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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
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by 

Jacqueline Sperling 

Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology 
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Professor Rena Repetti, Chair 

 

This study’s aim was to explore naturalistic observations of children’s emotion expression when 

at home with their parents.  Parents’ socialization of children’s emotion expression through their 

responses to negative emotion and children’s subsequent emotional reactions also were explored.  

Thirty-one families with a school-aged target child (ages 8-12) were filmed on two days, and 

video footage (15,071 30-second clips) in which the target child and parent were on screen was 

coded for children’s emotion expression and parents’ responses to negative emotions.  Positive 

emotion and negative emotion on average were expressed in 32% and 11% of the clips 

respectively.  Parent verbal and non-verbal responses included emotion coaching (EC) responses, 

behaviors that encourage emotion, and emotion dismissing (ED) responses, behaviors that 

discourage emotion expression.  ED behaviors were among the most common responses.  Child 

and parent sex differences were examined.  For example, parents were more likely to support 

daughters’ but dismiss sons’ negative emotions.  Associations between children’s emotions and 

parents’ responses also were tested.  Contrary to expectations, children were more likely to 

express negative emotion following a parent’s verbal ED than an EC response. 
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How do children learn when and how to express emotions?  During the past two decades, 

research has directed its attention to factors that play a role in children’s emotional competence 

(Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007b).  Emotional competence, which involves 

expressing emotions, regulating emotions in an age- and socially- appropriate manner, and 

decoding emotion processes in others, affects children’s mental health, social, and cognitive 

developments (Hofstra, Van der Ende, & Verhulst, 2000; Halberstadt, A.G., Denham, S.A., & 

Dunsmore, J.C., 2001; Blair, 2002; Dodge et al, 2003; Denham, 2007).  Biological factors, 

including temperament, lay a foundation for children’s emotionality (Denham & Grout, 1993).  

The environment also plays a major role in emotional development (Garside & Klimes-Dougan, 

2002).  For example, children’s early experiences in the family, particularly their parents’ 

responses to emotions, teach school-aged children how emotions are handled in social situations 

(Overbeek, Stattin, Vermulst, Ha, & Engels, 2007; Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007).  The 

aims of this study are to describe children’s emotion expression when interacting with their 

parents and to investigate how parental responses to emotions, child characteristics, and the links 

between the two may be influential factors in children’s emotion expression. 

Children’s Emotion Experience and Expression 

Ekman (1992b) identified six basic emotions: anger, sadness, fear, happiness, disgust, 

and surprise.  These emotions are thought to be universal and differ only in intensity across 

cultures.  The emotion experience begins with arousal, and the first skill required is the ability to 

recognize and label the arousal [e.g., “I feel butterflies in my stomach; I must be nervous (a mild 

form of fear)”].  Next, one must determine how the emotion is linked to one’s goals and the 

social constraints of the environment (Denham, 2007).  For example, a nervous child might 

think, “Although I feel nervous, I am going to put on a straight face so others will think I am 
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brave.”  Here the child recognized that the emotion experienced conflicted with his goal of 

reputation preservation.  In the presence of a conflict between emotion experience and goals, 

emotion regulation is needed (Denham, 2007).  The goal of emotion regulation is to manage the 

intensity and expression of emotions (Morris et al, 2007b).  When managed, emotions can serve 

social functions, such as fostering the formation of social bonds.  Other emotions can be used as 

a form of communication.  A person expressing anger may be communicating dominance over 

and enmity toward the other dyad member (Keltner & Kring, 1998).  Children must learn when 

and where it is appropriate to express certain emotions and how to regulate their overarousal; the 

skills they learn serve a critical social purpose across the lifespan. 

We know very little about the types, frequencies, and intensities of emotions that children 

express in daily life.  One study observed pre-schoolers’ emotion expressions when interacting 

with their mothers in a laboratory setting and found that the dyads predominantly expressed 

positive and neutral emotions (Denham & Grout, 1993).  Researchers proposed that this overall 

positive/neutral behavior would be expected in a laboratory setting due to the social desirability 

bias.  Another study in a laboratory setting recorded pre-schoolers’ emotion expressions during a 

frustrating “waiting task” that required participants to wait 8 minutes with their mothers until 

they were allowed to open a gift (Cole, Teti, & Zahn-Waxler, 2003).  Children expressed 

emotion an average of 29 times over the course of 8 minutes, and they expressed positive 

emotion as frequently as they did anger.  However, laboratory settings are unnatural 

environments, so some researchers have had participants complete daily reports to get a better 

sense of the experience and expression of emotion in everyday life.  For example, using 

Experience Sampling Methods (ESM) to collect adolescent and parent reported emotion 

experiences, Larson & Richards (1994) found that adolescents endorsed the “extreme” or intense 
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end of the emotion experience response scale more frequently than their parents: they reported 

that they felt “very positive” five times more often and “very negative” two times more often 

than their parents did.  However, even though emotion experiences are typically triggered by 

social interactions, questionnaire measures usually ignore the relevant social context.  This study 

observed children’s emotion expression in an important social context for school-aged children: 

everyday interactions with their parents at home.          

Parental Responses to Children’s Emotions 

The family environment is usually the first context in which children learn about 

emotions (Valiente, Fabes, Eisenberg, & Spinrad, 2004).  Through reinforcement, parents’ 

responses to children’s emotions can teach children display rules for different situations (Barry 

& Kochanska, 2010).  It has been suggested that responses that offer support encourage and 

reward expression whereas discouraging responses, such as punishing or ignoring the emotional 

display, damper expression (Malatesta-Magai, 1991).  Parental reactions to their children’s 

emotional displays may thereby influence how well children regulate their emotions (Shipman & 

Zeman, 2001; Katz & Windecker-Nelson, 2006).  For instance, children may learn to tolerate 

negative emotions if their parents are responsive to their distress.  These children deduce that the 

negative experience is only temporary and that they receive parental comfort (Cassidy, 1994).  

They also may be more likely to continue seeking support and assistance because their parents 

are open to discussing the children’s feelings (Gentzler, Contreras-Grau, Kerns, & Weimer, 

2005).  Research using parent and teacher questionnaires found that children in third-to-sixth 

grade whose parents provided acceptance of and strategies for coping with their negative 

emotions demonstrated more adaptive coping and emotion-regulation behaviors, such as 

problem-solving and positive thinking (Eisenberg et al, 1996).  Parents’ problem-focused 
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responses to children’s distress may validate feelings and calm children by allowing them to 

focus on decreasing their arousal (Eisenberg et al, 1996).  These parent responses in the study 

mentioned above also were associated with an increased likelihood that children would apply the 

adaptive coping and emotion regulation skills in a peer setting.  Such application predicted more 

prosocial behavior and better peer relationships (Eisenberg et al, 1996). 

It is theorized that parents who respond to children’s negative emotions with distress are 

more likely to implement unsupportive emotion socialization methods, such as minimizing (i.e., 

downplaying and invalidating the significance of children’s experiences) or punitive remarks 

(i.e., punishing children for expressing negative emotions).  Distressed parental responses may 

exacerbate children’s overarousal and interfere with their regulation of both emotion and social 

behavior (Eisenberg et al, 1999).  For example, a previously mentioned study that observed 

mother-preschooler interactions in a laboratory setting found that when mothers reacted to 

children’s fear with sadness, children subsequently expressed sadness.  Children showed less 

sadness if mothers remained calm yet responsive to their fear.  Overall, children were more tense 

and fearful if their mothers expressed fewer positive emotions (Denham & Grout, 1993).  In 

addition, self-reported distressed parental responses have been inversely associated with 

observations and teacher-reports of preschool-aged children’s social competence (Fabes, 

Leonard, Kupanoff, & Martin, 2001).  These results support the idea that parental negative 

emotional responses may preclude children from regulating their emotions well enough to 

behave prosocially (Denham, Zoller, & Couchoud, 1994).  

Children whose parents punish them for expressing negative emotions, such as sending 

them to their rooms if they start crying, may learn to internalize and suppress their negative 

feelings to the point that they eventually become emotionally dysregulated, lose control, express 
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emotions with great intensity, and misbehave (Eisenberg et al, 1999; Fabes et al, 2001; Gentzler 

et al, 2005).  A study of preschoolers and their parents found that as the degree of self-reported 

harsh parental responses (i.e., punitive and minimizing responses) increased, the frequency of 

observed negative emotion expression in children during free play decreased.  However, the 

intensity with which this emotion was expressed increased.  The association between harsh 

parenting and children’s negative emotion expression was moderated by parents’ reported 

distress levels: the association was stronger when parents were more distressed in response to 

their children’s negative emotions (Fabes et al, 2001). 

Unsupportive responses to children’s emotions also have predicted externalizing behavior 

problems.  A study that had mothers and their preschoolers engage in a frustrating “waiting task” 

in a laboratory setting found that mothers, who engaged in reciprocal angry and distressed 

interactions with their children, reported that their children exhibited more conduct problems in 

school than mothers of children who engaged in more positive interactions in the lab.  The 

parents of children with conduct problems also showed more evidence of emotion mismatching; 

when their children expressed surprise and excitement, the mothers often reacted with irritation 

or anger.  Moreover, these same parents sometimes insensitively responded to their children’s 

frustration with laughter.  In the short term, these mothers did not appropriately help their 

children engage in emotion regulation, and these moment-to-moment interactions predicted poor 

outcomes six months later, such as an increase in children’s behavior problems (Cole et al, 

2003).  Such behavior problems may persist over time: in another study, parent-reported 

unsupportive responses to children’s negative emotions when they were 6-8 years-old predicted 

parent- and teacher-reports of children’s externalizing behavior problems and poor emotion 

regulation at ages 10-12 (Eisenberg et al, 1999).    
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Parent Philosophies about Emotion 

Parental responses to children’s affect may be based on their beliefs about emotion 

expression.  For example, parents, who endorsed that they were accepting of unhappy emotions, 

reported that they offered fewer unsupportive responses to their kindergarten-aged children’s 

negative affect than parents who did not believe in the utility of negative emotion expression 

(Wong, McElwain, & Halberstadt, 2009).  Gottman and colleagues (1996) coined the concept 

“parent meta-emotion philosophy” which refers to parents’ feelings and thoughts about 

emotions.  Gottman and others (1996) interviewed parents about their thoughts and feelings 

about children’s emotion expression, and they used inductive reasoning to develop emotion 

philosophies.  Two emotion philosophies emerged: Emotion Coaching (EC) and Emotion 

Dismissing (ED).  According to these researchers, parents, who described behaviors reflective of 

an Emotion Coaching (EC) philosophy, were aware of both their own and their children’s 

emotions.  These parents viewed experiencing negative moods as an opportunity to teach coping 

skills.  They engaged children in problem-solving to assist them in devising strategies to handle 

arousing situations, and they validated and helped label their children’s emotions (Gottman et al, 

1996).  It is posited that frequent discourse about emotions is part of EC and allows children to 

practice describing their internal states, to gain a better understanding about emotions and their 

causes, and to brainstorm ways of coping (von Salisch, 2001; Denham, Bassett, Hamada, & 

Wyatt, 2010).  Furthermore, validating children’s emotions not only may acknowledge children’s 

affective experience but also may help them manage it (Laible & Thompson, 1998).  Following 

the parent interviews, researchers found that EC used with five year-olds during a 10-minute 

parent-child interaction task completed in the laboratory predicted fewer problem behaviors and 

greater social competence in children three years later as reported by their teachers (who 
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completed the Child Adaptive Behavior Inventory) (Gottman et al, 1996).  In another study, 

children whose parents demonstrated more behaviors that were representative of an EC 

philosophy, such as emotion labeling and reflective statements, in semi-structured task 

(reminiscing about past emotion-salient familial experiences) completed in the home, exhibited 

greater knowledge of emotions than their peers who were not coached (Denham et al, 1997).  

The authors posited that parents who practice an EC philosophy are better skilled in emotion 

self-regulation and that managing one’s own negative affect makes a parent more available to 

attend to children’s emotional needs (Hooven, Gottman, & Katz, 1995). 

In contrast, parents interviewed in Gottman and colleagues’ study (1996) who endorsed 

responses reflective of an Emotion Dismissing (ED) philosophy often reported that they viewed 

sadness and anger as potentially harmful to children and felt that it was their job to change the 

events so that their children stopped feeling and expressing the negative emotions as soon as 

possible.  Responses to sadness typically included ignoring or denial of the child’s experience, 

and no problem-solving behaviors were endorsed.  Parents tended to view sadness as an emotion 

that should not be dwelled upon and that children should just “get over it.”  These parents often 

admitted that they hoped the dismissing strategy would make the sadness go away.  Furthermore, 

many parents with an ED philosophy viewed expressions of anger as justifiable reasons to punish 

children.  Parents employing an ED philosophy may intend to help with hopes of protecting 

children from unhappy experiences but end up denying or ignoring children’s negative affect 

(Gottman et al, 1996).  Some scholars have argued that when parents dismiss children’s sad and 

angry emotions, the children learn that they cannot use their parents as sources for support when 

similar situations arise (McDowell, Kim, O’Neil, & Parke, 2002).  The result may be that 
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children are more likely to use coping strategies, such as avoidance, when feeling angry or sad 

rather than seeking support. 

Observations of a laboratory interaction task involving elementary school-aged girls and 

their parents, coupled with parent- and teacher-reports of the children’s emotion regulation and 

behavior problems, indicated a less straight-forward picture: parent EC behaviors (e.g., emotion 

validating, emotion labeling statements, and problem-solving statements) interacted with parent 

ED behaviors (e.g., invalidating and critical statements) such that increases in parent EC 

behaviors protected daughters from behavioral problems when parents also expressed ED 

behaviors during the observed interaction (Lunkenheimer, Sheilds, & Cortina, 2007).  Likewise, 

parents who were high on ED behaviors and low on EC behaviors were more likely to have 

daughters with more behavior problems.  EC behaviors unexpectedly did not predict positive 

behaviors.  However, the laboratory setting used in that study does not tell us how parent 

emotion behaviors, assumed to reflect emotion philosophies, would be associated with children’s 

behavior if the parents’ responses were observed in a natural environment. 

Using a combination of parent-reports and naturalistic observation, researchers watched 

parents and their children, who were between three and five years old, one hour before to one 

hour after dinner.  The most common parental responses to children’s positive and negative 

emotions were positive emotion and positive reinforcement, a behavior reflecting an EC 

philosophy.  In addition, parents were more likely to report using EC behaviors than ED 

behaviors (Denham, & Kochanoff, 2002). That study is among the first to offer a glimpse of 

what parent responses to child emotion look like during natural familial interactions at least 

during dinner time.  Dunn and others (1991) observed emotion socialization in families’ home 

environments that was not centered around a specific event (e.g., dinner time).  Three year-olds 
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whose families “coached” their children by discussing emotions frequently were better at 

identifying and understanding emotions three years later (Dunn et al, 1991).  These methods 

were quite innovative, but there remains a dearth of observational studies of parental behaviors 

that represent different emotion philosophies in natural environments.  In particular, there is a 

lack of naturalistic research involving parents of older children.  My dissertation attempts to 

address this gap in the research by examining parent responses to school-aged children’s 

emotions while at home. 

Tomkins (as cited in Magai, Consedine, Gillespie, O’Neal, & Vilker, 2004) proposed two 

parental philosophies about tolerance and intolerance of emotions that are similar to those 

described by Gottman and colleagues (1996).  Like parents who follow an EC philosophy, those 

who believe emotions should be tolerated are expected to reward their children for expressing 

emotions.  It is theorized that these parents encourage expression of positive emotions and 

tolerance of and control over negative affect (Jones, Eisenberg, Fabes, & MacKinnon, 2002).  

Similar to parents with ED philosophies, intolerant parents are thought to behave more punitively 

when children express negative emotions and to behave in a more stern and demanding manner.  

According to this theory, instead of providing comfort to children when distressed, intolerant 

parents demand that their children suppress their negative affect, and these unsupportive 

demands intensify children’s unhappy moods.  From this perspective, punitive and unsupportive 

responses focus on reducing the expression of negative affect rather than offering tools for 

children to regulate and manage their distress (Jones et al, 2002).   

In the short-term, punitive responses may intensify children’s negative emotions, but it 

has been theorized that chronic exposure to parental intolerance of negative affect ultimately 

predicts emotion suppression.  Eventually, children withdraw from parents when upset because 
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they have learned that they will not receive the regulatory support they need (Tomkins as cited in 

Magai, Consedine, Gillespie, O’Neal, & Vilker, 2004).  A study that had adults retrospectively 

describe their parents’ emotion philosophies found that recalling tolerant parents who reinforced 

or rewarded emotion expression was associated with more frequent expression of positive affect 

in adulthood and was inversely associated with self-reported expression of negative affect in 

adulthood (Magai et al, 2004).  The description of intolerant parents was linked with the opposite 

pattern of self-reported outcomes. 

Past research typically has examined parents’ responses to children’s negative emotions 

in general, but parents may respond differently depending on what kind of negative emotion the 

child is experiencing.  For example, a sad child may evoke sympathy and support (i.e., EC 

responses) from a parent while an angry child may elicit irritation and negative commands (i.e., 

ED responses) to discontinue the misbehavior (Buss & Kiel, 2004).  Huebner and Izard (1988) 

asked mothers of infants (10-14 months old) to record how they would respond after viewing 

different emotions expressed by infants (e.g., anger and sadness).  This study found that anger 

expressions were more likely to elicit controlling or disciplining responses from mothers, and sad 

expressions were more likely to motivate mothers to engage children through the use of talking 

and playing.  Therefore, it is possible that parents may discourage some negative emotions more 

than others.  The present study builds upon these ideas by addressing how parents differentially 

respond to anger and sadness in a sample of school-aged children.   

In sum, two types of parent emotion philosophies have been described: one that supports 

and one that discourages negative emotion expression, and the patterns have been linked with 

different behavioral outcomes children.  This dissertation explores how parental responses 
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reflecting the EC and ED philosophies are associated with children’s specific negative emotions, 

anger and sadness, expressed in everyday life.  

Child Temperament Differences 

Children’s emotion expressions are linked to their own enduring traits, such as 

temperament (Denham & Grout, 1993); highly reactive children experience anger, sadness, 

irritability, nervousness, frustration, and fear more frequently than their less reactive peers 

(Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Aucoin, & Keyes, 2007a).  Certain parent responses to negative 

emotion may interact with children’s temperament to predict subsequent negative emotion 

expression.  For example, specific emotion coaching responses may not be received as 

encouraging by all children: researchers found that self-reported parent emotion-focused 

responses that offered comfort by way of distraction from children’s negative affect moderated 

the association between children’s negative emotionality and their emotion expression at school, 

described as “affective balance” (Jones et al, 2002).  “Affective balance” was a composite score 

of teacher reports of children’s negative emotion expression subtracted from their positive 

emotion expression at school.  Among children with high levels of negative emotionality, high 

and average levels of parent emotion-focused responses (i.e., supportive distraction) predicted 

lower levels of “affective balance” (i.e., less positive emotion relative to negative emotion) 

(Jones et al, 2002).  These results suggest that trying to distract children at home may not be the 

most helpful strategy for those with a greater need of assistance in calming down; instead, highly 

reactive children may require facilitation of rehearsing emotion regulation skills, which is a 

different type of emotion coaching response than the supportive distraction (Morris et al, 2007b).  

These results are consistent with a person-by-environment interaction whereby children’s 

expressions of emotions depend both on individual differences and parents’ responses to 
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emotions.  My dissertation tests whether variations in children’s patterns of emotion expression 

at home interact with parent supportive responses to expressions of negative emotion. 

Child and Parent Sex Differences 

In addition to temperament, sex also may play a role in children’s emotion expression.  

For example, preschool- and elementary school-aged boys have been found to express more 

anger, less positive emotion, and less sadness than their female peers (Brody, 1999; Chaplin, 

Cole, & Zahn-Waxler, 2005).  These differences may be due to socialization experiences as it 

often is assumed that females are socialized to prioritize social relationships.  Emotions, such as 

sadness, reflect vulnerability and a form of self-disclosure which typically bring people closer 

together and do not threaten relationships.  Anger, on the other hand, can damage a relationship 

through assertions of dominance which may be why females are less likely to express this 

emotion (Chaplin et al, 2005).  It has been theorized that sex differences in emotion expression 

may be due to females’ proclivity for social monitoring and emphasis on the social consequences 

of exhibiting negative affect (Davis, 1995).  During a task in which children received 

disappointing gifts, first- and third-grade boys were less able to conceal their negative reactions 

(Davis, 1995).  However, the inhibition of negative affect in girls only may occur in settings in 

which social monitoring is involved.  Perhaps emotion expression in the comfort of one’s home 

differs in comparison to emotion expression in a peer setting.  According to Brody’s (1995) 

review of sex differences in emotional displays, in settings that do not necessarily require social 

monitoring, females express both more positive and more negative affect and express these 

emotions more intensely than males do.  My dissertation tests child sex differences in emotion 

expression when children interact freely with their families at home.   
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Sex differences in emotion expression may be an outcome of parent-child interactions; 

parents can encourage expression of specific emotions by allowing discussion of feelings.  A 

review of sex differences in emotion socialization suggested that there is more parental support 

for emotion expression in girls than in boys (Brody, 1995).  Mothers tend to express a wider 

spectrum of emotions to and to discuss emotions more often with their daughters than with their 

sons.  However, parents are more likely to attend to and reinforce boys’ anger outbursts but 

ignore girls’ angry expressions; males tend to be encouraged more to act out their distress 

through anger or withdraw from social interactions (Brody, 1995).  These patterns are with 

consistent with Western societal norms where it typically is more acceptable for females to cry 

when sad or distressed.   

  Examples of sex differences in parent emotion socialization emerged when mothers and 

their preschoolers engaged in a previously referenced frustrating “waiting task” in a laboratory 

setting (Cole et al, 2003).  Mothers demonstrated greater tolerance for anger in sons than in 

daughters: mothers were two times more likely to respond to sons’ anger with positive emotion.  

Mothers did, however, respond more positively to their daughters’ expressions of positive 

emotion than to their sons’ positive emotions.  Mothers’ greater reinforcement of positive 

emotion in girls and anger in boys may be one reason why girls typically display less anger than 

boys in social settings.  Girls expressed more positive emotion toward their mothers than male 

preschoolers did, but the way children behave toward their parents may vary depending on the 

sex of the parent. 

We do not know much about how children respond emotionally to their fathers or about 

fathers’ emotion socialization practices as they too often are absent from participant samples.  

Eisenberg and colleagues (1996), however, were among the few who asked both mothers and 
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fathers to report on how they respond when their children express negative emotions.  Mothers 

were more likely to endorse responses reflective of emotion coaching, such as problem-focused 

reactions, emotion encouragement, and emotion-focused responses.  In contrast, fathers were 

more likely to endorse minimizing and punitive responses-- those that reflect emotion dismissing 

responses.  Garside and Klimes-Dougan (2002) asked college students how their mothers and 

fathers responded to their emotions in childhood.  When comparing mothers to fathers, students 

reported that mothers responded more to their emotions, especially negative ones, than fathers 

did; mothers used both supportive and dismissing responses (e.g., “reward” and “override”).  

Fathers were more likely to “neglect” or ignore expressions of negative affect.  Overall across 

both parents, sons were more likely to endorse that they were punished for their expression of 

sadness, fear, and anger whereas daughters were more likely to endorse that they were rewarded 

for expressing fear.  These results support past research on sadness and fear but contradict 

findings on boys’ anger expression (Birnbaum & Croll, 1984; Brody, 1995).  However, it is 

possible that the college students’ perceptions were affected by memory recall bias.  In-depth 

observational investigations of parent and child sex differences in emotion socialization are 

needed.  Both mothers and fathers are included in my dissertation, and parent and child sex 

differences in emotion expression and parent responses were assessed. 

Links between Parents’ and Children’s Emotions 

In addition to behavioral responses to children’s expressions of emotion, parents also 

may react by expressing their own emotions.  The research literature on parent-infant interactions 

describes a phenomenon in which parents and their children mirror or mimic each other’s 

behaviors to create a pattern of shared behavior states, including affect, sometimes labeled 

“harmonious synchrony” (Field, Healy, Goldstein, & Guthertz, 1990; Sperling, Repetti, Wang, 
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O’Connor, & Campos, under review).  Theorists have proposed that individuals’ reactions and 

tendency to imitate a social partner’s emotions may result in an exchange or “contagion” of 

mood states.  “Emotional contagion” is defined as the tendency for one person to mimic aspects 

of another person’s emotional expression and consequently experience the emulated emotion 

oneself (Hsee, Hatfield, Carlson, & Chemtob, 1990).  Researchers tested participants’ 

unconscious reactions to others’ facial expressions of emotions and found that in response to 

others’ expressions of happiness, participants’ facial muscles used to express positive emotions 

were activated.  In response to others’ expressions of anger, participants’ facial muscles used to 

express negative emotions were triggered (Dimberg, Thunberg, & Elmehed, 2000).  From these 

findings, one might expect that another type of parental response to children’s emotions would 

be to express the same emotion themselves. 

Using Experience Sampling Method, researchers tested associations among family 

members’ emotions by collecting hourly self-reports of emotional experiences over the course of 

a week from participants in 5th-8th grade and their parents (Larson & Richards, 1994).  Children’s 

and adolescents’ emotions were correlated with their fathers’ but not their mothers’ emotions.  

Although this study collected data in many short intervals, it still depended on participants’ 

ability to accurately report their feelings.  Direct observational investigations of school-aged 

children’s and their parents’ emotions is needed.  My dissertation used video recordings of 

parents and children interacting while in the comfort of their own home to test whether there are 

links between the emotion expression of 8-12 year-old children and their parents. 

The Present Study 

Naturalistic observations of emotion socialization processes are rare; self-report measures 

and laboratory experiments are much more common.  These latter methods, however, can be 
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biased: self-reports are subject to memory recall difficulties, and behaviors observed in 

laboratory settings often are contrived and may not generalize well.  When researchers tested the 

association between mothers’ self-reported emotional experiences during a laboratory task and 

observers’ objective observations of mothers’ expressed emotions, they found no association 

between the two (Martin, Clements, & Crnic, 2002).  People may not be the most accurate 

reporters of their own emotional displays; the lack of association highlights the importance of 

observational methods.  This study employed observational procedures by examining middle-

school-aged children’s emotion behaviors while they were with their mothers or fathers in their 

home environments.  The study’s three research goals are discussed below.   

Research Goal 1: Descriptions of Children’s Emotion and Parent Responses in Everyday 

Life 

 What does child emotion expression look like in the home?  Simply describing the 

frequency and intensity of children’s emotion expression at home using naturalistic data will fill 

a large gap in the research literature.  We still have yet to learn how often and how intensely 

middle-school-aged children express positive and negative emotions at home.   Questionnaires 

used in past research typically have emphasized the types of emotions children express, but 

school-aged children’s emotion intensity at home has not been addressed.  Common levels of 

emotion intensity experienced in everyday life will be explored here.  Whether emotion 

expression varies from weekdays to weekend days, perhaps due to differences in levels of school 

stress and time demands, also will be tested, and I explore child sex differences in emotion 

expression, too.  Based on the research reviewed above (Brody, 1999; Chaplin et al, 2005), I 

expect that boys will express more anger but less sadness and happiness compared to girls.  I also 
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test whether children’s expression of emotion with mothers differs from their emotion expression 

with fathers.  

In addition, I attempt to examine individual differences in children’s emotionality 

through the video data.  Past research suggests that enduring traits, such as temperament, shape 

children’s emotion expression and are stable over time and situation (Denham & Grout, 1993; 

Morris et al, 2007a).  Individual “affective balance” scores, the difference between the frequency 

of positive and negative emotion expressions (Jones et al, 2002), are expected to be stable across 

observations made on weekdays and on weekend days and across interactions with mothers and 

with fathers. 

What do parent responses to children’s negative emotions look like in the home?  Of 

the little research that has used naturalistic observation to record parental responses to children’s 

negative emotions, we know that at least during dinner time, parents were more likely to provide 

EC behaviors than ED responses (Denham & Kohanoff, 2002).  My dissertation examines 

parents’ responses to children’s negative emotion expressions over the course of two days.  

