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Abstract

Based on Belsky’s process of parenting model and its recent update, the present study aims to explore multiple determinants
of mindful parenting (i.e., parents’ psychological distress, child negative emotionality, and parental social support) across
the UK and Tiirkiye using a multi-informant approach and multiple-group path analysis. We considered both parents’ and
children’s perceptions of mindful parenting to obtain a complete picture of the mindful parenting process within families.
Parents and their children aged 11-16 years were recruited in the UK (N=101, M 34 44, = 13.06 years, SD 4 400 = 1.64
years) and Tiirkiye (N=162, M 4 40 = 13.28 years, SD 1 400 = 1.65 years). Multiple-group path analysis revealed that
both parent and child perspectives of mindful parenting are multiply determined. Parental psychological distress mediated
the associations of child negative emotionality and social support with mindful parenting in both cultures. However, child
negative emotionality was a direct determinant of mindful parenting in the UK only. Overall, our study shed light on both
individual and cultural differences in the mindful parenting process. Limitations of the current research and recommendations

and implications for future mindful parenting research and practices were discussed.
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Mindful parenting --non-judgmental and present-centred
awareness in parent-child interactions— has been a subject
of considerable interest during the last decade (Duncan
et al., 2009). Studies have revealed that mindful parenting
remarkably reduces children’s internalising and externalising
behaviours while promoting prosocial behaviours (e.g.,
Cheung et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2019) and life satisfaction
(Liu et al., 2021). As such, it has become crucial to identify
the sources of individual differences in mindful parenting.
Here, building on the process of the parenting model
(Belsky, 1984; Taraban & Shaw, 2018), we suggested a
model of the determinants of mindful parenting, namely, a
process of mindful parenting model. We empirically tested
the direct and indirect associations of parent characteristics,
child characteristics, and family social environment with
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mindful parenting, exploring the moderating role of culture.
Moreover, further extending previous literature, we included
both child and parent perspectives of mindful parenting.

Mindful parenting

Duncan et al. (2009) define mindful parenting as
parental attention to parent-child interaction, as well as
compassionate, non-reactive, and non-judgemental parental
awareness and acceptance of self and child. They suggest
that mindful parenting promotes child management and
parenting practices, parent-child affection, and parental well-
being and ultimately influences child outcomes, especially
during the transition to adolescence (Duncan et al., 2009).
Various studies have found small-to-moderate positive
effects of mindful parenting interventions on children’s
outcomes (i.e., internalising and externalising symptoms;
Bogels et al., 2014; Emerson et al., 2021; Meppelink et al.,
2016; Potharst et al., 2019). However, our understanding
of the mindful parenting process lags behind the broader
parenting literature, particularly since little is known
about the determinants of mindful parenting. This may
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be partly due to the silent assumption that the determinants of
mindful parenting are similar to those of other kinds of parenting
behaviour (e.g., Baumrind, 1966; Parent & Forehand, 2017). Yet,
mindful parenting behaviours are seen as distinct from these other
parenting behaviours — hereon we refer to mindful parenting and
‘traditional models of parenting’, as per Duncan et al. (2009)’s
conceptualisation and as is commonly used in the mindful
parenting literature (Geurtzen et al., 2015; Pan et al., 2019) -- and
we argue that this assumption should be tested empirically. First,
mindful parenting concerns monitoring and controlling one’s own
emotions, behaviours, and attention as a parent during parent-child
interaction, whereas more traditional models of parenting refer to
those of children. Second, mindful parenting describes “here-
and-now” parenting, where parents pay deliberate attention
to parent-child interaction; thus, it requires fundamental
mindfulness skills (Duncan et al., 2009). Finally, mindful
parenting sees parenting as a journey parents learn from their
children, whilst the more traditional approaches tend to assume
parents are the ‘experts’ (Kabat-Zinn & Kabat-Zinn, 1997).
Moreover, to our best knowledge, no study has examined the
determinants of children’s perceptions of mindful parenting,
although previous research on the traditional parenting models
showed differences between the determinants of parent and
child perceptions of parenting (Cheung & Theule, 2019;
Gerdes et al., 2003, 2007). We aimed to fill this research gap,
using multiple informants of mindful parenting (i.g., parents
and their children) to identify the determinants of mindful
parenting. For two main reasons, it is important to assess
different perspectives on mindful parenting in this context.
First, a multi-informant approach allows the examination of
determinants of mindful parenting as perceived from both
sides of the relationship. This affords a more complete picture
of the mindful parenting process in families, accounting for
the subjectivity of experience (Boyce et al., 1998; Schaefer,
1965). Children’s subjective experiences of parenting are robust
predictors of child outcomes (Danese & Widom, 2020; Zhou
et al., 2021), and identifying determinants of child-reported
mindful parenting may improve our understanding. Second,
a multi-informant approach may also increase the validity of
the mindful parenting process model by minimising bias in
self-report of parenting (Morsbach & Prinz, 2006; Schofield
et al., 2016) and common-method variance where determinants
are also parent-reported (Burk & Laursen, 2010). As such,
simultaneously uncovering the determinants of parent and child
perceptions of mindful parenting is essential for understanding
the full picture of the mindful parenting process in families.

