
  

  Psychology: the Journal of the Hellenic Psychological Society

   Vol 27, No 2 (2022)

   Special Issue: Parenting and Development, in memoriam of Katerina Maridaki-Kassotaki

  

 

  

  Profiling parents’ wellbeing with a newly developed
positive parenting measure  

  Theodoros Kyriazos, Anastassios Stalikas   

  doi: 10.12681/psy_hps.31757 

 

  

  Copyright © 2022, Θεόδωρος Κυριάζος, Αναστάσιος Σταλίκας 

  

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0.

To cite this article:
  
Kyriazos, T., & Stalikas, A. (2022). Profiling parents’ wellbeing with a newly developed positive parenting measure . 
Psychology: The Journal of the Hellenic Psychological Society, 27(2), 40–58. https://doi.org/10.12681/psy_hps.31757

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://epublishing.ekt.gr  |  e-Publisher: EKT  |  Downloaded at: 31/12/2025 10:02:12



ΨΥΧΟΛΟΓΙΑ | PSYCHOLOGY, 27(2), 40-58   

 

© 2022, Theodoros Kyriazos, Anastassios Stalikas 
Licence CC-BY-SA 4.0 

ΕΜΠΕΙΡΙΚΗ ΕΡΓΑΣΙΑ | RESEARCH PAPER  

Profiling parents’ wellbeing with a newly developed positive parenting 

measure  

Theodoros KYRIAZOS1,2, Anastassios STALIKAS1 

1 Department of Psychology, Panteion University, Athens, Greece 
2 Department of Psychology, University of Western Macedonia, Florina, Greece 

 

 

KEYWORDS  ABSTRACT  

Parenting, 
Positive Parenting, 

Latent Profile Analysis, 
wellbeing, 

NICOMACHUS-Positive Parenting, 
NPP, 

LPA 
 

 

 This study focused on replicating the tenability and reliability of the 4-factor 
structure of a new positive parenting measure, namely NICOMACHUS–Positive 

Parenting (NPP). Positive parenting scores were used along with wellbeing scores 
(emotional, psychological, happiness, life satisfaction, positive emotions, life 

meaning) to profile respondents using Latent Profile Analysis (LPA). The sample 
included 489 respondents with at least a child aged 7–13 years during 2021-22 

(amidst COVID-19). The 4-factor NPP structure was tenable and reliable. The 

significantly different 4-factor bifactor model vs. the first-order 4-factor model 

suggested there may be a general parenting factor simultaneously with the 4 
specific positive parenting factors. Bifactor fit measures suggested both total and 

per factor NPP scores can be reliably calculated. Regarding LPA, 3 positive 
parenting–wellbeing profiles emerged with adequate size. Profile 1 (containing 

about 50% of the respondents) had the highest positive parenting and wellbeing 
scores. Profile 2 (containing about 35% of the respondents) had the 2nd highest 

positive parenting and the lowest wellbeing scores. Profile 3 (containing about 15% 
of the respondents) had the lowest positive parenting and the 2nd highest wellbeing 

scores. This 3-profile solution was cross-validated with 8 different clustering 
methods. Mean score differences across the 3 profiles were significant with a large 

effect size for all the LPA inputs, suggesting that the derived profiles were 
significantly distinct from one another. There were significant associations 

between parental characteristics (age, role, education level, work status, annual 
income), child characteristics (gender, special needs, birth order), and profile 

membership. 
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Introduction 

Positive Parenting was recently broadened with a new positive parenting measure: NICOMACHUS–Positive 

Parenting (NPP; Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a). Within this parenting model (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018; Kyriazos & 

Stalikas, 2019a; Seligman, 2002), parenthood is a realm where parents: 1) Nurture child’s values; 2) Discover 
and boost the child’s strengths; 3) Help children shape their life around their strengths, as a means of balancing 

weaknesses; 4) Increase children’s and family’s wellbeing. Regarding nurturing values, specific values of the 

“Values in Action” classification were selected for the Greek cultural context (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). 

Strengths were viewed as a base for talents, adopting the Strength Finder’s view regarding strengths (Rath, 
2007). A strength is the ability to have a constantly high performance in a specific activity (Asplund et al., 2007). 

NPP has twenty items in four dimensions: Nurturing Values, Strength Identification and Boosting, Parenting 

Context (Environment), Involvement, and they were designed and interrelated based on the following positive 

parenting model (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a). 
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The Positive Parenting Model behind NICOMACHUS-Positive Parenting 

Positive Parenting is focused on increasing a child’s positive emotions, by expressing unconditional love and 
acceptance (Seligman, 2002). Positive emotions through their broadening effect (Fredrickson, 1998) will increase 

a child’s tendency for exploration, and creativity. This function has secure attachment as a prerequisite 

(Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1969). Exploration and creativity will help certain skills, and abilities to gradually 

emerge.  
This is essentially a process of acquiring mastery (Seligman, 2002), nurturing emergent child’s strengths. 

To boost this nurturing effect, when a new strength appears, parents should name the strength, praise, and 

encourage the child. This is a parenting practice to identify and boost the strength through positive reinforcement 

(Seligman, 2002) and it is generally more effective when parents also role-model the boosted strength (Bandura, 
1977; Huta, 2012), nurturing the value behind it. Positive parents express their positive reinforcement through 

positive emotions and involvement. Subsequently, the child will attempt to receive more positive reinforcement, 

using the strength repeatedly. Eventually, the child will keep expressing the strengths generating successful 

attempts, abandoning those generating unsuccessful ones. Some strengths will consistently have more successful 
attempts than others (Seligman, 2002).  

Parents are urged to build their child’s education, activities, and future career goals around his/her strengths 

appearing more often. In this way, the chances for the child to achieve long-lasting, eudemonic wellbeing are 

higher (Seligman, 2002). The preconditions for the success of the above process are the effective coverage of the 
basic parenting tasks, including (Bradley, 2002) sustenance (survival, safety, and basic biological needs 

satisfaction), cognitive and socioemotional stimulation, support, structure, and surveillance (Bradley, 2002; 

Bradley & Caldwell, 1995).  

The NPP validation (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a) was completed in three stages and confirmed the four NPP 

factors: Nurturing Values (NV, items 1-9), Strength Identification and Boosting (SIB, items 10-14), Parenting 
Context (PC, items 15-17) and Involvement (I, items 18-20). In stage 1 theoretically, relevant items were iteratively 

reduced and refined generating the 20-item measure. Next, the NPP psychometrics were validated in two large-

scale studies (see Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a). A 4-factor structure emerged based on EFA and CFA. Full strict 

measurement invariance across the child’s gender was successfully established (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a).  
Generally, there was a significant positive relationship between NPP and positive parenting practices like 

Supportive/Engaged Parenting (Lovejoy et al., 1999), Emotional Warmth (Reid et al., 2015), positive parenting 

themes (Berry & Jones, 1995), i.e., responsive parenting (Baumrind, 1971; Maccoby & Martin 1983) as well as 

with parenting satisfaction (James et al., 1985). Non-Positive Parenting Practices had a significant, negative 
association with NPP, i.e., inconsistent discipline, poor supervision (Elgar et al., 2007), anxious intrusiveness, 

punitive discipline, permissiveness (Reid et al., 2015), development problems, parenting capacity problems, 

Family/Environmental problems (Sheppard et al., 2010), hostile/coercive parenting (Lovejoy et al., 1999), and 

stressful parenting (Berry & Jones, 1995). The association of NPP with wellbeing constructs was also highly 
significant, i.e., with flourishing (PERMA; Butler & Kern, 2016), life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985), emotional 

and psychological wellbeing (Keyes et al., 2008), and positive affect (Diener et al., 2010).  