Parental responses that were coded include specific emotions (e.g., happiness, fear, anger, etc) 

and their intensity as well as behaviors representing EC and ED philosophies.  EC behaviors are 

reflective, problem-solving, and supportive statements.  ED behaviors consist of critical 

statements, negative commands, minimizing statements, and ignoring.  Past research typically 

has examined how parents respond to their children’s negative emotions in general, but we know 

little about whether parents respond differently to more intensely than more subtly expressed 

emotions or differently to anger versus sadness.  Therefore, parents’ responses to mildly and 

moderately intense negative emotions as well as to anger and sadness are compared.  
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Individual differences in parents’ responses are indicated by the proportion of all parent 

behavioral responses to child negative emotion that were categorized as EC behaviors.  I expect 

that individual parent scores will be consistent across two days (i.e., one weekday and one 

weekend day).  Parent and child sex differences will be explored as parents are expected to 

demonstrate greater proportions of EC behaviors to daughters compared to sons, and it is 

expected that mothers will express a higher proportion of EC behaviors (to daughters and to 

sons) than will fathers.   

Research Goal 2: Testing How Children’s Negative Emotions are Associated with Parent 

Responses 

How are children’s negative emotions linked with parent EC and ED responses?  To 

my knowledge, no one has yet tested whether certain negative emotions expressed by children 

are more likely to be paired with parent EC or ED responses.  Based on past research (Huebner 

& Izard, 1988), I expect that expressions of anger will be more likely to be followed by parent 

ED behaviors and that parents will be more likely to respond to children’s expressions of sadness 

with EC behaviors.  I also expect that the more intensely a child expresses negative emotion, the 

more likely parents are to demand that the child reduce his or her emotion expression by 

“quieting down,” an example of an ED behavior.  

Now at the episode level (in addition to the individual level described above), I will test 

whether mothers will be more likely to respond to children’s negative emotions with EC 

behaviors and fathers will be more likely to offer ED behaviors.  An interaction between child 

sex and initial emotion is expected based on the literature reviewed above (Brody, 1995): I 

hypothesize that parents will be more likely to encourage and reinforce sadness in daughters but 
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anger in sons by responding with EC behaviors.  In contrast, I expect that parents will be more 

likely to offer ED responses to daughters’ anger and sons’ sadness. 

Lastly, I examine the associations between individual differences in child initial emotion 

expression and parent responses.  I predict that children who tend to express more negative 

emotion at home will have parents who express a smaller proportion of EC behaviors (and 

greater proportion of ED behaviors).   

Children’s negative emotion will predict parents’ negative emotional responses.  

Research on “harmonious synchrony” and “emotional contagion” suggests that when interacting 

with each other, parents and their children are likely to mirror or mimic each other’s affect (Field 

et al, 1990; Hsee et al, 1990; Dimberg et al, 2000; Sperling et al, under review).  Based on this 

research, it is expected that children who express more negative emotion will have parents who 

are more likely to respond with negative emotion.  Furthermore, one “emotional contagion” 

study has found links between fathers’ and children’s emotions but not between mothers’ and 

children’s emotions (Larson & Richards, 1994).  Therefore, I test whether children’s negative 

emotions are more strongly correlated with their fathers’ negative emotional responses than with 

their mothers’ negative emotional responses.   

Research Goal 3: Predictors of Children’s Emotional Reactions 

Patterns of children’s emotional reactions at the episode level.  It has been theorized 

that when parents encourage and reward children’s emotion expression, children are more 

emotionally expressive because they feel comfortable sharing their feelings with their supportive 

parents (Tomkins as cited in Magai et al, 2004).  Therefore, it is expected that when parents 

demonstrate EC behaviors, those that encourage emotion expression, their children will express 

affect more often.  In contrast, it is thought that when parents dismiss their children’s emotions, 
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children learn to suppress and consequently display fewer emotions overall.  Thus, I predict that 

when a parent exhibits an EC behavior, a child will be more likely immediately to express either 

positive or negative emotion.  In contrast, I expect that following a parent ED behavior, a child 

subsequently will be less likely to express any emotion.  I test whether the hypothesized 

associations vary by parent sex and child sex.  In addition, I assess whether the associations vary 

depending on what type of emotion the child initially expresses (i.e., anger or sadness).  In other 

words, is the association stronger for children who initially express sadness compared with 

children who initially express anger? 

Some research indicates that there is an interaction between parent emotion-focused (i.e., 

comforting) responses and children’s “affective balance” when predicting children’s social 

competence (Jones et al, 2002).  Based on these findings, I will test a model that focuses on how 

parent supportive statements, a type of EC response that includes emotion-focused behaviors, 

predicts children’s negative emotional reactions.  I predict that there will be an interaction 

between children’s “affective balance” scores and parent supportive responses when predicting 

children’s likelihood of reacting with negative emotion.  Children with lower “affective balance” 

scores will be more likely to respond to parent supportive statements with negative emotion 

expression than will children with higher “affective balance” scores, and children with higher 

“affective balance scores” are expected to be more likely to react to parent supportive responses 

with either positive emotion or no emotion.   

The same associations discussed above that are expected between parent EC/ED 

responses and children’s emotional reactions also will be assessed at the individual level.  I 

expect that the proportion of parent EC behaviors will be correlated with the proportion of 

children’s emotional reactions (positive or negative).   
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The intensity of children’s negative emotional reactions will be greater following ED 

responses.  Although it is expected that children will be less likely to react with negative 

emotion expression to parent ED compared to parent EC behaviors, some research suggests that 

when children do express negative emotions in reaction to parent ED behaviors, the emotion’s 

intensity is greater than when they react to parent EC behaviors (Fabes et al, 2001).  Therefore, I 

predict that in cases when children express negative emotion following a parent response, the 

intensity of the emotion will be greater if it is preceded by a parent ED behavior than if it is 

preceded by a parent EC behavior.  I also test whether the dyadic interactions differ among sons 

and daughters as well as mothers and fathers.   

METHOD 

Participants 

Thirty-two families in a west coast city in the United States were recruited for a study of 

dual-career middle-class families which was conducted by the UCLA Center for Everyday Lives 

of Families (CELF) and funded by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation.  Eligibility for participation 

was based on the following criteria: a) each family included two cohabitating adults; b) each 

parent worked at least 35 hours per week; c) the family included two or three children, one of 

whom was designated as the target child and was aged 8 to 12 years old at the time of data 

collection, and d) the family had a mortgage on its home.  Families were compensated $1,000 for 

their participation (Ochs, Graesch, Mittman, Bradbury, & Repetti, 2006; Campos, Graesch, 

Repetti, Ochs, & Bradbury, 2009).  This study focused on a subset of data collected from 31 

families, including two families headed by male same-sex couples1.  Because analyses focused 

on both mother- and father-child interactions, one of the parents in each of the same-sex couples 
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was randomly designated as the father for analyses while the other parent was not included.  

Thus, data analyses for 31 children include 31 father-child dyads and 29 mother-child dyads. 

The median age for both mothers and fathers was 42 years with a range of 29-50 years 

for mothers and 32-58 years for fathers.  Forty-four parents (73%) were European American, 9 

(15%) were Asian or Asian American, 4 (7%) were Latino, and 3 (5%) were Black.  Of the 31 

target children, three were in second grade, thirteen in third grade, nine in fourth grade, three in 

fifth grade, and three in sixth grade.  There were 17 male and 14 female target children. 

Procedure 

CELF families participated in a study that included naturalistic observation, self-report 

measures, semi-structured interviews, and salivary cortisol sampling (Ochs et al, 2006).  Prior to 

data collection, parents’ informed consent and children’s assent were obtained.  The present 

study focused on a portion of the video recorded data as described below. 

Videotaping 

Families were videotaped in their homes on two weekdays and two weekend days.  On 

the weekdays, filming began when the families awoke but stopped when children left for school 

and parents left for work.  Filming resumed once a parent arrived home from work and continued 

until children went to sleep.  Families were filmed throughout the weekend days.  There was one 

camera assigned to follow each parent, and the videographers followed parents when they left 

home to visit community settings.  Because cameras were assigned to follow the parents and not 

the target child, the camera sometimes captured both parent and child on screen together but 

other times did not record the child.  Wireless microphones were used to record all dialogue no 

matter which way participants moved or turned.  The use of wireless microphones allowed the 
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researchers to be less intrusive—they did not have to hover near the family members to ensure 

that the microphones were catching all conversations (Ochs et al, 2006). 

Data Culling 

The goal of data culling was to identify video segments in which the target parent and 

target child were on screen together or “co-present.”  Using VPRISM, specialized software 

adapted for the CELF study, all segments in which the target parent and the target child were co-

present for at least 30 seconds were identified and selected.  Parent-child segments longer than 

30 seconds were divided into 30-second clips, and each was coded separately.  Not all segments 

could be divided evenly into 30-second clips.  If the remaining time that was not 30-seconds but 

was at least 15 seconds, then it was coded as its own parent-child clip.  One weekday and one 

weekend day that maximized the number of 30-second clips for both mother-child and father-

child dyads were selected.  If there were more than 200 30-second clips per dyad on one day, 

then coders observed only the first 200 clips when ranked in descending order of segment 

duration, the length of the video footage before having been divided into 30-second video clips 

(e.g., four-minute continuous footage of parent-child footage would be ranked above two-minute 

segments).  The duration of 30 seconds was selected because past research using observational 

data has demonstrated that this time frame is sufficient to capture interpersonal interactions but 

short enough to achieve acceptable inter-rater reliability (Ray & Tickle-Degnen, 2004). 

The average number of 30-second clips on a weekday was 131 (SD = 51) for mother-

child dyads and 110 (SD =56) for father-child dyads.  Summing across families for weekday 

interactions, there was a total of 3,804 mother-child clips and 3,403 father-child clips.  Among 

the 29 families with both mothers and fathers, children were captured on screen with their 

mothers (M = 131 clips) more often than with their fathers on weekdays (M = 108 clips; t(28) = 
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2.29, p ≤ .05) (the fathers from the same-sex couples were excluded from these t-tests but are 

included in the frequencies presented in Table 1).   For a weekend day, the average number of 

clips was 128 (SD = 63) for mother-child dyads and 134 (SD = 74) for father-child dyads, and 

there were no differences in mean number of clips between mother-child and father-child dyads 

on weekend days (29 families headed by both mothers and fathers).  Summing across all families 

for weekend day interactions, there was a total of 3,720 mother-child and 4,144 father-child 

clips.  Thus, a total of 15,071 30-second clips were viewed by coders.  

Coding of Emotion Expression and Social Partners’ Reactions 

There were two rounds of coding.  The first round’s goal was to isolate all parent-child 

30-second clips in which the target child expressed or discussed emotion.  Once all emotion-

relevant video clips were identified, coders began the second round of coding which consisted of 

rating the intensity of the children’s negative emotions, parents’ responses to the negative 

emotions, and children’s subsequent emotional reactions to their parents’ responses.   

First round of coding: Identification of child emotion expression.  A team of 19 

coders was trained (on pilot video clips in which a parent and non-target child were co-present) 

to identify when a child expressed an emotion, the specific emotion expressed/discussed, and the 

time the display began.  Emotions included both non-verbal and verbal expressions of Ekman’s 

(1992) six universal emotions: anger (e.g., furrowed eyebrows or stomping one’s feet), fear (e.g., 

raised eyebrows in conjunction with widened eyes and the stretching of one’s lips horizontally), 

sadness (e.g., tearfulness and pouting), happiness (e.g., smiles and laughter), disgust (e.g., 

wrinkling of the nose or a gaping mouth with a tongue extrusion), and surprise (e.g., a dropped 

jaw and open mouth) (see Appendix A for coding manual).  Emotion categories captured the full 

range of emotion expression.  For example, a subtle eye roll and a temper tantrum each would be 
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coded as a display of anger.  Likewise for positive emotion, a smirk and a fit of hysterical 

laughter each would fall under the “happiness” category.  A separate code, scored 

dichotomously, was used to determine whether emotion was expressed or discussed (e.g., “She 

made me so happy!” or “I am mad at you!”) by the target child.  

Inter-rater reliability was maintained by having two coders separately rate each of the 

four days of clips for a family in which the target parent and child were co-present on film (two 

days for mother-child and two days for father-child dyads) and then resolve any coding 

disagreements.  Coders had to agree on the start time and type of each expressed and discussed 

child emotion before submitting final data.  The 19 coders were paired with a different team 

member for each family assignment.  Reliability was measured by aggregating data across all 

coder pairs.  Both kappa and percent agreement scores for whether the child expressed any 

emotion, a positive emotion, a negative emotion, and then each specific type of emotion (e.g., 

anger, sadness, etc) are reported in Table 2.  Overall, the kappa for identifying whether a child 

expressed any emotion in a clip was .74 (percent agreement = 88).  Positive emotion included 

expressions of happiness (kappa = .76, percent agreement = 90), and negative emotion consisted 

of expressions of anger and sadness (kappa = .64, percent agreement = 93).  Because fear and 

disgust occurred so infrequently, they were excluded from the negative emotions category, and 

because surprise can be either positive or negative in valence, it was not included in the 

categorization of emotions as either positive or negative.  There also were too few instances of 

children’s discussion of emotion to assess inter-rater reliability for each emotion type, so 

analyses were computed for the overall question of whether the child discussed any emotion.  

Out of 13,972 30-second clips, the kappa for whether or not emotion was discussed was .51 

(percent agreement = 73).  Table 2 also displays the frequency of emotion expression variables 
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across all dyads, days, and families after the pairs of raters resolved coding differences.  Multiple 

discrete expressions of an emotion could have been coded within a single 30-second clip, but the 

frequencies denote whether the specific emotion was expressed at least once in the clip.  

Children expressed any emotion in 6,251 clips (41% of total clips); they expressed positive 

emotion in 5,016 (33% of all clips) and negative emotion in 1,665 (11% of all clips) clips.  

Children discussed any emotion in only 92 (1%) clips.  Because discussion of emotion occurred 

so infrequently, analyses other than descriptive statistics will focus on expressed emotion, and 

descriptive statistics will be presented for emotion discussion overall instead of for each specific 

emotion.  

Second round of coding: Rating social partners’ responses.  The second round of 

coding concentrated on the clips in which the target child expressed a negative emotion (i.e., 

anger or sadness) (see Appendix B for coding manual).  The unit of analysis no longer was the 

30-second clip; instead, the child expression of a negative emotion (identified in the first round 

of coding) and up to the 40 seconds that followed this expression was the unit of analysis in 

Round 2.  I use the phrase “emotion episode” to refer to this unit, and it consists of the child’s 

initial negative emotion, the parent’s behavioral and emotional responses, and the child’s 

emotional reaction to the parent’s response(s).  There were more negative emotion episodes than 

the raw frequency of emotion clips presented in Round 1 because there often were multiple 

discrete expressions of negative emotion within a single 30-second clip.  The frequencies from 

Round 1, however, focus on whether an emotion was expressed at least once, and there was no 

differentiation between one and more than one expression of an emotion within a single clip.   In 

Round 1, each negative emotion expression begins a new emotion episode.  A team of 19 

undergraduate coders was trained on pilot data to learn the Round 2 coding system.  For Round 
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2, two students were assigned to code each family individually and then the pairs met to resolve 

coding differences until 100% agreement was reached.  Table 3 displays the inter-rater reliability 

kappas and percent agreement across the pairs of coders (prior to meeting to resolve differences) 

for each Round 2 variable.  The frequencies across dyads, days, and families after coders 

resolved coding differences are presented in the table as well.       

Children’s initial emotions’ intensities.  Coders rated the intensity of children’s initially 

expressed negative emotion identified in the first round of coding by using a three-point rating 

scale (1 = low intensity, 2 = medium intensity, and 3 = high intensity) (kappa = .53, percent 

agreement = 77).  Emotions of low intensity were subtle or had only one observable expression 

of emotion (e.g., frowned, rolled one’s eyes, or furrowed one’s brow).  Medium intensity was 

characterized by emotions of average strength or two observable expressions of emotion (e.g., 

frowned and whined, sulked and groaned, or furrowed one’s brow and spoke with an irritated 

tone of voice).  Emotions of high intensity were in the extreme or consisted of three or more 

observable emotion behaviors (e.g., cried hysterically, screamed, or hit someone else).  Because 

coders observed initial emotions with high intensities infrequently (n =  66 across dyads, days, 

and families), the intensity scores were dichotomized such that original “medium” and “high” 

intensity ratings were rescored as 2’s (“moderate”), and “low” ratings remained scored as 1’s 

(“mild”) (kappa = .56, percent agreement = 80).   

Parental responses to children’s initial negative emotions.  Coders rated the target 

parent’s behavioral and emotional responses to each child’s negative emotion episode; a window 

of 30 seconds beginning when the child finished expressing a negative emotion was allotted for 

the parent to respond.  Parent responses occurring after the 30 seconds had passed were not 

coded.  Three types of parent responses were coded: emotion coaching (EC) behaviors (kappa = 
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.66, percent agreement = 88), emotion dismissing (ED) behaviors (kappa = .61, percent 

agreement = 82), and parent emotion responses (kappa = .52, percent agreement = 90).  EC 

behaviors included reflective statements (e.g., “You’re mad at me because I will not let you play 

for longer,” “You’re afraid.”), problem-solving statements (e.g., “Can you think of a way that 

you both can play with the ball?” “If that does not work, then what could you do?”), and 

supportive statements or behaviors (e.g., “You can do it; I know you can!” “I could not agree 

more.”).  ED behaviors consisted of critical statements (e.g., “I’m getting tired of you.” “You’re 

so careless.”), negative commands (e.g., “Stop shouting!” “Go to your room!”), 

minimizing/dismissing statements (“You’re fine.  Shake it off.”  “It is not that big of a deal.”), 

and ignoring (i.e., parent did not respond to child’s emotion expression, parent abruptly changes 

the topic of conversation) (see Table 3 for the inter-rater reliabilities of the behaviors that were 

included in the EC and ED categories).  There was a separate code if someone other than the 

target parent responded to the child’s emotion , possibly leaving no need for the target parent to 

respond.  In addition, there also was a separate parent response code for when the target parent 

did not have an opportunity to respond (e.g., the parent and child were on screen together but not 

interacting and the parent could not see the child’s emotion expression).  When a parent had an 

opportunity to respond, either an EC or an ED response was coded (if the parent did not respond 

at all, ignoring would be coded as the response).  If a parent offered more than one type of 

behavioral response (e.g., a reflective statement and then a problem-solving statement), coders 

identified each specific response and the order in which they occurred.  There were 149 (7%) 

cases in which parents offered different types of responses in one emotion episode, and these 

cases were excluded from analyses.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity 

to respond and/or someone other than the target parent responded to the child’s emotion were 
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excluded from analyses as well [n = 413 (20%)].  Thus, a total number of 1,580 negative emotion 

episodes were included in the final analyses presented here.   

When a parent responded to a child’s emotion with his or her own verbal or non-verbal 

expression of emotion, coders identified which emotion the parent expressed (e.g., happiness, 

sadness, anger, etc.).  If no emotion was expressed, then the parent’s response was coded as 

“neutral.”  Coders rated the intensity of the parent’s first emotional response using the same 3-

point scale that was used for children’s initial emotions’ intensities (kappa = not computable due 

to imbalanced cells in crosstabs, percent agreement = 85).  Parent emotion intensity scores 

subsequently were dichotomized in the same manner as children’s initial emotion intensity 

scores because parents’ high emotion intensities were observed rarely (n = 1 across all dyads, 

days, and families) (kappa = .51, percent agreement = 85).  Thus, each emotion episode included 

in the dissertation received two parent response scores: one representing the parent’s behavioral 

response (i.e., EC or ED) and one representing the parent’s emotional response.    

Children’s emotional reactions following their parents’ responses.  The child’s 

expression of emotion during a 10-second window following the parent’s response was coded as 

positive, negative, surprise, or no emotion (i.e., “neutral”).  The kappa for whether or not the 

child reacted with any emotion was .58 (percent agreement = 82).  There was only one case in 

which the child reacted with surprise.  Because the valence of surprise can be either positive or 

negative depending on the situation and because the occurrence of this reaction was so rare, this 

one case was removed from analyses.  If the child followed the parent’s response with a positive 

or negative emotion, the emotion’s intensity was rated according to the same three-point scale 

that was used to score the intensities of children’s initial emotions and parents’ emotional 

responses (kappa = .61, percent agreement = 82).  Emotional reaction intensity scores also were 
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dichotomized in the same manner described above because high emotion intensities were 

observed infrequently (n = 19 across all dyads, days, and families) (kappa = .68, percent 

agreement = 86). 

Individual-Level Variables 

 Individual child- and parent-level variables were created for between-subject analyses.  

At the child-level, children’s “affective balance” was computed as a measure of emotionality.  

“Affective balance” was defined as the difference between the proportion of children’s positive 

emotion clips (out of all clips) and the proportion of their negative emotion clips (out of all clips) 

(M = .21, SD = .18 across dyads and days).  The “affective balance” score reflected the initial 

emotions children expressed and not their emotional reactions to their parents.  Children’s 

average expression of negative emotion was defined as the proportion of clips in which anger or 

sadness was expressed out of all the 30-second clips in Round 1 coding (M = .11, SD = .08).  

Children’s proportion of anger expressed out of all anger and sadness episodes coded in Round 2 

also was computed (M = .64, SD = .21; i.e., 64% of the negative emotion episodes were anger 

and 36% were sadness).  Children’s proportion of child negative emotional reactions out of all 

negative emotion episodes in Round 2 coding was computed (M = .29, SD = .21). 

 At the parent-level, parents’ response balance, or the proportion of parent EC responses 

provided out of all child negative emotion episodes in Round 2 coding (M = .26, SD = .18 ), was 

created as a measure of the degree to which parents’ are inclined to provide coaching responses.  

The proportion of parents’ negative emotional responses was defined as the number of parent 

anger or sadness responses out of all children’s negative emotion episodes (M = .07, SD = .08). 

RESULTS 
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 Three goals were addressed during data analysis: describing children’s emotion 

expression and their parents’ subsequent responses, links between children’s emotions and their 

parents’ responses, and associations between parents’ responses and children’s subsequent 

emotional reactions.  The first goal focuses on the 15,071 30-second clips examined during 

Round 1 coding.  The second two goals concentrate on the 1,580 negative emotion episodes from 

Round 2 coding.   

Research Goal 1: Descriptions of Children’s Emotion and Parent Responses in Everyday 

Life 

The first goal focused on the frequency and intensity of emotion behaviors at home.  The 

frequency and the intensity of children’s expressions of emotion are presented first, followed by 

parents’ behavioral and emotional responses to children’s negative emotions.  

What Does Child Emotion Expression Look Like in the Home? 

The first aim was to examine how often and intensely children expressed emotion with 

their parents at home.  First, descriptions of children’s emotion expression are reviewed, 

including parent and child sex differences.  It was hypothesized that boys would express more 

anger but less sadness and happiness compared with girls.  Second, individual variation in 

children’s “affective balance,” including tests of child sex differences and stability, were 

explored.  Children’s “affective balance” scores were expected to be stable across observations 

made on weekdays and on weekend days and across interactions with mothers and with fathers.  

Third, the intensity of children’s negative emotions is described. 

Both the raw frequencies and the proportions of the Round 1 emotion variables were 

computed by averaging the data across all children and then exploring emotion expression within 

parent-child dyads and on weekdays and weekend days separately.  For the tables comparing 
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frequencies for mother-child and father-child dyads, the two families headed by the same-sex 

couples were excluded because there only were data for father-child dyads collected from them.  

Analyses focus on the proportion variables because there were varying clip totals for each 

parent-child dyad (tables of corresponding frequencies are presented in Appendix C).  T-Tests 

and ANOVA’s were used to test for child and parent sex differences in child emotion expression 

as well as to compare emotions expressed on weekdays and weekend days.  When focusing on 

child sex differences, all 31 families were included in the analyses.  When comparing mother-

child with father-child interactions, only the 29 families headed by both mothers and fathers 

were included in the analyses. 

Children’s emotion expression at home.  Table 4 presents proportions representing the 

average rate at which children expressed each emotion (see Table C1 in Appendix C for 

corresponding frequencies).  On average, children expressed any emotion in fewer than half of 

the 30-second clips (M = .41), and there were no child sex differences (see Table 5 for boys’ and 

girls’ proportions presented separately and Table C2 in Appendix C for the corresponding 

frequencies).  Tests for parent sex differences revealed that children expressed emotion overall as 

well as each type of emotion about as often to mothers as to fathers (see Table 6 for proportions 

and Table C3 in Appendix C for the corresponding frequencies).  When an emotion was 

expressed, it most often was a positive emotion (i.e., happiness) (32% of all clips and 80% of 

emotion clips).  Parent and child sex differences in positive emotion expression were examined 

in a two-way ANOVA.  The main effect for child sex was significant: girls were more likely to 

express positive emotion with both mothers and fathers (M = .36) than were boys [M = .27, F (1, 

56) = 7.83, p ≤ .01] (see Table 7 for proportions and Table C4 in Appendix C for frequencies).  
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Neither the main effect for parent sex nor interaction between parent and child sex was 

significant. 

Anger was the second most frequently expressed emotion (M = 8% of all clips and 19% 

of emotion clips) followed by sadness (M = 4% of all clips and 10% of emotion clips), surprise 

(1% of all clips and 2% of emotion clips), disgust (M = 1% of all clips and 1% of emotion clips), 

and fear (M = .2% of all clips and .4% of emotion clips).  Although fear and disgust were 

expressed rarely, when they were displayed, girls were more likely to express fear (M = .003) 

and disgust (M = .008) than were boys [fear: M = .001, t(29) = 2.37, p ≤ .05; disgust: M = .004, 

t(29) = 2.44, p ≤ .05].  There only was one parent sex difference: girls were more likely to 

express anger on weekend days with fathers (M = .09) compared with their expressions of anger 

with their mothers on weekend days [M = .06, t(12)= 2.37, p ≤ .05] (Data for the t-test focused 

on the 29 families headed by both mothers and fathers.  For data for all 31 families, see Tables 

C7 and C8 for frequencies and proportions respectively in Appendix C). 

There was no pattern of differences in children’s emotion expression on weekdays 

compared with weekend days (see Tables C5-C8 in Appendix C for frequencies and proportions 

of children’s emotion expression on weekdays and weekend days).  The single child sex 

difference that was observed contradicted my hypothesis: boys were more likely to express 

sadness while on screen with mothers on weekend days (M = .08) than were girls [M = .03, 

t(29)= 2.04, p ≤ .05].   

 Children on average discussed emotion rarely (M = .01, SD = .01).  A two-way ANOVA 

tested for parent and child sex differences in emotion discussion.  The main effect for child sex 

was significant: girls were more likely to discuss emotion (M = .01) than were boys [M = .004, 

F(1, 56)= 4.53, p ≤ .05].  There was no main effect for parent sex or interaction between parent 
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and child sex.  Among all children, however, children were more likely to express than articulate 

their feelings. 

In sum, consistent with research hypotheses, girls were more likely to express happiness.   

However, contrary to predictions, boys were not more likely to express anger than were girls, but 

boys were more likely to express sadness with their mothers, at least on weekend days.  Children 

were no more likely to express emotion with their mothers than with their fathers; in fact, the 

only parent sex difference that was observed was on weekend days when daughters expressed 

more anger with fathers than they did with mothers.  Emotion discussion occurred rarely, but 

among those few instances, girls were more likely to talk about emotion than were boys.   

Children’s “affective balance.”  Next, individual differences in children’s emotionality 

were explored.  No matter which way the data were examined, most of the 31 children received 

positive “affective balance” scores; that is, the majority of children expressed a greater 

proportion of positive emotion than negative emotion (see Table 8).  For example, when 

aggregating all mother-child and father-child clips, there was only one child who received an 

overall negative “affective balance” score. 

Parent and child sex differences in children’s “affective balance” scores.  A two-way 

ANOVA testing parent and child sex differences in “affective balance” scores revealed a 

significant main effect for child sex but not parent sex: girls had higher “affective balance” 

scores (M = .26) than did boys [M = .15, F(1, 56) = 6.67, p ≤ .01].  There was no interaction 

between parent and child sex.   

Stability in “affective balance” on weekdays and weekend days.  It was hypothesized that 

children would demonstrate similar levels of “affective balance” on weekdays and weekend days 

and in both mother-child and father-child interactions.  Consistency in children’s emotion 
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expression from one day to the next was measured by correlating children’s average “affective 

balance” scores on a weekday with their average “affective balance” scores on a weekend day.  

