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Abstract
Within the literature exploring parents’ emotion socialization and meta-emotion philosophy
influence on children’s emotion regulation, there is a strong need to assess paternal contributions
to children’s emotion regulation. The present study addressed this limitation through its inclusion
of both biological mothers and fathers. Correlational and Analysis of Variance methodologies
were employed to assess the relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ emotion-related beliefs
and practices, how their beliefs and practices relate to children’s emotion regulation, and the
impact of parent and child gender, if any, on these interrelations. Although the results revealed
minor differences between that mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and its relation to
their emotion socialization practices, they key finding is that mothers and fathers were highly
similar across the majority of their emotion-related beliefs and practices. Serving to both
substantiate several extant trends and highlight important maternal and paternal differences, this
study offers unique contributions to the parenting literature.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The study of emotional regulation has gained significant attention in the past three
decades (Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007; Zeman, Cassano, Perry-Parrish, &
Stegall, 2006). In 1994, Thompson defined emotion self-regulation as the “internal and external
processes involved in initiating, maintaining, and modulating the occurrence, intensity, and
expression of emotions” (p. 25). Thompson’s definition of emotion regulation captures the chief
components that comprise the emotion regulation process, as it acknowledges the biological and
neurological underpinnings of emotions, allows for cultural variations of appropriate emotional
expressions, and recognizes that the regulation of emotions can be due to one’s own effortful
control and to the efforts of others (Zeman et al., 2006).
Within the context of psychological development, positive emotion regulation skills
protect against psychopathology (Bradley, 2000). A meta-analytic review by Aldao, NolenHoeksema, and Schweizer (2010) assessed the adaptive and maladaptive emotion regulation
strategies in relation to psychopathology symptoms. Aldao and colleagues found that adaptive
emotion regulation strategies (i.e., reappraisal, problem solving, and acceptance) were less
associated with psychopathology symptoms (i.e., anxiety, depression, eating, and substancerelated disorders) whereas maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (i.e., rumination, avoidance,
and suppression) were more associated with these psychopathology symptoms. Emotion
dysregulation is implicated not only in most forms of childhood psychopathology (Cicchetti,
Ackerman, & Izard, 1995), but also across internalizing and externalizing disorders (Plutchik,
1993). However, emotion regulation deficits have been shown to vary according to internalizing
versus externalizing disorder. Emotion regulation struggles including “poor emotional selfawareness, inhibition of anger, inappropriate expression of anger and sadness, and maladaptive
1

coping with anger” were predictive of higher levels of anxiety and depression (Zeman et al.,
2006, p .162). In contrast, regulatory deficits such as impulsivity, negative or aggressive
emotionality, and greater emotional intensity were predictive of higher levels of externalizing
problem behaviour (Eisenberg et al., 1996). Based on this body of literature, it is apparent that
children’s ability to effectively control their expressions of anger is “inversely related to the
presence of internalizing and externalizing symptoms” (Zeman, Shipman, & Suveg, 2010, p.
397).
Although emotion regulation is associated with many positive psychological outcomes, it
is perhaps most widely regarded for its significance in fostering children’s adaptive social
behaviour, such that it is often cited as the foundation upon which social competence is built
(McLaughlin, Hatzenbuehler, Mennin, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2011; Zeman et al., 2006). For
instance, McLaughlin and colleagues found that children who better understand their own
emotions engage in more prosocial behaviours than children who struggle to regulate their
emotions (McLaughlin et al., 2011). As well, children who are more effective at managing
conflict have been found to have enhanced friendship aspects, including the quantity and quality
of friendships, and the ability to sustain friendships (Asher & Coie, 1990). Emotion regulation
competence may serve not only to positively contribute to children’s peer relationships, but also
to protect children from participating in negative bullying behaviours (Myers, Mackintosh,
Kuznetsova, Lotze, Best & Ravindran, 2013).
The Parenting Role
Given the widespread implications of emotion regulation on children’s social competence
and mental health, emotion regulation continues to be a critical area of study within
developmental research. More specifically, emotion regulation researchers have begun to
2

examine the external influences that promote children’s healthy emotion regulation development
and the developmental trajectories associated with adaptive and maladaptive emotion regulation.
Many theories about children’s development outline the important role of parents in shaping
family life and children’s growth. For instance, Ecological Systems Theory places parents within
the microsystem, the system that directly impacts children’s development (Bronfrenbrenner,
1979). Other theories, such as Family System Theory (Bowen, 1966), point to the need to
include parents in the study of child development by underscoring that children do not develop in
isolation.
Within the emotion regulation literature, there is a myriad of research that emphasizes the
role parents have in shaping and guiding of children’s emotion regulation (Carrère & Bowie,
2012; Morris et al., 2007; Parke, 1994; Zeman et al., 2006). In fact, parent-child relationships
serve as a platform whereby children learn about emotions (Young & Zeman, 2003). Factors
such as parents’ beliefs about their own and their child’s emotions, the emotional climate of the
family, and the emotion-related communication between parent and child have been implicated as
strong contributors to children’s emotion regulation (Eisenberg, Cumberland, & Spinrad, 1998;
Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996). Within the emotion regulation literature, however, there is a
predominant focus on the interrelations between mothers and children, leaving a strong need for
parenting research to explore the role that fathers play in the development of children’s emotion
regulation skills.
Present Study
Building on the paucity of parenting research that has included fathers, this study seeks to
explore the differences and similarities between mothers and fathers as individual contributors to
children’s emotion regulation. In particular, this study will examine the associations between
3

parents’ emotion-related beliefs and the practices they employ to teach their child emotion
regulation skills. Along with the associations between parents, this study will assess the
influences of child and parent gender and the rates of similarity and dissimilarity among motherfather dyads as they relate to parents’ emotion-related beliefs, parenting behaviours, and
children’s emotion regulation.
To address the aforementioned research aims, Chapter two of the current study will
provide an in-depth exploration of the parenting literature, introducing foundational concepts,
such as parents’ emotion socialization practices and parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, and
highlighting over-arching themes and incongruences. The central research questions of the
present study, which stem from the reviewed literature, will be outlined at the end of Chapter
two. Chapter three will detail the research design used to assess each research question,
including the population sample and measures, and the procedure in which the study was carried
out. Chapter four will state the results of each research question, followed by a brief description
of what the findings illustrate. At the end of each research question, a summary that highlights
the overall findings will be provided. Chapter five will begin with an interpretation of the key
implications of the findings and then contextualize these findings within the body of parenting
research, addressing the limitations inherent to the present study. Chapter five will conclude with
suggested applications for the present findings and recommendations for future parenting and
emotion regulation research.

4

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Children’s emotion regulation develops in early infancy, where infants begin to
differentiate different emotions (Zeman et al., 2006). Parents undoubtedly play a central role in
teaching their child about emotions through their modeling of emotions and through experiences
that help children connect “specific occurrences and language skills that help them in labeling …
emotional states” (Zeman et al., 2006, p.157). Around the early elementary-age, parents aid
children in their development of a broader, socially constructed understanding of emotions by
imparting upon them the rules that govern socially appropriate emotional displays (Eisenberg et
al., 1998; Wong, Diener, & Isabella, 2008). This process of enhancing children’s understanding,
expression, and regulation of emotions is referred to as the socialization of emotion (ZahnWaxler, 2010). The socialization of emotion includes parental practices such as: (a) parental
reactions to children’s emotions, (b) parental discussion of emotions, and (c) parental expression
of emotions (Eisenberg et al., 1998). Each of these parent emotion socialization practices will be
discussed in further detail.
Parental Reactions to Children’s Emotions
Parental reactions to children’s emotions, especially children’s negative emotions, create
opportunities for emotion socialization to occur (Eisenberg et al., 1998). Specifically, parents
who respond adversely to children’s negative emotions, such as by punishing or minimizing
children’s emotional experience, are believed to negatively impact children’s emotion regulation
development (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1996; Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996). Negative
parental responses may serve to amplify children’s emotional arousal and to deter children from
seeking to understand and express their negative emotions in socially appropriate ways
(Eisenberg et al., 1998). Children who avoid understanding their negative emotions are shown to
5

use maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (Morris et al., 2007), including escape or revenge
seeking (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1994). The research on supportive parental reactions is, in contrast,
more limited than negative parental reactions and is inconsistent (Eisenberg et al., 1998).
However, the studies that have examined parents’ supportive reactions indicate that supportive
responses, such as offering comfort, relate to positive social and peer outcomes for children
(Denham et al., 1997; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1994). For instance, Denham, Mitchell-Copeland,
Strandberg, Auerbach, and Blair (1997) examined the interactions between parents and their
young children and found that children who were “more adept at understanding emotions” had
parents who responded more supportively to their child in challenging situations, for instance by
remaining calm during conflict.
Parental Emotion-Related Communication
Parents practice emotion socialization when they initiate emotion-related conversations
with their children. Such conversations may focus on children’s appropriate emotional
expressions, identifying and naming emotions, and discussing emotional language and coping
strategies (Dunsmore, Booker, & Ollendick, 2013). A seminal article by Gottman and colleagues
(1996) outlined that parents who recognize, empathize, and validate their children’s emotions, as
well as help them to problem-solve, engage in what is called emotion-coaching practices
(Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996). Parents who engage in effective emotion coaching invoke
bidirectional communication about emotions, describe the connections between their emotions
and the child’s behaviours, and temper the extent to which they “exhibit more vivid negative
emotions,” as these can lead to children feeling empathy, conflict, and guilt concomitantly
(Denham, Renwick-DeBardi, & Hewes, 1994, p.489). Through their explanations of and
communication about emotions, parents employ effective emotion coaching practices that foster
6

children’s effective regulation of their own emotions. For example, Dunsmore, Booker, and
Ollendick (2013) found that maternal emotion coaching served as a protective factor against
internalizing and externalizing behaviours in children with Oppositional Defiant Disorder. As
such, the authors suggest that maternal emotion coaching may be especially helpful for children
with high emotional lability meaning they “have higher sensitivity or reactivity” (p.445), as it can
help facilitate children’s recognition of feelings of sadness, anxiety, and anger.
Parental Expression of Emotions
Third, parents engage in emotion socialization practices by expressing their emotions to
their children (Morris et al., 2007). When parents’ express their emotions, they may influence
their children through means such as modeling, conveying salient information about an external
event, or even introducing children to new emotions (Eisenberg et al., 1998). Children’s
exposure to their parents’ emotional expressions may affect children’s feelings about themselves,
and thus, such exposure may either aid in or detract from their social and emotional competence
(Eisenberg, 1998). For instance, it is purported that the amount of negative expressivity in a
family and in children’s socio-emotional development forms a curvilinear relationship whereby
small levels of negative expressivity may be beneficial for children’s learning and understanding
of negative emotions, but greater levels of negative expressivity may be detrimental to their
social and emotional competence (Morris et al., 2007; Wong, McElwain, & Halberstadt, 2009).
The emotional expressiveness of the family may also prime children to acquire expectations
surrounding emotional experiences (Dunsmore & Halberstadt, 1997). Therefore, if children
experience emotional responses that deviate from their expectations (e.g., a more intense
response than anticipated), these experiences may prove particularly memorable and shape
children’s self-schemas and their schemas of others. Finally, a study by Eisenberg et al., (2001)
7

found that children’s emotion regulation mediated the associations between maternal
expressiveness and children’s social competence and externalizing problem behaviours. In
particular, mothers’ positive and negative emotional expressions impact children’s social
competence through its influence on children’s emotion regulation. This finding underscores the
importance of studying emotion regulation when “examining the effects of parents on children’s
development” (Morris, 2007, p. 372).
Bidirectional Influence
While parents play a key role in teaching children about emotions, this relationship is not
unidirectional. In fact, most parenting and child development research characterizes the parentchild relationship as a bidirectional one. In particular, this literature maintains that both parent
and child personality characteristics, as well as the family unit’s functioning, together influence
children’s development (Duncombe, Havighurst, Holland, & Frankling, 2012; Eisenberg et al.,
1998; Haskett, Stelter, Proffit, & Nice, 2012; Her & Dunsmore, 2011). Concerning children’s
emotion regulation development and parents’ emotion socialization practices, Baker, Fenning,
and Crnic (2011) state that “reciprocal influences likely exist, with parent behaviours guiding the
child, and child behaviours contributing greatly to the affective tenor of emotion-related
interactions” (p.414). This relationship has been further documented across emotional
socialization processes. With respect to emotion coaching, for instance, children who are better
able to regulate their emotions may promote effective parental coaching and enable children to
utilize such coaching (Katz, Gottman, & Hooven, 1996). Eisenberg, Cumberland, and Spinrad
(1998) commented specifically on the bidirectional nature between children’s emotion regulation
and parents’ reactions to children’s emotions, noting that children who have difficult
temperaments may elicit more unsupportive and negative parental reactions which may, in turn,
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encourage children’s negative behaviours. Given this bidirectional relationship, parents’ emotion
socialization behaviours should not be viewed or interpreted as the sole causal influencer (ZahnWaxler, 2010) of children’s emotions.
In sum, the extant emotion-socialization literature strongly suggests that parents are key
contributors in teaching children about emotions. Namely, the foundation upon which children
learn how to regulate their emotions is created by parents’ reactions to children’s emotions,
parental involvement in emotion-focused discussion and in emotion-coaching, and parents’
expression of emotions. However, it is equally as important to acknowledge that, within the
emotion socialization process, the relationship is bidirectional; children exert influence on the
ways in which parents react to, communicate with, and express their emotions. Overall, it is clear
that parents’ emotion socialization practices have extensive an effect on shaping children’s
emotional functioning and emotion regulation development.
Parents’ Beliefs and Emotion Socialization Practices
Almost 20 years ago, Gottman, Katz, and Hooven (1996) introduced a concept called
parental meta-emotion philosophy, which referred to the beliefs parents held about their own and
their children’s emotions. In this seminal article, the authors describe their surprise to learn of
the diversity in parents’ “emotions, experiences, philosophies, and attitudes” (p. 244) and, as
such, they proposed and tested an extensive model that related parents’ meta-emotion philosophy
to parenting practices and children’s emotion regulation, among other outcomes. Stemming from
this research, Gottman and colleagues’ (1996) model determined that parents’ “own basic
feelings and thoughts about their emotions are strongly related to, or underlie, the way they
parent” (p. 263). Such findings inspired future research to evaluate the interrelations between
parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices.
9

Since then, investigations of parents’ meta-emotion philosophy have evaluated specific
emotion-related beliefs, ranging from the notion that emotions are dangerous (Dunsmore et al.,
2009) to beliefs about shaping children’s emotions (Denham & Kochanoff, 2002). Across this
body of research, findings consistently support the contribution of parents’ meta-emotion
philosophy and of the emotion socialization practices they employ to children’s emotion
regulation development (Meyer, Raikes, Virmani, Waters, & Thompson, 2014; Wong et al.,
2009). For instance, Gottman and colleagues (1997) found that parents’ meta-emotion
philosophy predicted their emotion-related reactions to their children. The authors specifically
found that parents who did not value expressing emotions were less likely to approve of and to
validate the emotional expressions of their children. Similarly, Wong and colleagues (2009)
determined when parents held “more accepting beliefs about children’s negative emotions [they]
were less likely to react unsupportively to their child’s negative emotional displays” (p.460).
Research by Ramsden and Hubbard (2002) determined that mothers’ responses to children’s
negative emotions were predictive of children’s emotion regulation and of lower levels of child
aggression. Thus, since Gottman and colleague’s (1996) seminal research, a plethora of
parenting research has substantiated the associations between parents’ meta-emotion philosophy
and their reactions to children’s emotions.
Parents’ meta-emotion philosophy also guides the ways in which they initiate emotionrelated communication with their children. In the original study of meta-emotion philosophy,
Gottman et al. (1996) noticed that parents held differing beliefs about children’s feelings, and this
difference affected whether and how parents engaged in emotion-focused discussions with their
children. The authors illustrated this difference in parents’ beliefs by contrasting two starkly
different viewpoints on children’s feelings of anger. For example, one pair of parents said they
10