Beyond the NPP, does this mean that parents perceive parenthood as a “bounty of happiness”?  

Parenting and wellbeing 

Wellbeing encompasses several positive human functioning dimensions (Boniwell et al., 2013). Primarily, it 

includes subjective wellbeing (Diener et al., 1999), flourishing (Seligman, 2011), and happiness (Seligman, 2002). 

The hedonic wellbeing tradition (Ryan & Deci, 2001) means experiencing more positive emotions than negative, 

plus global life satisfaction (Ruini, 2017). Therefore, it involves both affective and cognitive life appraisals (Diener 
et al., 1999). 

Research on parenting and wellbeing reported mixed findings on their relationship. Some studies showed 

that parents perceived lower wellbeing than non-parents, whereas others showed that parents had higher or 

similar wellbeing to non-parents (Nelson et al., 2014; Hart, 2021; Sirgy, 2021). Research following parents 
longitudinally reported that wellbeing increased while waiting for their firstborn, and it dropped to baseline 

shortly after (Hart, 2021; Sirgy, 2021). A meta-analysis confirmed that the transition to parenthood is associated 

with an initial increase in life satisfaction, declining later (Luhmann, et al., 2012). The same source reported that 
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parents perceived higher positive emotions after their childbirth than before parenthood (Sirgy, 2021). Other 

longitudinal studies reported that wellbeing and happiness decreased incrementally with the birth of each child 

(Hart, 2021).  
Hansen et al., (2009) also examined the link between parental status (childless individuals, parents with 

residential children, and empty nest parents) and multiple wellbeing measures in midlife adults or older. These 

measures covered life satisfaction, self-esteem, affective wellbeing, depression, and loneliness. Results suggested 

that childless women perceived the lowest cognitive wellbeing, whereas parental status and psychological 
wellbeing were unrelated (Sirgy, 2021). Furthermore, different sources reported that working mothers perceived 

fewer positive emotions, rating childcare barely more enjoyable than commuting or housekeeping (Kahneman et 

al., 2004; Hart, 2021). Generally, research suggested a moderating effect of gender on the relation between 

parenting and wellbeing (Sirgy, 2021; Nelson-Coffey, 2018). Specifically, parenting is associated with higher 
wellbeing for fathers than for mothers (Sirgy, 2021). Parenting young children were reported to be harder for 

women than men. This difference is less pronounced for parents of adult children, particularly if the children are 

well adjusted or have left home (Ryff, 2018; Hart, 2021). 

A different body of research suggested that socioeconomic status moderated the effect of parenthood on 
wellbeing (Margolis & Myrskyla, 2015; Nelson et al., 2013; Sirgy, 2021). Parents who are employed, have higher 

income, and have higher education, experience higher levels of wellbeing than parents with low socioeconomic 

status. Perhaps childcare is more burdensome when parents have available resources to manage it (Musick, et 

al., 2016; Nelson et al., 2013; Nelson-Coffey et al., 2017; Sirgy, 2021). A different line of research suggested that 
parental wellbeing was associated with child’s temperament, while other sources argued that the parent’s age, 

gender, socioeconomic status, and social support may affect parental wellbeing (Nelson et al., 2014; Hart, 2021; 

Sirgy 2021). Nelson et al. (2014; as cited in Hart, 2021) also reported that parents perceived higher life meaning 

compared to non-parents and having a child in the home was linked to life meaning.  

The present study 

Considering the above background, classifying positive parenting (measured with NPP) in tandem with 

wellbeing measures would provide preliminary criterion validity evidence for the NPP, adding up to the positive 

association reported between NPP and wellbeing in previous research (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a). Furthermore, 
it could answer the question, what are the profiles of parents/caregivers scoring high in positive parenting, 

contributing to the existing inconclusive literature on parenting and wellbeing. 

 Therefore, the first objective of this study was to answer: (1) What was the factor structure of NPP? 

Especially pertinent for this objective was to answer: (1a) if the 4-factor NPP structure reported by Kyriazos and 
Stalikas, (2019a) tenable and reliable in this dataset; and (1b) if there was a higher-order parenting structure in 

NPP.  

Note also that examining the tenability of the NPP structure was a prerequisite for all subsequent analyses 

given that: (a) Data was collected amidst COVID-19 i.e., a huge extraneous variable (see Kline, 2020); and (b) 
NPP was a newly developed instrument, and the construct validation process is multiphasic and not a single 

pass/fail test (Zumbo & Chan, p. 4; Kline, 2016, p. 93). 

Additionally, NPP as a measure of positive parenting is inherently connected to wellbeing (Kyriazos & 

Stalikas, 2019a). So, it might contribute to the inconclusive literature regarding the association between 
parenting and wellbeing to group the parents using their positive parenting and wellbeing scores. Therefore, the 

NPP was used to profile parents through Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) using NPP scores in tandem with wellbeing 

constructs (emotional wellbeing, psychological wellbeing, happiness, life satisfaction, positive emotions, life 

meaning) seeking to answer: (2) How many and which profiles were there in the data? (3) What was the size of 

each profile? (4) Are there significant differences across profile membership and positive parenting–wellbeing 
constructs? (5) How did demographics differ across profiles? To answer, we used several wellbeing measures: 

affective (positive emotions), cognitive (subjective happiness, life satisfaction), psychological, and life meaning. 

These draw either on the hedonic wellbeing tradition (Ryan & Deci, 2001) connected to emotional wellbeing or 

the eudemonic tradition (e.g., Ryff, 1989; Keyes, 2002).  
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Method 

Participants and procedure 

Inclusion criteria were parenting at least a child 7–13 years. The sample involved 489 respondents (Mage = 

44 years, SD = 7.23) of Greek nationality (96%). Most respondents (76%) were biological mothers, 20% 

biological fathers, 1% stepparents, 1% grandparents, and 2% endorsed “other”. They raised 1 (31%), 2 (48%), 

or ≥3 (21%) children per family (57% girls), aged 7–10 years (51%), and 11–13 (49%), without any special need 

(93%). The reference child was either their first (58%), second (29%), or third (10%) child in the family (2% 

endorsed “other”). Almost all respondents (96%) lived with the reference child. Most participants (67%) had a 

B.A. or higher, 23% finished high school, 3% junior high school or lower, and 7% endorsed “other”. Most 

respondents (87%) were employed, with an annual income 0–10,000€ (26%), followed by 10,001–20,000€ 

(34%), 20,001–30,000€ (20%), and > 30,000 (21%). Respondents (96% biological parents) will be 

henceforward referred to as “parents” in the context of this work.  

