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ABSTRACT 

 

The current study investigated the interactions between the socialization of emotion 

through mothers’ reminiscing style when discussing emotional past events with their 

children, and the development of emotion regulation during the early childhood period. 

Six mothers and their children between the ages of 36 and 60 months participated in a 

reminiscing task and a delay-of-gratification/compliance task. The main question of this 

study did not find the expected trend of highly elaborative mothers having children with 

more advanced affect regulation strategies. This finding may have been due to the current 

study’s use of different levels of frustration during the affect regulation task; the “non-

stickers” group received a less-desirable gratification stimuli (wrapped present), and the 

“stickers” group received a more-desirable gratification stimuli (wrapped present with 

page of stickers visible on the outside) making the task more frustrating. The “stickers” 

group, who experienced a higher level of frustration in the affect regulation task, used 

less sophisticated affect regulation strategies than did the “non-stickers” group, who 

experienced less frustration. This finding is in line with past research which demonstrated 

that higher levels of distress (as in the type of emotion being experienced) affects the 

cognitive resources, and consequently the sophistication of regulatory strategies, 
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available to children when regulating emotions. Further research investigating mothers’ 

socialization of emotion through elaboration and its effects on children’s development of 

emotion regulation strategies should take into consideration the level of cognitive 

resources an emotion regulation task requires, and how the outcome of the task relates to 

the way mothers socialize emotion regulation. 
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Affect Regulation 1 

Parental Socialization of Emotion 

 

Much of recent psychological research has focused on the environmental factors 

that influence how children develop into socioemotionally competent adults. Some of this 

research looks specifically at how caregivers influence their children’s socioemotional 

development through their daily interactions, through modelling culturally-specific 

behaviors, and through explicitly or implicitly teaching values through language (Fivush, 

Haden, & Reese, 2006; Eisenberg, Cumberland, & Spinrad, 1998). Caregivers’ influence 

on children’s socioemotional development has been labeled in the research as 

socialization of emotion, and has been investigated in regards to the socialization of 

children’s understanding, experience, expression, and regulation of emotion (Eisenberg et 

al., 1998). Caregivers implicitly and explicitly socialize children to specific cultural 

values through their everyday interactions. This is partly due to the caregiver’s role as a 

regulator of children’s behaviors, perceptions, and emotions; before children develop the 

skills to regulate their own behaviors, thoughts, and feelings, they must be taught how to 

do so by more skilled peers and caregivers (Eisenberg et al., 1998; Fivush et al., 2006).  

Parents’ socialization of their children is particularly representative of the sociocultural 

theoretical framework presented by Vygotsky (1978, as cited in Fivush et al., 2006), in 

which it is argued that all developmental skills are gained interpersonally through 

children’s interactions with more sophisticated members of society (such as caregivers). 

This developmental mechanism is especially salient for socializing children through 

language interactions.  

Parents’ socialization of emotion understanding and expression is imperative to 

children’s social and emotional development, as emotion-related capacities have been 
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demonstrated to play a major role in the development of social competence (Eisenberg et 

al., 1998). Some of the research on children’s socioemotional development during the 

preschool period has focused on caregivers’ capacity to influence their children’s 

emotional competence through emotion-related socializing behaviors. Broadly defined, 

emotional competence includes the understanding of one’s own and other’s emotional 

experiences, the ability to display emotion in culturally and situationally appropriate 

ways, and the ability to moderate experienced and expressed emotion and resulting 

behaviors in order to achieve one’s goals in a culturally accepted way (Eisenberg et al., 

1998).  Emotion-related socializing behaviors (ERSBs), as defined by Eisenberg et al., 

(1998), are the behaviors exhibited by caregivers which socialize children towards 

emotional competence. Such ERSBs may include parents’ reactions to children’s 

emotion, parents’ discussion of emotion, and parents’ emotional expressiveness. 

However, parents’ use of ERSBs are in turn affected by several variables. Specific 

characteristics of the child being socialized, such as age, sex, and temperament, may 

affect the interactions and reactions resulting in specific ERSBs. Parental characteristics, 

such as personality, parenting style, and emotion-related beliefs, affect their choice of 

ERSBs. Cultural factors, such as emotion-related norms and values, and contextual 

factors, such as the degree of emotion in a situation, are also relevant in the ERSBs that 

parents use. Moderators, such as a child’s arousal, type and intensity of emotion, at the 

time of parents’ socialization may affect the way children integrate and interpret parents’ 

socialization behaviors. See Figure 1 for more detail in Eisenberg et al. (2008)’s heuristic 

model of the socialization of emotion. 
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Any given outcome of socialization has specific costs and benefits to the child’s 

social and emotional competence; the degree to which specific parental emotion-related 

socializing behaviors promote these competencies more than others depends on what is 

desirable in context, and what works to achieve goals in a socially acceptable way. The 

research, then, considers parental emotion-related socialization behaviors that promote 

social and emotional competence to be superior to those parental ERSBs that do not, 

although this varies by specific cultural norms (Eisenberg et al., 1998). It is important to 

note that ERSBs include all parental socialization behaviors, and not just those which are 

beneficial to children’s emotional outcomes. Whether they promote or detract from these 

skills, ERSBs affect a child’s many socioemotional outcomes, among which are the 

experience and expression of emotion, regulation of emotion, and understanding of 

emotion. In turn, a child’s emotional outcomes from ERSBs, such as specific emotion 

regulation behaviors and strategies, affect the child’s social behavior and social 

competence in a given context (i.e., success within a social group due to use of mature 

regulation strategies).  

Parental Socialization of Emotion Through Emotion Coaching 

A line of research that attempts to distinguish the specific processes involved in 

parents’ socialization of emotion looks specifically at parents’ direct instruction of their 

children’s emotional expression and experiences (Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & 

Robinson, 2007). Emotion coaching, as described by Gottman, Katz and Hooven (1997, 

as cited in Morris et al., 2007), refers to the extent to which parents provide instruction in 

managing emotions, as well as parents’ awareness and acceptance of their child’s 

emotions. The research suggests that these adaptive socializing methods are specifically 
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important for children’s development of affect regulation, academic achievement, and 

social competence (Eisenberg, Fabes, Shepard, Guthrie, Murphy, & Reiser, 1999, as cited 

in Cassano, Perry-Parrish, & Zeman, 2007). Emotionally dismissing parents, the counter 

to emotion coaching parents, are distinguished by a lack of awareness of their child’s 

emotions, an impoverished emotion vocabulary, and attempts to alter their child’s 

emotions themselves, rather than using negative emotional experiences to teach 

management skills. Alternately, emotionally dismissing parents may be particularly 

opposed to the manner in which their child manages their emotions, leading to negative 

reactions of their own, and resulting in minimizing the child’s emotional experiences, or 

punishment (Cassano, et al., 2007). 

Research on emotion coaching has illustrated that there is a relationship between 

mothers’ level of emotional instruction and validation and children’s emotional 

regulation. One such study, conducted by Shipman, Schneider, Fitzgerald, Sims, Swisher, 

and Edwards (2007), looked at the relationship between maltreating and nonmaltreating 

mothers’ emotional support and their children’s resulting emotion regulation abilities. 

Eighty mother-child dyads were selected, with half the sample of children from 

physically maltreating homes; the child participants were between the ages of 6 and 12 

years. Mothers completed an emotion regulation checklist for children and an emotion 

coaching scale, and participated in a meta-emotion interview for parents. Mother-child 

dyads also participated in an emotion interaction task in which the child was instructed to 

talk to their mother about 3 negative emotional events that happened in the past; mothers 

were coded for the validation of their responses. The results of this study showed the 

importance of maternal emotion socialization in children’s development of emotion 
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regulation, as nonmaltreating mothers demonstrated more emotion coaching and 

validation of emotions than maltreating mothers, and had children with less emotion 

dysregulation. Thus, maternal responses to children’s emotions were found to mediate the 

relationship between maltreatment and the child’s emotion regulation. This research 

clearly shows that parental emotion coaching is an important pathway for studying 

socialization of emotional competence. Specifically, this research demonstrates the 

importance of parent-child discussions of emotions as a vehicle for emotion instruction. 

Parental Socialization of Emotion Through Autobiographical Memory 

The current study focuses on the specific emotion-related socializing behavior of 

parents’ discussion of emotion with their children. One such area of research which has 

attempted to describe this mechanism of socialization, has focused on children’s 

development of autobiographical memory through emotional discussion with caregivers. 

The research on autobiographical memory has begun to look at parents’ methods of 

socialization through how they reminisce about past events with their children (Laible, 

2004; Fivush et al., 2003). The act of reminiscing is characterized by the articulation and 

sharing of one’s personal past with others. Initially, children are guided by parents in 

learning the forms and functions of creating a narrative about past events, and in deriving 

meaning from those events. The research on reminiscing as a vehicle of socialization of 

emotion differs from the research on emotion coaching, as the reminiscing research 

primarily focuses on the specific questions and statements mothers make to facilitate 

personal narrative construction and emotional schema construction. Emotion coaching 

focuses more on parents’ explicit modeling and teaching of emotion behaviors, as well as 

the content when discussing emotions. 
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Research has shown that mothers who are more elaborative when reminiscing 

with their preschool children about personal experiences have children who demonstrate 

more sophisticated autobiographical memory skills (Nelson & Fivush, 2004, as cited in 

Fivush et al., 2006). The focus of this body of research lies in a mother’s style of 

elaboration when conversing in a dyadic discussion with her child. Elaboration style, as 

developed by Fivush (2006), characterizes an individual with an elaborative style as one 

who provides a great deal of rich information, and encourages the child to participate in 

the co-construction of a personal narrative using open-ended questions, memory 

statements, and evaluations. Mothers who are labeled as less elaborative tend to provide 

less detail, ask closed-ended questions, and have shorter discussions with their children.  

