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1   |   INTRODUCTION

Differences in personality influence how people function in 
multiple social roles, including that of the parent. Ecological 

theories have long proposed that mothers’ and fathers’ per-
sonality traits are among the key determinants of their par-
enting (Belsky, 1984; Taraban & Shaw, 2018), and for several 
decades, the study of personality-parenting associations 
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Abstract
Objective: Research on associations between parents’ personality and parenting 
has a long history, but mechanisms that explain them remain unsettled. We ex-
amined parents’ explicit and implicit negative internal working models (IWMs) 
of the child, assessed at toddler age, as linking parental personality and parenting.
Method: Mothers and fathers from 200 community families provided personality 
self-reports (Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Empathy, and Anger/Hostility) when 
their children were infants. When children were toddlers, the explicit negative 
IWMs included self-reported low-mentalizing reflective functioning and resent-
ment regarding the child. The implicit negative IWMs were coded as negative 
relational schemas from parental interviews. Parental positive affect, respon-
siveness, and power-assertive control were observed in lengthy interactions. 
Measures were parallel for mother- and father-child dyads.
Results: Mothers’ implicit IWMs linked the association between low Empathy 
and more power-assertive control. Fathers’ explicit IWMs linked the associa-
tions between high Neuroticism and low Agreeableness and lower responsive-
ness. Additionally, fathers’ Agreeableness and Empathy directly predicted their 
parenting. Two paths (Agreeableness → implicit IWMs, and explicit IWMs → re-
sponsiveness) significantly differed between mothers and fathers.
Conclusions: IWMs may link parental personality with parenting. The findings 
integrate and inform several bodies of literature in personality, social cognition, 
and developmental psychology.
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has been an increasingly vigorous and productive area of 
research bridging developmental and personality psychol-
ogy (Belsky & Barends,  2002; Belsky et  al.,  1995; Belsky 
& Jaffee, 2006; McCabe, 2014; Prinzie et al., 2019; Prinzie 
et al., 2009). Many questions, however, remain unsettled, in-
cluding those pertaining to the selection of parental person-
ality traits to study, potential mechanisms that link parental 
personality with parenting behavior, the selection and mea-
surement of the dimensions of parenting, the role of child 
effects, and potential differences in the studied processes in 
mother-child and father-child dyads. In the present study, 
we aim at elucidating those questions by incorporating mul-
tiple key aspects of personality and parenting, examining 
parents’ internal working models (IWMs) as a mechanism 
linking their personality with observed positive affect, re-
sponsiveness, and power-assertive control toward their 
children, and accounting for child effects. We examine all 
processes in both mother-child and father-child dyads.

1.1  |  The selection of parental 
personality traits

Historically, researchers focused first on parental (almost 
exclusively maternal) depression and affective psychopa-
thology as influencing parenting. This focus was –  and 
remains – understandable and vital, given the prevalence 
of depression and risks it poses for dysfunctional parent-
ing (e.g., Dix & Meunier,  2009; Goodman et  al.,  2020; 
Lovejoy et al., 2000; McCabe, 2014). Gradually, however, 
researchers’ interests have expanded to include multiple 
personality traits, a shift that has been particularly perti-
nent to and advantageous in studies of non-clinical com-
munity samples. In most of those studies, researchers 
have adopted the Big Five framework as their approach to 
personality. Many meta-analytic and systematic reviews 
have shown links between those traits and parenting 
(McCabe, 2014; Prinzie et al.,  2009). Not all data, how-
ever, are consistent. Evidence has largely supported as-
sociations between Neuroticism and Agreeableness with 
maladaptive and adaptive parenting, respectively, but the 
effects of Extraversion, Openness, and Conscientiousness 
have been less clear and not always replicated (e.g., 
Belsky & Jaffee, 2006; Clark et al., 2000).

In recent years, personality researchers have vigorously 
debated issues that involve the use of the Big Five to explain 
and predict behavioral outcomes (e.g., Asendorpf,  2016; 
Baumert et al., 2016; Baumert et al., 2019; Mõttus, 2016; 
Stewart et  al.,  2022). The broad personality taxonomies 
in Big Five encompass various narrower facets. Although 
these broad traits have often been shown to be robustly as-
sociated with behaviors, they may be less useful than more 
narrow and specific traits when it comes to analyzing 

the nature of predictive mechanisms (Asendorpf,  2016; 
Baumert et al., 2016; Mõttus, 2016; Stewart et al., 2022). 
Indeed, a broad perusal of personality-parenting literature 
in developmental psychology suggests that several nar-
rower personality traits beyond the Big Five may be heav-
ily implicated in the context of parenting.

In particular, parental Empathy and Anger/Hostility 
have been associated with, respectively, adaptive and mal-
adaptive parenting. Empathy has been studied mostly in 
the context of parental responsiveness to child distress and 
children's attachment (Borelli et  al.,  2020; Krauthamer 
Ewing et al., 2019; Leerkes, 2010; Stern et al., 2015). Anger 
and hostility have been typically examined in the con-
text of parental harsh control, punishment, child abuse 
and maltreatment (di Giunta et  al.,  2020; Greenwald 
et al., 1997; Shay & Knutson, 2008; Thartori et al., 2019). 
Somewhat surprisingly, these latter lines of inquiry have 
progressed largely separately from research on the Big 
Five and parenting.

Conceptually and empirically, Empathy has been most 
strongly associated with, and treated as a facet of Agreeableness 
(Chopik et al., 2017; Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Melchers 
et al., 2016; Mooradian et al., 2011). Anger and Hostility are 
typically considered facets of Neuroticism and may be related 
to low Agreeableness (Sanz et al., 2010). Both Agreeableness 
and Empathy are most consistently associated with adaptive, 
positive parenting, and Neuroticism and Anger/Hostility –  
with maladaptive, negative parenting. However, due to the 
dearth of studies examining the Big Five, Empathy, and 
Anger/Hostility simultaneously in parenting research, we 
do not know whether Empathy and Anger/Hostility make 
unique contributions to parenting, or whether their effects 
are subsumed under the two Big Five traits with which they 
overlap –  Agreeableness and Neuroticism, respectively. To 
examine this question, in this study, we aimed to elucidate 
how the broad (Agreeableness and Neuroticism) and nar-
row (Empathy and Anger/Hostility) personality traits, ex-
amined simultaneously, contribute to positive and negative 
parenting.

1.2  |  Potential mechanisms that 
link parental personality with 
parenting behavior

What processes account for the links between personal-
ity and parenting? Research on parental depression pro-
vides a good model of an approach to this question. Dix 
and Meunier (2009) proposed 13 possible processes ex-
plaining depression-parenting links. Those included 
parenting goals, attentional processing, prevalent emo-
tions and moods, particularly when faced with childrear-
ing challenges, sense of parenting competence and/or 
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powerlessness, and appraisals, which encompass percep-
tions and evaluations of child behavior and attributional 
processes. Personality researchers who studied parenting 
have explored those mechanisms (Belsky & Jaffee,  2006; 
Bornstein et al., 2007, 2011; Bugental & Johnston, 2000; de 
Haan et al., 2009; Leerkes, 2010; Prinzie et al., 2009, 2019).

Parental social cognition processes that encompass pa-
rental perceptions, appraisals, and attributions regarding 
one's child are a particularly important component of re-
search on potential mechanisms linking personality and 
parenting. Research on parental social cognition has a long 
history and its links with parenting are well established 
(Bugental & Johnston,  2000; Dix,  1991; Nix et  al.,  1999; 
Sigel, 1985; Snarr et al., 2009; see Bailes & Leerkes, 2021, 
or Sturge-Apple et al., 2014, for recent reviews). Recently, 
an integration with attachment theory has reinvigorated 
and refueled the social cognitive approach to parenting 
by emphasizing processes such as mentalizing, reflective 
functioning, or mind-mindedness (Dykas & Cassidy, 2011; 
Katznelson, 2014; Luyten, Nijssens, et al., 2017; McMahon 
& Bernier,  2017; Meins,  1999; Sharp & Fonagy,  2008; 
Slade, 2005; Suchman et al., 2010). Researchers integrat-
ing social cognition and attachment traditions often use 
the umbrella term of parental “internal working models” 
(IWMs) of the child (Kochanska et al., 2019).

To gain a more nuanced understanding of parental 
IWMs as mediators of personality –  parenting links, it is 
important to distinguish between their relatively more 
explicit and relatively more implicit forms. This distinc-
tion is not new (Bugental & Johnston, 2000; Sturge-Apple 
et  al.,  2015), but few if any studies have examined both 
types of parents’ IWMs simultaneously (for exceptions, see 
Johnston et al.,  2017; Sturge-Apple et al.,  2015). We con-
sidered the parent's reflective functioning (perception of 
the child as a psychological agent with a mind of his or 
her own, Luyten, Nijssens, et al., 2017) and resentment of 
the child (Callender et  al.,  2012), both assessed directly, 
using questionnaires, as measures of parental explicit 
negative IWMs. We further considered parents’ negative 
relational schemas, assessed via an audiotaped interview, 
the Five-Minute Speech Sample (FMSS), later coded using 
Family Affective Attitudes Rating Scale (FAARS; Bullock & 
Dishion, 2007; Bullock et al., 2005), as measures of parental 
implicit IWMs. The value of FMSS has been increasingly 
appreciated in developmental research (see comprehensive 
reviews, Sher-Censor, 2015; Weston et al., 2017).