The sample was recruited online between 2021-2022 (amidst COVID-19) through word of mouth. 

Specifically, psychology students voluntarily recruited parents from their social environment. Recruiters received 

extra course credit. Recruited parents did not receive any incentive (see, Supplementary material: instructions 

to the respondents). 

 

Measures 

Nicomachus–Positive Parenting (NPP)1 

NPP (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a) measures positive parenting practices for children 7-13 years (e.g.,”I can 

say I am sufficiently aware of my child’s strengths”). NPP contains 20 items tapping 4 factors: Nurturing Values 
(NV), Strength Identification and Boosting (SIB), Parenting Context (PC), and Involvement (I). Items are rated 

on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Absolutely Untrue, 3= Can’t Say True or Untrue, 5= Absolutely True). There are no 

reverse-scored items. The score is ranging from 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum). Kyriazos and Stalikas (2019a) 

reported that across 2 samples internal consistency reliability was .92–.93 (Total NPP), .92–.89 (NV), .81–.85 

(SIB), .80–.85 (PC), .62–.75 (I).  

Mental Health Continuum–Short Form (MHC–SF) 

MHC–SF (Keyes et al., 2008) is a self-report, 14-item questionnaire, measuring three wellbeing dimensions 

proposed by Keyes (2002), namely emotional (EWB; e.g., “How often did you feel happy?”), social (SWB; “e.g., 
“How often did you feel that you belonged to a community?”) and psychological (PWB; e.g. “How often did you 

feel good at managing the responsibilities of your daily life?”). Items are rated on a 6-point frequency scale (0 = 

Never, 5 = Every Day) referring to the past month. Keyes (2002) reported adequate (>.80) internal consistency 

reliability. In the current study it was α = .90 (MHC-SF total), .82 (EWB), .81 (PWB), .86 (SWB).  

Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) 

SHS (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999) is a measure of happiness. Four items (e.g., In general, I consider myself 

…) are rated on a 7-point scale with different anchors for each item (e.g., 1 = not a very happy person to 7 = very 

happy person). Lyubomirsky and Lepper (1999) reported internal consistency reliability .79–.94. In this study, 

internal consistency reliability was α = .76. 

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) 

The SWLS (Diener et al., 1985) measures perceived global life satisfaction with 5 items (e.g., “I am satisfied 

with my life”) rated on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). Pavot and Diener 

 

 

1 Copyright © 2022 MOTIVO EVALUATION (ΜΟΤΙΒΟ ΑΞΙΟΛΟΓΗΣΗ), trademark of MOTIVO PUBLISHING (ΜΟΤΙΒΟ ΕΚΔΟΤΙΚΗ Α.Ε.), 

All rights reserved. 
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(1993) reported that internal consistency reliability .79–89 and in a Greek sample it was α = .87 (Kyriazos et al., 

2021a).  In this study, it was α = .86. 

Scale of Positive and Negative Experience 8 (SPANE-8) 

SPANE-8 (Diener et al., 2010; Kyriazos et al., 2018) is a shortened SPANE-12, containing 1 general experience 

per factor instead of 3 (Diener et al., 2010, p.145). Items (e.g., “Pleasant”, “Bad”) are rated on a 5-point Likert 

scale (1= Very Rarely or Never, 5= Very Often or Always). Internal consistency reliability in a Greek sample 
(Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2021) was α = .86 (SPANE8-P) and .79 (SPANE8-N). In this study, it was α = .87 (SPANE8-

P) and .80 (SPANE8-N). 

Meaning in Life Questionnaire (MLQ) 

The MLQ (Steger et al., 2006) measures life meaning (e.g., “I understand my life’s meaning”, “I am searching 

for meaning in my life”) with 10 items in two factors (Presence of meaning, Search for meaning). Items are rated 
on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 = Absolutely True, 7 = Absolutely Untrue). Internal consistency reliability in a 

Greek sample (Stalikas et al., 2018) was α = .76 (MLQ total), .85 (MLQ-P), .86 (MLQ-S). In this study it was α = 

.78 (MLQ total), .84 (MLQ-P), .86 (MLQ-S). 

Sample power analysis 

A priori power analysis based on RMSEA (MacCallum et al., 1996) for the first-order 4-factor NPP model 

(Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a) suggested that N = 96 was necessary to achieve 80% power to reject a wrong model 

(df = 164, Null RMSEA= .05, Alternative RMSEA=.08, alpha= .05). For the LPA a sample of N = 489 approximates 

the 5oo cases proposed for LPA (Spurk et al., 2020). 

Analytic strategy 

See an overview of the study analyses in Table SM.1 (Supplementary material). The R software was used for 

data analyses (R Development Core Team, 2022). Initially, the NPP factor structure was validated by examining: 

first-order, second-order, and a Bifactor CFA models (see the Results). CFA Goodness fit criteria were RMSEA 

≤0.06, RMSEA 90% CI ≤ 0.06, CFI ≥ 0.95, TLI ≥ 0.95, and SRMR ≤0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and lowest Akaike 
Information Criterion (ΑIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), (Mair, 2018). 

To select the best fitting CFA model the fit differences were compared, including both the Chi-square 

difference test and AIC, BIC. These information criteria can be used both in nested and non-nested model 

comparisons. This course of action was adopted because experts are disagreement on whether a model with 
correlated factors is nested within a Bifactor model for more than 3 latent factors, “with lower AIC and BIC values 

indicating a better fitting model” (McDermott et al., 2017, p. 15; Kline, 2016).  

Regarding the Bifactor model tested, recommendations in Bifactor literature (Reise, 2012; Rodriguez et al., 

2016) proposed that researchers can calculate ancillary Bifactor measures to determine the most appropriate 
interpretation of an instrument’s dimensionality i.e., unidimensionality vs. multidimensionality (McDermott et 

al., 2017). This was the reason for testing a Bifactor model. These measures provide more nuanced information 

on an instrument’s dimensionality (McDermott, et al., 2017; Reise et al., 2013; Stucky & Edelen, 2014). Bifactor 

ancillary measures were Explained Common Variance (ECV), Percent of Uncontaminated Correlations (PUC; c.f., 
Rodriguez et al., 2016), and Omega Hierarchical (ωΗ; Reise, 2012), a model-based reliability coefficient.  

Subsequently, Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) followed using the NPP scores and different wellbeing scores. 