Determinants of (mindful) parenting
Belsky (1984) established a ground-breaking theoretical

framework for explaining the determinants of parenting,
positing that parenting is multiply determined by parent
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characteristics (e.g., personality, psychopathology), child
characteristics (e.g., temperament), and family social
environment (e.g., marital quality, social support). The
current study focuses on the determinant roles of parental
psychological well-being, child negative emotionality, and
social support, as well as potential mechanistic pathways for
mindful parenting.

According to Belsky (1984), parental psychological well-
being is central to the parenting process, in part directly
influencing parenting. Indeed, empirical research has
supported parental psychological distress (e.g., depression)
as a parental risk factor for maladaptive fathering (for meta-
analysis, see Cheung & Theule 2019) and mothering (for
meta-analysis, see Goodman et al., 2020; Lovejoy et al.,
2000). For mindful parenting, studies have revealed that
parental psychological distress can also be undermining (e.g.,
Cheung et al., 2021; Corthorn & Milicic, 2016; de Bruin
et al., 2014; Fernandes et al., 2021; Henrichs et al., 2021).
It is suggested that parental psychological distress threatens
mindful parenting by impairing capabilities in essential
features of mindful parenting, such as emotion regulation,
awareness, and present-moment attention. For instance,
parents with psychological distress may be less likely to self-
regulate during parent-child interaction due to their impaired
emotion regulation skills (Kerns et al., 2017; Lovejoy et al.,
2000). In addition, parents with higher depressive symptoms
may be less attuned and sensitive in their parenting interaction
and, as such, be less able to notice emotions of themselves
and those of their children (Coyne et al., 2007; Lovejoy
et al., 2000) as well as being less aware of the impact of their
behaviours on their children’s emotions (Coyne et al., 2007).

In terms of direct effects on parenting, child characteristics,
particularly child temperament, are also suggested to play an
active role in the parenting process according to Belsky’s
model. Subsequent empirical research has supported this
model, consistently showing that child negative emotionality
-- an intensive and frequent expression of negative emotions
by the child— undermines parenting (for a meta-analysis, see
Paulussen-Hoogeboom et al., 2007). Regarding the effect of
child temperament on mindful parenting specifically, however,
findings are more inconsistent. For example, infants’ negative
emotionality has been shown to have no cross-sectional
(Gartstein, 2021) or longitudinal association (Henrichs et al.,
2021) with parent-reported mindful parenting, while preschool
children’s “difficult” temperaments have been shown to
have a negative impact on mindful parenting (Corthorn &
Milicic 2016; Lo et al., 2018) as have those in school-age
(aged 6-13; Moreira et al., 2021). It is, therefore, possible that
child temperament interacts with child age to predict mindful
parenting. To our knowledge, there is no previous research
examining the association of child temperament with mindful
parenting in adolescents.
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Social support is one of the salient environmental factors
that may directly determine parenting behaviours (Belsky,
1984), and has repeatedly been shown to increase parental
warmth (Lippold et al., 2018), sensitivity (Lee et al., 2020),
and involvement (Hamme Peterson et al., 2010), as well as
decrease parental hostility (Lippold et al., 2018) and over-
reactivity (Taraban et al., 2019). We suggest that social
support may also be crucial to mindful parenting as it helps
parents regulate their emotional responses to their children
(Marroquin, 2011). Indeed, Bogels and Restifo (2014) state
that social support is an essential theme in their mindful
parenting intervention. So far, however, only one study
has empirically examined the relationship between social
support and parent-reported mindful parenting, finding that
parents who perceived more social support also reported
more mindful parenting in a sample of kindergarteners and
primary schoolers (Wang & Lo, 2020). Given this promising
finding, it is warranted to assess the effect of social support
on mindful parenting in adolescents as well.

Indirect effects

As well as the direct effects of parenting determinants,
a key theme for Belsky’s model of parenting process
involves the indirect effects of these determinants via
parental psychological well-being. For example, parental
psychological distress is seen as a potential mechanism
by which child negative emotionality affects parenting,
since parenting children with high negative emotionality
is more stressful than parenting children with low negative
emotionality (Mulsow et al., 2002). Similarly, emotional,
instrumental, and informative support provided to parents
by available social networks (e.g., spouses, family, friends,
or professionals) may be a key determinant of parenting,
posited to be mediated by parents’ psychological well-
being (Belsky, 1984). These mechanistic pathways for
determinants of traditional parenting model are supported by
empirical research (negative emotionality: e.g., Laukkanen
et al., 2014; Xing et al., 2017; social support: e.g., Lippold
etal., 2018; Ostberg & Hagekull, 2000; Taylor et al., 2015),
but are neglected for mindful parenting. We hypothesised
similar mechanisms for mindful parenting.