Although there is modest evidence linking parental 
(mostly maternal) personality with IWMs of the child 
(Luyten et al., 2020; Luyten, Mayes, et al., 2017; McMahon 
& Bernier, 2017) and robust evidence linking IWMs with 
parenting (Berlin et al., 2013; Lorber & O’Leary, 2005; Smith 
et al., 2015; Snyder et al., 2005; Sturge-Apple et al., 2014; 
Waller et al., 2012), very few studies have comprehensively 

tested the whole path from parents’ personality to their 
IWMs of the child to their observed parenting. In a re-
cent study, Bailes and Leerkes (2021) tested such a com-
prehensive model. Mothers reported their Neuroticism, 
Agreeableness, and Extraversion using NEO-FFI during 
the third trimester of pregnancy. When their infants were 
6  months old, mother-child dyads were observed in the 
laboratory. The infants participated in several distress-
eliciting tasks; mothers provided causal attributions for 
their infants’ distress and were observed interacting with 
their distressed infants. The findings supported one pro-
posed indirect path: Mothers with higher Neuroticism 
scores were less responsive to their distressed infants, and 
that effect was mediated by their tendency to make attri-
butions for infants’ distress that minimized or downplayed 
the emotional significance of the baby's reactions.

In the current work, we extend Bailes and Leerkes’ 
(2021) study by including four personality traits (two Big 
Five traits, Neuroticism and Agreeableness, and two nar-
rower traits, Anger/Hostility and Empathy), examining 
explicit and implicit parental IWMs, expanding the as-
sessment of parenting, and testing all processes in moth-
er- and father-child dyads. We adopted a similar two-wave 
longitudinal design, however, our first assessment (of par-
ents’ personality) occurred when children were infants, 
and the second one (of parents’ IWMs and parenting) – 
when they were toddlers.

1.3  |  The selection and measurement  
of the dimensions of parenting

Following most studies, we have focused on both positive 
and negative aspects of parenting. We included two classic 
dimensions of parenting. One encompasses a set of char-
acteristics associated with responsiveness, nurturance, 
and warmth. The other dimension pertains to control and 
discipline, typically assessed as the degree of power asser-
tion. We have also included an important dimension of 
the parent's expressed positive affect toward the child.

Many studies reviewed above have employed parents’ 
reports to assess their parenting. Although those studies 
are useful, the shared method variance between the mea-
sures of personality and parenting is their weakness. To 
avoid it, we relied on exclusively behavioral parenting 
measures as a stronger alternative.

1.4  |  The role of child effects in research 
on personality-parenting links

Child effects, especially child difficult temperament, 
are often ignored in research on parental personality 
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and parenting, despite conceptual arguments (Dix & 
Meunier,  2009; Prinzie et  al.,  2009, 2019) and empiri-
cal evidence (Bradley & Corwin, 2019; Clark et al., 2000; 
Karreman et  al.,  2008; Kochanska et  al.,  2007; Koenig 
et  al.,  2010) that have supported their significance. 
Consequently, in this study, we controlled for children's 
objectively assessed difficult temperament.

1.5  |  Comparing personality-parenting 
links in mother-child and father-
child dyads

Finally, as in most research on social-emotional develop-
ment, the great majority of studies have been on mother-
child dyads. For example, the meta-analysis by Prinzie 
et  al.  (2009) included only three studies that examined 
both parents’ observed parenting. Although such re-
search has been growing (Taraban & Shaw, 2018), much 
more remains to be learned about differences and simi-
larities in mother-  and father-child socialization, given 
increasing paternal engagement in parenting (Cabrera & 
Volling, 2019; Cabrera et al.; 2018).

The few existing studies on both parents’ person-
ality and parenting have produced mixed findings. As 
examples, Prinzie et  al.  (2009) meta-analysis found no 
differences in the effects for mothers and fathers. Hu 
et  al.  (2020) reported similar indirect paths from moth-
ers’ and fathers’ empathy on children's positive peer rela-
tions via more supportive reactions to children's negative 
emotions. Hughes and Gullone (2010) found relatively 
similar relations between mothers’ and fathers’ Big Five 
and parenting. Van Eldik et  al.  (2019) found similar re-
lations between mothers’ and fathers’ Agreeableness and 
their warmth and overreactive discipline, and di Giunta 
et al. (2020) reported similar findings for parents’ irritabil-
ity. However, Orri et al. (2018) found differential relations 
among mothers’ and fathers’ affective profiles, their par-
enting, and children's outcomes. Those studies, however, 
relied mostly on parent and/or child reports of parenting. 
An observational study (Kochanska et al., 2004) found sev-
eral distinct personality-parenting associations for moth-
ers and fathers. Given the unsettled state of the field, we 
collected fully parallel data on mother-  and father-child 
dyads, and we considered our comparisons exploratory.

2   |   METHOD

2.1  |  Participants

Two hundred two-parent families with infants born 
mostly in 2017 and 2018 (96 girls) were recruited through 

flyers, posters, social media, and mass emails. The eligibil-
ity criteria stipulated that both parents (who did not have 
to be married) be willing to participate and speak English 
during sessions; the child be a typically developing infant 
(a biological child); and family have no plans to move in 
the next five years. Demographic characteristics varied: 
14.5% of mothers and 24.0% of fathers had no more than 
a high school education, 46.5% of mothers and 43.5% of 
fathers had an associate or college degree, and 39.0% of 
mothers and 32.5% of fathers had a postgraduate educa-
tion. The median household income was $85,000 (SD = 
$44,530, range = $4000 to $320,000). In terms of race, 
88.5% of mothers and 88.5% of fathers were White, 1.5% 
of mothers and 3.0% of fathers African American, 5.5% of 
mothers and 3.5% of fathers Asian, and 4.5% of mothers 
and 3.5% fathers multiracial. Three (1.5%) fathers did not 
disclose their race. In terms of ethnicity, 4.5% of moth-
ers and 1.5% of fathers identified as Latino, with the rest 
identifying as non-Latino (95.0% of mothers and 98.5% 
of fathers) or not reporting their ethnicity (0.5% of moth-
ers). Parents reported 82.5% children as being White, 2.5% 
African American, 3.0% Asian, and 10.5% multiracial. 
Three (1.5%) families did not disclose the race of the child. 
Eleven (5.5%) of the children were identified as Latino, 
94.0% as non-Latino, or were missing ethnicity informa-
tion (0.5%). In 20% of families, one or both parents were 
not “White Alone”, i.e., they reported ethnicity as Latino 
and/or race as non-White. The families resided in areas 
considered “small metro” (59%), “medium metro” (33%), 
and “rural” (8%).

2.2  |  Overview of design

At Time 1, children were aged, on average, 8 months, and at 
Time 2, 16 months. At Time 1, parents provided self-reports 
of their personalities (Ns ranging from 198 to 199), and chil-
dren were observed in anger-eliciting episodes to produce 
the behavioral measure of difficult temperament (a covari-
ate). At Time 2, each mother-  and father-child dyad par-
ticipated in a 2–2.5-h, carefully scripted laboratory sessions 
(one for the child with each parent) conducted by a female 
experimenter (E). The laboratory includes a naturalisti-
cally furnished Living Room and a sparsely furnished Play 
Room. The environment, the session scripts, and the ob-
served contexts were structured to resemble a broad range 
of typical childrearing situations at toddler age and elicit a 
variety of parenting behaviors (e.g., the presence of attrac-
tive but off-limits objects, waiting for a snack, cleaning up 
toys, playing, free time). Parents also provided self-reports 
of their explicit IWMs of the child, and they participated in 
an interview regarding their negative relational schema of 
the child (FMSS), an implicit measure of the IWMs. Ns at 



1008  |      AN et al.

Time 2 were 193 for mother-child and 186 for father-child 
observed measures, and they ranged from 181 to 194 for 
IWM measures (see Table 1).

The sessions were videotaped through one-way mir-
ror for later coding. Multiple teams coded behavioral data. 
Between 15% and 20% of cases were sampled for reliabil-
ity. Coders also frequently realigned to prevent observers’ 
drift. Kappas, weighted kappas, and intra-class correlations 
(ICCs) were used to compute reliability, as appropriate.

The University of Iowa IRB approved the study 
(Children and Parents Study, CAPS, 201701705). We ob-
tained parents’ informed consents at the entry to the study.

2.3  |  Measures

2.3.1  |  Assessment of parents’ personality 
traits, Time 1

Parents completed the measures of Big Five, NEO-FFI-3 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992), empathy, Interpersonal Reactivity 
Index (IRI, Davis, 1983), and anger and hostility, Aggression 
Questionnaire (AQ, Buss & Perry, 1992). From each instru-
ment, we selected specific scales that we considered most 
relevant to parenting: Neuroticism and Agreeableness from 
NEO-FFI (ranging from 0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree), empathic concern and perspective taking as empathy 
measures from IRI (ranging from 1 = does not describe me 
to 5 = describes me very well), and anger and hostility from 
AQ (ranging from 1 = extremely uncharacteristic to 5 = ex-
tremely characteristic). Cronbach alphas, for mothers and fa-
thers, respectively, were as follows: Neuroticism (12 items, 
0.83, 0.87), Agreeableness (12 items, 0.72, 0.74), empathic 
concern (7 items, 0.73, 0.81), perspective taking (7 items, 
0.83, 0.79), anger (7 items, 0.81, 0.81), and hostility (8 items, 
0.81, 0.81). Empathic concern and perspective taking corre-
lated, for mothers, r(196) = 0.56, for fathers, r(197) = 0.51, 
both ps < 0.001, and were averaged into an overall Empathy 
composite for each parent. Anger and hostility correlated, 
for mothers, r(196) = 0.46, for fathers, r(197) = 0.52, both ps 
< 0.001, and were averaged into an overall Anger/Hostility 
composite for each parent. Mothers’ scores on Neuroticism, 
Agreeableness, and Empathy were higher than fathers’ (see 
Table 1).