LPA is a model-based classification method, which classifies individuals into distinct groups (i.e., classes, clusters, 

or profiles) based on their scores on a set of continuous observed variables by using statistical tests and model 

fit indicators (see Masyn, 2013). LPA profiles respondents into categories (subpopulations) that have different 
configural profiles of attributes sets using varying degrees of probabilities (Spurk et al., 2020). Rather than 

assuming that continuous latent factors explain the observed associations –like the common factor model– the 

LPA model suggests that the associations can be attributed to the differences in the means of the continuous 

measures over the latent groups (see Bauer & Curran, 2004).  
To compare the latent profile models the following model fit indicators were used. ΑIC is based on -2 log-

likelihood, and penalized by the number of parameters. Approximate Weight of Evidence (AWE) combines 

information on model fit and on classification errors (Bensmail et al., 1997). BIC is based on -2 log-likelihood, 
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and penalized by the number of parameters adjusted by sample size. Classification Likelihood Criterion (CLC) is 

based on -2 log-likelihood, and it is penalized by the entropy (Biernacki & Govaert, 1997). Kullback information 

criterion (KIC) is based on -2 log-likelihood, and it is penalized by 3 times the number of parameters -1 
(Cavanaugh & Noe, 1999). Generally, the model with the lowest indicator is preferred (Mair, 2018), although 

there are alternative maximizing approaches (i.e., higher loglikelihood values lead to a higher BIC; Fraley & 

Raftery, 2002; Mair, 2018), depending on the software or R package used.  

Furthermore, for cross-checking the optimal profile model to be retained we implemented the calculation 
proposed by Akogul and Erisoglu (2017), which integrates several fit indicators for choosing the optimal profile 

model using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP; Saaty, 1990). The AHP was based on the fit of AIC, AWE, BIC, 

CLC, and KIC. Finally, to ensure that the optimum number of profiles was retained, eight additional clustering 

methods were implemented (Ward, Single, Complete, Average, McQuitty, Median, Centroid, Kmeans) to identify 
the relevant number of profiles in the dataset (Charrad et al., 2014). There are several cluster-validation 

approaches (Hennig, 2016, p.724; Koutroumbas & Theodoridis, 2008, p. 864). The approach used here was based 

on internal and relative criteria. The relative criteria were the evaluation of the clustering structure by comparing 

several different clustering schemes on the same dataset, e.g., regarding the number of clusters (Charrad et al., 
2014; Hennig, 2016; Koutroumbas & Theodoridis, 2008). 

Results 

Validating the NPP model 

The univariate normality was examined with Kolmogorov-Smirnov, Shapiro-Wilk, Shapiro-Francia, and 

Anderson-Darling tests, p < .001. The multivariate normality was examined with Mardia's multivariate kurtosis 

and skewness, Henze–Zirkler's consistent test, Doornik–Hansen test, and Energy-test, p < .001. There were no 

missing values because the online survey fields were obligatory (Stalikas & Kyriazos, 2019). There were 20 

multivariate outliers, Mahalanobis’ distance critical value > χ2 (20) = 45.31, p < .001. Outliers were not data input 

errors, and exclusion was unsupported, final N = 489. 

Testing alternative models with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

To validate if the NPP structure (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a) was tenable, 4 alternative CFA models were 

specified (MLR estimator).  

MODEL A was a First-order 3-factor model with NV and SIB factors in a single factor, to verify their 

distinctiveness. MODEL B was the First-order 4-factor model proposed by Kyriazos and Stalikas (2019a), without 

error covariances. MODEL C was the second-order alternative of MODEL B, with a second-order parenting factor 

and the 4 first-order factors of MODEL B. MODEL D was a Bifactor alternative of MODEL B. All 20 NPP items 

tapped a general parenting factor and simultaneously the 4 factors of MODEL B as specific factors of positive 

parenting. This is a model configuration borrowed from the structure of intelligence. See the fit of all the models 

tested, the range of factor loadings, and inter-factor correlations in Table 1. 

The 4-factor model (MODEL B) and the second-order alternative (MODEL C) had a comparably good fit and 

the 4-factor Bifactor model (MODEL D) showed an even better fit (Table 1). Regarding the model fit comparisons 

(Table 2), the 4-factor Bifactor model (MODEL D) had the lowest information criteria compared to the rest of the 

models. The χ2 difference test showed that: (A) the difference between the 4-factor Bifactor model (MODEL D) 

from the first-order 4-factor model (MODEL B) was significant, p < .001. (B) The χ2 difference between the first-

order 4-factor model (MODEL B) from the second-order 4-factor model (MODEL C) was not significant, p = .235. 

(C) the χ2 difference between the second-order 4-factor model (MODEL C) from the first-order 3-factor model 

(MODEL A) was significant, p < .001.  

The calculation of ancillary bifactor model fit indicators showed that the 4-factor Bifactor model had a PUC 

< .80 (=.73), ECVGen > .60 (= .76) and ωh > .70 (= .93), i.e., within the gray zone (Stucky et al., 2014), suggesting 

the presence of some multidimensionality and some unidimensionality (Stucky et al., 2014; Reise et al., 2013), so 

both total and per factor NPP scores can be used.  
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After jointly considering, model fit, factor loadings, inter-factor correlations (Table 1), and the χ2 difference 

tests (Table 2) the first-order 4-factor model fit was considered robust, χ2 (164) = 464.55, RMSEA = .061 [90% 

CI .055, .067], CFI = .951, TLI = .944, SRMR = .057 (no error covariances). All standardized factor loadings were 
> .40 (Brown, 2015), from .671 – .940, p < .001 (Table 1).  

 

Table 1 

Goodness of Fit, Factor Loadings, and Factor Inter-correlations for the Alternative NPP Models Tested  

(N = 489) 

Model fit 

Indicator 

CFA Models Tested for NPP 

MODEL Aa 

F.O. 3- factor 

MODEL Bb 

F.O. 4-factor  

MODEL Cc 

S.O. 4-factor 

MODEL Dd 

4-factor Bifactor 

χ2 597.87 464.55 468.74 270.34 

Df 167 164 166 151e 

CFI .930 .951 .951 .981 

TLI .920 .944 .944 .976 

RMSEA .073 .061 .061 .040 

Low 90% CI  .067 .055 .055 .033 

High 90% CI  .078 .067 .067 .047 

SRMR .060 .057 .057 .026 

Loadings per 
Factor 

F1 = .629 – .926 
F2 = .677 –.929 

F3 = .671 –.844 

F1 = .680 – .940 
F2 = .672 – .871 

F3 = .677 – .929 

F4 = .671 – .846 

F1 = .680 – .940 
F2 = .671 –.873 

F3 = .677 –.929 

F4 = .671 –.844 

S.O. = .682 –.959 

F1= -.036 – .909 
F2 = .175 –.510 

F3 = .282 –.739 

F4 = .466 –.541 

G = .468 –.909 
Factor Inter-

Correlation  
.51 – .77 .51 – .90   

*Note. Estimator=MLR. NV=Nurturing Values, SIB=Strength Identification and Boosting, PC=Parenting Context, I=Involvement. 
F.O.=First-Order. a F1=NV & SIB, F2=PC, F3=I. b F1=NV, F2=SIB, F3=PC, F4=I. c S.O.=Second-order Parenting Factor, F1=NV, F2=SIB, 
F3=PC, F4=I. d G=General Parenting Factor, F1=specific NV Factor, F2=specific SIB Factor, F3=specific PC Factor, F4=specific I Factor. e 
The dfs of the 4-factor Bifactor model were 151 instead of 150 because item 2 had a standardized factor loading>1.0, and we set the loading 

to be equal in the general and specific factor. 

