
FATHER-CHILD EMOTIONAL RECIPROCITY AND 

CHILDREN'S PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

by 

LAURA G. TANKERSLEY, B.S. 

A THESIS 

IN 

MARRIAGE AND FAMILY THERAPY 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 

of Texas Tech University in 
Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

MASTER OF SCIENCE 

Approved 



h 
s^^ 

•3 

l<}t\ 

^N'i - ' /P l^^ 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to take the time to recognize those who have made a significant 

contribution of time and effort to aid me in completing this thesis. First, I would like to 

thank Eric Lindsey, my committee chair for all the many hours of tremendous work he 

has put into guiding, supporting, and structuring my efforts on this task. Without his 

patience and expertise in this field, I could never have gotten through this process. I can 

not express my gratitude enough, Eric! I would also like to thank Yvonne Caldera and 

Karen Wampler for their contributions. I appreciate the opportunity to have worked with 

such an amazing data set, and thank Dr. Caldera for that, as well as for her good advice 

on ideas in this study. I can't even express all the ways that Dr. Wampler has touched my 

life through these past years in the MFT program. Karen, you will always have my 

gratitude for the immense support, understanding, and advice you have granted me. I 

would also like to thank all my friends in the MFT program, students and staff, for the 

many gifts I have received from each of you. Each one of you has brought something 

new and wonderful to my life. Lastly, I want to thank my husband, Jeff, for always 

helping me reach my dreams. I was granted such an amazing blessing when I got first 

you, then our wonderful son, Jaren. Thanks for all the late nights, long hours, and stress 

you've gotten me through. I never could have even attempted this without you. You all 

have given me the strength and will to accomplish this goal. Thank you again! 

11 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ii 

ABSTRACT v 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Parent-Child Interaction and Children's Peer Relationships 1 

Parent-Child Emotional Expressiveness and Children's Peer 
Relationships 2 

Summary 6 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Developmental Importance of Peer Relations 8 

Parent-Child Interaction and Children's Peer Relationships 14 

Parent-Child Emotional Expressiveness and Children's Peer 
Relationships 18 

Family Characteristics 25 

Father Personality 27 

Child Temperament 30 

Gender Effects 32 

Summary 35 

m. METHOD 37 

Participants 37 

Procedure 38 

Measures 40 

III 



Videotape coding 42 

IV. RESULTS 46 

Gender Differences 46 

Associations Among Predictor Variables 48 

Associations Among Father-Child Emotion Variables 48 

Associations Between Father-Child Emotional Expressivenesss 
and Predictor Variables 50 

Associations Between Predictor Variables, Father-Child 
Emotional Expressiveness and Children's Social Behavior 50 

Associations Between Dyadic Measures of Father-Child Emotions 
And Children's Social Behavior 52 

Predicting Father-Child Emotional Reciprocity and Emotional 
Mismatch 52 

V. DISCUSSION 58 

REFERENCES 65 

APPENDICES 

A. LOVE AND RELATIONSHIP INSTRUMENT (LRI) 75 

B. NEO FIVE-FACTOR INVENTORY 77 

C. INFANT TEMPERAMENT QUESTIONNAIRE (ITQ) 79 

D. FATHER-CHILD CAREGIVING CODING 81 

E. CHILD-PEER PLAY VIDEOTAPE CODING 85 

IV 



ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to examine the links between father-child 

emotional reciprocity, or the relative matching of both positive and negative affect 

between father and child, and children's positive mood, cooperative behavior, and 

aggressive behavior when playing with a peer. In addition, three factors were examined 

as possible contributors to individual differences in father-child emotional reciprocit\: (a) 

marital conflict, (b) father personality, and (c) children's temperament. Participants were 

59 families with preschool children, 35 boys and 34 girls, who were a subsample of 

subjects participating in a larger longitudinal investigation. Findings revealed that fathers 

who expressed more positive emotion had children who displayed more positive mood 

and prosocial behavior, and less aggression, when playing with a peer. Children who 

displayed more positive emotion with their father also displayed more positive mood with 

their peer, whereas children who displayed more negative emotion with their father were 

more aggressive when interacting with a peer. Children from father-child dyads with 

higher levels of positive emotional reciprocity displayed more positive mood when 

playing with a peer, whereas children from father-child dyads with higher levels of 

negative emotional reciprocity displayed less positive mood and less prosocial behavior. 

Father-child emotional mismatch was associated with children's having a more positive 

mood and high levels of prosocial behavior when playing with a peer. Findings suggest 

that father-child emotional expressiveness has important implications for children's 

prosocial behavior. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The quality of children's peer relationships has been identified as an important 

hallmark of children's current and later social adjustment. Evidence points to a variety of 

positive developmental outcomes being associated with peer acceptance, whereas 

negative outcomes are linked to rejection by peers (George & Hartman, 1996; Parker & 

Asher, 1987; Wentzel & Asher, 1995). Such patterns of association have been found as 

early as the toddler and the preschool years (Ladd & Price, 1987). Recognition of the 

importance of peer relationships to children's social functioning has lead researchers to 

question the origins of children's social status among peers. Given the fact that children's 

earliest social interaction occurs within the family, researchers have turned their attention 

to examining possible links between pattems of interaction within children's family of 

origin and children's peer relationships. From this work, evidence suggests that children 

may learn certain interactional skills and behaviors within their family that they then take 

to their peer group (see Cohn et al., 1991; Putallaz & Heflin, 1990, for reviews). 

Parent-Child Interaction and Children's Peer Relationships 

Research on connections between the children's family relationships and 

relationships with persons outside the family has highlighted linkages between children's 

relationships with parents and their relationships with peers (e.g., Dunn, 1988). Several 

aspects of parenting have been linked to children's peer relationships including the 

quality of attachment (Cohn, 1990), arranging social contacts with peers, (Ladd & Goiter, 

1988), and explicit discussion and advice about peer relationships (Laird, Pettit, Mize. 

Brown, & Lindsey, 1994: Pettit & Mize, 1993). A large body of research has established 



connections between parents' childrearing styles and children's social competence with 

peers (see review by Cohn, Patterson, & Christopoulos, 1991). Much of the work on 

parenting style has focused on general characteristics of parents' interaction with children 

such as warmth, discipline pattems, and responsiveness as they relate to children's social 

competence (e.g., Devokic & Janssens, 1992). Recently, however, greater attention has 

been given to a particular domain of parent-child interaction, namely the expression of 

emotions. 

Parent-Child Emotional Expressiveness and Child Peer Relationships 

Among the most important lessons children may learn in their family of origin are 

skills linked to the expression and understanding of emotions. Parents' efforts, both direct 

and indirect, to teach children about emotions have social repercussions for children. 

Researchers have suggested that the child's emotional experiences with parents may have 

a motivational effect on the child's propensity to effectively engage the social 

environment and express emotions (Lamb, 1978; Lieberman, 1977). Furthermore, 

evidence suggests that pattems of emotional expressiveness between parent and child are 

linked to the quality of children's relationships with peers. For example, Cassidy, Parke, 

Butkovsky, and Braungart (1992) found that mothers and fathers who reported more 

emotional expressiveness in the home and father's who displayed more emotions in the 

laboratory had children who were better liked by peers. Similarly, Fabes et al. (1994) 

found that toddlers whose mothers used more positive facial expression in a laboratory 

interaction activity demonstrated more helpful behavior toward a peer and that school-

aged children whose mothers were emotionally responsive to their reactions to a sad story 

displayed higher levels of prosocial behavior. As a final example, Boyum and Parke 



(1995) found that children whose fathers directed more anger toward them during a 

family dinner were less well-accepted by peers. 

Although the links between parent-child emotional expressiveness and children's 

emotional and social outcomes are beginning to be explicated, the majority of this work 

focuses on the mother-child relationship. Mothers have been studied as the primary 

caregiver of children throughout socialization research, and are often viewed as the 

primary models for emotional and social understanding for children. However, as time 

has passed and fathers have become more involved in child-rearing practices, it has 

become obvious that studying maternal influences alone will not lead to a full 

understanding of child adjustment (Phares & Compas, 1992). Specifically, it is 

increasingly recognized that fathers play a unique role in determining children's 

developmental outcomes (Black, Dubowitz, & Starr, 1999). Furthermore, evidence 

suggests that characteristics of father-child emotional expressiveness may be particularly 

important to children's social relationships with peers (Eisenberg, Fabes, Schaller, Carlo, 

& Miller, 1991). Some authors have gone so far as to suggest that father-child emotional 

responsiveness may be the key component of the father-child relationship that translates 

to children's in peer relationships (Parke, Cassidy, Burks, Carson, & Boyum. 1992). In 

support of this argument, Carson and Parke (1996) found that reciprocal, negative-affect 

exchanges between fathers and preschool children were associated with lower levels of 

social competence as rated by teachers, including lower levels of sharing, a greater 

tendency to avoid other children, and higher levels of verbal and physical aggression. 

The father-child relationship does not exist in isolation, rather it is one of several 

relationships that make up the family system. Thus, it is important to consider the effects 

that other relationships might have on the father-child dyad. Furthermore, both father and 

child bring unique characteristics to their relationship that are likely to affect the 



emotional climate of their interaction together. In order to understand connections 

between father-child emotional expressiveness and children's peer relationships, it is 

important to examine the factors that contribute to variations in emotional expressiveness 

across father-child dyads. Such factors may include other family relationships, and 

individual characteristics of both father and child. 

Among the family relationships most likely to influence the emotional 

expressiveness between father and child is the relationship between husband and wife. 

Researchers have documented how marital discord affects the emotional and social 

development of children in families with marital distress. Two major lines of research 

developed to explain the effects of marital discord on children. The first dealt with direct 

effects of marital conflict on child adjustment. This body of research has focused on the 

idea that children's exposure to marital conflict is in itself detrimental (Emery, 

Cummings, & Fincham, 1992). These researchers argue that when children observe 

angry, conflictual behavior between their parents, they may feel less secure in their 

relationships with their parents (Davies & Cummings, 1994). This direct exposure to 

conflict in the marriage may also lead to difficulties in emotional regulation and emotion 

understanding for children (Katz & Gottman, 1991). The second line of research focuses 

on indirect links between marital discord and children's adjustment, through the effect 

conflict has on the parent-child relationship (Fauber & Long, 1991). From this 

perspective, marital conflict is seen as a stressor that either drains the spouse of resources 

to invest in other relationships or that results in a spillover of negative emotions into 

relationships outside the marital relationship (Goldberg & Easterbrooks, 1984; Kerig, 

Cowan, & Cowan, 1993; O'Leary, 1984). Together this body of research suggests that h 

is important to consider both direct and indirect links when examining connections 

between marital conflict and children's peer relationships. 



Evidence suggests that a father's personality characteristics are likely to influence 

his behavior with his children. Consistent with this argument. Heath (1976) found that a 

father's personality integration, emotional stability, and level of anxiety or depression 

was associated with his level of physical and emotional involvement in the care of his 

children. In addition, evidence indicates that fathers who demonstrate high levels of 

irritableness and hostility employ inconsistent and arbitrary discipline techniques with 

children (Conger, McCarty, Yang, Lahey, & Kropp, 1984; Elder, Liker, & Cross, 1984; 

Forehand, Lautenschlager, Faust, & Graziano, 1985). Similarly, fathers who report 

experiencing frequent negative affective states tend to be less attenti\ e and responsive to 

their children (Zaslow, Pederson, Cain, Suwalsky, & Kramer, 1985). When compared to 

research on mothers, however, far less is known about connections between fathers' 

personality and their parenting behavior (Phares & Compas, 1992). Thus, additional 

research is needed to examine the role that fathers' personality plays in shaping parenting 

behavior, and connections between father personality, parent-child interaction, and 

children's behavior with peers. 

Individual differences in children's temperament may also have an impact on 

father-child emotional expressiveness. Children differ dramatically from one another in 

the area of temperament, and such differences have been found to affect children's social 

interactions. Fabes et al. (1994) suggest that "Individuals who are unable to maintain 

their emotional reactions within a tolerable range, and therefore tend to become 

overaroused, are prone to personal distress and engage in relatively low levels of 

prosocial behavior" (p. 44). It is difficult to ascertain whether child temperament makes 

the interactions with parents and siblings go easier (Panaccione & Wahler. 1986; 

Patterson & Roberts, 1982), or if past interactions with those parties help to develop a 

child's interactional temperament (Cohn & Tronick, 1983; Klinnert, 1984; Sorce & 



Emde, 1981). Either way. children's temperament appears to influence their interactions 

with others. 

Summary 

In summary, converging evidence suggests that emotional expressiveness is an 

important component of father-child interaction with unique links to children's peer 

relationships (MacDonald & Parke, 1984; MacDonald, 1987; Boyum & Parke, 1995). In 

particular, evidence suggest that father-child interaction characterize by emotional 

responsiveness is linked to children's social competence (Carson & Parke. 1996). 

However, the precise nature of the connection between parent-child relationships and 

children's peer relations remains unclear. That is, researchers do not understand what 

social skills children may acquire from emotionally responsive father-child interaction. 

Moreover, the antecedents of an emotionally responsive father-child relationship have yet 

to be articulated. It is important to identify such antecedents in order to specify factors 

that contribute to individual difference in emotional responsiveness across father-child 

dyads. 

The purpose of this study is to replicate and extend previous findings conceming 

the link between father-child emotional responsiveness and children's peer relations. A 

major goal is to replicate previous findings (Carson & Parke, 1996) suggesting that 

children from father-child dyads whose interaction is characterized by high levels of 

reciprocal, negative-affect exchanges are less socially competent. A second goal is to 

examine three factors that current research in family relationship literature suggests may 

account individual differences in the level of father-child emotional responsiveness: (a) 

marital conflict, (b) father personality, and (c) child temperament. Father-child pairs were 

observed interacting in a laboratory setting during a caregiving activity (i.e., snack time) 



in order to assess emotional expressions between father and child. Assessments of 

children's peer relationship skills were obtained from observations obtained from a child-

peer play session. Attention was focused on assessing children's cooperative, aggressive, 

and affective behavior with a peer. Fathers completed questionnaires designed to assess 

their perceptions of marital conflict, as well as their personality characteristics and 

parenting beliefs. Mothers provided assessments of children's temperament. These data 

were used to examine the following hypotheses: 

First, an attempt was made to replicate past findings linking father-child 

emotional responsiveness to children's relationships with peers (Carson & Parke. 1996). 

Thus, it was hypothesized that high levels of negative emotional responsiveness between 

father and child will be negatively correlated with children's cooperative behavior with 

peer and positively association with peer aggression. Conversely, it was expected that 

high levels of father-child positive reciprocity would be positively correlated with 

children's cooperative behavior and negatively associated with child aggression. 

Second, an attempt was made to identify factors that may account for individual 

differences in father-child emotional responsiveness. It was hypothesized that three 

factors will moderate the association between father-child emotional responsiveness: (a) 

marital conflict (b) father personality and (c) child temperament. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The primary purpose of this literature review is to examine research drawing 

connections between parent-child interaction and children's peer relationships. As an 

introduction, research establishing the importance of children's peer acceptance to 

developmental outcomes will be reviewed. Next, research documenting associations 

between parent-child interaction and children's peer relationships will be presented. 