The correlation did not quite reach a conventional level of statistical significance but was in the 

positive direction [r(29) = .33, p ≤ .10].  When focusing on children’s “affective balance” scores 

within a parent-child dyad from one day to the next, I found that while with fathers, children’s 

“affective balance” scores on the weekday were positively correlated with their scores on the 

weekend day [r(29) = .35, p ≤ .05].  For the observations of children co-present with their 

mothers, the correlation did not reach a conventional level of statistical significance but was in a 

positive direction [r(28) = .28, p = n.s.].  It is possible that a larger sample of mother-child dyads 

would have produced a statistically significant result.    

Stability in “affective balance” in mother-child and father-child interactions.  It was 

hypothesized that children would demonstrate consistent levels of “affective balance” regardless 

of which parent with whom the child was co-present on screen.  Stability in children’s emotion 

expression on each day was measured by correlating children’s “affective balance” scores with 

mothers on one day with “affective balance” scores with fathers on the same day.  For both 

weekdays and weekend days, the scores were highly correlated [r(weekday)(27) = .60, p ≤ .001; 

r(weekend day)(27)= .72, p ≤ .001].  When the data were aggregated across days, children’s 

“affective balance” scores when on screen with their mothers were significantly associated with 

their “affective balance” scores when on screen with their fathers [r(27 = .80, p ≤ .001].  These 

results suggest that children were behaving consistently, at least with respect to the balance of 

positive and negative emotion expression, regardless of which parent was present.  The 

magnitude of the correlations was not as high when examining scores on a weekday and 

weekend day. 
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Child initial negative emotion intensity.  In Round 2 coding, the intensity of children’s 

initial expressions of sadness and anger were rated on a 3-point scale (1 = low, 2 = medium, and 

3 = high intensity).  Tables 9 and 10 display the mean intensities of children’s negative emotions 

over all clips and separately with each parent (See Tables C9 and C10 in Appendix C for 

children’s emotion intensity for each parent on weekdays and weekend days respectively).  

Children on average expressed negative emotions with low-to-medium intensities (M = 1.39).   

When the intensity scores were dichotomized such that the original “medium” and “high” 

intensity ratings were rescored as 2’s (“moderate”) and “low” ratings were rescored as 1’s 

(“mild”), the average intensity score was 1.36; there was no child sex difference [M(girls) = 

1.40; M(boys) = 1.34].  When mother-child and father-child dyads were considered separately: 

girls’ initial negative emotions were more likely to reach a greater level of intensity with their 

mothers on weekend days (M = 1.59) than were boys’ initial negative emotions [M = 1.29, 

t(25)= 2.15, p ≤ .05].  It seems that most expressions of anger and sadness captured on film were 

subtle (e.g., rolling of the eyes or an irritated tone of voice).  In everyday life, children, at least in 

this non-clinical sample, expressed emotion mostly with a mild intensity and except with 

mothers on weekend days (when girls were more likely to express moderately intense emotions 

than boys), boys and girls did not differ in the intensity with which they expressed negative 

affect.  

Children’s emotional reactions.  Following a parent’s response, children’s emotional 

reactions were coded either as positive, negative, or neutral.  Across mother-child and father-

child interactions, children predominantly displayed a neutral demeanor following their parents’ 

responses (M = .64, SD = .23) (See Table 11 for proportions and Table C11 for corresponding 

frequencies).  Negative emotional reactions were observed on average in 29% of each child’s 
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negative emotion episodes (SD = .21), and positive emotional reactions occurred the least 

frequently (M = .07, SD = .11).  Positive and negative emotional reactions mostly were of mild 

intensity (M = 1.25, SD = .18).  Emotional reactions initially were identified in Round 1 coding; 

comparative analyses regarding parent and child sex differences in children’s positive and 

negative emotion expressions are reviewed above.  

What do Parent Responses to Children’s Negative Emotion Expressions Look Like in the 

Home? 

Round 2 coding included ratings of parents’ responses to children’s negative emotions 

(i.e., anger and sadness).  Next, I describe the frequencies of parent responses following 

children’s negative emotion expression at home, test for parent and child sex differences, and 

explore differences between parents in their responses to children’s negative emotions.  Both 

mothers and fathers are expected to provide greater proportions of EC behaviors to daughters 

compared with sons, and it is hypothesized that mothers will provide a greater proportion of EC 

responses (to daughters and to sons) than will fathers.   

First, parent behavioral responses to both anger and sadness and parent and child sex 

differences in those responses are discussed.  Second, parents’ responses to anger and sadness 

were considered separately, followed by an examination of responses to mildly compared with 

moderately intense negative emotions.  Third, individual differences and consistency in parents’ 

“response balance,” or the proportion of their EC behaviors, were examined as it was expected 

that parents would offer similar proportions of EC responses on both days.  Finally, parents’ 

emotional responses and their intensities are described. 

Anger and sadness episodes were the unit of analysis in Round 2 coding.  The average 

number of anger and sadness episodes per child in a family were 36 and 17 respectively, but 



 

38 
 

there was great variation in that number across families [Range(anger) = 2-168; Range(sadness) 

= 1-60] (see Table C12 in Appendix C for frequencies of anger and sadness episodes).  Given the 

variability in number of episodes, descriptive statistics focus on the proportion of parent 

responses in each family.   

Parent behavioral responses to negative emotions.  Table 12 displays the mean 

proportions of parent behavioral responses to children’s negative emotions for each parent-child 

dyad across days (see Table C13 in Appendix C for corresponding frequencies).  Across all 

negative emotion episodes, on average, parents responded to children’s negative emotions 

mostly with ED responses (M = .73); they offered EC responses in only slightly more than a 

quarter of the episodes (M = .26).  However, it is important to note that the majority of the ED 

responses actually were parents ignoring [M(out of all responses) = .44] their children’s 

emotions instead of providing a negative verbal response.  Analyses that follow compared EC 

and ED responses as well as EC, ED (excluding ignoring), and ignoring responses to see if there 

were differences when there was an emphasis on verbal versus non-verbal dismissive responses. 

Supportive statements, a sub-type of EC behaviors, also were common (M = .25) 

followed by negative commands (M = .13), critical statements (M = .12), minimizing statements 

(M = .04), reflective statements (M = .01), and problem-solving statements (M = .01).  Mothers 

and fathers responded similarly to their children’s negative emotions with one exception: 

mothers were more likely to give negative commands (M = .19) than were fathers [M = .09, 

t(27)= 2.40, p ≤ .05] (see Table 13 for proportions and Table C14 in Appendix C for 

frequencies).  A one-way ANOVA tested for differences in parent responses to sons and 

daughters (i.e., EC versus ED responses) when the data were aggregated across mother-child and 

father-child interactions; EC responses were more likely to be offered to girls (M = .36) than to 
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boys [M = .19, F(1,29) = 8.97, p ≤ .01] which means that ED responses were more likely to be 

offered to boys (M = .81) than to girls (M = .64).  When mother- and father-child dyads were 

examined separately, a two-way ANOVA that tested parent and child sex differences yielded a 

significant interaction [F(1, 55) = 4.89, p ≤ .05].  Tests of simple main effects showed that this 

finding was driven by the mother-child interactions: mothers of daughters were more likely to 

give EC responses (M =.35) than were mothers of sons (M = .14, p ≤ .01) which means that 

mothers of sons (M = .85) were more likely to dismiss negative emotions than were mothers of 

daughters (M = .66, p ≤ .01) (There were no differences in parents’ responses to boys and girls 

when ignoring was excluded from the ED category or when ignoring was considered by itself).  

One-Way ANOVA’s tested child sex differences for each type of parent behavioral response 

(e.g., supportive statements, negative commands, etc.), and only supportive statements reached a 

conventional level of statistical significance.  Parents were more likely to express support in 

response to girls’ negative emotions (M = .34) than in response to boys’ negative emotions [M = 

.17, F(1,29) = 4.55, p ≤ .01].  When mother-child and father-child dyads were considered 

separately, a two-way ANOVA did not yield significant main effects for parent or child sex, but 

there was a significant interaction between parent and child sex differences in supportive 

statements [F(1, 55) = 3.97, p ≤ .05]..  Tests of simple main effects indicated that girls were more 

likely to receive supportive statements from mothers (M = .32) than were boys (M = .13, p ≤ 

.01)2. 

Neither mother nor father responses to their children’s negative emotions differed on 

weekdays compared with weekend days (See Tables C15-C18 for frequencies and proportions of 

mothers’ and fathers’ responses on weekdays and weekend days in Appendix C).  Due to the 

lack of differences between weekday and weekend day responses, multilevel analyses for 
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subsequent research questions below will not include day of the week as a possible nesting level 

for the data. 

In sum, parents most often provided ED responses to children’s negative emotions, and 

ignoring was the most typical response to negative emotions observed in this study.  Mothers and 

fathers responded similarly to children’s negative emotions; however, mothers were more likely 

to use negative commands.  Contrary to expectations, mothers were no more likely to offer EC 

responses than were fathers, but as predicted, girls were more likely to receive EC responses to 

their negative emotions (and boys were more likely to receive ED responses), especially from 

their mothers.  In particular, daughters’ negative emotions were more likely to elicit supportive 

statements from mothers than were boys’ negative emotions. 

Parent behavioral responses to anger vs. sadness.  In addition to computing central 

tendencies of parental behavioral responses to children’s negative emotions overall, I examined 

parents’ behavioral responses to children’s anger and sadness separately.  Here, the summary 

behavioral responses (e.g., EC and ED) were of focus except that ED behaviors excluding 

ignoring and ignoring by itself were additional categories to see if there were differences when 

there was an emphasis on verbal or non-verbal ED responses.  The data were aggregated over the 

two filmed days because there were no day-of-week differences found for parents’ responses.  

Table 14 shows the mean proportions of parents’ responses to children’s anger and sadness (see 

Table C19 in Appendix C for frequencies), and Tables 15 and 16 show the mean proportion for 

mothers and fathers and boys and girls separately (see Tables C20 and C21 in Appendix C for 

corresponding frequencies).   Paired t-tests revealed that behavioral responses to anger and 

sadness did not differ.  A two-way ANOVA tested for parent and child sex differences in 
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responses to children’s sadness, and a two-way ANOVA was run for parents’ responses to 

children’s anger. 

For parents’ EC and ED responses to sadness, the main effects for parent and child sex 

both were significant.  Girls were much more likely to receive EC responses (M = .40) than were 

boys [M = .17, F(1,48) = 9.63, p ≤ .01], and fathers were more likely to offer EC responses to 

sadness (M = .37) than were mothers [M = .21, F(1,48) = 4.78, p ≤ .05].  This means that boys 

were more likely to receive ED responses to sadness (M = .81) than were girls (M = .60), and 

mothers were more likely to offer ED responses to sadness (M = .78) than were fathers (M = 

.64).  The parent sex difference was contrary to expectations, but the child sex difference 

supports predictions.  There was no significant interaction between parent and child sex.  When 

ignoring was excluded from ED responses, only the main effect for child sex was significant: 

boys’ expressions of sadness were more likely to be verbally dismissed by parents (M = .36) than 

were girls’ expressions of sadness [M = .22, F(1,48) = 4.19, p ≤ .05].  Ignoring by itself did not 

yield significant parent or child sex main effects or a significant interaction between parent and 

child sex. 

For parent EC and ED responses to anger expressions, neither the main effects of nor the 

interaction between parent and child sex reached a conventional level of statistical significance.  

The same lack of pattern emerged when ignoring was excluded from ED responses and when 

ignoring was tested by itself (sees Tables 15-16 for proportions and Tables C20-C21 in 

Appendix C for frequencies).    

In sum, responses to anger compared to sadness did not differ.  When anger and sadness 

were considered separately, girls were more likely to receive supportive responses to their 

sadness than were boys, and fathers were more likely than mothers to offer these coaching 
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responses.  Correspondingly, boys were more likely to receive dismissing responses to their 

sadness than were girls, and mothers were more likely than fathers to dismiss sadness.  Mothers 

and fathers responded similarly to both sons’ and daughters’ expressions of anger. 

Parent behavioral responses to mildly intense and moderately intense negative 

emotions.  Past research typically has examined parents’ responses to children’s negative 

emotions in general, so I explored whether parents’ behavioral responses varied depending on 

the intensity of the child’s initial expression of negative emotion.   Parent responses to mildly 

and moderately intense expressions separately also were examined to see if response patterns 

emerged among one type of emotion strength and not another.  Table 17 displays the mean 

proportions of parents’ behavioral responses to children’s mild and moderate initial negative 

emotions (see Table C22 in Appendix C for corresponding frequencies), and Tables 18 and 19 

show the proportions for mothers and fathers as well as boys and girls separately (see Tables C23 

and C24 in Appendix C for corresponding frequencies).  Paired t-tests revealed that behavioral 

responses to mild and moderate expressions categories (EC or ED responses) did not differ.  

Two-way ANOVA’s tested for parent and child sex differences in parents’ behavioral responses; 

the models were run separately for mild and moderate initial emotions and with each parent 

response [i.e., EC, ED(including ignoring), ED(excluding ignoring), and ignoring] tested as a 

separate dependent variable.  For EC responses to mildly intense negative emotions, the main 

effect for child but not parent sex was significant: girls were more likely to receive parent EC 

responses to their mildly intense negative emotions (M = .31) than were boys [M = .20, F(1,53) 

= 4.01, p ≤ .01].  This implies that boy were more likely to receive ED(including ignoring) 

responses to their mildly intense negative emotions (M = .80) than were girls (M = .69).  The 

interaction between parent and child sex did not reach a conventional level of statistical 
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significance.  For parent ED (excluding ignoring) responses to mildly intense emotions, the main 

effect for parent sex was significant: mothers were more likely to provide verbally dismissive 

responses, primarily critical statements and negative commands, to children’s mildly intense 

negative emotions (M = .36) than were fathers [M = .19, F(1,53) = 7.10, p ≤ .01].   The main 

effect for child sex also was significant: boys were more likely to receive verbally dismissive 

responses to their mildly intense negative emotions (M = .35) than were girls [M = .20, F(1,53) = 

9.05, p ≤ .01].  The interaction between parent and child sex was not significant.  For ignoring, 

the main effect for parent sex was significant: fathers were more likely to ignore their children’s 

mildly intense negative emotions (M = .55) than were mothers [M = .38, F(1,53) = 4.01, p ≤ 

.01].  The main effect for child sex was not significant, and there was no significant interaction 

between parent and child sex. 

For moderately intense negative emotions, the main effects for parent and child sex as 

well as the interaction between parent and child sex were not significant for any of the parent 

responses [i.e., EC, ED(including ignoring), ED(excluding ignoring), and ignoring].   This may 

be because there were fewer moderately intense negative emotions than mildly intense negative 

emotions.  To test this hypothesis, a three-way ANOVA that included parent sex, child sex, and 

the intensity of the child’s negative emotion as predictors of parent behavioral responses was 

run.  A separate model was executed for each parent response category [i.e., EC, ED(including 

ignoring), ED(excluding ignoring), and ignoring].  Among all of the models, there were no 

significant main effects or interactions.  Therefore, it is likely that parent and child sex 

differences emerged among mildly and not moderately intense negative emotions due to a small 

sample size of moderately intense negative emotions. 
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To summarize, there were no differences in parents’ behavioral responses to mildly 

compared to moderately intense negative emotions.  Parent and child sex differences were 

observed in parents’ responses to children’s mildly intense emotions.  Parents were more likely 

to coach in response to daughters’ mildly intense negative emotions and to dismiss in response to 

sons’ mildly intense negative emotions.  Mothers were more likely to verbally dismiss and 

fathers were more likely to ignore mildly intense negative emotions.  There were no parent or 

child sex differences among moderately intense negative emotions, but the lack of findings likely 

is due to a small sample size of moderately intense negative emotions. 

  Parent response balance.  Individual differences in parent behavioral responses to their 

children’s negative emotions were examined by computing “parent response balance” scores, 

which were defined as the proportion of parent EC behaviors.  A significant correlation between 

a parent’s pattern of responses on one day with his or her response on the other day would 

suggest consistency in parents’ responses to their children’s negative emotions.  However, a 

parent’s proportion of EC responses on the weekday of observations was not significantly 

correlated with his or her proportion of EC responses on the weekend day.  There was no 

correlation when responses to anger and sadness were examined separately [r(mothers’ 

responses to sadness)(17) = -.24, p = n.s.] ; r(mothers’ responses to anger)(21) = .16, p = n.s.; 

r(fathers’ responses to sadness)(12) = -.11, p = n.s.; r(fathers’ responses to anger)(20) = .20, p = 

n.s.].  The same was true when parent response balance scores were computed for both negative 

emotions together [r(mothers’ responses to negative emotions)(24) = .00, p = n.s.; r(fathers’ 

responses to negative emotions)(23) = -.05, p = n.s.].  Thus, there was no evidence that the parent 

response balance scores represent stable differences between parents. 
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Parent emotional responses.  For every initial expression of anger or sadness, a parent 

behavioral response was coded (as no response was coded as ignore).  Parents may or may not 

also have responded with an emotion expression.  On average, parents responded to their 

children’s expressions of negative affect with their own emotion in only 15% of the episodes 

(see Table 12) [M(mothers) =  .17; M(fathers) = .10; see Table 13).  Interestingly, the two most 

common parent emotional responses to their children’s negative affect were not exclusively 

negative emotions.  Instead, parents most often responded either with happiness or anger 

[M(mother happiness out of all episodes) =  .07.; M(mother anger out of all episodes) = .09; 

M(father happiness out of all episodes) = .06; M(father anger out of all episodes) = .03].  Among 

just the episodes in which parents offered emotional responses, more than 90% of the episodes 

consisted of either parent happiness or anger expressions [M(mother happiness out of all parent 

emotional responses) = .40; M(mother anger out of all parent emotional responses) = .54; 

M(father happiness out of all parent emotional responses) = .56; M(father anger out of all parent 

emotional responses) = .38].  These patterns of parents’ emotional responses were similar when 

data from each day were examined separately3.   Mothers’ and fathers’ emotional responses 

generally were similar; the one exception was that mothers were more likely to respond to 

children’s negative emotions with anger (M = .09) than were fathers [M = .03, t(27)= 2.46, p ≤ 

.05].   Moreover, there only was one finding that pointed to a difference in the way that parents 

responded to sons compared to daughters: mothers of sons were more likely to respond with 

anger (M = .16) than were mothers of daughters [M = .04, t(26)= 2.51, p ≤ .05]. 

Table 9 displays the mean intensity with which parents expressed emotion.  As with the 

children’s emotional expressions, parents’ emotion intensities were mild (M = 1.13) (using the 

dichotomized scoring method), and there were no parent or child sex differences in parents’ 
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emotion response intensities (see Table 10).  Differences between parents’ and children’s 

emotion intensities were explored among the episodes in which parents’ offered an emotional 

response to children’s negative emotions and children followed with an emotional reaction (n = 

158).  Paired t-tests revealed that the intensity of parent emotional responses (M = 1.11) were 

weaker than both the intensities of their children’s initial negative emotions [M = 1.49; t(22) = 

5.13, p ≤ .001) and the intensities of the children’s emotional reactions [M = 1.28; t(22) = 2.38, p 

≤ .05].  However, a comparison of children’s initial emotion expressions and their subsequent 

emotional reactions indicated that there was a decline in the intensity of children’s emotion 

expressions following parents’ emotional responses; children’s emotional reactions were rated as 

less intense (M = 1.28) than their initial emotion expressions [M = 1.49, t(22) = 2.70, p ≤ .01].   

To summarize, parents rarely responded to children’s negative emotions with their own 

affective expressions.  When there was an emotional response, it usually was a mild expression 

of happiness or anger.  The frequency and intensity of mothers’ and fathers’ emotional responses 

to their children’s emotions were similar except for mothers’ greater propensity to respond with 

anger.  Children’s emotional reactions were less intense than their initial emotions when parents 

expressed emotion. 

Results for Research Goal 1 revealed that children expressed emotion in 41% of the video 

clips; most of the emotion expressions were very mild in intensity.  Happiness and anger were 

the most commonly displayed emotions, and girls expressed happiness more often than boys.  

Contrary to predictions, boys were not more likely to express anger than daughters were, but 

boys were more likely to express sadness with their mothers, at least on weekend days.  Most 

children expressed more positive emotion than negative emotion, resulting in a positive 

“affective balance” score; girls were more likely to have higher “affective balance” scores than 
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were boys.  There was evidence of consistency in children’s “affective balance,” particularly 

with mothers and fathers, and less so between the two days that were sampled.  Parents generally 

were more supportive of daughters’ negative emotions, especially sadness, whereas they were 

more likely to dismiss their sons’ negative emotions.  These patterns were most evident for 

children’s mildly intense negative emotions.  Tests of parent sex differences suggested that 

mothers were more likely to verbally dismiss whereas fathers were more likely to ignore 

children’s mildly intense negative emotions.  In response to both children’s mild and moderate 

expressions of sadness, however, fathers were more likely than mothers to offer coaching 

responses. 

There was no evidence of day-to-day consistency in parents’ behavioral responses to their 

children’s negative emotions, and parents only infrequently offered emotional responses (17% of 

emotion episodes).  When parents’ expressed emotions, they typically exhibited mildly intense 

happiness or anger.  Verbal behavioral responses (i.e., behavioral responses other than ignoring) 

were observed in 61% of the emotion episodes. 

Research Goal 2: Testing How Children’s Negative Emotions are Associated with Parent 

Responses 

How are Children’s Negative Emotions linked with Parent EC and ED Responses? 

The second goal’s aim was to explore how parents differentially respond to children’s 

anger and sadness both at the level of the negative emotion episode and at the level of the 

individual child.  These results differ from those presented in the first goal (i.e., descriptions of 

children’s emotions and parents’ responses) as now the focus is on the links between children’s 

negative emotions and parents responses.  First, associations at the level of the emotion episode 

were explored.  Multi-level models tested whether a child’s initial expression of anger was more 
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likely to be followed by a parent ED response (i.e., sadness more likely to be followed by an EC 

response).  Specific behavioral responses within the EC/ED categories (e.g., supportive 

statement, negative commands, etc.) also were analyzed as separate dependent variables.  At the 

level of an individual child, it was expected that children who tended to express more anger 

would receive a higher proportion of parent ED responses.   

Parents’ responses to children’s emotions at the episode level.  In the first set of 

analyses, I tested whether a child’s expression of anger would be more likely to be followed by a 

parent’s ED response.  Due to the nested nature of the data [emotion episodes were nested within 

parents with whom the children interacted (mothers and fathers), and parents were nested within 

children], a three-level multilevel model was tested.  The dependent variable, parent response, 

was scored dichotomously (0 = ED response, 1 = EC response).  For most of multilevel 

modeling analyses that follow, specific parent responses (e.g., reflective statements, minimizing 

statements, etc.) were tested when first grouped into two categories (EC and ED respectively); 

later, each specific response was tested separately (e.g., supportive statement = 1, any other 

behavioral response = 0).   

The Level 1 independent variable, the specific negative emotion expressed, was scored 

dichotomously (0 = sadness, 1 = anger).  Also at Level 1, I tested whether the intensity of the 

child’s initial emotion predicted a parent behavioral response; it was expected that more intense 

negative emotions would be more likely to be followed by ED than EC responses4.  Parent sex 

differences were tested at Level 2 (0 = father, 1 = mother), and child sex differences were tested 

at Level 3 (0 = boy, 1 = girl).  It was expected that mothers would be more likely to respond to 

children’s negative emotions with EC behaviors and fathers would be more likely to offer ED 

behaviors.  I also hypothesized that there would be an interaction between child sex and child 
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initial negative emotion: parents would be more likely to encourage and reinforce sadness in 

daughters but anger in sons by responding with EC behaviors.  Based on how the data were 

coded, this implies parents would be more likely to offer ED responses to daughters’ anger and 

sons’ sadness. 

Model 1 tested parent EC behaviors as the dependent variable (see Table 20).  The 

complete Level 1 model is as follows: ηijk = γ000 + γ001*SEXk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + 

γ100*INITIALCijk + γ101*INITIALCijk*SEXk + γ110*INITIALCijk*TRGPARENTjk + 

γ200*CINITIALINTijk + γ300*INTERACTijk + r0jk  + u00k, and the overall model was significant 

[χ2(7) = 17.85, p ≤ .001].  “γ000” is the intercept when all predictors are zero.  The variable “SEX” 

refers to the sex of the child as boy or girl, and the variable “TRGPARENT” denotes whether the 

parent is a mother or father.  “INITIALC” is the initial child emotion (i.e., sadness or anger).  

“CINITIALINT” is the intensity of the child’s initial emotion, and “INTERACT” is the 

interaction between the child’s initial emotion and its intensity.  Two variable names connected 

by an asterisk (e.g., “INITIALC*SEX”) represent the interaction between those two constructs.  

The term “r0jk” is the Level 2 error term, and “u00k” is the Level 3 error term.  In this model, the 

type of initial negative emotion did not predict a parent’s behavioral response, and neither the 

intensity of the initial emotion nor the interaction between the type of emotion and its intensity 

was a significant predictor.  Children’s anger was no more likely to be followed by an EC 

response than was sadness, nor were mildly intense emotions compared to moderately intense 

emotions less likely to be followed by an EC response.  However, the main effect of parent sex 

was significant—the log odds for a mother to offer an EC response were .67 times lower than for 

fathers [γ(27) = -.67, p ≤ .01].   In addition, there was an interaction between parent sex and child 

initial negative emotion: mothers were more likely to offer an EC response to children’s anger 
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expressions, and fathers were more likely to offer an EC response to children’s sadness [γ(1485) 

= .88, p ≤ .001].  In other words, mothers were more likely to offer an ED response to sadness 

whereas fathers were more likely to offer an ED response to anger.  The main effect for child sex 

also was significant; the log odds of a girl receiving an EC response was .59 times greater than 

that for boys [γ(29) = .59, p ≤ .05].  These findings support the result presented above which 

indicated that, on average, parents were more likely to offer EC responses to girls’ negative 

emotions and conversely, more likely to be dismissive in response to boys’ negative emotions.  

There was no significant interaction between child sex and child initial negative emotion. 

Due to the unanticipated link between child expressions of sadness and mothers’ ED 

responses, the episodes in which mothers responded to children’s sadness with ED responses 

were examined more closely (n = 208).  Most of the expressions of sadness were of children 

sulking and whining about not wanting to do something or not getting their way.  For example, 

one child pouted while telling his mother that he did want to eat his broccoli stems, and his 

mother responded with a negative command, “Eat it all.”  Negative commands comprised of 

more than 25% of mothers’ ED responses to children’s sadness (n = 55).  Other examples often 

revolved around children not wanting to do their homework, turn off the television, or clean their 

rooms, and parents subsequently directed that the children follow through with the unwanted 

tasks.  The majority of these instances were not situations in which children came to parents with 

hurt feelings or injuries, examples of sadness that may have been more likely to elicit supportive 

responses.  Instead, parents were instructing their children to follow through with tasks that 

needed to be completed, which the children were resisting or about which they were 

complaining.   
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Another set of models examined the individual parent behavioral responses (i.e., 

reflective statements, problem-solving statements, supportive statements, critical statements, 

negative commands, minimizing/dismissing statements, and ignoring) as separate dependent 

variables; the Level 1 predictors, the type of a child’s initial negative emotion, the intensity of 

the emotion, and the interaction between the two, remained the same as in Model 1 above.  The 

complete Level 1 equation for this example was the same as the one described above except that 

the dependent variable, supportive statements for example, was scored to indicate whether a 

parent offered a supportive statement (score of 1) or any other behavioral response (score of 0).  

Model 2 in Table 20 displays the results for supportive statements as the dependent variable 

[overall model was significant: χ2(7) = 18.81, p ≤ .01].  The main effects for child initial negative 

emotion, initial negative emotion’s intensity, and the interaction between the initial emotion and 

its intensity were not significant.  The main effect of parent sex was significant: the logs odds of 

a mother providing a supportive statement were .68 times less likely than the log odds for a 

father [γ(27) = -.68, p ≤ .01].  There also was an interaction between parent sex and child initial 

negative emotion: mothers were more likely to provide a supportive statement in response to 

children’s anger whereas fathers were more likely to offer a supportive statement in response to 

children’s sadness [γ(1485) = .90, p ≤ .001].  The main effect for child sex was significant: girls 

were more likely to receive supportive statements in response to their expressions of anger 

compared to boys [γ(29) = .65, p ≤ .05].  There was no interaction between child sex and initial 

negative emotion. 