Research on parents’ elaboration style when discussing past events with their 

children has found variations in parents elaboration in response to gender and the type of 

emotional experience discussed. In one study, Fivush, Berlin, Sales, Mennuti-Washburn, 

and Cassidy (2003) investigated the functions of mothers’ elaboration style when 

reminiscing about emotional events with a positive (i.e. happy) and negative valence (i.e. 

anger, fear). Seventy preschool children (42 male, 28 female; age 3.5 - 4 years) and their 

mothers participated in a reminiscing task, discussing 2 positive emotions and 3 negative 

emotions. Mothers were instructed to elicit their child’s memory of 5 separate emotional 

events (positive, sadness, anger, fear, positive). The authors coded for 2 dimensions of 

talk in mothers and children:  style (elaborations, evaluations, repetitions), and content 

(factual/description, emotion words/behaviors, attributions of emotion to an individual, 

cause of emotion, and resolution of the negative affect experienced). Mothers were found 

to be more elaborative with daughters than with sons, and more elaborative when 
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discussing fear, than anger or sadness. Daughters were found to be more elaborative than 

sons, and both sons and daughters were more elaborative and evaluative when discussing 

fear than sadness or anger. Mothers generally focused on causes when discussing 

emotional experiences, but focused on facts when discussing fear, emotional resolutions 

when discussing fear and sadness, and emotional attributions when discussing anger. 

Sons and daughters showed a similar pattern in their discussions of emotions, in that they 

generally focused on the causes of emotions. The findings of this study illustrate several 

factors which influence mothers’ elaboration style; specifically, they found gender 

differences in A) mothers’ socialization behaviors between sons and daughters, and B) 

the specific goals mothers may have when building their children’s autobiographical 

memory about different negative emotions. 

In another study which investigated autobiographical memory, Laible (2004) 

examined the relations between temperament, attachment security, and content and style 

of mother-child discourse, and how the relationship between these variables varies across 

contexts. Laible hypothesized that the style and content of the mother-child discourse 

contributes to individual differences in children’s emotion development, and that there 

are two distinct styles of discourse. As defined by Laible, elaborative discourse occurs 

when the mother provides background detail about an event, and asks the child rich and 

open-ended questions. Mothers who are labeled as receptive/pragmatic have styles which 

provide little support or details and ask a series of repetitive close-ended questions. Fifty-

one (23 male, 28 female, between 3-5 years of age) preschoolers and their mothers 

participated in a free play period, a storybook reading, and a conversation about past 

behavior. Measures of child participants’ socioemotional development included a 
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resistance to temptation task, a measure of emotional understanding, a doll story 

completion task, and the Attachment Q-set. Temperament and attachment style 

differences were found to be related to differences in quality and emotional content of the 

mother-child discourse, and those differences were also found to be related to the child’s 

socioemotional development. Mothers who perceived their children as high in negative 

reactivity were more elaborative with their children when reminiscing than mothers of 

low reactive children. Mothers were also more likely to discuss negative emotions if the 

child was high in negative reactivity. Mother-child dyads who were categorized as 

securely attached discussed negative emotion more frequently and were more likely to be 

elaborative. Maternal elaboration in both situational contexts was the most consistent 

predictor of the child’s socioemotional development. This study lends further support to 

the theory that mothers’ elaboration style in conversing with their children is a significant 

contributor to children’s socioemotional development. 

Laible and Song (2006) expanded on previous research looking at the effects of 

mother-child discourse on children’s socioemotional development by examining the 

affect of the mother during discourse, and the child’s emotional understanding, 

representations of relationships, and aggression. Fifty one children between the ages of 3 

and 5 years were assessed in terms of their socioemotional development using an 

affective perspective-taking task developed by Denham (1986, as cited in Laible & Song, 

2006), a representations of relationships task using a shortened version of the MacArthur 

Story-Stem Battery (MSSB). They were also assessed in terms of aggression, as reported 

on by mothers with a modified version of the Ladd and Profilet’s Child Behavior Scale. 

The mother and child dyads also participated in two discourse tasks: a storybook reading 
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and a reminiscing task. In the storybook task, mothers helped their child create a story 

from a wordless picturebook; in the reminiscing task, mothers were asked to elicit their 

child’s memory about two past events, one involving a positive emotion and one 

involving a negative emotion experienced by the child. These conversations were 

transcribed and coded for mother’s elaboration, emotion words, and mother-child affect.  

The results of this study showed that mothers who exhibited higher levels of 

warmth and communication during the discussion tasks had children who were more 

prosocial, as measured by an affective perspective-taking task, and who had more 

coherent representations of family relationships. Mothers who elaborated more during the 

reminiscing task had children who scored higher on emotional understanding, and had 

more coherent and prosocial representations of relationships. This study supports 

previous research findings on the links between children’s emotional understanding and 

mother’s style of elaboration, but also expands on previous studies by adding the variable 

of mother-reported prosocial and aggressive behaviors. Laible and Song’s (2006) study is 

one of the few that has attempted to link mothers’ elaboration to children’s actual social 

behaviors. The current study expands on past research’s exploration of this link through 

the use of observational methods. 

Other lines of research, not specifically related to socialization of emotion values 

but concerning the social and communicative outcomes of children, have found that the 

way parents communicate with their children has direct effects on children’s social 

competence (Black & Logan, 1995). In this line of research looking at socialization 

through verbal communication, investigators have examined specific communicative 

patterns of parents and their children, and the effects of these socialized communicative 
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patterns on children’s social competence and acceptance. In one such study, Black and 

Logan (1995) studied whether there is a link between aspects of responsiveness and 

reciprocity in parent-child communication and children's communication competence 

with peers. The participants were 43 children (23 male, 20 female; between the ages of 

24-60 months), their mothers and fathers, and peers in 3 peer interaction contexts (dyad, 

host of a triad, and entry child in a triad). Teacher knowledge of social relationships and 

status among the children in the classroom was used to measure sociometric status of the 

children. Children were also directly observed in the 3 interactive contexts with peers, 

and their behavior was coded. It was found that parents of rejected children differed from 

the parents of popular children in that they were nonresponsive to children's requests or 

questions, responded noncontingently, and took irrelevant turns in communication. This 

research demonstrated that the nature of parents' requests, the extent to which those 

requests are open or closed, and whether they leave time for the child to respond, are 

factors that are important to how children learn to communicate with their peers, which 

further may impact their rejection or acceptance in the peer group. The findings of this 

research support the body of research examining parents’ communication style and its 

relation to children’s social development. Furthermore, this line of research extends the 

body of knowledge concerning parents’ emotion socialization as it demonstrates a direct 

link between parent’s communicative style, children’s learned communicative style, and 

children’s resulting social interactions and development. 

 The emerging body of research concerning parents’ emotion-related socialization 

behaviors, specifically the socialization of emotion and social behaviors through 

language and autobiographical narrative, has been found to be related to several areas of 
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children’s socioemotional development (Eisenberg et al., 1998; Laible, 2004). However, 

most of the research linking autobiographical memory and children’s socioemotional 

development has focused on the understanding of emotion, such as looking at 

representations of relationships and perspective taking, while largely ignoring how 

caregivers’ socialization of emotion affects children’s development of the ability to 

regulate their emotions. Cole, Martin, & Dennis (2004, p. 318) succinctly sum up the 

importance of measuring the development of emotion regulation: 

“The value of the concept of emotion regulation is as a tool to understand how 

emotions organize attention and activity and facilitate strategic, persistent, or 

powerful actions to overcome obstacles, solve problems, and maintain well-being 

at the same time as they may impair reasoning and planning, complicate and 

compromise interpersonal interactions and relationships, and endanger health.”  

In consideration of the lack of research on the effects of parents’ socialization through 

reminiscing on children’s development of affect regulation, the current study attempts to 

clarify the connections between these two constructs.  

Development of Affect Regulation 

 

The functionalist theory of emotions provides a framework for understanding the 

role of caregiver and child interactions in developing social and emotional skills, with an 

emphasis on the importance of the development of emotion regulation (Shipman et al., 

2007). From the functionalist perspective, emotions act as a motivating, guiding, and 

energizing source for adaptive functioning; strong emotions may be adaptive in the 

context of threat or fear, but may become maladaptive if they do not match contextual 

and social demands (Cicchetti, Ackerman, & Izard, 1995, as cited in Morris et al., 2007).   
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The study of emotion regulation offers a perspective on children’s emotional 

development that is different from studies that primarily focus on children’s emotion 

expression and understanding, sympathy, empathy, and perspective taking (Cole et al., 

2004). This alternate perspective frames emotion as a powerful motivator which gives 

daily experiences their value and meaning, but also frames emotion as an internal 

mechanism that requires regulation in the experience of environmental stimuli. As 

children grow older, their repertoire of regulatory strategies expands with their increased 

experiences, and develops in conjunction with cognitive, language, motor, and social 

skills (Cole et al., 2004). 

It must be noted that affect regulation is a difficult construct to examine 

empirically, and although it has become quite popular in the psychological literature, 

many have raised concerns about its status and viability as a scientific construct (Cole et 

al., 2004; Raver, 2004; Bridges, 2004). First, the concept of emotion must be 

distinguished from that of emotion regulation; unfortunately, there is little theoretical 

consensus in how to define or study emotion (Raver, 2004). The best approach for 

deciding on a definition, as has been suggested in the literature, is to adopt the 

assumptions most commonly used in the field of emotion research (Cole et al., 2004). 

