviours. Respondents rate each item as true or false as it pertains
to themselves, with higher frequencies of socially desirable answers indicating a tendency
to answer in a way that makes the respondent look more socially acceptable. For
example, one item is, “I like to gossip at times” (socially desirable answer is false). The
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SDS-X1 has shown good internal consistency (α = .88) and has been shown to be highly
correlated with the original 33-item SDS (r = .96; Fischer & Fick, 1993). In this study,
the SDS-X1 was used as a potential control variable (Cook & Campbell, 1979, King &
King, 1991). This sample showed adequate reliability, α = .69.
Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. The Parenting Sense of Competence
Scale (PSOC; Johnston & Mash, 1989) is a 17-item questionnaire measuring two aspects
of perceived parenting competence: parenting satisfaction (e.g., “Being a parent makes
me tense and anxious”) and parenting efficacy (e.g., “If anyone can find the answer to
what is troubling my child, I am the one.”). Each item is rated on a 6-point Likert-type
scale, from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). Items are summed for each scale,
with higher scores indicating higher levels of satisfaction or efficacy. This measure has
shown good internal consistency for both satisfaction (α = .75), efficacy (α = .86) and the
total scale (α = .79; Johnston & Mash, 1989). In this study, parenting competence was
used as a variable in supplementary analyses to look for associations with parental stress
and showed good reliability in this sample, α = .74 to .81.
Procedure
Ethics approval was obtained from the University of Windsor Research Ethics
Board. Participants were recruited by signing up for the study through the University of
Windsor Participant Pool website. In addition, eligible families from the Friendly
Families database were emailed and/or phoned to ask if they were interested in
participating in this study. Snowball sampling also was used by encouraging study
participants to pass on information about the study to other people they know using a
poster.
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Questionnaires were available in online and print forms (note: only one
participant completed print versions of the questionnaires). In the online questionnaire,
mothers first saw the consent form (Appendix B) and then the demographic questionnaire
(see Appendix A). The remaining questionnaires were presented in a randomized order.
For the one mother who completed the print version, the questionnaires were presented in
the same order as in the Measures section above. After completing the questionnaires,
mothers were thanked for their participation, given a letter of information (see Appendix
C) and given information about community resources for parents. Mothers recruited
through the Participant Pool received bonus course credit and mothers recruited from the
community were given the opportunity to enter a draw for a gift certificate to a local
bookstore.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
First, preliminary analyses were conducted to assess missing data, outliers,
assumptions of univariate and multivariate analyses and covariates. Then, analyses were
conducted for each hypothesis. Correlations were conducted for the first hypothesis
between each personality factor (i.e., openness, conscientiousness, extraversion and
agreeableness) and emotion coaching. For the second and third hypotheses, mediational
analyses using hierarchical regression and Bootstrapping were conducted to assess the
relation between each personality factor and supportive reactions to children’s negative
emotions, with emotion coaching as a mediating variable. For the fourth hypothesis,
mediational analyses also were conducted to assess the relation between emotion
coaching and children’s social skills, with supportive reactions as a mediating variable.
Then, the effects of parental stress on the main study variables were examined using
partial correlations and hierarchical regression.
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics for each variable, including means and standard deviations,
can be found in Table 2. Prior to statistical analysis, all variables were assessed for
missing data, outliers and assumptions of univariate and multivariate parametric statistics.
First, data were inspected for missing values. For all measures, the measure author’s
guidelines were used for missing data. If no specific instructions were available, mean
substitution using the total measure mean or scale mean for the item was used, provided
that less than five percent of the items for the measure were missing and the
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for the Main Study Variables (n = 26)
Variable

M (SD)

Range

Skewness

Kurtosis

Openness

3.75 (0.55)

2.70-4.70

-0.17

-0.92

Conscientiousness

4.03 (0.54)

2.67-5.00

-0.21

-0.51

Extraversion

3.58 (0.73)

1.50-4.50

-0.96

1.22

Agreeableness

4.03 (0.54)

3.00-5.00

-0.05

-0.69

Neuroticism

2.68 (0.86)

1.25-4.63

0.29

-0.22

Emotion Coaching

21.54 (2.30)

15.00-25.00

-0.89

-0.13

Supportive Reactions

17.17 (2.16)

12.25-19.83

-0.75

-0.33

105.25 (15.63)

78.00-130.00

0.02

-0.68

33.91 (8.26)

23.00-54.00

0.58

-0.07

Social Skills
Parental Stress
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points were missing at random (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Then, one participant had
one item missing on the Social Desirability Scale (SDS). Because the SDS was a
true/false measure and there were no author guidelines available, that participant’s SDS
responses were omitted from any analysis.
All variables were then screened for potential univariate and multivariate outliers
and influential cases. If a case had a standardized score of greater than ±3.29, it was
considered a potential univariate outlier (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). All cases were
inspected on each variable for outliers and no outliers were found (z = -2.84 to 2.25).
Multivariate outliers for each analysis were determined using Leverage values less than
0.14 and influential cases were determined using a Cooks Distance of less than 1.
Inspection of the data revealed three multivariate outliers (Leverage = .15 to .35) and no
influential cases. To determine the effect of the multivariate outliers, analyses were run
both with and without these cases and yielded the same results. Thus, these three cases
were retained.
Next, each main variable was inspected for univariate normality. Normality was
determined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. If the Shapiro-Wilk test was significant
(p < .05), skewness and kurtosis were examined to determine if parametric tests would be
robust to the degree of violation in normality. Dividing the skewness or kurtosis value by
its standard error yields a z-score, with a score greater than 1.96 considered problematic
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). All personality factors and the SSRS had non-significant
Shapiro-Wilk tests (W = .92 to .97, p > .05) and were determined to be normal.
Skewness and kurtosis were examined for the remaining variables and no variables had
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significant z-scores (skewness z = -1.59 to 0.73, kurtosis z = -0.84 to 1.54). Thus,
analyses used in this study were robust to the degree of violation of normality.
Next, the data were inspected for other assumptions, including linearity,
independence of errors, normally distributed residuals and homoscedasticity, if applicable
(Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For linearity, all scatterplots indicated linear
relations for each pair of variables in each analysis, with no observations of curvilinear
relations. For independence of errors, Durbin-Watson statistics indicated independence
of errors (Durbin-Watson = 1.44 to 2.34; a value outside the range of 1 and 3 was
considered non-independent; Field, 2009). For residual distributions, histograms of the
residuals for each dependent variable appeared normal. For homoscedasticity, residual
plots for each analysis showed no evidence of funnelling. Thus, all variables and
analyses met the assumptions for univariate analyses and multiple regression, according
to the standards of Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).
Several analyses were conducted to determine if there were any covariates. First,
independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine if there were differences
between scores on each variable depending on child gender. Analyses revealed that there
were no differences in any variable score between mothers who had sons and those who
had daughters. Correlations between the potential covariates of social desirability and
child age in the relation to the main study variables were conducted to determine if there
were any significant correlations (see Table 3). Higher levels of social desirability were
associated with lower levels of openness, r(21) = -.44, p = .04. Child age was positively
associated with conscientiousness (r(22) = .43, p = .04) and children’s social skills
(r(18) = .72, p < .001) and negatively associated with neuroticism (r(22) = -.63, p = .001).
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Table 3
Correlations Between Main Study Variables, Children’s Social Skills, Child Age and
Social Desirability (n = 26)
Variable