When ignoring was the dependent variable, the overall model was significant [χ2(7) = 

16.67, p ≤ .05] (see Model 3 in Table 20).  In this model, only the main effect of the child’s 

initial negative emotion was significant: the log odds of a parent ignoring a child’s emotion was 
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.53 times more likely if the child expressed anger than if the child expressed sadness [γ(1485) = 

.53, p ≤ .05].  No other specific parent behavioral responses yielded significant results (See Table 

C25 in Appendix C for the non-significant models).  

Links between parents’ responses and children’s emotions at the individual-level.   It 

was predicted that parents of children with a higher proportion of negative emotion would 

display fewer EC behaviors.  The link between child negative emotion and parent responses was 

examined based on a correlation between the proportion of child negative emotion and the 

proportion of parent EC responses.  The proportion of child negative emotion (both anger and 

sadness) out of all clips coded in Round 1 was correlated with the proportion of parent EC 

responses, and associations were non-significant either when all parent-clips across mother-child 

and father-child dyads were considered [r(29) = -.04, p = n.s.] or when mother-child and father-

child dyads were examined separately [Mothers: r(27) = .13, p = n.s.; Fathers: r(28) = -.09, p = 

n.s.]5.  The lack of association between the pattern of a child’s negative emotions and his or her 

parent’s pattern of responses is consistent with the null findings found for the within-family 

analyses above.  

Children’s Negative Emotion Will Predict Parents’ Negative Emotional Responses 

In addition to exploring associations between the proportion of children’s negative 

emotion expressed and parents’ proportion of EC behavioral responses, I also examined 

associations between the proportion of children’s negative emotions and the proportion of 

parents’ emotional responses.  Based on the concepts of “harmonious synchrony” and emotion 

contagion, I hypothesized that children who expressed higher rates of negative emotion (i.e., a 

greater proportion of clips when co-present with the target parent in Round 1 contained negative 

emotion) would have parents who were more likely to display a negative emotional response (out 
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of all possible opportunities to respond to children’s negative emotions in Round 2).   Parent sex 

differences were expected: children’s negative emotions were hypothesized to be more strongly 

correlated with their fathers’ negative emotional responses than with their mothers’ negative 

emotional responses.   

   Correlations were examined first using scores based on all observations for a child and 

then separately for mother-child and father-child interactions.  There were no significant 

correlations between the proportion of child negative emotion expressions out of all clips in 

Round 1 and parents’ proportion of emotional responses in Round 2 whether scores were based 

on all child observations [r(29) = .14, p = n.s.] or based on data representing mother-child and 

father-child dyads separately [Mothers: r(27) = .11, p = n.s.; Fathers: r(28) = .17, p = n.s.].  

Parents of children who expressed more negative emotion were no more or less likely to express 

negative emotional responses.  The expected parent sex differences also were not observed. 

In sum, it seems that when the broad parent response categories (EC and ED) were 

examined, parents responded similarly to anger compared with sadness.  However, there was an 

interaction between parent sex and child initial emotions: mothers were more likely to offer EC 

responses to anger whereas fathers were more likely to offer EC responses to sadness.  This 

implies that mothers were more likely to provide ED responses to sadness and fathers more 

likely to give ED responses to anger.  Parents also were more likely to coach daughters’ anger 

but dismiss their sons’ anger.  Unlike the overarching EC/ED categories, one of the specific 

parent behavioral responses was linked to children’s initial negative emotions at the episode 

level-- children’s anger was more likely to be ignored than children’s sadness.  When I examined 

the association between children’s initial negative emotions and parents’ behavioral responses at 

the between-subjects level, there was no link between a child’s tendency to express anger and his 
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or her parent’s tendency to offer EC responses.  There also was no evidence consistent with the 

concept of “harmonious synchrony” when I examined correlations between children’s initial 

emotions and parents’ emotional responses.   

Research Goal 3: Predictors of Children’s Emotional Reactions 

The final goal was to test whether certain parent responses would be more likely to be 

followed by a child’s emotional reaction.  Because positive emotional reactions occurred rarely, 

analyses will focus on negative emotional reactions compared with positive/no emotional 

reactions.  First, at the episode level, I examined whether a parent ED response discouraged 

emotion expression and therefore, was less likely to be followed by a child’s negative emotional 

reaction.  Specific behavioral responses, such as supportive statements and negative commands, 

were tested as predictors of children’s negative emotional reactions.  Second, in addition to 

parent behavioral responses, parent emotional responses also were tested as predictors of 

children’s negative emotional reactions.  Third, it was hypothesized that not all children would 

respond similarly to parents’ supportive statements.  It was expected that children’s “affective 

balance” scores, the difference between positive and negative emotion expressed, would 

moderate the association between parents’ supportive statements and children’s likelihood of 

reacting with a negative emotion; children with lower “affective balance” scores were expected 

to react with a negative emotion following parents’ supportive statements whereas children with 

higher “affective balance” scores were expected to be more likely to react with positive 

emotional or neutral reactions.  Fourth, the hypothesis that children’s negative emotional 

reactions would be greater in intensity following parent ED than EC responses was tested.  

Specific parent behavioral responses were tested as predictors of the intensity of children’s 

negative emotions as well.  Fifth, at the between-subjects level, the types of emotional reactions 
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and how often children displayed them are described.  Sixth, the link between parents’ patterns 

of responses over two days and their children’s tendency to react with negative emotion were 

analyzed. 

Patterns of Children’s Emotional Reactions at the Episode Level   

Do parent EC responses increase the likelihood of a child’s emotional reaction?  It 

was expected that a parent EC behavior would increase the likelihood of a child’s subsequent 

expression of negative emotion.  In the first multilevel model tested, the dependent variable, a 

child’s emotional reaction, was scored dichotomously (0 = positive or neutral/no emotional 

reaction, 1 = negative emotional reaction).  The Level 1 predictor, the parent’s response, was 

scored dichotomously as well (0 = ED response, 1 = EC response).  I also examined whether the 

proposed association varied depending on the type of negative emotion the child expressed 

initially; the dichotomous variable indicating the initial negative emotion (0 = sadness, 1 = 

anger) was added as a Level 1 predictor, and the interaction between the parent behavioral 

response and child initial emotion was added at Level 1 as well.  At Level 2, parent sex 

differences were tested, and child sex differences were tested at Level 3.  The complete Level 1 

equation is as follows:  ηijk = γ000 + γ001*SEXk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + γ100*INITIALCijk 

    + γ200*INTERACTijk + γ300*PEMOCOACHijk + γ301*PEMOCOACHijk*SEXk + 

γ310*PEMOCOACHijk*TRGPARENTjk + r0jk  + u00k,, and the overall model was significant [χ2(7) 

= 15.65, p ≤ .05].  “SEX” indicates whether the child is a boy or a girl, “TRGPARENT” 

identifies whether the parent is a mother or father, and “INITIALC” refers to the initial negative 

emotion expressed by the child.  “INTERACT” is the interaction between the child’s initial 

emotion and the parent’s behavioral response.  “PEMOCOACH” refers to whether the parent’s 

behavioral response was an EC or an ED response.  Two variables connected by an asterisk 
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represent an interaction between the two constructs, and “r0jk” and “u00k” are the Level 2 and 

Level 3 error terms respectively (see Model 1 in Table 21).  The association between parents’ EC 

responses and children’s negative emotional reactions did not reach a conventional level of 

statistical significance, but the direction of effect was in the opposite of the predicted direction 

[γ(1485) = -.55, p ≤ .10].  The main effect of the type of initial negative emotion a child 

expressed was significant: an expression of sadness was more likely than an expression of anger 

to be followed by a negative emotional reaction [γ(1485) = -.38, p ≤ .01].  The interaction 

between the type of parent behavioral response and child’s initial negative emotion was not 

significant, and there was no main effect for parent or child sex.  There also were no interactions 

between parent sex and parent behavioral response or between child sex and parent behavioral 

response. 

In five subsequent models, the independent variable in Model 1 (“PEMOCOACH”), the 

overarching parent behavioral responses (EC/ED), was replaced with a particular response (1 = a 

specific response, 0 = any other behavioral response) (see Models 2-6 in Table 21)6.  The 

predictors in Levels 1, 2, and 3 remained the same as in Model 1 (the Level 1 interaction was 

between the child’s initial negative emotion and the specific parent behavioral response).  For 

brevity, one example of the complete Level 1 equation for a specific behavioral response as an 

independent variable will be displayed below using supportive statements (“PSUPPORT”) as the 

predictor and “INTERACT” to represent the interaction between a supportive statement and the 

child’s initial negative emotion: 

  ηijk = γ000 + γ001*SEXk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + γ100*INITIALCijk + γ200*INTERACTijk + 

γ300*PSUPPORTijk + γ301*PSUPPORTijk*SEXk + γ310*PSUPPORTijk*TRGPARENTjk 

    + r0jk  + u00k.. 
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The overall model for parent supportive statements as a predictor of children’s negative 

emotional reactions did not reach a conventional level of statistical significance.  However, the 

overall models for specific ED responses were significant [critical statements: χ2(7) = 36.27, p ≤ 

.001; negative commands: χ2(7) = 56.27, p ≤ .001; minimizing statements: χ2(7) = 17.17, p ≤ .01; 

ignoring: χ2(7) = 65.89, p ≤ .001].  A parent critical statement and negative command each was 

more likely to be followed by a child’s negative emotional reaction [γ(critical statements)(1485) 

= 1.06, p ≤ .001; γ(negative commands)(1485) = 1.67, p ≤ .001].  Ignoring, on the other hand, 

was more likely to predict a positive or neutral emotional reaction [γ(1485)= -1.45, p ≤ .001].  

The main effect for minimizing statements did not reach a conventional level of statistical 

significance.  The main effect for initial child negative emotion was a significant or marginally 

significant predictor in all four models.  An expression of sadness was more likely to be followed 

by a negative emotional reaction than was an expression of anger.  The interaction between the 

initial emotion and a specific behavioral response did not reach a conventional level of statistical 

significance in any of the models.  The main effects for parent and child sex also did not reach a 

conventional level of statistical significance and neither did any of the interactions (between 

parent sex and parent behavioral response and between child sex and parent behavioral 

response).  

In a subsequent set of multilevel modeling analyses, another type of parent response---

negative emotional response----was tested as a predictor of a child’s negative emotional reaction.  

The predictor variable was scored dichotomously (0 = parent expression of positive or no 

emotion, 1 = parent expression of negative emotion), and the remainder of the Level 1, 2, and 3 

variables remained the same as in the models mentioned above (see Model 6 in Table 21).  The 

complete Level 1 equation is as follows: ηijk = γ000 + γ001*SEXk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + 
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γ100*INITIALCijk + γ200*INTERACTijk + γ300*PNEGEMOTijk + γ301*PNEGEMOTijk*SEXk + 

γ310*PNEGEMOTijk*TRGPARENTjk + r0jk  + u00k, and the overall model was significant [χ2(7) = 

74.23, p ≤ .001].  “PNEGEMOT,” whether a parent expressed a negative emotion, replaced the 

parent behavioral response from the previously mentioned models, and “INTERACT” represents 

the interaction between the parent’s negative emotional response and the child’s initial negative 

emotion.  The log odds of a child’s negative emotional reaction following a parent’s negative 

emotional response were 3.30 times greater than the log odds of a negative emotional reaction 

following a parent’s positive emotional or neutral response [γ(1485) = 3.30, p ≤ .001].  As was 

seen in the earlier models, a child’s initial sadness was more likely to be followed by a child’s 

negative emotional reaction than was initial anger [γ(1485) = -.38, p ≤ .01].  The interaction 

between the initial child emotion and parent emotional response was not statistically significant 

and, as seen in the earlier models, the main effects for parent and child sex were not significant 

predictors.  The interaction between parent sex and parent negative emotional response did not 

reach a conventional level of statistical significance.  However, the interaction between child sex 

and parent negative emotional response did: boys whose parents responded with a negative 

emotion were more likely to react by expressing a negative emotion than were girls [γ(1485) = -

1.36, p ≤ .01]. 

Additional analyses further explored the association between parent supportive 

statements and children’s tendency to react with a negative emotion discussed above.  It was 

hypothesized that children’s “affective balance” scores would moderate the association between 

parents’ supportive responses and children’s emotional reactions.  The change in the model 

included adding children’s overall grand mean-centered “affective balance” scores at Level 3 

(variable name is “AFFECTBAL”), and the full Level 1 equation is as follows: ηijk = γ000 + 
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γ001*SEXk + γ002*AFFECTBALk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + γ100*INITIALCijk + γ200*PSUPPORTijk + 

γ201*PSUPPORTijk*SEXk + γ202*PSUPPORTijk*AFFECTBALk+ 

γ210*PSUPPORTijk*TRGPARENTjk + γ300*INTERACTijk + r0jk  + u00k.  The overall model was 

significant [χ2(9) = 18.06, p ≤ .05] (see Model 1 in Table 22).  As shown above, a parent’s 

supportive statement did not significantly predict a child’s negative emotional reaction.  The 

main effect for “affective balance” was not significant, but the interaction between “affective 

balance” and supportive statements was significant.  Contrary to predictions, a child with a 

higher “affective balance” score (i.e., expressed more positive than negative emotion) was more 

likely to react with a negative emotion following a parent’s supportive statement, whereas a child 

with a lower “affective balance” score was more likely to react to a parent behavioral response 

that was not a supportive statement [γ(28) = 2.52, p ≤ .05]. 

The Intensity of Children’s Negative Emotional Reactions Will be Greater Following ED 

Responses 

It was theorized that children who received ED responses, were likely to suppress their 

negative affect over time until it built up and eventually was expressed with great intensity.  

Therefore, it was hypothesized that given a child reacted with a negative emotion, the intensity 

was expected to be greater following an ED than an EC response.  At the episode level, 

multilevel modeling was used to test whether the intensity of a child’s negative emotional 

reaction was stronger following a parent ED response than a parent EC response.  The dependent 

variable, the intensity of the child’s negative emotional reaction, was scored dichotomously (1 = 

mild intensity, 0 = moderate intensity).  The Level 1 independent variable, the parent response, 

also was scored dichotomously (1 = EC response, 0 = ED response).  Children’s initial emotion’s 
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intensity was added at Level 1 as a control variable (1 = mild intensity, 0 = moderate intensity).  

Parent and child sex differences were tested at Level 2 and Level 3 respectively. 

Model 1 (see Table 23) focused on the sub-sample of episodes in which children reacted 

with negative emotions.  Level 1 included parent response (1 = EC response, 0 = ED response) 

and child initial emotion intensity (1 = mild, 0 = moderate).  Parent sex and child sex were 

modeled at Level 2 and Level 3 respectively.  The complete Level 1 equation is as follows: ηijk = 

γ000 + γ001*SEXk + γ010*TRGPARENTjk + γ100*CINITIALINTijk + γ200*PEMOCOACHijk + 

γ201*PEMOCOACHijk*SEXk + γ210*PEMOCOACHijk*TRGPARENTjk + r0jk  + u00k, and the 

overall model was significant [χ2(6) = 31.19, p ≤ .01].  “SEX” refers to the child’s sex, and 

“TRGPARENT” identifies the parent as either a mother or father.  “CINITIALINT” indicates the 

intensity of the child’s initial emotion, and “PEMOCOACH” refers to whether the parent 

provided an EC or ED response.  Two variables connected by an asterisk represent an interaction 

between the two constructs, and “r0jk” and “u00k” are the Level 2 and Level 3 error terms 

respectively.  Parent behavioral response was not a significant predictor of a child negative 

reaction’s intensity; a child’s negative emotional reaction was no more likely to be mild in 

intensity (as opposed to moderate) following a parent’s EC response than following a parent’s 

ED response.  The intensity of the child’s initial emotion was a significant predictor of the 

child’s reaction’s intensity: mild initial emotions were more likely to be followed by mild 

negative emotional reactions [γ(392) = 1.19, p ≤ .001].  The main effects of parent and child sex 

were not significant nor were the interactions between each sex variable and parent behavioral 

response.  

Patterns of Children’s Emotional Reactions at the Between-Subjects Level   
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In addition to exploring children’s emotional reactions at the episode level, patterns of 

these reactions also were examined at the between-subjects level.  First, how often children 

expressed emotional reactions are described.  Second, the prediction that parents who offer more 

EC responses are likely to have children who react with more negative emotion was tested.  

Third, the hypothesis that parents’ negative emotional responses would be linked with their 

children’s negative emotional reactions was examined.  Table 24 shows the mean proportions of 

positive, negative, and neutral (no) child emotional reactions that followed parent EC, ED(with 

ignore), ED(without ignore), and ignore responses (see Table C26 in Appendix C for 

frequencies).  Proportions were computed after aggregating the data across both mother-child 

and father-child dyads as well as the two days.  Regardless of how parents responded to an initial 

expression of negative emotion, the average child usually had no subsequent emotional reaction 

[M(EC) = .66, M(ED with ignore) = .62, M(ED without ignore)= .51; M(ignore) = .75]. The 

average child displayed a subsequent negative emotional reaction in 24% -42% of their emotion 

episodes, depending on how the parent had responded to the initial expression of negative 

emotion [M(EC) = .24, M(ED including ignore) = .32, M(ED excluding ignore)= .42; M(ignore) 

= .24].   It is not surprising that children rarely reacted with happiness immediately following 

expressions of anger and sadness [M(EC) = .09, M(ED with ignore) = .06, M(ED without 

ignore)= .07; M(ignore) = .03].  Neutral reactions likely were the most common because the 

majority of the initial negative emotions children expressed were of short duration and low 

intensity (e.g., furrowed eyebrows or eye rolling). 

The proportion of parent EC behaviors was expected to be correlated with the proportion 

of children’s negative emotional reactions.  Negative emotional reactions were of focus here as 

mentioned earlier that positive emotional reactions occurred rarely.  There were no significant 
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correlations whether the data for mothers and fathers were considered together [r(29) = .03, p = 

n.s.] or separately [Mothers: r(27) = -.11, p = n.s.; Fathers: r(28) = -.08, p = n.s.]. 

It also was expected that parents’ negative emotional responses would be linked with 

their children’s negative emotional reactions.  To test this hypothesis, the proportion of parent 

negative emotional responses was correlated with the proportion of children’s negative 

emotional reactions.  Parents who tended to express more negative emotion had children who 

also were more likely to react with negative emotion [r(29) = .57, p ≤ .001].  When the data for 

mother-child and father-child interactions were examined separately, the correlation was 

significant for mothers [r(27) = .69, p ≤ .001] but not for fathers [ r(28) = .17, p = n.s.], and the 

correlations for mothers and for fathers were significantly different from each other (z = 2.37, p ≤ 

.05). 

In sum, parents’ specific (but not overarching categories of ) behavioral responses did 

seem to differentially predict children’s emotional reactions at the episode level.  A verbally 

dismissive response, such as a critical statement or negative command, was more likely to be 

followed by a child’s negative emotional reaction whereas ignoring the child’s expression of 

negative emotion was more likely to be followed by a positive or no emotional reaction.  In 

addition, children’s “affective balance” moderated the association between parent supportive 

statements and children’s emotional reactions: children with higher “affective balance” scores 

(i.e., more positive emotion expression relative to negative emotion expression) who received 

supportive statements were more likely to react with a negative emotion than were children with 

lower “affective balance” scores, which opposes findings in previous research.  Parent ED 

responses did not predict negative reactions of greater intensity compared with parent EC 

responses.  Instead, the intensity of the emotional reaction was predicted by the intensity of the 
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child’s initial emotion—initial emotions of mild or moderate intensity were likely to be followed 

by reactions that were of similar intensity.   

At the between-subjects level, there was no association between parents’ behavioral 

responses and children’s tendency to react negatively.  Parent negative emotional responses were 

linked with children’s emotional reactions both at the episode and family level.  There was a 

tendency for children’s negative emotional reactions to mirror parents’, especially mothers’, 

expressions of negative emotions. 

DISCUSSION 

Past research typically has relied on questionnaires and laboratory paradigms to gather 

data on children’s emotion expression and parents’ responses to their children’s negative 

affective displays, but these data often are subjective and/or do not represent behaviors exhibited 

in a more natural environment, such as one’s home.  Some studies have explored naturalistic 

observations of preschool-aged children’s emotion expression, but there has been a dearth of 

research on middle-school-aged children’s emotion expression in the home.  This study aimed to 

fill this research gap by contributing naturalistic observations of the frequency and intensity with 

which middle-school-aged children express emotions in thousands of 30-second clips.  In 

addition, parents’ responses to children’s negative emotions and children’s emotional reactions 

to these responses in the home setting were analyzed. 

First, descriptions of children’s emotion expression and parents’ responses are reviewed. 

Second, the links between children’s negative emotions and their parents’ emotions are 

discussed. 

Children’s Emotion Expression and Parent Responses in Everyday Life 

Children’s Emotion Expression at Home 
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The majority of the time that parents and children spend together in everyday life does 

not involve emotion expression; children expressed emotion in fewer than half of the clips in 

which they appeared on screen with their parents.  When emotion was expressed, it most often 

was positive (i.e., happiness) followed in frequency by anger, sadness, surprise, disgust, and 

lastly, fear.  “Affective balance” scores, the proportion of positive emotion expressed relative to 

the proportion of negative emotion expressed, typically were positive, indicating that more 

positive than negative emotion was expressed among the target children.  Most of the negative 

emotions expressed (i.e., expressions of anger and sadness) occurred infrequently and were of 

mild intensity (e.g., rolling one’s eyes or furrowing one’s brows).  It was rare to see tantrums or 

other emotional displays of great intensity in the CELF video data.   In a non-clinical sample, it 

is not surprising that negative emotions were expressed infrequently and typically were brief and 

subtle. 

In reaction to their parents’ responses, children mostly displayed a neutral demeanor.  

Although children were observed expressing a negative emotion before the parents responded, 

the negative emotions typically were brief and mild in intensity.  Thus, there was little carryover 

of children’s negative affect.  When children did react with an emotion, it typically was negative 

in valence; positive emotional reactions were observed rarely.  

Child sex differences.  Consistent with past research, girls expressed some emotions 

more often with their parents than did boys, especially positive emotion.  As will be discussed 

shortly, parents were more likely to encourage girls’ than boys’ negative emotions which may 

reinforce the child sex differences in emotion expression.  Girls also had higher “affective 

balance” scores than boys which was consistent with the finding that girls expressed more 

positive emotion. Boys did not express more anger or less sadness than girls which contradicts 



 

65 
 

theories of child sex differences in emotion expression (Brody, 1999; Chaplin et al, 2005); the 

only circumstance in which boys expressed more negative emotion than girls was when sadness 

was expressed with mothers on weekend days.  Perhaps in the comfort of their own home, boys 

feel more at ease to openly express sadness than in public, a setting in which sad emotion 

behaviors may be tolerated less in boys than in girls.  However, the child sex difference was not 

robust (i.e., observed only on one out of two days and with one parent), so interpretations are 

made with caution. 

Parent sex differences.  Children did not express more emotion with mothers than with 

fathers as had been hypothesized; children expressed emotions similarly often to each parent.  

Furthermore, “affective balance” scores with mothers were highly correlated with “affective 

balance” scores with fathers, which suggests that children’s emotion expression was consistent 

no matter which parent was on screen.  One parent sex difference was observed on weekend 

days: daughters were more likely to express anger with fathers than with mothers on weekend 

days.  Generally, there were no differences in children’s emotion expression with mothers 

compared with fathers.   

Parent Responses to Children’s Negative Emotion Expressions  

For every child’s negative emotion episode (an expression of anger or sadness), a target 

parent offered either an emotion coaching (EC) response (i.e., reflective statement, problem-

solving statement, or supportive statement) or emotion dismissing (ED) response (i.e., critical 

statement, negative command, minimizing/dismissing statement, or ignoring).  In this study, 

parents most often responded with ED behaviors, such as the negative command, “Think about 

it!” in response to a child whining that he does not understand his math homework.  Ignoring the 

negative emotion altogether was the most commonly observed ED behavior which is 
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understandable given that the children’s negative emotions generally were mild.  When a parent 

responded verbally to the child’s negative emotion, negative commands and critical statements 

were the second and third most frequently observed respectively, and minimizing/dismissive 

statements were observed the least often among the ED behaviors.  Many of the episodes that 

accounted for the verbally dismissive responses in this sample consisted of children complaining 

about not wanting to do chores, such as: clean their rooms, do their homework, or get ready for 

bed.  Parents often replied with directives to make sure that children followed through with their 

routines.   For example, a boy was watching a video on the computer, and his mother, while 

standing behind the child, told him to do his homework and not watch the video.  He shouted 

while whining, “I’m gonna pause it!”  After the boy continued to sit in front of the computer, the 

mother responded, “You’re not watching it.  You don’t understand!”  This exchange continues 

while the child repeatedly and angrily shouts, “Yes, I am!” as he refers to his intentions of 

watching the video and eventually pausing it, and the mother continues to shout back, “No, 

you’re not!  You’re gonna do your homework!”   

In less than a quarter of the episodes, parents offered coaching behaviors; most were 

supportive statements--reflective and problem-solving statements occurred infrequently.  One 

father offered sympathy, an example of a supportive statement, by saying, “Sorry, sorry” after 

his daughter yelped while he was trying to help her comb tangles out of her hair.  The most 

commonly observed child negative emotion behaviors, however, were complaining and speaking 

with irritated tones which do not usually elicit empathic responses from social partners.  Instead, 

as evidenced by this study’s findings, parents were more likely to offer discouraging rather than 

supportive responses to children’s negative emotions.  These results are in contrast with previous 

naturalistic observations of preschool-aged children and their parents having dinner which 
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indicated that parents mostly encourage their children’s emotions (Denham, & Kochanoff, 2002).  

Perhaps the difference in findings is due to parents offering more support to their younger 

children or because both positive and negative emotions were included in the dinner time study.  

It also may be because the former study focused exclusively on interactions during dinner; the 

CELF video data captured parents’ responses in a variety of contexts during multiple full days of 

recordings.  The variability in contexts also may have accounted for the lack of consistency in 

parents’ responses across a weekday and weekend day. 

Parents expressed an emotion in only about one-sixth of the episodes, and like their 

children’s negative emotions, the strength of parents’ emotional responses usually was mild.  

Happiness and anger were the two most commonly expressed emotions by parents.  It is 

surprising that the two most common parent emotional responses to children’s negative affect 

were not exclusively negative in valence.  An example of parent happiness was a mother, who 

while reading with her daughter, laughed in response to her daughter squirming on the bed while 

whining.  Perhaps parents try to find humor in what might otherwise be an irritating child 

behavior.   

Child sex differences.  At the individual level, parents were more likely to offer 

coaching responses to girls’ negative emotions and dismissing responses to sons’ negative 

emotions.  Parents’ proclivity to respond in different ways to daughters and sons may reinforce 

child sex differences in emotion expression.  As we saw above, girls expressed some emotions 

more often than did boys.  The child sex difference is partially consistent with past research.  It 

was theorized that parents encourage emotion expression in general more often in daughters than 

in sons (Brody, 1995), and this study’s findings are in line with that theory.  Brody (1995) added 

the caveat that parents tend to ignore daughters’ anger expressions and encourage them in sons 
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which was not found in the present study.  However, this study’s findings are consistent with 

Garside and Klimes-Dougan’s (2002) research which found that male college students were 

more likely than female college students to report that during their childhood, their parents 

discouraged their negative emotion expressions, including anger. 

Parent sex differences.  Mothers and fathers provided each specific behavioral response 

(e.g., supportive statements, critical statements, etc.) similarly often.  The one exception was 

negative commands, which mothers communicated in a greater proportion of episodes than did 

fathers.  A previous analysis of CELF video showed that mothers engaged children in more 

chore-like and routine activities than did fathers, and the filming captured fathers playing with 

children more often than mothers were seen playing with their children (Broege, Owens, 

Graesch, Arnold, & Schneider, 2007).  It may be that the context in which a parent and child 

were interacting played a role in parent responses to children’s negative emotions.  Mothers may 

have provided more directives because they were involved in making certain that children 

completed their chores.   