“viewed anger as ‘from the devil,’ and that they would not permit themselves or their children to
express anger,” while another pair “encouraged the expression and exploration of anger” (p. 244).
Similarly, developmental research has linked parent-child discussion and labeling of emotions
with children to children’s enhanced emotional understanding, ability to identify emotions, and
regulation of negative emotions (Dunn, Brown, & Bearsall, 1991; Dunsmore & Karn, 2001).
Along with influencing parents’ initiation of emotion-related communication, parents’
meta-emotion philosophy is woven into the language that parents use in emotion socialization
practices. For example, Cervantes and Seo (2005) examined parental beliefs and determined that
mothers who endorse positive views of emotional expression also endorse valuing language that
fosters children’s socialization of emotions. As well, parents who believe that fostering
children’s emotional development is important have been found to be more likely to talk about
and label emotions with their children (Meyer et al., 2014). Upon consideration of these
findings, it follows that mothers’ endorsements of socialization emotion language were positively
associated with their children’s knowledge of emotion terms (Dunsmore & Karn, 2001).
Taken together, the research on parents’ meta-emotion philosophy shows that parents’
beliefs about their own and their child’s emotions are strongly related to their emotion
socialization practices and predict their emotion-related teachings and values. There is also a
great deal of evidence to indicate the directionality of the relationship between parents’ beliefs
and children’s outcomes: When parents placed greater value emotions, they were more likely to
use emotion-focused language and to validate children’s emotional experience, which strengthens
children’s emotional understanding and their emotion regulation. This finding confirms the
reciprocal nature of parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, emotion socialization, and children’s
emotion regulation, and lays the groundwork that requires emotion regulation researchers to
11

concomitantly examine meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization when exploring
parents’ contributions to children’s emotion regulation.
Parents’ Contributions to Children’s Emotion Regulation
Several emotion regulation studies have heeded the call to include measures of parents’
meta-emotion philosophy and their emotion socialization behaviours when examining how
parents’ foster the emotion regulation of children. For example, Baker, Fenning, and Crnic
(2011) developed much of their study around Gottman and colleagues’ (1996) meta-emotion
philosophy theory, exploring the supportive, emotion-coaching, and less supportive, emotiondismissing, attitudes of parents. The chief aim of the study by Baker and colleagues (2011) was
to examine the interrelations among, and to develop a model that predicts parents’ meta-emotions
philosophy, emotion socialization behaviours, and children’s adaptive social functioning. The
authors found that fathers’ beliefs and practices aligned with, and were predictive of, their child’s
social competence, but that mothers’ beliefs, although consistent with their socialization
practices, were less predictive of their child’s social competence. The inconsistent findings
among mothers’ beliefs and behaviours were echoed in the study by Gottman and colleagues
(1996), and were suggested by Baker et al. (2011), to stem from the “changing nature of
manhood and fatherhood” (p. 425).
Meyer and colleagues (2014) conducted a recent study that evaluated the “beliefs and
values that underlie parents’ socialization approaches” (p. 164). Similar to Baker and colleagues
(2011), Meyer and colleagues explored parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, their response to
children’s negative emotions, and their emotional expressivity in the family. The study found
that parents who placed more value on their emotions and who were more emotionally aware
were not only more likely to respond supportively to their child and less likely to respond
12

unsupportively, they were also more likely to express positive and less likely to express negative
emotions in the family.
In the aforementioned studies, and more generally across literature on children’s emotion
regulation, the complexity of studying parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion
socialization practices and children’s emotion regulation is consistently underscored. For
example, the discrepant influence of mothers and fathers on their child’s social competence was
evident in the Baker et al. (2011) study, indicating that there are underlying differences between
parents. Challenges with researching parents’ emotion socialization were outlined by ZahnWaxler (2010), who delineated the struggles of understanding the directionality and key players
in the socialization of children’s emotion. Finally, while the articles by Baker et al. (2011) and
Meyer et al. (2014) acknowledged the need to assess parents’ both meta-emotion philosophy and
emotional socialization practices, and each subsequently developed studies explore both domains,
they are the few examples of such research within the emotion regulation literature (Bariola,
Hughes, & Gullone, 2012; Halberstadt et al., 2013; Havighurst et al., 2013; Raval, Raval, & Deo,
2013). In general, much of the emotion regulation literature exploring parents’ contributions
measure either parents’ meta-emotion philosophy (Halberstadt, Dennis, & Hess, 2010;
Halberstadt & Eaton, 2002; Katz, Maliken, & Stettler, 2012; Wong et al., 2009) or parents’
emotion socialization practices (Cumberland-Li & Eisenberg, 2003; Dunsmore, Her, Halberstadt,
& Perez-Rivera, 2009; Havighurst et al., 2013; Raval et al., 2013), leaving the body of research
on parents’ contributions to children’s emotion regulation largely disjointed.
Emerging Areas Within Emotional Regulation Research
Although numerous challenges within the literature on parenting and children’s emotion
regulation were presented, the most consistent and significant limitations that limit the integrity
13

of exploring parents’ contributions to children’s emotion regulation are: (a) a paucity of research
that includes fathers in their sample populations, and (b) a narrow scope of research studying the
emotion regulation development of children who are not in infancy or preschool ages. Each gap
will be discussed in greater detail below.
Inclusion of fathers.
There is a plethora of emotion regulation research on the contributions of mothers and a
lack of research investigating the emotion regulation contributions of fathers (Denham,
Workman, Cole, Weissbrod, Kendziora, & Zahn-Waxler, 2000; Zeman et al., 2006). In 2006,
Zeman et al. highlighted that emotion socialization research primarily studies maternal figures,
and urged emotion regulation researchers to better investigate the role of fathers. A few years
later, Wong et al. (2009) noted that most developmental psychology studies exploring the role of
parents’ emotion-related attitudes and beliefs chiefly explore the attitudes and beliefs of mothers.
Despite the repeatedly delineated need to better research the role of fathers, it is evident that most
emotion regulation research continues to include only maternal participants (Dunsmore, et al.,
2013; Haskett et al., 2012; Her & Dunsmore, 2011; Hourigan, Goodman, Southam-Gerow, 2011;
Meyer et al., 2014; Myers et al., 2013; Raval, Raval, & Deo, 2013).
Importantly, developmental research has established that fathers have a role in children’s
development that is unique from mothers. First, women are noted to be more emotionally
expressive (Brody & Hall, 2000), discuss emotions more readily (Wheeler & Nezleck, 1977), and
decode emotions more accurately than men (Block, 1983). Second, mothers endorse
communicating more positive emotions and feelings of sadness (Garner, Robertson, & Smith,
1997) and talking more to their children about emotions than fathers (Fivush, Brotman, Buckner,
& Goodman, 2000). Third, parenting research has also found that harsh parenting practices used
14

by mothers and fathers differentially affect children (Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). In particular,
Rothbaum and Weisz (1994) conducted a meta-analysis including 47 studies on parental
caregiving and child externalizing behaviours. The authors discovered a significant difference
between mothers and fathers, stating “mothers’ quality of caregiving, as compared with fathers’,
is more closely associated with the absence of externalizing” behaviours (p. 63). As well,
mothers who employ harsh parenting techniques, such as yelling, name calling, or explicit
displays of anger, have a greater impact on children’s emotion regulation than fathers who use
harsh parenting methods (Chang, Schwartz, Dodge, & McBride-Chang, 2003). To this end,
Russell and Russell (1987) suggest mothers’ punitive parenting practices may be more influential
than fathers’ because children, until middle childhood, spend twice as much time alone with their
mothers compared to their fathers. Moreover, Chang et al. (2003) determined that children react
differently depending on whether their mother or father engages in harsh parenting techniques.
Specifically, when harsh parenting practices are exercised, mothers elicit responses from children
that are more emotional whereas fathers elicit reactions that are more behavioural.
Overall, mothers appear to be more emotionally aware and communicative than fathers,
and to evoke different responses in children when using stringent parenting techniques than
fathers. This disparity between the roles of mothers and fathers highlights that each parent
uniquely contributes to children’s emotion regulation development. Accordingly, paternal
participants are critical to include when investigating parents’ contributions to children’s emotion
regulation, and thus both mothers and fathers need to be better represented in future emotion
regulation studies.