Parenting in context

Updating Belsky’s framework, Taraban and Shaw (2018)
emphasised the interacting impact of contextual factors
(e.g., support, socioeconomic status (SES), and culture) in
the parenting process, suggesting that the direct and indirect
influences of determinants on parenting may differ across

contexts (Bornstein et al., 2007; Taraban et al., 2019). This
remains unexplored for mindful parenting.

An important contextual determinant of parenting is
culture, shaping parenting behaviours (for review, see also
Lansford 2022). Importantly, culture has been suggested to
have a moderating role, altering the associations between
determinants and parenting (Taraban & Shaw, 2018),
although the research is scarce and inconclusive. For
example, Japanese mothers have been shown to be more
rejective than Korean mothers (Son et al., 2020), and
Chinese immigrant mothers to be more non-supportive
than European American mothers (Yang et al., 2020) while
dealing with temperamentally “difficult” children. Similarly,
school social support was related to less harsh parenting
behaviours in Dominican-American but not Mexican-
American parents (Serrano-Villar et al., 2017). In contrast,
no cultural differences were observed in the association
between child temperament and parental psychological
control between Chinese and Korean immigrant mothers,
with “easier” child temperament associated with less
psychological control in both cultures (Cheah et al.,
2016). Likewise, the association of parental well-being
with parental psychological control between Chinese and
Korean immigrant mothers (Cheah et al., 2016), as well as
the associations of family support with positive parenting
between Mexican and Dominican Americans (Serrano-Villar
et al., 2017) have been shown to be comparable, implying
that personal and contextual sources are determinants of
parenting regardless of culture. Taken together, what little
cross-cultural research there is testing Taraban and Shaw’s
(2018) model on the determinants of traditional parenting
model, reveals inconsistent findings.

Cross-cultural studies of mindful parenting are even
more limited, considering ethnic minorities within the
same country and reporting comparable correlates of
mindful parenting, yet are restricted in their power to
consider the question (Park et al., 2020). To our knowledge,
no study has yet directly compared the mindful parenting
process as moderated by culture. Addressing this gap,
we tested whether culture interacts with social support,
child temperament, and parental psychological distress to
shape mindful parenting. Specifically, we were interested
in comparing collectivist (Tiirkiye) and individualist
(UK) cultures because these different cultural values have
been considered one of the most influential factors in the
parenting process (Bornstein, 2012). Due to the limited
existing literature, our comparisons of determinants
across cultures were exploratory only. As the concept of
mindfulness itself is claimed to be universal (Kabat-Zinn,
2005), however, we expected the mindful parenting levels
of parents to be similar in both cultures.
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Current study

In a sample of UK and Tiirkiye parents and children, we
examined the overall hypothesis that mindful parenting is
multiply determined by parent characteristics (i.e., parents’
psychological distress), child characteristics (i.e., negative
emotionality), and family social environment (i.e., social
support), and that psychological distress would provide a
mechanism through which determinants have influence.
Specifically, we hypothesised that (1) parents’ social support
would directly and indirectly predict mindful parenting
through parental psychological distress, (2) child negative
emotionality would directly and indirectly predict mindful
parenting through parental psychological distress, and
(3) culture would play a moderating role in the process
of mindful parenting. Moreover, we further expand the
literature by exploring the determinants of both parent- and
child-reported mindful parenting. The proposed process of
the mindful parenting model is given in Fig. 1.

Methods
Participants

One hundred and ten parent-child dyads completed the
English questionnaires, and 174 parent-child dyads
completed the Turkish version of the questionnaires.
Twenty-one participants were excluded as they did not
meet the eligibility criteria (not UK/Tiirkiye residence
(n=3/n=2), children not between 11 and 16 years old
(n=4), self-reported mental health issue (n=3), not living
full-time with their children (n=35) or because they failed to
complete at least 80% of the questionnaires (n=4).

Thus, the final sample composed of 101 UK parent-child
dyads [90 mothers (89.1%) and 11 fathers (10.9%)) of 57

Fig. 1 Proposed path model of
the mindful parenting process

girls (56.4%), 43 boys (42.6%) (and one data missing)]
and 162 Turkish parent-child dyads [151 mothers (93.2%),
11 fathers (6.8%); 87 girls (53.7%) and 75 boys (46.3%)].
The mean age of UK parents was 45.89 years (ranged 28
to 69; SD=6.54), and of Turkish parents was 43.07 years
(ranged 29 to 55; SD =5.08). UK parents were significantly
older than Tiirkiye parents (#=3.917, p <.001). UK parents
had between one and five children (M =2.15; SD=0.81),
and Turkish parents had between one and eight children
(M=1.99; SD=0.92). The mean age of the target children
was 13.06 years (SD=1.64) in the UK and 13.28 years
(SD=1.65) in Tiirkiye. Parents in both subsamples were
well-educated (82.1% of UK parents and 67.5% of Turkish
parents hold an undergraduate or higher degree). UK parents
reported a mean score of 6.80 (SD=1.77; ranged from 1
to 10) and Turkish parents 6.75 (SD =1.66; ranged from 2
to 10) on the MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status
(Adler et al., 2000). There were no significant differences
in child age (t = -1.046, p=.297), the number of children
parents had (r=1.447, p=.149) or perceived SES (#=0.255,
p=.779) between cultures, and samples did not differ
by child sex [y*(1)=0.271, p=.602] or parent gender
*(1)=1.365, p=.243].