2.3.2  |  Assessment of parents’ negative 
internal working models (IWM) of the child, 
Time 2

Explicit measures
We relied on two instruments. Parents completed the 6-
item scale of Pre-mentalizing Mode, drawn from Parental 

Reflective Functioning Questionnaire (PRFQ, Luyten, 
Mayes, et  al.,  2017). The items target over-simplified, 
negative representations of the child (e.g., “My child cries 
around strangers to embarrass me”) and range from 1= 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The items were 
standardized and aggregated. Cronbach's alphas were 
0.46 for mothers and 0.83 for fathers. Fathers’ scores were 
higher than mothers’ (see Table 1). We also used a meas-
ure of the overall amount of stress and negative impact 
on the parent's life attributed to various qualities of the 
child, a well-established score drawn from Parental Stress 
Index (PSI, Abidin,  2012). That measure has been used 
to reflect explicit resentment toward the child (Callender 
et  al.,  2012). The two explicit measures correlated, for 
mothers, r(183) = 0.42, for fathers, r(179) = 0.36, both ps 
< 0.001, and were aggregated (following standardization 
of the resentment scale) into an explicit negative IWM of 
the child for each parent.

Implicit measure
The implicit measure of the parents’ negative IWM of the 
child came from the FMSS interview, coded using FAARS 
(Bullock & Dishion,  2007; Bullock et  al.,  2005). During 
the laboratory visit, and having established a good rapport 
with the parent, E conducted an interview with him or her 
when the child was not in the room. E asked the parent to 
talk about the child and their relationship with the child 
for 5 min; she then focused on her paperwork and offered 
no additional prompts.

The parent's speech was audio-recorded, and later 
coded by a professional coder at another university, with 
Dr. Bullock serving as the master coder. We focused on 
criticism, based on 6 items (parent is critical of child be-
havior or traits, makes negative comments about the re-
lationship with child, uses negative humor or sarcasm, 
assumes or attributes negative intentions to child, reports 
conflicts with child; Bullock & Dishion,  2007; Greenlee 
et al., 2019; Smith et al., 2013; Waller et al., 2012).

Coders rate each item on a Likert scale from 1 to 9, with 
1 = no evidence during the interview, to 9 = clear, multiple 
examples. The reliability instructions, broadly adopted in 
published research, specify that ratings within 2 points are 
considered an agreement, and 80% agreement is the stan-
dard required for successful completion of training. The 
agreement in this study was 96%. Additionally, we com-
puted ICC for the criticism scale; it was 0.75.

One item (conflict with child) exhibited very high skew-
ness and kurtosis for both parents (> 95% mothers and 
fathers had a score of 1) and lowered internal consistency, 
and thus was dropped. We standardized and averaged the 
items to create the measure of implicit negative IWM of 
the child for each parent. Cronbach's alphas for those 5 
items were modest but acceptable: 0.59 for mothers and 
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0.52 for fathers. Mothers’ scores were higher than fathers’ 
(see Table 1).

2.3.3  |  Assessments of parenting, Time 2

Multiple independent coding teams coded the video-
recordings to produce measures of the parent's positive 
affect expressed to the child, responsiveness, and power-
assertive control.

Positive affect
Parents’ affect towards their children was observed in 
naturalistic interactions, such as snack time, play time, 
and busy time, for a total of 18  min with each parent. 
Coders observed and rated parents’ facial, vocal, and 
bodily expressions of affect, both positive and negative, 
towards the child for each 30-s segment. The codes re-
flected the intensity of the parent's emotion. For both 
positive and negative affect, the coding was as follows. 
Each segment was coded as 0 (emotion absent), 1 (neu-
tral mood, tinged positively or negatively), 2 (clear dis-
crete positive or negative emotion), or 3 (intense positive 
or negative emotion). More details about the coding are 
in Brock and Kochanska (2015).

Neutral positive mood was coded when the parent 
appeared to be in a good mood and emotionally pres-
ent with the child, making cheerful overtures or watch-
ing the child warmly, even if not interacting with them. 
Neutral negative mood was coded when the parent ap-
peared impatient, fatigued, and as if they “would rather 
be elsewhere.”

Discrete, clear emotions included, for positive affect, 
clear expressions of joy or affection, such as smiles, 
laughter, or tender touch towards the child, and for 
negative affect, clear expressions of anger, irritation, or 
exasperation. Intense positive or negative emotions de-
picted affects that were especially strong or lasted more 
than 15 s.

Reliability, kappas, across several teams of coders, 
ranged from 0.64 to 0.76 for positive affect and 0.70 to 0.82 
for negative affect.

Positive affect values and negative affect values were 
summed across the coded segments for each context 
(e.g., snack, play), and then averaged across the con-
texts, to produce, for each parent, the scores of positive 
affect (M  =  9.28, SD  =  1.86, and M  =  8.46, SD  =  1.75, 
for mothers and fathers, respectively) and negative affect 
(M = 0.95, SD = 0.87, and M = 0.91, SD = 0.78, for moth-
ers and fathers, respectively). Parents’ positive affect and 
negative affect were correlated highly, rs(198) = −0.74 and 
- 0.72, ps < 0.001 for mothers and fathers, respectively. We 
then subtracted the negative affect score from the positive 

affect score to create the final positive affect expression 
measure for each parent. Mothers expressed more positive 
affect than fathers (see Table 1).

Responsiveness
Parental responsiveness towards the child was also ob-
served in naturalistic interactions such as snack, parent 
busy, or play time for a total of 25 min with each parent. 
Coders rated parental responsiveness after each context, 
using one overall rating, on a scale from 1 (very unrespon-
sive) to 7 (very responsive). The one rating integrated the 
classic dimensions (Ainsworth et  al.,  1971): sensitivity–
insensitivity, cooperation–interference, and acceptance–
rejection. Sensitivity-insensitivity referred to the quality 
and amount of attention the parent gave the child, and 
how well the parent responded to the child's signals and 
needs. Cooperation-interference referred to the parent's 
respect for the child's autonomy. Acceptance-rejection re-
ferred to how much and how genuinely the parent seemed 
to enjoy interactions with the child. Reliability, weighted 
kappas, ranged from 0.87 to 0.92. The codes were averaged 
across segments to create a composite variable for each 
parent (Cronbach's alphas were 0.66 for mothers and 0.71 
for fathers). Mothers were more responsive than fathers 
(see Table 1).

Power-assertive control
Power-assertive control was observed in a 10-min 
cleanup paradigm that followed the parent-child play 
with multiple toys. E requested that the parent ask 
the child to pick up all the toys scattered in the room 
and put them into a large basket. Coders rated the par-
ent's control for every 30-s segment using a rating that 
reflected the increasing amount of power or pressure. 
The codes were as follows: 1 = no control (no interac-
tion, purely social exchange, play), 2 = gentle guidance 
(gentle, subtle, polite, pleasant control), 3 = control 
(firm, no-nonsense, matter-of-fact, relatively assertive 
control), and 4 = power-assertive, negative, harsh con-
trol (control delivered in forceful, impatient, threaten-
ing, angry, negative manner). The verbal, affective, and 
physical markers of each rating were clearly described, 
based on extensive past research (e.g., Kochanska et al., 
2012). Reliability, weighted kappas, ranged from 0.65 to 
0.67.

The instances of each code were tallied. Then, relative 
scores for gentle guidance, control, and power-assertive 
control were created by dividing each respective tally by 
the number of segments in which control was present 
(i.e., not including the segments coded as no control). 
Finally, a composite of power-assertive control was 
created for each parent. That score was the sum of the 
three relative scores, which were first weighted (gentle 
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guidance multiplied by 1, control by 2, and power as-
sertion by 3). Fathers used more power-assertive control 
than mothers (see Table 1).

2.3.4  |  Assessment of children's observed 
difficult temperament (a covariate), Time 1

Children's difficult temperament, a covariate in our 
models, was observed as anger-proneness in three epi-
sodes from the Laboratory Temperament Assessment 
Battery (LAB-TAB, Goldsmith & Rothbart, 1999): Arm 
Restraint (holding down the child's arms; two 30-s tri-
als), Car Seat (buckling the child in a car seat; one 60-s 
trial), and Toy Retraction (taking away a toy and hold-
ing out of reach; three 15-s trials). Coders rated the 
child's bodily, facial, and vocal expressions of anger in 
5-s segments. Range for bodily anger were from 0 = 
none, to 4 = high intensity struggle; for facial anger, from 
0 = none, to 3 = strong expression in all three facial re-
gions; for vocal anger, from 0 = none, to 3 = full intensity 
cry or scream. The latency to express anger in each trial 
was also coded. Reliability, kappas, were 0.81 for Arm 
Restraint, 0.76 for Car Seat, and 0.75 for Toy Retraction; 
ICCs for the latencies to express anger averaged 1.00 
across coders.

For data aggregation, we summed the codes for each 
anger expression in each trial, reversed the latency 
score, and averaged across trials within episode. Scores 
in each episode were then standardized and aggregated 
(Cronbach's alphas 0.76, 0.80, and 0.81 for Arm Restraint, 
Car Seat, and Toy Retraction, respectively). Those scores 
cohered (range of inter-correlations = 0.15 to 0.22, ps = 
0.002–0.04) and were averaged into an overall difficult 
temperament composite, M  =  0.00, SD  =  0.53, range 
−1.44 to 1.75, N = 200.