15

School-age children.
With respect to emotion regulation research’s second limitation, its lack of breadth, the
most commonly studied developmental periods are the infancy and preschool ages. As a result,
there has been a great deal of research conducted on and knowledge generated about infants’ and
preschool-aged children’s acquisition of emotion regulation skills. In contrast, less is known
about early to middle childhood with respect to children’s emotion regulation development
(Dunsmore et al., 2009).
The early elementary age is a particularly important developmental stage to explore
because children develop a stronger understanding of their own and others’ emotions during this
period of growth. This stems from the fact that, around the age of six, children begin to make
strides in their sociability with peers, engaging in more types of play and more sophisticated
forms of play (Berk, 2008). School-age children are also more perceptive at recognizing the
emotional cues of others (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). This heightened understanding and
awareness of others, in combination with their increasing cognitive and social skills, enables
school age children to become not only more knowledgeable about emotions and emotion
regulation, but also more independent and skilled at managing their emotions. As a result,
children’s “capacities for emotion regulation become more complex and integrated during the
preschool and grade school years” (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997, p. 907).
A vivid example of children’s growing emotion regulation capacity is their use of display
rules (Gnepp & Hess, 1986). Display rules are defined as when children intentionally separate
their emotional expressions from their emotional experience, and when they adopt strategies to
mask or modify their emotional expressions. These strategies, for example, include emotion
minimization, in which children might “look mildly angry when actually [they] feel furious,” or
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expression substitution, whereby children may “‘put on a happy face’ when feeling disappointed”
(Zeman et al., 2006, p. 157). Given that children’s understanding of emotion regulation and
ability to modify their emotional states changes across their development (Zeman et al., 2006),
there is a need to study the emotion regulation skills of children in this age group in more depth
(Jaffe, Gullone, & Hughes, 2010).
Current Study
Based on aforementioned gaps in the emotion regulation literature, the present study will
explore the meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices of mother and father
dyads and the emotion regulation of their elementary-age child. This study will tap specifically
into parents’ meta-emotion philosophy by measuring parents’ own emotion-related beliefs and by
assessing their beliefs about children’s emotions. Parents’ emotion socialization practices will be
evaluated through the family’s level of emotional expressivity and through parents’ response to
their child’s negative emotions. Lastly, children’s dysregulated negative affect and their
appropriate emotion expression will provide a measure of children’s emotion regulation abilities.
The goals of this research are to examine the contributions of mothers and fathers to
elementary-age children’s emotion regulation, and to explore the differences, if any, between
mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and socialization behaviours with elementary-age
children. Through the inclusion of fathers and elementary-age children, two understudied
populations in the emotion regulation research, the present study will serve to advance the current
emotion regulation literature. Further, this study will provide important information to parents
about how they can best nurture emotion regulation in early childhood. As such, this research
will aid in promoting effective socialization practices and encourage children’s healthy emotion
regulation development and social competence.
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Research Questions
In considering the aims of this research, five research questions were conceptualized.
These questions centre on the interrelationships between mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion
philosophy, emotion socialization behaviours, and children’s emotion regulation and are outlined
below:
1) The study will assess whether mothers and fathers who endorse stronger emotionrelated beliefs also report parenting practices that are more positive and warm and less negative
and unsupportive. As such, the first research questions asks if mothers and fathers report
stronger beliefs about their own emotions, are they more likely to demonstrate positive emotional
expressions and supportive parenting practices and less likely to exhibit negative emotional
expressions and unsupportive parenting practices?
2) The study will explore whether particular beliefs parents hold about their child’s
emotions are related to the emotion-related parenting practices. Therefore, the second research
question will ask if mothers and fathers who hold more supportive beliefs about children’s
positive and negative emotions also report more positive family expressivity and supportive
parenting practices.
3) The study will evaluate the influence of the child on parenting beliefs by exploring
whether child gender impacts mothers’ and fathers’ ratings of their emotion-related beliefs and
parenting practices.
4) The study will compare differences between mother and father dyads in terms of their
emotion related beliefs and parenting practices. In this regard, this question will first assess
whether mothers and fathers differ in their reported meta-emotion philosophy and emotion
socialization practices. Next, the similarity and dissimilarity across mothers’ and fathers’ dyads
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concerning about their emotions and the emotions of their child, their family expressivity and
response to children’s negative emotions, and their child’s emotion regulation abilities will be
explored.
5) The study asses how parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization
practices relate, if at all, to parents’ ratings of children’s emotion regulation abilities. More
specifically, this study will first examine whether parents who hold more supportive beliefs about
their own and their child’s emotions will rate their child higher in terms of his/her emotion
regulation and those who hold less supportive beliefs about their own and their child’s emotions
rate their child lower in terms of his/her emotion regulation. This study will then examine
whether parents who respond more supportively to their child will rate their child’s emotion
regulation more highly than those who respond more unsupportively to their child.
Taking into account the aforementioned research questions, this paper will evaluate
parents’ emotion-related beliefs and practices and children’s emotion regulation on three levels:
(a) it will assess the beliefs and practices of mothers and fathers, (b) it will measure the similarity
and dissimilarity rates between couples, and (c) it will evaluate parents’ beliefs and practices on
children’s emotion regulation.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Research Design
To evaluate the proposed research questions, this study employed a cross-sectional
methodology whereby mothers and fathers rated their own beliefs and behaviours and the
behaviours of their child. This methodology enabled researchers to gain insight into the parentchild relationship while preserving the ecological validity of the study; in other words, this design
reduced the bias introduced when a researcher is present to observe the parent-child relationship
(Field, 2012). Additionally, by using a cross-sectional approach, this study aligned with the
recommendation of Campos, Frankel, and Camras (2004) that “experimental methods not be the
de facto standard or the default method for empirical research in the study of emotion and
emotion regulation” (p. 389).
Participants
Three criteria for participation were required of and communicated to those who were
considering participation in the study: (a) participation from both mothers and fathers was
necessary, (b) parents must have a child between the ages of 6 and 8 years of age, and (c) parents
must be the biological parents. These criteria were designed and implemented to control for
potential confounds in parent marital status, child age, and family structure, thereby aiding in the
integrity of research findings and generalization.
Eighty-three participants, comprising 26 couples and numerous independent participants,
completed some or all parts this study. Only the data from participants who met the criteria of
having a child between the ages of 6 and 8 years, being the biological parents, and of having
his/her partner complete the study were used in the final analysis for this study. In total, 25
mother-father dyads from the greater Calgary region participated in this study.
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Advertisements to participate in this study were posted in the form of flyers across
various locations, including: The University of Calgary Child Care Centre; Departments of
Psychology, Education, and Nursing; day care centres; coffee shops; hospital waiting rooms; and
community organizations, such as Talisman Centre Sports Complex and Calgary Family Services
offices. In addition, advertisements in the form of electronic flyers were emailed to various
private schools across Calgary and to child-centered community organizations, including
Calgary’s Child and the Alberta Centre for Child, Family, and Community Research. The
sample is considered one of convenience as participants were selected based on the fact they
resided in Calgary, which is where the study was completed.
Mother and father raters.
This study relied on the ratings of mothers and fathers to gain insight into children’s
emotion regulation. Since these ratings are more likely to be related than independent, there was
an increased risk to this study of rater bias. Rater bias refers to “the disagreements among raters
due to either (a) their differential interpretations of the rating scale or (b) their unique (and
divergent) perceptions of individual targets” (Hoyt, 1999, p. 65). For this study, rater
disagreement may stem from a number of sources, including differences in mothers’ and fathers’
time spent with the child, their opportunity to witness opportunities for emotion regulation
development, their knowledge of observable emotion regulation skills, or their developmentallyappropriate expectations of children’s behaviour.
Given the challenge of incorporating both mother and father perspectives of children’s
emotion regulation, parent ratings were not summed to provide a single measure of child emotion
regulation. Instead, the present study examined the differences and the similarities across
parents’ ratings. Evaluating the level of agreement between mothers and fathers helps preserve
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the integrity of each parents’ ratings, while also affording an in-depth look at the reliability and
the levels of similarity and dissimilarity across their ratings (Field, 2012). Furthermore, assessing
both parents’ ratings of children’s emotion regulation provides a comprehensive look at
children’s emotion regulation (Field, 2012).
Measures
In order to explore the present study’s research questions, several measures were used to
tap into parents’ emotion-related beliefs, emotion socialization behaviours, and children’s
emotion regulation. Specifically, these measures evaluated parents’ meta-emotion philosophy,
their beliefs about children’s emotions, their levels of emotional expressiveness, reaction to
children’s negative emotions, and their child’s emotion regulation abilities. This study also
included a measure of the demographic information pertaining to each parent, the mother-father
dyad, and the child. For a full list of measures, please see Appendix A.
Demographic information.
The demographic questions used in the present study were used in a related study by
Ramsden and Hubbard (2002) that examined children’s emotion regulation within a family
context. These questions were selected because they provide comprehensive information about
the parent and the child. However, the final set of questions was expanded upon and modified to
fit the purposes of the current study. Questions about the participant’s spouse were dropped, as
this information was collected directly from the spouse’s completed survey.
In its final form, the demographic questionnaire spanned three key demographic domains:
information about the participant, information about the participant’s family, and information
about the participant’s child. Information about the participant included questions about
participants’ identity (e.g., gender, age, religious preference), education history (e.g., highest
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level of education), employment (e.g., employment status, income). Information about the family
included questions about participants’ living structure (e.g., number of children living in home)
and marriage (e.g., duration, first marriage). Finally, information about the child included
questions about their child’s identity (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity), siblings (e.g., birth order), and
overall relationship quality with their child.
Parents’ meta-emotion philosophy.
Parents’ meta-emotion philosophy was measured using two questionnaires: the Trait
Meta-Mood Scale (Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995) and the Parents’ Beliefs
about Children’s Emotions Questionnaire – Short Form (Halberstadt, Dunsmore, Bryant, Parker,
Beale, & Thompson, 2013).
Trait Meta-Mood Scale (TMMS). The TMMS is a self-report measure that assesses
parents’ perceptions of their emotions and emotional competencies. Parents responded to 30
questions using a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to show
their level of agreement with a given statement. There are three factors within the TMMS:
Attention to feeling (i.e., noticing and thinking about one’s feelings), clarity in discrimination of
feeling (i.e., understanding one’s mood), and mood repair (i.e., employing strategies to regulate
one’s mood).
The TMMS was used in this study because it taps into three important aspects of parents’
beliefs about their own emotions and, as a result, is commonly used within emotion regulation
research (Mayer & Salovey, 1995; Meyer, Raikes, Virmani, Waters, & Thompson, 2014;
Salovey, Stroud, Woolery, & Peel, 2002). Moreover, the TMMS demonstrates strong
psychometric properties. Salovey et al. (1995) tested and established the three-factor structure of
the TMMS through a confirmatory factor analysis. When assessing reliability, the TMMS
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proved sound as the reliability coefficients were α = .86, α = .87, and α = .82 for the attention to
feeling, clarity in discrimination of feeling, and mood repair subscales, respectively. Finally,
construct validity was demonstrated for the TMMS. For example, the Attention to Feelings
subscale was positively correlated with measures of private and public self-consciousness on the
Self-Conscious scale, r = .42 and r = .36, respectively (SCS; Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975);
the Clarity in Discriminating Emotions was negatively correlated with the Ambivalence over
Emotional Expressiveness Questionnaire r = -.25 (AEQ; King & Emmons, 1990); and the Mood
Repair scale was negatively correlated with the Centre for Epidemiological Studies Depression
Scale r = -.37, which is a measure of depression (CES-D; Radloff, 1977), and positively
correlated with the optimism subscale of the Life Orientation Test r = .57 (LOT; Scheier &
Carver, 1985).
Parents’ Beliefs About Children’s Emotions Questionnaire (PBACE). The PBACE is a
self-report measure in which parents’ beliefs about children’s emotions are evaluated. Using a
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) to indicate level their
agreement, parents answered 33 items that group into seven subscales: Cost of positivity (i.e.,
children’s positive emotions can cause problems), value of anger (i.e., accepting and coaching
children’s expressions of anger), manipulation (i.e., children use emotions to manipulate), control
(e.g., children can control their feelings), parental knowledge (i.e., parents should monitor how
their child is feeling), autonomy (i.e., children can learn about and mange their emotions on their
own), and stability (i.e., children’s emotions are stable across development).
The PBACE was chosen for this study as it allows researchers to examine emotion-related
socialization processes in “in diverse ethnic groups and their impact on children's socioemotional
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outcomes and well-being” (Halberstadt et al., 2013). In addition to being noted as a versatile
instrument, the PBACE shows acceptable psychometric properties. Specifically, it demonstrates
appropriate internal consistency, with coefficient alpha for subscales ranging from α = .67-.92.
The PBACE also showed appropriate discriminant validity when it was correlated with the Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), showing only one significant correlation between
the Cost of Positivity scale r = -.23. Lastly, the PBACE showed strong construct validity. In
particular, 13 of 15 predictions between the PBACE and measures of six different emotion
socialization strategies were significantly correlated at the p < .01 level, with parents’ positive
emotions positively correlated and parents’ negative emotions inversely correlated to supportive
parental reactions and emotional expressions.
Parents’ emotion socialization practices.
Parents’ emotion socialization practices were investigated by the Self-Expressiveness in
the Family Questionnaire (SEFQ; Halberstadt, Cassidy, Stifter, Parke, & Fox, 1995) and the
Coping with Children's Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES; Fabes, Poulin, Eisenberg, & MaddenDerdich, 2002).
Self-Expressiveness in the Family Questionnaire (SEFQ). The SEFQ evaluates the
emotional expressiveness, both positive and negative, of a family. In other words, this instrument
examines the “predominant style of exhibiting nonverbal and verbal expressions within a family”
(Halberstadt, Cassidy, Stifter, Parke, & Fox, 1995, p. 93). Family expressiveness is related to
children’s understanding of emotion and display rules, and captures the indirect and less overt
emotion socialization practices used by parents. Parents responded to 40 items using a Likert
scale, ranging from 1 (never express those feelings) to 9 (express those feelings very frequently),
to indicate the frequency of their positive expressiveness (e.g., showing thanks, offering
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forgiveness, giving a compliment, apologizing) and negative expressiveness (e.g., seeking
approval, criticizing, showing dislike, expressing contempt).
With respect to psychometric properties, a principal-components factor analysis with a
Varimax rotation was completed on the SEFQ, revealing that each of the 40 items loaded onto
either the positive or negative subscales. The SEFQ demonstrates strong internal consistency,
coefficient alpha = .92, .85, and .89 for the positive, negative, and total measure, respectively.
Furthermore, the SEFQ shows good convergent and discriminant validity with measures of anger
and depression. For example, when correlated with the Anger Expression Scale (Spielberger,
1986), the self-expressiveness subscale was positively correlated with expressing anger, r = .51,
and negatively correlated with controlling anger, r = -.34. Further, when correlated with the
Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck, 1970), the negative expressiveness subscale was
positively correlated with depression, r = .35, p < .05.
Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions (CCNES). The CCNES was employed to
estimate more direct emotion socialization practices. In particular, this instrument measures the
ways in which parents respond to children’s negative emotions. Assessing how parents react
when their child is upset reflects not only parents’ beliefs about their child’s negative emotions,
but also how parents teach their child about the expression of emotions. This measure assessed
parents' reactions to 12 common situations in which children might display negative emotions
using a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). For each hypothetical
situation, parents rated the likelihood they would respond with a distress reaction (i.e., parents
become distressed at their child’s negative emotions), punitive reaction (i.e., using verbal or
physical punishment to govern their child’s emotional displays), expressively encouraging
reaction (i.e., accepting their child’s emotional displays), an emotion-focused reaction (i.e., trying
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to help their child feel better), a problem-focused reaction (i.e., helping their child to resolve the
problem that caused the initial upset), and a minimizing reaction (i.e., discounting or devaluing
the problem and/or negative emotions of their child).
The CCNES demonstrates acceptable internal consistency reliability analyses, in which
scales ranged from alpha = .69 to.85. Test-retest reliability analyses were conducted and showed
that scores on the CCNES at time one were significantly related to scores separated by four
months at time two, confirming the strong temporal stability of the CCNES. Lastly, the CCNES
was shown to have strong predictive validity of children’s emotional competence. For example,
more supportive responses to children’s negative emotions were correlated with children’s better
understanding of the emotions of others, with partial correlations of r = -.10, .42, and .38 for the
expressive encouragement, emotion-focused, and problem-focused responses, respectively. Less
supportive responses to children’s negative emotions were inversely correlated to children’s
emotional expressiveness, with partial correlations of r = -.02, -.40 and -.24 for the distress,
punitive, and minimization responses, respectively.
Children’s emotion regulation.
Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC). The Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC; Shields
& Cicchetti, 1997) was used to assess children's emotion regulation. The ERC is an other-report
measure in which parents describe the frequency of their child's ability to modify his/her own
emotions using a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). The ERC contains 24 items that
load onto two subscales: Lability/negativity (i.e., is emotionally inflexible, has changing
emotional states, and dysregulated negative affect), and emotion regulation (i.e., displays
situationally appropriate emotions, empathy, and emotional self-awareness).
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The ERC was chosen not only because it is a widely used measure of children's emotion
regulation (Adrian, Zeman, & Veits, 2011), but also because it demonstrates strong psychometric
properties. In particular, the ERC displays strong internal consistency, with Cronbach's alpha =
.96, .83, and .89 for lability/negativity subscale, emotion regulation subscale, and the total
measure, respectively. As well, Shields, Ryan, and Cicchetti (2001) found that the ERC exhibits
strong convergent and discriminant validity. In this regard, the ERC was positively correlated
with observational measures of children’s emotion regulation, with partial correlations for the
emotion regulation scale of r = .44, p < .001, and r = -.79, p < .001 for the lability/negativity
scale. Moreover, the ERC differentiated between other emotion-related concepts that are
conceptually linked to emotion regulation. For instance, the emotion regulation subscale was
more strongly inversely correlated with the lability/negativity subscale, with a partial correlation
of r = -.79, p < .001, than a measure of ego resiliency, r = -.37, p < .001, which is a measure of
ability to return to a baseline level of arousal in an emotionally charged situation.
Procedure
Research ethics approval for this study was granted from the University of Calgary
Conjoint Faculties Research Ethics Board. The primary researcher transferred each questionnaire
used in this study to SurveyMonkey, an online platforms that enables individuals to
independently develop, implement, and analyze surveys.
There were two versions of the survey, each consisting of the same items but with the
items presented in two different orders to protect against order effects (Bishop, 2004). The first
53 participants completed version one, in which the questionnaires were ordered as follows:
Demographic information about self, TMMS, PBACE, SEFQ, demographic information about
family, CCNES, demographic information about child, and ERC. The following 30 participants
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completed version two, in which the questionnaires were ordered as follows: Demographic
information about child, ERC, CCNES, demographic information about family, SEFQ, PBACE,
demographic information about self, and TMMS.
Through email correspondence, mothers and fathers who expressed a desire to participate
in this study were provided with a brief introduction to the study, describing the criteria and
research aims and nature of questions of this research study, and were given a link to the survey.
Participants were encouraged to complete the survey in the privacy of their own space and
independently from their partner to ensure their responses were as independent as possible.
Parents who expressed interest in participating but did not complete the survey within a twoweek period were sent a friendly reminder email. Participants’ confidentiality was respected by
having participants create unique identification and by enabling encryption on the
SurveyMonkey. Ensuring participants’ complete anonymity was not feasible because their IP
addresses were included in their responses, and their email addresses were obtained prior to and
at the completion of the survey in order to send participants the survey link and to provide
participants with an honorarium thanking them for their participation. Participants were sent an
honorarium in the form of a $15 Chapters gift card, which was emailed to the email address
provided upon the completion of the survey.
Throughout the data collection phase, participants’ data were screened for completion and
then matched by dyad. Several challenges with irregular data were encountered, including the
same parent completing both surveys, one parent disclosing that he/she was not the biological
parent, participants submitting the same response option for all 100 items, or the same couple
completing the survey multiple times. If, after consulting with other researchers, it was
determined that the validity of the participants’ data was compromised, then the participant, or
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their partner depending on the availability of contact information, was emailed both to inform
him or her of the irregularities in his or her data, and to offer him or her a chance to complete the
survey again. Of the eight participants with irregular data, two chose to complete the survey a
second time and no further irregularities in their responses were found; the remaining six
participants’ data, and the data from their respective partners, were excluded from analyses.
An additional complication entailed two participants informing the primary researcher
that their respective partner was not compensated for his or her participation. The primary
researcher responded by thanking participants for raising this concern and then asking that the
participant or their partner double check the junk email folder and confirm with the researcher
that the honorarium was not received. The researcher offered to contact Chapters upon
confirmation that their partner’s honorarium was not received, as in both cases the researcher had
received an email from Chapters that each partner had received an honorarium; a copy of
Chapters email confirmation was attached in the response to the participant. Neither participant
nor their partner replied to the researcher’s response, and so no further steps were taken. The
primary researcher also received several requests from participants for a follow-up email
describing the results of the study. The researcher agreed to send these participants a summary
report of the study. No other challenges or requests were encountered in the data collection
process.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
The window to participate in the Parents Survey was approximately 3 months in length
and spanned from mid-April to mid-July. During this time, 87 participants completed the survey.
In general, mothers were the first parent of the dyad to complete the survey, and most dyads
required one reminder email to ensure the second parent also completed the survey.
Demographic Information
During the data collection phase, each participant’s data were examined to ensure he/she
met the study criteria and that there were no irregularities in the data set. A total of 33
questionnaires were deemed to be invalid due to the above irregularities, leaving a final sample of
50 participants (25 mother-father dyads) included in the analyses. Since participants were not
able to skip questions in this survey, there were no missing data.
The demographic information pertaining to mothers’ and fathers’ individual
characteristics, including age, race, highest level of education, and current employment, is
summarized in Table 1. With respect to the demographic information pertaining to dyads, 56%
of participants were married between 6 and 10 years, 40% were married between 11 and 15
years, and 4% were married less than 5 years. Forty-eight percent of participants had two
children, 32% of participants had three children, and 20% of participants had one child. If
participants had more than one child, they were asked to complete the study with the same child
in mind. Forty percent of the children were females (n = 10).
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Table 1
Mother and Father Characteristics as a Percentage of the Sample (Sample Numbers in
Parentheses)
Characteristic
Age (Years)
Race
Aboriginal
African
Caucasian
Chilean
Filipino
Latin American
Education
Grade 11
High School
Post-Secondary Degree
Graduate Degree
Employment
Part-Time
Full-Time
Student
Homemaker
Not Employed
Income
None - $10,000
$10-40,000
$50-80,000
$90,000 +