Fathers were more likely to encourage and mothers were more likely to dismiss a child’s 

expression of sadness.  For example, when a daughter was sad because her peers got into a fight, 

her father encouraged her emotion expression by asking, “How come?”  An example of a mother 

dismissing a child’s expression of sadness includes a daughter whining after dinner, “Mommy, 

can I have a soft apple?,” and the mother replied, “No, you’re done with food.”  These findings 

only partially support previous research which found that mothers were more likely both to 

verbally dismiss (e.g., “Override”) and to support children’s negative emotions and fathers were 

more likely to ignore them (Garside & Klimes-Dougan, 2002).  However, when parents’ 

responses to children’s emotions were examined based on the intensity of the initial emotion, 
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results were more consistent with past research.  When children expressed mildly (but not 

moderately) intense emotions, mothers were more likely to offer verbally dismissive responses, 

such as critical statements and negative commands, whereas fathers were more likely to ignore 

the emotions (e.g., a father ignored a son’s sigh of irritation when he learned he had to redo his 

homework).  Perhaps mothers discourage children’s pouting and whining about not wanting to 

do homework or other required daily routines by issuing commands or making critical 

statements.  Past research indicating that mothers are more likely than fathers to offer comfort 

when a child is distressed may apply to situations in which children are unhappy but not 

complaining, such as when they are injured or have hurt feelings.  These types of child emotion 

expressions were observed infrequently in this study. 

There was one parent sex difference in parent emotional responses; mothers expressed 

anger in more episodes than did fathers.  It may be that when the mothers were providing more 

negative commands, they also were expressing irritated tones in response to children’s resistance 

to following through with chores (e.g., a mother spoke in a stern and agitated tone while 

demanding that her son stop playing and instead, do his homework). 

Links Between Children’s Negative Emotions and Parents’ Responses 

A child’s emotion experience typically is triggered by something or someone in the social 

environment coupled with how he or she appraises the situation (Denham, 2007).  However, the 

likelihood that children display their feelings may depend on how their parents have responded, 

and therefore, reinforced their affective displays in the past.  This study provided the rare 

opportunity to observe how emotionally salient parent-child interactions unfold at home.  First, 

how children’s expressions of anger and sadness elicit particular parent responses is reviewed.  



 

70 
 

Then, how parents’ behavioral and emotional responses predict children’s emotional reactions is 

discussed.  Parent and child sex differences are considered as well.  

At the episode level, a child’s initial negative emotion did not predict the broader 

response categories, EC or ED responses.  However, one of the specific parent behavioral 

responses, ignoring, was significantly predicted by children’s initial negative emotions; parents 

were more likely to ignore children’s anger than sadness which supports my hypothesis.  For 

example, while one family sat at the dinner table, the mother ignored the target child’s irritated 

tone of voice when he said to his sister (after she asked him to race her again), “You want to win, 

that’s why.  I won already.”  At the between-subjects level, there was no association between a 

child’s tendency to express a particular emotion and his or her parent’s proclivity to respond in a 

certain way.  However, longitudinal research may reveal a long-term impact of parents’ EC 

responses on children’s tendency to express emotion.    

The evidence also was not consistent with predictions based on “harmonious synchrony” 

and emotion contagion research suggesting a link between children’s initial emotions and 

parents’ emotional responses.  It is possible that children’s positive emotion, expressed through 

smiles and laughter, may be more contagious for both mothers and fathers.  When children 

express negative affect, parents may feel inclined to model a calm and neutral demeanor to help 

children regulate their arousal.  Thus, a lack of emotion contagion when children are unhappy 

may be adaptive.  

Although children’s initial negative emotions did not predict their parents’ negative 

emotional responses, parents’ negative emotions did predict their children’s subsequent affective 

expressions.  Both at the episode and individual levels, parent negative emotional responses were 

associated with children’s tendency to react emotionally: a child was more likely to react with a 
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negative emotion than a positive emotion or neutral expression following a parent’s negative 

emotional response.  Moreover, parents, who were observed responding with more negative 

emotion, had children who had a greater tendency to react negatively.  These findings could 

reflect emotion contagion processes.  Parents also may have been attempting to model more 

subdued versions of negative emotion expressions compared with their children’s as parents’ 

emotion intensities were weaker than the intensities of their children’s initial negative emotions.  

When mother-child and father-child clips were examined separately, the link between parents’ 

negative emotional responses and children’s negative emotional reactions held only for mother-

child (not father-child) interactions, which is the opposite of Larson & Richards’ (1994) emotion 

contagion finding.  In this study, mothers most often were the first parent home with children and 

therefore, spent more time with them (Campos et al, 2009).  Because of the additional time spent 

together, children may be more “in sync” with their mothers’ behavioral patterns and more likely 

to mimic and react to their mothers’ emotions.  Mothers also were found expressing more anger 

than were fathers, so it may be that there were more opportunities for children to reflect a 

parent’s negative affect when with mothers than with fathers.     

In addition to parents’ emotional responses, parents’ specific behavioral responses also 

were associated with children’s negative emotional reactions, but the direction of the 

associations was contrary to what was expected.  At the episode level, a parent’s verbal ED 

response, such as a critical statement or negative command, was more likely to be followed by a 

child’s negative emotional reaction than a positive or neutral one.  Verbally dismissing responses 

may negatively reinforce children’s emotion expression and exacerbate emotional experiences.  

For instance, a daughter, who was sad that her tooth was loose, declared, “It is,” meaning that her 

tooth really was loose.  The mother dismissed her daughter by saying, “Shh.”  The daughter 
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reacted negatively by putting her mouth in front of her mom’s face, raising her voice, and saying, 

“Look!”  Children who receive verbal ED responses may remain agitated and consequently 

prolong their negative affect and the attention seeking.  In contrast, children who were ignored, a 

non-verbal ED response, were more likely to switch to a neutral expression or positive emotion.  

For example, after a mother interrupted her son’s play by asking him what he wanted to eat, he 

raised his voice with an irritated tone and said, “Mac cheese or chicken nuggets!”  The mother 

ignored the son by starting to talk to the daughter instead, and the son returned to playing with a 

neutral demeanor.  After failing to receive attention and experiencing being ignored, children 

seemed to have abandoned seeking their parents’ focus and consequently stopped expressing 

negative emotion.  This finding is consistent with the parent training literature that encourages 

parents’ to ignore mild instances of misbehavior in order to extinguish the acting out 

(Anastopoulos, Shelton, DuPaul, & Guevremont, 1993).   

Past research has asserted that EC responses encourage emotion expression (Gottman et 

al, 1996).  While parents’ comforting responses may invite emotion expression, in the short-

term, they also may provide sufficient solace and therefore reduce children’s need to continue 

expressing the negative emotion at that time.  Instead, parents’ welcoming children’s emotion 

expression may have more of a long-term than immediate impact on increases in emotion 

expression.  Children who receive EC responses from parents may be more likely to openly 

express emotion and seek their parents’ support in the future. 

Based on past research, it was expected that supportive statements would not be 

completely comforting for all children, especially those who are irritable.  Researchers have 

found that among children with high levels of negative emotionality, high and average levels of 

parent emotion-focused responses predicted lower levels of “affective balance” (Jones et al., 
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2002).  I hypothesized that there would be an interaction between parents’ supportive statements, 

which included behaviors similar to “emotion-focused” responses, and children’s “affective 

balance” scores when predicting children’s negative emotional reactions.  There was an 

interaction between children’s “affective balance” scores and parent supportive statements, but 

the association was in the opposite direction of what I had expected.  Children with higher 

“affective balance” scores who received supportive responses were more likely to react with a 

negative emotion than their peers who exhibited lower “affective balances.”  It seems that 

supportive responses provided solace for children who tended to express more negative emotion.  

However, children who tended to express less negative emotion overall, were more likely to 

react with negative emotion following parents’ supportive responses.  Perhaps these findings 

contradict past research because supportive statements in this study was a broader category than 

the responses in previous research which focused only on supportive statements that tried to 

distract children.   

Child sex differences.   There were some child sex differences observed in the links 

between a child’s negative emotion expression and his or her parent’s response.  At the episode 

level, a parent was more likely to offer an EC response to a daughter (which given the way the 

responses were coded also means that they were more likely to give an ED response to a son’s 

negative emotion expression).  This finding is consistent with results mentioned above indicating 

that girls were more likely to receive support for their negative emotions whereas boys were 

more likely to have their negative emotions dismissed. 

Boys and girls also differed in their tendency to react with an emotion following their 

parents’ negative emotional responses; boys were more likely to react by expressing a negative 

emotion than were girls.  Perhaps boys are more likely to “catch” their parents’ emotional 
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responses, a pattern observed in Larson and Richards’ (1994) study of emotion contagion: 

fathers’ emotions predicted their sons’ but not their daughters’ emotions.  It also may be that 

because boys are less likely to receive support from their parents, they continue to express 

negative affect, especially after their parents express negative emotion, such as stern tones of 

voice.     

Parent sex differences.  At the episode level, fathers were more likely than mothers to 

offer EC responses to children’s negative emotions, a result that is contrary to what was 

expected.  The parent sex difference seemed to depend on the child initial negative emotion; 

fathers were more likely to provide coaching responses to children’s sadness whereas mother 

were more likely to coach children’s anger expressions.  This implies that fathers were more 

likely to dismiss children’s anger, and mothers were more likely to dismiss children’s sadness.  

Dismissing children’s sadness seemed unexpected at first, but upon closer examination of the 

sadness expressions, it appears that most of them were of children complaining about not getting 

their way or not wanting to do something, expressions that are less likely to elicit support than 

those of hurt feelings.  For example, when a son asked for chocolate pudding, his mother 

declared that he did not eat enough dinner to earn the dessert.  He then raised his voice while 

whining, “Yes, I did!,” and his mother replied with a negative command, “You’re not having this 

tonight.”  

Summary 

Past research on negative emotion socialization typically has focused on parent-reports to 

ascertain categories of parent responses, such as emotion coaching (EC) and emotion dismissing 

(ED) behaviors (Gottman et al, 1996).  This study took the perspective of a fly on the wall to 

catch a glimpse of whether these parent behavioral response categories remain true in everyday 
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life and how they are linked to children’s emotions.  Sub-categories of ED behaviors that include 

verbal statements seem to be associated similarly with children’s negative emotions.  For 

example, initial expressions of anger or sadness were not linked with verbally dismissive 

responses, but these responses were more likely to be followed by children’s negative emotional 

reactions.  Non-Verbal ED responses, on the other hand, such as ignoring, were more likely to 

follow initial expressions of anger but did not predict a negative emotional reaction in children.  

Therefore, there may be a component of negative reinforcement among the verbally dismissive 

responses that is absent in ignoring.  Ignoring children who are misbehaving can be adaptive and 

may help extinguish such undesirable behaviors.  Exclusively categorizing parent behavioral 

responses into EC and ED may overlook important variability on the impact of responses on 

children’s emotional reactivity.  Sub-Categories of EC behaviors were difficult to compare with 

each other because the overarching EC category was predominantly made up of supportive 

statements; problem-solving and reflective statements occurred rarely.  Problem-solving and 

reflective statements typically are strategies taught in parent training programs among the 

clinical population (Webster-Stratton, 1994).  Therefore, in this non-clinical sample, it is not 

surprising that I observed these two sub-categories of responses infrequently.  Supportive 

statements did seem to be linked to children’s negative emotions differently than any of the ED 

sub-categories; unlike verbal ED responses, supportive statements did not predict negative 

emotional reactions.  Therefore, it appears that supportive statements are separate from ED 

behaviors with respect to the risk of prolonging and/or exacerbating children’s negative affect.   

The findings from this study inform clinical practice, such as parent training programs.  

The results suggest that parents should be more mindful of their use of verbal ED responses as 

they seem to sustain children’s negative emotion expressions.  If parents want their children’s 
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emotions to dissipate, then EC behaviors and ignoring seem to be more effective response 

options.  Furthermore, there were differential responses to daughters than those compared with 

sons, and sons evidently will remember receiving less support for their negative affect when they 

reach adulthood (Garside & Klimes-Dougan, 2002).  Helping parents become aware of their 

tendency to support their daughters’ emotions but discourage emotion expression in their sons 

may motivate parents to try to respond similarly to all their children and hopefully make both 

boys and girls feel supported when expressing negative affect. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study provided a unique opportunity to observe what children’s emotion expression 

looks like in daily life and how parents respond to their children’s negative emotions.  Although 

the data are very rich, there were design limitations.  The sample size within a family was quite 

large (i.e., several hundred clips per family), but there was a relatively small sample of families 

which limited statistical power.  Future research may aim to recruit more participants.   

Moreover, emotion categories may need to be even more specific as variability in parents’ 

responses could have been lost due the combining of possibly qualitatively different emotion 

behaviors (e.g., including both whining and conveying hurt feelings as sadness expressions). 

Initial inter-rater reliability scores were lower than the standard in the field for laboratory 

studies; however, this is to be expected as camera angles and footage varied from one interaction 

to the next in order to follow the natural flow of everyday life.  A strength of this study is that the 

observational techniques included coders viewing the video data multiple times until 100% inter-

rater reliability was reached.      

Lastly, this study focused on parents’ responses to children’s negative emotions.  There is 

a need to see how parents respond to positive emotions in their natural home environments.  
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Positive emotion may be neglected in the clinical literature because of an assumption that parents 

only respond in a supportive manner to their children’s display of positive emotions and 

therefore their responses would not be expected to impede emotional development.  However, 

Yap and colleagues (2008) asserted that parents do not necessarily respond positively to their 

children’s happiness.  Instead, parents may invalidate their children’s excitement by telling them 

to “quiet down” or by ignoring them.  Chronic invalidating responses to positive affect are 

theorized to foster emotion suppression which in turn fuels emotion dysregulation and 

subsequent internalizing and externalizing behavior problems.  Receptive and supportive 

responses, on the other hand, may encourage positive emotion expression and better emotion 

regulation.  Given that happiness was the most frequently expressed emotion in this study, it 

warrants attention with respect to how parents respond to this positive emotion and how children 

subsequently react. 

Despite the limitations discussed, the study was one of the first to explore middle-school-

aged children’s emotion expression and parents’ socialization practices in the home environment.  

It is my hope that future research will consider pursuing naturalistic observational data in order 

to avoid susceptibility to biases in questionnaires and laboratory procedures.  There still is much 

to be uncovered about emotion socialization, and observational data may aid in filling significant 

research gaps.    
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APPENDIX A 

Round 1 Coding Manual 
 

 All 30-second video clips in which the target child and target parent were co-present on 
screen on one weekday and one weekend day were coded for children's expressions and 
discussion of emotion.  The specific type of and start time of each expression/discussion of 
emotion was identified using the categories of emotion described below.   
Happiness 

• Participant is smiling; eyes/face appear bright or eager 
• Cheers--participant waves arms or body in a cheering or self-congratulating motion 
• Claps hands--participant claps his/her hands as though to applaud for something  
• Dances--participant moves his/her body in a rhythmic way. 
• Jumps--participant jumps off of the floor, as though in excitement or happiness 
• Laughs--The sound of laughter must be audible 
• Sings--participant sings a part of a real or made-up song. 
• Eager--participant indicates eagerness or anticipation (Hubbard, 2001) 
• Lip corners pulled up 
• Cheeks raised 
• Crinkling around eyes 
• Giggling (Cole et al, 2003) 
• Affection 
• Smirking  
• Warm emotional tone 
• Terms of endearment (e.g., “Honey” or “Sweetheart”) 
• Physical touching that is intentional and not accidental (e.g., a child sitting on a parent’s lap 

or leaning on a parent while reading a story together). 
Sadness 

• Participant’s mouth and/or eyes are turned down or droopy 
• Cries--participant has tears in his/her eyes. 
• Hides face--participant covers or shields his/her face as though to hide expression from 

other 
• Sighs--participant emits air forcefully from his/her nose or mouth as an indication of 

disappointment or frustration. 
• Slumps—participant slumps shoulders while standing or slumps entire body in seat while 

sitting.  
• Signs to indicate slumping are: sudden drop in the height of the shoulders, shoulders 

coming in toward each other, and tilt of the head to one side. 
• Slumps can be coded while sitting or standing 
• Slumps can be only one shoulder  
• Slumps can happen when hands are on the table 
• Code if he/she puts chin on table 

• Facial expressions such as tearfulness, sad frowns, or pained expressions, or looking as if 
the child is crying or about to cry.  Body gestures observed in conjunction with other 
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expressions of sadness: slumped shoulders, downcast head or eyes, wringing hands, 
wiping tears, or putting one’s head in one’s hands (SCIFF, Lindahl & Malik, 2000). 

• Pouting 
• Sad emotional tone 

Fear 
• Hand to mouth--participant puts his/her hand to his/her mouth in a gesture that indicates 

being worried or anxious, not to scratch nose or cover laughter (Hubbard, 2001). 
• Eyebrow raising but must be in conjunction with eye widening and lip stretching (sideways) 

(Wiggers, 2005). 
• Brows lowered without any cue of a specific emotion 
• Strained voice without harshness 
• Frequent eye moving (e.g., rapid glancing) (Cole et al, 2003) 

Anger 
• Participant’s eyebrows are furrowed or point inward, and participant’s mouth may be “set” 

in a hard line.   Eyes may narrow.  This code may also include an angry lip pout. 
• Aggresses--participant engages in behavior that indicates the intention of inflicting physical 

harm upon another.  Examples include hitting, kicking, or throwing objects at the person, or 
grabbing things from others 

• Frustration--examples include swinging fist, punching fist into hand, hitting self in head, 
screaming "Ahhhh!” and pretending to cry, or grunting. 

• Stomps feet--participant pounds one or both feet against the floor, and the sound of his/her 
feet hitting the floor is audible. 

• This does not include someone performing a cheer/dance that involves stomping 
• Teases--examples include pointing at someone and laughing  
• Tension, and irritation (Lindahl & Malik, 2000) 
• Lips pressed or tightened 
• Teeth clenched (Cole et al, 2003) 
• Angry emotional tone 

Surprise 
• Raised eyebrows 
• Dropped jaw and open mouth (e.g., in awe) 
• Widened eyes (Wiggers, 2005). 
• Intake of air/gasp (Cole et al, 2003) 
• Surprised emotional tone 
• An “aha” moment as in the person realizes or gets something that previously was not 

understood 
Disgust 

• Nose wrinkle 
• Gaping mouth and tongue extrusion (e.g., responding to a bad taste) 
• Raised upper lip 
• Cocked eyebrow and raised head (Rozin, Lowery, & Ebert, 1994) 
• Voice as quality of expelling sound (e.g., the sound made when saying “yuck”) (Cole et 

al, 2003) 
• Shaking head and pulling one’s face away from object that causes disgust 
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Sympathy 
• Whatever the person receiving sympathy is expressing, the sympathizer should be 

matching that emotion.  Code the matching emotion.  For example, if a mother is crying, 
the child might pout and say, “I’m sorry, Mommy.”  This emotion expression would be 
coded as sadness. 

Emotion Discussion 
• Any emotion or feeling reported or described verbally or any mention of a possible future 

emotion by the person who has experienced, is currently experiencing, or will be 
experiencing the emotion (e.g.,"I was laughing so hard!").  This is not merely an opinion 
or an appraisal (e.g., “That’s so funny” or “That’s nasty”) of something as positive or 
negative, but the actual description of emotion.  Some examples include joy, sadness, 
anger, worry, and disgust.  Please do not include taunting or teasing that frequently 
occurs between siblings or sarcasm (e.g., “You had to swim more laps, ha ha!”) (Repetti 
et al’s Parent-Child Conversations coding Manual, unpublished manuscript) 

• E.g., Reported sadness: “I’m sorry” even if the emotional tone expressed is of another 
emotion.  For example, if a mother laughs while saying “I’m sorry,” code discussion of 
sadness but also expression of happiness.   
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APPENDIX B 

Round 2 Coding Manual 
 

All child expressions of anger and sadness from Round 1 coding were examined as 
separate negative emotion episodes for Round 2 coding.  Each time a child expressed either 
anger or sadness, the intensity of the initial emotion was rated, the parent’s behavioral and 
emotional response (including its intensity) to the emotion next was coded, and then the child’s 
emotional reaction and its intensity was coded. 
   
Intensity of Child’s Initial Negative Emotion 

• Rating Scale: 1-3 
o 1 = low intensity (e.g., subtle expressions of emotion, furrowing of eyebrows, 

pursed lips, etc).  There was only one observable expression of the emotion (e.g., 
frowning but no slumping of shoulders). 

o 2 = medium intensity (e.g., expression that seems at a normal or typical intensity 
and/or there are two observable behaviors for an emotion: frowning and whining, 
stern tone of voice and furrowing of eyebrows, crying but not hysterically). 

o 3 = high intensity (e.g., behavior in the extreme: crying hysterically, yelling, 
hitting someone out of anger, throwing a tantrum, etc). 

 
Parent Behavioral Response 

The target parent’s behavioral response to the target child’s emotion could happen 
anytime from when the emotion first starts to be expressed or from 30 seconds after the emotion 
has been expressed.  If the parent responds after this 30-second window, do not code this 
response.  Possible types of parent responses are described below.  If a parent says several 
statements in a row from one type of response (e.g., four supportive statements in a row), you 
would code the first response as “supportive statement” and then not code anymore parent 
behavioral responses.  There may be a rare occasion where a parent offers multiple different 
responses to one child’s initial emotion.  In this case, code the first parent response as usual.  
There are variables designated for the parent’s second, third, and fourth response if needed.  
Most of the time, though, these variables will not be coded. 
 If the target child expresses a negative emotion, the parent ignores, the child prods with a 
neutral statement, and then the parent offers a response other than ignoring (e.g., supportive 
statement), do NOT code this parent’s subsequent supportive statement.  The supportive 
statement is in response to the child’s neutral statement.     
 

• Reflective statements.  Definition: A reflective statement is a statement which repeats all 
or part of the child's preceding verbalization. The reflection may be exactly the same 
words the child said, may contain synonymous words, or may contain some elaboration 
upon the child's statement, but the basic content must be the same as the child's message.  
These do not include mocking the child or sarcastic responses that may mimic what the 
child said or did.  These also do not include empathic statements or behaviors (e.g, 
repeating a child’s disgusted sigh in agreement that the activity is awful).  

• A reflective statement may reflect stated feeling content but does not interpret unstated 
feeling. 
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• Reflective statements are neutral and contain no praise and no criticism. 
• E.g., 

o Child: I like playing with these Legos. 
 Parent: You like this game. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You enjoy playing with these Legos. (reflective statement) 

o Child: This is a stupid game. 
 Parent: You think this game is dumb. (reflective statement) 

o Child: I'm mad at you. 
 Parent: You're mad at me. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You're angry with me. (reflective statement) 

o Child: I'm scared to make it higher. 
 Parent: You're scared. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You're afraid. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You're scared to put another block on. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You can't get the pieces to fit together. (reflective statement) 

o Child: I'm happy that we found the cookie monster. 
 Parent: You're glad that we found him. (reflective statement) 
 Parent: You're happy that we found him. (reflective statement) (Eyberg & 

Robinson, 2000). 
Problem-Solving.  Definition: a statement, question, or command that invites the child, in an 

open-ended way, to solve a problem. This could include asking the child to think, plan, organize, 
or generate ideas, solutions, or consequences.  A problem-solving statement can be related to the 
problem definition, solution, or the consequences. 

• E.g., 
o Can you think of a way that you both can play with the ball?  
o If someone started teasing you again, what would you do?  
o I have a problem and I wonder if you could help me with it.  
o How are we going to decide who will go first?  
o How can you both have a chance to look at the book?  
o Tell me your plan for changing your room around.  
o Let's see if we can figure out what to do here.  
o There's only one piece of gum and two kids who want it.  
o When you grabbed the ball from her, how do you think she felt? How can you 

find out? 
o What do you think you could say to her?  
o If you did that, what do you think might happen?  
o Do you have any other ideas?  
o If that didn't work, then what would you do?  

• Parents sometimes use problem-solving for hypothetical situations. This might occur 
during a play session with puppets, action figures, stuffed animals or some other toy. 
Parents also may use problem solving with books. 

o (Parent reading a book) What do you think that bear could do? 
o What do you think is going to happen now?  
o (Parent with puppet) Let's pretend this guy wanted to play with his brother's 

friends and they said “No.” What could he do?  
o How can he stop this guy from hitting him? 
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• Key words often signify that problem-solving is occurring.  
o Problem, solution, consequences, what would happen if.. 
o Ideas, let's suppose, brainstorm, what if, what else 
o What could he do?, How would you feel?, How would he feel? 

• If a parent is spending some time helping a child identify his feelings or someone else's 
feeling, code problem-solving. 

o How did that make you feel?  
 How do you suppose the bear feels? (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000).  

 
Supportive statements/behaviors.  Definition: statements or behaviors that offer support.  
• E.g., 

• Encouragement (e.g., “You can do it; I know you can!”) 
• Sympathy/Empathy (e.g., “I know just how you feel.”) 
• Supportive physical touching  

o Parent rubs child’s shoulder 
o Parent lifts crying child onto her lap  
o Parent: ruffles child's hair and says, “Good job!” 

• Nodding in agreement (supporting what the child says or express) 
• Answering a child’s question (but does not meet criteria for a another type of parent 

response, such as critical statement or problem-solving) 
• Return of affection (e.g., child hugs parent, and parent hugs back). 
• Praise (e.g., “That was nice and neat.”) 

 
Critical statements.  Definition: a verbalization that finds fault with the activities, products, 

or attributes of the child. Blame statements and “guilt-tripping” statements are coded as critical 
statements. 

• E.g., 
o No (except when answering a question) 
o You're being naughty. You are ugly. 
o That's a sloppy picture. I'm getting tired of you. 
o That's awful. You put that in the wrong column. 
o You stink. I don't like your attitude. 
o That's stupid. You're not trying. 
o You're so careless. What a sloppy job. 
o Oops! (to something child has done, if judgmental) 
o Darn it, Nat! 

• A negatively evaluative adjective or adverb that refers to an action, product, or attribute 
of the child makes a comment a critical statement. 

o How inferior! That's naughty. 
o That's a rotten thing to do. You're sloppy. 
o What a lousy drawing. You're careless. 
o You are foul today. That's not nice. 
o You're stupid. You're lazy. 

• A comment that corrects the child, by pointing out what is wrong, is a critical statement, 
even if delivered in “honeyed” tones. 
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o That's not the way to put that together.  
o No, honey. That's not where it goes. (2 critical statements) 
o You're using the wrong colors for the American flag. 
o That's the wrong way.  

• A statement of disapproval is a critical statement. 
o That's not very funny.  
o I don't like it when you talk back.  
o I don't like you to throw things.  
o I don't like your cat picture.  

• Obvious parental sarcasm that refers to an activity, product, or attribute of the child is 
coded critical statement. 

o Well, that's just great!  
o You've gotta be kidding!  
o You call that a house!  
o Thanks a lot! (sarcastically)  
o Excuse me. (sarcastically)  
o What do you want? (sarcastic or irritated tone) 

• Parental threats or predictions that describe the potential negative consequences of the 
child's behavior are coded as critical statements. This means vague threats or unspecified 
consequences. Contrast this with warnings; here, the negative consequences are not so 
clearly negative from the child's point of view, whereas a warning specifies a 
consequence that is clearly undesirable to the child. 

o If you don't put your blocks away another child may step on them. 
o I'm going to count to 3. If you leave your bike outside someone might steal it. 
o If you don't put your coat on, you'll catch a cold. 
o Do you want a spanking? You’d better get started right now or else. 

• Parent smart talk is a critical statement. This is unwillingness on the parent’s part to go 
along with a child's request. It is non-cooperative, ungenerous, rejecting, dishonoring or 
disrespectful. 

o Parent: Because I said “no”.  
o Child: Give the blue block to me. 
o Parent: It’s mine. 
o Parent: Because I said so. 

• Code any critical statement about the target child made by the parent being observed, 
even if the statement is directed to someone other than the child. For example, if the 
parent makes a critical remark about the child to you, the other parent, or a sibling, code 
critical statement. If the parent makes a critical statement while not being coded, note the 
remark in the ‘Other’ box on the coding sheet. 

o Parent: (to researcher) You're seeing him at his worst today. 
o Parent: (to researcher) He usually behaves way worse than this. 
o You want to put the trees on top of the sailboat? (said with obvious sarcasm) 
o Billy, why don't you sit still for once in your life? 
o Not like that! 
o You're not helping me. 
o No, no, no, no, no! (5 critical statements) 
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o Do I have to count to 3? 
o Child: I don’t like apples. 

 Parent: Yes. You do. 
o Uh-uh-uh! (critical x 3) 
o Hey! Hey! Hey! (critical x 3) 
o You're worrying about this too much (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000). 
o Mocking, sarcasm 

Negative commands.  Definition: parent tells the child not to do something. It is a type of 
critical statement, but it conveys more specific behavioral information. 