Procedure

Parents were recruited through targeted online social media
groups (Twitter, Instagram, Facebook) between March and
July 2021 using Qualtrics Survey Software. To be eligible
for the study, (1) parents had to have at least one child
aged 11-16 years living with them full time, as well as (2)
parents and their target children had to have no diagnoses of
learning disability, (neuro)developmental or mental-health
disorder, (3) had to reside in the UK or Tiirkiye, and (4)
had to be native or fluent in English or Turkish. Parents’
consent and children’s assent were obtained. At the end

Social support

Negative

emotionality
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of the questionnaires, participants were given debriefing
information, including contact details of researchers
and available mental health support organisations. The
BLINDED Research Ethics Committee granted ethical
approval (Protocol number BLINDED).

Measures

Demographic information Parents reported their age
(years), gender, marital status, the highest level of
educational qualification, number of children, relationship
with the target child, whether they lived with the child full-
time, and child’s age (years) and sex. The Macarthur Scale
of Subjective Social Status (Adler et al., 2000) was used to
evaluate parent-perceived SES. The scale has one item for
which individuals rate their perceived SES on a ladder with
ten rungs scored 1 to 10; higher scores indicate higher levels
of perceived SES.

Mindful parenting Parents’ and children’s perceptions of
mindful parenting were assessed using total scores of the
18-item Mindful Parenting Inventories for Parents (MPIP)
and Children (MPIC; BLINDED). The MPIP/MPIC were
recently translated and adapted for Turkish. Specifically,
items were translated into Turkish by two independent
clinical psychologists, forming the preliminary versions of
the Turkish inventories. These were then independently back-
translated by a Turkish clinical psychologist knowledgeable
about mindfulness, and a bilingual and bicultural psychology
student not knowledgeable about the subject of the scale
(Van Widenfelt et al., 2005). Neither of the back-translators
had seen the original English versions before translation.
The final version of the Turkish MPIP/MPIC was sent to two
Turkish parents and children before data collection to assess
the comprehensibility of the items, before full validation of
the inventories was conducted in a Turkish sample of parents
and their children aged 11-16 (BLINDED).

Parents and children rated their perceptions of mindful
parenting on a five-point scale from “never true” (1) to
“always true” (5). Eight negative items of the MPIP/MPIC
were reverse scored, such that higher scores indicate higher
levels of mindful parenting. Example items include, “I
quickly become defensive when my child and I argue/My
mother/father quickly becomes defensive when we argue”
and “I accept that my child has opinions that are different
from mine/My mother/father accepts that I have opinions
that are different from hers/his.” In both cultures, reliability
was good (MPIP: o, =0.89, opg =0.88; MPIC o =0.91,
arr =0.89).

Parental psychological distress Parents’ psychological
distress was measured using the total scores of the 21-item

version of the Depression Anxiety and Stress Scale (DASS-
21; Lovibond & Lovibond 1995; Sarigcam, 2018). Parents
reported their psychological distress on a four-point scale
ranging from “Did not apply to me at all” (0) to “Applied
to me very much or most of the time” (3). Example items
include, “I couldn’t seem to experience any positive feeling
at all”, “I was aware of dryness of my mouth”, and “I found
it hard to wind down.” DASS-21 had excellent internal
reliability in the UK (2 =0.95) and Tiirkiye («=0.93).

Child negative emotionality “Emotionality” Subscale
of The Emotionality Activity Sociability Temperament
Survey (EASTS; Buss & Plomin, 1984; Eyiipoglu, 2006)
was used to measure parent perceptions of child negative
emotionality. A total of six items were rated by parents on
a five-point scale ranging from “Not characteristic/typical”
(1) to “Very characteristic/typical” (5) (e.g., My child reacts
intensely when upset). The scale demonstrated good internal
reliability in the UK (x=0.89) and Tiirkiye («=0.79).

Social support The total score of the Multidimensional
Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Eker et al.,
2001; Zimet et al., 1988) was used to evaluate parents’
perceptions of social support. Parents reported perceived
social support from parents, family, friends, and specific
others on a seven-point scale from “Very Strongly Disagree”
(1) to “Very Strongly Agree” (7). Sample items include, “My
friends really try to help me”, “I can talk about my problems
with my family”, and “There is a special person in my life
who cares about my feelings.” Internal reliabilities were
excellent both in the UK («=0.96) and Tiirkiye («=0.93).