Particular attention will be given to studies examining connections between parent-child 

emotional expressiveness and children's peer relationship skills, with the argument that 

father-child emotional expressiveness has particularly important connections to children's 

social competence with peers. The focus of the literature review then tums to an 

examination of factors that contribute to the quality of father-child emotional 

expressiveness, including: (a) marital conflict (b) father personality and (c) child 

temperament. The literature review will conclude by formulating a model to account for 

the antecedents of the quality of father-child emotional expressiveness and connections 

between father-child emotional expressiveness and children's social skills with peers. 

The Developmental Importance of Children's Peer Relationships 

The ability of children to create and maintain relationships with peers is an 

important facet of their social development and appear to have an important impact on 

other aspects of their lives. As early as toddlerhood and the preschool years, the quality 



of children's peer relationships predicts subsequent school adjustment and peer status 

(Ladd & Price, 1987). A larger body of work connects peer relationship problems among 

elementary school children to negative outcomes in adolescence and in the eariy adult 

years. In particular, peer rejection as a consequence of aggression has been linked to later 

mental health problems, criminality and early withdrawal from school (see Kupersmidt. 

Coie, & Dodge, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1987, for recent reviews). Representative of such 

findings is a study by Cowen, Pederson, Babigan, Izzo, and Trost (1973) investigating the 

relation between childhood peer relations and adult mental health. These investigators 

followed up 811 third graders 11 to 13 years after they had participated in an early-

detection mental health project. Based on county mental health records, the researchers 

identified 60 children who later sought help for psychological problems and a matched 

control group who did not. Comparisons of early assessments of these two groups 

indicate that, as children, those individuals who later sought psychological help received 

significantly more peer nominations for negative roles on the Bower (1969) Class Play 

measure than did their matched controls. 

Other researchers have examined the relations between peer acceptance and 

criminal behavior. Roff, Sells, and Golden (1972) followed a sample of 18,000 children 

to study the connection between peer social status and later social deviance. A social 

preference rating was obtained for each child during elementary school by having 

classmates complete a "liked-most" and "liked-least" peer nomination procedure. In 

addition, male juvenile delinquency was assessed by consulting police or juvenile court 

records when subjects reached adolescence. Their findings indicate that peer rejection 

significantly predicted delinquent behavior. 

More recently, Coie, Christopoulos. Terry, Dodge, and Lochman (1990) 

conducted a longitudinal study to investigate the relation between peer social status and 



school adjustment. They followed 177 children from the third grade to middle school 

(grades 6-8), making assessments of peer social status and aggression each year. At the 

end of the sixth grade year, teachers rated the children's academic adjustment and their 

general adjustment to middle school as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. In addition, the 

children were interviewed using Hodges (1986) Child Assessment Schedule and the 

National Youth Survey (Elliot & Huiznga, 1983) on conduct disorder. Finally, the mother 

of each child completed the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981). 

Results indicate that teachers' reports of general adjustment to middle school were 

predicted by both aggression and rejection in the third and fourth grade. Mothers' reports 

of early adolescent adjustment were also significantly predicted by peer rejection in third 

and fourth grade. Thus, low peer acceptance repeatedly has been shown to place children 

at risk for later developmental difficulties. Such connections between peer group 

acceptance and negative outcomes led researchers to investigate the behavioral 

determinants of positive and negative peer relationships. I next turn to an examination of 

literature linking children's behavioral patterns to social competence with peers. 

In recent years, evidence has accumulated that acceptance among peers can be a 

consequence of the child's behavior or lack of social skills with peers (see Mize, 1994 for 

a recent review). These findings have led researchers to focus on less global aspects of 

peer relationships and instead examine specific pattems of peer interaction that may 

account for individual differences in children's peer relations. Among the behaviors 

identified as being associated with children's peer relations are interaction strategies that 

promote cooperative play. Specifically, socially skilled children attempt to influence 

peers by making positive play suggestions, rather than bossy commands (Mize & Ladd, 

1990), and are responsive to peers' suggestions (Hazen & Black, 1989). In addition, 

children who are well-liked by peers engage in synchronous interaction with peers, being 
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more likely to match and reflect the actions of their playmates (Dodge et al., 1986). 

Exemplifying the tendency to be positively synchronous with others, well-liked children 

usually acknowledge and provide relevant responses to the play initiations of peers 

(Hazen & Black, 1989). 

Evidence suggests that socially competent children are assertive in that they 

attempt to influence the behavior of their play partners by making positive play 

suggestions. For example, Scariett (1980) observed isolated children in order to 

determine specific types of behaviors crucial to supporting interaction between 

preschoolers. A child identified as an isolate was matched with a non-isolate child and 

the two were observed interacting during a free-play session in the classroom. Each 

isolate child also was videotaped playing with two randomly selected classmates and 

each matched non-isolate child was videotaped playing with two different classmates. A 

set of 53 behavioral categories was used to classify children's interactions into positive 

and negative approaches and responses. The only significant difference found between 

isolate and non-isolate children during the small group observations was that isolates 

attempted to influence peers' play behavior less than did non-isolates. In addition, the 

only difference in the way that peers treated isolates and non-isolates was that they 

followed the play suggestions of non-isolates more than they followed the suggestions of 

isolates. Thus, non-isolates are assertive with peers, but in a positive way. 

Putallaz (1983) conducted a study to extend previous research on differences 

between popular and unpopular children in the ability to discern the prevailing 

expectations of particular situations and adapt their behavior to fit those norms. Subjects 

were introduced to a pair of confederate children already engaged in a scripted game in 

order to assess their group entry skills. The confederate children proceeded through an 

interactional script in which: (a) one child demonstrated a need for assistance, (b) 

11 



confederates experienced conflict over a toy, and (c) confederates discussed playing 

together again without the subject. After the interaction session, subjects were shown a 

videotape of the interaction session and asked to report their perceptions of the group's 

behaviors. Approximately four months later, the children in all the first grade classrooms 

completed sociometric questionnaires. She found that children's behaviors when 

attempting to fit into a group predicted their sociometric status. In addition, children who 

had highly accurate and relevant perceptions of peer behavior received the highest 

sociometric ratings. Thus, Putallaz concluded that "children who became popular were 

both better able to accurately perceive the group's ongoing activity and more likely to 

attempt to fit in than were children who had lower sociometric ratings" (Putallaz, 1983, p. 

1424). This study provides evidence that children's social behaviors can be linked to their 

sociometric status in the peer group, and that these behaviors are guided by children's 

social cognitions. 

Hazen and Black (1989) examined children's social status in relation to their 

communication skills and styles of initiations. Peer nomination measures were 

administered to 53 preschool children in order to categorize their status as liked, disliked, 

or low impact. After their peer status was determined, children were observed interacting 

with two same-sex peers at three different times, once as they attempted to enter peer 

play and twice as "hosts" already involved in play in which another child attempted to 

become involved. Observers recorded children's initiations (expressive, attention getters, 

informative statements, questions for information, choice directives, and no choice 

directives) and responses (noncontingent, minimal acceptance, turnabout acceptance, 

minimal rejection, and turnabout rejection) in each setting. Comparisons of children's 

behavior and peer status indicated that, relative to children who were disliked by peers, 

children who were liked by peers were more responsi\e to the social initiations of peers. 



were more likely to acknowledge the initiations of peers, and were more likely to reject 

initiations by offering a reason or alternative idea. 

Additional evidence for the importance of children's positive assertiveness come 

from a study by Mize and Ladd (1990) to test the effects of social skill training on 

preschool children's peer behavior and acceptance. Initially, 123 preschoolers were given 

sociometric assessments in order to determine their classification as high status or low 

status children. Afterward, the 96 children who could be classified into a high or low 

status group based on criteria identified by Mize and Ladd were observed in their 

classroom in order to record specific behaviors targeted for intervention. Specifically, 

instances of making a positive or neutral suggestion about play to a peer (called a play 

lead), asking a question of a peer, making an explicitly positive statement to a peer, and 

making a comment to a peer in a friendly or neutral tone were recorded. Results of the 

pre-intervention phase of their study indicated that high-status children had significantly 

higher scores than did low-status children on asking questions, making suggestions, and 

making comments to peers. Their findings suggest that well-liked children more often 

offer suggestions that advance or change the direction of play than do unpopular children. 

Together these studies suggest that the interactive strategies children use to 

initiate and maintain peer play are important predictors of social competence. A recent 

meta-analysis (Newcomb et al., 1993) provides a quantitative review of the current state 

of knowledge concerning the behavioral patterns associated with children's sociometric 

classification. The literature reviewed offers evidence for three broad-band categories of 

behavior that distinguish children belonging to different sociometric groups. These 

behavioral categories include: (a) sociability, (b) aggression, and (c) withdrawal. The 

specific results of the meta-analysis suggest that popular children demonstrate greater 

social problem-solving skills, positive social behaviors, and friendly peer relationships 
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over average children. Popular children also had fewer disruptive behaviors or incidents 

of loneliness. Children who are rejected by peers have higher levels of aggression, higher 

levels of withdrawal, and lower levels of sociability than children from other social status 

groups. In contrast, children who were neglected had slightly lower levels of aggression 

and sociability compared to average children. Finally, controversial children had 

aggression levels significantly higher than rejected children, but they also had sociability 

levels similar to popular children. The review suggests that individual differences in 

children's social status among peers may be attributable to behavioral styles employed in 

interactions with peers. 

Parent-child Interaction and Children's Peer Relationships 

Recognition of the role that behavioral interaction pattems play in children's peer 

relationships has lead researchers to question the origins of children's behavior with 

peers. Given the fact that children's earliest social interaction occurs within the family, 

researchers have tumed their attention to examining possible links between patterns of 

interaction within children's family of origin and children's behavior with peers. From 

this work, evidence suggests that children may leam certain interactional skills and 

behaviors within their family that they then take to their peer group (see Cohn et al., 

1991; Putallaz & Heflin, 1990, for reviews). Although the influence of siblings on 

children's behavior cannot be denied (Dunn, Slomkowski, & Beardsail, 1994), parent-

child interaction has been identified as a major contributor to children's social behavior 

with peers. A few noteworthy studies will serve as illustrations of the literature 

concerning the role of parent-child interaction in children's social competence with peers. 
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Representative of such research is a study by MacDonald and Parke (1984) who 

observed mothers and fathers interacting separately with their preschool children during a 

20-min play session, which was divided into two portions. The first 10-min was a period 

of free play in which parents were asked to play with their children "as they normally 

do." In the second half of the play session, parents were asked to engage in physical play 

with their children if that was a normal play activity for them; otherwise it was suggested 

they could continue playing as they had been. Interaction sequences during the play 

session were coded for physical play, positive affect, directiveness, parental engagement, 

and number of verbal interchanges. Measures of children's social competence were 

obtained from teachers. In addition, observational measures of social competence were 

obtained during a child-peer play session in which children's behavior was rated as being 

abrasive, withdrawn, or harmonious. Results indicated that the frequency of parent 

physical play was positively correlated with teacher ratings of children's social 

competence. Moreover, the proportion of time spent in spontaneous parent-child physical 

play (i.e., that which occurred in the first 10-min) was associated with higher levels of 

observed harmonious peer interaction and lower levels of abrasiveness with peers. 

Putallaz (1987) explored the potential link between mothers' social behavior and 

the social behavior and sociometric status of their children. The author observed 42 

mothers and their first-grade children in a series of interaction sessions involving two 

mother-child dyads. In the first session, mother-child pairs were videotaped while playing 

a word-naming game. Next, the two unacquainted children were observed playing with a 

set of toys, while their mothers were videotaped discussing child social development 

topics in another room. Transcripts of the videotaped interaction between mother-child, 

child-child, and mother-mother pairs were coded using a microanalytic system designed 

to describe children's conversations exhaustively (Putallaz & Gottman, 1981). 
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Comparisons of mothers' behavior during mother-child interaction with children's social 

status score revealed that mothers of more popular children were more positive and 

agreeable while interacting with their children than were mothers of less popular 

children. Conversely, mothers of less popular children were more controlling and 

demanding with their children than mothers of more popular children. Less popular 

children were more likely to use self-statements and to be disagreeable while interacting 

with their mothers than were more popular children. Moreover, less popular children 

displayed more disagreeable behavior while interacting with a peer than did popular 

children. The findings suggest that there is a connection between the social interaction 

problems of mothers and their children. 

Additional evidence for a link between parent-child interaction and children's 

social competence comes from a study by Hart, Ladd, and Burleson (1990). These 

investigators sought to examine whether parents' disciplinary styles (i.e., power assertion 

vs. induction) teach children to expect different types of outcomes in interpersonal 

situations. They proposed that inductive discipline strategies focus children's attention on 

relationship outcomes of their behavior, whereas power assertive techniques focus 

attention on compliance with little emphasis on relationship or psychological 

consequences. Moreover, Hart et al. hypothesized that, once leamed, these expectancies 

would influence children's behavior toward peers and ultimately determine their 

acceptance or rejection by agemates. In fact, data collected on kindergarten and fourth 

grade samples revealed that children of power-assertive mothers tended to have more 

instrumentally-focused (vs. relationship focused) outcome expectations (i.e., concerned 

with getting their way in peer situations) and that children with instrumental outcome 

expectations tended to be less accepted by peers at school. 
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Another example of research focusing on connections between parental behavior 

and children's social outcomes comes from Youngblade and Belsky (1992) who 

conducted a longitudinal study to explore the developmental influence of parent-child 

relationships on children's friendships. Observations were made of parent-child 

interaction during an hour-long laboratory playroom session when children were three 

years old. Parents' behavior was coded for instances of warmth and control while 

children's behaviors were scored for affect and social orientation, with the scores 

combined later to form measures of parent-child positive and parent-child negative 

interaction. At the age of 5, children were observed interacting with a friend of their 

choice in a laboratory procedure designed to elicit a variety of interactions (free play, 

clean up, competition, snack). Behaviors of the friendship pairs were coded based on 

instances of dvad positive (interconnectedness, synchrony, positive and proximal dyadic 

behavior) and dvad negative (asynchronous, negative dyadic behavior) behaviors. 

Comparisons of parent-child behavior and child-friend behavior during the two sessions 

indicated that lower levels of father-child positive and higher levels of father-child 

negative forecast higher levels of dyad negative in children's friendship pairs. Children 

whose fathers were negative and intrusive and who themselves were negative and 

disobedient at 3 were in friendships that were more asynchronous than were those of 

children with less negative father-child relationships. Thus, Youngblade and Belsky's 

findings provide additional evidence that parent-child interaction has important 

implications for children's interpersonal relationships outside the family. 

Together, there studies offer a representative sample of empirical evidence 

connecting parent-child interaction to children's interactions with peers. Howe\'er, one 

shortcoming of research in the area connections between parent-child interaction and 

children's peer relationships is the focus on molar aggregates of parenting behaviors, such 
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as warmth and responsiveness, that are presumed to create a pervasive interactional 

atmosphere, usually referred to as parenting style (Baumrind, 1967; Darling & Steinberg. 