Utilizing this approach, the current study defines emotion as a biological “radar and rapid 

response system”, that permits extremely quick appraisals of our environment, but also 

creates and carries meaning across experiences (Cole et al., 2004, p. 319).  

Defining the concept of emotion regulation poses two issues: emotions as 

regulatory processes, and emotion as regulated by other processes. Either way, the 

regulatory aspects must be independent of the activated emotion; therefore, in the current 
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study, emotion regulation will be defined as the changes associated with activated 

emotions. These changes may be in the emotion itself, such as intensity, duration, 

valence, or in other psychological processes, such as memory or social behavior (Cole et 

al., 2004). Changes in activated emotions and other psychological processes are generally 

investigated through the induction of a negative emotion (e.g., frustration), and 

subsequent measuring of the valence and intensity of the emotion being experienced, as 

well as the behavioral and verbal strategies used with the goal of bringing about more 

positive emotion. 

For instance, Diener and Magelsdorf (1999) found that infants between the ages 

of 18 and 24 months use more behavioral strategies during a frustration task as compared 

to a fear task, and that children were more likely to seek their mother’s help if she 

remained passive during a task. The findings of this study support other research that has 

found relationships between a child’s ability or strategies to regulate a negative emotion, 

the context of the emotional experience, and level of distress in the child (Cole et al., 

2004). Another study, by Mangelsdorf, Shapiro, and Marzolf (1995), found specific age-

related strategies used by infants to regulate emotion during interaction with a male 

stranger. At 6 months, infants primarily used gaze aversion, and 18-month-olds were 

found to try and control or direct the interaction with the stranger more often than 

children at 12 months. Similar to the strategies examined in Mangelsdorf et al. (1995), 

another study found that the strategy of orienting away from the subject of distess was the 

most effective strategy for reducing distress in 2-year-olds (Grolnick, Bridges, & 

Connell, 1996). 
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 A longitudinal study by Stifter, Spinrad, and Braungart-Rieker (1999) shed light 

on the development of affect regulation in infants, and its relation to later compliance to 

requests as toddlers. The participants in this study took part in an age-appropriate 

frustration task at 5, 10, 18, and 30 months of age, and several tasks meant to elicit 

compliance or noncompliance were administered at 30 months. They found that infants 

who demonstrated low levels of regulation were more likely to use avoidance or defiance 

in response to requests to comply. Also, infants who were low in regulation and high in 

reactivity were less likely to comply to requests than infants who had high levels of 

regulation and high levels of reactivity. As compliance is a complex social behavior 

related to the development of social, cognitive, motor, and affective skills, it is a valuable 

trait to study, especially in terms of later behavioral problems. Affect regulation’s role as 

a predictor of the child’s ability to comply belies its saliency as an important domain to 

study in children’s behavioral development (Stifter et al., 1999). 

The research described above demonstrates that children begin building strategies 

to regulate their emotions from an early age. However, the infants used in these studies 

were likely preverbal, and are not likely to be as impacted by parents’ communicative 

socialization practices as much as older, verbal children might be. Subsequently, the 

following section discusses research pertaining to children’s continuing development of 

emotion regulation during the preschool period (3 – 5 years of age). 

Emotion Regulation Development in the Preschool Period 

As the research looking at processes involved in infants’ and toddlers’ emotion 

regulation progressed, a pattern in the types of behaviors children exhibit emerged. 

Researchers proposed that 3- to 5- year olds are capable of complex strategies for 



Affect Regulation 15 

regulating their emotions (Stansbury & Sigman, 2000). These learned strategies are 

assumed to be the result of intentional and unintentional parental socialization (Morris et 

al., 2007).  

Several emotion regulatory strategies have been identified in the research 

investigating affect regulation in children of the preschool age. One such strategy has 

been identified as self-comforting, such as when a child may suck a thumb or hug a 

comfort toy. Another strategy has been identified as distraction, which is orienting away 

from the stimulus eliciting the negative emotional experience. Instrumental behaviors 

include behaviors or verbalizations that actively attempt to change the emotionally 

negative situation to a more positive situation. And lastly, there is cognitive regulation, in 

which the child attempts to reframe the situation in a logical way that allows him/her to 

reach an ultimate goal; this usually necessitates verbalization of goals, such as in 

bargaining or compromising (Stansbury & Sigman, 2000; Zimmerman & Stansbury, 

2003; Stansbury & Zimmerman, 1999). Several studies have looked at how children use 

these strategies, to what purpose in what type of situation, and what strategies are the 

most efficient and cognitively sophisticated.  

Stansbury and Sigman (2000) framed the four mentioned regulatory strategies in 

terms of their developmental sophistication, hypothesizing that older children would use 

more advanced strategies than younger children. Cognitive regulation is hypothesized to 

be the most advanced emotion regulatory strategy, with instrumental behaviors and 

distraction lower in sophistication, and self-comforting as the least sophisticated and 

effective. To examine the development of emotion regulation strategies, Stansbury and 

Sigman (2000) looked at children's responses to two frustrating situations, the strategies 
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exhibited by the child and whether they serve an emotion regulating function, and 

whether these strategies are supported by parents in a frustrating situation. The findings 

of this study demonstrated that 3-year-olds were beginning to use complex strategies to 

respond to frustration; they used more instrumental strategies than 4-year-olds, but used 

relatively few comforting strategies. Four-year-olds were not found to use significantly 

more cognitive strategies than 3-year-olds, although they did use fewer instrumental 

strategies, which may have been because they used the strategy more effectively than 3-

year-olds. Parents followed the same pattern as their children, helping 3-year-olds with 

instrumental strategies more than parents of 4-year-olds. The finding that parents and 

children matched in their emotion regulation strategies was a significant finding, because 

it supports the idea that parents socialize their children to which emotion regulation 

strategies are important.  

Another study, by Zimmerman and Stansbury (2003), looked at 3-year-old 

children’s emotion regulation strategy use to deterimine whether characteristics of a task, 

temperamental reactivity, and attentional control to focus would determine the types of 

emotion regulation strategies children use. Measures of parental report on behavior and 

temperament were used, and children were introduced to 3 stressful situations - stranger 

approach, busy-caregiver, and delay of gratification. The findings supported the 

hypothesis that choice of emotion regulation strategy is influenced by situational context 

and temperamental reactivity. Cognitive and instrumental strategies were more frequent 

in the delay of gratification situation (less distressful situation), comforting strategies 

were more frequent in the stranger approach situation (more distressful situation), and  

distraction strategies were more frequently used in the busy-caregiver situation. 
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Zimmerman and Stansbury reasoned that more distressful situations left fewer cognitive 

resources available for deployment of more sophisticated strategies. It was also found 

that bolder children used more distraction in the busy caregiver paradigm, that 

comforting behaviors were related to attention focusing ability in a situation, and that 

more active children engaged in instrumental activities. Zimmerman and Stansbury’s 

study illustrates the importance of evaluating the level of distress a situation elicits in 

children when researchers attempt to study the regulatory strategies in use. This study 

also highlights the variability among children’s strategy use due to specific child 

characteristics, such as reactivity, activity levels, attentional ability, and the cognitive 

resources available in a specific situation. 

In a related line of research, some studies have looked at children’s ability to cope 

with strong negative emotions. Fabes and Eisenberg (1992) examined the interpersonal 

contexts that elicit anger in young children and how they cope with the provocation of 

anger in a natural context. They also examined the social correlates of individual 

differences in children’s anger and coping, specifically the relation between children’s 

social competence and popularity to anger related responses. The participants of this 

study were 69 children ranging in age from 42 to 71 months; their overt anger, 

provocations, and reactions were observed during free play periods at a daycare everyday 

for 3 months, and a teacher-report was used to determine social competency and 

popularity. The findings reflected the results of previous studies in that the children’s 

overall use of aggressive retaliation was relatively low. Clear sex differences were found 

in terms of coping strategies; boys were more likely to vent their feelings when angered, 

whereas girls were more likely than boys to use active resistance (verbal assertion). As 
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the authors predicted, children who were popular and socially competent were less likely 

to be involved in anger conflicts, and were more likely to deal with anger provocations in 

a more direct and less aggressive way (i.e., verbally compromising). Also, children’s 

interpersonal coping responses and emotional reactivity were found to be related; 

children who were most susceptible to becoming angry in the context of social interaction 

exhibited relatively low levels of socially direct and constructive coping responses. 

Studies such as this one indirectly contribute to the field’s understanding of emotion 

regulation. The fact that this study used observational methods supplements the majority 

of the research on affect regulation that relies on experimental laboratory settings, 

providing a more natural context in which to evaluate children’s normative emotion 

regulation. 

Language Factors 

 Another point of interest in both the affect regulation and autobiographical 

memory fields of research, is whether a child’s level of language understanding and 

expression affects the mother-child relationship to a level where it interferes with the 

processes of socialization of emotion behaviors and values (Stansbury & Zimmerman, 

1999; Laible & Song, 2006; Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005). Some of the research on 

emotion regulation has looked at its associations with language delays and behavioral 

problems. One such study, by Stansbury and Zimmerman (1999),  looked at mother-child 

interactions, parenting style, child behavioral problems and language delays, and child 

emotion regulation strategies. Seventy-eight children between the ages of 3 and 4 years, 

and their mothers, participated in a compliance/clean-up task and denied request task; 

mothers completed Achenbach’s Child Behavior Checklist, and the child’s language 
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comprehension and expression was asessed with the Reynell Developmental Language 

Scales. The 4 emotion regulation strategies mentioned in the previous section were 

similarly coded in the two frustration tasks of this study, for both the mother and child 

participants. Children of lower verbal comprehension were found to have mothers who 

used more unexplained compliance demands and a wider repertoire of emotion regulation 

strategies, than mothers of children with high verbal comprehension. However, mothers 

of children with low language comprehension and expression scores used less 

developmentally sophisticated strategies more often (i.e., physical comforting, 

instrumental behaviors), than did mothers with children of higher verbal scores. Child 

language ability was not found to be related to behavior problems. Overall, Stansbury and 

Zimmerman (1999) concluded that the findings demonstrated that low language ability in 

children may affect the mother-child relationship in a way that makes it more difficult for 

mothers to socialize their children to specific emotion regulation strategies. 