Data analysis

Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS 29.0 and
AMOS 29.0. Data were missing completely at random
in UK parents [;(2(175) =196.711, p=.258], Tiirkiye
parents [1*(59)=48.673, p=.829] and Tiirkiye children
[¥*(28)=37.068, p=.117]. There were no missing in UK
children’s data. The expectation maximisation method was
used to handle parents’ missing data in continuous variables
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). We investigated relationships
between variables using Pearson’s correlations. Independent
samples #-tests were used to assess mean level differences
between the UK and Tiirkiye samples. We conducted
multiple-group path analysis (with Emulisrel correction) to
test the hypothesised process of the mindful parenting model
(see Fig. 1) and the invariance of the model across cultures
(Byrne, 2016). Sufficient statistical power was provided by
the sample size for the analysis (i.e., 100 participants per
group; Kline, 2005).

We used the Comparative Fit Index (CFI>0.90), Root-
Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA <0.08), and
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Standardised Root-Mean-Square Residual (SRMR <0.09)
to evaluate the model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Chi-
square change between unconstrained and constrained
models was examined to test equivalence between UK and
Tiirkiye models. Insignificant chi-square change between
unconstrained and constrained models indicates noninvariant
paths across cultures (Byrne et al., 1989; Kline, 2005). We
also examined changes between the models in CFI using
the cut-off criteria of —0.005 recommended for invariance
testing in small samples (Chen, 2007). In the case of cultural
inequivalence, we identified variant paths that needed to be
freely estimated between groups by constraining only one
path to be equal at a time. Finally, we analysed direct and
indirect effects using 5000 bias-corrected bootstrapped
samples with 95% confidence intervals.

Results
Preliminary results

Table 1 presents correlations, descriptive statistics, and
group comparisons for all study variables. There were no
mean differences between the UK and Tiirkiye samples in
MPIP (¢t = -1.251, p=.212) or MPIC (+=0.40, p=.688)
total scores. A significant cultural mean difference between
the UK and Tiirkiye was found only in child negative
emotionality; Turkish parents reported higher child negative
emotionality than UK parents (r = -5.95"", p <.001). As
given in Table 1, correlations within cultures were small
to moderate in effect size and in expected directions. In
the UK, Pearson correlation analysis revealed that both
parent and child perceptions of mindful parenting were
negatively associated with child negative emotionality
(r=-.38, p<.001; r=-.37, p<.001, respectively) and
with parental psychological distress (r=—.34, p <.001;
r=-.23, p<.001, respectively). In Tiirkiye, for both parent
and child perceptions, mindful parenting was positively
associated with parental social support (r=.23, p=.003;

Table 1 Correlations and descriptive statistics of the study variables

r=.22, p=.006, respectively) and negatively associated with
parental psychological distress (r=—.39, p<.001; r=—.29,
p <.001, respectively).

Note that, in the following multiple-group path analysis,
we allowed covariances between the error terms of the
parent- and child-report mindful parenting because their
correlations were high (see Table 1). The effects of parent
age and parent gender on MPIP were controlled in the model
as parent age for the Tiirkiye sample (r=.18, p=.026) and
parent sex for the UK sample (r=.21, p=.034; 1 =mother,
2 =father) were related to mindful parenting.

Multiple group path analysis
Total effect model

We tested the total effects of social support and child
negative emotionality on MPIP and MPIC across cultures.
The unconstrained model showed good fit to the data
[*(4)=6.323, y*/df=1.581, CFI=0.984, RMSEA =0.047,
SRMR =0.044]. We then constrained all paths in the
model to be equal across groups (i.e. cultures). Compared
to the unconstrained model, the constrained model fit
was worse in the constrained model [{?(10)=16.726, y*/
df=1.673, CFI=0.953, RMSEA =0.051, SRMR =0.072;
Ay*(6)=10.403, p=.109, ACFI=—-0.031]. Although the
chi-square change was insignificant, as CFI significantly
reduced in the constrained model, we concluded that
not all paths should be treated as equal. We found that
the paths from child negative emotionality to both MPIP
and MPIC were variant across cultures, as such, freely
estimated those variant paths across groups [;*(8)=9.311,
¥/df=1.164, CF1=0.991, RMSEA =0.025, SRMR =0.058;
Ay’ (4)=2.989, p=.560, ACFI=0.007]. According to the
results, the paths between social support and MPIP (b =0.06,
p=.014) and MPIC (b=0.08, p=.009) were significant both
in the UK and Tiirkiye. However, the path between child
negative emotionality and MPIP (b, x=-0.17, p<.001;