1993). Currently, many researchers are moving away from global descriptions of 

parenting style to focus on more specific indices of parental warmth and control in 

relation to children's behaviors with peers. This strategy is designed to more clearly 

explicate the connections between parenting and children's peer relationships. Particular 

attention is being given to patterns of emotional expressiveness between parents and 

children. In the next section, evidence supporting a connection between parent-child 

emotional expressiveness and children's peer relationships is examined. 

Parent-child Emotional Expressiveness and Children's Peer Relationships 

Over the past decade considerable empirical attention has been given to the study 

of linkages between children's emotional experiences with parents and their peer 

relationships. Associations have been found between parent-child emotional exchanges 

and children's ability to understand and express emotions with peers (Denham & Grout, 

1993; Dunn & Brown, 1994). Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that these exchanges 

serve as a foundation for young children's peer emotional competence (Eisenberg et al., 

1996; Fabes et al., 1994), as well as their proclivity to give help to others (Halberstadt, 

1991; Thompson, 1989). A few examples of findings from this body of research provide 

evidence of the significance of emotional expressiveness within the family to children's 

peer relationships. 

In one of the few studies designed to assess parenting practices and children's 

affect regulation, MacDonald (1987) directly evaluated the ways in which arousal 

regulatory strategies are utilized by children of different sociometric status groups during 



parent-child play. Participants were 3- to 5-year-old boys selected based on their 

sociometric status using the Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli (1982) method with 12 rejected. 

12 popular and 12 neglected children. Twenty-minute videotaped observations of parent-

child interaction were made in the home (10 min of free play and 10 min of physical 

play). Mother-son and father-son sessions were conducted on separate home visits. 

Results indicated that the play sessions of rejected children were characterized by more 

overstimulation and avoidance of stimulation (i.e., the child became overaroused during 

physical play and screamed or showed a negative affective response to stimulation) than 

was the case with popular children and their parents. The interactions of the rejected 

children were characterized by alternately approaching the source of stimulation and then 

withdrawing from stimulation. These findings suggest that children with peer relations 

problems may lack the necessary regulatory mechanisms with which to control their own 

arousal. However, the results can also be interpreted to suggest that parents of 

incompetent children are unable to recognize when their children become overstimulated 

and thus fail to help them regulate their own emotions, or that they recognize their 

children's overstimulation but do not know what to do about it. 

Cassidy, Parke, Butkovsky, and Braungart (1992) examined patterns of parent and 

child emotional expressiveness, to see if there were links between those pattems and 

children's peer relations, and to consider whether these links might be mediated by 

children's emotional understanding. The study involved 61 white, middle-class 

kindergarten and first-grade children (33 girls, 28 boys). The parents and children came 

to the laboratory, where the children were interviewed about emotional understanding, 

while parents filled out Halberstadt's (1986) Family Expressiveness Questionnaire about 

emotional expressiveness in the home. Children's emotional understanding was measured 

by a 15 minute interview where the children were shown four photographs of a child 
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posing four emotions: happy, sad, angry, and fear. Then, the children and parents were 

asked to play a laboratory game designed to elicit emotional responses. Analyses 

revealed that there were links between mothers' reported expressiveness in the home and 

children's peer relations. For fathers, expressiveness in both the home and the laboratory 

contexts were predictive of children's peer relationships. This study highlights the role of 

parental emotional expressiveness in linkages between the family and children's peer 

relationships, ft also illustrates that fathers have an important role to play in this process. 

In addition, Fabes et al. (1994) examined mothers' influence on their children's 

emotion regulation and subsequent vicarious emotional responding. These investigators 

observed 103 mothers of kindergarten and second graders as they narrated stories to their 

children about other children who were experiencing distress. Later, mothers were 

presented with hypothetical stories in which their child was exposed to others in distress 

and were asked to indicate the degree to which their children would react emotionally in 

these situations. The children of these mothers also were observed while viewing a film 

about a child who had been hurt in an accident. The child's physiological state (e.g.. heart 

rate and skin conductance) and facial expressions in response to the film were recorded. 

Children also were asked to verbally report how they felt during the film. The 

physiological data served as indices of children's vicarious emotional responding. Both 

facial expressions and verbal reports were used to create an index of children's distress-

related (self-focused) and sympathetic (other-focused) responses. Finally, children were 

given an opportunity to help children like the ones they saw in the film. They were told 

they could either put crayons in crayon boxes for the children in the tape and other 

children at the hospital or that they could play with an assortment of attractive toys, with 

the number of crayons sorted and the amount of time spent sorting them used as an 

assessment of children's prosocial responding. The authors found that the way mothers' 
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told the stories related to children's vicarious emotional responding to the film and their 

subsequent prosocial behavior. For toddlers, mothers' relative use of positive facial 

expressions was positively correlated with children's helpfulness. For second graders, 

maternal emotional responsiveness was related to lower levels of distress-related 

responses and to increased sympathetic and prosocial responding. Thus, the findings of 

this study provide evidence of connections between matemal emotional behavior and 

children's prosocial behavior toward a peer. 

Another study on parent-child emotional expressiveness was conducted by 

Eisenberg, Fabes, and Murphy (1996) focusing on the relations of mothers' and fathers' 

reported emotional practices and children's social skills, popularity, coping, and ability to 

comfort an infant. The study involved 148 children in the third through sixth grades. The 

parents provided information about their reactions to children's negative emotions, as 

well as information conceming their child's dispositional emotionality, coping, and social 

functioning. Children's reactions to a crying infant also were assessed. These researchers 

found that parental emotion-related practices are linked to the social functioning of their 

children. Specifically, they found that mothers' problem-focused reactions were 

associated with children's positive social functioning. When mothers minimized the 

importance of emotions, children had lower levels of social competencies and avoidant 

coping. Fathers' minimizing reactions were related to the children's social functioning. 

Also, fathers reported more problem-focused reactions when their children were viewed 

as socially incompetent by teacher or mothers. In addition, if mothers were supportive 

and problem-focused in their reactions their sons were more sensitive and comforting to 

others, whereas daughters seemed to do better with lower levels of parental 

encouragement in their reactions. They also found that when mothers perceived their 

children as very emotionally negative, mothers tended to have high minimizing reactions 
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and low problem-focused reactions. Fathers' perceptions of their boys' negativit> was 

solely related to minimizing and lower levels of problem-focused reactions. 

Carson and Parke (1996) examined the relationship between exchange of 

emotions between parents and children during play and preschoolers' peer competency. 

Subjects were 41 four- and five-year-old children and their parents. Teachers filled out 

rating-scale measures of children's peer competency. Mother-child and father-child dyads 

were videotaped during a laboratory play session and later their interactions were coded 

for parent and child affective displays. Examination of the patteming of emotional 

expressiveness between parents and children revealed that "fathers who are more likely to 

respond to their children's negative affect displays with negative affect displays of their 

own had children who are less socially skilled than their preschool classmates" (p. 2221). 

According to teachers, children from father-child dyads characterized by high levels of 

reciprocal negative affect shared less, were more verbally and physically aggressive, and 

avoided interactions with others. There were no connections between mother-child 

reciprocity of affect, either positive or negative, or between father-child positive 

emotional reciprocity, and children's peer competency. Carson and Parke hypothesized 

that fathers who react to negativity in their children with negativity of their own might be 

escalating the levels of negative affect for the child. They suggest that this escalation 

might result in the children having more difficulty in regulating their own emotional 

expressions when interacting with peers. 

The evidence presented here suggests that a specific feature of the parent-child 

relationship, namely the pattern of emotional expressiveness between parent and child, 

has important implications for children's peer relationships. Moreover, it has been 

proposed that father-child emotional expressiveness has particular significance for 

children's social competence with peers (Carson & Parke, 1996). The suggested 
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importance of father-child emotional expressiveness is consistent with empirical evidence 

that, when compared to mothers, fathers' characteristics appear to make unique 

contributions to children's relationship competence, including their peer acceptance 

(Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Griesler, 1990), the quality of sibling relationships (Brody. 

Stoneman, McCoy, Kelly, & Forehand, 1992), and the quality of children's friendships 

(Youngblade & Belsky, 1992). Explanations for the unique impact of fathers on 

children's peer relationships outside the family have centered on the specialized role that 

fathers play in children's lives. For example, Parke and his colleagues (Carson & Parke. 

1996; Parke, Cassidy, Burks, Carson, & Boyum, 1992; Parke, MacDonald, Beitel, & 

Bhavnagri, 1988; Parke et al., 1989) suggest that fathers' role as children's play partner, 

particularly father's involvement in emotionally arousing physical play, accounts for 

fathers' unique contribution to children's peer relationships. In contrast, Eisenberg and 

her colleagues (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1996; Eisenberg, Fabes, Nyman, 

Bemzweig, & Pinuelas, 1991) suggest that differences in the frequency of mothers' and 

fathers' emotional expressiveness may account for distinctions in connections between 

mother and father emotions and children's social outcomes. For whatever reason, it 

appears that father-child emotional expressiveness has important implications for 

children's peer relationships. To date, however, no study has examined connections 

between father-child emotional responsiveness and children's peer interaction skills. 

Moreover, it is not clear what factors account for individual differences in emotional 

expressiveness between father-child pairs. 

There have been numerous models developed to describe the nature of fathering 

(i.e., Caberera, Tamis-LeMonda,Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000: Parke, 1996; Le\ ine 

& Pitt, 1995). These models attempt to provide a framework to explain the role of fathers 

in children's lives and to account for factors that influence the quality and quantit\ of 
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fathering. The most recent and comprehensive model was developed by Doherty, 

Kouneski, and Erickson (1998). This model is sensitive to contextual influences and 

looks at fathering as a result of additive and interactive factors. It includes five major 

components: (a) child characteristics, such as gender, temperament, and age; (b) father 

characteristics, such as parenting beliefs, well-being, and employment; (c) mother 

characteristics, such as employment, well-being, and beliefs; (d) characteristics of the 

coparenting relationship, including marital support and intimacy, and (e) family 

sociodemographic characteristics, like ethnicity and income. 

Support for the utility of the Doherty et al. (1998) model is provided by a recent 

study by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development Early Child 

Care Research Network (2000). The NICHD ECCRN study used the model to examine 

factors linked to fathers' caregiving involvement and the quality of fathers" interactions 

with their children. A stratified random sampling plan was used to select a subgroup of 

585 families from among 8,986 families in which a child had recently been bom. Fathers 

participated in the observational part of the study when the children were 6 and 36 

months old. Fathers completed questionnaires about their personality, attitudes, beliefs, 

relationship with partner, and caregiving responsibilities. They were videotaped playing 

with their child for 15 minutes. There was a home visit for the mothers, where they 

completed questionnaires about the same things, and then they were interviewed by 

phone every 3 months about employment issues. It was found that fathers who were more 

involved in caregiving worked fewer hours, whereas their wives worked more hours. In 

addition, fathers were more involved when they were younger, had more positive 

personalities, and had higher levels of marital intimacy. The fathers were more sensitive 

in interactions with the children when they were older, had less traditional child-rearing 

beliefs, and had more marital intimacy. No one predictor accounted for more than a small 
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fraction of the variance in either caregiving or interaction quality; supporting the use of 

Doherty et al.'s (1998) multi-component model of fathering. 

The NICHD ECCRN (2000) study suggests that the Dougherty model pro\'ides a 

useful heuristic for guiding research on fathers' parenting characteristics. Thus, the 

Dougherty et al model will be used in the present study to examine the determinants of 

father-child emotional expressiveness. Specifically, a review of the literature was 

conducted to identify family characteristics, father characteristics, and child 

characteristics that might influence father-child emotional expressiveness. A review of 

this literature is included in the following paragraphs. 

Familv Characteristics 

According to Dogherty's model, characteristics of the relationship between 

husbands and wives play an important role in fathering. Consistent with this perspective, 

evidence suggests that the emotional climate of the husband and wife relationship is 

associated with the pattern of emotional expressiveness between parent and child (Erel & 

Burman, 1995). Negative patterns of emotional expressiveness between husbands and 

wives have been linked to problematic marital relationships, in that couples who are 

dissatisfied with their marriage display greater reciprocity of negative affect and less 

reciprocity of positive affect than more satisfied couples (Gottman, 1979; Levenson & 

Gottman, 1985). Moreover, reciprocity of negative affect predicts declines in marital 

satisfaction over time (Levenson & Gottman, 1985). Other evidence suggests that marital 

conflict disrupts emotional expressiveness in the parent-child relationship, making 

parents less responsive and less emotionally accessible to children (see Davies & 

Cummings, 1994; Fincham et al., 1994). Given that children learn important lessons 
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about emotional expressiveness in the context of parent-child interaction (Cassidy, Parke. 

Butkovsky, & Braungart, 1992; Halberstadt, 1986; Lewis & Saarni, 1985), such 

disruptions may lead to problems for children in both the regulation and cogniti\ e 

appraisal of emotions. In turn, as suggested by studies reviewed previously, emotional 

expressiveness between parent and child has been implicated in connections between 

parenting and children's peer relationships (Carson & Parke, 1996; Parke et al.. 1989). 

There are many analogue studies that have experimentally manipulated conflict 

between parents to demonstrate effects on behavioral, cognitive, affective, and psycho

physical responses in children even in the absence of parent-child interaction (Emery, 

Fincham, &Cummings, 1992, p. 910). These studies have pointed out that children are 

affected by the marital relationship itself, and that the lessons children leam from the w a} 

husbands and wives interact will carry over into social interactions with peers. In a recent 

example, Crockenberg and Forgays (1996) examined children's perceptions, especially 

children's goal attainment, as an explanation for how marital conflict affects children's 

emotions and behaviors. Their study involved 28 Caucasian couples with 6-year-old 

children (15 males, 13 females). The families came to the laboratory twice. First, 

husbands and wives were interviewed about conflicts in their relationship, after which 

they spent time working on a resolution to a few of the conflicts, and then they completed 

a set of questionnaires. During the second visit, the children were shown 3 segments of 

their parent's interaction and 3 segments of an interaction between strangers, during 

which they were questioned about what they saw. The results of the study indicate that 

children had negative emotional reactions to perceived conflict between adults. In the 

words of the authors, "Children who view the couple as arguing were significantly more 

likely to report negative emotional reactions to fathers, but only tended to report more 

negative emotional reactions to mothers" (p. 39). In addition, significant links were found 
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between children's perceptions of conflict and their adjustment outcomes. When mothers 

had more negative behavior and affect, children had higher externalizing scores. When 

fathers had more negative behavior and affect, children had higher internalizing scores. 

Thus, marital conflict appeared to affect not only children's emotional reactions to their 

parents, but also their behavior outside the home. This evidence suggests that marital 

conflict may influence the emotions that fathers and children express when interacting 

together, which in turn may have an impact on children's peer relationships. In other 

words, marital conflict may lead to dysfunctional pattems of emotional expressiveness 

between parent and child, which in tum disrupts children's emotional functioning and 

leads to poor peer relationships. To date, no study has examined connections between 

marital conflict, father-child emotional expressiveness and children's peer interactions. 