 
Post hoc power analysis based on the RMSEA (MacCallum, et al., 1996) of the first-order 4-factor model suggested 

that N = 489 was associated with 100% power to reject a wrong model (df = 164, Null RMSEA = .05, Alternative 

RMSEA = .08, alpha = .05).  See the path diagram of MODEL B in Figure 1. 

Table 2 
Model fit comparison of the Alternative NPP Models Tested (N = 489). 

 

NPP models Df  AIC BIC χ2 Chisq Δdf Δ p 

MODEL D 4-factor Bifactor 151 a 24145 24392 324.34 – – – 

MODEL B First-Order 4-factor  164 24357 24550 562.63 177.409 13 < .001 

MODEL C Second-Order 4-factor  166 24358 24542 567.47 4.140 2 .126 

MODEL A First-Order 3-factor  167 24516 24696 727.69 69.646 1 < .001 

*Note.a The dfs of the 4-factor Bifactor model were 151 instead of 150 because item 2 had a standardized factor loading > 1.0, and we set 
its loading to be equal in the general and specific factors. The “Chisq” column contains standard test statistics, not the robust test that 

should be reported per model. A robust difference test is a function of two standard (not robust) statistics. 
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Figure 1. The path diagram of the first-order 4-factor NPP model (MODEL B) 

 

Internal consistency reliability, model-based reliability, and validity 

For the total NPP, internal consistency reliability was glb = .96 ≥ α = .96 [95% CI = .94, .96]. For the NV factor, 

internal consistency reliability was glb = .94 ≥ α = .94 [95% CI = .93, .95]. NV model- based reliability was ωΒollen 

= .94, ωBentler = .94 ωt = .93. Model-based convergent validity was AVE = 64.  For the SIB factor, internal 
consistency reliability was glb = .91 ≥ .89 [95% CI = .87, .90]. SIB model- based reliability and convergent validity 

were ωΒollen = .89, ωBentler = .89, ωt = .88, and AVE = 62. For the PC factor, internal consistency reliability was glb 

= .89 ≥ α = .86 [95% CI = .84, .88]. PC model- based reliability and convergent validity were ωΒollen = .88, ωBentler 

= .88, ωt = .89, and AVE = 71. For the I factor, internal consistency reliability was glb = .83 ≥ α =.81 [95% CI = 
.78, .84]. Model- based reliability and convergent validity for the I factor were ωΒollen = .81, ωBentler = .81, ωt = .81, 

and AVE = 59. 

In sum, all the internal consistency reliability, model-based reliability, and model-based validity measures 

calculated were well above the desired thresholds of acceptability (Hair et al., 2010) both for the total NPP and 
per factor.  Additionally, the greatest lower bound estimate (glb) was greater than internal consistency reliability, 

as expected (Mair, 2018).   

Using Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) to profile parents 

Then LPA, classified respondents based on their scores on positive parenting (Total NPP), emotional wellbeing 

(MHC-SF EWB), psychological wellbeing (MHC-SF PWB) subjective happiness (SHS), life satisfaction (SWLS), 

positive emotions (SPANE8-P) and life meaning (MLQ-P), identifying parents’ wellbeing profiles. LPA was applied 

to the total NPP z-score and the same was true for the rest of the LPA inputs. 

Four profile models with different variance-covariance specifications were compared. MODEL 1 had equal 
variances and covariances fixed to zero. MODEL 2 had varying variances and covariances fixed to zero. MODEL 

3 had equal variances and equal covariances and MODEL 4 had varying variances and varying covariances. For 

each specification, profiles with 1–4 groups were tested (16 profile solutions in total). AIC and KIC suggested 

Model 4 with 3 profiles was optimal whereas BIC suggested Model 2 with 4 profiles. CLC suggested Model 4 with 
4 profiles was the optimal model, whereas AWE Model 1 with 4 profiles. Therefore, after the consensus of AIC 
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and BIC, Model 4 (varying variances and varying covariances) with 3 profiles was considered the optimal, AIC = 

7589.652, AWE = 9863.441, BIC = 8302.354, CAIC = 8472.354, CLC = 7251.266, and KIC = 7762.652 (Table 3).   

The size of each profile was 50.72% (Profile 1), 35.17% (Profile 2), and 14.11 % (Profile 3). Additionally, the 
AHP, implemented with the relative importance of AIC = 0.2323, AWE = 0.1129, BIC = 0.2525, CLC = 0.0922, 

KIC =0.3101., also suggested the optimal solution was Model 4 with 3 profiles. The percentage of the sample 

found in the smallest profile (14.11% > 5%) was also a useful metric to support model retention (Ferguson et al., 

2020).  
 

Table 3 

Model Fit Statistics for the 1–4 Profile Solutions Estimated, having 1–4 Profiles (Groups) Each Based on the Positive 

Parenting Scores of NPP (N = 489) 
 

  Model Fit Indicator 

Model Profiles AIC AWE BIC CLC KIC 

1 1 9735.05 9920.43 9793.74 9709.05 9752.05 

1 2 8692.73 8985.40 8784.97 8650.53 8717.73 

1 3 8370.04 8769.71 8495.81 8311.91 8403.04 

1 4 8093.58 8600.46 8252.89 8019.33 8134.58 

2 1 9735.05 9920.43 9793.74 9709.05 9752.05 

2 2 8510.74 8897.17 8632.32 8454.47 8542.74 

2 3 8134.86 8721.93 8319.33 8048.72 8181.86 

2 4 7823.14 8611.08 8070.49 7706.90 7885.14 

3 1 8266.14 9013.68 8500.91 8156.14 8325.14 

3 2 7844.15 8698.81 8112.47 7718.13 7911.15 

3 3 7776.90 8738.81 8078.75 7634.68 7851.90 

3 4 7739.14 8808.11 8074.53 7580.95 7822.14 

4 1 8266.14 9013.68 8500.91 8156.14 8325.14 

4 2 7709.24 9219.95 8182.98 7485.01 7825.24 

4 3 7589.65 9863.44 8302.35 7251.27 7762.65 

4 4 7617.76 10654.58 8569.43 7165.28 7847.76 

*Note. AIC=Akaike information criterion, AWE=Approximate weight of evidence, BIC=Bayesian information criterion, 
CLC=Classification Likelihood Criterion, KIC=Kullback information criterion. Bold typeface=optimal model. 

Figure 2 contains a plot with the 3 distinct profiles, profiled by MODEL 4 (varying variances and varying 

covariances) based on the scores in positive parenting and wellbeing (emotional wellbeing, psychological 

wellbeing, subjective happiness, life satisfaction, positive emotions, and life meaning). 
As presented in Figure 2, the parents in Profile 1 (Highest Positive Parenting and Wellbeing) had the 

highest positive parenting scores, the highest emotional and psychological wellbeing scores, the highest 

subjective happiness, and life satisfaction scores, combined with the highest scores in positive emotions and life 

meaning (presented with the red line connecting the red dots across bars). Specifically, Profile 1 had a mean 

positive parenting score estimate of 0.48 (SE = .04, p = .00) and the rest of the estimates ranged from 0.41 (PWB) 
to 0.52 (MLQ-P), see Table 4.  