In contrast with measuring children’s language comprehension and expression 

ability, an alternative method for decoding the relationship between child language 

factors and subsequent socioemotional functioning is looking at children’s use of internal 

state language. In the field of research looking at autobiographical memory, internal state 

language (ISL) has been defined as words that are indicative of cognitive processing (i.e. 

understand, know, realize) and affective processing (i.e. mad, sad, laughing, crying), to 

convey emotion, cognition, and perspective (Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005). The ISL 

construct has been used extensively in the autobiographical memory field as a method to 

provide insight into the interrelationships between language, emotion, and cognitive 

development (Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005).  
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In the field of autobiographical memory, research has found that adults who use 

more internal state language when narrating stressful events show lower levels of anxiety 

and depression, and higher levels of well-being and effective behaviors in the world (such 

as getting good grades, reemployment, etc.) (Pennebaker, 1997, as cited in Fivush & 

Baker-Ward, 2005). This research implies that having the vocabulary to accurately 

identify and convey emotional experiences facilitates emotional processing and well-

being. Also, research on autobiographical memory and emotion language has shown that 

mothers who use more internal state words indicative of cognitive processing (i.e., know, 

understand, want), have children who also use more cognitive processing language 

(Rudek & Haden, 2004). In a short-term longitudinal study, 21 mother-child dyads 

participated in a reminiscing task discussing 3 specific events at ages 30- and 42-months; 

Rudek and Haden (2004) found that children’s increases in use of mental terms over time 

mirrored that of their mothers.  

The findings of past research in both the fields of autobiographical memory and 

affect regulation suggest that a child’s internal-state language ability may play a part in 

their socialization to emotional reminiscing and regulation. As such, the level of a child’s 

internal-state language ability is an important participant characteristic to take into 

consideration when investigating emotional reminiscing and regulation behaviors. 

The Current Study 

 In the past couple of decades there has been an explosion of psychological 

research interest in children’s development of understanding, expressing, controlling, and 

talking about emotion. Research on caregivers’ socialization of emotion has taken many 

forms. The line of autobiographical memory research that focuses on parents’ discussion 
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of emotion has shown it to be associated to many aspects of children’s socioemotional 

development (Fivush et al., 2006). This research has largely focused on parents’ style of 

elaboration when discussing past emotional events with their children. Caregivers’ style 

of elaboration is categorized in terms of the types of questions they ask, the amount of 

background detail they give, and how much they engage their children in the discussion 

(Fivush et al., 2003; Fivush & Wang, 2005). The current study attempts to build on what 

is known about parents’ socialization of emotion through discussion of past emotional 

events by exploring its connections to affect regulation in early childhood, because the 

association between children’s emotion regulation ability and parental socialization of 

emotion through discussion of past events is a relationship that has yet to be studied.  

As such, the goal of the current study is to investigate whether the specific 

methods mothers use when discussing past emotional events is related to preschool 

children’s use of specific affect regulation strategies. This connection is important to 

investigate as it may provide insight as to which parental socialization behaviors may be 

most beneficial towards the development of affect regulation during the early childhood 

period. Affect regulation is an important ability that is learned early in life; deficits in 

emotion regulation may contribute to the development of emotional and behavioral 

problems. Therefore, research targeting specific parenting behaviors that promote or 

hinder emotion regulation development may facilitate the development of effective 

behavioral interventions (i.e. parent coaching). 

For the purposes of this study, affect regulation was measured through preschool 

children’s use of emotion regulation strategies (self-comfort, distraction, instrumental 

behaviors, and cognitive regulation), over the time of a mild frustration task. (Stansbury 
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& Sigman, 2000; Cole et al., 2004). Mild frustration was induced through a combined 

delay-of-gratification/compliance task in which the child participant was shown a 

wrapped present (gratification stimuli), and then told they were to clean up a room in 

which they had been playing. As previous studies have shown an association between 

mothers’ elaboration style and children’s socioemotional development (Fivush et al., 

2006; Eisenberg et al., 1998), it was hypothesized in this study that mothers who were 

more elaborative would have children who used more sophisticated affect regulation 

strategies (instrumental behaviors and cognitive regulation). It was also hypothesized that 

mothers who were more elaborative would have children who have a more positive 

average valence of emotion, with lower intensity of negative emotion, over the time of a 

frustration task.  Also, based on past research concerning autobiographical memory and 

internal state language, it was hypothesized that mothers who used more internal state 

language (ISL) during the reminiscing task would have children who also demonstrated 

more ISL. Finally, higher levels of ISL in children were hypothesized to be related to 

more sophisticated affect regulation strategies. 

Method 

Participants 

 Six children (4 male, 2 female) between the ages of 42 and 56 months (3;6 and 

4;6 years), and their mothers, were recruited from a private Montessori school in South 

Florida. Eighty children between the ages of 3 and 5 were available for recruitment, and 6 

parents responded to the 5 recruitment fliers that were sent home in the children’s weekly 

mail. 
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Procedure 

 Only the participants from which a signed consent form was obtained were 

included in this study. All procedures took place at the school from which participants 

were recruited, and were scheduled for 30 minutes at the end of the child’s regularly 

scheduled day. The procedure involved two consecutive tasks, the first was a reminiscing 

task, and the second was a clean-up/frustration task. Both tasks together took 

approximately 45 minutes or less to complete. 

Reminiscing Task. This task was adapted directly from Fivush et al. (2003) and 

was audiorecorded for later transcribing and coding. The mother and child dyad were 

taken into a spare room in the child’s school and seated in a comfortable location. The 

mother was given 5 notecards with a different emotion on each (in order: happy, sad, 

mad, scared, happy), and was instructed to try to elicit the child’s memory of a past event 

of each specific emotion in turn, in as natural a manner possible. The task continued for 

as long as mother and child wished to discuss the emotional events; the experimenter was 

not present during the task to allow for more natural interaction between mother and 

child. 

Clean-Up Task. This task was adapted from Stansbury and Sigman (2000), and 

was videorecorded for later coding. At the completion of the reminiscing task, the mother 

was situated at a table with some magazines to keep busy. The female experimenter then 

brought out a large bag of toys (e.g., kinex, legos, toy cars, building blocks, etc) and 

played with the child for a period of about 10 minutes. Once the freeplay period ended, 

the experimenter thanked the child and told him/her: “I would like to thank you for 

participating in my project. I’m going to get a gift I have brought for you.” When the 
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experimenter returned with the wrapped gift, the child participant was told, “Look how 

messy this room is! We can’t leave the schoolroom like this. You have two minutes to 

pick up all the toys you played with and put them back in the bag, and then you may have 

the present.” The present was then placed in a visible but unreachable location, and the 

mother and female experimenter acted busy in a part of the room. The task was intended 

to induce frustration in the child participant; it went on for 2 minutes before the 

experimenter ended it and the child received the wrapped gift
1
.  

Coding Procedures 

Reminiscing task. The audio files from the reminiscing task were transcribed 

verbatim and the mother-child conversations were broken down into conversational 

propositions (subject-verb clause construction). The conversations were coded for 

mothers’ elaboration using a coding scheme adapted from Fivush et al. (2003) and Fivush 

and Wang (2005). The language analysis program CLAN (MacWhinney, 2000) was used 

for transcribing, coding, and analyzing the mother-child dialogue. The elaboration codes 

presented here are mutually exclusive and assigned per maternal clause/proposition. 

Elaboration Codes. Elaborations were defined as any clause that contained new 

details, extended or embellished the conversation; whenever a) the mother introduced a 

topic, b) the mother moved conversation to a new aspect of the event, or c) the mother 

added information regarding a particular aspect.  Utterances that were coded as 

elaborations were also coded as either memory statements, yes/no questions, or memory 

                                                
1
 The gratification stimulus (wrapped gift) in the clean-up/delay-of-gratification task was slightly altered 

after the first three participants (A, B, and C) seemed to have little variation in their level of emotion 

regulation. Suspecting an insufficient level of frustration, the Principle Investigator decided to slightly 

change the gratification stimulus to make it more enticing. A page of stickers was placed on the outside of 

the gift. Originally, the first three participants were meant to be thrown out; however, when the sample size 

turned out quite small, it was decided to retain all participants as one group. Possible differences in the two 

groups, no-stickers (A, B, C) and stickers (D, E, F), will be assessed in the analyses.  



Affect Regulation 25 

questions. Non-Elaborations were defined as any clause which did not provide new 

information, or extend and embellish the conversation. Evaluations and repetitions were 

within this category; see Table 1 for elaboration code definitions and examples. Clauses 

which did not fit any of the above elaborative and non-elaborative codes were 

categorized as None. 

Elaboration Scores. The proportion of the mothers’ clauses that were memory 

questions, memory statements, yes/no questions, evaluations, repetitions, and none was 

computed as their score for each of these variables, for comparison in the analyses. These 

scores were  further grouped into a composite Elaboration score (memory questions, 

memory statements, and yes/no questions) and Non-elaboration score (evaluations, 

repetitions, none), for descriptive and statistical comparison of individuals. 