Father Personalitv 

It has been proposed that personality plays a central role in determining parenting 

behavior (Belsky, 1984; Belsky & Vondra, 1985). Consistent with this argument, there is 

considerable evidence that maternal personality traits guide parenting practices which, in 

tum, influence child outcomes (e.g., Kochanska, Clark, & Goldman, 1997). Studies 

suggest that mothers who are unresponsive or negative have children who are unable to 

cope with stressful situations, are more aggressive, and less mature away from home. In 

contrast, when mothers are more positive and optimistic, children have higher positive 

affect and better social interaction skills (Denham, 1989). Far less attention has been 

given to connections between fathers' personality and their parenting characteristics. 

What evidence does exist suggests that fathers' physical and emotional involvement with 

children is directly related to their emotional stability, and the absence of anxiety or 
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depression (Heath, 1976). In addition, fathers who are characterized by irritable and 

hostile personality traits engage in inconsistent and arbitrary discipline with children 

(Conger, McCarty, Yang, Lahey, & Kropp, 1984; Elder, Liker, & Cross, 1984: Forehand, 

Lautenschlager, Faust, & Graziano, 1985). Frequent negative affective states on the part 

of fathers are linked to lower levels of attentiveness and responsiveness to children 

(Zaslow, Pederson, Cain, Suwalsky, & Kramer, 1985). 

Indirect support for connections between father personality and parenting 

behavior comes from evidence linking personalty characteristics to children's adjustment 

outcomes. Phares and Compas (1992) conducted a review of research on links between 

paternal personality factors and child/adolescent psychopathology. These authors 

examined eight clinical and developmental joumals from January 1984 through January 

1991 for articles that examined paternal characteristics in relation to child pathology 

outcomes. Of the 577 articles they identified, 277 studies (48%) involved mothers only, 

151 studies (26%)) involved both fathers and mothers and analyzed them separately. 141 

studies (25%)) either included both fathers and mothers but did not analyze them 

separately or more frequently involved "parents" and did not specify parents' gender, and 

only 8 studies(l%)) involved fathers only (Phares & Compas, 1992, p. 388). 

Of the studies that included fathers specifically, Phares and Compas examined the 

paternal personality traits that could be linked to child outcomes. They found that fathers 

of ADHD children have shorter attention spans (Alberts-Corush et al., 1986), poor 

behavioral interactions (Tallmadge & Barkley, 1983), and less favorable perceptions of 

parenting behavior and lower levels of self-esteem (Margalit, 1985; Mash & Johnston, 

1983, as cited in Phares & Compas, 1992, p. 390). In addition, they found that the 

literature pointed to significant associations between fathers antisocial and aggressive 

behaviors and children's conduct disorders. Delinquency in children was linked to a lack 
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of paternal and maternal supervision, high amounts of defensive communication, and 

patemal abuse. Evidence suggests that children of alcoholic and depressed fathers are at 

greater risk for a wide variety of emotional and adjustment difficulties, such as 

externalizing behavior problems, alcoholism, and self-depreciation. Thus, it appears that 

father personality has important consequences for children's adjustment. Moreover, 

connections between personality and children's outcomes seem to operate through 

parenting behavior. To date, no study has examined connections between father 

personality, father-child emotional expressiveness and children's social skills with peers. 

Although personality has been defined in myriad ways in research on individual 

differences in parenting, of relevance to the current study is literature focusing on two 

broad band constructs referred to variously as neurotocism and extroversion or negative 

affectivity and positive affectivity. Extraversion/positive affectivity reflects interpersonal 

warmth, attachment, and sociability, as well as activity and excitement seeking. Persons 

displaying high levels of extraversion tend to be friendly and compassionate, to have an 

intimately involved style of personal interaction, and to be busy, active, energetic, and 

experience positive emotions frequently. Neuroticism/negative affectivity reflects the 

inclination of an individual to be anxious, depressed, hostile, self-conscious, emotionally 

unstable, impulsive, and low in ego strength; that is, to be psychologically maladjusted. 

In the present investigation, fathers' introversion/extroversion will be examined in 

relation to father-child emotional expressiveness and children's prosocial behavior with a 

peer. 
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Child Temperament 

Children's temperamental characteristics have been seen as a useful dimension of 

individuality with which to study children's effect on parents. Although there are several 

definitions of temperament used in the literature, currently, the most predominate 

interpretation focuses on temperament as a stylistic component of behavior - not what the 

person does, but how she or he does what is done (Lerner, 1993). Such a definition 

implies that temperament has the potential to significantly impact the social context of 

the person. Specifically, as noted by Goldsmith and Campos (19982) "rather than 

referring merely to differences in the infants' susceptability to experiences, temperament 

is now generally considered to include processes which help to regulate the child's social 

relationships" (p. 3). The general behavioral style encompassed by the construct of 

temperament is generally broken down into nine categories: rhythmicity, activity level, 

attention span-persistence, distractability, adaptability, approach-withdrawal, threshold, 

intensity of reaction, and mood. Although each represents a distinct area of functioning, 

most of these categories play some role in children's emotional functioning. In fact, many 

investigators of child temperament view individual differences as being based on the ease 

with which positive and negative emotions may be aroused as well as the ease with which 

emotions may be regulated (Campos, Campos, & Barrett, 1989; Rothbart & Derryberry, 

1981). As a resuh, it seems reasonable to conclude that a child's temperament is likely to 

impact the emotions children express with their parents. 

It has been proposed that children's temperament characteristics play a role in 

shaping the quality of the emotional relationship between parents and children (Cassid\. 

1994). Support for this argument is provided by Denham (1989) who conducted a study 

to examine connections between maternal emotional and psychosocial functioning and 

children's emotional reactivity. Twent)-eight mother-toddler dyads were videotaped in a 
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lab setting, standard challenging scenarios, and interactions with a stranger. Coders rated 

discrete emotions, social-emotional competence, and emotional displays by both mother 

and child. Mothers also completed reports on the quality of their own social interactions 

and the number of encountered problem events. Analyses revealed that children's social-

emotional competence was related to several matemal emotions, and that cross-

correlations of maternal and child emotions were significant. Specifically, matemal anger 

and matemal sadness were related to children's contemporaneous expression of emotions 

and social-emotional competence. Cross-correlations of discrete emotions from the 

videotaped situations showed effects of temperament on mother-child interaction. 

Specifically, "Each dyad member's emotions influence the other's emotional responses 

during interaction and these, in tum, feed into psychosocial functioning or social-

emotional competence for each" (p. 374). For example, in the challenging episodes, 

children who were highly fearful or angry brought out high levels of maternal upset and 

later tender behaviors. Denham concluded that temperamentally difficult children may 

elicit exasperation and tendemess from mothers, whereas temperamentally easy children 

may produce happiness and calm neutrality in their mothers. 

More recently, Fabes and his colleagues (1994) examined connections between 

child temperament and mother behaviors among 49 kindergartners, 54 second graders, 

and their mothers from middle-class, suburban neighborhoods. Each child and his/her 

mother were videotaped performing an accident and then a pet storytelling interaction. 

The authors also assessed children's reactions to a film about children injured in an 

accident and children rated their own negative reactions to the film. The children then 

were taped as they put crayons in boxes for the use of those children from the film. The 

children's heart rate and skin conductivity was assessed during the scenarios. The 

videotapes were coded on the variables of maternal warmth, maternal attentional 
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directiveness, matemal facial expression, children's negative facial reactions to the film, 

and children's facial reactions to the stories. The researchers found that children's 

temperament and cognitive levels, in combination with the children's age, affected how 

the mothers told the stories and responded to children's reactions to the film. The mothers 

tended to be more interactive, comforting, and affectionate when telling stories to 

younger children. This suggested to the authors that parents of younger children try to 

"buffer" the impact of the stories on younger children due to the parents' concern for how 

the children would react. They found especially high levels of this "buffering" when the 

mothers felt like their children were temperamentally prone to dysregulation in the face 

of others' distress (Fabes et al., 1994, p. 52). However, mothers of older children who 

perceived their children as being emotionally reactive were less warm and involved. The 

authors reasoned that "Perhaps these older, reactive children are prone to angry, 

aggressive, or avoidant responses when distressed or aroused, and thus are viewed by 

mothers as temperamentally difficult. As such, mothers of older children may back away 

from efforts to influence these children" (p. 53). The results suggest that children's 

temperament characteristics play a role in mothers' responses to children's emotions. 

Less is known about the impact of child temperament on father-child interaction. 

Gender effects 

It is important to note that child sex may play a role in any connections between 

father-child emotional expressiveness and children's social behaviors. There is some 

evidence to suggest that the interactions of father-son and father-daughter dyads are 

qualitatively different. Specifically, a meta-analysis conducted by Siegal (1987) 

examined gender differences in mothers' and fathers' socialization of children and in 
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children's behavior toward mothers and fathers. He reviewed 39 independent studies and 

found significant evidence for differences in fathers' perceptions of and behaviors toward 

boys and girls. Fathers tended to involve boys in more physical and active form of play, 

whereas fathers' interactions with girls are characterized by more gentleness. In addition, 

evidence for differences in boys and giris reactions toward father was found. Boys appear 

to be more approving of fathers than giris, with boys being: (a) less likely than giris to 

use rejection as a control technique with fathers, (b) more likely than giris to seek 

approval from fathers, and (c) more likely than giris to perceive their fathers as being 

masculine. On the basis of his review, Siegal suggests that compared to mothers, fathers 

may be more prone to treats sons and daughters differently. 

The results of Siegal's review have been called into question by a subsequent 

meta-analysis conducted by Lytton and Romney (1991). These authors examined 172 

studies looking for evidence of gender differences in parents' socialization of boys and 

girls. The most consistent differences in parents interactions with sons and daughters 

were found across studies examining parent-child play behavior. Analyses of effect sizes 

across these studies support the conclusion that parents encourage sex-typed behavior 

when engaged in play activities with their children. Specifically, parents engage in more 

physically active and stimulating forms of play with boys and more intellectual and 

sedentary forms of play with girls. Some evidence also was found for sex differences in 

parents' use of physical punishment, in that they were more likely to use physical forms 

of punishment with boys than with girls. Overall, however, Lytton and Romney found 

little evidence for parents differential treatment of boys and girls. Out of 12 general 

domains of socialization behavior examined, the only evidence of differences between 

girls and boys was observed for parent-child play activities and use of discipline. Thus, 

they conclude that differences in parents' socialization behaviors on the basis of gender 
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may be overstated. Even so, they do acknowledge several limitations to their meta

analysis, including their choice of socialization domains. They suggest that when 

examining the effects of parents' differential socialization pattems on the behavior of 

sons and daughters future research should begin with domains in which gender 

differences have been demonstrated. 

Consistent with Lytton and Romney's recommendation, a recent meta-analysis b> 

Leaper, Anderson, and Sanders (1998), focused on studies comparing mothers' and 

fathers' use of language with their children to examine differences in parents interaction 

with boys and girls. These authors found that using more narrowly-specified behaviors, 

and including interactive context as possible moderator variable in examining parent 

gender effects, led to different observations than were found by Siegal (1987) or by 

Lytton and Romney (1991). Specifically, they found that mothers were more likely to 

show higher amounts of verbal interaction and socioemotional speech than fathers, 

whereas fathers were more likely than mothers to use instrumental speech. In addition, 

fathers differed from mothers in their use of supportive language with toddlers, and also 

were different from mothers in their use of negative language with older, school-age 

children. The results of this meta-analysis strengthens the argument that child gender may 

influence the pattern of interaction between parent and child. 

Given the disparate conclusions drawn by these meta-analysis, additional 

investigation of possible gender difference in parent-child interaction is warranted. 

Furthermore, based on Leaper et al.'s approach, it seems that attention to particular 

domains of parent-child interaction may be more likely to reveal gender differences in 

parent-child interactions than a focus on more general categories of socialization. 

Although sparse, accumulating evidence suggests that pattems of emotional 

expressiveness between parent and child may be a interaction domain in which gender 
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has particular relevance. Specifically, evidence suggests that the expression of negative 

emotions is considered by parents to more acceptable for girls than for boys (see Brody & 

Hall, 1993). In addition, parents, particularly fathers, demonstrate different levels of 

emotional intensity when interacting with sons and daughters (MacDonald, 1984; 

MacDonald & Parke, 1987). Differences also have been observed in the effects parents' 

emotion-related reactions to children have on boys and girls prosocial behavior 

(Eisenberg et al., 1996). Thus, connections between father-child emotional 

expressiveness and children's social behavior may vary with sex of child. As a result, it is 

important to consider the role of child sex when examining connections between father-

child emotional expressiveness and children's social competence. 

Summary 

To summarize, the research reviewed suggests that the quality of children's peer 

relationships have important consequences for children's adjustment and that children's 

interaction skills determine the quality of their peer relationships. Evidence suggests that 

individual difference in children's peer relationship skills are influenced by the quality of 

parent-child interaction. In particular, studies suggest that parent-child emotional 

expressiveness has significant links to children's peer relationships. Within this body of 

literature, there is some evidence that father-child emotional expressiveness is 

particularly important to children's peer acceptance. However, questions remain 

concerning the connections between father-child emotional expressiveness and children's 

peer play behavior. 

Research suggests that a variety of factors may account for individual differences 

in the quality of father-child emotional expressiveness. First, evidence suggest that the 
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emotional climate of the family, in terms of the marital relationship and the level of stress 

experienced by parents, may influence emotions expressed between father and child. 

Second, father characteristics, such as personality and childrearing beliefs, may 

determine characteristics of emotions expressed between father and child. Finally, child 

characteristics in the form of temperament and cognitive maturity, may influence both 

father and child emotional expressions. It is proposed that these characteristics will be 

connected to the quality of father-child emotional responsiveness, which in tum will be 

linked to individual differences in children's peer interactions. 

The purpose of the present study is to expand current knowledge on the 

connection between parent-child interaction and children's social competence. 

Specifically, the study examines father-child emotional reciprocity, operationalized by 

more balanced and reciprocal levels of emotional expression between partners, in relation 

to children's peer interaction. In addition, possible determinates of the quality of father-

child emotional responsiveness are examined. These mechanisms include: (a) marital 

quality (b) father personality, (c) child temperament). Figure I p. 8 depicts the 

proposedmodel of interconnections among the variables examined in this study. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The families included in this study are from the Kansas site of the NICHD Study 

of Early Child Care (1998). As part of the larger longitudinal study, families were 

recruited using a conditional random sampling plan that was designed to ensure that the 

families were diverse in demographic characteristics. Families were approached 

immediately following the birth of their child and permission was asked to contact them 

at home after their return from the hospital. When infants were 1 month old, 134 families 

(58%) of those who had been contacted) were enrolled in the study. Subsequently, 

families in which a husband or partner was in residence (66% of those enrolled in the 

study) were contacted and invited to participate in the father protocol of the study. In 

most cases, the men were married to the infants' mothers (87.7%)). At 36 months, 89 

fathers participated in an laboratory observation session with their child. Also at 36 

months, 92 children were videotaped playing with a same-sex peer identified as a 

preferred playmate by mothers or teachers. 