• E.g., 
o Shhh! 
o Stop! We’re done. (2 negative commands) 
o Stop shouting. We gotta stop for a minute. 
o Absolutely not. We’re not gonna knock toys around. 
o Nobody eats until I eat. Not so hard. 
o Don't put that gun in the toy box. Forget it. 
o Cut that out. We’re done. (meaning “stop”) 
o You shouldn't stand on the furniture. No hitting. 
o I told you not to write on the wall. 
o I don't want you to do that again. 
o Don't be hitting her. 
o Don't throw her on the floor. 
o You don't need to pick them up to know what they are. (when tone of voice 

indicates clear disapproval of behavior) 
o That's good enough. or That’s fine. (meaning “stop”) 
o That's enough. (if accompanied by physical restraint or other physical negative, 

code critical 
o statement) 
o That's good. (meaning “That's enough”) 
o Leave it alone. Leave me alone. Leave her alone. 
o Leave it alone before you burn yourself. 
o When child says, “No” because he does not want to do something, and the parent 

replies with, “Yes” (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000). 
o Be careful! 

 
Minimizing/Dismissive statements.  Definition: statements that suggest the child is 

experiencing inappropriate levels of affect/emotion at the moment 
• E.g., 

o “You’re fine.  Shake it off” 
o “It’s not that bad.” 
o “There’s no need to cry about it.” 
o “You’re ok.” (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000) 
o “Well, that’s that.” “The end.”  (to cut-off the child’s conversation) 

Ignoring.  Definition: parent does not respond to child’s initial emotion AND target parent 
does NOT meet criteria for parent responses “No opportunity to respond” or “Someone other 
than target parent responded.”  See below for more details. 
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• If parent ignores child’s emotion and then changes the topic of conversation, code this as 
ignore.  Once the parent changes the topic, do not wait the full 30 seconds to code the 
child’s emotional reaction.  Code the reaction right after the parent finishes changing the 
topic. 

No opportunity to respond.  Definition: target parent is on screen with target child but is 
not a part of child’s conversation with others or is across the room and unable to hear the child. 

• E.g., Mother is washing dishes while target child laughs with younger sibling at the table 
across the room from the mother. 

 
Someone other than target parent responded.  Definition: someone other than the target 

parent responded to target child’s emotion so that the target parent did not need to respond to the 
child. 

• E.g., Target child, target parent (mother), and father sit at the dinner table.  Target child 
whines with an irritated tone, “Can I please be done with dinner?”  Father (non-target 
parent) responds, “Not with that tone, you may not.” 

• Contrast the above example with the child saying “Hi” in a happy manner, and the non-
target parent laughs in response.  The parent’s laughter does not make it so the target 
parent no longer needs to respond.  In this case, the target parent’s response would be 
coded as ignoring, but you also would code for someone other than the target parent 
responded to the child’s emotion.  

 
Target Parent’s Emotional Response 

If the target parent responds to the child with his or her own emotion, indicate which 
emotion the parent expressed (e.g., happiness, anger, sadness, etc…).  If the parent expressed 
two different emotions consecutively, record the first emotion in one of the six separate parent 
emotion variables (e.g., “PHappiness, PAnger, etc) and the second parent emotional response 
under the variable, “PSecondEmoResp.” There also is a variable for a parent’s third emotional 
response if need be.  Refer to Round 1’s coding manual to determine the parent’s emotion.  If the 
parent did not express an emotion, code the emotional response as neutral. 

 
Emotion intensity.  If the parent expressed an emotion, rate this emotion’s intensity using 

the same scale used for child’s initial emotion. 
• Rating Scale 1-3 

o 1 = low intensity (e.g., subtle expressions of emotion, smiles/smirks, furrowing of 
eyebrows, pursed lips, etc).  There was only one observable expression of the 
emotion (e.g., a smile but no laughter as well, frowning but no slumping of 
shoulders). 

o 2 = medium intensity (e.g., expression that seems at a normal or typical intensity 
and/or there are two observable behaviors for an emotion: smiling and laughing, 
stern tone of voice and furrowing of eyebrows, crying but not hysterically). 

o 3 = high intensity (e.g., behavior in the extreme: laughing or crying hysterically, 
yelling, hitting someone out of anger, throwing a tantrum, etc). 

 
 

Child’s Emotional Reaction to Parent’s Response 
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Starting from when the parent finished his or her response to the child’s initial emotion, 

determine whether the child reacted to this parent’s response with an emotion or neutral reaction.  
If the child reacted by expressing an emotion, refer to Round 1’s coding manual to determine 
which emotion the child expressed (e.g., happiness, anger, sadness, etc…).  If the child expressed 
anger, sadness, fear, or disgust, then code that the child reacted with “negative” emotion or a 
score of -1.  If the child reacted by expressing happiness, then code the child as having reacted 
with “positive” emotion or a score of 1.  If the child did not express an emotion, then score the 
reaction as “neutral” or a score of 0.  Because surprise can be either positive or negative in 
valence, this emotional reaction has its own separate code.  If the child reacted by expressing 
surprise, code this with a score of “2.” 

There may be cases where a parent responds in the middle of a child’s long expression of 
an emotion.  For example, say a child throws an angry tantrum at 10:42, and the parent tells the 
child, “Cut it out!” at 10:48, but the child’s tantrum continues until 10:54.  The parent’s response 
is considered the termination of the child’s initial emotion.  The child’s angry tantrum that then 
goes from 10:48-10:54 is the child’s subsequent emotional reaction to the parent’s negative 
command.   

 
Emotional reaction intensity.  If the child reacted by expressing an emotion, rate this 

emotion’s intensity using the same scale used for the child’s initial emotion and for parent’s 
emotional response. 

• Rating Scale 1-3 
o 1 = low intensity (e.g., subtle expressions of emotion, smiles/smirks, furrowing of 

eyebrows, pursed lips, etc).  There was only one observable expression of the 
emotion (e.g., a smile but no laughter as well, frowning but no slumping of 
shoulders). 

o 2 = medium intensity (e.g., expression that seems at a normal or typical intensity 
and/or there are two observable behaviors for an emotion: smiling and laughing, 
stern tone of voice and furrowing of eyebrows, crying but not hysterically). 

o 3 = high intensity (e.g., behavior in the extreme: laughing or crying hysterically, 
yelling, hitting someone out of anger, throwing a tantrum, etc). 

• Note: a child’s emotional reaction that follows a parent’s response also was coded as an 
initial emotion in the subsequent emotion episode. 
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APPENDIX C  
 

        Supplemental Tables 
Table C1 
 
Number of Clips in Which Emotion was Expressed by Children (with Mothers and Fathers Across Two Days) (N=29 Children) 

       M Median SD Range 

Any emotion    209 194  108 44-404     
Positive emotion   166 140  101 32-384    
Negative emotion   54 43  42 6-174 

Anger    39 28  35 3-144  
Sadness   21 14  18 1-68  

Surprise    5 4  5 0-19   
Disgust    3 2  3 0-10 
Fear     1 0  1 0-5 
 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness.  The two 
families headed by same-sex couples were excluded from this table. The mean frequencies for those two children are as follows: 
M(any emotion) = 132, M(positive emotion) = 100, M(negative emotion) = 45, M(anger) = 37, M(sadness) = 9, M(surprise) = 4, 
M(disgust) = 3, and M(fear) = 1.   
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Table C2 
 
Number of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion (with Mothers and Fathers Across Two Days) 

        Boys (n = 16)       Girls (n = 13) 

M Median SD Range    M Median SD Range 

Any emotion   169 149  95 44-350    253 291  110 76-404   
Positive emotion  129 113  78 32-286    212 206  109 65-384 
Negative emotion  52 40  43 10-174    57 52  42 6-138 

Anger   36 28  36 3-144          43 28  35 4-131 
Sadness  23 18  18 3-60       19 13  19 1-68 

Surprise   5 4  6 0-19    5 4  4 0-16 
Disgust   2 1  2 0-4    4 4  3 1-10 
Fear    0 0  1 0-2    1 1  1 0-5 
 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness.  The two 
families headed by same-sex couples were excluded from this table. The mean frequencies for the son of one of the excluded families 
are as follows: M(any emotion) = 158, M(positive emotion) = 116, M(negative emotion) = 61, M(anger) = 57, M(sadness) = 6, 
M(surprise) = 4, M(disgust) = 3, and M(fear) = 0.  The mean frequencies for the daughter of the other family are as follows: M(any 
emotion) = 106, M(positive emotion) = 83, M(negative emotion) = 28, M(anger) = 17, M(sadness) = 11, M(surprise) = 3, M(disgust) 
= 2, and M(fear) = 1.    
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Table C3 
 
Number of Clips in Which Emotion was Expressed by Children with Mothers and with Fathers (Across Two Days) 

M Median SD Range 
 
Mother-Child Dyads (n = 29) 
 Any emotion   110 96  60 15-236 

Positive emotion  87 64  54 13-229 
 Negative emotion  30 23  25 2-97 

Anger   21 14  20 0-76 
Sadness  12   9  13 1-56 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 31) 
 Any emotion   99 100  59 11-216 

Positive emotion  80 67  54 1-187 
 Negative emotion  26 23  22 1-81 

Anger   19 13     18 0-72 
Sadness    8   6    8 0-31 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C4 
 
Number of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers (Across Two Days) 

  Boys                 Girls 

M Median SD Range    M Median SD Range 

Mother-Child Dyads (n =16 boys, 13 girls) 
 Any emotion  90 73  55 15-209    134 135  60 51-236  

Positive emotion 68 55  46 13-146    110 110  57 49-229 
 Negative emotion 28 23  24 2-93    32 23  28 3-97 

Anger  19 15  20 0-72       23 14  21 1-76 
Sadness 14 10  13 2-44    11   5  15 1-56 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 17 boys, 14 girls) 
 Any emotion  84 70  54 11-175    118 104  62 14-216 

Positive emotion 64 62  44 1-142    101 88  60 11-187 
 Negative emotion 26 15  24 1-81    25 25  19 3-61 

Anger  19 12  20 0-72    19 17  16 2-55 
Sadness   9   6    9 0-31      9   9    8 0-24 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C5 
 
Number of Clips in Which Children Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days 

M Median SD Range 
 
Mother-Child Dyads (n = 29) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion   52 46  34 11-128   
Positive emotion  40 30  28 3-104 

  Negative emotion  16 10  18 0-86 
Anger   12   7  13 0-53 
Sadness    6   3    9 0-51 

Weekend 
  Any emotion   57 46  38 4-127  

Positive emotion  47 33  38 2-125 
  Negative emotion  13   9  13 1-64 

Anger     9   5  11 0-52 
Sadness    7   4    9 0-38 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C5 (Continued) 
 
 Number of Clips in Which Children Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days 

M Median SD Range 
 
Father-Child Dyads (n = 31) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion   46 45  35 1-125   
Positive emotion  38 36  31 0-111 

  Negative emotion  11   9  11 0-41 
Anger     8   7    9 0-38 
Sadness    3   2    4 0-17 

Weekend 
  Any emotion   53 48  39 3-120 

Positive emotion  42 30  36 1-119 
  Negative emotion  15   8  16 0-62 

Anger   11   6  13 0-53 
Sadness    5   4    6 0-21 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C6 
 
Proportion of Clips in Which Children Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days  

     M Median SD Range 

 
Mother-Child Dyads (n = 29) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion   .39 .37  .15 .09-.73   
Positive emotion  .29 .27  .13 .04-.60 

  Negative emotion  .12 .10  .10 .00-.48 
Anger   .09 .06  .08 .00-.27 
Sadness  .05 .03  .05 .00-.28 

Weekend 
  Any emotion   .43 .39  .15 .22-.71  

Positive emotion  .34 .30  .16 .11-.67 
  Negative emotion  .11 .08  .10 .01-.44 

Anger   .08 .05  .09 .00-.35 
Sadness  .06 .04  .08 .00-.39 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C6 (Continued) 
 
 Proportion of Clips in Which Children Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days 

      

M Median SD Range 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 31) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion   .38 .37  .16 .03-.71    
Positive emotion  .31 .35  .16 .00-.63 

  Negative emotion  .09 .07  .07 .00-.23 
Anger   .07 .05  .06 .00-.22 
Sadness  .03 .02  .03 .00-.11 

Weekend 
  Any emotion   .40 .39  .16 .07-.75 

Positive emotion  .29 .29  .15 .06-.65 
  Negative emotion  .13 .10  .11 .00-.50 

Anger   .09 .06  .11 .00-.50 
Sadness  .04 .03  .05 .00-.22 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C7 
 
Number of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and Weekend Days 

          Boys              Girls 

M      Median  SD        Range              M     Median SD Range 

 
Mother-Child Dyads (n =16 boys, 13 girls) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion  41 34 30 11-117    67 59 33 23-128  
Positive emotion 31 24 27 3-96    52 47 25 17-104 

  Negative emotion 13 10 11 0-34    21 15 24 2-86 
Anger    9   6   9 0-28    15   9 16 0-53 
Sadness   5   4   3 0-10      8   3 14 0-51 

Weekend 
  Any emotion  49 38 38 4-126    67 67 37 15-127  

Positive emotion 37 25 36 2-120    59 52 38 12-125 
  Negative emotion 15   9 17 2-64    11   9   8 1-28 

Anger  10   6 13 0-52       8   5   8 1-23 
Sadness   9   6 11 0-38        4   2   3 0-11 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C7 (Continued) 
 
 Number of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and Weekend Days 

           Boys       Girls 

M      Median   SD       Range                          M     Median SD       Range 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 17 boys, 14 girls) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion   36 25 34 1-117    58 55 34 9-125  
Positive emotion  28 21 29 0-101    51 50 30 9-111 

  Negative emotion  10   7 11 0-40    12   9 11 0-41 
Anger     7   5   9 0-32    10   9 10 0-38 
Sadness    3   2   4 0-17        3   3   4 0-15 

Weekend 
  Any emotion   48 35 41 3-120    60 48 36 5-112  

Positive emotion  36 27 34 1-119    50 34 39 2-111 
  Negative emotion  16   8 19 1-62    13 17 11 0-37 

Anger   12   3 16 0-53    10   9   9 0-29 
Sadness    5   4   6 0-17       5   5   6 0-21 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C8 
 
Proportion of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days 

   Boys       Girls 

M Median SD Range   M Median SD Range 

Mother-Child Dyads (n =16 boys, 13 girls) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion  .34 .31  .15 .09-.73   .44 .38  .14 .29-.72  
Positive emotion .25 .23  .15 .04-.60   .34 .35  .10 .20-.52  

  Negative emotion .11 .09  .07 .00-.25   .14 .10  .13 .02-.48  
Anger  .07 .05  .07 .00-.21      .10 .06  .09 .00-.27 
Sadness .04 .04  .03 .00-.09     .04 .03  .07 .00-.28 

Weekend 
  Any emotion  .42 .41  .16 .22-.71   .44 .39  .14 .22-.69   

Positive emotion .31 .28  .16 .11-.67   .38 .30  .17 .17-.64 
  Negative emotion .13 .10  .11 .02-.44   .08 .08  .07 .01-.28 

Anger  .09 .05  .10 .00-.35     .06 .03  .06 .01-.23 
Sadness .08 .05  .10 .00-.39     .03 .02  .03 .00-.11 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness 
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Table C8 (Continued) 
 
 Proportion of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays and on Weekend Days 

   Boys       Girls 

M Median SD Range   M Median SD Range 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 17 boys, 14 girls) 
 Weekday 

Any emotion  .30 .33  16 .03-.59   .47 .46  .12 .24-.71  
Positive emotion .23 .24  .15 .00-.51   .41 .44  .11 .24-.63 

  Negative emotion .09 .09  .06 .00-.20   .10 .07  .08 .00-.23 
Anger  .06 .05  .06 .00-.17      .08 .05  .07 .00-.22 
Sadness .03 .02  .04 .00-.11         .03 .02  .03 .00-.10 

Weekend 
  Any emotion  .39 .39  .18 .07-.75   .41 .38  .15 .24-.65  

Positive emotion .27 .26  .13 .06-.60   .32 .29  .17 .10-.65  
  Negative emotion .13 .10  .13 .01-.50   .11 .09  .10 .00-.39 

Anger  .10 .06  .13 .00-.50      .08 .07  .08 .00-.31 
Sadness .04 .03  .04 .00-.13      .04 .03  .06 .00-.22 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table C9 
 
 Mothers’ and Fathers’ Emotion Intensities and Children’s Emotion Intensities with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekdays 

Mothers      Fathers 

n M Median   SD Range  n M   Median   SD     Range 

Child Initial Negative (3-Point Scale)  28 1.35 1.30    .30 1.00-2.00 27     1.38    1.29      .32    1.00-2.00  
Child Initial Negative (Dichotomized) 28 1.33 1.30    .29 1.00-2.00 27     1.37    1.29      .32    1.00-2.00 
Parent Emotional Response (3-Point Scale) 20 1.10 1.00    .19 1.00-1.67 14     1.11    1.00      .28    1.00-2.00 
Parent Emotional Response (Dichotomized) 20 1.10 1.00    .19 1.00-1.67 14     1.12    1.00      .28    1.00-2.00 
Child Emotional Reaction (3-Point Scale) 
 (Positive or negative emotion) 25 1.14 1.00    .17 1.00-1.53 20     1.26    1.23      .27    1.00-2.00 
Child Emotional Reaction (Dichotomized) 
 (Positive or negative emotion) 25 1.13 1.00    .15 1.00-1.47 20     1.27    1.23      .28    1.00-2.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The 29 Mother-Child and 31 
Father-Child Dyads were included in this table. 
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Table C10 
 
 Mothers’ and Fathers’ Emotion Intensities and Children’s Emotion Intensities with Mothers and with Fathers on Weekend Days 

Mothers      Fathers 

n M Median   SD Range  n         M    Median    SD      Range 

Child Initial Negative (3-Point Scale)  27 1.43 1.43    .34 1.00-2.25 28     1.33     1.29       .29    1.00-2.00  
Child Initial Negative (Dichotomized) 27 1.39 1.43    .28 1.00-2.00 28     1.31     1.27       .28    1.00-2.00 
Parent Emotional Response (3-Point Scale) 20 1.21 1.00    .35 1.00-.200 12     1.16     1.04       .24    1.00-1.75 
Parent Emotional Response (Dichotomized) 20 1.21 1.00    .35 1.00-2.00 12     1.14     1.04       .20    1.00-1.50 
Child Emotional Reaction (3-Point Scale) 
 (Positive or negative emotion) 21 1.33 1.25    .36 1.00-2.33 18     1.29     1.22       .32    1.00-2.00 
Child Emotional Reaction (Dichotomized) 
 (Positive or negative emotion) 21 1.30 1.25    .31 1.00-2.00 18     1.28     1.22       .31    1.00-2.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The 29 Mother-Child and 31 
Father-Child Dyads were included in this table. 
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Table C11 
 
Frequencies of Children’s Emotional Reactions 

   Child Emotional Reaction 

Positive   Negative          Neutral 

M     Median SD             Range      M   Median   SD   Range    M   Median  SD      Range      

Mother- and Father-Child Dyads  2 1         3      0-16        15       14        14     0-55      34     21       39       1-192 
(n = 31)    
Mother-Child Dyads (Both Days)  1 1         1      0-5            8         5         9      0-27      19     10       23       0-96 
(n = 29)   
 Weekday (n = 28)  1 0         1      0-3            5         4        6       0-23     10      6        15        0-68 
 Weekend day (n = 27) 1        0         1      0-4            4         2        5       0-19       9       5       15        0-73 
 
Father-Child Dyads (Both Days) 1       0         2      0-12        8           5          8     0-28      16     12       19       0-96 
(n = 30) 
 Weekday (n = 27)  1       0         2      0-6          4          2          4     0-15        7       5          7      0-22  
 Weekend day (n = 28)  1       0         2      0-8          5          3          6     0-23      11       8         16     0-78 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C12 
 
Frequencies of Child Negative Emotion (Anger and Sadness) Episodes 

   Anger       Sadness 

n M Median SD Range  n M    Median       SD Range 

Across All Clips   28 36 26  37 2-168  29 17 10    17 1-60 
 
Both Days 
 Mother-Child dyads  27 21 13  22 1-82  28 9 5    11 1-49 

Father-Child dyads   29 18 13  19 1-86  24 10 7     9 1-30 
  

Weekday   
 Mother-Child dyads  26 12 7  14 1-53  25 6 3     9 1-44  
 Father-Child dyads   25 9 5  8 1-26  20 5 3     5 1-20 
 
Weekend Day  
 Mother-Child dyads  25 10 5  14 1-65  23 5 4     5 1-24  
 Father-Child dyads  26 12 8  15 1-69  21 7 4     6 1-19  
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table. When the data were aggregated 
across parents and days, only the 29 families headed by both mothers and fathers were included in the descriptives.    
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

104 
 

 
 
Table C13 
 
Frequencies of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions (n = 29)  

M  Median  SD   Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  12    8   14  1-45    
Parent reflective statements    0    0     1  0-3 

 Parent problem-solving statements   1       0     2  0-6  
 Parent supportive statements  11    7   12  0-41 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses 39  31   38  0-179 
 Parent critical statements    7    4     9  0-35 
 Parent negative commands    8    5   12  0-61 
 Parent minimizing statements    3    1     4  0-15 
 Parent ignoring   21  16   18  0-68 
Parent Emotional Responses     8    5     9  0-34 
 Happiness      4    2     5  0-20 
 Anger       4    2     5  0-27 
 Sadness      0    0     1  0-4 
 Surprise      0    0     0  0-1 
 Fear       0    0     0  0-1 
 Disgust      0    0     0  0-0 
 
Note.  The two families headed by same-sex couples were excluded from this table. The mean frequencies of the main response 
categories for the two excluded parents are as follows: M(Emotion Coaching) = 14, M(Emotion Dismissing) = 26, and M(Emotional 
Responses) = 3. 
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Table C14 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions  

   Mothers (n=29)     Fathers (n = 31) 

M Median SD Range  M Median SD Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses    7   4  10   0-37    6    3     7 0-30 
Parent reflective statements    0   0    1   0-2    0    0     0 0-2  

 Parent problem-solving statements   0   0    1   0-6      0    0     1 0-3  
 Parent supportive statements    6   4    8   0-29    6    3     6 0-27 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses 21 11  21   0-83  19  14   20 0-96  
 Parent critical statements    4   1    6   0-21    3    1     4 0-18  
 Parent negative commands    5   3    5   0-23    4    2     7 0-38       
 Parent minimizing statements    2   1    3   0-15    1    0     1 0-6 
 Parent ignoring   11   7  10   0-33  11  11   10 0-40     
Parent Emotional Responses     4   3    5   0-22    3    2     6 0-30     
 Happiness      2   1    2   0-8    2    0     3 0-16 
 Anger       2   1    3   0-16    1    0     3 0-11 
 Sadness      0   0    0   0-2    0    0     1 0-4 
 Surprise      0   0    0   0-1    0    0     0 0-1 
 Fear       0   0    0   0-1    0    0     0 0-0 
 Disgust      0   0    0   0-1    0    0     0 0-0   
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C15 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions on Weekdays   

   Mothers (n = 29)    Fathers (n = 31) 

M Median SD Range  M Median SD Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  4    1     7    0-33    3    1  4 0-17 
Parent reflective statements  0    0     0    0-1    0    0  0 0-2  

 Parent problem-solving statements 0    0     1    0-6      0    0  1 0-3  
 Parent supportive statements  4    1     6    0-26    3    1  4 0-14 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses         12    8   13    0-61    8    5  8 0-28  
 Parent critical statements   2    1     3    0-17    1    1  2 0-7  
 Parent negative commands   3    2     4    0-18    2    1  2 0-7       
 Parent minimizing statements   1    1     2    0-8    0    0  1 0-3 
 Parent ignoring    6    4     6    0-21    4    3  4 0-13     
Parent Emotional Responses     2    2     3    0-9    2    1  4 0-17     
 Happiness      1    0     2    0-6    1    0  2 0-8 
 Anger       1    1     2    0-7    1    0  2 0-8 
 Sadness      0    0     0    0-1    0    0  0 0-1 
 Surprise      0    0     0    0-1    0    0  0 0-0 
 Fear       0    0     0    0-0    0    0  0 0-0 
 Disgust      0    0     0    0-0    0    0  0 0-0   
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C16 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions on Weekdays   

                 Mothers (n = 29)          Fathers (n = 31) 

M Median SD Range  M Median SD Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  .22 .17  .22 .00-1.00 .27    .24  .24     .00-1.00  
Parent reflective statements  .01 .00  .02 .00-.09    .01    .00  .05     .00-.25 
Parent problem-solving statements .01 .00  .03 .00-.15    .01    .00  .04     .00-.13 

 Parent supportive statements  .21 .17  .21 .00-1.00 .23    .19  .23     .00-1.00 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses .77 .82  .22 .00-1.00 .73    .76  .24     .00-1.00  
 Parent critical statements  .12 .05  .17 .00-.67     .13    .07  .20     .00-1.00 
 Parent negative commands  .19 .13  .23 .00-1.00 .12    .07  .16     .00-.67 
 Parent minimizing statements  .07 .03  .11 .00-.50     .03    .00  .06     .00-.29 
 Parent ignoring   .39 .43  .19 .00-.67    .45    .42  .28     .00-1.00 
Parent Emotional Responses   .15 .11  .15 .00-.50  .11    .05  .17     .00-.63  
 Happiness    .03 .00  .06 .00-.22     .06    .00  .12     .00-.50 
 Anger     .11 .02  .14 .00-.50     .05    .00  .10     .00-.33 
 Sadness    .00 .00  .01 .00-.06     .01    .00  .02     .00-.08 
 Surprise    .01 .00  .04 .00-.20     .00    .00  .00     .00-.00 
 Fear     .00 .00  .00 .00-.00    .00    .00  .00     .00-.00 
 Disgust    .00 .00  .00 .00-.00     .00    .00  .00     .00-.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C17 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions on Weekend Days  

   Mothers (n = 29)          Fathers (n = 31) 

M Median SD Range  M Median SD Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  3   2    6 0-30    3    2     4    0-13 
Parent reflective statements  0   0    0 0-1    0    0     0    0-1  

 Parent problem-solving statements 0   0    1 0-4      0    0     0    0-2  
 Parent supportive statements  3   2    5 0-25    3    2     4    0-13 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses 10   6  12 1-59  13  10   17    0-79  
 Parent critical statements    2   1    4 0-15    2    5     3    0-14   
 Parent negative commands    2   1    3 0-14    3    0     6    0-33       
 Parent minimizing statements    1   0    3 0-14    0    0     1    0-6 
 Parent ignoring     6   3    6 0-20    8    6     8    0-32     
Parent Emotional Responses     2   1    3 0-16    2    0     3    0-13     
 Happiness      1   0    2 0-6    1    0     2    0-8 
 Anger       1   0    2 0-10    1    0     2    0-10 
 Sadness      0   0    0 0-2    0    0     1    0-3 
 Surprise      0   0    0 0-1    0    0     0    0-1 
 Fear       0   0    0 0-1    0    0     0    0-0 
 Disgust      0   0    0 0-0    0    0     0    0-0   
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C18 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions on Weekend Days  

Mothers (n = 29)    Fathers (n = 31) 

M Median SD Range  M Median SD Range 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  .19    .17  .17 .00-.63  .28    .20  .28     .00-1.00  
Parent reflective statements  .01    .00  .02 .00-.09     .00    .00  .00     .00-.02 
Parent problem-solving statements .00    .00  .01 .00-.04     .00    .00  .01     .00-.07 

 Parent supportive statements  .19    .17  .17 .00-.63     .27    .20  .28     .00-1.00 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses .80    .83  .18 .38-1.00 .72    .80  .28     .00-1.00  
 Parent critical statements  .21    .14  .27 .00-1.00 .10    .02  .20     .00-1.00 
 Parent negative commands  .18    .10  .27 .00-1.00 .07    .00  .10     .00-.38 
 Parent minimizing statements  .03    .00  .10 .00-.50     .02    .00  .05     .00-.17 
 Parent ignoring   .38    .40  .28 .00-.83     .53    .54  .30     .00-1.00 
Parent Emotional Responses   .21    .14  .26 .00-1.00 .10    .00  .22     .00-1.00 
 Happiness    .08    .00  .15 .00-.63     .04    .00  .08     .00-.36 
 Anger     .12    .00  .25 .00-1.00 .02    .00  .05     .00-.18 
 Sadness    .00    .00  .02 .00-.10     .00    .00  .03     .00-.14 
 Surprise    .00    .00  .02 .00-.09     .04    .00  .19     .00-1.00 
 Fear     .00    .00  .01 .00-.05     .00    .00  .00     .00-.00 
 Disgust    .00    .00  .00 .00-.00     .00    .00  .00     .00-.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table. 
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Table C19 
 