Child Age

Openness

.09

-.44*

Conscientiousness

.43*

-.01

Extraversion

.21

-.35^

Agreeableness

.33

-.09

Neuroticism
Emotion Coaching
Supportive Reactions
Social Skills

-.63**

Social Desirability

.15

.04

-.30

-.13

-.31

.72***

Note. ^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

-.03
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These variables were used as covariates when doing analyses with the variables with
which they were correlated. However, as the total score on the SSRS was a standard
score, comparing children to a normative group of their same-aged peers, analyses
involving the SSRS were not conducted controlling for child age.
Relations Between Personality Factors and Emotion Coaching
To assess the first hypothesis, bivariate and partial correlations were used to
determine if there were any significant associations between the five personality factors
and emotion coaching (see Table 4). Higher levels of agreeableness were positively
associated with higher levels of emotion coaching, r(22) = .58, p = .003. In addition,
higher levels of conscientiousness, controlling for child age, were positively correlated
with emotion coaching, pr(21) = .65, p = .001. No other significant correlations were
found. Thus, higher levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness were related to higher
levels of emotion coaching.
Relations Between Positive Personality Factors, Emotion Coaching and Supportive
Reactions to Children’s Negative Emotions
The second hypothesis addressed the links between the four positive personality
factors (agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness and extraversion), emotion coaching
and supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions. Mediational analyses using
hierarchical regressions, as outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986), were used to examine
whether each of these personality dimensions predicted supportive coping socialization,
with mothers’ emotion coaching score on the Emotion-Related Parenting Styles
questionnaire (ERPS) as a potential mediating variable. As recommended by Preacher
and Hayes (2008), Bootstrapping was used to test the significance of any indirect effects
found in the mediation analyses. A Bias Corrected and Accelerated 95%
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Table 4
Correlations Between Maternal Personality, Emotion Coaching, Supportive Reactions to Children’s Negative Emotions and
Children’s Social Skills
Variable

1

2

3

1. Openness

-

.35^

.31

.52**

-

.36^

2. Conscientiousness
3. Extraversion
4. Agreeableness
5. Neuroticism
6. Emotion Coaching
7. Supportive Reactions
8. Social Skills
Note: ^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

-

4

5

6

7

8

-.19

.35^

.14

.09

.57**

-.38^

.60**

.35^

.50*

.26

-.33

.21

.10

.20

-

-.33

.58**

.44*

.47*

.22

-.42^

-

-.01
-

.60**
-

.26
.33
-
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confidence interval was used to indicate whether the mediational effect was significant
(i.e., if the confidence interval did not encompass a value of zero, the mediation is
significant). For all analyses, the path between higher levels of emotion coaching (the
potential mediator) and greater supportive reactions (the outcome variable) was found to
be significant, β = .60, t = 3.48, p = .002.
Agreeableness. The relation between agreeableness and supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions was found to be mediated by emotion coaching. As
illustrated in Figure 1, results suggested that higher levels of agreeableness predicted
greater supportive reactions, β = .44, t = 2.25, p = .04. In addition, higher levels of
agreeableness predicted higher levels of emotion coaching, β = .58, t = 3.34, p = .003.
Finally, when emotion coaching was added to the regression analysis for the relation
between agreeableness and supportive reactions, this relation became non-significant,
β = .14, t = 0.64, p = .53. Results using Preacher and Hayes’s (2008) recommendations
for Bootstrapping indicated that emotion coaching fully mediated the relation between
agreeableness and supportive reactions, Bootstrap data = 1.55, SE = .68, Bias Corrected
and Accelerated 95% confidence interval = 0.22 to 3.01. When mothers had higher
levels of agreeableness, their supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions was
mediated by an emotion coaching parenting style.
Conscientiousness. The relation between conscientiousness and supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions, controlling for child age, was found to be
mediated by emotion coaching. As illustrated in Figure 2, results suggested that higher
levels of conscientiousness predicted greater supportive reactions, β = .51, t = 2.32,
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Agreeableness
(Predictor)

.44*

Supportive
Reactions
(Criterion)

a) Direct Pathway

Agreeableness
(Predictor)

.58**

.14

Emotion
Coaching
(Mediator)

Supportive
Reactions
(Criterion)

.60**

b) Indirect or Mediated Pathway
Figure 1. Mediation model of emotion coaching mediating the positive relation between
agreeableness and supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions. Part A illustrates
the positive relation between maternal agreeableness and supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions. In part B, emotion coaching mediated the relation between
higher levels of maternal agreeableness and higher levels of supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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Conscientiousness
(Predictor)

.51*

Supportive
Reactions
(Criterion)

a) Direct Pathway

Conscientiousness
(Predictor)

.71**

.10

Emotion Coaching
(Mediator)

Supportive
Reactions
(Criterion)

.61**

b) Indirect or Mediated Pathway
Figure 1. Mediation model of emotion coaching mediating the positive relation between
conscientiousness and supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions. Part A
illustrates the positive relation between maternal conscientiousness and supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions. In part B, emotion coaching mediated the
relation between higher levels of maternal conscientiousness and higher levels of
supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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p = .03. In addition, higher levels of conscientiousness predicted higher levels of
emotion coaching, β = .71, t = 3.87, p = .001. Then, when controlling for child age,
higher levels of emotion coaching predicted higher levels of supportive reactions, β = .61,
t = 3.50, p = .002. Finally, when emotion coaching was added to the regression analysis
for the relation between conscientiousness and supportive reactions, this relation became
non-significant, β = .10, t = 0.39, p = .70. Results using Preacher and Hayes’s (2008)
recommendations for Bootstrapping indicated that emotion coaching fully mediated the
relation between conscientiousness and supportive reactions, Bootstrap data = 1.35,
SE = .83, Bias Corrected and Accelerated 95% confidence interval = 0.07 to 3.28. Thus,
when mothers had higher levels of conscientiousness, their supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions was mediated by an emotion coaching parenting style.
Extraversion and Openness. These analyses did not meet the requirements for
mediation. The relation between extraversion and supportive reactions was not
significant, β = .10, t = 0.46, p = .65. In addition, the relation between openness and
supportive reactions was not significant, β = .14, t = 0.66, p = .53. Therefore, because no
association existed between the predictors and outcome variable, no further tests of
mediation were performed.
Relations Between Neuroticism, Emotion Coaching and Supportive Reactions to
Children’s Negative Emotions
The third hypothesis addressed the links between neuroticism, emotion coaching
and supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions. Using the same procedure as
hypothesis 2, hierarchical regressions were used to examine whether neuroticism
negatively predicted supportive coping socialization, with mothers’ emotion coaching
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score as a potential mediating variable. The relation between neuroticism and supportive
reactions was not significant, β = .22, t = 1.05, p = .31. As the relation between
neuroticism and supportive reactions was not significant, no further tests of mediation
were performed.
Relations Between Emotion Coaching, Supportive Reactions and Children’s Social
Skills
The fourth hypothesis addressed the links between emotion coaching, supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions and children’s social skills (measured by the
total standard score on the SSRS). Similar to hypotheses 2 and 3, the Baron and Kenny
(1986) mediational analysis procedure also was used to examine whether emotion
coaching predicted children’s social skills, with mothers’ supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions as a potential mediating variable. Results suggested that
emotion coaching did not significantly predict children’s social skills, β = .26, t = 1.15,
p = .26. As the relation between the predictor and outcome variable was not significant,
this analysis did not meet the requirements for mediation.
Given that hypothesized associations were not found between emotion coaching,
supportive reactions and children’s social skills, additional relations were explored with
the variables of maternal personality, parental stress and parenting competence variables
(parental efficacy and satisfaction) to determine if there could be other factors that are
related to children’s social skills. In addition, past research has suggested that nonsupportive reactions to children’s negative emotions (e.g., distress reactions) are related
to parental stress variables (Nelson et al., 2009). Therefore, other variables related to
stress (e.g., specific reactions to children’s negative emotions) also were examined.
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Children’s social skills were positively related to agreeableness (r(18) = .47, p = .04),
conscientiousness (r(18) = .50, p = .03), parenting satisfaction levels (r(17) = .61,
p = .006) and a trend association with parenting efficacy (r(17) = .43, p = .06). In
addition, children’s social skills were negatively associated with levels of parental stress
(r(17) = -.58, p = .009), distress reactions to children’s negative emotions (r(17) = -.53,
p = .02) and a trend negative association emerged with lower levels of maternal
neuroticism (r(18) = -.41, p = .07). Thus, children with higher levels of social skills had
mothers who had higher levels of agreeableness, conscientiousness, parenting
competence and lower levels of parental stress and distress reactions to children’s
negative emotions.
Perceived Parental Stress
For the fifth hypothesis, bivariate correlations were conducted to examine the
associations between perceived parental stress and the main study variables. Greater
parental stress was associated with lower levels of agreeableness (r(21) = -.54, p = .008)
and conscientiousness (r(21) = -.77, p < .001). A positive trend association also was
found between parental stress and neuroticism, r(21) = .35, p = .11. Furthermore, lower
levels of parental stress were associated with higher levels of emotion coaching
(r(21) = -.55, p = .007) and children’s social skills (r(17) = -.58, p = .009). Thus, parental
stress was significantly associated to several key variables, including agreeableness,
conscientiousness, emotion coaching and children’s social skills.
Considering these significant correlations, main analyses with significant results
were repeated controlling for parental stress, to determine the effect of parental stress on
these relations. For the first hypothesis, analyses were repeated using partial correlations
(see Table 5). Conscientiousness was no longer positively correlated with emotion
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Table 5
Partial Correlations Between Maternal Personality, Emotion Coaching, Supportive Reactions to Children’s Negative Emotions and
Children’s Social Skills, Controlling for Parental Stress
Variable