The parents in Profile 2 (2nd Highest Positive Parenting and Lowest Wellbeing) had the 2nd highest positive 

parenting scores, but the lowest emotional and psychological wellbeing scores, the lowest subjective happiness, 

and life satisfaction scores, combined with the lowest scores in positive emotions and life meaning (presented 
with the blue line connecting the blue triangles across bars). That is, Profile 2 had a mean parenting score 

estimate of 0.20 (SE = .06, p = .00) and the other estimates ranged from -0.63 (EWB and SPANE-P) to -0. 54 

(PWB and SHS), see Table 4. 
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The parents in Profile 3 (Lowest Positive Parenting and 2nd Highest Wellbeing) had the lowest Positive 

Parenting scores of all profiles, but the 2nd highest emotional, and psychological wellbeing scores, the 2nd highest 

subjective happiness, and life satisfaction scores, combined with the 2nd highest scores in positive emotions and 
life meaning (presented with the green line connecting the green squares across bars).  The parents in Profile 3 

had a mean parenting score estimate of -2.20 (SE = .09, p = .00) and the other estimates ranged from 0. 10 

SPANE8-P) to -0.31 (MLQ-P). See all the mean estimates in Table 4.     

 
Figure 2. The 3 distinct LPA profiles, profiled by MODEL 4 (varying variances and varying covariances) based 

on the parents’ scores in Positive Parenting (NPP) and Wellbeing constructs. 
*Note. Emotional Wellbeing (EWB), Psychological Wellbeing (PWB), Subjective Happiness (SHS), Life Satisfaction (SWLS), Positive 

Emotions (SPANE8-P), Life Meaning (MLQ-P), N = 489. Colored box plots show the CI for group centroids. Each box shows the SD 
within each group, (+/- 64% of the cases in a normal distribution). The higher the membership probability for the group, the more 

visible the raw data point becomes, i.e., data transparency is weighted by the posterior probability of each group. 

 

Table 4  

Mean Positive Parenting and Wellbeing Score Estimates of the 3 Positive Parenting Profiles Emerging from the LPA  
 

LPA Inputs 

Profile 1: Highest 
Positive parents & 

Highest WB 

Profile 2: 2nd Highest 
Positive parents & 

Lowest WB 

Profile 3: Lowest 
Positive parents &  

2nd Highest WB 

M Est SE p M Est SE p M Est SE p 

Positive Parenting (NPP) 0.48 .04 < .01 0.20 .06 < .01 -2.20 .09 < .01 

Emotional Wellbeing (EWB)  0.49 .07 < .01 -0.63 .17 < .01 -0.05 .11 .63 

Psychological Wellbeing (PWB) 0.41 .06 < .01 -0.54 .15 < .01 -0.03 .13 .81 

Subjective Happiness (SHS) 0.48 .08 < .01 -0.54 .13 < .01 -0.24 .11 .04 

Life Satisfaction (SWLS) 0.45 .09 < .01 -0.55 .12 < .01 -0.12 .14 .42 

Positive Emotions (SPANE8-P) 0.45 .08 < .01 -0.63 .13 < .01 0.10 .12 .40 

Life Meaning Presence (MLQ-P) 0.52 .09 < .01 -0.56 .10 < .01 -0.31 .13 .02 

Profile size 50.72% 35.17% 14.11% 
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*Note. M Est=Estimate of the Mean (in bold typeface), SE=Standard Error.  

LPA cross-validation 1: using different clustering methods 

Furthermore, to ensure that we had retained the optimum number of profiles, we also used different 

clustering (i.e., profiling) methods to identify the number of positive parenting-wellbeing profiles in the dataset. 

The results of the classifications obtained with eight methods (Ward, Single, Complete, Average, McQuitty, 
Median, Centroid, Kmeans), cross-validated the LPA results, that the optimal number of Profiles in this dataset 

was 3, based on the greatest part of the profiling rules.  

LPA cross-validation 2: examining if the profiles are significantly different 

The normality assumption was violated (Shapiro-Wilk, p < .05 for NPP, MHC-SF EWB, MHC-SF PWB, SHS, 
SWLS, SPANE8-P, and MLQ-P). Kruskal-Wallis rank-sum tests were calculated to examine if the 3 LPA profiles 

differed for each LPA input. Next, a Dunn post hoc test was carried out to locate the significant differences across 

profiles. 

The positive parenting score (NPP) of Profile 1 was significantly different from the score of Profile 2 and 3, 
Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 209.70, p < .001, with a large effect size (epsilon squared = .43). Profile 1 (Mdn 

= 4.35) perceived more positive parenting than the Profile 2 (Mdn = 4.15) and the Profile 3 (Mdn = 1.90).  

The emotional wellbeing score (MHC-SF EWB) of Profile 1 significantly differed from the score of Profile 2 

and 3, Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 135.16, p < .001, with a large effect size (epsilon squared = .28). Profile 
1 (Mdn = 4.00) perceived more EWB than Profile 2 (Mdn = 3.00) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 3.67). Note that Profile 3 

perceived higher EWB than Profile 2.  

The psychological wellbeing score (MHC-SF PWB) of Profile 1 was significantly different from the score of 

Profile 2 and 3, Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 90.18, p < .001, with a medium effect size (epsilon squared = 

.19). Profile 1 (Mdn = 4.00) perceived more PWB than Profile 2 (Mdn = 3.17) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 3.83). Again, 
the PWB of Profile 3 was greater than the PWB of Profile 2.  

The subjective happiness score (SHS) of Profile 1 significantly differed from the score of Profile 2 and 3, 

Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 128.17, p < .001, with a large effect size (epsilon squared = .26). Profile 1 (Mdn 

= 5.75) perceived more subjective happiness than Profile 2 (Mdn = 4.50) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 5.00). Again, the 
subjective happiness of Profile 3 was greater than the one of Profile 2.  

The life satisfaction score (SWLS) of Profile 1 was significantly different from the score of Profile 2 and 3, 

Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 105.93, p < .001, with a medium effect size (epsilon squared = .22). Profile 1 

(Mdn = 5.60) perceived more life satisfaction than Profile 2 (Mdn = 4.60) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 5.20). Again, the 
life satisfaction of Profile 3 was greater than the one of Profile 2.  

The positive emotions (SPANE8-P) of Profile 1 significantly differed from those of Profile 2 and 3, Kruskal-

Wallis chi-squared (2) = 137.62, p < .001, with a large effect size (epsilon squared = .28). Profile 1 (Mdn = 4.00) 

perceived more positive emotions than Profile 2 (Mdn = 3.25) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 4.00). Consistently, the 
positive emotions of Profile 3 were higher than those of Profile 2.  