Mother
(n = 25)
36.1 (SD = 3.7)

Father
(n = 25)
36.7 (SD = 3.8)

4 (1)

8 (2)

8 (2)
76 (19)
8 (2)
4 (1)
4 (1)

8 (2)
36 (9)
56 (14)

4 (1)
12 (3)
64 (16)
20 (5)

80 (20)
8 (2)

16 (4)
60 (15)
4 (1)
20 (5)

4 (1)
88 (22)
4 (1)
4 (1)

24 (6)
16 (4)
28 (7)
32 (8)

4 (1)
20 (5)
32 (8)
44 (11)
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Theoretical and Statistical Bases of Data Analyses
The four assumptions of parametric testing (Field, 2012) were evaluated: Normality of
distribution, homogeneity of variance, interval or scale data, and independence of scores. Testing
these assumptions ensures that it is appropriate to run parametric tests, and confirms that the
interpretations of findings are accurate (Field, 2012). In addition, the assumptions of bivariate
Pearson’s correlations and of two-way repeated measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) will
also be discussed, given that these analyses were conducted to test the five research questions.
For both mothers and fathers, all subscales of the TMMS and SEFQ were normally
distributed, as measured by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). For the PBACE, mothers’ scores on
the Parental Knowledge subscale were not normally distributed, with p < .05 for Shapiro-Wilk’s
scores. For the CCNES, father’s scores on four of the six subscales (i.e., expressive
encouragement reactions, minimization reactions, problem-focused reactions, and punitive
reactions) were not normally distributed, as determined by Shapiro-Wilk’s tests (p < .05).
Lastly, for the ERC, mothers’ scores on the Emotion Regulation subscale were not normally
distributed, with p < .05 for Shapiro-Wilk’s scores. Shapiro-Wilk’s tests are more robust than
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) tests of normality (Field, 2012), and thus are more sensitive and
provide more significant results than KS tests. Upon inspecting the KS values for each nonnormally distributed subscales, all but one of the subscales (i.e., mother’s ratings of Parental
Knowledge) were significant (p > .05), indicating that the data were normally distributed. Given
the KS values and the relatively small sample size, no transformations were applied to the data.
Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity was used to test for homogeneity of variance for both
mothers and fathers, as this is the primary test of homogeneity of variance when using a two-way
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repeated measures ANOVA. As there were only two levels in this analysis, no values were
provided for Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity, and sphericity was therefore assumed (Field, 2012).
For the assumptions of interval or scale data and independence of scores, both were
satisfied. Namely, the TMMS, PBACE, SEFQ, CCNES, and ERC are measured at the ratio level
and thereby meet this assumption. Independence of scores was not fully possible with this
population; it is assumed that mothers’ and fathers’ ratings were related. To address this concern,
parents were asked at the beginning of the survey to complete their respective surveys separately
and independently from one another. As an additional precaution, all survey responses were
analyzed upon their completion to ensure there was at least minor variability across mothers’ and
fathers’ ratings; three couples’ surveys were discarded as they contained both identical responses
for the entire survey and identical demographic information, such as respondents’ initials and
gender.
In addition to the aforementioned assumptions, assumptions of a linear bivariate
relationship between each variable and of no outliers were tested prior to conducting Pearson’s
correlations and ANOVAs. To assess for bivariate linearity, every combination of the TMMS,
PBACE, SEFQ, CCNES, and ERC subscales were charted using scatterplots and were visually
inspected. Several of the bivariate relationships between subscales (e.g., scores between
mothers’ repair and minimization, scores between fathers’ attention and negative expressivity)
deviated from the line of best fit. Both Pearson’s correlations and Spearman Rho non-parametric
correlations were run and then compared to determine whether the outcomes varied across the
type of correlation conducted. There were no differences in the significance or non-significance
of the correlations across both types of correlational analyses. As a result, Pearson’s correlation
values were reported. Concerning outliers, one male participant tended to endorse responding
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more supportively to his child than his male counterparts. Given the relatively small sample size
for this study, and that there was only one outlier, no transformations were applied.
Data Analysis
The data were organized such that responses from mothers and fathers were separated but
linked to the same child; this allowed for mothers’ and fathers’ data to be paired, and for analyses
to be conducted on each parent and across dyads.
Parents’ beliefs about their own emotions and emotion socialization behaviours.
The first research question asked, if mothers and fathers report stronger beliefs about their
own emotions, are they more likely to demonstrate positive emotional expressions and supportive
parenting practices and less likely to exhibit negative emotional expressions and unsupportive
parenting practices. Given that this research questions aims to explore the strength and direction
of the relationship between parents’ meta-emotion philosophy (i.e., TMMS), self-expressiveness
in the family (i.e., SEFQ), and parents’ coping with children’s negative emotions (i.e., CCNES),
a series of bivariate Pearson’s correlation analyses between each subscale of the three instruments
were conducted. Results are summarized in Table 2.
Results from the Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ scores on the TMMS and SEFQ
showed that mothers’ attention to feelings, r(25) = .42, p < .05, clarity in discriminating feelings,
r(25) = .42, p < .05, and ability to repair their mood, r(25) = .49, p < .05, were moderately
positively correlated with their positive expressions in the family. This means that, for mothers,
greater monitoring, understanding, and regulating their mood were associated with increasing
levels of positive expressivity. Mothers’ clarity in discriminating feelings was also significantly
and negatively correlated with their negative expressions in the family, r(25) = -.45, p < .05. This
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Table 2
Bivariate Correlations Among Emotion-Related Beliefs, Expressivity and Reactions to Negative Emotions, by Parent Gender
Variable
Emotion-Related Beliefs
(TMMS)
1. Attention

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

-

.26

.23

.65***

-.01

-.11

.32

.01

-.10

.01

-.20

2. Clarity

.27

-

.57**

.32

.06

-.33

-.03

-.06

.40*

-.07

.30

3. Mood Repair

.29

.67***

-

.43*

-.09

.03

.26

.41*

.13

-.36

.07

4. Positive Expressivity

.42*

.42*

.49*

-

.06

.26

.43*

.36

.17

-.14

-.04

5. Negative Expressivity

.04

-.41*

-.38

-.19

-

.01

-.09

-.47*

.241

.58**

.34

.27

.33

.26

.41*

-.25

-

.40*

.55**

-.03

-.21

-.02

7. ExpressiveEncouragement
8. Problem-Focused

.08

.30

.16

.37

-.18

.38

-

.59**

-.23

-.46*

-.27

.21

.55**

.26

.47*

-.24

.55**

.45*

-

-.02

-.66***

-.12

9. Minimizing

-.09

-.12

-.18

-.16

.50*

-.09

.03

-.34

-

.30

.88***

10. Distress

-.26

-.47*

-.26

-.48*

.43*

-.28

-.20

-.48*

.37

-

.46*

11. Punitive

-.33

-.28

-.10

-.45*

.36

-.04

-.28

-.46*

.53**

.53**

-

Expressivity (SEFQ)

Reactions to Negative
Emotions (CCNES)
6. Emotion-Focused

Note. Correlations in the lower left of the table are for mothers and those in the upper right are for fathers.
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
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finding shows that, as mothers’ better understand their own mood, the fewer their negative
expressions within their family.
For the Pearson’s correlations between fathers’ TMMS and SEFQ scores, there was a
strong positive correlation between fathers’ attention to feelings and positive expressivity, r(25) =
.65, p < .001. There was also a significant and positive correlation between fathers’ mood repair
and positive expressivity, r(25) = .43, p < .05, meaning that the more fathers tried to maintain a
positive mood, the more frequently they expressed positive emotions. Together, these findings
show that fathers’ increased mood recognition and regulation abilities are associated with high
levels of positive expressions within the family. There were no significant correlations between
fathers’ TMMS and SEFQ ratings, suggesting that fathers’ negative expressions in the family
occur irrespective of their beliefs about their own emotions.
Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ scores on the TMMS and CCNES showed that
mothers’ clarity in discriminating feelings was significantly and positively related to responding
to children’s negative emotions with a problem-focused reaction, r(25) = .55, p <.01. Mothers’
ability to discriminate feelings was also significantly and negatively related to responding to
children’s negative emotions with a distress reaction, r(25) = -.47, p <.05. These findings suggest
that the more distinctly mothers understand their feelings, the more they helped resolve their
child’s problems when he or she was upset and the less distressed they were by their child’s
negative emotions.
Pearson’s correlations between fathers’ scores on the TMMS and CCNES show that
fathers’ clarity in discriminating their feelings was significantly and positively related to reacting
to children’s negative emotions with a minimizing reaction, r(25) = .40, p =.05. This finding
suggests that fathers’ discounting or devaluing of children’s negative emotions increases as their
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understanding of their own emotions increases. On the other hand, there was a significant and
positive correlation between fathers’ mood repair and responding to children’s negative emotions
with a problem-focused reaction, r(25) = .41, p <.05. This suggests that, for fathers, stronger
mood regulation is associated with helping their child solve their problem when he/she is
distressed.
Overall, for mothers, beliefs about their own emotions and emotional competencies were
related to their increased positive expressions. Mothers’ ability to understand their feelings was
also related to fewer negative expressions within their family. As well, when faced with
children’s negative emotions, the greater mothers’ understanding of their feelings, the more they
responded with a supportive, problem-focused reaction and they less they responded with an
unsupportive, distress reaction. On the other hand, for fathers, emotional beliefs and
competencies were related to both positive expressivity and supportive reactions, as well as to
unsupportive reactions. In particular, fathers’ greater monitoring and regulation of their mood
was associated with increased positive expressivity within the family. As well, fathers’ increased
mood regulation was related to increased supportive, problem-focused reactions in response to
their child’s negative emotions. However, as their understanding of their own emotions
increased, the more fathers minimized children’s negative emotions.
Parents’ beliefs about children’s emotions and emotion socialization behaviours.
The second research question asked whether mothers and fathers who report supportive
beliefs about children’s positive and negative emotions will also report more positive family
expressivity and supportive parenting practices compared to parents who reported less supportive
beliefs. As this question seeks to understand the strength and the direction of the relationship
between parents’ beliefs about children’s emotions (i.e., PBACE), self-expressiveness in the
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family (i.e., SEFQ), and reactions to children’s negative emotions (i.e., CCNES), bivariate
Pearson’s correlations were conducted between all subscales of the PBACE, SEFQ, and CCNES.
Results are summarized in Table 3.
Results from the Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ PBACE and SEFQ ratings
show that there were no significant correlations between beliefs about child emotions and
positive or negative levels expressivity, meaning that the frequency of mothers’ emotional
expressions were the same regardless of their beliefs about children’s emotions. However,
fathers’ belief that there is a cost to children’s positivity was significantly and negatively related
to their positive expressiveness in the family, r(25) = -.46, p < .05. This finding indicates that
fathers who believed that children’s positive emotions could be costly were less likely to express
positive emotions in the family.
Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ scores on the PBACE and CCNES show that
mothers’ endorsement of cost positivity was significantly and positively associated with punitive
reactions, r(25) = .53, p < .01. This indicates that mothers were more likely to respond punitively
to children’s negative emotions the more they believed children’s positivity could be costly.
Mothers’ belief that children use their emotions to manipulate others was significantly and
positively correlated with distress reactions, r(25) = .49, p < .05, and with minimization reactions,
r(25) = .45, p < .05. Mothers’ belief that children use their emotions to manipulate others was
strongly positively correlated with reacting punitively to children’s negative emotions, r(25) =
.68, p < .001. This means that, for mothers, the stronger their belief that children use their
emotions to manipulate others, the more they responded to children’s negative emotions in an
unsupportive style.
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Table 3
Bivariate Correlations Among Children’s Emotions, Expressivity, and Reactions to Negative Emotions, by Parent Gender
Variable
Children’s Emotions (PBACE)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

-

.58**

.52**

.11

-.34

.30

-.19

-.23

-.14

-.17

-.30

-.22

.09

.08

.13

2. Control

.23

-

.24

.11

.08

.53**

.29

.09

-.14

.37

.26

.24

-.12

-.27

-.05

3. Cost-Positivity

.04

.34

-

.30

-.29

.09

.04

-.46*

-.06

.07

-.07

-.02

.11

.09

.22

4. Manipulation

.21

.41*

.72***

-

.00

-.13

.09

-.26

.36

.14

-.13

-.25

-.28

.25

.49*

5. Parental Knowledge

-.19

.19

.04

.19

-

-.27

.28

.18

.05

.36

.03

.14

-.18

-.25

-.21

6. Stability

.10

-.06

.06

.36

.07

-

.19

-.00

.09

-.03

.40*

.10

-.21

-.11

-.13

7. Value of Anger

-.24

-.15

-.28

-.23

.12

-.26

-

.10

.07

.45*

.19

.37

.07

-.19

.15

8. Positive Expressivity

.34

-.13

-.31

-.34 -.21

-.06

.21

-

.06

.26

.43*

.36

.17

-.135

-.04

9. Negative Expressivity

.07

.25

.10

.32

.12

-.05

-.19

-

.01

-.09

-.47*

.24

.58**

.34

1. Autonomy

Expressivity (SEFQ)

.15

Note. Correlations in the lower left of the table are for mothers and those in the upper right are for fathers.
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
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Variable
Reactions to Negative
Emotions (CCNES)
10. EmotionFocused
11. ExpressiveEncouragement
12. ProblemFocused
13. Minimizing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