Participants 

The participants in the research reported here were 58 families (43% of the 

original sample who completed questionnaire data) for whom observational data were 

available from both father-child interaction and child-peer interactions. Analyses revealed 

no significant differences on any demographic variables between the 58 families for 

whom complete data were available and the 31 families in which father data, but not 

child-peer data, were available. There were 26 boys and 33 giris between the ages of 17 

and 19 months (M = 18.12) at the time of the father-child observation. Thirty-nine of the 

37 



families were European-American, 11 were African-American, and 8 were of other 

ethnic origin. The families were primarily from middle- and upper-middle class, with 

82%) of fathers employed in professional occupations. In participating families 11% of 

mothers were without a high school education, 15%) of fathers were without a high school 

education, 53%) of mothers and 68%) of fathers worked full time, 25%) of mothers and 

36%) of fathers worked part time, and 24%) of mothers and 15% of fathers were not 

employed. In l8%o of the families, fathers were children's primary caregiver. 

Procedure 

Data were collected at multiple points from the time that children were 1 month 

old until they were 36 months old. During separate home visits, fathers and mothers 

completed questionnaires concerning their personality, attitudes, beliefs, marital 

relationship, and involvement in caregiving activities. At 18 months, fathers were invited 

to the laboratory and videotaped during three interaction sessions with their child. At 36 

months, children were videotaped playing with a same-sex peer identified as a preferred 

playmate by mothers or child care providers. 

Father-Child Interaction 

When children were 18 months old, fathers were invited to the laboratory where 

they were videotaped from behind a one-way mirror in three interaction sessions that 

occurred during a one-hour period: a play session, the strange situation, and a caregiving 

situation. The focus of this report is on parent-child interaction during the caregiving 

session (eating snack), which involved 10-min of interaction. In this session, father-child 

dyads were escorted to a room furnished with a table, two chairs and a container with 
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snack supplies (i.e., cheese and crackers, apple juice, cheerios, cups, paper towels and 

wet-wipes). The father was told that he and his child had 10-min to enjoy the snack. After 

10 min the researcher entered the room and ended the session. Videotapes were 

subsequentiy coded using a coding system specifically designed for this study, which was 

not part of the larger NICHD (2000) investigation, for a variety of father and child 

interaction behaviors. 

Child-Peer Plav Session 

Approximately 3 to 5 weeks after the father-child interaction sessions, each child 

was videotaped interacting with a same-sex peer. These dyadic peer play sessions were 

conducted in a child care setting or home, using a portable cardboard playroom (1.5x1.5 

meters). This playroom allowed continuity to be maintained across children, provided a 

standard setting for the observation, and eliminated distractions from the surrounding 

environment. Play sessions were videotaped through the curtained doorway of the 

playroom. 

Children were shown into the playroom and asked to sit on a small rug placed 

near the rear wall. Researchers presented four toys to children, one at a time, in the 

following order: (1) a Magnadoodle, which children play with for 4 minutes: (2) a Fisher 

Price Kitchen Set, 5 minutes; (3) two Rayovac Bedtime Buddies disposable flashlights 

(only one of which was working), 3 minutes; (4) and a fire truck set, 5 minutes. Selection 

of these toys were designed to elicit cooperation and/or competition for control of 

materials and play (Magnadoodle), conflict and negotiation (flashlights), and Joint fantasy 

play with female-stereotyped toy (kitchen set) and male-stereotyped toy (fire truck set). 

The research assistant demonstrated the use of the toys to the children and subsequently 

monitored the children's play from outside the playroom. The research assistant onl> 
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intervened in the children's play to introduce a new toy or to stop disruptive or dangerous 

behavior, which occurred infrequently. 

Measures 

Because we were interested in examining the antecedents of father-child 

emotional expressiveness, the variables considered in this study include: (a) fathers' 

perception of marital conflict, (b) fathers' personality, and (c) child temperament. 

Measures representing these variables were included from the data collection point 

immediately preceding the 18-month observation of father-child interaction. Thus, 

because not all instruments were collected at each point in time, the father personality 

and child temperament variables are from the 6 month data collection and fathers' 

perception of marital conflict is from the 12 month data collection. Data concerning 

father-child emotional expressiveness was obtained from the 10-min of father-child 

interaction in the laboratory caregiving situation (snack time) which occurred at 18 

months. Data concerning children's prosocial behavior was obtained from the 10-min 

dyadic peer play session conducted at 36 months. 

Marital conflict 

Fathers completed the Love and Relationship Instrument (LRI; Braiker & Kelley. 

1979), in their homes when the children were twenty-four months old. The LRI is a 25-

item questionnaire that taps the interpersonal qualities of the marital relationship and is 

comprised of four subscales: (a) conflict, (b) maintenance of the relationship, (c) feelings 

of love, and (d) ambivalence in the relationship. For the purpose of this study, only the 

conflict subscale is considered. Sample questions from the conflict scale include 'To 

what extent do you have a sense of "belonging' with your partner?" Questions are 
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answered on a 9-point scale ranging from "very little, or not at all" (1) to "very much or 

extremely" (9). The alpha for the conflict subscale in this sample was .87. 

Father personalitv 

Assessments of fathers' personality were conducted at 6 months, based on three 

subscales of the NEO Five Factor Inventory, a short form of the NEO Personality 

Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1989). The three scales include: (a) Neuroticism 

(adjustment vs. emotional instability), (b) Extraversion (ability to interact with others), 

and (c) Agreeableness (accommodate others' wishes in coordination with one's own 

wishes). Each scale contained 12 items rated on a five-point scale, with a 1 indicating 

"very uncharacteristic" and a 5 indicating "very characteristic." A positive personality 

composite was created for each father by summing his scores for neuroticism (reversed), 

extraversion, and agreeableness. The alpha for the resulting score was .82. 

Child temperament 

Assessments of child temperament were obtained from mothers' responses to an 

abridged version of the Infant Temperament Questionnaire (ITQ; Carey & McDevitt, 

1978), when children were 6 months old. This version of the ITQ contains 55 items, 

rated on a 6-point scale, assessing dimensions of activity, approach, adaptability, mood, 

and intensity. A composite measure, difficult temperament, was created by calculating 

the mean of non-missing items with appropriate reversal of items, so that the total score 

had a possible range from 1 to 6 with a higher score reflecting a more "difficult" 

temperament. Cronbach's alpha on this scale was .81 for the sample in this study. 
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Videotape Coding 

Father-Child Caregiving Session 

Videotapes of the father-child caregiving session were coded using a detailed 

rating system developed to assess critical dimensions of parent and child interaction st>le 

(e.g., synchrony, control, positive affect). The present study focuses only on codes 

designed to tap father and child expression of affect. All videotape records displayed 

digital time readouts in hours, minutes, and seconds. Father-child interaction was rated at 

30-s intervals. Reliability was determined by having a second coder independently code 

24%) of the videotapes. Reliability was computed with Pearson product-moment 

correlations. 

Measurement of father and child emotional expressiveness. For each 30-s interval 

of interaction, coders rated both father and child on two, five-point scales. The first scale, 

positive affect, identified the presence and intensity of positive emotion, with a 1 

indicating no positive affect, and a 5 indicating intense and sustained positive affect. 

Positive affect could include smiles, chuckles, and/or laughter. The second scale, 

negative affect, identified the presence and intensity of negative emotion, with a 1 

indicating no negative affect, and a 5 indicating intense and sustained negative affect. 

Negative affect could include anger, sadness, and sarcasm. Because positive and negati\ e 

affect were coded using separate scales it was possible for a particular partner to display 

both positive and negative affect in the same interval (see Appendix E). The videotapes 

were coded by two different coders, one coding the father's behavior and the second 

coding the child's behavior. Thus, no coder rated the same father and child from a 

particular dyad. 

In order to identify the amount of positive and negative affect expressed by 

partners during their interaction together, ratings were subsequently dichotomized. That 
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is, each 30-sec interval in which positive affect was rated as 2 or higher was assigned a 

score of 1, whereas an interval in which positive affect received a rating of 1 was 

assigned a score of 0. A similar transformation was applied to ratings of negative affect. 

Using these transformed scores, a positive affect variable was created, for both father and 

child, based on the number of intervals in which positive affect was present out of the 

total number of intervals in the caregiving session. In addition, a negative affect variable 

was created based on the number of intervals in which positive affect was present out of 

the total number of intervals in the caregiving session. These proportion scores were 

submitted to an arcsine transformation prior to use in analyses. 

Because we were interested in the pattem of emotional expressiveness between 

father and child, several dyadic emotional expressiveness variables were also created. 

First, a positive emotional reciprocitv score was created by identifying the proportion of 

intervals in which both father and child expressed positive affect out of the total number 

of intervals in which positive affect was displayed by either father or child. Second, a 

negative emotional reciprocitv score was created using similar procedures based on the 

presence of negative emotion by both father and child. Finally, an emotional mismatch 

score was created by identifying the number of intervals in which partners displayed 

opposing emotions. That is, the proportion of intervals in which one partner displayed 

positive emotion and the other partner displayed negative emotion, out of the total 

number of intervals in which either positive or negative affect was displayed by at least 1 

partner. 

Videotapes were coded by 10 research assistants who were blind to the research 

questions. Training took place over a three-week period in a group setting followed b\ 

individual assessments of coder reliability. Two different sets of five videotapes (total of 

10 tapes) were used to train different groups of coders, so that the alternate group could 
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be used to code the tapes to be included in the final data set. Reliability was determined 

by correlating coders' ratings across all intervals. Once coders obtained a reliability 

correlation coefficient .85 or higher as a group, each individual coded two tapes on their 

own which also were checked for reliability. If satisfactory reliability (r >= .85) was 

maintained, coders were assigned a randomized list of tapes and began coding: otherwise 

coders received further training until adequate reliability was reached prior to beginning 

coding. Tapes that were used as part of the individual training were randomly assigned to 

an alternate coder who had not viewed the tape. In order to evaluate continuity of 

reliability throughout coding, one out of every five tapes coded by each coder w as 

randomly selected for reliability check. Again, reliability was determined by correlating 

two coders' ratings across all intervals. A mean correlation of .84 and .80 was obtained 

for both fathers and children, respectively, indicating a high level of agreement between 

coders. 

Child-peer plav session. As part of the larger study, videotapes of children's 

dyadic peer play were sent to a central site for scoring by coders blind to study children's 

family histories. Play sessions were scored for discrete categories of behavior using 3- or 

5-point scales, with higher scores representing higher skill. The categories were: positive 

social interaction, prosocial cooperative behaviors, prosocial concern behaviors, self-

assertive control techniques, verbal interactions, positive mood, negative mood, fantasy 

pretend or creative play, instrumental aggression, hostile aggression, response to 

provocation - takes, response to provocation- loses, response to provocation - shares, 

problem solving - negative/power assertion, and problem solving - property rights. Each 

category was scored separately for each toy session, and the codes were later averaged 

across the three toys sessions. 
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In order to reduce the number of variables to be used in our analyses: using the 

larger sample, the 13 behavioral codes were submitted to principal components factor 

analysis with varimax rotation. Four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 emerged. A 

loading of .5 (Wackwitz & Hom, 1971) was used as the criterion that a scale belonged to 

a given factor. The first factor was represented by strong loadings of positive social 

interaction, prosocial cooperative behaviors, prosocial concem behaviors, positi\ e mood, 

and response to provocation - shares. The first factor was thus labeled, prosocial 

behavior. The second factor included negative mood, instrumental aggression, hostile 

aggression, response to provocation - takes, and problem solving - negative/power 

assertion and was labeled aggression. The third and fourth factor contained only one 

variable each (self-assertive control techniques and problem solving property rights, 

respectively) and thus were not included in analyses. Although positive mood loaded on 

the first factor, because the focus of this study is on emotional expressiveness and 

connections were hypothesized between father-child emotional expressiveness and 

children's emotional expressiveness with peers, the single item representing children's 

positive mood was retained in analyses as a third peer interaction variable. Reliability for 

the composite prosocial behavior was a = .87 and for aggression a = .81. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Using Pearson Product Moment Correlations, preliminary analyses were 

conducted to determine if parent and child behaviors varied as a function of child age or 

demographic variables. Associations revealed that later-born children were less likely to 

achieve positive emotional reciprocity with fathers than first-bom children (r = -.18, p < 

.05). There were no other significant correlations between family demographic variables 

and father-child behavior, marital conflict, father personality, and child temperament. 

Descriptive statistics for the variables used in analyses are presented in Table 1. 

Gender Differences 

In order to examine possible differences between boys and girls, t-test 

comparisons were made on all the variables used in this study. Results revealed that 

fathers of girls had more positive personalities (M= 136.49, SD = 10.24) than fathers of 

boys (M= 127.66, SD = 9.41), t = -3.21, p < .01. In addition, boys expressed more 

negative affect with fathers (M = . 19, SD = 24) than did giris (M = . 11, SD = . 14). t = 

2.47, p < .01. Finally, father-son dyads experienced more emotional mismatch (M = .18, 

SD = .14) than father-daughter dyads (M = .11, SD = .11), t = 2.12, p < .05. There were 

no other significant differences between boys and girls on any variables examined in this 

study. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Family Characteristics, Father Characteristics, Child 
Characteristics, Father-child emotion, and Child-peer relationships. 

M Sp Range 
Family Characteristics 

Marital Conflict 

Father Characteristics 

Personality 

Child Characteristics 

Temperament 

Father-Child emotion 

Positive Emotional Reciprocity 

Negative Emotional Reciprocity 

Positive-Negative Mismatch 

Negative-Positive Mismatch 

Child-Peer Interaction 

Positive Mood 

Aggression 

Prosocial Behavior 

" p < . 1 0 , ' p < . 0 5 , " p < . 0 1 , " ^ p < . 0 0 1 

3.83 

133.27 

3.13 

.35 

.13 

.14 

.13 

2.93 

1.75 

2.46 

.84 

12.70 

.39 

.22 

.15 

.14 

.15 

.63 

.33 

.48 

2.20 - 5.00 

101.00-169.00 

2.20-4.12 

.00-1.00 

.00- 1.50 

.00 - .75 

.00-.65 

1.83-4.50 

1.22-2.78 

1.52-3.57 
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Associations Among Predictor Variables 

Pearson correlations were used to examine associations among marital conflict, 

father personality, and child temperament. Fathers with more positive personalities 

reported lower levels of marital conflict (r = .25, p < .05). No other significant 

correlations were observed. 

Associations Among Father-child Emotion Variables 

Correlations were computed among father-child emotion variables (see Table 2). 

There was a moderate but statistically significant correlation between father positive 

affect and father negative affect, suggesting that fathers who displayed high levels of 

positive affect were also likely to display relatively high levels of negative affect. 

Correlations between father and child emotion variables revealed that fathers who 

displayed high levels of positive affect had children who displayed high levels of positive 

affect and high levels of negative affect. In turn, fathers who displayed high levels of 

negative affect had children who displayed low levels of positive affect and high levels of 

negative affect. 