Frequencies of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Anger and Sadness Across Parents and Days 

Anger      Sadness 

M(Med)  Range            M(Med)            Range 

Emotion Coaching    9(4)   0-40    4(2)   0-14 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)  27(18)   3-137    13(8)   0-45 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore) 12(10)   0-85    6(2)   0-28 
 
Ignore      15(11)   0-52    7(5)   0-25 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  Only the 29 families headed 
by both mothers and fathers were included. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

111 
 

 
 
Table C20 
 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Anger and Sadness 

                 Anger      Sadness 

       Mothers (n = 27)            Fathers (n = 29) Mothers (n = 28)       Fathers (n = 24) 

         M(Med)   Range          M(Med)   Range    M(Med)   Range      M(Med)   Range 

Emotion Coaching    6(3)    0-26  4(2)     0-23  2(1)     0-11  3(2)     0-8 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)  15(10)    1-58  14(10)     0-79  7(4)     0-37  7(4)     0-25 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore) 7(4)    0-40  5(2)     0-45  4(2)     0-24  3(1)     0-11 
 
Ignore      8(6)    0-31  8(7)     0-34  3(3)     0-13  4(3)     0-15 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table C21 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Boys’ and Girls’ Anger and Sadness 

                    Anger      Sadness 

Boys    Girls     Boys             Girls 

Parent Responses                       M(Med)  Range    M(Med)    Range        M(Med)     Range      M(Med) Range 

Mother-Child Dyads 
 Emotion coaching                   4(2) 0-24    8(4)  1-26  2(1)             0-10 2(1)     0-11  
 Emotion dismissing   15(10) 1-58    16(10) 2-50  8(6)            1-25 7(3)     0-37 

 (with ignore) 
Emotion dismissing   7(4) 0-40    8(4)  0-20  4(2)            0-15 4(1)     0-24 

 (without ignore) 
Ignore     8(6) 0-23    9(6)  1-31  4(3)        0-10 3(2)     0-13 

Father-Child Dyads 
Emotion coaching                   3(2) 0-15    6(2)  0-23  2(1)        0-6 4(4)     1-8 
Emotion dismissing   14(8) 0-79    13(10) 1-33  8(4)        1-25 7(4)     0-22 

 (with ignore)      
Emotion dismissing   6(3) 0-45    4(2)  0-19  3(1)        0-11 3(1)     0-10 

 (without ignore) 
Ignore     8(5) 0-34    9(9)  0-21  4(2)        0-15 4(3)     0-12  

 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The number of parent child 
dyads for each child negative emotion are as follows: Mother-Daughter sadness = 12 mother-daughter anger = 12, mother-son sadness 
= 16, mother-son anger = 15, father-daughter sadness = 9, father-daughter anger = 13, father-son sadness = 15, and father-son anger = 
16. 
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Table C22  
 
Frequencies of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotions 

Mild Intensity     Moderate Intensity 

M(Med)  Range    M(Med)  Range 

Emotion Coaching    8(5)   0-27    5(2)   0-21 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)  25(19)   0-129    15(10)   0-50 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore) 11(7)   0-75    7(5)   0-36 
 
Ignore      14(10)   0-54    8(5)   0-24 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  Only the 29 families headed 
by both mothers and fathers were included. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

114 
 

 
 
Table C23 
 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotions  

Mild Intensity     Moderate Intensity 

Mothers (n = 28) Fathers (n = 29) Mothers (n = 26)       Fathers (n = 28) 

        M(Med)   Range      M(Med)   Range      M(Med)   Range      M(Med)   Range 

 

Emotion Coaching    5(3) 0-18  4(2)      0-21 3(1)      0-19 3(1)     0-10 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)  14(7) 0-57  12(10)      0-72 9(7)      1-26 8(5)     0-32 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore) 7(4) 0-36  5(3)      0-39 4(3)      0-21 4(2)     0-17 
 
Ignore      7(5) 0-22  8(8)      0-33 4(4)      0-14 4(3)     0-16 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

115 
 

 
 
Table C24 
Frequencies of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotions 

Mild Intensity     Moderate Intensity 

      Boys               Girls    Boys           Girls 

Parent Responses                      M(Med)  Range    M(Med)        Range           M(Med)     Range      M(Med)    Range 

Mother-Child Dyads 
Emotion coaching                   4(2) 0-17    6(4)  0-18  2(1)             0-17 4(2)     0-19  
 Emotion dismissing   14(8) 1-57    14(7)  0-41  9(8)            1-26 9(5)     1-26 

 (with ignore) 
Emotion dismissing   7(5) 0-36    7(2)  0-23  4(3)            0-19 5(2)     1-21 

 (without ignore) 
Ignore     7(5) 0-22    8(5)  0-19  5(4)        0-12 4(3)     0-14 

Father-Child Dyads 
Emotion coaching                   3(2) 0-7    6(3)  0-21  2(1)        0-10 3(2)     0-10 
Emotion dismissing   13(8) 0-72    12(11) 1-36  8(5)        0-24 7(4)     1-32 

 (with ignore)      
Emotion dismissing   5(3) 0-39    4(3)  0-20  4(2)        0-17 3(1)          0-16

 (without ignore) 
Ignore     8(3) 0-33    8(9)  1-16  4(3)        0-12 4(3)          0-16 

 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The number of parent child 
dyads mild and moderate intensity are as follows: Mother-Daughter mild intensity = 12, mother-daughter moderate intensity = 12, 
mother-son mild intensity = 16, mother-son moderate intensity = 14, father-daughter mild intensity = 12, father-daughter moderate 
intensity = 13, father-son mild intensity = 17, and father-son moderate intensity = 15. 
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Table C25 
 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 2: Children’s Negative Emotions Predicting Parents’ Responses 

Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)    γ (df)      χ2(df)(Overall Model Significance) 

Model 1 (Negative Commands as Dependent Variable)       10.74(7)   
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.08 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion intensity (1)    .18 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion x intensity (1)    -.18 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        .43 (27) 
 Parent sex x child initial negative emotion (1)   -.33 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        -.52 (29) 
 Child sex x child initial negative emotion (1)    .20 (1485) 
 
Model 2 (Minimizing Statements as Dependent Variable)       14.05*(7) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.78 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion intensity (1)    -.34 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion x intensity (1)    .36 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        .39 (27) 
 Parent sex x child initial negative emotion (1)   .72 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .35 (29) 
 Child sex x child initial negative emotion (1)    -.83† (1485) 
 
Note.  Models that included reflective statements, problem-solving statements, or critical statements could not be completed because 
the iterations would not converge.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table C26 
 
Number of Children’s Emotional Reactions Following a Parent Behavioral Response (n = 29) 

   Child Emotional Reaction 

    Positive   Negative       Neutral      

            M(Med)   Range         M(Med)   Range            M(Med)   Range      

Emotion Coaching     1(0)       0-6   3(1) 0-12  8(3)      0-45 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)   2(1)       0-11  12(9) 0-46  27(18)      0-147  
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore)  1(0)       0-6   8(6) 0-37  10(5)      0-79 
 
Ignore       1(0)       0-9   4(3) 0-15  17(14)      0-68 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  Only the 29 families headed 
by both mothers and fathers were included. 
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Table 1 
 
Total Number of 30-Second Parent-Child Clips 

     n of Dyads M Median  SD Range 

Mother- and Father-Child Dyads  
Total across two days  29  498 510  181 103-798 
Weekday   29  240 228  95 46-400 

 Weekend    29  259 282  126 40-400 
 
Mother-Child Dyads 

Total across two days  29  258 270  86 54-400 
Weekday   29  131 133  51 35-200 

 Weekend   29  128 143  63 18-200 
   
Father-Child Dyads 

Total across two days  31  243 274  107 49-400 
Weekday   31  110 108  56 11-200  

 Weekend   31  134 161  74   4-200 
 
Note. When the data were aggregated across parents, only the 29 families headed by both mothers and fathers were included in the 
descriptives.   
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Table 2 
 
Round 1 Coding Inter-Rater Reliability Scores  for 30-Second Clips of Parent-Child Interactions (N=13,972) and Frequencies of 

Each Variable (After Coding Differences were Resolved) 

Child Emotion Expressed  Kappa    Percent Agreement n(Clips for Resolved Variable Across All 31 Families) 

Any Emotion    .74  88    6,251      
 
Positive Emotion   .76  90    5,016 
 
Negative Emotion   .64  93    1,665    
 

Anger    .59  94    1,208 
  

Sadness   .53  96    629 
 
Fear     .27  99    24     
 
Disgust    .63  99    88 
 
Surprise    .49  99    151 
 
 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness.  In some 
clips, more than one type of emotion was expressed.  Therefore, the sum of anger and sadness frequencies do not add up to the sum of 
the negative emotion frequencies as the negative emotion sum only identifies whether at least one of those emotions was expressed in 
a clip.    
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Table 3 

Round 2 Coding Inter-Rater Reliability Scores for Children’s Negative Emotion Episodes (N = 2,117) and Frequencies of Each 
Variable (After Coding Differences were Resolved)         
                                                                                              
                    Percent             n (Clips for Resolved  
Variable Name      Kappa Score      Agreement     Across All 31 Families) 
 
Initial Child Emotion Intensity (3-Point Scale)  .53   77 1339(low), 712 (med), 66(high) 
Initial Child Emotion Intensity (Dichotomized)  .56   80 1339(mild), 788(moderate) 
Parent Emotion Coaching Behavioral Response  .66   88   474 
 Parent reflective statements    .56   99   18 
 Parent problem-solving statements   .61   99   36 
 Parent supportive statements    .64   88   420 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Behavioral Response  .61   82   1400 
 Parent critical statements    .57   90   259 
 Parent negative commands    .58   91   277 
 Parent minimizing/dismissing statements  .50   96   88 
 Parent ignoring     .68   85   776 
 No Opportunity for Parent to Respond   .60   96   120 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Round 2 Coding Inter-Rater Reliability Scores for Children’s Negative Emotion Episodes (N = 2,117) and Frequencies of Each 
Variable (After Coding Differences were Resolved)         
                                                                                              
                      Percent                    n (Clips for Resolved  
Variable Name      Kappa Score        Agreement     Across All 31 Families) 
Someone Other Than Target Parent Responded .67   93     294   
Parent Emotional Response    .52   90   280 
 Parent happiness    .53   96   126 
 Parent anger     .49   94   140 
 Parent sadness     .31   99       9 
 Parent fear     N/A   99       1 
 Parent surprise     .33   99       4 
 Parent disgust     N/A   99       0 
Parent Emotional Response Intensity (3-Point Scale) N/A   85  237(low), 34 (med), 1(high)  
Parent Emotional Response Intensity (Dichotomized).51   85  237(mild), 35(moderate) 
Child Emotional Reaction    .58   82 86(positive),583(Negative), 1447(Neutral) 
Child Emotional Reaction Intensity (3-Point Scale) .61   82  475(low), 183(med), (19) high  
Child Emotional Reaction Intensity (Dichotomized) .68   86  475(mild), 202(moderate) 
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Table 4 
 
Proportion of All Clips in Which Emotion was Expressed by (with Mothers and Fathers and Across Two Days) (N=31 Children) 

       M Median SD Range 

Any emotion    .41 .41  .12 .18-.68    
Positive emotion   .32 .31  .11 .11-.55   
Negative emotion   .11 .09  .08 .02-.28 

Anger    .08 .06  .06 .01-.23     
Sadness   .04 .03  .04 .00-.16 

Surprise    .01 .01  .01 .00-.05      
Disgust    .01 .01  .00 .00-.02 
Fear     .00 .00  .00 .00-.01 
 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness.   
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Table 5 
 
Proportion of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion (with Mothers and Fathers Across Two Days) 

        Boys (n = 17)    Girls (n = 14)   Boys vs. Girls 

M Median SD Range  M Median       SD       Range       T-Test(29) 

Any emotion   .38 .37  .12 .18-.56  .44 .44        .11       .27-.68  -1.53 
Positive emotion  .28 .28  .11 .11-.55  .36 .36        .10       .20-.53  -2.02* 
Negative emotion  .12 .12  .08 .02-.28  .11 .08        .08       .02-.28  .51 

Anger   .09 .06  .07 .01-.23  .08 .06        .06       .01-.17  .37 
Sadness  .05 .04  .03 .01-.10  .04 .02        .04       .00-.16  .76 

Surprise   .01 .01  .01 .00-.03  .01 .01        .01       .00-.05  -.24 
Disgust   .00 .00  .00 .00-.01  .01 .01        .00       .00-.02  -2.44* 
Fear    .00 .00  .00 .00-.00  .00 .00        .00       .00-.01  -2.37* 
 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
† p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 6 
 
Proportion of Clips in Which Children Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers (Across Two Days) 

M Median SD Range   Mothers vs. Fathers T-Test(28) 
 
Mother-Child Dyads (n = 29) 
 Any emotion   .41 .40  .14 .10-.70     .88  

Positive emotion  .32 .30  .13 .09-.57     .63 
 Negative emotion  .11 .10  .08 .01-.30     .73 

Anger   .08 .05  .07 .00-.25     .53 
Sadness  .05 .04  .04 .00-.17     1.22 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 31) 
 Any emotion   .39 .41  .13 .16-.62  

Positive emotion  .31 .31  .13 .01-.56 
 Negative emotion  .10 .09  .08 .01-.30 

Anger   .08 .06  .06 .00-.24 
Sadness  .04 .03  .04 .00-.14 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness.  The two 
families headed by same-sex couples were excluded from this table.  
† p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 7 
 
Proportion of Clips in Which Boys and Girls Expressed Emotion with Mothers and with Fathers (Across Two Days) 

  Boys        Girls 

M Median SD Range    M Median SD Range 

Mother-Child Dyads (n =16 boys, 13 girls) 
 Any emotion  .38 .37  .15 .10-.68    .44 .44  .12 .26-.70  

Positive emotion .28 .27  .13 .09-.56    .36 .35  .12 .18-.57 
 Negative emotion .12 .10  .09 .01-.30    .11 .08  .08 .02-.30 

Anger  .08 .05  .08 .00-.25       .08 .06  .06 .01-.19 
Sadness .06 .04  .04 .01-.17       .04 .03  .05 .00-.17 

Father-Child Dyads (n = 17 boys, 14 girls) 
 Any emotion  .35 .39  .13 .16-.55    .44 .44  .11 .24-.62 

Positive emotion .26 .26  .13 .01-.54    .36 .38  .11 .19-.56 
 Negative emotion .11 .12  .07 .01-.26    .10 .08  .08 .01-.30 

Anger  .08 .07  .06 .00-.23       .08 .05  .07 .01-.24 
Sadness .04 .03  .04  .00-.12      .04 .03  .04 .00-.14 

 
Note. Positive emotion consisted of expressions of happiness.  Negative emotion included expressions of anger and sadness. 
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Table 8 

Children’s Affective Balance Scores (Proportion of Positive Emotion-Proportion of Negative Emotion) 
          M Median SD    Range 

Across All 4 Days and Both Parents   .21 .18  .14 -.14—.48    

Mothers and Fathers 

Weekdays     .19 .18  .14 -.14—.45   

Weekend days     .20 .16  .20 -.19—.55  

Both Days 

Mother-Child interactions   .21 .19  .15 -.13—.54  

Father-Child interactions   .20 .19  .15 -.16—.54 

Weekdays 

Mother-Child interactions   .17 .16  .16 -.13—.48  

Father-Child interactions   .22 .23  .15 -.16—.47 

Weekend Days 

Mother-Child interactions    .23 .21  .22 -.20—.61  

Father-Child interactions    .17 .14  .20 -.28—.63 

Note. All 31 father-child and 29 mother-child dyads were included in these descriptives. 
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Table 9 
 
 Parents’ and Children’s Emotion Intensities Across All Negative Emotion Episodes 

n  M  Median SD  Range   

Child Initial Negative (3-Point Scale)   29  1.39  1.36  .22  1.00-1.91  

Child Initial Negative (Dichotomized)  29  1.36  1.32  .20  1.00-1.91  

Parent Emotional Response (3-Point Scale)  25  1.13  1.03  .20  1.00-1.67 

Parent Emotional Response (Dichotomized)  25  1.13  1.03  .19  1.00-1.67 

Child Emotional Reaction (3-Point Scale) 

 (Positive or negative emotion)  26  1.27  1.22  .19  1.00-1.62 

Child Emotional Reaction (Dichotomized) 

 (Positive or negative emotion)  26  1.25  1.20  .18  1.00-1.55   

 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  Only the 29 families headed 
by both mothers and fathers were included in this table. 
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Table 10 
 
Mothers’ and Fathers’ Emotion Intensities and Children’s Emotion Intensities with Mothers and with Fathers 

 
Mothers                 Fathers                  Mothers vs. Fathers 
 

n     M     Median     SD     Range     n       M     Median     SD     Range             T-Test (df) 
Child Initial Negative  29     1.38     1.38     .25     1.00-2.00     30 1.40 1.35    .25 1.00-2.00 .07(27) 

(3-Point Scale)   
Child Initial Negative  29     1.35     1.37     .23     1.00-2.00     30 1.38 1.33    .24 1.00-2.00 .43(27) 

(Dichotomized) 
Parent Emotional Response 24     1.15     1.00     .26     1.00-2.00     17 1.15 1.00    .23 1.00-1.75 .81(14) 
 (3-Point Scale) 
Parent Emotional Response 24     1.15     1.00     .26     1.00-2.00     17 1.14 1.00    .20 1.00-1.50       1.16(14) 
 (Dichotomized) 
Child Emotional Reaction  26     1.23     1.22     .22    1.00-1.67     24 1.31 1.24    .31 1.00-2.00 .66(21) 
 (3-Point Scale)  (Positive or negative emotion) 
Child Emotional Reaction  26     1.21     1.17     .19     1.00-1.50     24 1.30 1.22    .31 1.00-2.00 .97(21) 
 (Dichotomized) (Positive or negative emotion) 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The 29 Mother-Child and 31 
Father-Child Dyads were included in this table.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

129 
 

Table 11 
 
Proportions of Children’s Emotional Reactions 

  
Child Emotional Reaction 

Positive   Negative               Neutral      
        M  Median   SD   Range        M  Median SD   Range       M Median  SD   Range      

 
Mother- and Father-Child Dyads (n = 31) .07    .03       .11   .00-.40   .29    .28      .21      .00-.73    .64    .68   .23  .18-1.00  
 
Mother-Child Dyads (Both Days) (n = 29).09    .03       .17   .00-.67            .29    .26      .26      .00-1.00  .62    .67   .27  .00-1.00 
Weekday (n = 28)                      .09    .00       .22   .00-1.00 .32     .28      .29     .00-1.00  .59   .68    .30  .00-1.00  
Weekend day (n = 27)                     .10    .00       .16   .00-.50 .28     .22      .27     .00-1.00  .63   .67    .32  .00-1.00 
 
Father-Child Dyads (Both Days) (n = 30)   .07   .00       .19   .00-1.00 .27 .25    .25     .00-1.00  .66   .75    .29  .00-1.00 
Weekday (n = 27)                       .08    .00       .20   .00-1.00 .29 .29    .28     .00-1.00  .64    .69   .33  .00-1.00  
Weekend day (n = 28)                       .03    .00       .08   .00-.36 .24 .18    .26     .00-1.00  .73    .79   .28  .00-1.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table 12 
 
Proportions of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions Across All Negative Emotion Episodes (n = 31)  

 
M  Median  SD   Range 

 
Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  .26     .24   .18  .07-1.00    

Parent reflective statements  .01     .00   .02  .00-.08 
Parent problem-solving statements .01     .00   .02  .00-.07 

 Parent supportive statements  .25     .22   .17  .00-1.00 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses .73     .76   .18  .00-.93 
 Parent critical statements  .12     .11   .08  .00-.33 
 Parent negative commands  .13     .14   .09  .00-.30 
 Parent minimizing statements  .04     .03   .05  .00-.20 
 Parent ignoring   .44     .47   .17  .00-.71 
Parent Emotional Responses   .15     .12   .13  .00-.54 
 Happiness    .07     .02   .11  .00-.45 
 Anger     .06     .04   .07  .00-.27 
 Sadness    .01     .00   .02  .00-.07 
 Surprise    .01     .00   .02  .00-.11 
 Fear     .00     .00   .00  .00-.03 
 Disgust    .00     .00   .00  .00-.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  
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Table 13 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions 

            Mothers (n = 29)    Fathers (n = 31)     Mother vs. Father 
 
M Median   SD Range  M Median   SD Range       T-Test(27) 
 

Parent Emotion Coaching Responses  .23    .22    .20 .00-1.00 .27    .23    .20 .00-1.00        -1.27 
Parent reflective statements  .01    .00    .02 .00-.08     .01    .00     .03  .00-.17  -.33 
Parent problem-solving statements .01    .00    .03 .00-.12     .01    .00    .02 .00-.06  .31 

 Parent supportive statements  .22    .21    .19 .00-1.00 .25    .23    .20 .00-1.00 -1.29 
Parent Emotion Dismissing Responses .76    .78    .20 .00-1.00 .73    .77    .20 .00-1.00 1.17 
 Parent critical statements  .13    .10    .12 .00-.50     .13    .10    .18 .00-1.00 -.12 
 Parent negative commands  .19    .14    .21 .00-1.00 .09    .06    .10 .00-.36  2.40* 
 Parent minimizing statements  .06    .05    .08 .00-.33     .03    .00    .06 .00-.25  1.52 
 Parent ignoring   .39    .42    .20 .00-.75    .47    .50    .22 .00-1.00 -1.34 
Parent Emotional Responses   .17    .12    .15 .00-.60  .10    .07    .15 .00-.61  1.86† 
 Happiness    .07    .02    .11 .00-.50    .06    .00    .11 .00-.50  .10 
 Anger     .09    .05    .12 .00-.60     .03    .00    .06 .00-.20  2.46* 
 Sadness    .00    .00    .01 .00-.05     .01    .00    .02 .00-.08  -.59 
 Surprise    .01    .00    .04 .00-.20     .00    .00    .01 .00-.08  .69 
 Fear     .00    .00    .00 .00-.03     .00    .00    .00 .00-.00  1.00 
 Disgust    .00    .00    .00 .00-.00     .00    .00    .00 .00-.00  .00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, 
***p ≤ .001 
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Table 14 
 
Proportions of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Anger and Sadness 

         Anger (n = 30)          Sadness (n =31)                    Anger vs. Sadness 

Parent Responses    M     Median Range  M        Median  Range  T-Test(29) 

Emotion Coaching    .25 .24 .00-.57  .28 .22 .00-1.00     .33 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)  .75 .76 .43-1.00 .71 .78 .00-1.00     -.49 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore) .29 .26 .00-1.00 .32 .33 .00-1.00     .66 
 
Ignore      .46 .47 .00-1.00 .39 .42 .00-1.00     -1.16 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
† p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 15 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Anger and Sadness 

Anger            Sadness 

Mothers (n = 27) Fathers (n = 29)          Mothers (n = 28)             Fathers (n = 24) 

Parent Responses      Mean(Med)  Range    Mean(Med)    Range       Mean(Med)     Range    Mean(Med)  Range 

Emotion Coaching       .23(.25)    .00-.67     .26(.20) .00-1.00        .19(.15)     .00-1.00 .33(.24)   .00-1.00 
 
Emotion Dismissing        .77(.75)   .33-1.00      .74(.80) .00-1.00        .79(.83)     .00-1.00 .67 (.76)   .00-1.00 
(With Ignore)  
Emotion Dismissing      .34(.31)    .00-1.00      .27(.20) .00-1.00        .38(.33)     .00-1.00 .24 (.24)    .00-.67  
(Without Ignore) 
Ignore        .43(.44)    .00-.75     .47(.50)      .00-1.00        .41(.33)     .00-1.00 .43 (.47)    .00-1.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  
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Table 16 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Boys’ and Girls’ Anger and Sadness 

 
          Anger      Sadness 

 
Boys    Girls          Boys                 Girls 

Parent Responses  Mean(Med)  Range       Mean(Med)    Range       Mean(Med) Range          Mean(Med)  Range 
Mother-Child Dyads 

Emotion coaching  .16(.17)    .00-.40     .32(.33) .10-.67        .11(.10)     .00-.33 .30(.21)    .00-1.00 
Emotion dismissing .84(.83)   .60-1.00           .68(.67) .33-.90        .86(.87)     .50-1.00 .70 (.78)   .00-1.00 
(with ignore) 
Emotion dismissing .39(.33)    .00-1.00          .27(.27) .00-.47        .46 (.41)     .00-1.00 .27 (.24)   .00-.75 
(without ignore) 
Ignore    .45(.48)    .00-.75     .41(.38)      .18-.70        .40(.40)     .00-.78 .43 (.30)   .00-1.00 

 
Father-Child Dyads 

Emotion coaching .28(.20)    .00-1.00     .23(.23) .00-.51          .24(.19)     .00-.67 .50(.36)    .14-1.00 
Emotion dismissing .71(.80)   .00-1.00           .77(.77) .49-1.00        .77(.83)     .33-1.00 .50 (.63)   .00-.86 
(with ignore) 
Emotion dismissing .28(.21)    .00-1.00          .25(.19) .00-1.00        .28(.33)     .00-.67 .18 (.14)   .00-.41 
(without ignore) 
Ignore   .44(.48)    .00-1.00     .51(.50)      .00-1.00        .49(.50)     .00-1.00 .33 (.36)   .00-.71 

 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The number of parent child 
dyads for each child negative emotion are as follows: Mother-Daughter sadness = 12 mother-daughter anger = 12, mother-son sadness 
= 16, mother-son anger = 15, father-daughter sadness = 9, father-daughter anger = 13, father-son sadness = 15, and father-son anger = 
16. 
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Table 17 
 
Proportions of Parents’ Responses to Children’s Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotion 

          Mild Intensity (n = 31)              Moderate Intensity (n = 30)              Mild vs. Mod. 