.03

-.22

-.24

-.29

.06

.11

.38

.41*

-.25

-

.40*

.55**

-.03

-.21

-.02

-.09

-.26

-.13

-.35

-.05

-.15

-.15

.37

-.18

.38

-

.59**

-.23

-.46*

-.27

.08

-.09

-.23

-.38

.31

-.13

.37

.47*

-.24

.55**

.45*

-

-.02

-.66***

-.12

-.07

.04

.17

.45*

.13

.29

.06

-.16

.50*

-.09

.03

-.34

-

.30

.88***

14. Distress

-.24

.18

.18

.49*

.28

.25

-.16

-.48*

.43*

-.28

-.20

-.48*

.37

-

.46*

15. Punitive

-.03

.37

.53**

.68***

.09

.21

.03

-.45*

.36

-.04

-.28

-.46*

.53**

.53**

-

Note. Correlations in the lower left of the table are for mothers and those in the upper right are for fathers.
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
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Pearson’s correlations between fathers’ scores on the PBACE and CCNES demonstrate
that fathers’ belief that anger has value was significantly and positively correlated with fathers’
emotion-focused reactions, r(25) = .45, p < .05. This findings suggests that when fathers
believed children’s anger has value, they were more likely to try to help their child feel better
when this child displayed negative emotions. In contrast, fathers’ belief that children use
emotions to manipulate others was significantly positively correlated with their use of punitive
reactions, r(25) = .49, p < .05. In other words, the stronger fathers’ belief that children use their
emotions to manipulate others, the more they responded punitively to children’s negative
emotions.
Taken together, the relationships between mothers’ and fathers’ scores on the PBACE,
SEFQ, and CCNES indicate that mothers who believed that children’s positive emotions could be
problematic were significantly more likely to report reacting punitively to children’s negative
emotions. Mothers who reported believing that children will use their emotions to manipulate
others were also significantly more likely to endorse unsupportive reactions, including distress,
punitive, and minimizing actions, in response to children’s negative emotions. Fathers who
reported holding positive beliefs about children’s emotions (i.e., they valued anger and believed
children were in control of their emotions) were more likely to engage in supportive reactions
(i.e., accept child’s emotions or help them feel better) when their child displayed negative
emotions. In contrast, fathers who reported that children’s positive emotions come at a cost and
that children use emotions to manipulate others were significantly more likely to report engaging
in an unsupportive way (i.e., punitively) and to express less positivity in the family.
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Influences of child gender.
The third research question asked if parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, emotion
socialization practices, and ratings of children’s emotions are differentiated by way of the gender
of their child. To evaluate this research question, a two-way repeated measures Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) was run to test whether a child gender interaction effect exists between
mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy (i.e., TMMS), beliefs about children’s emotions
(i.e., PBACE), self-expressiveness (i.e., SEFQ), and ratings of child’s emotion regulation (i.e.,
ERC). This research question was intended to estimate in the influence of child gender and
therefore assessed only child by parent interaction and child gender main effects; it did not
explore the main effect of parent, which will be addressed in a subsequent research question. A
summary of the findings can be found in Table 4.
Results from the ANOVA revealed there were no significant interaction effects of child
gender between parents’ scores on the TMMS, PBACE, SEFQ, CCNES, and ERC. These
findings indicate that parents’ beliefs about their own and their child’s emotions, positive and
negative expressiveness in the family, reactions to children’s negative emotions, and ratings of
child’s emotion regulation did not vary depending on either parent and child gender.
Furthermore, there were no significant main effects of child gender across the TMMS, SEFQ,
CCNES, and ERC, which demonstrates that, when examining across mothers’ and fathers’ own
emotions, emotion socialization practices, and child’s emotion regulation, their beliefs did not
vary by the gender of their child. There was, however, a significant main effect of child gender
between mothers’ and fathers’ scores on the PBACE. In particular, boys were rated by mothers
(M= 3.50 SD = 1.18) and fathers (M= 3.50 SD = .94) to use their emotions for manipulation
significantly more than girls were rated (Mother: M= 2.50 SD = 1.02; Father M= 3.03 SD = 1.02)
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Table 4
Outcomes by Parent Gender, Child Gender, and Interactions (Two-Way Repeated Measures ANOVA)

Variable
Meta-Emotion Philosophy (TMMS)
Attention
Clarity
Mood Repair
Children’s Emotions (PBACE)
Autonomy
Control
Cost-Positivity
Manipulation
Parental Knowledge
Stability
Value of Anger

Parent

Parent Rating
Male Child
Female Child
(n=15)
(n=10)
[mean (SD)]
[mean (SD)]

Outcome
Child Gender Effect
F (df) [p]

Interaction
F (df) [p]

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

3.89 (.50)
3.58 (.52)
3.78 (.53)
3.70 (.67)
4.14 (.44)
3.76 (.98)

4.00 (.55)
3.28 (.84)
4.09 (.57)
3.70 (.95)
3.98 (.62)
3.63 (.94)

.26 (1,23) [.613]

1.61 (1,23) [.217]

.81 (1,23) [.377]

.52 (1,23) [.478]

.59 (1,23) [.449]

.01 (1,23) [.940]

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

3.13 (.68)
2.95 (.70)
2.88 (.76)
2.88 (.99)
2.80 (.84)
2.48 (.89)
3.50 (1.18)
3.50 (.94)
4.51 (.86)
4.36 (.76)
3.05 (.89)
3.52 (.74)
4.22 (.52)
4.04 (.69)

2.74 (.64)
2.90 (.43)
2.80 (.63)
2.62 (.42)
2.25 (.59)
2.53 (1.3)
2.50 (1.02)
3.03 (1.02)
4.60 (1.42)
4.30 (.99)
3.43 (.39)
3.30 (.90)
4.30 (.60)
3.87 (.60)

1.08 (1,23) [.310]

1.28 (1,23) [.269]

.72 (1,23) [.404]

.141 (1,23) [.711]

.78 (1,23) [.385]

1.57 (1,23) [.223]

4.88 (1,23) [.037]*

.95 (1,23) [.341]

.00 (1,23) [.956]

.07 (1,23) [.798]

.14 (1,23) [.714]

2.11 (1,23) [.160]

.06 (1,23) [.802]

.74 (1,23) [.399]

**p < .01, *p < .05
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Variable
Expressivity (SEFQ)
Positive Expressivity
Negative Expressivity
Reactions to Negative Emotions CCNES)
Emotion-Focused
Expressive-Encouragement
Problem-Focused
Minimization
Distress
Punitive
Emotion Regulation (ERC)
Emotion Regulation
Lability/Negativity

Parent

Parent Rating
Male Child
Female Child
(n=15)
(n=10)
[mean (SD)]
[mean (SD)]

Mother
Father
Mother
Father

7.04 (.94)
6.03 (1.22)
4.74 (1.15)
4.38 (1.15)

6.87 (.55)
5.66 (1.51)
4.75 (.81)
3.82 (.74)

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

5.49 (.61)
5.25 (.97)
4.59 (.91)
4.46 (.95)
5.68 (.74)
5.40 (.89)
2.45 (.88)
2.95 (.68)
3.04 (.56)
2.97 (.94)
2.77 (.83)
2.62 (.76)

5.58 (.58)
5.19 (.74)
5.04 (.95)
4.53 (1.12)
5.97 (.50)
5.67 (.53)
2.50 (.69)
2.95 (.94)
2.88 (.41)
2.70 (.68)
2.38 (.55)
2.44 (.94)

Mother
Father
Mother
Father

3.15 (.42)
3.04 (.44)
2.10 (.62)
2.09 (.60)

3.24 (.36)
3.34 (.26)
1.84 (.37)
1.87 (.15)

**p < .01, *p < .05
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Outcome
Child Gender Effect
F (df) [p]

Interaction
F (df) [p]

.73 (1,23) [.401]

.74 (1,23) [.399]

1.15 (1,23) [.295]

.75 (1,23) [.396]

.00 (1,23) [.950]

.15 (1,23) [.701]

.74 (1,23) [.399]

.56 (1,23) [.464]

2.23 (1,23) [.149]

.00 (1,23) [.952]

.00 (1,23) [.930]

.02 (1,23) [.882]

1.12 (1,23) [.301]

.06 (1,23) [.814]

1.38 (1,23) [.252]

.23 (1,23) [.640]

1.78 (1,23) [.195]

2.13 (1,23) [.158]

1.64 (1,23) [.213]

.02 (1,23) [.894]

F(1, 23) = 4.89, p = .037, meaning that both mothers and fathers perceived boys to use their
emotions to manipulate others more often than girls.
Comparisons between mothers and fathers.
Research question four tested the differences between mothers and fathers in terms of
their meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices. This question was addressed
via two separate analyses: (a) do mothers’ and fathers’ ratings of their meta-emotion philosophy
and emotion socialization practices significantly differ, and (b) what is the reliability between
mothers’ and fathers’ ratings of their meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization
practices? Results from the first analysis can be found in Table 5.
The first analysis examined whether mothers and fathers differ significantly in their metaemotion philosophy and their emotion socialization practices. This question was tested by
conducting a two-way repeated measures ANOVA and examining if there was a main effect of
parent gender. Although only one time point was assessed, the levels of the variables of interest
for this research question required a two-way repeated measures ANOVA design because there
was a single continuous independent variable and two independent variables, each with two
categorical levels. Results from the ANOVA between mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion
philosophy showed that mothers (M = 3.95, SD = .51) paid significantly more attention to their
emotions than fathers (M = 3.46, SD = .68), F(1,23) = 9.69, p = .005. Mothers (M = 3.90, SD =
.55) and fathers (M = 3.69, SD = .78) did not differ, however, in their ability to understand their
emotions, F(1,23) = 1.14, p = .297. Similarly, mothers (M = 4.08, SD = .51) and fathers (M =
3.71, SD = .94) did not differ in their ability to repair their mood, F(1,23) = 2.08, p = .162.
Concerning their beliefs about children’s emotions, significant differences existed between
mothers and fathers in that mothers (M = 4.25, SD = .54) placed more value on children’s
feelings of anger than fathers (M = 3.97, SD = .65), F(1,23) = 4.22, p =
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Table 5
Outcomes by Parent Gender (Two-Way Repeated Measures ANOVA)

Variable
Meta-Emotion Philosophy (TMMS)
Attention
Clarity
Mood Repair
Children’s Emotions (PBACE)
Autonomy
Control
Cost-Positivity
Manipulation
Parental Knowledge
Stability
Value of Anger

Parent

Parent Rating
(n = 25)
Mean (SD)

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

3.95 (.51)
3.46 (.68)
3.90 (.55)
3.69 (.78)
4.08 (.51)
3.71 (.94)

9.69 (1,23) [.005]**

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

2.98 (.70)
2.93 (.60)
2.85 (.70)
2.78 (.81)
2.58 (.78)
2.50 (1.02)
3.10 (1.21)
3.31 (.98)
4.55 (1.09)
4.33 (.84)
3.20 (.74)
3.44 (.79)
4.25 (.54)
3.97 (.65)

.00 (1,23) [.937]

**p < .01, *p < .05
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Parent Gender Effect
F (df) [p]

1.14 (1,23) [.297]
2.08 (1,23) [.162]

.14 (1,23) [.711]
.01 (1,23) [.930]
.95 (1,23) [.341]
.67 (1,23) [.423]
.88 (1,23) [.357]
4.22 (1,23) [.051]*

Variable
Expressivity (SEFQ)
Positive Expressivity
Negative Expressivity
Reactions to Negative Emotions (CCNES)
Emotion-Focused
Expressive-Encouragement
Problem-Focused
Minimization
Distress
Punitive
Emotion Regulation (ERC)
Emotion Regulation
Lability/Negativity

Parent

Parent Rating
(n = 25)
Mean (SD)

Mother
Father
Mother
Father

6.97 (.80)
5.88 (1.32)
4.74 (.99)
4.15 (1.03)

12.19 (1,23) [.002]**

Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father
Mother
Father

5.53 (.59)
5.22 (.86)
4.77 (.94)
4.49 (1.00)
5.79 (.66)
5.51 (.77)
2.47 (.80)
2.95 (.78)
2.98 (.50)
2.86 (.84)
2.61 (.74)
2.55 (.82)

2.82 (1,23) [.107]

Mother
Father
Mother
Father

3.19 (.39)
3.16 (.40)
2.00 (.54)
2.00 (.48)

**p < .01, *p < .05

48

Parent Gender Effect
F (df) [p]

3.90 (1,23) [.061]

1.53 (1,23) [.229]
1.59 (1,23) [.220]
8.12 (1,23) [.009]**
.38 (1,23) [.542]
.04 (1,23) [.842]

.01 (1,23) [.912]
.00 (1,23) [.932]

.051. Taken together, mothers scored significantly higher than fathers on measures of attention
to mood and they also scored higher than fathers on valuing children’s anger. With respect to
emotion socialization practices, the ANOVA demonstrated that mothers (M = 6.97, SD = .80)
expressed significantly more positive emotions in the family than did fathers, (M = 5.88, SD =
1.32), F(1,23) = 12.19, p = .002. With respect to negative expressivity, mothers (M = 4.74, SD =
.99) and fathers (M = 4.15, SD = 1.03) did not significantly differ, F(1,23) = 3.90, p = .061. In
terms of coping with children’s negative emotions, fathers (M = 2.95, SD = .78) reported that
they minimized children’s negative emotions significantly more than mothers (M = 2.47, SD =
.80), F(1,23) = 8.12, p = .009. No other differences existed between mothers’ and fathers’
reactions to children’s negative emotions. In summary, mothers paid more attention to their
emotions, placed more value on children’s expressions of anger, and reported significantly higher
positive emotional expressions in the family compared to fathers. However, both parents
demonstrated similar levels of mood repair and negative emotional expressions in the family.
Fathers rated significantly higher on measures of minimizing children’s negative emotions than
mothers, but both parents reacted similarly in all other respects when their child was upset.
The second analysis assessed the similarity and dissimilarity rates between mothers’ and
fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and their emotion socialization practices. Inter-rater reliability
analyses were conducted to explore the level of agreement between mothers’ and fathers’ ratings
on TMMS, PBACE, SEFQ, CCNES, and ERC. For the purposes of estimating this inter-rater
reliability, Intraclass Correlation (ICC) analyses were employed. ICCs offer a flexible way to
assess the similarity among raters (Landers, 2015; Shroute & Fleiss, 1979), as they and take into
consideration the actual match between parents’ scores (Kenny, 1988). ICCs are, therefore, used
by parenting studies to compare the similarities between a matched couples (i.e., parents)
compared to that of a random coupling (Gamble, Ramakumar, & Diaz, 2007).
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The two-way mixed methodology was utilized as it met the parameter of fixed rater
effects, meaning that the parents were the only raters of interest for each child (Landers, 2015).
Results from these analyses are reflected by Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. ICCs are interpreted
like correlation coefficients in that they provide an indication of both the strength and direction of
the relationship between two raters (Shroute & Fleiss, 1979), and thus the following guidelines
proposed by Colton (1974) were used: Correlations from 0 to .25 (or -.25) indicate little to no
relationship; correlations from .25 to .50 (or -.25 to -50) indicated a fair degree of relationship;
those from .50 to .75 (or -.50 to -.75) a moderate to good relationship; and correlations greater
than .75 (or -.75) a very good to excellent relationship. ICC coefficients range from 1 to -1, with
a score of 0 denoting little similarity among the two members of the dyad (Gamble et al., 2007,
p.79). Negative scores are indicative of more variability within a dyad than across dyads. Results
are summarized in Table 6.
Results from the ICC on mothers’ and fathers’ scores on the TMMS demonstrated that
there was a no relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ attention to feeling, α(25) = .065,
indicating that, in comparison to other dyads, mothers and fathers were not similar to each other
in how they thought about and noticed their own feelings. There was a strong negative
relationships between parents’ clarity in discriminating feeling, α(25) = -1.112, and mood repair,
α(25) = -.885, suggesting that mothers and fathers were highly dissimilar in their understanding
and regulation of their emotions. Although the large negative alpha coefficient for parents’
clarity in discriminating feeling is somewhat unusual, negative alpha coefficients that have values
greater than one have been documented in the literature previously and can be reflective of
sampling error with small sample sizes (Hays, 1981; Lord & Novick, 1968).
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Table 6
Similarity and Dissimilarity Rates Among Parents (Two-Way Mixed Intraclass Correlation)

Variable
Meta-Emotion Philosophy (TMMS)
Attention
Clarity
Mood Repair
Children’s Emotions (PBACE)
Autonomy
Control
Cost-Positivity
Manipulation
Parental Knowledge
Stability
Value of Anger
Expressivity (SEFQ)
Positive Expressivity
Negative Expressivity
Reactions to Negative Emotions
(CCNES)
Emotion-Focused
Expressive-Encouragement
Problem-Focused
Minimization
Distress
Punitive
Emotion Regulation (ERC)
Emotion Regulation
Lability/Negativity

Mother Rating
[mean (SD)]

Father Rating
[mean (SD)]

Cronbach’s
Alpha (α)

3.94 (.51)
3.90 (.55)
4.08 (.511)

3.46 (.67)
3.89 (.78)
3.71 (.94)

.065
-1.112
-.885

2.98 (.68)
2.85 (.70)
2.58 (.78)
3.10 (1.21)
4.55 (1.09)
3.20 (.74)
4.25 (.54)

2.93 (.60)
2.78 (.81)
2.50 (1.02)
3.31 (.98)
4.33 (.84)
3.44 (.79)
3.97 (.65)