Internal State Language. The transcripts from the reminiscing task were also 

analyzed in terms of the emotional internal state language used by both mother and child. 

The overall frequency of prototypical emotion state words (happy, mad, sad, etc.), and 

words indicative of emotion states (laughing, crying, etc.) were tallied. The proportion of 

the emotion words relative to the total words used by the participant (separate scores for 

mother and child) during the task were computed (Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005).  

Clean-up task  

The 2 minute videorecording of the clean-up task was used to code for the 

participants’ behavioral strategies used in regulating a negative emotion (Stansbury & 

Sigman, 2000). The frustration recordings were coded in 5 second intervals, capturing the 

overall intensity, valence, and behavioral strategy used for each interval. 
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Emotion Regulation Strategy Codes. Emotion regulation strategies were coded as 

either self-comforting, distraction, instrumental behavior, cognitive regulation, or none 

(Stansbury & Sigman, 2000). See Table 2 for more details on emotion regulation strategy 

definitions and examples. The child’s overall frequency of each of the codes, as well as 

composite scores of higher sophistication (Cognitive Regulation, Instrumental Behaviors) 

and lower sophistication (Distraction, Self-comfort, None) regulatory strategies, were 

used in the analyses. 

Reliability 

 

 An additional coder was trained to use the coding schemes for both the 

reminiscing and affect regulation tasks. A third of the 6 transcripts were independently 

coded by the two coders for reliability. Percent agreement was computed by dividing the 

number of matching codes by the number of total codes per transcript/video coded. For 

the elaboration coding scheme, agreement between the Principle Investigator and the 

second coder was 79%; for the affect regulation strategies coding scheme, agreement was 

87.1%.  

Results 

 

Reminiscing Task 

 

 Mothers’ Overall Elaboration. There was very little variation in the total 

proportion of elaboration exhibited by the 6 mothers who participated in this study. All 

mothers scored in the moderate to high elaboration range, and used more elaborative 

strategies (M = .643, SD =.072) than non-elaborative strategies (M = .357, SD = .015) 

overall. Generally, mothers varied by no more than 20% in the proportion of elaborative 

and non-elaborative utterances used during the reminiscing task. The main elaboration 
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strategy used by mother participants (excepting participant B) was memory questions (M 

= .327, SD = .094); the next most used strategy was yes or no questions (M = .202, SD = 

.052), with memory statements used the least (M = .114, SD = .053).  For individual 

scores and proportions of mothers’ elaboration strategies, see Table 3. Of the non-

elaborative strategies used by mothers, repetition was the most common strategy (M = 

.131, SD = .055), followed by no strategy (M = .125, SD = .074) and evaluations (M = 

.101, SD = .072) (see Table 3). Overall, mothers were slightly more elaborative with sons 

(M = .681, SD = .054) than with daughters (M = .567, SD = .006) 

 Elaboration: Happy Event. In the sections (1st and 5th) of the reminiscing 

conversation in which mothers discussed a happy event with their child, there was little 

more than 20% variation between mothers in their use of elaborative utterances (see 

Table 4). Mothers were more elaborative (M = .581, SD = .099) than they were non-

elaborative (M = .419, SD = .099). During this elaboration event, mothers’ primary 

elaboration strategies were memory questions (M = .275, SD = .105) and yes or no 

questions (M = .210, SD = .046), followed by memory statements (M = .092, SD = .077). 

Mothers’ primary  non-elaborative strategy during these memory discussions was none 

(M = .150, SD = .108),  followed by evaluations (M = .141, SD = .107), with repetitions 

used least (M = .129, SD = .057). In discussing happy events, mothers were more 

elaborative with sons (M = .644, SD = .022) than with daughters (M = .455, SD = .02). 

See Table 4 for individual participant scores and proportions. 

 Elaboration: Sad Event. In the sad event within the reminiscing task, mother 

participants varied by as much as 33% in their total proportion of elaborative strategies, 

and used substantially more elaborative strategies (M = .743, SD = .126) than non-
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elaborative strategies (M = .257, SD = .126). Mothers used memory questions (M = .405, 

SD = .104) twice as often as yes or no questions (M = .218, SD = .143), and used memory 

statements least (M = .122, SD = .075). Of mothers’ non-elaborative strategies, repetition 

was the most used (M = .103, SD = .083), followed by no strategy (M = .084, SD = .055), 

with evaluations used the least (M = .07, SD = .082). In this event, mothers were similarly 

elaborative with sons (M = .756, SD = .155) as with daughters (M = .718, SD = .072). See 

Table 5 for individual scores and proportions. 

Elaboration: Mad Event. Mothers’ elaboration during the mad event in the 

reminiscing task varied by as much as 55%; all mothers but one (E) were more 

elaborative (M = .705, SD = .201) than non-elaborative (M = .295, SD = .201) during this 

event. Mothers’ primary elaborative strategy during this task was memory questions (M = 

.285, SD = .123), followed by memory statements (M = .228, SD = .200), with yes or no 

questions being used least (M = .192, SD = .120). Mothers’ primary non-elaborative 

strategy was repetitions (M = .152, SD = .108), followed by no strategy (M = .091, SD = 

.090), and evaluations used least (M = .05, SD = .071). In this event, mothers were more 

elaborative with daughters (M = .834, SD = .235) than with sons (M = .641, SD = .18). 

See Table 6 for individual proportions and scores 

Elaboration: Scared Event. Mothers’ use of elaboration strategies in the scared 

event discussion during the reminiscing task varied by as much as 26%, with all mothers 

using elaborative strategies (M = .702, SD = .087) more than non-elaborative strategies 

(M = .298, SD = .087). Mothers’ most common elaborative strategy was memory 

questions (M = .402, SD = .068), followed by memory statements (M = .155, SD = .093), 

and then yes or no questions (M = .145, SD = .082). Mothers’ primary non-elaborative 
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strategy was repetitions (M = .154, SD = .093), followed by no strategy (M = .081, SD = 

.112), with evaluations used the least (M = .064, SD = .080). In this event, mothers were 

more elaborative with sons (M = .733, SD = .062) than with daughters (M = .641, SD = 

.122). See Table 7 for individual scores and proportions. 

Affect Regulation Task 

 

 The child participants varied by as much as 95% in their use of developmentally 

advanced (instrumental behavior and cognitive regulation) versus the developmentally 

less sophisticated (distraction and self-comforting) strategies during the affect regulation 

task. An examination of individual scores revealed a clear grouping of half of the 

participants in a primarily “high-use” (of advanced affect regulation strategies) group (M 

= .889, SD = .105), and half in a “low-use” (of advanced affect regulation strategies) 

group (M = .208, SD = .167). Overall, the most common advanced strategy the children 

used was instrumental behavior (M = .396, SD = .369), followed by cognitive regulation 

(M = .153, SD = .162). Children’s most used less-sophisticated strategy was distraction 

(M = .347, SD =.416 ) followed by self-comfort (M = .09, SD = .221). See Table 8 for 

individual scores and proportions. Overall, the 2 girls (M = .896, SD = .147) used more 

sophisticated emotion regulation strategies than the 4 boys (M = .375, SD = .36). 

Internal State Language 

 

 No distinct pattern was identified in mothers’ and children’s use of internal state 

language. Mothers, on average, exhibited a slightly higher proportion of total different 

internal state words (M  = .073, SD = .016) than their children (M = .061, SD = .020). 

Mothers also exhibited higher proportion of internal state language tokens (M = .074, SD 

= .027) than children (M = .062, SD = .024). Boys used more total ISL tokens (M = .070, 
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SD = .025) than did girls (M = .046, SD = .018); boys also used more different ISL words 

(M = .067, SD = .022), than did girls (M = .049, SD = .009). Mothers used more total ISL 

tokens with sons (M = .075, SD = .033) than with daughters (M = .072, SD = .017). 

Mothers used slightly more different ISL words with sons (M = .071, SD = .019), as 

compared to daughters (M = .077, SD = .012). See Table 9 for individual proportions. 

Differences Between Groups: Stickers vs. No-Stickers 

 

 Child participants in the Non-Sticker group (A, B, C) used more advanced 

emotion regulation strategies (M = .889, SD = .105) than did participants in the Sticker 

group (D, E, F) (M = .208, SD = .167).  

Discussion 

 The main question of this study addressed whether there was a relationship 

between mothers’ style of elaboration and the developmental level of emotion regulation 

strategies children use. Mothers with a more elaborative reminiscing style, using more 

open-ended questions, yes or no questions, and memory statements, were predicted to 

have children who used more developmentally sophisticated emotion regulation 

strategies, such as instrumental behavior or cognitive regulation. The sample size of this 

study did not leave room for inferential analysis of the data. However, a descriptive 

analysis of the overall data did not seem to imply a trend in the predicted direction, and 

even suggested a trend opposite of what was expected. The three participants (A, B, and 

C) who used more of the developmentally sophisticated emotion regulation strategies had 

mothers who were least elaborative overall. The three mothers who were most 

elaborative (D, E, and F) had children who mostly used the least developmentally 

sophisticated affect regulation strategies. 
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The result of the main question of this study, although inconclusive due to the 

small sample size, is still puzzling in comparison to the research which reports more 

elaborative mothers to have children with a more sophisticated understanding of emotion 

(Laible, 2004; Laible & Song, 2006). For instance, Laible and Song (2006) found that the 

children of mothers who elaborated during a reminiscing task had a higher understanding 

of emotions, and were more likely to have a coherent, prosocial understanding of 

relationships, than did children of mothers who were more repetitive. The lack of the 

expected findings may be a result of this study’s measurement of affect regulation 

through children’s use of strategies in a combined delay-of-gratification/compliance task. 