As would be expected based on variable creation criteria, high levels of father-

child positive emotional reciprocity was positively associated with father positive affect 

and child positive affect. Father-child emotional mismatch was positively correlated w ith 

high levels of father positive affect, high levels of father negative affect, high levels of 

child positive affect and high levels of child negative affect. 
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Table 2 

Correlations Among Marital Conflict, Father Personality, Child Temperament, Father and 
Child Emotion, and Dyadic Measures of Father-child Emotional Reciprocity. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Family Characteristics 

1. Marital Conflict .26* -.27* .03 .19" -.38** .12 -.31** .23 -.07 

Father Characteristics 

2. Personality .19 .19" -.17 .17 -.25* .03 -.14 -.04 

Child Characteristics 

3. Temperament -.15 -.18 .21 -.11 .09 -.19 -.13 

Father emotion 

4. Positive emotion 

5. Negative emotion 

Child emotion 

6. Positive emotion 

7. Negative emotion 

Father-Child emotional reciprocity 

8. Positive Reciprocity 

9. Negative Reciprocity 

10. Emotional Mismatch 
TTT" 

.37 .46 

.06 

.25* 

.62*** 

-.03 

.18 

-.07 

.34** 

.12 

.11 

.37** 

.05 

.60*** 

.20" 

.16 

.67*** 

-.06 

.75** 

.36** 

.60*** 

"p<.10, 2<.05, p<.01, p<.001 
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Associations Between Father-child Emotional Expressiveness 
and Predictor Variables. 

Correlations were computed between individual father and child emotional 

expressiveness measures and marital conflict, father personality, and child temperament 

(see Table 2). Children from families in which father reported more marital conflict 

displayed lower levels of positive affect when interacting with fathers. Fathers with a 

more positive personality had children who displayed low levels of negative affect. No 

other correlations were statistically significant. 

Correlations also were computed between predictor variables and dyadic 

measures of father-child emotional expressiveness. High levels of marital conflict 

predicted lower levels of father-child positive emotional reciprocity and higher levels of 

father-child negative reciprocity. There was no statistically significant association 

between marital conflict and father-child emotional mismatch, nor were there significant 

associations between father personality and dyadic measures of father-child emotional 

expressiveness. 

Associations between predictor variables, father-child emotional 
expressiveness and children's social behavior 

There were no significant associations between marital conflict, father 

personality, child temperament and any peer play behaviors (see Table 3). Pearson 

correlations were used to examine the relationship between father and child emotional 

expressiveness and children's social behavior with a peer. Fathers who displayed more 

positive emotion during the caregiving activity had children who displayed more 

prosocial behavior, less aggression, and more positive mood, when playing w ith a peer. 

In contrast, fathers who displayed more negative emotion during caregiving had children 
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Table 3 

Correlations between Marital Conflict, Father Personality, Child Characteristics. 
Fatherand Child Emotion, Dyadic Measures of Father-child Emotion and 
Children's Social Behavior. 

Peer Play Behavior 

Family Characteristics 

Marital Conflict 

Father Characteristics 

Personality 

Child Characteristics 

Temperament 

Father emotion 

Positive emotion 

Negative emotion 

Child emotion 

Positive emotion 

Negative emotion 

Father-Child emotion 

Positive Emotional 
Reciprocity 
Negative Emotional 
Reciprocity 
Emotional mismatch 

Positive 
Mood 

-.14 

-.01 

-.04 

.35** 

-.19" 

.24* 

-.21" 

* 
.23 

ik Ht 

-.28 

3k 

.24 

Prosocial 
behavior 

-.04 

.14 

.06 

.31 

-.24" 

.17 

-.21" 

.10 

* 
-.23 

* 
.29 

Aggression 

.10 

-.09 

.08 

-.25 

.12 

.04 

.32 

.05 

.09 

^ « + 
.21 

+ p<.10, p<.05, p< .01 , p<.00l 
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who displayed less prosocial behavior when playing with a peer. Children who displayed 

more positive emotion while interacting with their father also displayed more positive 

mood when playing with a peer, whereas children who displayed more negative emotion 

with their father were more aggressive when playing with a peer. No other statisticalh 

significant correlations between individual assessments of father and child emotional 

expressiveness and children's social behavior were found. 

Associations between dvadic measures of father-child emotions 
and children's social behavior 

Correlations between dyadic measures of father-child emotional expressiveness 

and children's social behavior (see Table 3) revealed that children from father-child 

dyads with higher levels of positive emotional reciprocity displayed more positive mood 

when interacting with a peer. In contrast, children from father-child dyads with higher 

levels of negative emotional reciprocity displayed less prosocial behavior and less 

positive mood when interacting with a peer. Interestingly, children from father-child 

dyads with high levels of emotional mismatch displayed more prosocial behavior, less 

aggression, and more positive mood when interacting with a peer. No other statisticall} 

significant associations between dyadic measures of father-child emotional 

expressiveness and children's social behavior were found. 

Predicting Father-child Emotional Reciprocitv and Emotional Mismatch. 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression analyses were used to examine the relative contribution 

of martial conflict, father personality, child temperament, as well as individual father and 

child emotional expressiveness to dyadic measures of father-child emotional 

expressiveness. Child gender and father education level were entered as control variables 

in Step 1. Marital conflict was added at Step 2, father personality was added at Step 3, 
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child temperament was added at Step 4, and father emotional expressiveness and child 

emotional expressiveness were added simultaneously in Step 5. 

As can be seen by the standardized beta coefficients presented in Table 4. in the 

regression predicting father-child positive emotional reciprocity only marital conflict 

accounted for significant additional portions of the variance. Marital conflict, as reported 

by fathers when children were 24 months old, predicted lower levels of father-child 

emotional reciprocity when children were 36 months old. As for father-child negative 

emotional reciprocity, only children's negative affect with father accounted for 

significant additional portions of the variance. Children who expressed more negatixe 

affect were members of father-child dyads with higher levels of negative emotional 

reciprocity. Finally, in the regression predicting father-child emotional mismatch, father 

positive emotion and child positive emotion were the only predictors of father-child 

emotional mismatch. Fathers and children who expressed more positive affect were more 

likely to be in father-child dyads with high levels of mismatched emotions. 

Relative contribution of father-child emotional reciprocitv to children's social 

behavior. A series of multiple regressions were computed for each child behavior 

relative to each father-child dyadic emotional expressiveness variable in order to 

determine the relative contribution of father-child emotional expressiveness to children's 

behavior. Based on the results of previous analyses, only marital conflict was included in 

the regressions as an antecedent to father-child emotional expressiveness. In addition, in 

order to determine whether the dyadic measures contributed to children's behavior 

beyond individual father and child behavior, relevant father and child emotional 

expressiveness variables were included in the regressions. 
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Table 4 

Standardized Beta coefficients from Hierarchial Logistical Regression Analysis 
predicting Father-child emotional reciprocity. 

Predictor 

Gender 

Father education 

Marital conflict 

Father personality 

Child Temperament 

Father positive 

Child positive 

R^ 

F for change in R 

Gender 

Father education 

Marital conflict 

Father personality 

Child Temperament 

Father negative 

Child negative 

R^ 
2 

F for change in R 

Stepl Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

Positive Emotional Reciprocity 

.11 

.11 
— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.02 

.40 

.04 

.17 

-.46 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.22 

10.52 

.08 

.20 

-.48 

-.10 

— 

— 

— 

.23 

.38 

.15 

.26 

-.54** 

-.03 

-.23 

— 

— 

.26 

1.69 

Negative emotional reciprocity 

-.07 

.21 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.06 

1.11 

-.07 

.21 

.01 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.06 

.03 

.01 

.25 

.01 

-.16 

— 

— 

— 

.07 

.69 

-.07 

.18 

.04 

-.21 

.22 

— 

— 

.10 

1.07 

Step 5 

.15 

.28 

-.49** 

-.07 

-.27 

.15 

.19 

.34 

2.15 

-.11 

-.09 

.02 

-.02 

.19 

.16 

.69 

.64 

23.32** 
* 

Note: For gender Male = 1 and Female = 2. Dashes indicate that a coefficient was not 
computed. 
*P<.05,**p<.01,***p<.001 
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Table 4: (continued) 

Predictor 

Gender 

Father education 

Marital conflict 

Father personality 

Child Temperament 

Father positive 

Child positive 

R^ 

F for change in R^ 

Step 1 

-.13 

.19 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.02 

1.34 

Step 2 Step 3 

Emotional Mismatch 

-.13 

.19 

.02 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.22 

.02 

-.13 

.18 

-.03 

.01 

— 

— 

— 

.23 

.01 

Step 4 

-.18 

.13 

-.06 

-.03 

.17 

— 

— 

.26 

.72 

Step 5 

-.20 

-.01 

-.05 

.06 

.18 

.73*** 

.35** 

.62 
*** 

11.81 

Note: For gender Male = 1 and Female = 2. Dashes indicate that a coefficient was not 
computed. 
*P<.05,**p<.01,,***p<.001 
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As can be seen in Table 5. in the regression with father-child positi\e emotional 

reciprocity, the connections between poshive emotional reciprocity and children's social 

behavior were no longer significant after taking into account the contribution of marital 

conflict, father positive emotion, and child positive emotion. In fact, only father positi\ e 

emotion made a unique contribution to children's positive mood, prosocial behavior, and 

aggression. 

In the regression for father-child negative emotional reciprocity, there continued 

to be a connection between negative emotional reciprocity and children's positive mood 

and prosocial behavior even after taking into account the effect of marital conflict, father 

negative emotion, and child negative emotion. This indicates that father-child negative 

emotional reciprocity makes a unique contribution to children's social behavior beyond 

the influence of individual father and child behavior. 

Finally, the regression involving father-child emotional mismatch revealed no 

significant contribution to children's social behavior after taking into consideration 

marital conflict, father positive emotional expressiveness and child positive emotional 

expressiveness. Rather, only father positive emotional expressiveness made a unique 

contribution to children's social behavior. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study contribute to a growing body of research linking 

characteristics of father-child emotional expressiveness to children's social functioning 

with peers (Parke et al., 1999). Specifically, this investigation revealed that fathers who 

expressed more positive emotion when caring for their children had children who 

displayed a more positive mood, more prosocial behavior, and less aggression when 

playing with a peer. These findings are consistent with socialization research which 

suggests that a caregiving style characterized by warm, affectionate interaction creates a 

childrearing atmosphere that is conducive to children's optimal social development 

(Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Devokic & Janssesns, 1992). However, unlike previous 

studies which relied on global assessments of parents' warmth, the present study focused 

on the actual frequency of positive emotion displayed by fathers and found that more 

frequent positive emotion was linked to children's social behavior. Thus, the study 

provides a more specified view of the meaning of warmth as it relates to children's social 

behavior. 

In addition, this study revealed that children who displayed more positive emotion 

in the caregiving situation with their father had a more positive mood when playing with 

a peer, whereas children who displayed more negative emotion with their father were 

more aggressive with a peer. These findings suggest that connections between father-

child interaction and children's behavior with peers may be accounted for by child 

effects, in that children who display positive or negative behaviors w ith their fathers ma\ 

display similar behaviors with peers. Although such processes may be in operation, 

subsequent regression analyses revealed that fathers' positive emotion made unique 

58 



contributions to children's play behavior with peers, above and beyond the contribution 

of children's emotions displayed with fathers. Thus, child affects cannot completely 

explain the connection between fathers expressed emotions and children's peer behavior. 

Rather, it appears that the emotions displayed by both father and child when interacting 

together are associated with children's peer play behavior. 

The most noteworthy findings of the present study are those concerning the 

dyadic measures of father-child emotional expressiveness. Specifically, consistent with 

previous evidence (Carson & Parke, 1996), father-child dyads in which there were higher 

levels of negative emotional reciprocity had children who displayed less positive mood 

and less prosocial behavior when interacting with a peer. In contrast, father-child dyads 

with higher levels of positive emotional reciprocity had children who displayed more 

positive mood when interacting with a peer. These results suggest that reciprocal negative 

emotional expressiveness between father and child may be associated with low peer 

competency, whereas reciprocal positive emotional expressiveness may be associated 

with high peer competency. As suggested by Carson and Parke (1996), it may be that 

reciprocal negative emotion between father and child teaches children to respond to the 

negative affect displays of others with negative affect displays of their own. In contrast, 

reciprocal positive sequences between father and child may be teaching children to 

respond to positive affect displays of others with positive affect. These patterns of 

reacting to emotions may then generalize to interactions with peers. 

A third dyadic variable, father-child emotional mismatch, also was associated 

with children's peer play behavior. Specifically, children from father-child dyads with 

higher levels of emotional mismatch displayed more positive mood, more prosocial 

behavior, and less aggression during the peer play session. That is, father-child dyads in 

which one member displayed positive emotion at the same time that their partner 
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displayed negative emotion had children whose interaction with a peer were more 

positive. This pattern suggests that dyads in which partners are better at de-escalating 

negative emotions have children who benefit in terms of more positive peer interactions. 

It may be that emotional-mismatch between father and child contributes to children's 

emotion regulation skills, in that children whose fathers display positive emotion in the 

face of children's negative emotions may be teaching children to overcome minor upsets 

that may interfere with the continuation of interaction. Children who display positi\ e 

emotion in the face of fathers' negative emotion may make it more rewarding for fathers 

to interact with them and thus promote a stronger father-child relationship. Thus, this 

pattem may contribute to a general positive father-child relationship which leads children 

to become more positive toward interacting with others. 

Together these findings suggest that the pattern of emotional expressiveness 

between father and child has important implications for children's behavior with peers. 

That is, connections between the dyadic measures of emotional reciprocity and children's 

peer play behavior continued to exist after taking into account the frequency of father and 

child emotions. Specifically, father-child negative emotional reciprocity continued to 

predict less positive mood and lower level of prosocial behavior during child-peer play 

after controlling for father and child negative affect, ft appears, therefore, that emotional 

reciprocity reflects a characteristic of the father-child relationship not indexed by 

measures of individual father and child behaviors. This finding is consistent with the 

view that dyadic processes provide more accurate information about relationship 

functioning than do characteristics of one or both participants (Hinde & Stevenson-

Hinde, 1987; Ross et al., 1988). Perhaps reciprocal emotions between father and child 

helps socialize children into the worid of mutual accommodation and regulation, a st\le 

of interaction that then transfers to successful interaction with agemates. Alternatively, 
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emotional reciprocity in father-child interaction may simply be one component of a 

system of reciprocity in the parent-child relationship ( Maccoby & Martin, 1983), which 

serves as a foundation for a variety of successful social outcomes (Kochanska, Clark. & 

Goldman, 1997), and may be apparent in a variety of interactional settings. In order to 

better understand the contribution of father-child emotional reciprocity to children's peer 

competency, future research should focus on assessing multiple aspects of reciprocity in 

parent-child interaction across a variety of interactional contexts. 

Another purpose of this study was to examine possible antecedents to account for 

individual differences in father-child emotional reciprocity. As predicted, fathers' report 

of marital conflict predicted lower reciprocity of positive affect between father and child. 

Reciprocity of positive affect is a dyadic measure of the extent to which father and child 

displayed similar levels of positive emotion when interacting with one another. Thus, the 

fact that martial conflict predicted low levels of reciprocity suggests that father-child 

dyads from families with high levels of marital conflict were more likely to be 

unresponsive to one another's positive emotions than father-child dyads from families 

with low levels of marital conflict. This finding mirrors results obtained by Gottman and 

his colleagues (Gottman, 1979; Levenson & Gottman, 1983) concerning differences in 

reciprocity of positive affect in couples from satisfied and dissatisfied marriages. The 

findings also are consistent with theoretical proposals and empirical findings linking 

marital conflict to the emotional functioning of parent-child relationships (c.f Davies & 

Cummings, 1994; Fincham et al., 1994). Interestingly, marital conflict also was 

associated with lower levels of positive emotion on the part of the child when interacting 

with father. This finding is noteworthy in that it links marital conflict to the emotional 

behavior of the child. Thus, marital conflict appears to affect how children express 
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emotions toward fathers and the pattem of emotional expressiveness between father and 

child. 