3   |   RESULTS

3.1  |  Preliminary analyses

Syntax used in the study is publicly available at https://
osf.io/fvkbh/. All descriptive data are in Table  1. T-
tests suggested that families participating and non-
participating at Time 2 did not differ in any Time 1 
variable.

We inspected the correlations among variables 
(Table  2). With regard to cross-parent correlations of 
personality traits, there was little evidence of assorta-
tive mating, except for a modest correlation for Anger/
Hostility. Explicit –  but not implicit –  parental negative 
IWMs were modestly correlated. Responsiveness was the T
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only parenting behavior that modestly correlated across 
parents.

With regard to within-parent correlations, for both 
mothers and fathers, parental personality traits were 
inter-related in predictable ways. Neuroticism and Anger/
Hostility and Agreeableness and Empathy were positively 
related. Empathy and Anger/Hostility were negatively re-
lated. For mothers only, Neuroticism was negatively asso-
ciated with Agreeableness.

Parental explicit and implicit IWMs showed modest 
correlations with each other. All parental personality 
traits correlated with the parent's explicit IWMs, but 
only some (Empathy and Anger/Hostility for mothers, 
and Agreeableness for fathers) correlated with implicit 
IWMs. Mothers’ implicit, but not explicit, IWMs cor-
related with their parenting (positive affect and power-
assertive control). By contrast, fathers’ explicit IWMs 
correlated with all parenting measures (fathers’ implicit 
IWMs additionally correlated with power-assertive 
control). For both parents, measures of parenting were 
inter-correlated in predictable ways (responsiveness and 
positive affect positively associated with each other and 
negatively with power-assertive control). Overall, the 
patterns of the correlations supported the separate anal-
yses for mother-child and father-child dyads, as well as a 
view of explicit and implicit IWMs as separate variables.

3.2  |  Main analyses: The testing of the 
indirect associations

We estimated two models for the indirect associa-
tions, one for mother-child dyads and one for father-
child dyads. In each model, parental personality 
traits (Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Empathy, Anger/
Hostility) were estimated as associated with parents’ ex-
plicit and implicit IWMs, which, in turn, were estimated 
as associated with their parenting measures (positive af-
fect, responsiveness, power-assertive control) were the 
outcomes. We included child gender and difficult tem-
perament as covariates (i.e., modeled as predicting both 
IWMs and the parenting outcomes). We also included 
covariances among exogenous variables (personality 
variables, child gender, child difficult temperament) and 
among constructs that shared similar conceptualizations 
(explicit and implicit IWMs) or measured in similar con-
texts (parenting behaviors), which resulted in a saturated 
model. Confidence intervals of indirect associations from 
personality to IWMs to parenting were estimated using 
bias-corrected bootstrapping with 10,000 resamples. We 
conducted the analyses in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 
1998–2021) and handled missing data using the full in-
formation maximum likelihood (FIML) method.

3.2.1  |  Mother-child dyads

The primary findings in the mother-child model are il-
lustrated in Figure 1 (reduced for clarity; see Supporting 
Information for the full model with all path coefficients 
and estimates). We found no significant effects of the 
covariates (child gender and temperament), except that 
mothers used more power-assertive control towards boys 
than girls.

Two maternal personality traits were associated 
with negative IWMs of the child: Mothers with higher 
Neuroticism had higher explicit negative IWMs, and 
mothers with higher Empathy had lower implicit negative 
IWMs. Mothers’ implicit negative IWMs then, in turn, 
were associated positively with their power-assertive con-
trol. We found no associations between mothers’ explicit 
IWMs and their parenting.

These associations suggested a potential indirect asso-
ciation from maternal Empathy to their implicit IWMs to 
power-assertive control. This association indeed proved 
to be present, B = −0.062, SE  =  0.037, 95% CI [−0.166, 
−0.011].

3.2.2  |  Father-child dyads

The primary findings in the father-child model 
are depicted in Figure  2 (full model available in 
Supporting Information). Like mothers, fathers also 
utilized more power-assertive control toward boys 
than girls; in addition, fathers’ implicit negative 
IWMs were associated negatively with the child's dif-
ficult temperament.

Two paternal personality traits were associated with 
negative IWMs of the child: Like mothers, fathers with 
higher Neuroticism had higher explicit negative IWMs. 
Fathers with higher Agreeableness had lower explicit and 
implicit negative IWMs. Fathers’ explicit negative IWMs, 
in turn, were associated with lower levels of responsive-
ness. We found no associations between fathers’ implicit 
IWMs and their parenting.

These associations suggested two potential indirect as-
sociations, both through fathers’ explicit negative IWMs 
of the child and both predicting responsiveness. Further 
analyses supported the presence of both: There was a sig-
nificant indirect association from paternal Agreeableness 
to their explicit IWMs to their responsiveness, B = 0.006, 
SE = 0.003, 95% CI [0.001, 0.015]; and a significant indi-
rect association from paternal Neuroticism to their explicit 
IWMs to their responsiveness, B = −0.005, SE = 0.003, 95% 
CI [−0.012, −0.001].

In addition to the indirect associations, the 
father-child model supported two direct associations 
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between paternal personality and parenting, not 
through IWMs. Agreeableness was associated posi-
tively with fathers’ positive affect toward their child, 
and Empathy was associated negatively with their 
power-assertive control.

3.3  |  Comparisons between mother-
child and father-child dyads

Using multigroup models, we further compared the path 
coefficients in mother-child and father-child dyads when 

F I G U R E  1   Mediation model of the associations from mothers’ personality to their explicit and implicit IWMs of their child to their 
parenting behaviors. The figure was reduced for clarity: Paths from covariates (i.e., child's gender and difficult temperament) and covariance 
estimates between personality variables, IWM variables, and parenting variables were included in the model but not depicted. Solid black 
lines represent significant paths, and dashed gray lines represent non-significant paths. Only significant path coefficients (unstandardized) 
are shown in the figure. See Supporting Information for a complete list of model estimates. M, mother. IWM, internal working model of the 
child. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001

M 

Agreeableness

M Anger/ 

Hostility

M Empathy

M 

Neuroticism

M Explicit 

Negative IWM

M Implicit 

Negative IWM

M Positive Affect

M Responsiveness

M Power 

Assertive Control

0.030***

-0.199*

0.314**

F I G U R E  2   Mediation model of the associations from fathers’ personality to their explicit and implicit IWMs of their child to their 
parenting behaviors. The figure was reduced for clarity: Paths from covariates (i.e., child's gender and difficult temperament) and covariance 
estimates between personality variables, IWM variables, and parenting variables were included in the model but not depicted. Solid black 
lines represent significant paths, and dashed gray lines represent non-significant paths. Only significant path coefficients (unstandardized) 
are shown in the figure. See Supporting Information for a complete list of model estimates. F, father. IWM, internal working model of the 
child. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001
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Agreeableness

F Anger/ 

Hostility

F Empathy
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Neuroticism

F Explicit 

Negative IWM

F Implicit 

Negative IWM

F Positive Affect

F Responsiveness
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Assertive Control

-0.027**

0.024**

-0.024*

-0.218***

0.084*

-0.341*
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the path coefficients were significant for one parent but 
nonsignificant for the other parent. We first estimated a 
model in which all the path coefficients in mother-child 
and father-child dyads were allowed to differ. Then, we 
estimated a series of models in which the path coefficients 
of interest were constrained to be the same across mother-
child and father-child dyads. Only one pair of path coef-
ficients were constrained as equal in each model. We then 
used chi-square difference tests to compare the models 
with and without constraints and determine whether the 
path coefficients differed across mother-child and father-
child dyads.

Seven pairs of path coefficients were compared across 
mother-child and father-child dyads: Agreeableness → ex-
plicit IWMs, Agreeableness  →  implicit IWMs, 
Empathy  →  implicit IWMs, explicit IWMs  →  respon-
siveness, implicit IWMs  →  power-assertive control, 
Agreeableness → positive affect, and Empathy → power-
assertive control. We found two pairs of significantly 
different paths: The associations between parental 
Agreeableness and their implicit IWMs were significantly 
different for mothers (B = 0.005, SE = 0.011) and fathers 
(B = −0.024, SE = 0.011), χ2(1) = 3.93, p = 0.048. The as-
sociation between mothers’ explicit negative IWMs and 
their responsiveness (B  =  0.033, SE  =  0.070) was also 
significantly different from that of fathers (B = −0.218, 
SE = 0.080), χ2(1) = 5.91, p = 0.015. No other differences 
between mother-child and father-child dyads were found.

4   |   DISCUSSION

Belsky’s (1984) influential article ushered in four decades 
of research on personality-parenting links. That research 
has robustly shown that parents’ personality determines, 
in part, their parenting. Yet, the understanding of whether 
the associations between personality and parenting are 
better explained by the broad personality taxonomies 
or the narrower, more specific traits is limited. As well, 
mechanisms that may link personality to parenting are 
not fully understood. Very little is known about those pro-
cesses in mother- and father-child dyads.

In the present study, we inspected two pairs of broad 
versus narrow personality traits –  Agreeableness and 
Empathy, and Neuroticism and Anger/Hostility, consid-
ered positive and negative influences on parenting, re-
spectively – and we examined their associations with both 
positive (positive affect, responsiveness) and negative 
(power-assertive control) aspects of parenting. We posited 
that parental negative IWMs, socio-cognitive represen-
tations of the child, a concept informed by attachment 
theory, would serve as mechanisms explaining the links 
between personality and parenting. We further proposed 

that distinguishing between explicit and implicit IWMs 
may be fruitful. We tested that model in a large commu-
nity sample, in a short-term longitudinal design, using 
rich multi-method data (parental self-reports, interviews, 
and laboratory observations). We controlled for child ob-
served difficult temperament to produce rigorous, robust 
findings. As research on parenting has heavily focused 
on mothers rather than fathers, to address this gap, we 
gathered fully parallel data from mother- and father-child 
dyads.