.507
-.403
.303
.438
.110
.323
.417

6.97 (.80)
4.74 (.99)

5.88 (1.32)
4.16 (1.03)

.046
-.623

5.53 (.59)
4.77 (.94)
5.79 (.66)
2.47 (.80)
2.98 (.50)
2.16 (.74)

5.23 (.86)
4.49 (1.00)
5.51 (.77)
2.95 (.78)
2.86 (.84)
2.55 (.82)

.385
.252
-.383
.650
-.014
.245

3.19 (.39)
2.00 (.54)

3.16 (.40)
2.00 (.48)

.717
.779
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ICC results between mothers’ and fathers’ PBACE scores revealed that mothers’ and
fathers’ beliefs about cost of positivity, α(25) = .30, value of anger, α(25) = .42, manipulation,
α(25) = .44, and stability, α(25) = .32, were mildly positively related, meaning that mothers and
fathers were somewhat similar in several of their beliefs about children’s emotions. There was a
moderately positive relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs about children’s
autonomy, α(25) = .51, indicating that mothers and fathers beliefs were fairly similar. Mild
negative relationship existed between mothers’ and fathers’ belief about children’s control, α(25)
= -.40, meaning that parents were moderately dissimilar in their belief that children can control
their emotions. Finally, regarding parental knowledge, there was a weak positive relationship
indicated between mothers’ and fathers’ belief, α(25) = .11, indicating mothers and fathers were
neither similar nor dissimilar in their belief. To summarize their beliefs about children’s
emotions, mothers and fathers were similar across most of their beliefs about children’s
emotions, differing only in their belief that children can control their feelings. ICC results
between mothers’ and fathers’ SEFQ scores showed that mothers’ and fathers’ expressions of
positive emotions were neither similar nor dissimilar, α(25) = .05 However, mothers’ and
fathers’ negative expressions were moderately negatively related, α(25) = -.62, meaning that
parents were dissimilar in the amount of negative expressions exhibited in the home.
With respect to mothers’ and fathers’ scores on the CCNES, ICC results demonstrated
little to no relationship between both mothers’ and fathers’ distress reactions, α(25) = -.01, and
their punitive reactions, α(25) = .25, in response to children's negative emotions, suggesting
mothers and fathers were neither similar nor dissimilar across their punitive and distress
reactions. There was a small positive relationship between both mothers’ and fathers’ expressive
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encouragement reactions, α(25) = .25, and their emotion-focused reactions, α(25) = .39, which
shows that there was mild overlap in mothers’ and fathers’ acceptance and encouragement of
their child’s negative emotions. There was moderate positive relationship between mothers’ and
fathers’ minimization reactions, α(25) = .65, meaning mothers and fathers were quite similar in
this response. There was a small negative relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ problemfocused reactions, α(25) = -.38, meaning that parents were dissimilar in their problem-focused
reactions when their child demonstrated negative emotions. Overall, when their child was upset,
mothers and fathers reactions of acceptance, encouragement, and minimization were similar,
while their reaction to help their child resolve his/her problem was dissimilar. Parents were
neither similar nor dissimilar in their distress and punitive reactions.
ICC results between mothers’ and fathers’ scores on ERC revealed strong positive
relationships between mothers’ and fathers’ ratings of their child’s emotion regulation abilities,
α(25) = .72, indicating that mothers and fathers were, in comparison to other couplings, highly
similar in their perceptions of their child’s ability to govern his/her own emotions. Similarly,
mothers’ and fathers’ ratings of their child’s lability/negativity were strongly positively related,
α(25) = .78, indicating they were highly similar in their perceptions of their child’s fluctuating
emotional states and tendency to exhibit dysregulated negative affect.
Overall, the results from the fourth research question indicate that mothers and fathers are
at least moderately similar in noticing their own feelings, their beliefs about children’s autonomy,
expressing negative emotions, and minimizing reactions to children’s negative emotions.
Mothers and fathers were most consistent, however, in their ratings of their child’s emotion
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regulation, lability, and negativity. Finally, mothers and fathers were at least moderately
dissimilar in understanding their emotions and in employing strategies to regulate their mood.
Parents’ emotion-related beliefs and practices, and children’s emotion regulation.
Research question five explored parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion
socialization practices in relation to their child’s emotion regulation. As such, research question
five was explored via two lines of inquiry: (a) what is the relationship between mothers’ and
fathers’ meta emotion philosophy and their child’s emotion regulation, and (b) what is the
relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ emotion socialization practices and their child’s
emotion regulation.
The first research question asked if parents who hold more supportive beliefs about their
own and their child’s emotions rate their child higher in terms of his/her emotion regulation
compared to those parents who hold less supportive beliefs about their own and their child’s
emotions. To assess this question, bivariate Pearson’s Correlations were used in order to evaluate
the relationship between parents’ meta-emotion philosophy (i.e., TMMS), beliefs about
children’s emotions (i.e., PBACE), and their child’s emotion regulation (i.e., ERC). A summary
of results can be found in Table 7.
Results of the Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ scores on the TMMS and ERC
show that mothers’ clarity in discriminating feelings was significantly and positively correlated to
their ratings of their child’s emotion regulation, r(25) = .61, p < .01, and significantly negatively
correlated to their ratings of their child’s emotional lability/negativity, r(25) = -.51, p < .01. This
means that the more mothers were aware of their own emotions, the more likely they were to
endorse that their child demonstrates effective emotion regulation and less likely to rate their
child as labile and negative. However, mothers’ attention to mood were not related to children’s
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Table 7
Bivariate Correlations Among Parents’ Meta-Emotion Philosophy and Children’s Emotion
Regulation
Mother

Father

Emotion
Regulation

Lability
Negativity

Emotion
Regulation

Lability
Negativity

.11

-.36

.15

.13

Clarity

.61**

-.51**

.10

.16

Repair

.38

-.32

.30

-.00

Autonomy

.11

-.15

-.12

.22

Control

.01

-.04

-.32

.18

Cost-Positivity

-.09

.25

-.28

.10

Manipulation

-.40*

.38

-.44*

.39*

Parental Knowledge

-.01

-.19

.02

-.14

Stability

-.46*

.18

-.10

-.05

Value of Anger

.45*

-.32

-.10

-.24

Variable
Emotion-Related Beliefs (TMMS)
Attention

Children’s Emotions (PBACE)

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
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emotion regulation, r(25) = .11, p = .601 , nor their lability/negativity, r(25) = -.36, p = .077.
Similarly, mothers’ regulation of their mood were not related to children’s emotion regulation,
r(25) = .38, p = .063, or their lability/negativity, r(25) = -.32, p = .118. Across their beliefs about
their own emotions, fathers’ attention to their mood, r(25) = .15, p = .474, clarity in
discriminating their mood, r(25) = .10, p =.637, regulation of their mood, r(25) = .30, p = .063,
were not related to their child’s emotion regulation. Fathers’ attention to mood, r(25) = .13, p =
.546, clarity in discriminating their mood, r(25) = .16, p = .432, regulation of their mood, r(25) =
-.00, p = .991, were also not related to their child’s lability/negativity. These outcomes indicate
that fathers’ perceptions of their child’s ability to display appropriate emotions and to effectively
govern his/her own emotions were not significantly related to their understanding, awareness, and
regulation of their own mood.
Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ scores on the PBACE and the ERC revealed that
mothers’ belief that children’s feelings of anger hold value was significantly positively related to
mothers’ ratings of their child’s emotion regulation, r(25) = .45, p < .05. Mothers’ belief that
children use their feelings for manipulation, r(25) = -.40, p = .05, and that children’s emotions are
stable, r(25) = -.46, p < .05, were both significantly negatively related to mothers’ ratings of child
emotion regulation. Together, these findings indicate that mothers who believed their child
effectively moderates his/her own emotions were more likely to report that children’s feelings of
anger are important, that children’s emotions change, and that children do not use their emotions
to manipulate others. Fathers’ belief that their child uses emotions for manipulation was
significantly negatively associated with their ratings of their child’s emotion regulation, r(25) = .44, p < .05. Similarly, father’s belief that children use manipulation was significantly and
positively associated with their ratings of their child’s lability/negativity, r(25) = .39, p = .052.
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Together, this means that when fathers’ believed their child was using their emotions for
manipulation, they were less likely to think that their child appropriately demonstrates and
effectively governs his/her emotions and more likely to think that their child shows dysregulated
negative affect and is emotionally inflexible.
The second research question asked if parents who respond more supportively to their
child would rate their child’s emotion regulation more highly than would those who respond
more unsupportively to their child. To test this question, bivariate Pearson’s Correlations in
order to evaluate the relationship between parents’ coping with children’s negative emotions (i.e.,
CCNES), self-expressiveness (i.e., SEFQ), and children’s emotion regulation (i.e., ERC). Results
are summarized in Table 8.
Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ SEFQ and ERC scores showed that mothers’
positive expressivity was significantly and positively related to children’s emotion regulation,
r(25) = .52, p < .010, and significantly and negatively related to children’s lability/negativity,
r(25) = -.42, p < .05. Together, these findings show that mothers exhibit more positive and fewer
negative emotions when they perceive their child to effectively govern his/her own emotions.
Neither fathers’ levels of positive or negative expressivity in the family were related to their
ratings of their child’s emotion regulation or lability/negativity, indicating fathers’ emotional
expressions within the family context are not related to their beliefs about their child’s emotion
regulation or dysregulation.
Results of the Pearson’s correlation analysis between mothers’ scores on the CCNES and
ERC showed that mothers’ problem-focused reactions to their child’s negative emotions were
significantly positively associated with their ratings of their child’s emotion regulation,
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Table 8
Bivariate Correlations Among Parents’ Emotion Socialization and Children’s Emotion
Regulation
Mother

Father

Emotion
Regulation

Lability
Negativity

Emotion
Regulation

Lability
Negativity

Positive Expressivity

.52**

-.42*

.35

-.09

Negative Expressivity

-.26

.05

-.24

.08

.28

-.41*

-.09

-.17

.11

-.18

-.00

-.23

.54**

-.52**

.37

-.40*

-.23

.02

.16

.09

Distress

-.64***

.58**

-.06

.17

Punitive

-.47**

.36

.03

.10

Variable
Expressivity (SEFQ)

Reactions to Negative Emotions
(CCNES)
Emotion-Focused
Expressive-Encouragement
Problem-Focused
Minimizing