UK TR
1 2 3 4 5 M SD Skew. Kurt. M SD Skew. Kurt. ¢

1. MPIP - 0.61"  0.06 —0.38"" —0.34™" 373 049 -0.05 -0.57 3.82 0.54 -035 -0.30 -1.25

2. MPIC 044" - 0.10 —037"" —023" 370 0.68 -0.75 0.73 3.66 0.71 -043 -0.39 0.40

3. Social support  0.23" 0.22™ - -0.10  —031" 556 134 -138 214 544 143 -091 007 067

4. Neg. Emo. -0.11 -0.06 —021" - 0.32" 198 093 1.17 024 267 090 054 -043 -595

5. DASS —0.39" —0.29"" —0.51"" 024" - 063 059 1.09 050 073 049 1.14 195 -142

Correlation coefficients displayed above the diagonal are for the United Kingdom (UK), below for Tiirkiye (TR)

MPIP =Mindful Parenting Inventory for Parents, MPIC =Mindful Parenting Inventory for Children, Neg. Emo. = Child Negative Emotionality,
DASS =Depression Anxiety Stress Scales, M =Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, Skew. = Skewness, Kurt. = Kurtosis
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brr=—0.04, p=.391) and MPIC (b, x=—-0.26, p <.001;
brr=—0.02, p=.765) were significant in the UK only.

Direct and indirect effect model

The unconstrained multiple group mediation path model in
which social support and child negative emotionality predicted
MPIP and MPIC through parental psychological distress had
a good model fit to the data [y*(8)=15.372, y%/df=1.922,
CFI=0.968, RMSEA =0.060, SRMR =0.058)]. We then
constrained paths in the model to be equal across groups.
Compared to the unconstrained model, the constrained model
fit was worse in the constrained model [y*(18)=29.379, %/
df=1.632, CFI=0.951, RMSEA =0.049, SRMR =0.088);
Ay*(10)=14.007, p=.173, ACFI=—-0.017]. Although the
chi-square change was insignificant, as CFI significantly
reduced in the constrained model, we concluded that not
all paths should be treated as equal. Again, we found that
the paths from child negative emotionality to both MPIP
and MPIC were variant across cultures; as such, we freely
estimated those variant paths across groups for the subsequent
analysis [y*(16)=23.481, y*/df=1.468, CFI=0.968,
RMSEA =0.042, SRMR =0.078; Ay*(8)=8.109, p=.423,
ACFI=0.000]. Finally, we constrained the covariance
between MPIP and MPIC to be equal across groups.
The cross-reporter association of mindful parenting was
invariant between the UK and Tiirkiye [;°(17)=24.079, %/
df=1.416, CFI=0.970, RMSEA =0.040, SRMR =0.077;
Ay (1)=0.589, p=.440, ACFI=0.002].

As given in Table 2, social support was not directly associated
with parent-reported (b=0.01, p=.607) or child-reported
mindful parenting (b=0.04, p=.201) in either the UK or Tiirkiye
(see also Fig. 2). However, social support indirectly predicted
MPIP (ab=0.04, p<.000) and MPIC (ab=0.04, p=.002)
through parental psychological distress in both cultures. In the
UK only, child negative emotionality directly predicted MPIP
(byxk=—0.12, p=.012; byr=—0.02, p=.642) and MPIC
(byx=—0.22, p=.001; by = 0.00, p=.988). Yet, it indirectly
predicted MPIP (ab=—0.03, p=.001) and MPIC (ab=-0.03,
p=.002) through parental psychological distress in both cultures.

Discussion

The current study aimed to explore the determinants
of mindful parenting in the UK Tiirkiye, basing our
expectations on Belsky’s (1984) model. We tested total
as well as direct and indirect associations of parent
characteristics (psychological distress), child characteristics
(negative emotionality), and family social environment
(parental perceived social support) with mindful parenting
in UK- and Tiirkiye-based parents and their children aged
11-16 years. In addition, this study also aimed to identify
culture-general and culture-specific aspects of these
associations grounded in Taraban and Shaw’s (2018) model.
Furthermore, we expanded on previous mindful parenting
research by using multiple informants of mindful parenting
(i.g., parents and their children). Overall, our study showed

Table 2 Direct and indirect

Direct effects
effects

Unstandardised estimates Lower, Upper

Social support =% DASS
Social support =% MPIP
Social support =% MPIC
Neg. Emo =% DASS
Neg. Emo =% MPIP
Neg. Emo =% MPIC
DASS = MPIP

DASS = MPIC

Parent age =% MPIP
Parent sex —» MPIP

Indirect effects

Social support =» DASS —» MPIP
Social support =% DASS =% MPIC

Neg. Emo —» MPIP =% MPIP
Neg. Emo =% MPIP = MPIC

st

—-0.152 —-0.203, —0.101
0.012 —0.034, 0.062
0.041 —-0.025,0.112
0.110™ 0.048, 0.174

—0.124" (-0.020)
—0.219™(0.001)

—-0.212, —0.030 (-0.103, 066)
—0.342, —0.096 (-0.120, 0.125)

—0.281" —0.410, —0.148
—0.242" —0.408, —0.090
0.008 —-0.002, 0.018
0.085 —0.089, 0.260
0.043™ 0.021, 0.070
0.037" 0.014, 0.069
—-0.031" —-0.061, —0.011
—0.027" —0.059, —0.008