Overall, we supported the associations between per-
sonality and parenting, as well as the roles of parental 
IWMs as a potential mechanism linking the personal-
ity and parenting in both mother-child and father-child 
dyads. However, the specific findings varied by the aspects 
and domains of personality traits, the type of IWMs, the 
aspects of parenting, and the parent's gender. Of note, we 
found more links between personality and parenting for 
fathers than mothers: For fathers, personality traits were 
associated, either directly or indirectly, with each of the 
studied aspect of parenting, whereas for mothers, there 
was only one association, for maternal power assertion. 
Although further analyses suggested the path coefficients 
in mother-child and father-child dyads were somewhat 
similar, two of these associations differed significantly 
across mothers and fathers. Our findings supported the 
benefit of examining both broad and narrow personality 
traits as linked with parenting and of moving beyond uni-
variate correlations by testing parents’ negative IWMs of 
the child as the mediating mechanisms. Comparing data 
for mothers and fathers further enhanced a nuanced un-
derstanding of the studied processes.

For fathers, Neuroticism was associated with a more 
negative explicit IWM of the child, and Agreeableness was 
associated with a less negative explicit IWM of the child. 
In turn, higher explicit negative IWMs led to less respon-
siveness. In other words, explicit negative IWMs of the 
child accounted for the (opposite) effects of Neuroticism 
and Agreeableness on fathers’ responsive parenting 
of their toddlers. The findings also supported two di-
rect effects for fathers: The narrower trait –  Empathy –  
directly predicted less power assertion. The broad trait –  
Agreeableness –  was directly associated with more pos-
itive affect. Agreeableness was uniquely associated with 
positive parenting after controlling for Empathy, sug-
gesting this broad trait (or perhaps its facets other than 
Empathy) can play an important role in fathers’ parenting.

For mothers, the narrower trait – Empathy – was asso-
ciated with less negative implicit IWMs of the child, fur-
ther leading to less power-assertive control (the only link 
between maternal personality and parenting). Mothers’ 
Agreeableness was not related to their IWMs or parenting 
after controlling for Empathy. It therefore appears that for 
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mothers, the narrower facet of Empathy, rather than the 
broad trait of Agreeableness, may contribute indirectly to 
parenting. For fathers, both Agreeableness and Empathy 
are relevant in predicting parenting.

However, the multigroup models suggest that the path 
coefficients from Agreeableness and Empathy to IWMs 
and parenting did not differ much across mothers and fa-
thers, except for the path from Agreeableness to implicit 
IWMs. Therefore, whereas the broad trait of Agreeableness 
plays a stronger role in fathers’ IWMs, the roles of paren-
tal Empathy may not be as different in mother-child and 
father-child dyads.

For both mothers and fathers, Neuroticism was associ-
ated with future more negative explicit IWMs of the child 
(Pre-mentalizing, resentment). However, as reviewed 
above, only for fathers, the entire path – from Neuroticism 
to negative explicit IWMs to low responsiveness –  un-
folded. Of note, for both mothers and fathers, the nar-
rower trait of Anger/Hostility was unrelated to IWMs and 
to parenting, suggesting that its oft-reported effects may 
be subsumed or absorbed under the more general trait of 
Neuroticism.

Perhaps the most interesting pattern of findings con-
cerned the difference in the potential mechanism that ac-
counted for the indirect associations between personality 
and parenting for mothers and fathers. For fathers, the two 
indirect associations from personality to parenting were 
both accounted for by explicit (but not implicit) negative 
IWMs –  low reflective functioning and high resentment. 
In contrast, for mothers, the one indirect association from 
personality to parenting was accounted for by the implicit 
(but not explicit) negative IWMs –  the negative, critical 
relational schemas regarding the child, as derived from 
the FMSS interview. The multigroup models suggest that 
explicit IWMs, in particular, were associated differently 
with parenting in mother-child and father-child dyads, in 
that mothers’ explicit IWMs were disconnected from their 
parenting.

Although research on fathers’ IWMs is relatively 
scarce, some studies suggest that explicit and implicit 
IWMs may have different implications for mothers’ 
and fathers’ parenting, mostly in line with our find-
ings. Nijssens et  al.  (2018) found that explicit nega-
tive IWMs, measured as PRFQ Pre-mentalizing, were 
associated with fathers’, but not mothers’, self-rated 
parenting incompetence. Weston et  al.  (2017), in their 
comprehensive review, reported that associations be-
tween FMSS-based (thus implicit) measures and parent-
ing had been robust for mothers but mixed for fathers 
(although out of 25 studies, only three included observa-
tional data for fathers). Our findings also dovetail with 
Sturge-Apple et  al.  (2015), who reported two studies 
showing that implicit measures of mothers’ attitudes 

toward their children – but not explicit ones – predicted 
their parenting. Johnston et  al.  (2017) found that ex-
plicit and implicit attitudes uniquely predicted mothers’ 
parenting but concluded that assessing the latter may be 
more effective. This study, however, was limited by reli-
ance on self-reported parenting.

At present, possible explanations can only be tentative. 
Note that fathers were less likely than mothers to express 
implicit negative sentiment regarding the child (FMSS), 
but more likely to describe their child in explicitly pre-
mentalizing terms (PRFQ). One explanation may involve 
stronger societal expectations of mothers, compared to 
fathers, to be accepting of their young children. As such, 
whereas mothers may express negative feelings when they 
describe their child in a non-direct manner, they may be 
reluctant to endorse explicitly negative or resentful items 
in questionnaires. Therefore, implicit narratives can re-
veal certain aspects of maternal IWMs not fully captured 
by questionnaires. Perhaps this explains why mothers’ im-
plicit, but not explicit negative schemas of the child were 
associated with more power assertion. Although specula-
tive, the different findings for mothers and fathers empha-
size the benefits of utilizing multiple methods to measure 
parental IWMs to allow researchers to better understand 
how those representations function in mothers’ and fa-
thers’ parenting.

It was interesting that for both mothers and fathers we 
found links between their personality and negative par-
enting (power-assertive control). However, only for fathers 
we found also links with their positive parenting (positive 
affect and responsiveness). It is worth noting that the over-
all positive affect composite incorporated two constructs 
that were highly correlated: positive affect and reversed 
negative affect. Consequently (and as supported by addi-
tional analyses conducted by the authors), the association 
between fathers’ Agreeableness and affect encompassed 
two effects: Agreeableness appeared linked with more 
positive affect and with less negative affect. Although in 
our study, those effects were consistent, supporting our 
use of the positive affect composite, future research may 
explore potential different relations between parents’ per-
sonality traits and more fine-grained assessments of their 
emotions expressed in interactions with young children.

Literature on maternal and paternal parenting, al-
though not fully consistent, has suggested different par-
enting behavior patterns for mothers and fathers, with 
mothers more responsive to their child, and fathers more 
power-assertive or negative (e.g., Eisenberg et  al.,  1996; 
Fields-Olivieri et  al.,  2017; Kwon et  al.,  2012; Safyer 
et al., 2018). This difference may be due to stronger social 
expectations for mothers to play the nurturer role (DeWitt 
et al., 2013). However, fathers’ positive interactions with 
the child often take unique forms (e.g., rough and tumble 
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play; encouragement of exploration) and are impactful for 
the child's development (Amodia-Bidakowska et al., 2020; 
Grossman & Grossman, 2020). Perhaps fathers’ positive 
parenting is driven less by social expectations and more 
by their personality. Again, because few studies examined 
associations among personality, IWMs, and positive and 
negative parenting with data from both mothers and fa-
thers, these explanations are tentative and should be ex-
plored in future research.

This study has limitations. Because IWMs and par-
enting variables were assessed concurrently, the data are 
insufficient for determining the direction of effects. Our 
sample included low-risk, two-parent families with typ-
ically developing children. Further, ethnic diversity was 
limited. Note, however, that in 40 families, or 20%, one 
or both parents were non-White and/or Latino, and eth-
nic diversity was approximately twice that for the state of 
Iowa overall. Parents were generally affectively positive, 
responsive, and gentle when interacting with their chil-
dren. Future studies with higher-risk families would be 
informative. For example, the associations between per-
sonality and parenting may be stronger for parents with 
elevated levels of psychopathology (McCabe, 2014), and 
in families with more dysfunctional parenting, character-
ized by child maltreatment, abuse, neglect, coercion, or 
chaos.

We also note that internal consistency for the moth-
ers’ Pre-mentalizing scale in PRFQ was low, in contrast to 
the high coherence for fathers’ scores. This is a weakness, 
and a source of caution when interpreting the findings for 
mothers. Along with the mothers’ very low scores, this 
further indicates that they may have been uncomfortable 
explicitly endorsing the Pre-mentalizing items. A similar 
issue of relatively modest internal consistency emerged 
for the implicit measure of mothers’ and fathers’ IWMs 
(FMSS), again a source of caution. Although these values 
were relatively modest, some literature suggests that the 
cutoff score for “acceptable” alphas depends on the sam-
ple characteristics and research purposes, and that alphas 
around 0.5 may still have practical utility (e.g., Cho & 
Kim, 2015; Hinton et al., 2004). It is possible that this was 
due to the very young age of children in our study. For 
example, the recent review (Weston et  al.,  2017) identi-
fied only five articles reporting use of FMSS/FAARS with 
parents of toddlers, and none of those involved children 
younger than 2 years.