Life meaning (MLQ-P) of Profile 1 was significantly different from the one of Profile 2 and 3, Kruskal-Wallis 

chi-squared (2) = 144.05, p < .001, with a large effect size (epsilon squared = .30). Profile 1 (Mdn = 6.00) 

perceived higher life meaning than Profile 2 (Mdn = 4.80) and Profile 3 (Mdn = 5.40). Consistently, the presence 
of life meaning in Profile 3 was higher than those in Profile 2. 

The demographics across the LPA profiles  

We examined whether the parents’ and children’s descriptive characteristics were significantly different 

across the 3 profiles. The normality assumption was violated (Shapiro-Wilk, p < .05 for all variables).  

Age was significantly different across the 3 profiles, Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared (2) = 12.00, p < .001, with 
a small effect size (epsilon squared = .02). The parents in Profiles 1 and 2 were on average older (Mdn = 44) than 

those in Profile 3 (Mdn = 40).  

A Fisher’s exact test with simulated p-value suggested there were significant associations between additional 

parental/child characteristics and profile membership. Specifically, there were significant associations of the 
parental role (p = .013), parent’s employment status (p = .001), and annual income (p = .002) with profile 

membership. No significant association was found between parents’ education level (p = .145) and profile 
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membership. Whether the child had special needs (p = .003), child’s gender (p = .002), and child’s birth order 

(p = .004) were also significantly associated with the parent’s profile membership.  

Focusing on profile demographics, Profile 1 and 2 included older parents (mdn = 44) while Profile 3 younger 
(mdn = 40). Profile 1 contained mostly mothers (81%) vs. 74% (Profile 2) and 61% (Profile 3). Parents in Profile 

1 were caring for no special needs children (97%) against 91% (Profile 2) and 86% (Profile 3). In Profile 3, 67% 

of the parents raised their first child, compared to 57% and 56% in Profile 1 and Profile 2 respectively. In addition, 

58% of the parents in Profile 3 were caring for boys compared to 39% (Profile 2) and 44% (Profile 1). In Profile 
1, only 86% were employed compared to 87% (Profile 2) and 90% (Profile 3). Nonetheless, 25% of the parents 

in Profile 1 reported a very high annual income compared to 20% (Profile 2) and 9% (Profile 3). 

 

Discussion 

Results showed that the 4-factor NPP structure was tenable and reliable. The second-order parenting 
structure was not significantly different than the first-order 4-factor NPP model. However, the good fit of the 4-

factor bifactor model fit vs. the first-order 4-factor model, in tandem with the ancillary bifactor measures tested 

(PUC, ECV) suggested (a) there may be a general parenting factor across all factors, and simultaneously, the 4 

specific positive parenting factors proposed by Kyriazos and Stalikas (2019a); (b) NPP total and per factor scores 
can be used.  

Regarding the parents’ profiling using positive parenting (measured with NPP) in tandem with different 

wellbeing constructs (emotional wellbeing, psychological wellbeing, happiness, life satisfaction, positive 

emotions, life meaning) three positive parenting–wellbeing profiles emerged with adequate size. The largest 
profile (half of the parents) perceived both high positive parenting and wellbeing, offering preliminary evidence 

of NPP’s criterion validity regarding parental wellbeing. There were significant differences in positive parenting–

wellbeing scores between the 3 profiles. Additionally, there were significant associations between parental/child 

characteristics and profile membership, except for the parent’s education level.  

Interpretation and similarity of the findings 

Elaborating more on the findings on the NPP structure, the CFA confirmed the four NPP factors (Nurturing 

Values, Strength Identification and Boosting, Parenting Context and Involvement) were robust, reliable, and 
sufficiently differentiated, replicating past research (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a). NPP showed good internal 

consistency reliability, model-based reliability, and convergence, corroborating past findings (Kyriazos & 

Stalikas, 2019a).  

Regarding the Latent Profile Analysis (LPA), the three positive parenting–wellbeing profiles that emerged 

had an adequate size (Spurk et al., 2020). Subsequently, to ensure that the 3 profiles were the optimum solution, 
we also used eight different clustering methods to examine the number of profiles (or clusters) found in this 

dataset (Charrad et al., 2014). The results of the cross-validating classifications confirmed that the optimal 

number of profiles is 3, confirming the LPA results. Generally, the replicability of the profiling across different 

clustering methods is an accepted method of validating a profile solution (Charrad, et al., 2014; Hennig, 2016; 
Koutroumbas & Theodoridis, 2008). The significant mean differences found across the 3 profiles, might be 

considered additional cross-validation of the profiles (Spurk et al., 2020).   

More specifically, the parents in Profile 1 (highest positive parenting and highest wellbeing) were the largest 

group (about 1 in 2 parents). They perceived significantly higher positive parenting and wellbeing than the other 
two profiles with a large effect size. Further analysis showed that the parents of Profile 1 were older than Profile 

3 and as old as Profile 2 (in their mid-forties). They were more mothers than in the other two profiles, caring 

mostly for girls, to a larger extent than the other two profiles. Most of them were not working, nonetheless, they 

had the highest annual income compared to the other two profiles. They seem to be more experienced parents 
than the in the other two profiles because most of them were not first-time-parents. Finally, they had the lowest 

percentage of special-needs children, of all profiles. These findings confirmed previous research, reporting 

significant associations between NPP and wellbeing (Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019a).  

In contrast, the parents in Profile 3 (lowest positive parenting but the 2nd highest wellbeing) were the 
smallest group (about 1 in 6 parents). Although they perceived the lowest positive parenting, they reported the 

second-highest wellbeing (after profile 1), and this difference was significant with a large effect size. Follow-up 
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analysis showed that the parents of Profile 3 were on average younger than those of Profiles 1 and 2 (in their 

forties). This profile contained more fathers than in the other two. They were parenting a boy at a larger 

percentage, than the other two profiles. They seem less experienced than the parents in the other two profiles 
because 2/3 were first-time parents. This profile contained the highest rate of employed parents, although they 

had the lowest annual income compared to the other two profiles. Finally, they had the highest percentage of 

special-needs children of all profiles. 

Profile 2 parents (2nd highest perceived positive parenting and the lowest wellbeing) contained about 1/3 of 
the parents. Although they perceived the 2nd highest positive parenting, they reported the lowest wellbeing among 

all parents. This difference from the other two profiles was significant with a large effect size. Further analysis 

showed that the parents in Profile 2 had the same age as Profile 1 (mid-forties) but were older than those in 

Profile 3. In this profile, they were more mothers than in Profile 3 but fewer than those in Profile 1. They cared 
mostly for girls, but to a less extent than in Profile 1 and more than in Profile 3. Most of them were not working, 

but they had the 2nd highest annual income after Profile 1, and higher than Profile 3. They seem to be less 

experienced parents than those in Profile 1 but more than those in Profile 3, since they contained fewer first-time 

parents than Profile 3 but not Profile 1. Finally, they had the second-lowest percentage of special-needs children, 
after Profile 1. Finally, the education level was not significantly associated with profile membership for any of the 

profiles. 