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
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r(25) = .54, p < .01. Further, mothers’ distress, r(25) = -.64, p < .001, and punitive reactions,
r(25) = -.47, p < .05, to their child’s negative emotions were significantly negatively associated
with their child’s emotion regulation. This means that mothers who strongly believed their child
effectively governs his/her emotions were more likely to help their child problem solve and less
likely to become distressed and react punitively when their child showed negative affect.
Similarly, mothers’ distress reactions to their child’s negative emotions were significantly
positively associated with their ratings of their child’s lability/negativity, r(25) = .58, p < .010.
Mothers’ problem-focused, r(25) = -.52, p < .010, and emotion-focused reactions, r(25) = -.41, p
< .05, to their child’s negative emotions were both significantly negatively associated with
mothers’ ratings of their child’s lability/negativity. In other words, mothers who perceived their
child to demonstrate inflexible and dysregulated negative affect were more likely to become
distressed and less likely to help their child feel better and solve problems when he/she was
upset. For fathers, their problem-focused reactions to children’s negative emotions were
significantly negatively associated with their ratings of their child’s lability/negativity, r(25) = .40, p < .05. This finding indicates that the more strongly fathers believe their child struggles to
effectively moderate his/her own emotions, the less likely they were to help their child resolve a
problem when their child is upset.
To summarize, mothers who believe their child is able to demonstrate appropriate
emotions, are more likely to demonstrate positive emotions and less likely to exhibit negative
emotions within the family. When mothers believe their child effectively regulates his/her
emotion regulation, they were more likely to help their child resolve problems and less likely to
become distressed or use verbal/physical punishments when their child is upset. When mothers
believe that their child shows dysregulated and negative affect, they were more likely to become
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distressed and less likely to help their child resolve his/her problems and feel better when their
child was upset. Regardless of their child’s emotion regulation abilities or inabilities, fathers
demonstrate the same levels of emotional expression in the family. Finally, when their child is
upset, fathers were less likely to help their child resolve the issue that caused them to become
upset, if they believe that their child shows inflexible and negative affect.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
It is important to note that the present study aims to offer a preliminary glance at fathers’
roles in children’s emotion regulation development. Given the relatively small amount of
literature available on fathers’ emotion socialization and on their contributions to children’s
emotion regulation, as well as the small sample size, this study is exploratory in nature. As such,
all conclusions are drawn cautiously.
This study explored mothers’ and fathers’ contributions to elementary-age children’s
emotion regulation by evaluating parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, emotion socialization
practices, and child’s emotion regulation. Specifically, this study measured parents’ beliefs about
their own emotions, their beliefs about children’s emotions, their level of emotional expressivity,
how they cope with children’s negative emotions, and their ratings of their child’s emotion
regulation. The goals of this study were to examine how mothers and fathers contribute to
children’s emotion regulation, and to determine the differences, if any, between mothers’ and
fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and their emotion socialization practices with their child. Five
research questions were developed and then analyzed. Each research question and its findings
will be discussed in the subsequent paragraphs; additional interpretations about the key themes
across the research questions will follow.
The first research question asked whether mothers and fathers who report greater
emotion-related beliefs and competencies are more likely to demonstrate positive emotional
expressions and supportive parenting practices and less likely to exhibit negative emotional
expressions and unsupportive parenting practices. The findings show that for mothers, stronger
emotional beliefs and abilities were related to more positive emotion socialization outcomes. Not
only were mothers more expressive of positive emotions and less expressive of negative
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emotions, they were more inclined to respond supportively (e.g. problem focused) and less likely
to respond unsupportively (e.g., distress) when their child was upset. The findings for fathers,
however, differed from mothers; namely, there were inconsistent associations between their
emotion-related beliefs and positive emotion socialization behaviours. In particular, fathers’
mood regulation was most strongly associated with their supportive emotion socialization
practices (e.g., positive emotional expressions and problem focused reactions). However, their
negative expressions appear to occur irrespective of their beliefs about their own emotions and,
somewhat paradoxically, the more fathers understood their emotions, the more they reported
minimizing their child’s feelings.
These outcomes indicate that enhanced attention to and regulation of mood is associated
with more emotionally supportive parenting practices and fit with the previous parenting
literature showing that mothers and fathers who pay attention to and try to repair their moods
tend to also place more value on constructing a positive emotional family environment. For
example, Meyer (2014) found that parents who scored higher in attention, clarity, and regulation
were more likely to demonstrate positive emotions in the family. Similar outcomes were found
in parenting research that has explored parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and coping reactions to
children’s negative emotions (Gottman et al., 1996; Meyer et al., 2014). Of note, Gottman and
colleagues (1996) tested a conceptual model, which substantiated that parents who had more
understanding of and paid greater attention to their emotions were more supportive of their child
and his or her emotional development, and were less likely to downplay or disregard their child’s
emotions.
While much of the current results align with the extant literature, the finding that fathers’
mood repair was related to positive emotion socialization practices is not consistent with previous
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literature. In fact, prior research often shows a relationship between parents’ emotion-related
beliefs and their emotion socialization practices (Cervantes & Seo, 2005; Gottman, Katz, &
Hooven, 1996; Meyer et al., 2014). A possible explanation for this finding is that fathers more
often use avoidant and distraction strategies than mothers when their child is upset (McElwain et
al., 2007), and therefore, fathers may be more likely to minimize children’s responses than
mothers, regardless of their insight into their own emotions.
Overall, the results of the first research question demonstrate that mothers’ and fathers’
beliefs about their own emotions are differentially related to their emotion socialization practices.
While many of the findings for mothers fit the extant parenting literature, the findings for fathers
suggest there is a more complex relationship between fathers’ ability to discern their emotions
and the emotions they express in the home environment. Such differences between mothers and
fathers also have implications for the development of children’s emotion regulation. When
looking to enhance parent-child relationships or to promote children’s adaptive emotion
regulation development, focusing on fathers’ understanding of their emotions may be less
relevant than focusing on providing tools to fathers to help them regulate their moods (MacLeod
& Grafton, 2013), as fathers’ mood regulation is more strongly associated with their positive
emotion socialization behaviours than was their mood clarity. Ultimately, these findings
underscore the need for future studies to continue exploring the relationship between fathers’
emotion related beliefs and emotion socialization practices.
The second research question asked whether mothers and fathers who reported supportive
beliefs about children’s positive and negative emotions also reported more positive family
expressivity and supportive parenting practices compared to parents who endorse holding less
supportive beliefs about children’s emotions. Analyses revealed that mothers’ and fathers’
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beliefs about children’s emotions were only partially related to their emotion socialization
practices. For mothers, their beliefs about children’s emotions were not associated with their
emotional expressivity, but for fathers, when they held a negative belief about children’s emotion
(i.e., cost positivity), they were less likely to demonstrate positive emotional expressions in the
family. Evidence for the relationship between fathers’ belief that children’s positivity can be
dangerous is substantiated by emotion research, which has found that “parents’ belief that
emotions are dangerous might indirectly affect parents’ expressive clarity through association
with parents’ emotional experience” (Dunsmore, Her, Halberstadt, & Perez-Rivera, 2009, p.124).
To elaborate, individuals who experience strong autonomic reactivity, but less clearly express
their emotions, are noted to internalize their emotions (Buck, 1977; Demaree et al., 2006). Men
are considered to be internalizers more often than women, in that they experience emotions just
as strongly as women, but tend to express these emotions less (Buck et al., 1974). Based on this
research, it follows that fathers’ negative beliefs about children’s emotions would be linked to
expressing fewer positive emotions.
Both parents’ negative beliefs about children’s emotions were related to more
unsupportive responses to children’s negative emotional displays. In particular, the belief that
their child was using his or her emotions for manipulation was related to mothers’ unsupportive
responses (e.g., distress, minimization, and punitive) and to fathers’ unsupportive responses (e.g.,
punitive) when their child was upset. Based on meta-emotion philosophy research by Gottman
and colleagues (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996), parents who tend to hold negative attitudes
about children’s emotions also tend to employ less supportive responses to children’s emotions.
Namely, the authors noted that parents who endorse both negative beliefs about and responses to
children’s emotions are, in general, more “emotion-dismissing” (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven,
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1996). The parenting literature also suggests that both punitive and minimizing reactions are
ways in which parents may “attempt to restrict or limit children’s expression of negative
emotions” (Fabes, Poulin, Eisenberg, & Madden-derdich, 2002, p.289). In the present study,
when parents identify with holding negative views about children’s negative emotions, they may
be less accepting of these emotions, and are therefore more inclined to react negatively in an
effort to inhibit their child’s negative emotional displays.
While parents were comparable in the associations between their emotional expressivity
and negative beliefs about children’s emotions, fathers were unique in that their positive beliefs
about children’s emotions (e.g., feelings of anger have value) were related to their supportive
responses (e.g., emotion focused) to children’s negative emotions. These results support previous
findings that the more fathers value their child’s positive emotions, the more likely they are to
engage in parenting practices that guide and further their child’s emotional understanding
(Dunsmore & Karn, 2001; Perez Rivera & Dunsmore, 2011). In addition to their characterization
of an emotion-dismissing parent, Gottman and colleagues (1996) described “emotion-coaching”
parents as those who viewed children’s emotions more positively and who responded more
supportively to their child’s emotions. As demonstrated by the present findings, this sample of
fathers who endorsed holding attitudes towards their child’s emotions are indicative of adopting
an emotion coaching emotion socialization style. Although the emotion-dismissing and emotioncoaching emotion socialization styles appear to be in opposition, parenting research has
acknowledged they are orthogonal, and thus parents can concomitantly demonstrate both
socialization styles (Lunkenheimer et al., 2007).
Overall, the results of the second research question revealed that both mothers’ and
fathers’ beliefs about children’s emotions were more strongly associated with their responses to
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children’s negative emotions than to their emotional expressivity. Both parents’ negative beliefs
about children’s emotions were related to less supportive responses to their child’s negative
emotions; however only fathers’ beliefs about children’s emotions were related to their
supportive responses to children’s negative emotions. These outcomes offer support for the
research by Dunsmore and colleagues (Dunsmore et al., 2009) who explored the role of parents’
negative beliefs about children’s emotions, namely the belief that children’s emotions are
dangers. The authors found that parents who believed emotions are dangerous were significantly
more likely to report fewer emotional expressions. In addition, the authors also found gender
differences across the associations between mothers’ and fathers’ beliefs about children’s
emotions and their supportive and unsupportive reactions to children’s negative emotions.
The third research question asked whether child gender impacts parents’ ratings of their
meta-emotion philosophy and their emotion socialization practices. The findings showed that no
interaction effect exists between parent meta-emotions and child gender, demonstrating that there
were no differences in either parents’ meta-emotion philosophy or their emotion socialization
behaviours depending on parent and child gender. These results are consistent with the findings
of Wong and colleagues (Wong, McElwain, & Halberstadt, 2009) who found no interaction
effect between parent and child gender on measures of parents’ emotion socialization practices.
Parents’ beliefs about their own emotions and their emotion socialization behaviours were
also invariant to child gender, indicating that parents reported the same meta-emotion philosophy,
emotional expressivity, and responses to children’s negative emotional displays, and perceptions
of children’s emotion regulation abilities regardless of whether their child is a boy or girl.
However, a gender effect was found for parents’ beliefs about children’s emotions, such that both
mothers and fathers endorsed that boys, more than girls, use their emotions to manipulate others.
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Based on the items within the instrument used to assess parents’ beliefs about children’s
emotions, the parents in the present study identified that sons acted sad or angry to get their own
way or to get attention significantly more than did daughters. There appears to be a paucity of
research conducted on manipulation in children, especially as it pertains to gender differences,
with the exception of a study by Braginsky (1970). The author explored Machiavellianism in ten
year-old boys and girls and found that highly manipulative boys and girls were equally as
successful in their manipulation of others. Of importance is the difference in the manipulation
strategies employed by between boys and girls; in particular, Braginsky (1970) documented that
highly manipulative girls “manipulate by means of a subtle, evasive method of impressionmanagement” (p. 97), which was nearly always successful, whereas boys “manipulate by direct,
aggressive approach” (p.97) that was only sometimes successful. Generalizing to the present
study, it may be the case that boys were more crude and obvious, and thus less successful than
girls, in their attempts to seek attention from their parents, precipitating parents’ higher ratings of
manipulation in boys than in girls. It would be useful for parenting research to further explore
this relationship, for the present findings indicate that parents respond more unsupportively when
they perceive their child to use his or her emotions for manipulation.
In sum, parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices generally
did not vary as a function of parent and child gender. Few studies have examined how parent
gender “may moderate associations between emotion related beliefs and parenting” (Wong,
McElwain, & Halberstadt, 2009, p.453), but the small body of research exploring this line of
research suggests that parents’ emotional expressivity but not their responses to children’s
emotions may vary by child gender (Eisenberg et al., 1996; Garner, Robertson, & Smith, 1997;
Halberstadt, 1991). For example, parents have been shown to convey more emotional
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expressivity with daughters than with sons (Garner, Robertson, & Smith, 1997). Though the
findings from the present study are not consistent with the extant literature, this may be attributed
to the increasingly comparable gender roles related to parenthood. To elaborate, the fathering
role is evolving to include more involvement in caregiving and in the home (“The changing role”,
2010), and so the progressions of the ways fathers’ “think about emotions and the parenting role”
(Baker, Fenning, & Crnic, 2011, p.425) may contribute to current sample of parents’ parallel
responses to sons’ and daughters’ emotions. Alternatively, or perhaps in addition to the changing
fathering role, gender differences may not have been revealed given the relatively small and
homogenous sample. It may be that racial composition and higher education and socio-economic
statuses of this particular sample of parents flattened any existing gender effects (Dunsmore et
al., 2009). Although inconsistent with the limited body of research examining gender effects in
parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices, these findings suggest that
parents employ equivalent emotion socialization practices across their sons and daughters; this, in
turn, suggests that both boys and girls in this sample may have been afforded consistent
emotional environments and comparable levels of emotional guidance in relation to the
development of their emotion regulation skills.
The fourth research question involved two lines of inquiry: (a) do mothers and fathers
significantly differ in their ratings of meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization
practices, and (b) what is the relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion
philosophy and emotion socialization practices. Results from first line of inquiry show that the
meta-emotion philosophy of mothers and fathers largely overlapped, the exception being in the
attention they paid to their moods and in the value they placed on children’s anger, in which
mothers scored higher for both domains. Mothers’ and fathers’ emotion socialization practices
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were also similar in all respects except for two: Mothers’ positive emotion expressions, which
were higher than fathers, and fathers’ minimizing of children’s negative emotions, which were
reported to be higher than mothers. Gender research has established that women tend to be more
emotionally attentive and expressive than men (Block, 1983; Brody & Hall, 2000; Wheeler &
Nezleck, 1977); these findings have also been substantiated in meta-emotion philosophy and
emotion socialization research (Stoker, Richmond, Rhoades, & Kiang, 2007; Wong et al., 2009).
For instance, Wong and colleagues (2008) found that mothers were “more accepting and
encouraged greater expression of negative emotions than fathers” (p. 183). Similarly, these
bodies of research consistently show that mothers exhibit more positive and less negative
expressiveness than fathers (Baker et al., 2011; Denham et al., 2000) and that fathers tend to use
more punitive and less supportive reactions to children’s emotions (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy,
1996; McElwain, Halberstadt, & Volling, 2007). Thus, the present study’s findings do not align
with the overarching trends within gender research; however, similar to the findings of research
question three, the population sample for this study was relatively small and homogeneous,
which may have muted the differences between mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy
and emotion socialization practices. The small differences that were captured between mothers
and fathers may be both indicative of larger differences that underlie parents’ meta-emotion
philosophy and emotion socialization practices, and reflective of the strong psychometric
properties of the instruments that were used in this study.
Importantly, mothers and fathers did not significantly differ in their perceptions of their
child’s ability to regulate his or her emotions. This finding demonstrates that, despite the minor
differences in their emotion-related beliefs and practices, mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of
how well their child governs his or her emotions and negative affect are equivalent. Research on
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childrearing and social class offers evidence to support this finding. Specifically, Gerris,
Dekovic, and Janssens (1997) corroborated the link between parents’ perspectives of and
sensitivity to their child and their social class, determining that parents of higher socio-economic
backgrounds endorsed more perspective taking skills than parents of lower socio-economic
backgrounds, and were therefore more perceptive of their children’s needs and emotional
wellbeing. Taking the present study’s findings into account, it may be that gender differences in
emotionality permeated some aspects of the meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization
behaviours in study’s sample of mothers’ and fathers’, but that their responses were largely
influenced by their education and socio-economic status.
The second line of inquiry for research question four revealed that mothers and fathers in
this sample were generally more similar to one another than to other pairings with respect to their
meta-emotion philosophy, emotion socialization practices, and ratings of their child’s emotion
regulation. This result suggests that there is a strong overlap not only in parents’ emotion-related
beliefs and practices, but also in their perceptions of their child’s ability to govern his or her
emotions. Within the parenting literature, there are mixed results regarding the level of similarity
between mothers and fathers, especially concerning parents’ responses to children’s emotions.
For instance, both McElwain and colleagues (2007) and Gamble and colleagues (2007) found
that mothers’ and fathers’ reactions were moderately associated, whereas Eisenberg and
colleagues (1996) reported a significant lack of agreement between mother-father dyads. Other
parenting research, however, found agreement between parents across their reactions to
children’s emotions and family expressiveness, as was the case in the present study (Baker et al.,
2011; Cassidy, Parke, Butkovsky, & Braungart, 1992; Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1996;
Halberstadt et al., 1995). Given the aforementioned finding that parents’ emotion-related beliefs
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and practices did not significantly differ from one another, it is not surprising that the patterns of
responses that underlie parents’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization behaviours
are also similar. Furthermore, considering that mothers and fathers in the current study likely
take into account the perspective of their child (Gerris et al., 1997), it follows that the same
considerations would be allotted to their partners; in other words, the common interaction style
between parents and their child is “likely to be present in the same individual’s interactions with
his or her partner” (Gamble, Ramakumar, & Diaz, 2007, p.82). Drawing upon this finding and
upon the literature on parents’ perspective taking, it can be concluded that there are high levels of
similarity between mothers’ and fathers’ views about their child’s emotion regulation.
Not all areas of parents’ emotional functioning were similar, however, as mothers and
fathers exhibited opposing emotion-related beliefs. More specifically, mothers and fathers
demonstrated no relationship in one domain of their emotion related beliefs (i.e., attention to
emotions) and high levels of dissimilarity in the other domains of their beliefs (i.e., clarity in
discriminating emotions and mood repair). A possible explanation is that parents may try to
work around each other’s moods such that, in a given situation, the partner of the more
emotionally dominant or emotionally aroused parent may adapt his or her mood according to the
emotions of the dominant parent. As a result, each parent is not required to adjust his or her
moods, as the couple as a whole may adopt a ‘give and take’ emotional style, which is
characteristic of an authoritative parenting style (Baumrind, 1971). This idea also fits well with
the previous finding that parents are generally in agreement across most of their beliefs, as this
suggests that parents may have the emotional flexibility and knowledge to adapt to situations
where they may not fully agree (Baumrind, 1971; Lagacé-séguin, Saint, & Coplan, 2005).
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To summarize, parents were comparable in and similar across much of their meta-emotion
philosophy and emotion socialization behaviours, though they exhibited minor differences in
each of these domains. Parents also demonstrated equivalent and highly similar perceptions of
their child’s emotion regulation abilities. One implication of parents’ general similarity across
their beliefs is that they may be in a better position to provide children with a stable and
consistent environment in which they can develop and strengthen their emotion regulation skills.
For example, Gamble and colleagues (2007) noted that “consistency across parental reports of
style is associated with more positive developmental outcomes, where perceptions of the
spouse’s parenting style as differing from one’s own contributes to marital discord” (p. 74).
Another implication stemming from the minor differences across parents’ meta-emotion
philosophy and emotion socialization behaviours is that parents’ emotion-related beliefs should
continue to be researched further. This implication is drawn from previous research that
highlights that parents’ emotion related beliefs are foundational to the way in which parents
socialize their child’s emotional development (Cervantes & Seo, 2005; Dunsmore & Karn, 2001;
Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996; Meyer et al., 2014), and therefore the differences between
mothers’ and fathers’ emotion related beliefs should be better understood. Altogether, the
similarities across their emotion-related aspects of parenting are inconsistent with previous
gender research, but are consistent with parenting research that explores the relations between
social class and child rearing perspectives. Several factors may account for this particular pattern
of results, including the study’s small and homogenous sample of parents, as well as their higher
socio-economic and educational background.
The fifth and final research question was broken down into two lines of inquiry: (a) what
is the relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ meta emotion philosophy and their child’s
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emotion regulation, and (b) what is the relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ emotion
socialization practices and their child’s emotion regulation. The results of the first line of inquiry
indicated that the stronger mothers’ beliefs about their own emotions (i.e. attention and clarity in
discriminating emotions), the less likely they were to perceive their child as dysregulated.
Similarly, the more positive beliefs they endorsed about children’s emotions (i.e., emotions
change across development, emotions are not used for manipulation), they more strongly
perceived their child to regulate his or her emotions. In contrast, fathers’ own emotion-related
beliefs were not related to their child’s emotion regulation or dyregulation, but when they held
negative beliefs about children’s emotions (i.e., used for manipulation), they reported their child
as less emotionally regulated and more emotionally dysregulated. Lending support to these
findings, Gottman, Katz, and Hooven (1996) posited several related key factors of emotionally
supportive parenting, which entailed components such as emotional awareness and acceptance of
children’s negative emotions. It is reasonable to find, then, that parents who endorse more
emotionally sensitive meta-emotion philosophy also rate their children as having more fully
developed emotion regulation skills (Denham & Auerbach, 1995; Fivush, 2007).
In the present sample, results from the second line of inquiry demonstrated that mothers
who believed their child effectively regulates his or her own emotions, expressed more positive
and fewer negative emotions, and responded more supportively (i.e., problem-focused) and less
unsupportively (i.e., distress, punitive) to their child’s negative emotions. When mothers in the
sample perceived their child to demonstrate dysregulated affect, however, they responded more
unsupportively (i.e., distress) and less supportively (i.e., emotion focused and expressive
encouragement). Fathers’ perceptions of their child’s emotion regulation or dysregulation were
not related to their expressivity in the home, but the more fathers’ believed their child did not
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regulate his or her emotions, the less likely they were to engage in more supportive responses
(i.e., problem focused) when their child was upset. Fathers’ unsupportive responses were not
related to how effectively or ineffectively their child regulated his or her emotions. Building
upon the positive associations between parents’ sensitive meta-emotion philosophy and
children’s adaptive emotion regulation, Dunsmore and Halberstadt (1997) suggested that parents’
meta-emotion philosophy works together with their emotion socialization practices to support
children’s emotional growth. Taken together, the findings of the fifth research question offer
support for the existing parenting literature which demonstrates that parents who are more
accepting of and who engage in more supportive emotional coaching have children who are more
effective at regulating his or her emotions (Myer et al., 2014; Ramsden & Hubbard, 2002).
Overall, these findings indicate that there are more associations between the metaemotion philosophy, emotion socialization behaivours, and views of children’s emotion
regulation and dysregulation for mothers than for fathers. This result may be explained by the
more traditional view that mothers are the primary caregivers for their children (Dreby, 2006).
Although previous findings in this study have generally found equivalent beliefs, practices, and
perceptions between mothers and fathers, these outcomes may not generalize to mothers and
fathers having an equivalent impact upon to children’s emotion regulation. In this regard,
developmental research has demonstrated the disparate impact of mothers’ and fathers’ parenting
behaviours on children’s emotion regulation (Chang, Schwartz, Dodge, & McBride-Chang, 2003;
Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). As such, despite the fact that mothers and fathers in this study
exhibited highly comparable and similar emotion-related beliefs and practices, there were more
relations between the meta-emotion philosophy, emotion socialization practices, and children’s
emotion regulation for mothers than for fathers.
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Across the results of the five research questions of this study, an unexpected finding
emerged concerning mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy: Mothers’ and fathers’
beliefs about their own emotions were differentially related to positive and negative emotion
socialization outcomes. For instance, mothers’ clarity in distinguishing their emotions was
related to increased positive emotions and supportive reactions when their child was upset. As
well, it was related to more positive ratings and was related to lower negative ratings of their of
child’s emotion regulation. In contrast, fathers’ clarity in distinguishing their emotions was
related to more minimizing responses when their child was upset. This finding can be interpreted
in two different lights. It is consistent with emotion socialization research that supports that
fathers tend to use minimization responses to their child’s negative emotions more than mothers,
yet it also clashes with meta-emotion philosophy research which generally supports a positive
relationship between parents’ emotion-related beliefs and their emotion socialization practices
(Cervantes & Seo, 2005; Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996; Meyer et al., 2014). Moving forward,
it would be highly beneficial for parenting research to investigate fathers’ clarity in
discriminating feelings and how it may impact the emotion socialization strategies they employ
with their children.
An additional unexpected finding was the lack of differences between mothers and fathers
across their meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices. Much of the previous
research that has explored gender differences in parents’ emotion related beliefs and behaviours
has found larger differences across these domains. The incongruences between the present
study’s findings and those within the extant parenting literature are attributed to the homogenous,
high income, and well-educated sample of mothers and fathers, and will addressed further.