Several limitations of the present study should be noted. First, observations of 

parent-child interaction were available only for father-child dyads, thus only measures of 

father-child emotional reciprocity were obtained. Given previous evidence of unique 

connections between children's social competence, mother-child, and father-child 

emotional behavior (Cassidy et al., 1992; Eisenberg et al., 1996) as well as unique 

connections between marital conflict and mother-child versus father-child relationships 

(Osborne & Fincham, 1996), it is likely that the associations found in the present study 

operate differently in the mother-child relationship. Additional research that includes 

observations of mother-child interaction is needed. Similarly, data concerning marital 

conflict were based solely on fathers' report. Evidence suggests that husbands and wives 

may have different perceptions of marital functioning and that the perceptions of 

husbands and wives have distinct connections with parent-child interaction and children's 

adjustment outcomes. Thus, in future research it will be important to consider marital 

conflict from mothers' point of view. The results of the present study also are limited 

because of the structured nature and limited duration of the laboratory play sessions in 

which fathers-child and child-peer dyads were observed. Although laboratory settings 

provide a efficient means of assessing behavior that might otherwise take extensive 

observation periods to capture, the ecological validity of such settings are questionable. 

That is, the present study offers no evidence of how much time father and children spend 

together in caregiving interactions like the snack situation observed in this study. 

Moreover, the unfamiliar laboratory setting may have influenced the level of emotional 

expressiveness between fathers and children. Finally, due to homogenous characteristic 
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of the sample the findings of this study are in need of replication with larger and more 

heterogenous samples. 

The study is based upon the premise, supported by socialization literature, that 

lessons leamed in interactions with parents are transferred to peer interactions 

(MacDonald & Parke, 1984). However, it is important to note that it is equally likely that 

children's characteristics influence parents' interaction style (Kochanska, Clark, & 

Goldman, 1997). For instance, parents may express more positive emotions with highly 

positive children who have learned elsewhere the virtue of maintaining positive affectixe 

expressions. Reliance on observational data collected at only one point in time limits the 

extent to which casual relationships can be investigated. 

Although it is important to acknowledge the limitations of this investigation, the 

findings do make a unique contribution to understanding connections between father-

child relationships and children's social behavior. The results also offer intriguing 

evidence that emotional reciprocity between father and child contributes to children's 

peer play behavior above and beyond father or child individual expressions of emotions. 

Thus, it appears that it is the father-child emotional relationship, rather than the behavior 

of either father or child, that has important consequences for children's behavior outside 

the parent-child relationship. In addition, consistent with other studies, the results suggest 

that marital conflict may affect children's developmental outcomes by influencing the 

quality of the father-child relationship. This finding offers a possible explanation for the 

question of how marital conflict affects children's relationships outside the family. 

Specifically, marital conflict appears be associated with low levels of positive emotional 

reciprocity between father and child. The fact that marital conflict was linked to specific 

processes in the parent-child relationship may provide some guidance for intervention 

efforts designed to limit the negative consequences on children's developmental 
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outcomes, particularly their relationships with others. The findings also joins with other 

research (Belsky et al., 1995; Deal et al., 1989; Erel & Burman, 1995; Fauber et al., 

1990) in suggesting that efforts to break the transmission of martial conflict to negative 

outcomes should begin by helping parents to recognize the need to separate the marital 

relationship from parent-child relationships. 
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Almost never Rarely UsujiW docs not Usually do<s Frequently 
1 2 3 4 5 

Almost always 
6 

Can't Answer 
CA 

My baby Is shy (rums away or clings to mother) on Almost 
meeting another child for the first time. never * 1^ ift: o t 

Almost _ . 
=5: * always c= 

My baby makes happy sounds (coos, smiles, laughs) Almost 
when being diapered or dressed. never dr :2: c i 3t 

Almost - ^ 
cS: & always = 

My baby resists changes in feeding schedule (1 Almost 
hour or more) even after uvo tries. never ct 

Almost 
CA 

!2: i c t :5: rfi; always cz 

My baby sits still (little squirming) while traveling Almost 
in car seat or stroller. never 4= 

Almost 
^ 3 : ofc :5: :& always 

CA 

My baby reacts mildly (just blinks or startles Almost 
bnefly) tp bright light such as flash bulb or letting never ct 
sunlight in by pulling up shade. 

Almost 
<£: e i c t cS: :6: always 

CA 

My baby is pleasant (smiles, laughs) when first Almost 
a.Tiving in unfamiliar places (friend's house, store). never rt :2: 3: =t 

Almost f^ 
: * .-$ always = 

My baby accepts new foods right away, swallowing Almost 
them promptly. never =t 

Almost 
cJ: c^ c t cS e* always 

CA 

My baby accepts regular procedures (hair brushing. Almost 
face washing, etc.) at any time without protest. never ^t 

Almost CA 
c t cS: c i e j =4 always ^ 

My baby moves much ^squirms, bounces, kicks) Almost 
while lying awake in cnb. never * 

Almost CA 
cS: c$: c t cS: ofr always c= 

My baby reacts strongly to foods, whether 
positively (smacks lips, laughs, squeals) or 
negatively (cries). 

Almost 
never !± 

Almost CA 
:£ r i Gt c i :4 always ^ 

My baby is pleasant (coos, smiles, etc.) during Almost 
procedures like hair brushing or face washing. cever ct 

Almost CA 
c2: cS: c t cS C6J always en 

My baby's initial reaction to seeing doctor is 
acceptance (smiles, coos). 

Almost 
never c t :£: * c t 

Almost f.. CA 
C3: ^ always = 

My baby plays actively with parents-much 
movement of arms, legs, body. 

Almost Almost 
never cb e2i ^ c t cSi c^ always 

CA 

My baby objects to being bathed in a different Almost 
place or by a different person even after 2 or 3 never ct 
tries. 

My baby greets a new toy with a loud voice and 
much expression of feeling (whether positive or 
negative). 

Almost CA 
: i :3: ct cS * always = 

Almost 
never c t 

Almost CA 
c23 & c t c5: c6: always = 
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SELF SCALE 

Carefully read all of the instructions before beginning. 
Read each statement carefully. For each statement fill in the 
circle with the response that best represents your opinion. Make 
sure that your answer is in the correct box. 

ID NUMBER 

0 
-1-
7' 
3 
• * • 

* 
* 
•7: 
« • -

:9: 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

n-
8 
•9 

^ 
-1: 
^ 
:3 
• • 4 -

--S 
=6 
•P-

* 
:9: 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

•5-
6 
7 
-8 
•9 

1 
•0 
4-
7 i 

3-
^• 
* 
* 
ĉ  
«; 
:9--

-0 
1 
2 

•3 
•4 

•5 
:6 
"7 
8 

:9 

•REL 

r ~ 
:0 
cl: 
•2-
.3 
r4 
* 
:& 
"£ 
* 
* 

Fill in SD if you strongly disagree or the statement is definitely false. 

Fill in D if you disagree or the statement is mostly false. 

Fill in N if you are neutral on the statement, you cannot decide, or the statement is about 
equally true and false. 

Fill in A if you agree or the statement is mostly true. 

Fill in SA if you strongly agree or the statement is definitely true. 

For example, if you strongly disagree or believe that a statement is definitely false, you would fill 
in the SD for that statement. 

Fill in only one response for each statement. Respond to all of the statements, making sure that 
you fill in the correct response. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

I am not a worrier. 

I like to have a lot of people around me. 

I try to be courteous to everyone I meet. 

I often feel inferior to others. 

I laugh easily. 

I often get into arguments v,ith my family and co-

When I'm under a great deal of stress, sometimes 
like I'm going to pieces. 

I don't consider myself especially "light-hearted." 

Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical. 

I rarely feel lonely or blue. 

I really enjoy talking to people. 

workers. 

Heel 

SD 

§.p 

sp 

SD 

ap 

so 

sp 

§0 

IP 

SD 

$P 

fi 
n. 

P. 
n 
n 
D. 

.D 

p 

R 
D 

p 

e 
^ 

& 

N 

^ 

.N 

-M 

.N 

^ 

M 
N 
113 

^. 

A 

A 

A 

^ 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

^ 

SA 

S A 

^6. 

SA 

SA 

SA 

SA-

SA 

SA 
cr3 i 

§ A : 

SA 
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/ B A B Y 

e purpose of these questions is to determine the general 
ttern of your baby's reactions to the world. For each question, 
;ase fill in the response indicating how often you think the 
.tement is true for your baby. Although some of the 
itements seem to be similar, they are not the same, and we 
)uld appreciate your response to each question. If your baby 
s changed with respect to any of the questions, fill in the 
sponse that best describes the recently established pattern. If 
question asks about a situation that your baby has not 
perienced, you may fill in CA, for "Can't Answer". There are 
) good, bad, right or wrong answers, only descriptions of what 
M: baby does. 

<c--
cp 
ct 
* 
ot: 
* 
* 
<^ 
* 
^ 

ID NUMBER 

•0 

3= 
--2: 
3 : 
=fc 
* 
afi: 
* 
* 
* 

tr 
ct 
C2: 

* 
C4: 

* 
c * 
c?: 
* 
* 

:0-
cl: 
.-2: 
•3: 
a t 
* 
:*: 
* 
* 
:9: 

^ 
3= 
C2: 

* 
=t: 
* 
ct 
* 
* 
^ 

:0: 
-V 
• ^ 

* 
:4: 
cS 
c* 
^ 
* 
^ 

REL 

* 
c t 
tt 
<Si 
c t 
cS: 
cfr 
c5t 
* 
cS: 

SING THE SCALE SHOWN BELOW, PLEASE nLL IN THE SPACE THAT TELLS HOW OFTEN YOUR BABY'S 
ZHAVIOR HAS BEEN LIKE THE BEHAVIOR DESCRIBED IN EACH STATEMENT. 

• YOUR BABY HAS NOT EXPERIENCED A SITUATION, FILL IN CA (for Can't Answer). 

Imost never Rarely Usually docs not Usually docs Frequently Almost always Can't Answer 
1 2 3 4 5 6 CA 

My baby accepts right away any change in place or 
position of feeding or person giving it. 

My baby sits still while watching TV or other 
nearby activity. 

My baby accepts nail cutting without protest. 

My baby takes feedings cjuietly with mild 
expression of likes and dislikes. 

My baby is fussy (frowns, cries) on waking 
up or going to sleep. 

My baby lies quietly in the bath. 

My baby accepts his/her bath any time of the day 
without resistmg it. 

My baby vigorously resists additional food or milk 
when full (spits out, clamps mouth closed, bats at 
spoon, etc.) 

My baby moves about much (kicks, grabs, squirms) 
during diapering and dressing. 

Almost 
never cb 

Almost 
never c t 

Almost 
never cb 

Almost 
never c t 

Almost 
never cb 

Almost 
never c t 

Almost 
never cb 

Almost 
never c t 

Almost 
never cb 

(23 

3z 

a 

& 

C23 

(2: 

(33 

&. 

& 

C: 

a 

& 

& 

t * 

=3: 

<3= 

:3: 

13: 

5fa 

sfc 

C ^ 

:* 

oti 

c * 

c * 

ok 

ct 

c t 

c i 

c5i 

c5: 

c5i 

c5: 

cS: 

c5: 

A 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
c& always 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
cfi: always 

Almost 
:&: always 

Almost 
ifi3 always 

CA 
C = l 

CA 
CD 

CA 
CD 

CA 
CD 

CA 
CD 

% 

CA 
CD 

CA 
CD 

CA 
= 1 
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G. Positive affect/feedback: This scale rates a target's level of positive affect 
during a 30-s interaction segment. Positive affect refers to the expression of emotional 
states such as happiness, elation, affection and joy. Evidence of positive affect includes 
smiling, laughing, hugging, kissing, affectionate touching, giggling, chuckling, positive 
tone of voice, animated behavior, or any combination of these. Use of humor and 
amusement are included as components of positive affect as long as the humor is not 
negative or critical. That is, humor that is designed to be shared with the partner rather 
than humor that is at the expense of the partner. Positive feedback, such as "Good 
girl/boy.", "You did great.", "You're good at that." are also signs of positive affect. 
However, any derogatory phrases such as "You little piglet" or "You turkey.", even if they 
include positive affect or a positive tone, should be considered as negative affect rather 
than positive affect. NOTE: Positive and negative affect are coded separately, thus it is 
possible for a target to receive a score of 3 for positive affect and a score of three for 
negative affect. However, it is not possible for a target to receive a score higher than 3 
on both scales. That is, if a target gets a 4 on positive affect they can only have 
displayed a few instances of negative affect, at most. A target cannot receive a score of 
5 on either scale unless the other scale is scored as 1. 

(1) The target displays no positive affect during the 30-second segment. The target 
is characterized exclusively by flat, neutral facial expression and body language, 
or some combination of the two. There is no evidence of positive emotion in 
terms of facial expression, laughter, use of humor, or amusement. The target 
offers no positive feedback or instance of affectionate behavior. 

(2) The target displays some instance of positive affect, but is characterized 
predominately by a lack of affective expression or by negative affect. 

(3) The target displays moderate amounts of positive affect during the 30-s segment. 
That is, the target smiles, laughs, displays affection, uses humor, displays 
animated behavior or offers positive feedback for about half of the 30-s segment, 
but half the time the target's emotional expression is flat or negative. The target 
displays equal amounts positive affect and flat or negative affect. 

(4) The target demonstrates frequent evidence of positive affect, but has brief 
periods in which he/she displays flat or negative affect. In order to get a score of 
4 or higher the target must display some obvious sign of positive emotional 
display such as laughing, giggling, chuckling, or an exaggerated positive tone of 
voice. 

(5) The target demonstrates positive affect throughout the 30-s segment. The 
target's emotional state is characterized exclusively by happiness, elation, 
affection and joy. The target displays smiling, laughing, hugging, kissing, 
affectionate touching, giggling, chuckling, positive tone of voice, and/or animated 
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behavior throughout the entire 30-s segment, with no instance of flat or negative 
affect. 

0) A 0 will be recorded when there is no interaction between partners and coders 
have no information with which to code positive playfulness. 