This tasks’ purpose in inducing frustration in the child participants may have resulted in a 

strategic response aimed at reducing frustration specifically, and the level of arousal 

experienced during this frustration task may have influenced the strategies used. 

Zimmerman and Stansbury (2003) found that the level of emotional stress in a situational 

context affects the types of strategies children use to regulate their emotions, with 

primitive strategies primarily used in more stressful situations (e.g., fear) and more 

advanced strategies used in less stressful situations (e.g., frustration). Specifically, in 

more stressful emotional situations, children may have fewer cognitive resources 

available to them to utilize advanced regulatory strategies.  

The suggested differences between the two groups of children (A, B, and C vs. D, 

E, and F) may be related to changes in the experimental procedure. Half-way through 

data collection, the delay-of-gratification stimulus was slightly altered (made more 

enticing with a page of stickers added to the outside of the wrapped gift) in order to 

correct for a suspected insufficient level of frustration in the affect regulation task. This 
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change to the procedure was instituted after the first three participants (A, B, and C) were 

tested for the frustration task, with the intention of discarding the first data set. However, 

the Non-Sticker data set was retained for analyses when the final sample size reached 

only a total of 6 mother-child pairs. As such, the possible differences between children in 

the No-Stickers (participants A, B, C) and Stickers (participants D, E, F) groups was 

assessed. The Stickers group seemed to utilize less sophisticated regulation strategies, 

which is possibly a result of the increased frustration they experienced in comparison to 

Non-Stickers, who used more advanced regulation strategies. Again, this relates to the 

amount of cognitive resources available to the participants due to the level of distress 

experienced during the task (Zimmerman & Stansbury, 2003). It is possible that the 

increased frustration for the Stickers group contributed to the lower level of 

developmental sophistication of strategies used.  

In line with what Zimmerman and Stansbury found in their frustration task, 

children in the current study, on average, were fairly equal in their use of advanced vs. 

less-advanced affect regulation strategies, although there was a slightly greater average 

use of advanced affect regulation strategies in the current study. This suggests that it is 

possible that the current study’s frustration task, which was modified from Zimmerman 

and Stansbury’s, overall elicited a similar level of frustration in participants. However, 

when the current study’s frustration task is broken down into the high frustration 

(stickers) and low frustration (non-stickers) groups, a clear difference in sophistication of 

affect regulation strategies is found by level of frustration. The stickers group used more 

of the less-advanced strategies (M = .79) and the non-stickers group used more of the 

advanced strategies (M = .89). Neither the stickers nor the non-stickers group resemble 
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past findings on the frustration task from which the current study’s task was modified; in 

Zimmerman and Stansbury’s frustration task, the use of advanced and less-advanced 

strategies was equal. This comparison may imply that the level of frustration induced 

during the non-stickers task may have been at a lower level than Zimmerman & 

Stansbury’s task (due to modification of the task to fit the current study), and that the 

stickers task induced a higher level of frustration than was induced in the previous 

research. This finding adds to the literature by suggesting that even seemingly minute 

changes in levels of cognitive stress, as induced by an emotional response, may alter 

children’s level of sophistication in regulating affect. Further research should explore 

children’s strategies for emotion regulation in response to different levels of stress within 

and between differing emotions (e.g., fear, happiness, sadness, anger). 

The mother participants in this study demonstrated a more restricted range of 

elaboration than was expected. All mothers elaborated more than half of the time, and the 

most elaborative mother was only 20% more elaborative than the least elaborative 

mother. At this point in time it is impossible to compare the current study’s levels of 

elaboration in mothers to previous research, as the previous research reviewed does not 

provide frequencies for comparison to the current data set. Without a wide range of 

elaboration in the sample of mothers, it cannot be inferred that mothers’ level of 

elaboration (high or low) affected the children’s differences in emotion regulation 

strategy use. However, it would be beneficial to repeat this study with a larger sample 

size, as it is possible that a wider range of elaboration would be found and lend a more 

accurate picture of the functions of mothers’ reminiscing and children’s emotion 

regulation strategies. 
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In order to better illustrate how mothers structure a reminiscing discussion with 

their children with differing levels of elaboration, examples of mothers’ elaborative 

discussion are offered. The following 2 excerpts are examples of high and low 

elaborative mothers in a conversation about a past emotional event. Mothers who are 

highly elaborative during a reminiscing event contribute to their children’s emotional 

development through the way they structure the memory for their children during the 

discussion (Fivush, Haden, & Reese, 2006). Mothers do this through the types of 

questions and statements they make, as well as the content they choose to discuss. 

Example: High Elaboration 

 

Mother:  Do you remember the classroom on Friday when Nina was telling about 

 your friend Annalisa was going to a different school? What did you feel? 

Child:     Sad. 

Mother:  You felt sad? Tell me about that. 

Child:     Well I was crying, I was sad. Where the doors are right now and I miss  

her. I can’t seem to miss her, well, I'm so, sad I miss her, and I'm not sad 

anymore. 

Mother:  You're not sad anymore? What were you sad about?  

Child:     When Annalisa went to. 

Mother:  Why? Why did that make you sad? 

Child:     It just, it's so sad, it's just, it's not a story, it’s, it’s so sad. 

Mother:  Oh I know, I get sad too when I don't see my friend. 

 

In this conversation, the mother uses primarily memory statements, to first create a 

framework for the emotional event discussion, and then elicits memory information from 

the child through the use of memory questions (who, what, where, when, why questions) 

(Fivush, 2007). This mother draws her child into talking about her emotional experiences 

by using internal state language (i.e. feel, sad) and asking for more detail with each 

follow-up question. Mothers who foster elaborative discussions about past emotional 

events socialize their children to the construction of coherent and organized personal 
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narratives which further allow integration of information into emotion schemas and a 

developing identity (Fivush, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 1998). 

Example: Low Elaboration  

The next example is demonstrative of mothers who are less elaborative, in 

contrast to the above example of high elaboration. The following example illustrates a 

reminiscing structure which does not foster emotional development due to the types of 

questions and statements mothers make, with less building on the causes and effects 

within the child’s emotional experience. 

Mother:  Are you very happy about making valentines? 

Child:     Yes! 

Mother:  What are you making valentines for? Did you make a special valentine 

for Clay? 

Child:     For my friends. 

Mother:  Yeah? You're making them for your friends? 

Child:     And grandma and grandpa. 

Mother:  Uh huh. 

Child:     And my aunt and uncle. 

Mother:  And what's going to happen when you bring the valentines to the 

 school? 

Child:     I don’t know. 

Mother:  Do you have a special day at school? 

Child:     Yes. 

Mother:  Do you have a party? 

Child:     Yes. A pajama party. 

Mother:  Yes, yes, yes. 

 

The above conversation excerpt is an example of a mother who uses less elaborative 

strategies in structuring a discussion about a past emotional experience. In this example, 

the mother does not lead her child’s answers by adding or asking about more detail about 

the emotional experience. This is primarily affected by her use of repetition and 

evaluations as overall strategies, rather than more elaborative strategies.  This mother also 

rarely uses internal state language, which in turn limits the range of emotional discussion 
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in the conversation (Fivush, 2007). This type of conversation does not expand upon the 

child’s awareness of her and others’ experience of emotions, or the causes and 

consequences of emotions. As such, this type of emotional discussion fails to foster an 

open forum of emotional communication and understanding, and would possibly be a 

disadvantage in the development of emotional and social competence (Eisenberg et al., 

1998). 

Consistent with the findings of Wang and Fivush (2005), mothers’ elaboration in 

the current study primarily consisted of memory questions, followed by yes-no questions 

and memory statements, in both the negative (sad, mad, scared) and positive (happy) 

event discussions. Further analysis of mothers’ elaboration strategies by the 4 different 

types of emotion discussed revealed a variation in mothers’ use of strategies by emotion 

event. Mothers were most elaborative during their discussion of a sad event, slightly less 

elaborative during the scared and mad event discussions, and least elaborative during 

their discussion of the happy events. In a similar study, Fivush et al. (2003) found that 

mothers used significantly more elaborations than evaluations, and more evaluations than 

repetitions, and that mothers were most elaborative when discussing fear than when 

discussing sadness or anger. In all 4 event discussions, mothers primarily used memory 

questions to elaborate further, and primarily repeated when not elaborating.  

Fivush et al. (2003) also reported finding mothers to talk more overall with girls 

than with boys, and that mothers were more elaborative and evaluative with girls than 

with boys. The current study found an opposite trend, with mothers more elaborative and 

evaluative overall with boys than with girls. However, mothers were found to be more 

elaborative with girls in the mad event discussion. As the method of the current study 
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deviates from Fivush et al.’s (2003) study only in the type of events discussed (Fivush 

only used one positive and one negative event), it is unlikely that the method influenced 

the differences in mothers’ overall elaboration by gender. The most likely explanation for 

the unexpected results of mothers being more elaborative with males has to do with the 

limited number of participants in this study; there were fewer girl participants (N = 2) 

than boy participants (N = 4). 

Affect Regulation Strategies 

On average, the 6 child participants, who were between the ages of 3;6 and 4;6 at 

the time of the study, used slightly more advanced regulation strategies (cognitive 

regulation and instrumental behaviors) than low affect regulation strategies (distraction, 

self-comfort). Although inferential analyses were not possible due to small sample size, 

there appeared to be two distinct groups in children’s use of regulation strategies, with 

one group primarily using advanced strategies and one group using primarily primitive 

strategies. These high (A, B, C) and low (D, E, F) regulation strategy groups coincided 

with the Non-Stickers and Stickers groups that were formed during data collection. As 

such, the group differences may be a result of the frustration level experienced during the 

clean-up task.  