This research supports the benefits of integrating the 
literatures on personality, social cognition, attachment 
theory, and parenting –  the traditions that do not com-
monly intersect. By including both broad and narrow 
personality traits and exploring their links with parental 
IWMs and parenting, this work shed lights on the key per-
sonality processes most relevant to parenting. This study 

was a preliminary endeavor; we deliberately focused on 
the broad (Neuroticism, Agreeableness) and narrow 
(Anger/Hostility, Empathy) traits most consistently re-
lated to parenting. We hope, however, that in the future, 
personality researchers, working together with develop-
mental psychologists, will systematically examine multi-
ple broad and narrow traits, seeking to determine which 
of their facets best explain individual differences in moth-
ering and fathering. Understanding the specific protective 
and risk personality factors in parenting would further 
inform both basic research and translational research on 
prevention and intervention. Further, elucidating paren-
tal IWMs as one potential mechanism linking parental 
personality to parenting can inform interventions that 
target parents’ representations of their children (Adkins 
et al., 2018; Suchman et al., 2010).

This research also further reiterates the need to in-
corporate mother-child and father-child dyads in studies 
of parenting to foster our knowledge of similarities and 
differences between maternal and paternal parenting and 
methodologies best suited to produce robust data for both. 
As fathers become increasingly engaged as caregivers of 
young children, such research is a rewarding and import-
ant enterprise.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was funded by National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development (grant R01 HD091047 
to Grazyna Kochanska), and additionally supported by 
the National Center for Advancing Translational Sciences 
of the National Institutes of Health (UL1TR002537). 
The content is solely the responsibility of the authors 
and does not necessarily represent the official views of 
the National Institutes of Health. We thank Lea Boldt, 
Kathryn Goffin, and the entire Child Lab team for their 
contributions, Grace Bullock and Jenene Peterson for 
coding Five-Minute Speech Samples, and the participat-
ing families for their commitment to our research. This 
study was not preregistered. Syntax and codes used in the 
study are publicly available. Further information about 
this study is available from the authors upon reasonable 
request.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
No potential competing interest was reported by the 
authors.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
All authors contributed to writing and editing the man-
uscript. GK designed the study, secured funding for the 
study, and supervised data collection and coding. GK and 
DA developed the idea for this paper. DA and LBS con-
ducted the statistical analyses.



      |  1017AN et al.

ETHICS APPROVAL STATEMENT
This study received ethical approval from the University 
of Iowa.

ORCID
Danming An   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8888-6501 
Lilly C. Bendel-Stenzel   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-1953-2360 

REFERENCES
Abidin, R. R. (2012). Parenting stress index: Professional manual (4th 

ed.). Psychological Assessment Resources.
Adkins, T., Luyten, P., & Fonagy, P. (2018). Development and preliminary 

evaluation of family minds: A mentalization-based psychoeduca-
tion program for foster parents. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 
27(8), 2519–2532. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1082​6-018-1080-x

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Bell, S. M., & Stayton, D. J. (1971). Individual 
differences in strange situation behaviour of one-year-olds. In 
H. R. Schaffer (Ed.), The origins of human social relations (pp. 
17–57). Academic Press.

Amodia-Bidakowska, A., Laverty, C., & Ramchandani, P. G. (2020). 
Father-child play: A systematic review of its frequency, char-
acteristics and potential impact on children’s development. 
Developmental Review, 57, 100924. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dr.2020.100924

Asendorpf, J. B. (2016). Causal unity of broader traits is an illusion. 
European Journal of Personality, 30(4), 304–340. https://doi.
org/10.1002/per.2060

Bailes, L. G., & Leerkes, E. M. (2021). Maternal personality predicts 
insensitive parenting: Effects through causal attributions about 
infant distress. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 
72, 101222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2020.101222

Baumert, A., Schmitt, M., & Blum, G. (2016). Beware of indirect ef-
fects. Rigorous definitions and methods for testing the causality 
of traits. European Journal of Personality, 30, 305–307. https://
doi.org/10.1002/per.2060

Baumert, A., Schmitt, M., & Perugini, M. (2019). Towards an ex-
planatory personality psychology: Integrating personality 
structure, personality process, and personality development. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 147, 18–27. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.04.016

Belsky, J. (1984). The determinants of parenting: A process model. Child 
Development, 55(1), 83–96. https://doi.org/10.2307/1129836

Belsky, J., & Barends, N. (2002). Personality and parenting. In M. H. 
Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting: Being and becoming a 
parent (2nd ed., Vol. 3, pp. 415–438). Erlbaum.

Belsky, J., Crnic, K., & Woodworth, S. (1995). Personality and par-
enting: Exploring the mediating role of transient mood and 
daily hassles. Journal of Personality, 63(4), 905–929. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb003​20.x

Belsky, J., & Jaffee, S. R. (2006). The multiple determinants of par-
enting. In D. Cicchetti, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental psy-
chopathology: Risk, disorder, and adaptation (2nd ed., Vol. 3, pp. 
38–85). Wiley.

Berlin, L. J., Dodge, K. A., & Reznick, J. S. (2013). Examining preg-
nant women’s hostile attributions about infants as a predictor 
of offspring maltreatment. JAMA Pediatrics, 167(6), 549–553. 
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamap​ediat​rics.2013.1212

Borelli, J. L., Stern, J. A., Marvin, M. J., Smiley, P. A., Pettit, C., & 
Samudio, M. (2020). Reflective functioning and empathy among 
mothers of school-aged children: Charting the space between. 
Emotion, 21(4), 783–800. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo00​00747

Bornstein, M. H., Hahn, C. S., & Haynes, O. M. (2011). Maternal 
personality, parenting cognitions, and parenting prac-
tices. Developmental Psychology, 47(3), 658–675. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0023181

Bornstein, M. H., Hahn, C.-S., Haynes, O. M., Belsky, J., Azuma, 
H., Kwak, K., Maital, S., Painter, K. M., Varron, C., Pascual, 
L., Toda, S., Venuti, P., Vyt, A., & de Galperín, C. Z. (2007). 
Maternal personality and parenting cognitions in cross-cultural 
perspective. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 
31(3), 193–209. https://doi.org/10.1177/01650​25407​074632

Bradley, R. H., & Corwyn, R. F. (2019). Agreeable mothers: How they 
manage adverse circumstances and difficult children. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 79, 109–118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrp.2019.03.002

Brock, R. L., & Kochanska, G. (2015). Decline in the quality of fam-
ily relationships predicts escalation in children’s internalizing 
symptoms from middle to late childhood. Journal of Abnormal 
Child Psychology, 43(7), 1295–1308. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1080​2-015-0008-9

Bugental, D. B., & Johnston, C. (2000). Parental and child cognitions 
in the context of the family. Annual Review of Psychology, 51(1), 
315–344. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev.psych.51.1.315

Bullock, B. M., & Dishion, T. J. (2007). Family processes and ado-
lescent problem behavior: Integrating relationship narratives 
into understanding development and change. Journal of the 
American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 46(3), 
396–407. https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013​e3180​2d0b27

Bullock, B. M., Schneiger, A., & Dishion, T. (2005). Manual for cod-
ing five-minute speech samples using the Family Affective Rating 
Scale (FAARS). Child and Family Centre.

Buss, A. H., & Perry, M. (1992). The aggression questionnaire. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(3), 452–459. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.452

Cabrera, N. J., & Volling, B. L. (2019). VIII. Moving research on fa-
thering and children’s development forward: Priorities and rec-
ommendations for the future. In B. L. Volling & N. J. Cabrera 
(Eds.), Advancing research and measurement on fathering and 
children’s development. Monographs of the Society for Research 
in Child Development, 84(1), 107–117. https://doi.org/10.1002/
mono.12404

Cabrera, N. J., Volling, B. L., & Barr, R. (2018). Fathers are parents, 
too! Widening the lens on parenting for children's develop-
ment. Child Development Perspectives, 12(3), 152–157. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275

Callender, K. A., Olson, S. L., Choe, D. E., & Sameroff, A. J. (2012). 
The effects of parental depressive symptoms, appraisals, and 
physical punishment on later child externalizing behavior. 
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 40(3), 471–483. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1080​2-011-9572-9

Cho, E., & Kim, S. (2015). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: Well known 
but poorly understood. Organizational Research Methods, 18(2), 
207–230. https://doi.org/10.1177/10944​28114​555994

Chopik, W. J., O’Brien, E., & Konrath, S. K. (2017). Differences in 
empathic concern and perspective taking across 63 countries. 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48(1), 23–38. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00220​22116​673910

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8888-6501
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8888-6501
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1953-2360
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1953-2360
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1953-2360
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1080-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2020.100924
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2020.100924
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2060
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2020.101222
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2060
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.04.016
https://doi.org/10.2307/1129836
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb00320.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb00320.x
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.1212
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000747
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023181
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023181
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025407074632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-015-0008-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-015-0008-9
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.315
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e31802d0b27
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.452
https://doi.org/10.1002/mono.12404
https://doi.org/10.1002/mono.12404
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-011-9572-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-011-9572-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114555994
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116673910
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116673910


1018  |      AN et al.

Clark, L. A., Kochanska, G., & Ready, R. (2000). Mothers' personal-
ity and its interaction with child temperament as predictors of 
parenting. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(2), 
274–285. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.2.274

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality 
Inventory and NEO Five-Factor Inventory: Professional manual. 
Psychological Assessment Resources.