75

Limitations
There were a several limitations to this study concerning study’s the sample and
methodology. The first limitation pertains to the restricted sample size and population. First, the
sample consisted of only 25 mother-father dyads, which limited its statistical power; in an a priori
power analysis, a sample of 73 mother-father dyads would have yielded a statistical power of .95
(Faul et al., 2007), which would have provided the present study with a stronger statistical basis
for drawing implications from the results. The weaker statistical power may have, in turn,
limited the study’s ability to find the parent gender effects previously discussed regarding
mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices; findings that
were not replicated in the present study. In addition, a smaller sample size may inflate the natural
variability within a sample population (Fields, 2012). Given the difficulties in collecting a larger
sample population due to time constraints and to parents’ limited interest in participating, it was
ensured that instruments designed to measure parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, emotion
socialization practices, and perceptions of children’s emotion regulation demonstrated sound
psychometric properties.
Of note, the sample was also comprised solely of married, heterosexual couples. In
addition, the majority of participants’ self-identified their ethnicity as Caucasian, and a large
number of participants reported that they earn an above average income per year. It was noted
that this sample was a convenience sample in that participants were recruited from the Calgary
area based on their proximity to the location and institution of the author. A more diverse
participant population may have strengthened the study through its inclusion of participants with
varied educational and income levels, which may have, in turn, reduced the homogeneity among
mothers’ and fathers’ emotion-related beliefs and practices to be more in line with the extant
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parenting research. Furthermore, a more heterogeneous sample population that included nonmarried parents or same-sex couples would be more reflective of the present-day, non-nuclear
composition of families. For the purposes of the present study, a nuclear family structure was
desirable, as it helped control for effects related to family structure and parent gender. Even
though these limitations surrounding the sample population do not impact the valuable
contributions of this study, it does limit the ability of the present study to generalize to
populations that do not share these characteristics; as such, these results must therefore be
interpreted within the present context.
The second limitation pertained to the one-dimensional other-report measure of children’s
emotion regulation. It is preferable to incorporate multiple reports of children’s emotion
regulation, and it is ideal for one of these measures to be a self-report from the child in question
(Zeman et al., 2006). In this regard, other-reports can sometimes be biased, especially where
emotions are concerned. More specifically, parents may not know the inner workings or intensity
of children’s emotions, and may therefore over-or-under estimate their child’s emotion regulation
abilities, and parents ratings are subject to other biases, such as their own psychopathology
(Adrian, Zeman, & Veits, 2011). Furthermore, having two parents rate their child’s emotion
regulation skills can introduce rater bias and impact the core statistical assumption of
independence among raters. However, owing to time constraints, this study opted to only obtain
other-report measures of children’s emotion regulation. The present results are believed to be
reliable and valid, though, as two other-report measures were used to assess children’s emotion
regulation, which attempted to assuage the concern about parent rater bias. Moreover, the ratings
between the two informants demonstrated excellent levels of reliability, which partially addresses
the concern about independence among raters; however, non-independence among raters is an
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inherent complexity and necessary component to studying the relations between mothers, fathers,
and their children.
Future Directions
Future parenting research should continue to explore the role of child gender, for, across
the parenting literature, there appears to be mixed evidence concerning the impact of child gender
on parenting beliefs and practices. Such inconsistent findings have been well-documented within
the parenting literature (Cassano, Zeman, & Sanders, 2014; Dunsmore et al., 2009; Katz et al.,
2012; Wong et al., 2009). These incongruences may impede the effectiveness of parenting
interventions to foster parent-child relationships and children’s emotion regulation (Salmon,
Dittman, Sanders, Burson, & Hammington, 2014). Moreover, given the impact of parents’ metaemotion philosophy and emotion socialization behaviours on children’s development of emotion
regulation, and the long-lasting impacts of children’s emotion regulation skills on their emotional
wellbeing, psychological functioning, and social competence, it is critical that the parenting
research address the irregularities regarding the influence of child gender on parenting beliefs and
practices.
Along with the impact of child gender, it would be beneficial for the parenting literature
to continue exploring the differences between mothers and fathers emotion-related beliefs.
Across the present findings, there were inconsistent patterns between mothers’ relations between
their emotion-related beliefs and fathers’ emotion-emotion related beliefs, most predominantly in
fathers’ clarity in discriminating their emotions. Given that parents’ beliefs are believed to
underpin their emotion socialization practices, better understanding the complexities between
these disparate associations between mothers and fathers may have strong implications not only
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for the emotion socialization behaviours employed by parents, but also for children’s emotion
regulation development.
Implications and Applications
The findings from the five research questions culminate into three key conclusions: (a)
the relationship between mothers’ and fathers’ meta-emotion philosophy and their emotion
socialization practices are cohesive yet distinctive; (b) child and parent gender did not impact
parents’ meta-emotion philosophy, emotion socialization practices, nor their perceptions of their
child’s emotion regulation; and (c) parents’ perceptions of their child’s emotion regulation were
differentially related to their meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization practices.
This new knowledge is offers applications for both the home and school environments,
and for interventions aimed at enhancing parent-child relationships. With respect to the home,
this information can be useful for expecting parents who are interested in learning more about the
effective ways to develop their child’s emotion regulation. For example, these parents may wish
to know more about the roles that parents play, both individually and together, and about how
their beliefs and thoughts influence the ways in which they interact with their child.
In addition, the outcomes of this study are relevant to parents who have children that
struggle with emotion regulation. For instance, children may struggle with their emotion
regulation in two main respects: they over-control their emotions, meaning they internalize how
they feel, or they under-control their emotions, meaning they externalize problem behaviours.
Both cases are unhealthy for children and can impact their ability to build healthy relationships
with their parents and with their peers. The findings of this study will be useful for parents of
children who struggle with both over-and-under control of their emotions, as these findings
underscore the importance of parents’ identifying and recognizing one’s meta-emotion
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philosophy. Moreover, they inform parents about how their meta-emotion philosophy impacts
the emotion socialization practices they employ with children, which, in turn, influences
children’s emotion regulation development. This can therefore help parents make informed
decisions about their emotion socialization behaviours to best support the healthy emotion
regulation growth of their child.
When children struggle with emotional outbursts or internalizing their emotions to an
extreme degree, intervention programs may be warranted to help children learn the tools to better
identify, regulate, and express their emotions. The findings of the present study also provide
useful information for such programs. In this respect, by learning of the ways in which mothers
and fathers differ, parenting intervention programs that try to foster children’s emotion regulation
will have a better understanding of the important parenting factors that impact children’s emotion
regulation abilities. For example, maternal parenting programs may want to focus primarily on
understanding how mothers in a program attend to, experience, and regulate their emotions, as
this is directly related to the ways in which they respond to their child’s displays of negative
emotions. Parenting programs for fathers, however, may wish to focus more on fathers’ positive
and negative beliefs about children’s emotions, as these are more associated with their emotion
socialization practices. For parenting programs that are aimed at delivering services to both
mothers and fathers, they may want to focus on differences in their meta-emotion philosophy or
emotion socialization practices, and to offer parents resources and activities that can help them
navigate these differences in order to be united and consistent in their parenting practices.
Concerning the school environment, this study offers useful information to teachers
regarding children’s emotion regulation development. Teachers spend a great deal of time with
children and are instrumental in helping them develop the social skills required for success in a
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variety of areas, including their socio-emotional competence, and peer relationships. Based on
the outcomes of this study, teachers will have a better understanding of children’s emotion
regulation development, and can integrate this into their classroom. For instance, teachers who
have children who struggle with emotion regulation may want to be more explicit and direct
about their expectations and rules, as this helps children to comprehend what is expected of them
and their behaviour. Teachers will also have a stronger idea of what parenting factors come
together in order to develop children’s emotion regulation skills and can communicate to parents
when children appear to be struggling. For example, this study breaks down emotion regulation
into a regulatory component and a lability/negativity component. Using this information,
teachers may better identify the underlying emotion regulation factors, whether it’s related to a
lack of regulation skills or to quickly changing mood states that are contributing to a child’s
regulator deficits. This knowledge will, in turn, be useful in aiding teachers to interact with
children and to engage in emotion socialization practices that build upon their skills and that
strengthen their weaknesses.
In summary, the present study explored the emotion regulation abilities of elementary-age
children, focusing particularly on the emotion-related beliefs and practices of mothers and
fathers. This study revealed that mothers and fathers are quite similar and consistent in their
meta-emotion philosophy and emotion socialization behaviours, differing chiefly in their beliefs
about their own emotions. Through the inclusion of fathers, this study uniquely contributed to
the literature on parenting, and offered new evidence about the role that fathers play in children’s
emotion regulation abilities and how it differs from the role of mothers. The present research
also distinctively added to the literature on emotion regulation in elementary-age children,
serving to fill a much needed gap. Perhaps most importantly, though, the findings of this study
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call parenting research to continue including fathers in future research in order to better
understand the role of fathers, both by its own accord and in relation to mothers’ roles. Although
exploratory in nature, the outcomes of this study may benefit expecting parents, parents of
children with emotion regulation difficulties, and teachers by providing education about the
myriad ways mothers and fathers contribute to children’s emotion regulation skills.
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF MEASURES
Measure

Report/ Format

(1) Demographic
Questionnaire

Parent self-report

Ramsden & Hubbard, 2002

Factors

Open-ended
(12 items)
Emotion Related Beliefs

(2) Trait Meta-Mood Scale
(TMMS)
Salovey, Mayer, Goldman,
Turvey, & Palfai (1995)
(3) Parents’ Beliefs about
Children’s Emotions – Short
Form (PBACE)

Parent self-report measure
5 point likert scale
(30 items)
Parent self-report measure
6 point likert scale
(33 items)

Halberstadt, Dunsmore,
Parker, Beale, Thompson,
Bryant (2008)
(4) Self –Expressiveness in the
Family Questionnaire (SEFQ)
Halberstadt, Cassidy, Stifter,
Parke, & Fox, 1995
(5) Coping with Children’s
Negative Emotions Scale
(CCNES)
Fabes, Poulin, Eisenberg, &
Madden-Derdich, 2002

Emotion Socialization Practices
Parent self-report measure

1.Attention to feeling
2.Clarity in discrimination of
feeling
3.Mood repair
1.Cost of positivity
2.Value of anger
3.Maniuplation
4.Control
5.Parental knowledge
6.Autonomy
7. Stability
1.Positive expressiveness
2. Negative expressiveness

9 point likert scale
(40 items)
Parent self-report
7 point likert scale on likelihood to respond
with: matching, punitive, encouraging,
emotion-focused, problem-solving,
minimizing

1.Distress reactions
2.Punitive responses
3.Expressive encouragement
4.Emotion-focused responses
5.Problem-focused responses
6.Minimization responses

(12 hypothetical situations)
Emotion Regulation
(6) Emotion Regulation
Checklist (ERC)
Shields & Cicchetti, 1997

Child other-report (mom/dad)
4 point likert scale
(24 items)
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1.Lability/negativity
2.Emotion regulation