Generally, profiles 2 and 3 agree with a body of wellbeing literature reporting that wellbeing is lower for 

women (Kahneman et al., 2004; Sirgy, 2021). Past research also argued that parenting is more strongly associated 
with increased wellbeing for fathers than for mothers, and for those with higher income and this partly confirms 

Profiles 2 and 3 (Sirgy, 2021). Wellbeing of mothers fluctuates possibly because of the heavy burden of childcare 

and access to childcare services (Sirgy, 2021). However, note that the present findings suggested that positive 

parenting plus wellbeing, in tandem with the parental characteristics and child’s characteristics (all together) 

were associated with profile membership. Thus, similarities with existing findings are cautiously noted under 
the above restriction. 

Strengths of the study 

Regarding the findings on the NPP structure, we re-confirmed the stability, robustness, and reliability of 
NPP, which is noteworthy for an instrument with 20 items in a complex structure of 4 factors. The findings add 

to the construct validity of this new positive parenting measure because construct validity is not a single pass/fail 

procedure, but it is built over time by reconfirming a structure across samples, settings, and cultures (Kline, 

2020). Additionally, the bifactor results confirmed that NPP can be reliably scored with a general, total positive 
parenting score and per factor, corroborating existing practice. 

Regarding the LPA design, the double cross-validation of the LPA was achieved through (a) the use of 8 

additional clustering methods to confirm the LPA results. (b) significant differences were found for the positive 

parenting–wellbeing scores between the 3 profiles.  The use of multiple wellbeing measures offers additional 
reliability to the LPA findings. Additionally, we examined the parents’ and children’s descriptive characteristics 

across the 3 profiles. 

Generalizability, limitations, and implications 

This study had adequate sample power, and we can assume the findings have generalizability. Nonetheless, 

the interpretation should be cautious due to the non-probability sampling method (see Stalikas & Kyriazos, 2019), 

from a single culture and a single collection method (see Jovanović et al., 2021). This was a sample collected 

amidst COVID-19 (e.g., Kyriazos, et al., 2021a, Kyriazos, et al., 2021b), therefore its potential impact on the 

external validity of the study should be considered when interpreting results, as COVID-19 pandemic is a huge 
extraneous variable. An additional limitation is an imbalanced sample having more mothers than fathers, 

affecting the comparison of means.  

Moreover, there are possible sources of positive response bias pertinent to (a) online research in comparison 

to paper-and-pencil methods, and; (b) parenting and wellbeing research. More specifically, threats to the validity 
of online self-report questionnaires are a concern. However, there are conflicting findings comparing online 

questionnaires to paper-and-pencil administration methods (Streiner et al., 2015). Moreover, parenting measures 

are often related to social desirability and positive response bias (e.g., Verhoeven et al., 2017). The same is true 
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for wellbeing measures (Pavot, 2018) and frequently the correlations between self-reports and other (informant) 

reports are examined to cross-validate self-ratings (e.g., Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). This strategy was not 

included in the present research. 
Despite the limitations, the present findings could be useful for designing or pinpointing public policy on 

families, using strength-based parenting interventions. It could also add to the existing efforts for more informed, 

evidence-based interventions on parenting or family counseling, focusing on preserving and sustaining parental 

wellbeing.  
Future research could elaborate on the profiles from the different NPP factors with different wellbeing 

dimensions. More detailed information about the sample interdependences would be possibly accounted for by 

implementing multilevel modeling (e.g., Kyriazos, 2018; Kyriazos, 2019; Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2019b). Another 

useful line of research would be the relationship of positive parenting with parental acceptance/rejection (see 
Giotsa & Kyriazos, 2019), interpersonal relations (e.g., Giotsa, Kyriazos et al., 2018; Kyriazos & Giotsa, 2019) or 

school adjustment (e.g., Giotsa, Zergiotis et al., 2018). 
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Η παρούσα μελέτη επικεντρώθηκε στον επανέλεγχο της εγκυρότητας και 
αξιοπιστίας της 4-παραγοντικής δομής του νέου ερωτηματολογίου ΝΙΚΟΜΑΧΟΣ-

Θετική Γονικότητα. Οι βαθμολογίες θετικής γονικότητας χρησιμοποιήθηκαν μαζί 
με πολλαπλές βαθμολογίες δεικτών ευζωίας (συναισθηματικής, ψυχολογικής, 

ευτυχίας και ικανοποίησης από τη ζωή, θετικών συναισθημάτων, ύπαρξης 
νοήματος) προκειμένου να δημιουργηθούν γονικά προφίλ με την ανάλυση 

λανθανόντων προφίλ (ΑΛΠ). Συμμετείχαν 489 γονείς/κηδεμόνες με τουλάχιστον 

ένα παιδί ηλικίας 7–13 ετών. Η 4-παραγοντική δομή και η αξιοπιστία του 
ΝΙΚΟΜΑΧΟΣ επιβεβαιώθηκαν. Το στατιστικά σημαντικά διαφορετικό 4-

παραγοντικό αμφιπαραγοντικό μοντέλο έναντι του 4-παραγοντικού μοντέλου 
πρώτης τάξης υπέδειξε ότι ενδέχεται να υπάρχει ένας γενικός παράγοντας 

γονικότητας ταυτόχρονα με τους 4 ειδικούς παράγοντες θετικής γονικότητας. Οι 
βοηθητικοί δείκτες αμφιπαραγοντικής προσαρμογής υπέδειξαν επίσης ότι 

δύναται να χρησιμοποιούνται αξιόπιστα τόσο οι συνολικές όσο και οι ανά-
παράγοντα βαθμολογίες του ΝΙΚΟΜΑΧΟΣ. Όσον αφορά την ΑΛΠ, προέκυψαν 3 

προφίλ θετικής γονικότητας–ευζωίας με επαρκές μέγεθος. Το προφίλ 1 (περίπου 
50% των συμμετεχόντων) είχε τις υψηλότερες βαθμολογίες θετικής γονικότητας 

και ευζωίας. Το προφίλ 2 (περίπου 35% των συμμετεχόντων) είχε τη 2η 
υψηλότερη θετική γονικότητα και τη χαμηλότερη ευζωία. Το προφίλ 3 (περίπου 

15% των συμμετεχόντων) είχε τη χαμηλότερη θετική γονικότητα και τη 2η 
υψηλότερη ευζωία. Η παραπάνω λύση των 3 προφίλ δι-επικυρώθηκε με 8 

διαφορετικές μεθόδους ομαδοποίησης. Οι διαφορές στη μέση βαθμολογία μεταξύ 
των προφίλ ήταν στατιστικά σημαντικές με μεγάλο μέγεθος επίδρασης, 

υποδηλώνοντας ότι τα προφίλ διέφεραν σημαντικά. Υπήρξαν στατιστικά 
σημαντικές συσχετίσεις των δημογραφικών των γονέων (ηλικία, ρόλος, επίπεδο 

εκπαίδευσης, εργασιακή κατάσταση, ετήσιο εισόδημα), των παιδιών (φύλο, 

ειδικές ανάγκες, σειρά γέννησης) και της κατανομής στα 3 προφίλ. 
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