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empa-
thy: Evidence for a multidimensional approach. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1), 113–126. https://doi.or
g/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113

de Haan, A. D., Prinzie, P., & Dekovic, M. (2009). Mothers’ and fa-
thers’ personality and parenting: The mediating role of sense 
of competence. Developmental Psychology, 45(6), 1695–1707. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016121

DeWitt, A. L., Cready, C. M., & Seward, R. R. (2013). Parental role 
portrayals in twentieth century children’s picture books: More 
egalitarian or ongoing stereotyping? Sex Roles, 69(1–2), 89–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1119​9-013-0285-0

Di Giunta, L., Rothenberg, W. A., Lunetti, C., Lansford, J. E., 
Pastorelli, C., Eisenberg, N., Thartori, E., Basili, E., Favini, A., 
Yotanyamaneewong, S., Peña Alampay, L., Al-Hassan, S. M., 
Bacchini, D., Bornstein, M. H., Chang, L., Deater-Deckard, 
K., Dodge, K. A., Oburu, P., Skinner, A. T., … Uribe Tirado, L. 
M. (2020). Longitudinal associations between mothers’ and 
fathers’ anger/irritability expressiveness, harsh parenting, 
and adolescents’ socioemotional functioning in nine coun-
tries. Developmental Psychology, 56(3), 458–474. https://doi.
org/10.1037/dev00​00849

Dix, T. H. (1991). The affective organization of parenting: Adaptive 
and maladaptive processes. Psychological Bulletin, 110(1), 3–25. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.110.1.3

Dix, T., & Meunier, L. N. (2009). Depressive symptoms and par-
enting competence: An analysis of 13 regulatory processes. 
Developmental Review, 29(1), 45–68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dr.2008.11.002

Dykas, M. J., & Cassidy, J. (2011). Attachment and the processing of 
social information across the life span: Theory and evidence. 
Psychological Bulletin, 137(1), 19–46. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0021367

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Murphy, B. C. (1996). Parents’ reac-
tions to children’s negative emotions: Relations to children’s so-
cial competence and comforting behavior. Child Development, 
67(5), 2227–2247. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.
tb018​54.x

Fields-Olivieri, M. A., Cole, P. M., & Maggi, M. C. (2017). Toddler 
emotional states, temperamental traits, and their interaction: 
Associations with mothers’ and fathers’ parenting. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 67, 106–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrp.2016.05.007

Goldsmith, H. H., & Rothbart, M. K. (1999). Laboratory Temperament 
Assessment Battery, Prelocomotor Version 3.1. Unpublished man-
uscript. Department of Psychology, University of Wisconsin, 
Madison, WI.

Goodman, S. H., Simon, H. F. M., Shamblaw, A. L., & Youngwon 
Kim, C. (2020). Parenting as a mediator of associations be-
tween depression in mothers and children’s functioning: A sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis. Clinical Child and Family 
Psychology Review, 23, 427–460. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1056​
7-020-00322​-4

Graziano, W. G., & Eisenberg, N. (1997). Agreeableness: A dimen-
sion of personality. In R. Hogan, J. A. Johnson, & S. R. Briggs 
(Eds.), Handbook of personality psychology (pp. 795–824). 
Academic Press.

Greenlee, J. L., Winter, M. A., Everhart, R. S., & Fiese, B. H. (2019). 
Parents’ child-related schemas: Associations with children’s 
asthma and mental health. Journal of Family Psychology, 33(3), 
270–279. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam00​00494

Greenwald, R. L., Bank, L., Reid, J. B., & Knutson, J. F. (1997). A 
discipline-mediated model of excessively punitive parenting. 
Aggressive Behavior, 23(4), 259–280. https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SICI)1098-2337(1997)23:4<259::AID-AB4>3.0.CO;2-F

Grossmann, K., & Grossmann, K. E. (2020). Essentials when study-
ing child-father attachment: A fundamental view on safe 
haven and secure base phenomena. Attachment & Human 
Development, 22(1), 9–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616​
734.2019.1589056

Hinton, P. R., Brownlow, C., McMurray, I., & Cozens, B. (2004). SPSS 
explained. Routledge.

Hu, Y., Emery, H. T., Ravindran, N., & McElwain, N. L. (2020). Direct 
and indirect pathways from maternal and paternal empathy to 
young children’s socioemotional functioning. Journal of Family 
Psychology, 34(7), 825–835. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam00​
00745

Hughes, E. K., & Gullone, E. (2010). Parent emotion socialization 
practices and their associations with personality and emotion 
regulation. Personality and Individual Differences, 49(7), 694–
699. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.042

Johnston, C., Belschner, L., Park, J. L., Stewart, K., Noyes, A., & 
Schaller, M. (2017). Mothers’ implicit and explicit attitudes 
and attributions in relation to self-reported parenting behav-
ior. Parenting, 17(1), 51–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295​
192.2016.1184954

Karreman, A., van Tuijl, C., van Aken, M. A. G., & Dekovic, M. 
(2008). The relation between parental personality and observed 
parenting: The moderating role of preschoolers’ effortful con-
trol. Personality and Individual Differences, 44(3), 723–734. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.10.005

Katznelson, H. (2014). Reflective functioning: A review. Clinical 
Psychology Review, 34(2), 107–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cpr.2013.12.003

Kochanska, G., Aksan, N., Penney, S. J., & Boldt, L. J. (2007). Parental 
personality as an inner resource that moderates the impact of 
ecological adversity on parenting. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 92(1), 136–150. https://doi.org/10.1037/002
2-3514.92.1.136

Kochanska, G., Boldt, L. J., & Goffin, K. C. (2019). Early relational 
experience: A foundation for the unfolding dynamics of parent-
child socialization. Child Development Perspectives, 13(1), 41–
47. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12308

Kochanska, G., Friesenborg, A. E., Lange, L. A., & Martel, M. M. 
(2004). Parents’ personality and infants’ temperament as con-
tributors to their emerging relationship. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 86(5), 744–759. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.86.5.744

Kochanska, G., Kim, S., & Koenig, N. J. (2012). Challenging cir-
cumstances moderate the links between mothers’ personality 
traits and their parenting in low-income families with young 
children. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(6), 
1040–1049. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030386

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.2.274
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-013-0285-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000849
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000849
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.110.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021367
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021367
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01854.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01854.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-020-00322-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-020-00322-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000494
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(1997)23:4%3C259::AID-AB4%3E3.0.CO;2-F
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(1997)23:4%3C259::AID-AB4%3E3.0.CO;2-F
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2019.1589056
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2019.1589056
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000745
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000745
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.042
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2016.1184954
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2016.1184954
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2013.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2013.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.136
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.136
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12308
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.5.744
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.5.744
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030386


      |  1019AN et al.

Koenig, J. L., Barry, R. A., & Kochanska, G. (2010). Rearing diffi-
cult children: Parents’ personality and children’s proneness 
to anger as predictors of future parenting. Parenting: Science 
and Practice, 10(4), 258–273. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295​
192.2010.492038

Krauthamer Ewing, E. S., Herres, J., Dilks, K. E., Rahim, F., & 
Trentacosta, C. J. (2019). Understanding of emotions and em-
pathy: Predictors of positive parenting with preschoolers in eco-
nomically stressed families. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 
28(5), 1346–1358. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1082​6-018-01303​-6

Kwon, K. A., Jeon, H. J., Lewsader, J. T., & Elicker, J. (2012). 
Mothers’ and fathers’ parenting quality and toddlers' in-
teractive behaviours in dyadic and triadic family contexts. 
Infant and Child Development, 21(4), 356–373. https://doi.
org/10.1002/icd.1746

Leerkes, E. M. (2010). Predictors of maternal sensitivity to infant dis-
tress. Parenting: Science and Practice, 10(3), 219–239. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15295​19090​3290840

Lorber, M. F., & O’Leary, S. G. (2005). Mediated paths to overreactive 
discipline: Mothers’ experienced emotion, appraisals, and physi-
ological responses. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
73(5), 972–981. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.5.972

Lovejoy, M. C., Graczyk, P. A., O’Hare, E., & Neuman, G. (2000). 
Maternal depression and parenting behavior: A meta-analytic 
review. Clinical Psychology Review, 20(5), 561–592. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0272​-7358(98)00100​-7

Luyten, P., Campbell, C., Allison, E., & Fonagy, P. (2020). The 
mentalizing approach to psychopathology: State of the art 
and future directions. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 
16, 297–325. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev-clinp​sy-07191​
9-015355

Luyten, P., Mayes, L. C., Nijssens, L., & Fonagy, P. (2017). The pa-
rental reflective functioning questionnaire: Development and 
preliminary validation. PLoS One, 12(5), e0176218. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0176218

Luyten, P., Nijssens, L., Fonagy, P., & Mayes, L. C. (2017). Parental re-
flective functioning: Theory, research, and clinical applications. 
The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 70(1), 174–199. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00797​308.2016.1277901

McCabe, J. E. (2014). Maternal personality and psychopathology as 
determinants of parenting behavior: A quantitative integration 
of two parenting literatures. Psychological Bulletin, 140(3), 722–
750. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034835

McMahon, C. A., & Bernier, A. (2017). Twenty years of research on 
parental mind-mindedness: Empirical findings, theoretical and 
methodological challenges, and new directions. Developmental 
Review, 46, 54–80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2017.07.001

Meins, E. (1999). Sensitivity, security and internal working mod-
els: Bridging the transmission gap. Attachment and Human 
Development, 1(3), 325–342. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616​
73990​0134181

Melchers, M. C., Li, M., Haas, B. W., Reuter, M., Bischoff, L., & 
Montag, C. (2016). Similar personality patterns are associ-
ated with empathy in four different countries. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 7, 290. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00290

Mooradian, T. A., Davis, M., & Matzler, K. (2011). Dispositional 
empathy and the hierarchical structure of personality. The 
American Journal of Psychology, 124(1), 99–109. https://doi.
org/10.5406/amerj​psyc.124.1.0099

Mõttus, R. (2016). Towards more rigorous personality trait–outcome 
research. European Journal of Personality, 30(4), 292–303. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2041

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2021). Mplus user’s guide. 
Author.