Parent Responses   M Median Range   M Median     Range      T-Test(29) 

Emotion Coaching   .25     .23  .00-1.00  .26     .25      .00-1.00  -.54  
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore) .74     .77  .00-1.00  .74     .75      .00-1.00  .43 
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore).28     .30  .00-.75   .28     .30      .00-.52  -.09 
 
Ignore     .46     .47  .00-1.00  .46     .50      .00-1.00  -.45 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
† p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 18 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Children’s Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotions 

                             Mild Intensity         Moderate Intensity 

      Mothers (n = 28)    Fathers (n = 29)  Mothers (n = 26)      Fathers (n = 28) 

Parent Responses  M(Med)              Range             M(Med)   Range       M(Med)   Range     M(Med)   Range 
 
Emotion Coaching  .24(.21)  .00-1.00 .26(.20)     .00-1.00  .17(.13)    .00-.57   .28(.24) .00-1.00 
Emotion Dismissing   .75(.78)  .00-1.00 .74(.80)     .00-1.00  .83(.87)   .43-1.00  .72(.76) .00-1.00  (With 
Ignore)  
Emotion Dismissing   .38(.36) .00-1.00 .20(.18)     .00-.56  .37(.33)   .00-1.00  .28(.26) .00-1.00  
(without Ignore) 
Ignore    .38(.39)  .00-.80  .54(.56)     .00-1.00     .46(.50)    .00-1.00 .44(.47) .00-1.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.   
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Table 19 
Proportions of Mothers’ and Fathers’ Responses to Mildly and Moderately Intense Initial Negative Emotions 

 
Mild Intensity     Moderate Intensity 

 
Boys   Girls   Boys      Girls 

Parent Responses                  
     
     M(Med)  Range           M(Med)    Range         M(Med)     Range        M(Med)  Range 
Mother-Child Dyads 

Emotion coaching             .15(.17)     .00-.33 .36(.34)    .00-1.00  .14(.11)    .00-.50  .21(.23)    .00-.57          
Emotion dismissing  .84(.81)     .67-1.00 .64 (.66)   .00-1.00      .86(.89)   .50-1.00       .79(.78)    .43-1.00         
(with ignore) 
Emotion dismissing  .47 (.45)    .00-1.00 .26 (.27)   .00-.53      .34(.33)    .00-1.00      .40(.31)    .17-1.00        
(without ignore) 
Ignore    .52(.59)    .00-1.00 .38(.39)    .00-.67  .37(.37)     .00-.80  .38 (.39)   .00-.67           

 
Father-Child Dyads 

Emotion coaching             .25(.17)     .00-1.00 .27(.25)    .00-.60 .30(.22)    .00-1.00  .26(.25)    .00-.56          
Emotion dismissing  .75(.81)     .00-1.00 .73 (.75)   .40-1.00 .70(.83)    .00-1.00      .74(.75)    .44-1.00       (with 
ignore) 
Emotion dismissing  .24(.26)     .00-.56 .15 (.13)   .00-.39      .29(.29)    .00-.67         .26(.22)    .00-1.00        
(without ignore) 
Ignore    .51(.57)     .00-1.00 .58 (.53)   .26-1.00      .41(.39)    .00-1.00  .48(.50)    .00-1.00         
 

 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table.  The number of parent child 
dyads mild and moderate intensity are as follows: Mother-Daughter mild intensity = 12, mother-daughter moderate intensity = 12, 
mother-son mild intensity = 16, mother-son moderate intensity = 14, father-daughter mild intensity = 12, father-daughter moderate 
intensity = 13, father-son mild intensity = 17, and father-son moderate intensity = 15. 
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Table 20 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 2: Children’s Negative Emotions Predicting Parents’ Responses 

Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)    γ (df)      χ2(df)(Overall Model Significance) 

Model 1 (EC/ED as Dependent Variable)          17.85**(7) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.47 (1485)     
 Child initial negative emotion intensity (1)    -.06 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion x intensity (1)    -.02 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        -.67** (27) 
 Parent sex x child initial negative emotion     .88*** (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .59* (29) 
 Child sex x child initial negative emotion     -.01 (1485) 
Model 2 (Supportive Statements as Dependent Variable)        18.81**(7) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.45 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion intensity (1)    -.06 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion x intensity (1)    .06 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        -.68** (27) 
 Parent sex x child initial negative emotion     .90*** (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .65* (29) 
 Child sex x child initial negative emotion     -.12 (1485) 
Model 3 (Ignoring Responses as Dependent Variable)        16.67*(7) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     .53* (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion intensity (1)    .35† (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion x intensity (1)    -.25 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        .04 (27) 
 Parent sex x child initial negative emotion     -.42† (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        -.24 (29) 
 Child sex x child initial negative emotion     .12 (1485) 
 
Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 21 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 3: Parent Responses Predicting Children’s Negative Emotional Reactions                                                                                                                                                                                         
Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)    γ (df)        χ2(df)(Overall  
              Model Significance) 
Model 1              15.65*(7) 
 Parent EC response (1)      -.55† (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.38** (1485) 

Parent EC response x child initial negative emotion (1)  -.03 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        -.02 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent EC response      .17 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .40 (29) 
 Child sex x parent EC response     .26 (1485) 
Model 2              13.18†(7) 
 Parent supportive statement (1)     -.39 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.37** (1485) 
 Parent supportive statement x child initial negative emotion (1) -.07 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        -.01 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent critical statement     .10 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .40 (29) 
 Child sex x parent critical statement      .22 (1485) 
Model 3              36.27***(7) 
 Parent critical statement (1)      1.06** (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.41*** (1485) 
 Parent critical statement x child initial negative emotion (1)  .03 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        .10 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent critical statement     -.61† (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .43 (29) 
 Child sex x parent critical statement      .12 (1485) 
 
Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ . 
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Table 21 (Continued) 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 3: Parent Responses Predicting Children’s Negative Emotional Reactions 
 
Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)     γ (df)         χ2(df)(Overall Model  
               Significance) 
Model 4              56.27***(7)  
 Parent negative command (1)      1.67*** (1485)     
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.26† (1485) 

Parent negative command x child initial negative emotion (1) -.48 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)        .01 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent negative command    -.13 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .57 (29) 
 Child sex x parent negative command    -.61† (1485) 
Model 5              17.17**(7) 
 Parent minimizing statement (1)     .92 (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.39** (1485) 

Parent minimizing statement x child initial negative emotion (1) .36 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)         .02 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent minimizing statement     -.52 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .44 (29) 
 Child sex x parent minimizing statement     -.25 (1485) 
Model 6              65.89***(7) 
 Parent ignoring (1)       -1.45*** (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)     -.47** (1485) 

Parent ignoring x child initial negative emotion (1)   .33 (1485) 
Parent sex (2)        -.06 (27) 

 Parent sex x parent ignoring       .11 (1485) 
 Child sex (3)        .22 (29) 
 Child sex x parent ignoring      .45† (1485)                       
Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 21 (Continued) 
 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 3: Parent Responses Predicting Children’s Negative Emotional Reactions 
 
Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)     γ (df)            χ2(df)(Overall Model 
                Significance) 
Model 7              74.23***(7) 
 Parent negative emotional response (1)       3.30*** (1485) 
 Child initial negative emotion (1)      -.38** (1485) 

Parent negative emotional response x child initial negative emotion  (1) -.71 (1485) 
 Parent sex (2)         -.01 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent negative emotional response    -.90† (1485) 
 Child sex (3)         .60† (29) 
 Child sex x parent negative emotional response     -1.36** (1485) 
Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.   
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Table 22 
 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 3: Parent Supportive Statements Predicting Child Negative Emotional Reactions 

Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)     γ (df)       χ2(df)(Overall Model Significance) 

Model 1              18.06*(9)  

 Parent supportive statement (1)      -.29 (1484) 
Child initial negative emotion (1)      -.39** (1484) 
Parent supportive statement x child initial negative emotion  (1)  -.01 (1484) 

 Parent sex (2)         -.02 (27) 
 Parent sex x parent supportive statement     .12 (1484) 
 Child sex (3)         .46 (28) 
 Child sex x parent supportive statement     .12 (1484) 

Child affective balance (3)       -1.04 (28) 
 Child affective balance x parent supportive statement   2.52* (1484) 
Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 23 
 
Multilevel Modeling Analyses for Research Goal 3: Parent Responses Predicting Children’s Emotional Reactions’ Intensities 

Independent Variables (Level Number in Model)    γ (df)      χ2(df)(Overall Model Significance) 

Model 1              31.19***(6)  
 Parent EC response (1)      -.07 (392)   

Child initial emotion intensity (1)     1.19*** (392) 
Parent sex (2)        .27 (19) 
Parent sex x parent EC response     -.48 (392) 
Child sex (3)        -.36 (24) 
Child sex x parent EC responses     .39 (392) 
 

Note.  † p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 
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Table 24 
 
Proportions of Children’s Emotional Reactions Following a Parent Behavioral Response (n = 31) 

   Child Emotional Reaction 

Positive   Negative  Neutral     

             M(Med)        Range                    M(Med)   Range             M(Med)   Range      

Emotion Coaching          .09(.00) .00-.63      .24(.27) .00-.64         .66(.67) .00-1.00 
 
Emotion Dismissing (With Ignore)                   .06(.02) .00-.50      .32(.26) .00-.89         .62(.65) .00-1.00  
 
Emotion Dismissing (Without Ignore)       .07(.00) .00-.67      .42(.44) .00-1.00       .51(.50) .00-1.00 
 
Ignore            .03(.00) .00-.40      .24(.21) .00-1.00       .75(.75) .00-1.00 
 
Note.  Clips in which the target parent did not have an opportunity to respond, someone other than the target parent responded, and/or 
there was more than one parent behavioral response to anger or sadness were excluded from this table. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1.  One family was no included in the coding because it did not have a child in the target 

age range. 

2. On weekdays and weekend days, there only was one parent sex difference: mothers were 

more likely to offer minimizing statements on weekdays (M = .08) than were fathers [M 

= .03, t(23)= 2.11, p ≤ .05].  The only significant child sex differences that emerged were 

within mother-child interactions.  On weekdays, mothers of daughters were more likely 

to give EC responses (M = .34) than were mothers of sons [M = .12, t(26)= 3.08, p ≤ .01] 

which means that mothers of sons were more likely to give ED responses (M = .87) than 

were mothers of daughters [M = .66, t(26)= 2.86, p ≤ .01].  Mothers of daughters were 

more likely to offer support (M = .31) than mothers of sons did [M = .11, t(26)= 2.79, p ≤ 

.01].  There was one child sex difference on weekend days: mothers of daughters were 

more likely to respond with critical statements (M =.34) than were mothers of sons [M = 

.12, t(25)= 2.26, p ≤ .05]. 

3. Parent emotion expression occurred infrequently when examining the data for mother-

child and father-child dyads separately on each of the two days [M(mothers on 

weekdays) =  .15; M(fathers on weekdays) = .11 ; M(mothers on weekend days) = .21 ; 

M(fathers on weekend days) = .10] (see Tables C15 and C17 in Appendix C for 

weekdays and weekend days respectively).   Happiness and anger were the most 

frequently expressed emotions.  There were no parent sex differences, but there was one 

child sex differences in mother-child dyads on weekdays: mothers of sons were more 

likely to respond with anger (M = .16) than were mothers of daughters [M = .04, t(26)= 

2.51, p ≤ .05].  Each parent on each day expressed emotions that on average were 
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between mild and moderate intensity [M(mothers on weekdays) =  1.10; M(fathers on 

weekdays) = 1.12 ; M(mothers on weekend days) = 1.21 ; M(fathers on weekend days) = 

1.14] (see Tables C9 and C10 in Appendix C for weekdays and weekend days 

respectively).  There were no parent or child sex differences in parents’ emotion 

intensities when the two days were examined separately.  

4. Due to the low frequency of “high intensity” emotions, the intensity of the child’s initial 

emotion was rescored from the original three-point scale (low, medium, and high 

intensity) to a dichotomous variable such that low intensity was coded as 1 (mild 

intensity) and original scores of medium and high intensity were scored as 0 (moderate 

intensity) (Note: scores of 0 and 1 were used instead of 1 and 2 for ease of interpretation).  

5. The association between the proportion of children’s negative emotions and parents’ 

proportion of EC responses was examined an additional way by focusing on how much 

anger children expressed relative to sadness.  The aim was to see if there would be an 

association with parents’ EC responses when anger and sadness were compared to each 

other instead of combined, such as in the first correlation.  Child negative emotion was 

computed as the proportion of anger episodes out of all negative emotion episodes in 

Round 2, and there was no significant association whether data for mother-child and 

father-child dyads were examined together [r(29) = -.23, p = n.s.] or separately[Mothers: 

r(27) = -.03, p = n.s.; Fathers: r(28) = .22, p = n.s.].  Children who expressed more anger 

relative to sadness were no more likely than children who expressed less anger relative to 

sadness to receive coaching responses from parents.   

6. Models including reflective statements and problem-solving statements did not converge 

when each variable was a predictor of children’s negative emotional reactions.



 

147 
 

REFERENCES 

Anastopoulos, A.D., Shelton, T.L., DuPaul, G.J., & Guevremont, D.C. (1993). Parent training for 

attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder: Its impact on parent functioning. Journal of 

Abnormal Psychology, 21, 581-596. 

Ballard, M., Cummings, E. M., & Larkin, K. (1993). Emotional and cardiovascular responses to 

adults’ angry behavior and to challenging tasks in children of hypertensive and 

normotensive parents. Child Development, 64, 500–515. 

Barry, R.A., & Kochanska, G. (2010). A longitudinal investigation of the affective environment 

in families with young children: From infancy to early school age. Emotion, 10, 237-249. 

Blair, C. (2002). School readiness: Integrating cognition and emotion in a neurobiological 

conceptualization of children's functioning at school entry. American Psychologist, 57, 

111−127. 

Birnbaum, D. W., & Croll, W. L. (1984). The etiology of children’s stereotypes about sex 

differences in emotionality. Sex Roles, 10, 677–691. 

Broege, N., Owens, A., Graesch, A.P., Arnold, J.E., & Schneider, B. (2007). Calibrating 

measures of family activities between large- and small-scale data sets. Sociological 

Methodology, 37, 119-149. 

Brody, L.R. (1995). Gender, emotional expression, and parent-child boundaries. In R.D. 

Kavanaugh, S. Fein, B. Zimmerberg, & B. Zimmerberg-Glick (Eds.), Emotion: 

Interdisciplinary perspectives (pp. 138-170). New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 

Inc. 

Brody, L.R. (1999). Gender, emotion, and the family. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press. 



 

148 
 

Buss, K.A., & Kiel, E.J. (2004). Comparison of sadness, anger, and fear facial expressions when 

toddlers look at their mothers. Child Development, 75, 1761-1773. 

Campos, B., Graesch, A., Repetti, R., & Bradbury, T. (2009). Opportunity for interaction? A 

naturalistic observation study of dual-earner families after work and school. Journal of 

Family Psychology, 23, 798-807. 

Cassidy, J. (1994). Emotion regulation: Influences of attachment relationships. Monographs of 

the Society for Research in Child Development, 59, 228-249. 

Chaplin, T.M., Cole, P.M., & Zahn-Waxler, C. (2005). Parental socialization of emotion 

expression: Gender differences and relations to child adjustment. Emotion, 5, 80-88. 

Cole, P.M., Teti, L.O., & Zahn-Waxler, C. (2003). Mutual emotion regulation and the stability of 

conduct problems between preschool and early school age. Development & 

Psychopathology, 15, 1-18. 

Davis, T.L. (1995). Gender differences in masking negative emotions: Ability or motivation? 

Developmental Psychology, 31, 660-667.  

Denham, S.A. (2007). Dealing with feelings: How children negotiate the worlds of emotions and 

social relationships. Cognition, Brain, Behavior, 1, 1-48. 

Denham, S. A., Bassett, H. Hamada, & Wyatt, T. M. (2010). Gender differences in the 

socialization of preschoolers’ emotional competence. In A. Kennedy Root & S. Denham 

(Eds.), The role of gender in the socialization of emotion: Key concepts and critical 

issues. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 128, 29–49. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Denham, S.A., & Grout, L. (1993). Socialization of emotion: Pathway to preschoolers’ 

emotional and social competence. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 17, 205-227. 



 

149 
 

Denham, S., & Kochanoff, A.T. (2002). Parental contributions to preschoolers’ understanding of 

emotion. Marriage & Family Review, 34, 311-343. 

Denham, S.A., Zoller, D., & Couchoud, E.A. (1994). Socialization of preschoolers’ emotion 

understanding.  Developmental Psychology, 30, 928-936. 

Dimberg, U., Thunberg, M., & Elmehed, K. (2000). Unconscious facial reactions to emotional 

facial expressions. American Psychological Society, 11, 86-89. 

Dodge, K.A., Lansford, J.E., Burks, V.S., Bates, J.E., Petit, G.S., Fontaine, R., et al. (2003). Peer 

rejection and social-information processing factors in the development of aggressive 

behavior problems in children. Child Development, 74, 374-393. 

Dunn, J., Brown, J., Slomkowski, C., Tesla, C., & Youngblade, L. (1991). Young children’s 

understanding of peoples’ feelings and beliefs: Individual differences and their 

antecedents. Child Development, 62, 1352-1266. 

Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., Spinrad, T.L., Fabes, R.A., Shepard, S.A., & Reiser, M. et al. 

(2001a). The relations of regulation and emotionality to children’s externalizing and 

internalizing problem behavior. Child Development, 72, 1112-1134. 

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Murphy, B. C. (1996). Parents’ reactions to children’s negative 

emotions: Relations to children’s social competence and comforting behavior. Child 

Development, 67, 227–2247. 

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S. A., Guthrie, I. K., Murphy, B. C. & Reiser, M. (1999). 

Parental reactions to children’s negative emotions: Longitudinal relations to quality of 

children’s social functioning. Child Development, 70, 513–534. 

Eisenberg, N., Gershoff, E.T., Fabes, R.A., Shepard, S.A., Cumberland, A.J, & Losoya, S.H. et 

al. (2001b). Mothers’ emotional expressivity and children’s behavior problems and social 



 

150 
 

competence: Mediation through children’ regulation. Developmental Psychology, 37, 

475-490.   

Ekman, P. (1992a). An argument for basic emotions. Cognition & Emotion, 6, 169-200. 

Ekman, P. (1992b). Facial expressions of emotion: New findings, new questions. Psychological 

Science, 3, 34-38. 

Eyberg, S.M., & Robinson, E.A. (2000). Dyadic parent-child interaction coding system: A 

manual (revised). Unpublished manuscript, University of Washington, The Parenting 

Clinic. 

Fabes, R. A., Leonard, S. A., Kupanoff, K., & Martin, C. L. (2001). Parental coping with 

children’s negative emotions: Relations with children’s emotional and social responding. 

Child Development, 72, 907 – 920. 

Field, T., Healy, B., Goldstein, S., & Guthertz, M. (1990). Behavior-State matching and 

synchrony in mother-infant interactions of nondepressed versus depressed dyads.  

Developmental Psychology, 26, 7-14. 

Garner, P.W., Robertson, S., & Smith, G. (1997). Preschool children’s emotional expressions 

with peers: The roles of gender and emotional socialization. Sex Roles, 36, 675-691. 

Garside, R.B., & Klimes-Dougan, B. (2002). Socialization of discrete negative emotions: Gender 

differences and links with psychological distress. Sex Roles, 47, 115-128. 

Gentzler, A,L., Contreras-Grau, J.M., Kerns, K.A., & Weimer, B.L. (2005). Parent-Child 

emotional communication and children’s coping in middle childhood. Social 

Development, 14, 591-612. 



 

151 
 

Goodvin, R., Carlo, G., & Torquati, J. (2006). The role of child emotional responsiveness and 

maternal negative emotion expression in children’s coping strategy use. Social 

Development, 15, 591-611. 

Gottman, J. M., Katz, L. F., & Hooven, C. (1996). Parental meta-emotion philosophy and the 

emotional life of families: Theoretical models and preliminary data. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 10, 243–268. 

Halberstadt, A.G., Denham, S.A., & Dunsmore, J.C. (2001). Affective social competence. Social 

Development, 10, 79-119. 

Halberstadt, A.G., Fox, N.A., & Jones, N.A. (1993). Do expressive mothers have expressive 

children? The role of socialization in children’s affect expression. Social Development, 2, 

48-65. 

Harter, S. (1985). The self-perception profile for children: Revision of the perceived Competence 

scale for children manual. Denver, CO: University of Denver. 

Hofstra, M.B., Van der Ende, J., & Verhulst, F.C. (2000). Continuity and change of 

psychopathology from childhood into adulthood: A 14-year follow-up study. Journal of 

the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 39, 850-858. 

Hooven, C., Gottman, J. M., & Katz, L. F. (1995). Parental meta-emotion structure predicts 

family and child outcomes. Cognition & Emotion, 9, 229–264. 

Hsee, C.K., Hatfield, E., Carlson, J.G., & Chemtob, C. (1990). The effect of power on 

susceptibility to emotional contagion. Cognition & Emotion, 4, 327-340. 

Hubbard, J. A. (2001). Emotion expression processes in children’s peer interaction: The role of 

peer rejection, aggression, and gender. Child Development, 72, 1426–1438. 



 

152 
 

Huebner, R. R., & Izard, C. E. (1988). Mothers’ responses to infants’ facial expressions of 

sadness, anger, and physical distress. Motivation and Emotion, 12, 185 – 196. 

Jones, S., Eisenber, N., Fabes, R.A., & MacKinnon, D.P. (2002). Parents’ reactions to 

elementary school children’s negative emotions: Relations to social and emotional 

functioning at school. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 48, 133-159. 

Katz, L.F., & Windecker-Nelson, B. (2006). Domestic violence, emotion coaching, and child 

adjustment. Journal of Family Psychology, 20, 56-67. 

Keltner, D., & Kring, A.M. (1998). Emotion, social function, and psychopathology. Review of 

General Psychology, 2, 320-342. 

Kerns, K.A., Abraham, M.M., Schlegelmilch, A., & Morgan, T.A. (2007). Mother-Child 

attachment in later middle childhood: Assessment approaches and associations with 

mood and emotion regulation. Attachment & Human Development, 9, 33-53. 

Laible, D.J., Thompson, R.A. (1998). Attachment and emotional understanding in preschool 

children. Developmental Psychology, 34, 1038-1045. 

Larson, R.W., & Richards, M.H. (1994). Family emotions: Do young adolescents and their 

parents experience the same states? Journal of Research on Adolescence, 4, 567-83. 

Lindahl, K.M., & Malik, N.M. (2000). System for coding interactions and family functioning 

(SCIFF): A coding system for family problem discussions. Unpublished manuscript, 

University of Miami, Department of Psychology 

Lunkenheimer, E.S., Shields, A.M., & Cortina, K.S. (2007). Parental emotion coaching and 

dismissing in family interaction. Social Development, 16, 232-248. 



 

153 
 

Magai, C., Consedine, N., Gillespie, M., O’Neal, C., & Vilker, R. (2004). The differential roles 

of early emotion socialization and adult attachment in adult emotional experience: testing 

a mediator hypothesis. Attachment & Human Development, 6, 389-417. 

Malatesta-Magai,C. (1991). Emotional socialization: Its role in personality and developmental 

psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & S. L. Toth (Eds.), Internalizing and externalizing 

expressions of dysfunction. Rochester symposium on developmental psychopathology 

(Vol. 2, pp. 203–224). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Malatesta-Magai, C., Leak, S., Tesman, J., Shepard, B., Culver, C., & Smaggia, B. (1994). 

Profiles of emotional development: Individual differences in facial and vocal expression 

of emotion during the second and third years of life. International Journal of Behavioral 

Development, 17, 239-269. 

Martin, S.E., Clements, M.L., & Crnic, K.A. (2002). Maternal emotions during mother-toddler 

interaction: Parenting in affective context. Parenting, 2, 105-126. 

McDowell, D.J., Kim, M., O’Neil, R., & Parke, R.D. (2002). Children's emotional regulation and 

social competence in middle childhood: The role of maternal and paternal interactive 

style. Marriage & Family Review, 34, 345-364. 

Morris, A. S., & Silk, J. S. (2001, April). Parental influences on children’s regulation of anger 

and sadness. Paper presented at the biennial meeting of the Society for Research in Child 

Development, Minneapolis, MN. 

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Sessa, F. M., Avenevoli, S., & Essex, M. J. (2002). 

Temperamental vulnerability and negative parenting as interacting predictors of child 

adjustment. Journal of Marriage and Family, 64, 461–471. 



 

154 
 

Morris, A. S., Silk, J. S., Steinberg, L., Aucoin, K. J., & Keyes, A. W. (2007a). Parental 

influences on children’s emotion regulation and emotionality. Manuscript submitted for 

publication. 

Morris, A.S., Silk, J.S., Steinberg, L., Myers, S.S., & Robinson, L.R. (2007b). The role of the 

family context in the development of emotion regulation. Social Development, 16, 361-

388. 

O’Brien, M., Margolin, G., John, R. S., & Krueger, L. (1991). Mothers’ and sons’ cognitive and 

emotional reactions to simulated marital and family conflict. Journal of Consulting and 

Clinical Psychology, 59, 692–703. 

Ochs, E., Graesch, A. P., Mittman, A., Bradbury, T., & Repetti, R. (2006). Video ethnography 

and ethnoarchaeological tracking. In M. Pitt-Catsouphes, E. E. Kossek, & S. Sweet 

(Eds.), The work and family handbook: Multi-disciplinary perspectives, methods and 

approaches (pg. 387-409). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Overbeek, G., Stattin, H., Vermulst, A., Ha, T., & Engels, R.C.M.E. (2007). Parent-Child 

relationships, partner relationships, and emotional adjustment: A birth-to-maturity 

perspective. Developmental Psychology, 2, 429-437. 

Ray, S.A., & Tickle-Degnen, L. (2004). The validity of a methodology to describe videotaped 

mother-toddler interactions. Occupation, Participation, and Health, 4, 123-133. 

Rozin, P., Lowery, L., & Ebert, R. (1994). Varieties of disgust faces and the structure of disgust. 

Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 5, 870-881. 

Seiffge-Krenke, I. (2003). Testing theories of romantic development from adolescence to young 

adulthood: Evidence of a developmental sequence. International Journal of Behavioral 

Development, 27, 519–531. 



 

155 
 

Shipman, K.L., Schneider, R., Fitzgerald, M.M., Sims, C., Swisher, L., & Edwards, A. (2007). 

Maternal emotion socialization in maltreating and non-maltreating families: Implications 

for children’s emotion regulation. Social Development, 16, 268-285. 

Shipman, K.L., & Zeman, J. (2001). Socialization of children’s emotion regulation in mother-

child dyads: A developmental psychopathology perspective. Development and 

Psychopathology, 13, 317-336. 

Simpson, J.A., Rholes, W.S., & Nelligan, J.S. (1992). Support seeking and support giving within 

couples in an anxiety-provoking situation: The role of attachment styles. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 434-446. 

Skinner, E.A., & Zimmer-Gembeck, M.J. (2007). The Development of Coping.  Annual Review 

of Psychology, 58, 119-144. 

Sperling, J., Repetti, R., Wang, S., O’Connor, B., & Campos, B. (under review). Patterns of 

interpersonal behavior within parent-child interactions. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly.  

Sroufe, A.L. (2005). Attachment and development: A prospective, longitudinal study from birth 

to adulthood. Attachment & Human Development, 7, 349-367.    

Valiente, C., Fabes, R.A., Eisenberg, N., & Spinrad, T.L. (2004). The relations of parental 

expressivity and support to children’s coping with daily stress. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 18, 97-106. 

von Salisch, M. (2001). Children’s emotional development: Challenges in their relationships to 

their parents, peers, and friends. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 25, 

310-319. 

Webster-Stratton, C. (1994). Advancing videotape parent training: A comparison study. Journal 

of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 62, 583-593. 



 

156 
 

Wiggers, M. (2005). Judgments of facial expressions of emotion predicted from facial behavior. 

Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 7, 101-116. 

Wong, M.S., McElwain, N.L., & Halberstadt, A.G. (2009). Parent, family, and child 

characteristics: Associations with mother- and father-reported emotion socialization 

practices. Journal of Family Psychology, 23, 452-463. 

Yap, M.B.H., Allen, N.B., & Ladouceur, C.D. (2008). Maternal socialization of positive affect: 

The impact of invalidation on adolescent emotion regulation and depressive 

symptomatology. Child Development, 79, 1415-1431. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

157 
 

 

 

                                                 
1 
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  


	Children’s Emotion Experience and Expression
	Child Temperament Differences
	Children’s emotion expressions are linked to their own enduring traits, such as temperament (Denham & Grout, 1993); highly reactive children experience anger, sadness, irritability, nervousness, frustration, and fear more frequently than their less re...
	Child and Parent Sex Differences
	In addition to temperament, sex also may play a role in children’s emotion expression.  For example, preschool- and elementary school-aged boys have been found to express more anger, less positive emotion, and less sadness than their female peers (Bro...
	Links between Parents’ and Children’s Emotions
	In addition to behavioral responses to children’s expressions of emotion, parents also may react by expressing their own emotions.  The research literature on parent-infant interactions describes a phenomenon in which parents and their children mirror...
	METHOD
	Participants
	In reaction to their parents’ responses, children mostly displayed a neutral demeanor.  Although children were observed expressing a negative emotion before the parents responded, the negative emotions typically were brief and mild in intensity.  Thus...
	A child’s emotion experience typically is triggered by something or someone in the social environment coupled with how he or she appraises the situation (Denham, 2007).  However, the likelihood that children display their feelings may depend on how th...
	At the episode level, a child’s initial negative emotion did not predict the broader response categories, EC or ED responses.  However, one of the specific parent behavioral responses, ignoring, was significantly predicted by children’s initial negati...
	Although children’s initial negative emotions did not predict their parents’ negative emotional responses, parents’ negative emotions did predict their children’s subsequent affective expressions.  Both at the episode and individual levels, parent neg...
	In addition to parents’ emotional responses, parents’ specific behavioral responses also were associated with children’s negative emotional reactions, but the direction of the associations was contrary to what was expected.  At the episode level, a pa...
	Past research has asserted that EC responses encourage emotion expression (Gottman et al, 1996).  While parents’ comforting responses may invite emotion expression, in the short-term, they also may provide sufficient solace and therefore reduce childr...
	Based on past research, it was expected that supportive statements would not be completely comforting for all children, especially those who are irritable.  Researchers have found that among children with high levels of negative emotionality, high and...
	REFERENCES