1

2

3

4

1. Openness

-

.16

.23

-

2. Conscientiousness
3. Extraversion
4. Agreeableness
5. Neuroticism
6. Emotion Coaching
7. Supportive Reactions
8. Social Skills
Note. ^ p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01

5

6

7

8

.44*

-.09

.22

.10

-.13

.21

.28

-.19

.33

.37^

.09

-

.12

-.25

.05

.06

.03

-

-.19

.40^

.43*

.22

.30

-.29

.63**

-.09

-

-.24
-

-

.30
-
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coaching, pr(20) = .33, p = .13. The positive relation between agreeableness and emotion
coaching was reduced and showed a trend towards a positive association, pr(20) = .40,
p = .06. Thus, the addition of parental stress reduced the relations between emotion
coaching and each of the variables of agreeableness and conscientiousness.
For hypotheses 2 and 3, significant mediational analyses were repeated,
controlling parental stress by entering it into the first step of the regression analyses. For
each significant mediational analysis, when controlling for parental stress, higher levels
of emotion coaching still predicted higher levels of supportive reactions, β = .76, t = 3.62,
p = .002. For agreeableness, previously emotion coaching was found to mediate the
relation between agreeableness and supportive reactions. When controlling for parental
stress, the relation between agreeableness and supportive reactions to children’s negative
emotions was not found to be mediated by emotion coaching. Results suggested that,
when controlling for parental stress, higher levels of agreeableness predicted greater
supportive reactions, β = .52, t = 1.15, p = .05. However, agreeableness no longer
significantly predicted emotion coaching, β = .41, t = 2.00, p = .06. As the relation
between agreeableness and emotion coaching was not significant, this analysis no longer
met the requirements for mediation.
Additionally, emotion coaching also was previously found to mediate the relation
between conscientiousness and supportive reactions. When controlling for parental stress,
the relation between conscientiousness and supportive reactions to children’s negative
emotions was not found to be mediated by emotion coaching. Results suggested that,
when controlling for parental stress, higher levels of conscientiousness showed a trend
towards predicting greater supportive reactions, β = .61, t = 1.93, p = .07. Higher levels
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of conscientiousness also significantly predicted emotion coaching, β = .61, t = 2.47,
p = .02. However, as the relation between conscientiousness and supportive reactions
was not significant, this analysis no longer met the requirements for mediation.
Although the mediational analysis for the fourth hypothesis was not significant,
there was a significant negative correlation between parental stress and children’s social
skills. Thus, analyses involving correlations between children’s socials skills and other
main study variables were repeated, controlling for parental stress. Results indicated that
when parental stress was controlled for in the positive correlations between children’s
social skills and conscientiousness (pr(16) = .09, p = .71) and agreeableness
(pr(16) = .22, p = .37), the relations became non-significant. Also, when parental stress
was controlled for in the negative association between children’s social skills and distress
reactions to children’s negative emotions, the relation became non-significant,
pr(16) = -.41, p = .21. Furthermore, when parental stress was controlled for in the trend
negative associations between maternal neuroticism and children’s social skills, this
association was no longer apparent, pr(16) = -.29, p = .26. Thus, parental stress accounts
for many of the relations seen between children’s social skills, conscientiousness,
agreeableness, neuroticism and distress reactions.
Considering these findings, the Parental Stress Scale (PSS) items also were
examined for possible factors that could contribute to parental stress. Several themes
emerged, including parenting competence variables, such as efficacy (e.g., “I sometimes
worry whether I am doing enough for my child(ren)”) and satisfaction (e.g., “I am happy
in my role as a parent”) and demographic variables, such as finances (e.g., “Having
child(ren) has been a financial burden”). Thus, additional analyses were done
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investigating the relations between parental stress, parenting competence (i.e., parenting
satisfaction and parenting efficacy) and demographic variables (i.e., family income,
marital status and the number of children in the family).
Higher parental stress levels were significantly associated with lower levels of
both parenting satisfaction (r(23) = -.54, p = .006) and parenting efficacy (r(23) = -.84,
p < .001). Considering these large, negative correlations and past research indicating that
parental stress is associated with non-supportive coping socialization reactions (Nelson et
al., 2009), other associations between satisfaction, efficacy and other main study
variables that were associated with parental stress were conducted, including emotion
coaching and the different coping socialization reactions (e.g., distress reactions).
Correlational results indicated that higher levels of parenting efficacy were associated
with higher levels of emotion coaching (r(21) = .55, p = .007) and lower levels of distress
reactions (r(23) = -.59, p = .003) and punitive reactions (r(23) = -.47, p = .03).
Furthermore, higher levels of parenting satisfaction were associated with lower levels of
distress reactions (r(23) = -.57, p = .005) and trended towards higher levels of emotion
coaching (r(21) = .38, p = .07). Thus, higher levels of parenting competence variables
were positively related to emotion coaching and negatively related to non-supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions.
With regards to demographic variables, levels of parental stress were examined in
relation to total family income, marital status and the number of children in the home.
Total family income for each participant was determined by adding together the mother’s
and partner’s income (if applicable). Then, three groups were created based on the
Canada Revenue Agency income tax brackets for 2011 (Canada Revenue Agency, 2011).
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The three groups included income less than $39,999, income between $40,000 and
$79,999 and income greater than $80,000. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
indicated no significant differences between groups, F(2,19) = 1.45, p = .26.
Demographic variables related to family structure also were examined, including
marital status and number of children in the family. First, due to the small sample size
for each marital status listed on the demographic questionnaire, categories were
combined to create three groups: single/never married, common-law/married and
separated/divorced (note: no participants indicated that they were widowed). A one-way
ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were differences between these three
groups and results indicated no significant differences, F(2,22) = 2.19, p = .14. As the
separated/divorced group had only three participants, an independent samples t-test was
conducted to explore the difference in parental stress between the single/never-married
group and common-law/married group. Results indicated a trend towards significance,
t(20) = 1.94, p = .07. These results suggested a trend that mothers who were single had
more parental stress (M = 37.90, SD = 8.10) than mothers who were in a common-law
relationship or married (M = 31.67, SD = 7.00). Next, a bivariate correlation analysis
examining parental stress and number of children in the family indicated that the
association was not significant, r(23) = .08, p = .67. Although there was trend indicating
that single/never married mothers had higher levels of parental stress than commonlaw/married mothers, there were no differences in stress based on the other demographic
variables.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to examine the links between the Big Five
personality factors (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and
neuroticism), emotion coaching, supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions and
children’s social skills. Consistent with hypotheses, higher levels of maternal
agreeableness and conscientiousness were associated with higher levels of emotion
coaching. Furthermore, higher levels of maternal agreeableness and conscientiousness
were associated with higher levels of supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions
and these relations were mediated by mother’s levels of emotion coaching. Openness,
extraversion and neuroticism were not found to be significantly related to emotion
coaching or supportive reactions, contrary to the study hypotheses. Emotion coaching
and supportive reactions also were not significantly related to children’s social skills,
contrary to the study hypotheses.
Parental stress was found to be an important variable, with higher levels of
parental stress associated with lower levels of agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotion
coaching and children’s social skills. When parental stress was controlled for in the main
analyses, the mediational effect of emotion coaching on the relations of agreeableness
and conscientiousness with supportive reactions disappeared. Furthermore, parental
stress was related to poorer social skills and parenting competence variables.
Personality, Emotion Coaching, Coping Socialization and Perceived Parental Stress
Consistent with the first and second hypotheses, this study found that emotion
coaching was related to higher levels of two personality factors—agreeableness and
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conscientiousness. Furthermore, emotion coaching was found to mediate the relation