Tiirkiye equivalents of variant paths (italic font) are given in the brackets. The coefficients in italics are

only significant in the UK

DASS =Depression Anxiety Stress Scales, MPIP=Mindful Parenting Inventory for Parents, MPIC =Mind-
ful Parenting Inventory for Children, Neg. Emo. = Child Negative Emotionality

“p<.05, “p<.01, " p<.001
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DASS

Parental social

Parent sex " Parent age l

** .09 .01

support

Child negative

emotionality

-.22"/.00

Fig.2 Unstandardized path coefficients obtained in hypothesised
multiple-group path analysis. Note. All paths were constrained to be
equal across the UK and Tiirkiye except for the thick lines, which
were significant for the UK samples only (left). Dashed lines rep-

that both parent and child perspectives of mindful parenting
are multiply determined. The associations of child negative
emotionality and social support with both perspectives on
mindful parenting were mediated by parental psychological
distress. However, culture had a moderating role in this process.
As discussed below, child negative emotionality was not a
direct determinant of mindful parenting in Tiirkiye, although
otherwise, the processes did not differ across countries.

First, in line with but going beyond earlier studies
comparing ethnic minorities within the same country (e.g.,
“white people” and “people of colour”; Parent et al., 2016a,
b; Park et al., 2020), we found no significant differences
in parent-reported mindful parenting between the UK
and Tiirkiye. Further, for the first time, our study suggests
that child reports mirror this finding, further supporting
the idea that mindful parenting is a “culture-free” skill
(McCaffrey et al., 2017). Moreover, although counter to
previous research comparing the UK and Tiirkiye (Aytac &
Pike, 2018; Kortantamer, 2011), there were no significant
cultural differences in parent-reported perceived social
support or psychological distress in our sample. This
may be because our samples from the two countries were
similar in sociodemographics. However, parents in Tiirkiye
reported higher levels of child negative emotionality than
parents in the UK. This finding is consistent with previous
research, where children in less individualistic countries
(e.g., Tiirkiye) reported higher levels of negative affectivity
than their counterparts in more individualistic countries
(e.g., Finland; Slobodskaya et al., 2019). This might be
because children’s expression of emotions is considered
more normative in more individualistic cultures (Cho
et al., 2022; Friedlmeier et al., 2011), resulting in British
parents reporting less negative emotionality in their children
compared to their Turkish parents (Aytac et al., 2019).

@ Springer

resent insignificant regression weights. DASS=Depression Anxi-
ety Stress Scales, MPIP=Mindful Parenting Inventory for Parents,
MPIC =Mindful Parenting Inventory for Children.

Second, our results showed that while the total, direct and
indirect effects of child negative emotionality on MPIP and
MPIC were significant in the UK, only its indirect effect was
significant in Tiirkiye. That is, the culture did not moderate
the indirect effect of children’s negative impact on mindful
parenting. As hypothesised and in line with previous findings
(Laukkanen et al., 2014; Xing et al., 2017), increased
child temperamental difficulty predicted higher levels of
psychological distress in parents, which in turn resulted in
less mindful parenting in both cultures. However, perhaps
more interestingly, child negative emotionality directly
determined mindful parenting in the UK but not in Tiirkiye
despite the higher negative emotionality of Turkish children
reported by parents. This finding is somewhat consistent
with recent research showing that child temperament did
not predict abusive parenting and only weakly predicted
coercive parenting in Turkish mothers (Golciik & Kazak-
Berument, 2021). Given that certain temperament tendencies
of children are considered “tolerable” in some cultures while
“difficult” in others (Harkness & Super, 1996; Son et al.,
2020), the explanation can be that, compared to Tiirkiye
parents, UK parents were assumably more sensitive to
children’s temperament. Thus, children’s negative affect
impaired UK parents’ mindful parenting over and above its
effect via parental well-being.

However, these findings contradict the common view
that parents in more individualistic cultures respond more
supportive and less unsupportive to children’s expression
of (negative) emotions (Cho et al., 2022; Friedlmeier et al.,
2011; Yang et al., 2020). This may reflect the cross-cultural
difference unique to mindful parenting beyond traditional
models of parenting. Indeed, we know from previous
research that Turkish parents may display more “mindful”
attitudes towards the expression of negative emotions than
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European parents, e.g., “it is okay to feel angry” (Corapci
et al., 2018, p. 273). Therefore, although Turkish parents
reported more child negative emotionality, they might be able
to stay mindful in the face of the expression of these emotions.
Further research is needed to explore the culture-specific link
between child temperament and mindful parenting.