Nijssens, L., Bleys, D., Casalin, S., Vliegen, N., & Luyten, P. (2018). 
Parental attachment dimensions and parenting stress: The me-
diating role of parental reflective functioning. Journal of Child 
and Family Studies, 27(6), 2025–2036. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1082​6-018-1029-0

Nix, R. L., Pinderhughes, E. E., Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. 
S., & McFadyen-Ketchum, S. A. (1999). The relation between 
mothers’ hostile attribution tendencies and children’s external-
izing behavior problems: The mediating role of mothers’ harsh 
discipline practices. Child Development, 70(4), 896–909. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00065

Orri, M., Girard, L.-C., Pingault, J.-B., Rouquette, A., Herba, C., Falissard, 
B., Côté, S. M., & Berthoz, S. (2018). Harsh parenting practices me-
diate the association between parent affective profiles and child 
adjustment outcomes: Differential associations for mothers and 
fathers. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 43(1), 
53–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/01650​25418​769376

Prinzie, P., de Haan, A., & Belsky, J. (2019). Personality and parent-
ing. In M. H. Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting, Vol. 3: 
Being and becoming a parent (3rd ed., pp. 797–822). Routledge.

Prinzie, P., Stams, G. J., Dekovic, M., Reijntjes, A. H. A., & Belsky, 
J. (2009). The relation between parents’ Big Five personal-
ity factors and parenting: A meta-analytic review. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 97(2), 351–362. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0015823

Safyer, P., Volling, B. L., Schultheiss, O. C., & Tolman, R. M. (2018). 
Adult attachment, implicit motives, and mothers’ and fathers’ 
parenting behaviors. Motivation Science, 5(3), 220–234. https://
doi.org/10.1037/mot00​00112

Sanz, J., García-Vera, M. P., & Magán, I. (2010). Anger and hostil-
ity from the perspective of the Big Five personality model. 
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 51(3), 262–270. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2009.00771.x

Sharp, C., & Fonagy, P. (2008). The parent's capacity to treat the child 
as a psychological agent: Constructs, measures and implications 
for developmental psychopathology. Social Development, 17(3), 
737–754. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00457.x

Shay, N. L., & Knutson, J. F. (2008). Maternal depression and trait 
anger as risk factors for escalated physical discipline. Child 
Maltreatment, 13(1), 39–49. https://doi.org/10.1177/10775​
59507​310611

Sher-Censor, E. (2015). Five minute speech sample in developmental 
research: A review. Developmental Review, 36, 127–155. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2015.01.005

Sigel, I. E. (1985). Parental belief systems: The psychological conse-
quences for children. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Slade, A. (2005). Parental reflective functioning: An introduction. 
Attachment and Human Development, 7(3), 269–281. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14616​73050​0245906

Smith, J. D., Dishion, T. J., Moore, K. J., Shaw, D. S., & Wilson, M. N. 
(2013). Effects of video feedback on early coercive parent–child 
interactions: The intervening role of caregivers’ relational sche-
mas. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 42(3), 
405–417. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374​416.2013.777917

https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2010.492038
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2010.492038
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-01303-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1746
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1746
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290840
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290840
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.5.972
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-7358(98)00100-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-7358(98)00100-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-071919-015355
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-071919-015355
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176218
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176218
https://doi.org/10.1080/00797308.2016.1277901
https://doi.org/10.1080/00797308.2016.1277901
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034835
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2017.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616739900134181
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616739900134181
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00290
https://doi.org/10.5406/amerjpsyc.124.1.0099
https://doi.org/10.5406/amerjpsyc.124.1.0099
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2041
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1029-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1029-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00065
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00065
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025418769376
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015823
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015823
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000112
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000112
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2009.00771.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2009.00771.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00457.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559507310611
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559507310611
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2015.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2015.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730500245906
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616730500245906
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.777917


1020  |      AN et al.

Smith, J. D., Dishion, T. J., Shaw, D. S., & Wilson, M. N. (2015). Negative 
relational schemas predict the trajectory of coercive dynamics 
during early childhood. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 
43(4), 693–703. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1080​2-014-9936-z

Snarr, J. D., Slep, A. M. S., & Grande, V. P. (2009). Validation of a 
new self-report measure of parental attributions. Psychological 
Assessment, 21(3), 390–401. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016331

Snyder, J., Cramer, A., Afrank, J., & Patterson, G. R. (2005). The 
contributions of ineffective discipline and parental hostile at-
tributions of child misbehavior to the development of conduct 
problems at home and school. Developmental Psychology, 41(1), 
30–41. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.30

Stern, J. A., Borelli, J. L., & Smiley, P. A. (2015). Assessing pa-
rental empathy: A role for empathy in child attachment. 
Attachment & Human Development, 17(1), 1–22. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14616​734.2014.969749

Stewart, R. D., Mõttus, R., Seeboth, A., Soto, C. J., & Johnson, W. 
(2022). The finer details? The predictability of life outcomes 
from Big Five domains, facets, and nuances. Journal of 
Personality, 90(2), 167–182. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12660

Sturge-Apple, M. L., Rogge, R. D., Skibo, M. A., Peltz, J. S., & Suor, 
J. H. (2015). A dual-process approach to the role of mother’s 
implicit and explicit attitudes toward their child in parenting 
models. Developmental Psychology, 51(3), 289–300. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0038650

Sturge-Apple, M. L., Suor, J. H., & Skibo, M. A. (2014). Maternal 
child-centered attributions and harsh discipline: The moder-
ating role of maternal working memory across socioeconomic 
contexts. Journal of Family Psychology, 28(5), 645–654. https://
doi.org/10.1037/fam00​00023

Suchman, N. E., DeCoste, C., Castiglioni, N., McMahon, T., 
Rounsaville, B., & Mayes, L. (2010). The Mothers and Toddlers 
Program, an attachment-based parenting intervention for sub-
stance using women: Post-treatment results from a randomized 
clinical trial. Attachment and Human Development, 12(5), 483–
504. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616​734.2010.501983

Taraban, L., & Shaw, D. S. (2018). Parenting in context: Revisiting 
Belsky’s classic process of parenting model in early childhood. 

Developmental Review, 48, 55–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dr.2018.03.006

Thartori, E., Zuffianò, A., Pastorelli, C., Gerbino, M., Lunetti, C., 
Favini, A., Basili, E., Di Giunta, L., Bacchini, D., & Lansford, 
J. E. (2019). Longitudinal relation between state-trait maternal 
irritability and harsh parenting. PLoS One, 14(1), e0209493. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0209493

van Eldik, W. M., de Haan, A. D., Arends, L. R., Belsky, J., & Prinzie, 
P. (2019). Personality, depressive symptoms, the interparental 
relationship and parenting: Prospective associations of an actor-
partner interdependency model. Journal of Family Psychology, 
33(6), 671–681. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam00​00553

Waller, R., Gardner, F., Dishion, T. J., Shaw, D. S., & Wilson, M. 
N. (2012). Validity of a brief measure of parental affective 
attitudes in high-risk preschoolers. Journal of Abnormal 
Child Psychology, 40(6), 945–955. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10802-012-9621-z

Weston, S., Hawes, D. J., & Pasalich, D. S. (2017). The five minute 
speech sample as a measure of parent-child dynamics: Evidence 
from observational research. Journal of Child & Family Studies, 
26(1), 118–136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1082​6-016-0549-8

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the 
online version of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: An, D., Bendel-Stenzel, 
L. C., & Kochanska, G. (2022). Negative internal 
working models as mechanisms that link mothers’ 
and fathers’ personality with their parenting: A 
short-term longitudinal study. Journal of 
Personality, 90, 1004–1020. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jopy.12711

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9936-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016331
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.30
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2014.969749
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2014.969749
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12660
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038650
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038650
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000023
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000023
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2010.501983
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0209493
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000553
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9621-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9621-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0549-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12711
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12711

	Negative internal working models as mechanisms that link mothers’ and fathers’ personality with their parenting: A short-­term longitudinal study
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	1.1|The selection of parental personality traits
	1.2|Potential mechanisms that link parental personality with parenting behavior
	1.3|The selection and measurement of the dimensions of parenting
	1.4|The role of child effects in research on personality-­parenting links
	1.5|Comparing personality-­parenting links in mother-­child and father-­child dyads

	2|METHOD
	2.1|Participants
	2.2|Overview of design
	2.3|Measures
	2.3.1|Assessment of parents’ personality traits, Time 1
	2.3.2|Assessment of parents’ negative internal working models (IWM) of the child, Time 2
	Explicit measures
	Implicit measure

	2.3.3|Assessments of parenting, Time 2
	Positive affect
	Responsiveness
	Power-­assertive control

	2.3.4|Assessment of children's observed difficult temperament (a covariate), Time 1


	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Preliminary analyses
	3.2|Main analyses: The testing of the indirect associations
	3.2.1|Mother-­child dyads
	3.2.2|Father-­child dyads

	3.3|Comparisons between mother-­child and father-­child dyads

	4|DISCUSSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	ETHICS APPROVAL STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