There was no difference in age between the participants in the two groups, as all 

children participants were between 4;0 and 4;6 years, excepting participant F (who was 

3;6 years). The two girl participants were in the group that primarily used less advanced 

regulation strategies. This would seem counter-intuitive when considering the body of 

research which reports girls to develop emotion understanding earlier than boys (Laible, 

2004); if girls are more advanced in their emotional understanding and theory of mind, it 
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would seem natural for this to extend into regulation of emotions. The literature has not 

thoroughly investigated gender differences in emotion regulation strategies; however, a 

similar study (Zimmerman & Stansbury, 2003) found that girls were more likely to 

exhibit less advanced emotion regulation strategies. Zimmerman and Stansbury (2003) 

speculated that this gender difference was a result of parental socialization of gender-

specific emotional behaviors and reactions. Specifically, the study found that girls used 

more comforting behaviors than males, which the authors inferred was a result of 

socializing cultural norms that allows females to behave in a “weak” and “infantile” 

manner, but males would be punished for such behaviors (Zimmerman & Stansbury, 

2003). A review of parental socialization of emotion by Eisenberg et al. (1998) provided 

support for this hypothesis,  as several decades of research demonstrates that parents have 

different expectations for boys’ and girls’ emotional expression and control (Birmingham 

& Croll, 1984; Block, 1979, as cited in Eisenberg et al., 1998). However, further research 

must be conducted in order to elucidate the gender differences in emotion regulation 

strategies and the socialization experiences which affect them.  

Overall, the most frequently used emotion regulation strategy was instrumental 

behaviors, an advanced strategy in which the child attempted to change the situation 

verbally or behaviorally, although this strategy was only used by 4 of the participants. 

The second most used strategy was distraction, a less sophisticated strategy in which the 

child focuses their attention away from the frustration-inducing stimuli; it was used by 5 

out of the 6 participants. Cognitive regulation, the most advanced regulation strategy 

which involves verbal strategies to reframe the situation more positively, was used by 5 

out of 6 participants, but was used the 2nd least. Self-comforting, a less sophisticated 
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emotion regulation strategy involving behaviors and verbalizations meant to comfort the 

self, was the least used and only used by 1 of the participants. The pattern of regulation 

strategies found in the participants of the current study largely reflects findings of past 

research. Zimmerman and Stansbury (2003) found cognitive and instrumental strategies 

to be the most frequent in a delay-of-gratification task. The easy access to toys during the 

delay-of-gratification/compliance task in the current study may account for the high 

average use of distraction as a strategy; Zimmerman and Stansbury also found this to be a 

problem as it made distraction the most accessible strategy. 

Language Factors 

Internal state language (ISL), language indicative of affective (i.e. mad, sad, 

laughing) and cognitive (i.e. understand, know, realize) processing, is key to effective 

reflection, evaluation, and interpretation of emotional experiences when reminiscing 

about past events. Children begin using internal state language as soon as they begin to 

string two words together, and it is used as an early predictor for theory of mind, the 

awareness of others and one’s own internal states (Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005). Mothers 

who embed more internal state language in their discussion of emotional experiences 

with their children create a context for transmission of information about the 

interpretation and regulation of emotions (Fivush & Baker-Ward, 2005).  

In contrast to the reminiscing literature, which found that mothers who use more 

internal state language have children who use more internal state language (Fivush & 

Baker-Ward, 2005), no distinct trend was found between parents’ and children’s total ISL 

words (tokens) and different types of ISL words. In another interesting finding, the three 

children who more often used the less-advanced emotion regulation strategies had a 
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higher average use of different internal state language (ISL) words and total (token) ISL 

words, than did the children who used advanced regulation strategies the most. These 

children, who primarily used primitive emotion regulation strategies, also had the most 

elaborative mothers. However, the variation between these groups (advanced vs. less-

sophisticated strategies) was quite small.  Overall, the mothers of children who used less 

advanced emotion regulation strategies had a higher proportion of elaborative clauses, so 

one would expect this might lead these children to use more ISL. However, the most 

elaborative mothers, as a group, used less ISL than the less elaborative mothers. See 

Table 9 for mothers’ and children’s ISL type and token proportions. Overall, there did not 

appear to be a trend which reflects past research findings on internal state language in 

mother-child reminiscing. This result may be an effect of the small sample size of the 

current study. 

Limitations 

The current study’s investigation into the socialization of emotion regulation 

strategies through mothers’ elaboration during discussion about past emotional events 

proved limiting due to several factors. First, the sample size for this study was too small 

to infer any possible significant trends within the data. Also, as the sample was 

conveniently collected from a local private Montessori school, the participants were most 

likely fairly homogeneous in terms of a higher level of socioeconomic status and a higher 

level of parental education. As such, the results of this study would not have been easily 

generalizable to the larger population. The participants’ higher socioeconomic status and 

parental education may largely account for the lack of variation in mothers’ elaboration, 

as the mothers in the current study were highly elaborative as a group (Fivush, 2003). 
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However, as socioeconomic status was not explicitly measured in the current study, this 

suggestion is purely speculative. 

A possible confound within the current study is that the participant gift in the 

delay of gratification/compliance task was altered for the second half of participants. 

When the first 3 participants showed little variation in affect regulation strategies, a 

further enticing stimuli was added to the gratification stimuli in the form of a page of 

stickers. This change was instituted in case the original methods did not provide enough 

enticement to induce frustration during the delay-of-gratification/compliance task; 

originally, this change was made in hopes of attaining a larger sample. The change to the 

gratification stimuli was small, but greater variation in affect regulation strategies was 

exhibited by the last 3 participants. It is impossible at this time to determine whether the 

variation between the sticker and non-sticker groups is a result of the stimuli change, but 

remains a possible confound.  

Another issue which was not directly addressed in the current study, but which 

may have affected the emotion regulation outcome, concerns the children’s intentions and 

goals during the frustration task. The children’s behavior in a frustrating context may be 

part of the expression and experience of emotion, or it may be a part of explicit emotion 

regulation (Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004); determining this depends on the child’s goals 

and intent in the situation. In the current study’s emotion regulation task, the 

experimenter’s purpose was to induce mild frustration in order to examine the regulatory 

strategies children use to reduce the negative emotion experienced. This was undertaken 

through the use of a combined delay-of-gratification/compliance task in which the child 

was shown their (wrapped) gift for participating, and then told they had 2 minutes to 
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finish a large clean-up task. In this task, the expected goal of the child participants is to 

attain the gratification stimuli (wrapped gift). As such, it is possible that the child 

participants may have used strategies that were not specifically aimed at regulating their 

emotions, but may have (at least partially) been the result of routine behaviors in 

response to a request for compliance.  

The main interesting finding of the current study was the difference found 

between the sticker and non-sticker groups in the affect regulation task. The non-sticker 

group (A, B, C) used mostly sophisticated affect regulation strategies, and the sticker 

group used primarily less-sophisticated affect regulation strategies. This result suggests 

that even a minor change in the level of frustration may have major effects on the 

cognitive resources available for children’s regulation of emotion. This builds on past 

research which has found differences in children’s ability to regulate emotion due to the 

level of distress (as determined by the type of emotion) experienced in the task 

(Zimmerman & Stansbury, 2003). This finding further emphasizes the importance of the 

task when measuring emotion regulation, as not only different induced emotions, but the 

level of distress those emotions induce, appears to affect children’s level of sophistication 

when regulating emotions. This third variable should be further investigated as to how the 

levels of distress within a specific emotion may affect regulation abilities, such as what 

was demonstrated in this study with different levels of frustration.  

Affect regulation is an inherently difficult task to measure, whether using 

observation or experimental procedures, as different contexts or induced emotions 

produce different regulatory strategies in participants (Cole et al., 2004). Regardless of 

the difficulties in measuring this construct, the literature provides a tested methodology 



Affect Regulation 43 

for assessing affect regulation strategies used by young children. The delay-of-

gratification/compliance task used to measure affect regulation strategies in the current 

study was merged from 2 tasks standardly used in the affect regulation literature 

(Stansbury & Zimmerman, 1999; Stansbury & Sigman, 2000).  

Conclusions and Further Research Directions 

The current study’s goal of determining whether mothers’ elaboration style, when 

discussing past emotional events with their children, is a socialization mechanism 

contributing to children’s development of emotion regulation, was inconclusive due to 

the small sample size collected and the confound in the affect regulation task 

manipulation. Mothers’ overall elaboration did not appear to be positively related to 

children’s use of developmentally advanced regulation strategies. Mothers’ and 

children’s ISL tokens and types also did not seem to be related to children’s performance 

on the affect regulation task. However, these findings must be confirmed with a 

replication of the current study using a larger sample size. 

Future studies which attempt to relate mothers’ socialization of emotion through 

reminiscing to its effect on children’s affect regulation development during the preschool 

period should also address the level of stress induced through the type and intensity of 

emotion during the regulation task. This variable is key to understanding how children 

learn to regulate their emotions within specific contexts, as the context greatly determines 

the cognitive resources available for sophisticated regulation of emotions. Parents’ 

socialization of emotion regulation through reminiscing is a complex and important area 

of research that currently necessitates further investigation. 
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Figure 1. 

 Eisenberg, Cumberland, & Spindrad (1998) Heuristic Model of the Socialization of 

Emotion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Affect Regulation 48 

Table 1 

 

Elaboration Coding 

 

Codes         Descriptions          Examples 

Memory Questions Questions providing more information         “Who gave you the ring?” 

regarding the event (who, what, where,  

why, when)  

Memory Statements Statements providing more information       “Last Sunday we went to the  

    regarding the memory event    park and saw the ducks.” 