Third, social support was correlated with MPIP and
MPIC in Tiirkiye but not in the UK. Yet, the multiple-group
path model showed that these differences were negligible.
Accordingly, the total effects of social support on MPIP and
MPIC were significant in both cultures. This result is in line
with earlier studies showing that parents who perceive more
social support showed more mindful (Wang & Lo, 2020) and
positive parenting but less negative parenting (Lippold et al.,
2018; Taraban et al., 2019), as well as that this relationship
is similar across cultures (Serrano-Villar et al., 2017).
Moreover, in both cultures, parental psychological distress
fully mediated the associations between parents’ social
support and MPIP and MPIC. Namely, social support did
not directly predict parent- or child-report mindful parenting
after accounting for parental well-being; it only indirectly
affected mindful parenting by first reducing parental
psychological distress. These results fit well with Belsky’s
(1984) argument that the direct effect of social support
on parenting is not as strong as its indirect effect through
parental psychological well-being.

Taken together, our results show that mindful parenting
is multiply determined by parent characteristics, child
characteristics, and family social environment regardless
of the reporter. Moreover, this process is somewhat
similar across cultures. Our results also partially support
Belsky’s (1984) claim that these determinants do not have
an equal influence on parenting. To be specific, ‘parental
psychological distress is a better determinant of mindful
parenting than social support, which itself is a stronger
determinant than child negative emotionality’ (Belsky, 1984;
p. 63); the former was supported in both cultures, while the
latter was supported only in Tiirkiye, as discussed above.

Limitations and future directions

As previously stated, despite the increasing research on
mindful parenting, cross-cultural differences and child
perceptions of mindful parenting have been understudied. This
study is the first to directly compare the mindful parenting
process in two cultures using dyadic parent-child data. Yet,
first, our findings may be somewhat limited by the samples
consisting predominantly of mothers and their typically
developed children aged 11-16 years. As such, further work is
needed to generalise the findings to different types of families.
Note that we invited both mothers and fathers; therefore, such
homogeneity of our samples as in previous studies (e.g., Kim

et al., 2019; Lo et al., 2018; Moreira et al., 2018) may reflect
that mothers are still primary caregivers of children. It seems
that fathers need to be specifically targeted to better explore
the mindful parenting process in fathers.

Second, self-report scales of parenting may cause biased
results. Parents, especially from relatively more collectivist
cultures such as Tiirkiye, may tend to self-report socially
desirable parenting behaviours (Bernardi, 2006; Bornstein
et al., 2015). Although our study increases the validity of the
measurement using both parent and child reports, studies
considering observational scales (e.g., Mindful Parenting
Observational Scales; Geier et al., 2012) are warranted to capture
a full picture of mindful parenting (Morsbach & Prinz, 2006).

Third, this study did not examine potentially confounding
influences at the societal level, such as parenting beliefs and values
or religion. These would be useful additions for, future studies
so as to understand the origins of cross-cultural similarities and
differences in the determinants of mindful parenting.

Fourth, we cannot establish causality due to the cross-
sectional nature of our data. For example, the association
between child temperament and mindful parenting has been
suggested to be bidirectional, such that mindful parenting
may decrease negative emotionality in children, and in turn,
child negative emotionality may augment mindful parenting
(Lengua & Kovacs, 2005). Child temperament and parental
psychological well-being have also been shown to affect each
other bidirectionally; as such, increased parental distress
might be the risk factor for child negative emotionality
(Wiggins et al., 2014). Moreover, the mindful parenting
model has proposed that parental well-being is an outcome,
rather than a predictor, of mindful parenting (Anand et al.,
2021; Duncan et al., 2009). We encourage future research to
use genetically informed (e.g., Oliver, 2015) and/or cross-
lagged panel designs (Kenny, 2005) to explore directionality.

Implications

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study has valuable
implications for mindful parenting research and practice.
For example, considering the multiple risk factors for low
mindful parenting, it may be best practice for non-clinical
mindful parenting interventions to target especially high-
risk parents, such as those with low social support and
psychological well-being, as well as those with “difficult”
children (Cowling & Van Gordon, 2022).

Using the multiple-group approach, moreover, we
revealed culture-specific and culture-generic determinants
of parenting. Here, our results imply that parental
psychological well-being is perhaps the most critical
determinant in the process of mindful parenting, showing its
mediating role in the link from child temperament and social
support to parents’ and children’s perceptions of mindful

@ Springer



Current Psychology

parenting parental both in the UK and Tiirkiye. Therefore,
we suggest that preventive and therapeutic mindful parenting
interventions for non-clinical samples (Potharst et al., 2021)
may essentially focus on parents’ psychological well-being.
However, we also showed that parental vulnerability to child
negative emotionality might vary across cultures, endorsing the
importance of using cross-cultural mindful parenting research.
We thus hope our results may encourage further cross-cultural
research to reveal differences/similarities in the determinants
of mindful parenting. Thereby, interventions in a given culture
can be revised for parents with a lower likelihood of adopting
mindful parenting rather than relying solely on mindful
parenting models (Kil & Antonacci, 2020) and interventions
derived from mostly western families (Anand et al., 2021).
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