between higher levels of these two personality factors and supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions, indicating an indirect relation between personality and
positive parenting behaviours. These results are consistent with past literature indicating
that these personality factors and emotion coaching are associated with positive parenting
behaviours, such as warmth and sensitivity (Bornstein et al., 2007; Coplan, Reichel, &
Rowan, 2009; Prinzie et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2007). Each of these personality factors
also has been associated with specific aspects of emotion coaching. Agreeableness
encompasses characteristics with an emotional component, with characteristics such as
empathy, kindness and compassion (Belsky & Barrends, 2002, Coplan et al., 2009; John
& Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992; Prinzie et al., 2009). These traits, in turn,
may lead to positive parenting behaviours, such as responsiveness, understanding
children’s needs, warmth and making more positive attributions about a child, key
aspects of emotion coaching (Coplan et al., 2009; Prinzie et al., 2009). Conscientiousness
is often described as having an organizational component. People with higher levels of
conscientiousness have traits such as good organizational skills and holding high
standards (Belsky & Barends, 2002; Coplan et al., 2009; John & Srivastava, 1999;
McCrae & John, 1992; Prinzie et al., 2009). These traits, in turn, may lead to a parent
being better able to set behavioural limits and goals for children, which is also a key
aspect of emotion coaching.
Prior research also has indicated that personality affects the way a person thinks
and behaves and this influence is more indirect rather than direct (Oliver, Guerin, &
Coffman, 2009; Prinzie et al., 2009). Belsky (1984) also posited that one of the most
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important contributors to parenting was parent characteristics, especially personality.
However, when researchers have examined these relations, the effect of personality
specifically on parenting behaviours was not large, indicating that personality may not
directly influence parenting behaviours (Prinzie et al., 2009). Suggested by the
mediational findings in this study, one indirect way in which personality can influence
parenting behaviours may be through emotion coaching. According to Gottman and
colleagues (1996), while emotion coaching involves positive parenting behaviours, such
as warmth and limit-setting, it is also a separate dimension of parenting that includes
thought (e.g., a parent’s attitude towards emotions) and behavioural components (e.g.,
limit setting). Thus, agreeableness and conscientiousness appear to be related to a type of
parenting behaviour, (i.e., supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions) through
an emotion coaching philosophy, as personality may be more amenable to influencing a
parent’s thoughts and actions in this indirect way (Prinzie et al., 2009).
However, these findings are tempered by the analyses that included perceived
parental stress. Consistent with the fifth hypothesis, higher levels of parental stress were
significantly associated with most of the main study variables, including lower levels of
agreeableness, conscientiousness and emotion coaching. When controlling for parental
stress, higher levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness no longer significantly
predicted higher levels of emotion coaching, leading to no mediated effects between
these two personality factors and supportive reactions to children’s emotions.
Furthermore, the relation between agreeableness and supportive reactions to children’s
negative emotions, as well as the relation between conscientiousness and supportive
reactions, became non-significant. One reason for the reduction in significant results
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could be that with the addition of another variable in the analysis with a small sample
size, the analysis may have lacked the power to detect significant results. But, these
analyses still indicated a reduction in the relations between these variables; thus, the
effect of parental stress on parenting behaviour in this study is still in question.
Of the research that has focused on the relation between parental stress and
personality factors, results indicate that personality factors are associated with levels of
stress. For example, Vermaes et al. (2008) found that lower levels of neuroticism and
higher levels of agreeableness were associated with lower levels of parental stress.
Indeed, certain personality characteristics could indirectly influence how a parent is able
to deal with stress, in much the same way that personality can indirectly affect a person’s
thoughts and behaviours (Belsky & Barrends, 2002; Prinzie et al, 2009). Furthermore, in
this study, higher levels of parenting competence variables (efficacy and satisfaction) also
were related to higher levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness, but lower levels of
parental stress. For instance, previous findings about agreeableness, which encompasses
traits related to emotional awareness (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992),
suggest that a person high in agreeableness could be more emotionally aware, better able
to cope with their own feelings and feel more efficacious. Similarly, previous findings
about conscientiousness, which encompasses traits such as organizational skills (John &
Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992), suggest that a person high in conscientiousness
could be better able to manage life responsibilities better, leading to decreased stress and
increased feelings of satisfaction and efficacy. Thus, by possessing higher levels of these
personality traits, parents may be able to feel more competent, handle stress that they
encounter in the parenting role and focus on and engage more readily in an emotion
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coaching parenting style. Belsky (1984) posited relations between parent characteristics
(e.g., personality) and contextual factors (e.g., stress) and this study found significant
relations between personality, emotion coaching and parental stress. Therefore, future
research should address the specific role of parental stress in the relations between parent
characteristics and positive parenting behaviours.
Higher levels of stress also have been associated with lower levels of supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions. For example, Nelson and colleagues (2009)
found that stress, such as home chaos and marital dissatisfaction, can affect parents’
emotion and coping socialization behaviours. However, the results of this study are
inconsistent with these findings, as parental stress was not significantly associated with
lower levels of supportive reactions. Reasons for this inconsistency could be that past
research has examined stress in general, whereas this study specifically looked at stress
related to the parenting role. In addition, previous research (e.g., Nelson et al., 2009) has
explored other reactions to children’s negative emotions (e.g., non-supportive reactions),
whereas this study focused mostly on supportive reactions. Thus, future research should
explore the relations between parental stress and different types of reactions to children’s
negative emotions.
It is important to note that regardless of parental stress, higher levels of emotion
coaching still predicted higher levels of supportive reactions to children’s negative
emotions. The reasons for this result could be linked to the parent-centred characteristics
of emotion coaching. Past research has indicated that a key characteristic of emotion
coaching is that parents are able to not only recognize their children’s emotions, but also
their own—even at lower levels of these emotions (Gottman, 1997; Gottman et al., 1996).
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Furthermore, emotion coaching entails being able to view children’s negative emotions as
opportunities for teaching and intimacy and helping children problem solve (Gottman,
1997; Gottman et al., 1996). These characteristics of emotion coaching reflect a
problem-focused coping style, a style of coping that is adaptive in the face of stressful
events over which a person has control (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988). Thus, this research
suggests parents who have higher levels of emotion coaching may also have higher levels
of adaptive coping skills and an ability to better handle parental stress. Being able to
handle stress can allow parents to allocate more resources to support their children’s
coping efforts.
Of the other three personality factors, no relations were found with emotion
coaching, supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions, or parental stress. With
regards to extraversion, contrary to the first and second hypothesis, extraversion was not
significantly associated with emotion coaching, supportive reactions to children’s
negative emotions, or parental stress. The reasons for this result could be explained by
some of the mixed results regarding extraversion in other research. For example,
Bornstein and colleagues (2007) found that higher levels of extraversion were associated
with less parental competence, knowledge and satisfaction—variables that reflect a
parent’s internal cognitive and affective processes. On the other hand, extraversion has
been linked to positive parenting behaviours, such as warmth and behavioural control,
reflecting more outward behavioural indicators (Metsäpelto & Pulkkinen, 2003; Prinzie
et al., 2009). Emotion coaching is defined by both internal processes (e.g., attitudes
towards emotion) and outward behavioural indicators (e.g., limit-setting; Gottman, 2007);