H. Negative affect/feedback: This scale rates a target's level of negative affect 
during a 30-s interaction segment. Negative affect refers to the expression of 
emotional states such as anger, hostility, sadness, frustration, irritation, or 
displeasure. Evidence of negative affect includes frowning, muttering, whining, 
screaming, hitting, pushing, raised tone of voice, annoyed or scornful facial 
expressions, aggressive physical contact with the partner, or any combination of 
these. Use of derisive humor and sarcasm are included as components of 
negative affect. Phrases such as "You little piglet" or "You turkey." are considered 
as negative affect/feedback even if they are made with a positive tone of voice or 
laughter. Negative feedback such as "You made a mess.", "You always do stuff 
like that.", "Get away from that." are also signs of negative affect. Because 
laboratory observational contexts tend to elicit more controlled behavior and less 
negative affect, it important for coders to catch any instance of negative affect. 
Therefore, if you think you have seen something that constitutes negative affect, 
but consider it to be minor or are in doubt about whether to give it any weight, go 
ahead and code it as negative affect. NOTE: Negative and positive affect are 
coded separately, thus it is possible for a target to receive a score of 3 for 
negative affect and a score of three for positive affect. However, it is not possible 
for a target to receive a score higher than 3 on both scales. That is, if a target 
gets a 4 on negative affect, they can only have displayed a few instance of 
positive affect, at most. A target cannot receive a score of 5 on either scale 
unless the other scale is scored as 1. 

(1) The target displays no negative affect during the 30-second segment. There is no 
evidence of negative emotion in terms of facial expressions, tone of voice, or use 
of sarcastic humor. The target offers no negative feedback or instance of harsh 
behavior. The target is characterized by neutral or flat facial expression and body 
language, or is characterized by positive affect; or some combination of the two. 

(2) The target displays some instance of negative affect, but is charactehzed 
predominately by a lack of affective expression or by positive affect. 

(3) The target displays moderate amounts of negative affect during the 30-s 
segment. That is, the target frowns, whines, displays anger, uses derisive humor, 
displays harsh behavior or offers negative feedback for about half of the 30-s 
segment, but half the time the target's emotional expression is flat or positive. 
The target displays equal amounts of negative affect and flat or positive affect. 
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(4) The target demonstrates frequent evidence of negative affect, but has brief 
periods in which he/she displays flat or positive affect. 

(5) The target demonstrates negative affect throughout the 30-s segment. The 
target's emotional state is characterized exclusively as being angry, sad, hostile, 
displeased, irritated, or frustrated. The target displays frowning, muttering, 
whining, screaming, hitting, pushing, raised tone of voice, derisive humor and/or 
sarcasm throughout the 30-s segment, with no instance of flat or positive affect. 

0) A 0 will be recorded when there is no interaction between partners and coders 
have no information with which to code positive playfulness. 

Subject ID: Coder ID: Date: 

Time 

Father 

Raff Naff 

Child 

Raff Naff 
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5. Response to provocation 

This item scores the target child's assertiveness in resisting the peer's physical 
attempts to gain possession of toys that are in the target child's possession. 
Resistance needs to be evidenced by the child's pulling, complaining or holding on to 
the toy with some determination. For the purposes of this rating, only peer's physical 
attempts to take toys are considered provocations and do not include fighting or 
struggling over a toy, which would be scored as Instrumental aggression. If the peer 
uses a polite request, pauses, then reaches to gain access to a toy that is in the target 
child's possession it is not a provocation even if the child reacts as if provoked. The 
Magna Doodle and the stove are considered to be in joint possession unless one child 
clearly has sole possession, i.e., in his lap. The erasing knob on the Magna Doodle 
and the knobs on the stove may be In the target child's possession. Consider it a 
provocation if the peer clearly pushes or pulls the target child's hand away in order to 
use it herself, not merely to stop the T.C. from using it. 

0 No provocation by peer 

1 Target child responds with physical or verbal aggression; strikes out at 
peer or is verbally abusive, as by name calling 

2 Target child Is passive, gives up toy with no resistance 

3 Target child makes an effort to keep the toy, by pulling It away or 
complaining, but loses It to the peer 

4 Target child successfully pulls toy away and continues activity with no 
regard for the provocation, may say "No" or "I'm using it" but does not 
make any effort to resolve the situation positively. With the Magna 
Doodle erasing knob the target child needs to finish erasing in order to be 
considered a successful resistance 

5 Target child pulls toy away and maintains control of toy, but either 
Immediately or within a short period (30 sec) makes a positive overture 
to the peer, or Imposes a fairness rule ("I'm using it now but you can use 
it in a minute") and follows through 

6 Target child responds to peer's provocation with a joint play initiative 
which allows the target child and peer to use the toy together or keeps 
the peer happily involved while the target child maintains possession of 
the toy (The peer reaches and tries to grab the lid to the pitcher that is 
in the T. C. 's hand. The target child pulls it away but immediately asks 
the peer "Want some tea?", then pours the peer a cup of tea) 

7 Un cod able 
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6. Instrumental aggression 

This dimension includes physical attempts by the target child to gain access to toys, 
including knobs on the Magna Doodle and stove, that are in the peer's possession-
physically getting control of a toy, pushing other child's hands out of the way 
mterfenng with peer's use of toys, grabbing, struggling over a toy, etc. With 'the Magna 
Doodle, erasing peer's drawing in order to get screen cleared for self or drawing over 
other child's drawing is considered instrumental aggression. This does not include 
efforts to retain a toy that is being grabbed by the peer. If the peer takes a toy and the 
child IS aggressive about getting it back, that is scored as aggression. 

1 Low 

3 Moderate 

5 High 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 

1. Hostile aggression 

This dimension includes negative physical or verbal acts that serve to interfere with the 
peer's activity for no clear purpose (not to get access to a toy unless accompanied by 
excessive anger), disrupt the peer's play, or demean the peer. The child's behavior is 
clearly directed toward the peer, and will typically be accompanied by anger or other 
negative affect and by looks to the peer. Examples: (a) Target child says, "Leave me 
alone! Leave me alone, BABY!"; (b) Whenever the peer asks to use a toy the target 
child angrily yells "No!"; (c) The target child becomes increasingly angry at the peer and 
kicks the stove. A low score on this scale indicates no hostile aggression. A moderate 
score indicates that the child pushes peer out of the way with the intent to interfere 
with the peer's activity, verbally demeans peer (criticizes, teases, or calls a name, for 
example), accompanied by some anger or an angry response. To receive a high score, a 
child will physically attack the peer or be verbally aggressive or angry at the peer 
throughout the session. 

1 None 

3 Moderate 

5 High 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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8. Verbal Interaction 

This dimension assesses the child's verbal interactions with the peer, including the 
amount and clarity of speech as well as Its effectiveness in communicating with the 
peer. A child who scores low on this item rarely talks or Is difficult to understand 
because of poor articulation. A moderate score is given to the child who talks 
occasionally but does not frequently use language to advance the play session; language 
is usually not conversational but questions or in response to demand situations. A child 
receiving a high score on this dimension is one who uses language frequently and 
effectively, who communicates clearly, and whose verbalizations contribute to joint play 
with the peer. The target child may say to the peer, "What we're gonna do is just play, 
okay Jill? Now, I'll put that in the pan and you stir it." 

1 Low 

2 Moderate 

3 High 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 

9. Positive mood 

Measures of child positive mood include smiles, laughter, and positive tone of voice, as 
well as enthusiasm expressed. Lack of positive affect may be manifested by a 
neutrality or negative mood. Ratings on this scale should be based on quality and 
quantity of behavior. A rating of 1 should be given to those children who exhibit no 
positive affect, give no evidence of feeling good, and do not appear to be happy, 
content, or pleasant. A rating of 3 should be given to children who are content during 
the play session, show some positive affect (smiles, laughs, or enthusiastic playfulness), 
and appear to be pleasant and satisfied. Children who appear to be truly happy and 
enthusiastic, who display positive affect throughout, smile and laugh frequently, or play 
with considerable enthusiasm for most of the session with no episodes of strong 
distress receive a score of 5. 

1 Low 

3 Moderate 

5 High 

1 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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10. Negative mood 

This scale assesses the extent to which the child expresses discontent, boredom, anger, 
or hostility. Boredom is indicated by clear expressions of disinterest, not simply flat 
affect or lack of engagemem with peer or toys. Lack of negative affect may be 
manifested as either strong positive affect or general contentment. Ratings on this 
scale should be based on both qualitative and quantitative assessments. A child who 
receives a low score will display no negative affect (whine, fuss, complain, or appear 
bored). A moderate score indicates the child appears moderately discontented (bored, 
tired, whiny) for part of the session or has some brief anger. A child receives a high ' 
score if he or she appears unhappy throughout the session or has one or more periods 
of strong negative affect (crying, yelling, anger, persistent complaining). 

1 Low 

3 Moderate 

5 High 

1 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 

1 1 . Fantasy/Pretend/Creative play 

This item rates the amount and quality of the child's play that incorporates fantasy 
actions, role-playing, scripts, or the use of materials in creative and unusual ways. 
Examples: labeling playroom as "house"; looking for monsters with the flashlight; 
Shining the flashlight in peer's mouth and instructing the peer to sav "Ah.": labeling 
a drawing on the Magna Doodle, "It's a dark grave."; "Look an A."; "I made a 
mermaid!"; or "This is your heart and this is your heartbeats."; Going to bed and waking 
up during the kitchen set or cooking a stew of "baked apples and applesauce with 
pepper and peelings." 

A score of 1 Indicates the child never engages in fantasy or pretend play. To receive 
a 3, the child must be involved in some fantasy or pretend play, or use toys creatively. 
A high score indicates frequent involvement in fantasy or pretend play, a high quality of 
pretend play, or highly creative play. Quantity or frequency is more important with the 
kitchen set than with the Magna Doodle or flashlights. 

1 None 

3 Moderate 

5 High 

1 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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12. Complexity of social play (adapted from Howes & Matheson, 1992) 

This Item rates the hiqhest level of social play shown by the child during the session. 
For levels 3, 4 and 5, if the peer Initiates the game or fantasy play, ("I'm the mom 
you're the kid."), the target child must be clearly involved, ("Okay, mom.") in order to 
code at the higher level. 

1 No social play, or social play limited to parallel activity, with or without 
eye contact. May include negative conversation or one brief conversation 
or toy exchange. 

2 Simple social play — child engaged in same or similar activity as peer and 
the two children are talking, smiling at each other, offering and receiving 
toys, imitation of peer without involvement by peer. Interaction may 
include some negative interaction. 

3 Complex social play — (a) child is involved in action-based role reversal 
with peer (run-chase, peek-a-boo). With Magna Doodle, one child writes 
and other erases, then they reverse; (b) involvement in a joint activity 
where one child expands on the other's activity; the 2 children together 
are involved in an activity that Is more complex than either child 
individually. They may be cooking together or one child may elaborate on 
the other's drawing, "Put eyes on it."; (c) children's actions become a 
game. One child points to something and says, "What's that?" then the 
other child points to something else and says, "What's that?" or one child 
touches a burner and says "HOT" and the other imitates. The game may 
be brief but has at least three exchanges between the children and often 
is accompanied by mutual smiles or laughter. Children are exchanging 
ideas and contributing to the play episode. 

4 Cooperative social pretend play — child and peer take pretend roles In 
play, roles need not be explicitly named; both children are participating in 
a pretend episode (looking for bugs under the rug; teacher-child roles with 
Magna Doodle; with kitchen set, one child becomes the server and one Is 
served). Target child must be actively involved in the pretend and aware 
of the separate roles. 

5 Complex social pretend play — social pretend plus metacommunlcation 
about the play. Metacommunlcation involves naming roles, explicitly 
assigning roles ("You be the baby."), stepping out of a role to modify the 
play script, proposing a play script, prompting the peer about what to do 
to fulfill his/her role. 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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13. Social problem solving 

This Item addresses the target child's ability to solve the problem of gaining access to 
a material that is in the peer's possession while maintaining a positive and pleasant play 
situation. If the target child takes a toy from the peer clearly in order to help, do not 
code. Trades are generally not considered Social Problem solving unless the target child 
is using it as a means to gain access to a specific toy (the working flashlight). The 
highest level shown by the target child is scored. 

1 Negative — child's efforts to get possession of toys are physical or 
whining, or are limited to appeals to the adult. 

2 Power assertion — child combines physical efforts with simultaneous 
verbal explanations or demands ("Hey", "Nol" , "It don't work" during 
flashlights) or makes claims that are focused on self ("I had it first", "That 
one's mine", "It's my turn"). In the flashlight session use of a statement 
focusing on self that verbally asserts right of possession combined with 
physical effort would be coded at level 4 (see below). 

3 Social manipulation - child is devious in efforts to get materials: may 
distract the peer's attention and then take possession of the toy, try to 
charm or wheedle the peer into giving it up ("I'll be your best friend"), or 
disclaims a desire for the toy ("I don't want that" or "I hate flashlights, 
don't you?"). 

4 Recognition of property rights - child uses conventional and respectful 
requests for toys ("Can I have that please?" or "I need that" combined 
with a pause that gives the peer a chance to respond) or states a fairness 
rule in a positive tone of voice ("It's my turn now", "Let's take turns", or 
"You need to share") combined with a pause or simply waits for other 
child to be finished with a material and then picks it up or, with flashlight, 
target child verbally asserts right of possession ("Mine", "She gave that 
one to me", "I had it first", not just "Hey!" or "No!") that is recognized by 
both children. Asking for a toy that is beside the peer would be coded, 
but leaning over and picking up that toy would not. 

5 Negotiation - child uses a fairness rule that includes both the target child 
and the peer ("First you get a turn, then I get a tum" or "How 'bout if we 
share?") or makes a suggestion for joint play involving both children that 
uses the desired toy so the two can both use it at the same time or 
children develop and agree verbally on a strategy for sharing or regular 
exchange of materials ("We're sharing"). 

0 No effort to gain access to toys; target child is passive or child withdraws from 

Social Problem Solving. 

7 Uncodable. 

8 T.C. always has possession of some toys and does not try to get others. 

9 Situation never arises because children's play is highly cooperative and social. 
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II. OVERALL RATINGS 

A. Target child-peer relationship 

This rating is intended to capture the overall "feel" of the play session Do the two 
children appear to be friends, willing to have some give-and-take in play or is the 
session largely antagonistic In tone? Is the Interaction generally mutual? 

1 Low - children are antagonistic; do not appear to have a good 
time together 

2 Moderate — children seem to get along together for the most part but may 
have some negative interaction 

3 High — children appear to have a good time and enjoy each 
other's company 

4 Very high — children's interaction suggests a warm, harmonious, 
satisfying relationship 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 

B. Target child's level of comfort 

This rating provides an Index of the extent to which the target child appears to be 
comfortable with the play room situation. If the child seems highly aware of the camera 
(not just playing with It but continually looking at the camera, taking brief glances 
toward the entrance, etc.) or behaves In a very Inhibited way that may reflect 
fearfulness or uncertainty due to the situation, then the ratings may not be 
representative. 

1 Low 

2 Moderate 

3 High 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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C. Coder's response to target child 
D. Coder's response to peer 

This scale Is an overall rating of the coder's perception of the social competence and 
general pleasantness of the children. To code this scale ask yourself, "How comfortable 
would I be having this child play with my three-year-old if 1 had one?" Rate this item for 
both the target child and the peer. 

1 Low — would definitely not want this child to play with my child 

3 Moderate — either you feel indifferent about this child, or you may feel it 

would be okay as long as there is some adult supervision 

5 High — would feel completely comfortable with this child playing with my 
child. In fact, I would like for this child to play with my child. 

7 Uncodable 

99 Missing data 
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