Yes-No Questions Questions providing more information,        “Do you like having apples for  

but only calling for a yes or no response   snack?” 

Evaluations  Any utterance that confirms, negates, or        “Yes, we did.” Or “No.” 

questions the previous statement 

Repetitions  Any utterance that repeats previous        “You felt sad?” after the child  

information     says they felt sad 
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Table 2 

Affect Regulation Strategy Coding 

Codes    Descriptions         Examples 

Comforting  Behaviors or verbalizations intended to comfort Initiating physical contact with self 

the self, without attempting to change the  or other  

situation 

Distraction Focusing of attention away from frustration-  Playing with toys, rather than  

inducing stimuli, either verbally or   cleaning them up 

behaviorally 

Instrumental Attempts to change the situation verbally or   Doing the desired behavior 

behaviorally      (by cleaning), contradicting the 

experimenter’s reasons, making a 

request 

Cognitive Verbal strategies for reinterpreting situation in  Bargaining/compromising, asking 

                            a more positive light    for explanations 

None No strategy     Child does not attempt to regulate       

       emotional experience either  

       verbally or behaviorally (i.e.  

       tantrum) 
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Table 3 

 

Mothers’ Overall Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Reminiscing Task 

 

                Mother Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                 D                E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F                M                M                M 

---------------------- 

Elaboration 

---------------------- 

Memory                 .40 (34)        .18 (11)        .31 (22)      .45 (53)       .33 (26)       .31 (51) 

Questions 

 

Yes-No                  .13 (11)        .19 (12)        .20 (14)      .22 (26)       .29 (23)       .19 (31) 

Questions 

 

Memory        .09 (8)          .21 (13)        .06 (4)        .08 (9)         .09 (7)         .16 (27) 

Statements 

 

Total          .63 (53)        .57 (36)        .56 (40)      .75 (88)       .70 (56)      .65 (109) 

Elaboration 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Non-Elaboration 

----------------------- 

Evaluations       .13 (11)        .18 (11)          .07 (5)        .01 (1)       .18 (14)       .05 (8) 

 

 

Repetitions            .09 (8)          .05 (3)           .18 (13)       .14 (17)      .13 (10)      .19(32) 

 

 

None                      .15 (13)       .21 (13)         .18 (13)        .10 (12)         0             .11 (18) 

 

 

Total                       .38 (32)       .43 (27)        .44 (31)         .25 (30)     .30 (24)      .35 (58) 

 Non-Elaboration 
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Table 4 

 

Mothers’ Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Happy Event Reminiscing 

Task 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

     Mother Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F               M                 M                M 

 

Elaboration 

---------------------- 

Memory                

Questions         .31 (11)       .12 (4)         .28 (9)       .43 (32)       .30 (13)       .21 (19) 

 

Yes-No                  

Questions                .17 (6)         .18 (6)         .19 (6)       .22 (16)       .30 (13)       .21 (19) 

 

Memory        

Statements              .14 (5)          .15 (5)            0             .03 (2)         .05 (2)        .19 (17) 

 

Total    

Elaboration             .63 (22)       .44 (15)        .47 (15)     .68 (50)       .64 (28)      .63 (57) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Non-Elaboration 

----------------------- 

Evaluations         .14 (5)         .21 (7)         .16 (5)            0             .30 (13)      .04 (4) 

 

 

Repetitions              .14 (5)         .06 (2)         .13 (4)       .18 (13)        .07 (3)       .20 (18)   

  

 

None                        .09 (3)        .29 (10)       .25 (8)        .15 (11)          0             .12 (11) 

 

 

Total                        .37 (13)      .56 (19)       .53 (17)       .32 (17)       .36 (16)     .38 (33) 

 Non-Elaboration     
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Table 5 

 

Mothers’ Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Sad Event Reminiscing Task 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

     Mother Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                  C                 D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F                M                 M                M 

 

Elaboration 

---------------------- 

Memory                

Questions               .56 (10)        .25 (3)         .39 (5)         .47 (8)         .41 (7)         .24(12) 

 

Yes-No                      

Questions                   0               .25 (3)         .23 (3)        .29 (5)          .41 (7)         .12 (4) 

 

Memory        

Statements              .06 (1)          .17 (2)         .15 (2)        .18 (3)              0              .18 (6)   

 

Total    

Elaboration             .61 (11)        .67 (8)         .77 (10)      .94 (16)        .82 (14)       .65 (22) 

 

Non-Elaboration 

----------------------- 

Evaluations        .17 (3)          .17 (2)              0                 0                  0              .09 (3) 

 

 

Repetitions             .11 (2)             0                .15 (2)            0             .18 (3)          .18 (6) 

 

  

None                      .11 (2)           .17 (2)          .08 (1)        .06 (1)              0             .09 (3) 

 

 

Total                        

 Non-Elaboration    .39 (7)          .33 (4)          .23 (3)        .06 (1)        .18 (3)          .35 (12) 
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Table 6 

 

Mothers’Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Mad Event Reminiscing Task 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

     Mother Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F               M                 M                M 

 

Elaboration 

---------------------- 

Memory                

Questions               .46 (5)         .13 (1)         .20 (3)         .37 (7)        .22 (4)          .34  (14) 

 

Yes-No                  

Questions                  0               .25 (2)         .33 (5)         .26 (5)        .11 (2)          .20 (8) 

 

Memory        

Statements             .09 (1)          .63 (5)         .13 (2)         .21 (4)        .11 (2)          .20 (8) 

 

Total    

Elaboration            .55 (6)            1 (8)          .67 (10)       .84 (16)      .44 (8)          .73 (30) 

  

Non-Elaboration 

----------------------- 

Evaluations        .18 (2)             0                  0                 0              .06 (1)          .07 (3) 

 

 

Repetitions             .09 (1)             0              .27 (4)         .11 (2)         .28 (5)         .17 (7) 

 

 

None                      .18 (2)             0              .07 (1)          .05 (1)        .22 (4)          .02 (1) 

 

 

Total                       .46 (5)             0             .33 (5)           .16 (3)        .56 (10)        .27 (11) 

 Non-Elaboration         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Affect Regulation 54 

 

Table 7 

 

Mothers’ Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Scared Event Reminiscing 

Task 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

     Mother Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F               M                 M                M 

 

Elaboration 

---------------------- 

Memory                

Questions               .38 (8)           .33 (3)         .45 (5)       .48 (13)         .32 (6)        .44 (20) 

 

Yes-No                  

Questions               .24 (5)           .11 (1)            0             .19 (5)           .16 (3)        .18 (8) 

 

Memory        

Statements              .05 (1)           .11 (1)        .27 (3)       .15 (4)            .26 (5)         .09 (4) 

 

Total    

Elaboration            .67 (14)          .56 (5)        .73 (8)       .82 (22)          .74 (14)      .71 (32) 

 

Non-Elaboration 

----------------------- 

Evaluations        .05 (1)           .22 (2)            0            .04 (1)            .05 (1)         .02 (1) 

 

 

Repetitions                 0                .11 (1)       .27 (3)        .15 (4)            .21 (4)         .18 (8) 

 

 

None                      .29 (6)           .11 (1)             0                 0                  0               .09 (4) 

 

 

Total                      .33 (7)            .45 (4)       .27 (3)       .19 (5)             .26 (5)        .29 (13)  

 Non-Elaboration 
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Table 8 

 

Children’s Computed Proportions (and Frequencies) on the Affect Regulation Task 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

                 Child Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F               M                 M                M 

 

High 

--------------- 

Instrumental            .75 (18)      .75 (18)       .67 (16)           0                  0              .21 (5)   

Behavior 

 

Cognitive                .13 (3)         .04 (1)         .33 (8)          .38 (9)         .04 (1)             0 

Regulation        

 

Total High        .88 (21)       .79 (19)        1 (24)          .38 (9)         .04 (1)         .21 (5)  

Strategy Use 

 

Low 

-------------- 

Self                             0                 0                 0               .54 (13)           0                  0 

Comfort     

 

Distraction               .13 (3)       .17 (4)             0               .04 (1)         .96 (23)       .79 (19) 

 

 

Total Low               .13 (3)        .21 (5)            0                .64 (15)       .96 (23)       .79 (19) 

Strategy Use 
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Table 9 

 

Mothers’ and Children’s Proportions for Internal State Language 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

                                  Participants 

                                    --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

             A                 B                 C                D                 E                  F 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child’s Sex                M                 F                  F               M                 M                M 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Child Scores 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Total Different         .083             .043             .055            .034             .079            .070 

ISL Words 

 

Total            .072             .033            .059             .039             .068            .100 

ISL Tokens 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Mother Scores 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Total Different          .077            .085             .068            .042             .079            .084 

ISL Words 

 

Total                          .098           .060              .084           .030             .101             .071 

ISL Tokens 
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Table 10 

 

Child’s Advanced Affect Regulation Strategies by Proportions (and Frequencies) and 

Mother’s Elaboration by Reminiscing Event 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

P Total High  Happy  Sad  Mad  Scared 

 Strategy Use  Elab  Elab  Elab  Elab 

 

Non-Stickers 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

A .88 (21)  .63 (22) .61 (11) .55 (6)  .67 (14) 

 

B .79 (19)  .44 (15) .67 (8)  1 (8)  .56 (5) 

 

C 1 (24)   .47 (15) .77 (10) .67 (10) .73 (8) 

 

 

Stickers 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

D .38 (9)   .68 (50) .94 (16) .84 (16) .82 (22) 

 

E .04 (1)   .64 (28) .82 (14) .44 (8)  .74 (14) 

 

F .21 (5)    .63 (57) .65 (22) .73 (30) .71 (32) 

 

 