60
therefore, the combination of these factors could explain why extraversion was not
significantly associated with emotion coaching.
Another potential explanation is that high levels of extraversion do not necessarily
translate to specific thoughts and behaviours related to emotion coaching or supportive
reactions. Extraversion is often associated with traits such as being outgoing and sociable
(John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992). These traits may translate to
engagement with a child, providing simulating activities and being assertive in providing
discipline and setting limits, but may also lead parents to divide their time between their
children and their own social life (Bornstein et al., 2007; Oliver et al., 2009; Prinzie et al.,
2009). If parents do not spend as much time with their child because of their own social
life, these traits may work against positive parenting behaviours (Bornstein et al., 2007;
Oliver et al., 2009). Thus, while extraversion has been found to be related to some
positive parenting behaviours, these behaviours may reflect general outward parenting
behaviours that this study did not specifically measure, leading to non-significant
correlations with emotion coaching and supportive reactions to children’s negative
emotions.
Also contrary the first and second hypotheses, higher levels of openness to
experience were not significantly associated with emotion coaching or supportive
reactions to children’s negative emotions, but showed a trend relation with higher levels
of emotion coaching. Openness is often associated with traits such as willingness to
experience new things and curiosity, which has been proposed to lead to parenting
behaviours including more involvement with their children and providing stimulating
activities (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae & John, 1992; Prinzie et al., 2009). Past
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research has indicated that openness is associated with warmth, behavioural control,
nurturance, parenting competence, knowledge and authoritative parenting; however,
openness is not associated with or considered to have an emotional component (Bornstein
et al., 2007; Metsäpelto & Pulkkinen, 2003; Prinzie et al., 2009). Thus, these
characteristics may not translate specifically to key aspects of emotion coaching and
coping socialization behaviours, but rather, more general positive parenting behaviours.
Additionally, the trend association found in this study indicates that there may be a
relation present, but that this study did not have enough power to detect a significant
effect.
Contrary to the first and third hypotheses, lower levels of neuroticism were not
significantly related to higher levels of emotion coaching or supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions. Past research has indicated that neuroticism has been
linked to lower levels of positive parenting behaviours, such as warmth and behavioural
control and less parenting competence, satisfaction and knowledge (Bornstein et al.,
2007; Prinzie et al., 2009). Neuroticism is often associated with traits such as emotional
instability, fearfulness and anxiety, that translates to parenting behaviours such as fewer
positive interactions with children and more intrusive, overprotective parenting
behaviours due to the anxiety that the parent feels regarding their child’s skills and
abilities (Coplan et al., 2009; John & Srivastava, 1999; Lindhout et al., 2006; McCrae &
John, 1992; Prinzie et al., 2009). Thus, because of the anxiety that parents feel regarding
their children, they may not provide their child with many opportunities to experience
negative emotions and learn emotion regulation skills (Coplan et al., 2009). These
mothers may not have the opportunity to engage in an emotion coaching parenting style.
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Thus, while past research has shown that neuroticism is broadly related to less positive
parenting behaviours, this study may not have found a significant relation with emotion
coaching due to the effect of neuroticism on other parenting behaviours (e.g., an
overprotective parenting style).
Children’s Social Skills
Contrary to the fourth hypothesis, emotion coaching and supportive reactions
were not significantly associated with children’s social skills. This result was
inconsistent with prior research indicating that emotion coaching and coping socialization
behaviours are positively associated with children’s adaptive peer interactions and social
skills (Garner & Estep, 2001; Gottman, 1997; Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2004). Reasons
for this finding could be due to how social skills were measured in this study. Previous
research has measured social skills in relation to peer interactions, specifically (Gottman
et al., 1996; Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2004). However, peer interaction is only one
aspect of social skills. The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) used in this study has
four social skills domains, including cooperation, assertion, responsibility and selfcontrol, broader indicators of social skills that go beyond peer interaction. Thus, children
may have strengths in social skills that are not related specifically to peer interactions that
would impact the overall level of social skills as measured by the SSRS and lead to nonsignificant findings.
Additionally, emotion coaching may not directly relate to social skills and social
competence; rather, it may influence processes which allow for better social skills. For
example, Gottman et al. (1996) indicated that children who have parents with higher
levels of emotion coaching were more “emotion-savvy.” Specifically, these children
were more aware of their own and others’ emotions and were able to regulate their own
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emotions better, which led to better responses to their peers in interactions. Thus, this
research suggested that children’s ability to regulate their emotions may be the key to
more adaptive peer interactions and this study did not examine the relation between
emotion regulation and social skills. Because the relation between emotion coaching and
children’s emotion regulation appears to be significant in the development of adaptive
peer interactions, the relation between emotion coaching and social skills in this study
could have been non-significant due to not having measured children’s emotion
regulation skills. Future research should examine how parent’s emotion-related beliefs
and behaviours lead to children’s emotion regulation skills to better understand how
children’s social skills are affected.
While children’s social skills were not related to supportive reactions to children’s
negative emotions or emotion coaching, higher levels of parental stress were related to
poorer social skills. When looking more closely at other variables related to parental
stress, results indicated that higher levels of distress reactions to children’s negative
emotions and higher levels of neuroticism were also related to poorer social skills. Thus,
how parents express their stress to their children could have a negative effect on their
children’s social skills. However, once parental stress was controlled for in these
analyses, the relations between distress reactions, neuroticism and children’s social skills
became non-significant. Thus, these findings indicate that parental stress has a negative
effect on children’s social skills, but the mechanisms of this effect are unclear.
Therefore, consistent with past research (e.g., Neece & Baker, 2008) future research
should examine the relation between parental stress, distress reactions to children’s
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negative emotions and other variables that may affect children’s social skills (e.g.,
children’s emotional regulation).
Limitations of the Current Study
The current study had several limitations. First, this study had a small sample
size. According to Cohen (1992), this study had sufficient power to detect a large effect
size and less than sufficient power for analyses which included covariates (e.g., when
controlling for parental stress). Thus, many of the non-significant and trend results could
be explained by not having enough power to be able to detect a significant effect.
However, despite low power, this study still detected several significant associations,
including two mediational effects. These results indicate that the relations between those
variables were large and robust. In addition, limited sample size also posed a problem of
restriction of range with some variables (e.g., neuroticism), possibly leading to
attenuation. Having a limited sample size reduced the variability of scores on some of
the study measures, resulting in a smaller range of scores with which to detect an effect.
Another limitation of this study was sample selection. This study was done using
a convenience sample, in which people volunteered to participate and were not selected at
random. Furthermore, as this study was conducted primarily online, participation was
partially dependent on access to a computer and the internet. Mothers in this study also
had relatively low levels of neuroticism and relatively high levels of agreeableness and
conscientiousness. Additionally, they had higher levels of emotion coaching compared to
other emotion-related parenting styles and high levels of supportive reactions to their
children’s negative emotions. Mothers also reported that most children in this sample
had average to above average social skills compared to a normative group of their peers.
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Thus, this sample may not be representative of all mothers, limiting the ability to
generalize the findings.
Finally, all of the measures in this study were self-report. This method raises the
concern of measurement bias. As all the measures are a similar type (i.e., self-report) and
there was no variance in the type of measure (i.e., this study did not use observational or
performance measures), some results could be affected or inflated. Also, the use of selfreport measures also raises the concern of response bias. As the measures were based on
the participant’s perception, there could be a discrepancy between their perception and
the true state of affairs. For example, when rating children’s social skills, mothers may
report lower levels of social skills than the children actually have, depending on their
perception of the children’s behaviour. However, social skills scores mostly fell in the
average range, indicating that there may not have been a bias towards negative responses.
Additionally, this study controlled for social desirability, which was not associated with
most of the study variables, indicating that participants did not respond in ways that made
themselves look favourable.
Directions for Future Research
One possibility for future research includes exploring these variables in
transactional relations. For instance, many researchers have recognized that child
behaviours and traits can influence parenting behaviours and attitudes, but few studies
examine this direction of relation (Belsky, 1984; Eisenberg, Cumberland, et al., 1998;
Neece & Baker, 2008). Additionally, some past research has supported the notion of a
transactional relation, such as between parental stress and children’s social skills,
indicating that early parental stress could be a risk factor for problems in the development
of children’s social skills (Neece & Baker, 2008). Thus, as this study did not examine
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any bidirectional effect with regard to parent emotion and coping socialization
behaviours, future research should explore transactional models that explore the relations
between variables related to parent characteristics (e.g., personality), parent emotion and
coping socialization techniques and parenting competence variables, in relation to
children’s characteristics (e.g., temperament, emotional regulation) and other variables
that may influence parenting behaviours (e.g., contextual factors such as stress).
Comparison with other groups, such as mothers of children with developmental
disabilities (DD) also would be warranted. These groups often face unique stressors and
challenges in the parenting role. Because parental stress was associated with various
emotion-related parenting variables, it would be beneficial to compare this group to
families with typically-developing children in order to determine if there are differences
and to highlight possible assessment and intervention outcomes with these families.
It also will be important to consider how other caregivers and family members
(e.g., fathers, siblings) socialize emotion and coping skills and their influences on
children’s emotional and social development (e.g., children’s emotional regulation, social
skills). Most research has focused on mothers because, traditionally, mothers have been
children’s primary caregivers (Nelson et al., 2009). However, fathers are frequently
playing a more active role in their children’s development (e.g., by being the primary
caregiver) and other family members (e.g., grandparents) often play a significant role in
children’s lives. Thus, researchers should consider the role of other caregivers and
family members in the emotion and coping socialization of the children.
Practical Implications
The current study highlights several key associations that have practical
implications for the promotion of positive parenting behaviours (e.g., emotion coaching).
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Knowing the possible effects that parental stress can have on parenting attitudes and
behaviours because parental stress is a contextual factor that may interact with parents’
own characteristics and affect parenting behaviours (Belsky, 1984). Thus, practitioners
who work with parents should be aware of the amount of parental stress as it could affect
intervention outcomes. For instance, if a parent is facing a high amount of stress, they
may not be able to implement positive parenting behaviours (e.g., empathizing with their
children) effectively. In addition, knowing parents’ personality profiles and level of
parental stress, practitioners can identify and work with parents to improve their
parenting skills in a way that allows interventions to to be tailored to the unique needs of
parents’ and their families. For example, knowing that a parent is facing a high level of
stress but also is conscientiousness, a practitioner can work with parents to improve their
stress management skills using the skills (e.g., organization) that come natural to them,
which in turn allows parents to focus more on implementing more positive parenting
behaviours and model appropriate coping behaviours for their children.
This study also highlighted the importance of emotional variables in children’s
development, such as the effect of parental stress on children’s social skills and the need
for more research into other emotional variables (e.g., children’s emotion regulation).
Often, emotional development is overlooked, compared to other types of development
such as cognitive or academic development (Baker & Crnic, 2009; Baker et al., 2007;
Kim & Mahoney, 2004). Parents can be encouraged to teach their children about
emotions, with an emotion coaching philosophy and become more aware of the
importance of their children’s emotional development to other developmental outcomes,
such as social and coping skills.
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Conclusion
Parents play an important role in the development of their children’s emotion
understanding, coping and social skills (Thompson & Meyer, 2007). This study provided
some insight about how maternal characteristics, such as personality, are related to
positive parenting attitudes and behaviours. Overall, these findings suggest that
possessing higher levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness may contribute to being
able to implement specific, positive parenting behaviours, such as supportive reactions to
children’s negative emotions. However, the effects of parental stress also cannot be
overlooked because of its importance in understanding how parents are able to engage in
more positive parenting behaviours (e.g., emotion coaching) and the effect parental stress
may have on children’s outcomes (e.g., social skills). Therefore, by considering all of
these factors in the development and implementation of positive parenting behaviours,
there is a better understanding of the parental contributions to positive parent-child
relationships.

69

REFERENCES
Baker, J. K., & Crnic, K. A. (2009). Thinking about feelings: Emotion focus in the
parenting of children with early developmental risk. Journal of Intellectual
Disability Research, 53(5), 450-462. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2788.2009.01161.x
Baker, J. K., Fenning, R. M., Crnic, K. A., Baker, B. L., & Blacher, J. (2007). Prediction
of social skills in 6-year-old children with and without developmental delays:
Contributions of early regulation and maternal scaffolding. American Journal on
Mental Retardation, 112(5), 375-391. doi:10.1352/08958017(2007)112[0375:POSSIY]2.0.CO;2
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. doi:10.1037/00223514.51.6.1173
Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental Psychology,
4(1), 1-103. doi:10.1037/h0030372
Belsky, J. (1984). The determinants of parenting: A process model. Child Development,
55(1), 83-96. doi:10.2307/1129836
Belsky, J., & Barends, N. (2002). Personality and parenting. In M. H. Bornstein (Ed.),
Handbook of parenting: Vol. 3. Being and becoming a parent (pp. 415-438).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Belsky, J., Crnic, K., & Woodworth, S. (1995). Personality and parenting: Exploring the
mediating role of transient mood and daily hassles. Journal of Personality, 63(4),
905-929. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb00320.x

69

70
Berry, J. O., & Jones, W. H. (1995). The parental stress scale: Initial psychometric
evidence. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 12(3), 463-472.
doi:10.1177/0265407595123009
Bornstein, M. H., Hahn, C., Haynes, O. M., Belsky, J., Azuma, H., Kwak, K., …de
Galperín, C. Z. (2007). Maternal personality and parenting cognitions in crosscultural perspective. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 31(3), 193209. doi:10.1177/0165025407074632
Bradley, R. H. (2007). Parenting in the breach: How parents help children cope with
developmentally challenging circumstances. Parenting: Science and Practice, 7(2),
99-148. doi:10.1080/15295190701306896
Canada Revenue Agency. (2011). What are the income tax rates in Canada for 2011?
Retrieved August 28, 2011 from http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/tx/ndvdls/fq/txrtseng.html
Chan, S. M., Bowes, J., & Wyver, S. (2009). Parenting style as a context for emotion
socialization. Early Education and Development, 20(4), 631-656.
doi:10.1080/10409280802541973
Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159.
Contreras, J. M., Kerns, K. A., Weimer, B. L., Gentzler, A. L., & Tomich, P. L. (2000).
Emotion regulation as a mediator of associations between mother–child attachment
and peer relationships in middle childhood. Journal of Family Psychology, 14(1),
111-124. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.14.1.111
Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis
issue for field settings. Chicago: Rand McNally.

71
Coplan, R. J., Reichel, M., & Rowan, K. (2009). Exploring the associations between
maternal personality, child temperament and parenting: A focus on emotions.
Personality and Individual Differences, 46(2), 241-246. doi:
10.1016/j.paid.2008.10.011
Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirability independent of
psychopathology. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 24(4), 349-354.
doi:10.1037/h0047358
Cumberland-Li, A., Eisenberg, N., Champion, C., Gershoff, E., & Fabes, R. A. (2003).
The relation of parental emotionality and related dispositional traits to parental
expression of emotion and children's social functioning. Motivation and Emotion,
27(1), 27-56. doi:10.1023/A:1023674308969
de Haan, A. D., Prinzie, P., & Deković, M. (2009). Mothers’ and fathers’ personality and
parenting: The mediating role of sense of competence. Developmental Psychology,
45(6), 1695-1707. doi:10.1037/a0016121
Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., & Spinrad, T. L. (1998). Parental socialization of
emotion. Psychological Inquiry, 9(4), 241-273. doi:10.1207/s15327965pli0904_1
Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Murphy, B. C. (1996). Parents' reactions to children's
negative emotions: Relations to children's social competence and comforting
behavior. Child Development, 67(5), 2227-2247. doi:10.2307/1131620
Eisenberg, N., Losoya, S., Fabes, R. A., Guthrie, I. K., Reiser, M., Murphy, B.,
…Padgett, S. J. (2001). Parental socialization of children's dysregulated expression
of emotion and externalizing problems. Journal of Family Psychology, 15(2), 183205. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.15.2.183

72
Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., & Cumberland, A. (1998). The socialization of emotion:
Reply to commentaries. Psychological Inquiry, 9(4), 317-333.
doi:10.1207/s15327965pli0904_17
Fabes, R.A., Eisenberg, N., & Bernzweig, J. (1990). The Coping with Children's
Negative Emotions Scale: Procedures and scoring. Available from authors. Arizona
State University.
Fabes, R. A., Leonard, S. A., Kupanoff, K., & Martin, C. L. (2001). Parental coping with
children's negative emotions: Relations with children's emotional and social
responding. Child Development, 72(3), 907-920. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00323
Fabes, R. A., Poulin, R. E., Eisenberg, N., & Madden-Derdich, D. A. (2002). The Coping
with Children's Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES): Psychometric properties and
relations with children's emotional competence. Marriage & Family Review, 34(3),
285-310. doi:10.1300/J002v34n03_05
Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). London: Sage Publications.
Fischer, D. G., & Fick, C. (1993). Measuring social desirability: Short forms of the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 53(2), 417-424. doi:10.1177/0013164493053002011
Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. S. (1988). The relationship between coping and emotion:
Implications for theory and research. Social Science and Medicine, 26(3), 309-317.
Garner, P. W. (1999). Continuity in emotion knowledge from preschool to middlechildhood and relation to emotion socialization. Motivation and Emotion, 23(4),
247-266. doi:10.1023/A:1021386725399

73
Garner, P. W., Dunsmore, J. C., & Southam-Gerrow, M. (2008). Mother-child
conversations about emotions: Linkages to child aggression and prosocial behavior.
Social Development, 17(2), 259-277. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00424.x
Garner, P. W., & Estep, K. M. (2001). Emotional competence, emotion socialization and
young children's peer-related social competence. Early Education and Development,
12(1), 29-48. doi:10.1207/s15566935eed1201_3
Gottman, J. M. (1997). Raising an emotionally intelligent child: The heart of parenting.
New York: Simon & Schuster.
Gottman, J. M., Guralnick, M. J., Wilson, B., & Swanson, C. C. (1997). What should the
focus of emotion regulation in children? A nonlinear dynamic mathematical model
of children's peer interaction in groups. Development and Psychopathology, 9(2),
421-452. doi:10.1017/S0954579497002113
Gottman, J. M., Katz, L. F., & Hooven, C. (1996). Parental meta-emotion philosophy and
the emotional life of families: Theoretical models and preliminary data. Journal of
Family Psychology, 10(3), 243-268. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.243
Gottman, J. M., Katz, L. F., & Hooven, C. (1997). Meta-emotion: How families
communicate emotionally. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (1990). Social Skills Rating System: Manual. Circle
Pines, MN: American Guidance Service.
Guralnick, M. J. (2006). Peer relationships and the mental health of young children with
intellectual delays. Journal of Policy and Practice in Intellectual Disabilities, 3(1),
49-56. doi:10.1111/j.1741-1130.2006.00052.x

74
Hakim-Larson, J., Parker, A., Lee, C., Goodwin, J., & Voelker, S. (2006). Measuring
parental meta-emotion: Psychometric properties of the Emotion-Related Parenting
Styles Self-Test. Early Education and Development, 17(2), 229-251.
doi:10.1207/s15566935eed1702_2
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The Big Five Inventory--Versions
4a and 54. Berkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Personality
and Social Research.
John, O. P., Naumann, L. P., & Soto, C. J. (2008). Paradigm Shift to the Integrative BigFive Trait Taxonomy: History, Measurement and Conceptual Issues. In O. P. John,
R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research
(pp. 114-158). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five trait taxonomy: history, measurement
and theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin, O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of
personality: Theory and research (2nd ed.) (pp. 102-138). New York, NY: Guilford
Press.
Johnston, C., & Mash, E. J. (1989). A measure of parenting satisfaction and efficacy.
Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 18(2), 167-175. doi:
10.1207/s15374424jccp1802_8
Jones, T. L., & Prinz, R. J. (2005). Potential roles of parental self-efficacy in parent and
child adjustment: A review. Clinical Psychology Review, 25(3), 341-363.
Katz, L. F., Gottman, J. M., & Hooven, C. (1996). Meta-emotion philosophy and family
functioning: Reply to Cowan (1996) and Eisenberg (1996). Journal of Family
Psychology, 10(3), 284-291. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.284

75
Katz, L. F., Hunter, E., & Klowden, A. (2008). Intimate partner violence and children's
reaction to peer provocation: The moderating role of emotion coaching. Journal of
Family Psychology, 22(4), 614-621. doi:10.1037/a0012793
Katz, L. F., & Windecker-Nelson, B. (2004). Parental meta-emotion philosophy in
families with conduct-problem children: Links with peer relations. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 32(4), 385-398.
doi:10.1023/B:JACP.0000030292.36168.30
Katz, L. F., & Windecker-Nelson, B. (2006). Domestic violence, emotion coaching and
child adjustment. Journal of Family Psychology, 20(1), 56-67. doi:10.1037/08933200.20.1.56
Kim, J., & Mahoney, G. (2004). The effects of mother's style of interaction on children's
engagement: Implications for using responsive interventions with parents. Topics in
Early Childhood Special Education, 24(1), 31-38.
doi:10.1177/02711214040240010301
King, D. W. & King, L. A. (1991). Validity issues in research on Vietnam veteran
adjustment. Psychological Bulletin, 109, 107-124.
Kliewer, W., Fearnow, M. D., & Miller, P. A. (1996). Coping socialization in middle
childhood: Tests of maternal and paternal influences. Child Development, 67(5),
2339-2357. doi:10.2307/1131627
Klimes-Dougan, B., & Zeman, J. (2007). Introduction to the special issue of Social
Development: Emotion socialization in childhood and adolescence. Social
Development, 16(2), 203-209. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00380.x

76
Kochanska, G., Clark, L. A., & Goldman, M. S. (1997). Implications of mothers'
personality for their parenting and their young children's development outcomes.
Journal of Personality, 65(2), 387-420. doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.1997.tb00959.x
Lagacé-Séguin, D. G., & d'Entremont, M. L. (2006). The role of child negative affect in
the relations between parenting styles and play. Early Child Development and Care,
176(5), 461-477. doi:10.1080/03004430500039960
Lessenberry, B. M., & Rehfeldt, R. A. (2004). Evaluating stress levels of parents of
children with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 70(2), 231-244.
Lindhout, I., Markus, M., Hoogendijk, T., Borst, S., Maingay, R., Spinhoven, P., . . .
Boer, F. (2006). Childrearing style of anxiety-disordered parents. Child Psychiatry
and Human Development, 37(1), 89-102. doi: 10.1007/s10578-006-0022-9
Lunkenheimer, E. S., Shields, A. M., & Cortina, K. S. (2007). Parental emotion coaching
and dismissing in family interaction. Social Development, 16(2), 232-248.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00382.x
McCrae, R. R., & John, O. P. (1992). An introduction to the five-factor model and its
applications. Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175-215. doi:10.1111/j.14676494.1992.tb00970.x
McDowell, D. J., Kim, M., O'Neil, R., & Parke, R. D. (2002). Children's emotional
regulation and social competence in middle childhood: The role of maternal and
paternal interactive style. Marriage & Family Review, 34(3), 345-364.
doi:10.1300/J002v34n03_07

77
McDowell, D. J., & Parke, R. D. (2000). Differential knowledge of display rules for
positive and negative emotions: Influences from parents, influences on peers. Social
Development, 9(4), X-432.
McShane, K. E., & Hastings, P. D. (2009). The New Friends Vignettes: Measuring
parental psychological control that confers risk for anxious adjustment in
preschoolers. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 33(6), 481-495.
doi:10.1177/0165025409103874
Metsäpelto, R., & Pulkkinen, L. (2003). Personality traits and parenting: Neuroticism,
extraversion and openness to experience as discriminative factors. European Journal
of Personality, 17(1), 59-78. doi:10.1002/per.468
Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Myers, S. S., & Robinson, L. R. (2007). The role
of the family context in the development of emotion regulation. Social Development,
16(2), 361-388. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00389.x
Neece, C., & Baker, B. (2008). Predicting maternal parental stress in middle childhood:
The roles of child intellectual status, behaviour problems and social skills. Journal of
Intellectual Disability Research, 52(12), 1114-1128. doi:10.1111/j.13652788.2008.01071.x
Nelson, J. A., O'Brien, M., Blankson, A. N., Calkins, S. D., & Keane, S. P. (2009).
Family stress and parental responses to children's negative emotions: Tests of the
spillover, crossover and compensatory hypotheses. Journal of Family Psychology,
23(5), 671-679. doi: 10.1037/a0015977

78
Novin, S., Banerjee, R., Dadkhah, A., & Rieffe, C. (2009). Self-reported use of emotional
display rules in the Netherlands and Iran: Evidence for sociocultural influence.
Social Development, 18(2), 397-411. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00485.x
Oliver, P. H., Guerin, D. W., & Coffman, J. K. (2009). Big five parental personality
traits, parenting behaviors and adolescent behavior problems: A mediation model.
Personality and Individual Differences, 47(6), 631-636. doi:
10.1016/j.paid.2009.05.026
Paczkowski, E., & Baker, B. L. (2008). Parenting children with developmental delays:
The role of positive beliefs. Journal of Mental Health Research in Intellectual
Disabilities, 1(3), 156-175. doi:10.1080/19315860801988392
Parke, R. D. (1994). Progress, paradigms and unresolved problems: A commentary on
recent advances in our understanding of children's emotions. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 40(1), 157-169.
Parke, R. D., & Mc Dowell, D. J. (1998). Toward an expanded model of emotion
socialization: New people, new pathways. Psychological Inquiry, 9(4), 303-307.
doi:10.1207/s15327965pli0904_13
Paterson, A. D., Babb, K. A., Camodeca, A., Goodwin, J., Hakim-Larson, J., Voelker, S.,
& Gragg, M. N. (in press). Parent meta-emotion: Short form of the Emotion-Related
Parenting Styles Self-Test (ERPS-SF). Early Education and Development.
Power, T. G. (2004). Stress and coping in childhood: The parents' role. Parenting:
Science and Practice, 4(4), 271-317. doi:10.1207/s15327922par0404_1
Prinzie, P., Stams, G. J. J. M., Deković, M., Reijntjes, A. H. A., & Belsky, J. (2009). The
relations between parents’ Big Five personality factors and parenting: A meta-

79
analytic review. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97(2), 351-362.
doi:10.1037/a0015823
Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one minute or less: A 10item short version of the Big Five Inventory in English and German. Journal of
Research in Personality, 41(1), 203-212. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001
Rubin, K. H., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. G. (1998). Peer interactions, relationships, and
groups. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) and N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child
psychology: Vol. 3. Social, emotional, and personality development (5th ed.,
pp.619-700). New York: Wiley.
Saarni, C. (1999). The development of emotional competence. New York, NY, US:
Guilford Press.
Schwartz, J. P., Thigpen, S. E., & Montgomery, J. K. (2006). Examination of parenting
styles of processing emotions and differentiation of self. The Family Journal, 14(1),
41-48. doi:10.1177/1066480705282050
Smith, C. L., Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Chassin, L., Morris, A. S., Kupfer, A.,
…Kwok, O. (2006). Children's coping strategies and coping efficacy: Relations to
parent socialization, child adjustment and familial alcoholism. Development and
Psychopathology, 18(2), 445-469. doi:10.1017/S095457940606024X
Smith, C. L., Spinrad, T. L., Eisenberg, N., Gaertner, B. M., Popp, T. K., & Maxon, E.
(2007). Maternal personality: Longitudinal associations to parenting behavior and
maternal emotional expressions toward toddlers. Parenting: Science and Practice,
7(3), 305-329.

80
Strahan, R., & Gerbasi, Kathleen C. (1972). Short, homogeneous versions of the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 28(2),
191-191-193. doi:10.1002/1097-4679(197204)28:2<191::AIDJCLP2270280220>3.0.CO;2-G
Tabachnik, B. G., & Fidell, L.S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics (5th ed.). Boston,
MA: Pearson Education.
Thompson, R. A. (1994). Emotion regulation: A theme in search of definition.
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 59(2/3), 25-52.
Thompson, R. A. & Meyer, S. (2007). Socialization of emotion regulation in the family.
In J. K. Gross (Ed.). Handbook of emotional regulation (pp. 249-268). New York:
Guildford.
Van Horn, M. L., Atkins-Burnett, S., Karlin, E., Ramey, S. L., & Snyder, S. (2007).
Parent ratings of children's social skills: Longitudinal psychometric analyses of the
social skills rating system. School Psychology Quarterly, 22(2), 162-199.
doi:10.1037/1045-3830.22.2.162
Vermaes, I. P. R., Janssens, J. M. A. M., Mullaart, R. A., Vinck, A., & Gerris, J. R. M.
(2008). Parents' personality and parental stress in families of children with spina
bifida. Child: Care, Health and Development, 34(5), 665-674. doi:10.1111/j.13652214.2008.00868.x
Wilson, B. J., Fernandes-Richards, S., Aarskog, C., Osborn, T., & Capetillo, D. (2007).
The role of emotion regulation in the social problems of boys with developmental
delays. Early Education and Development, 18(2), 201-222.

81
Wong, M. S., McElwain, N. L., & Halberstadt, A. G. (2009). Parent, family and child
characteristics: Associations with mother- and father-reported emotion socialization
practices. Journal of Family Psychology, 23(4), 452-463. doi:10.1037/a0015552

82

APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
Demographic Questionnaire

83

84

85

86

87

88

APPENDIX B
Consent Form

89

90

91
APPENDIX C
Letter of Information

92

93

94

95

96
VITA AUCTORIS
Name: Jennifer L. Scammell
Year of Birth: 1984
Place of Birth: Campbell River, B. C.
Education:
Mackenzie Secondary School,

1997-2002

Mackenzie, B. C.
University of Northern British Columbia,

2002-2007

Prince George, B. C.

B. Sc. (Honours)-Psychology

University of Windsor,

2009-present

Windsor, ON

M. A.-Clincial Psychology

