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The present study provides information about the relationships between parental 

reactions to their children‘s expression of negative emotions at 8 months, parent-infant 

attachment at 12 and 15 months and parental reactions to children‘s negative emotional 

expressions at 24 months, and as well as the extent to which all of these variables predict 

children‘s emotional expressivity as toddlers at 24 months, after controlling for infant 

emotional reactivity.   Analyses showed that parental responses to infant negative 

emotions, insecure attachment and parental responses to toddlers‘ negative emotions as 

well as infant emotional reactivity all made independent contributions to predicting 

toddler negative (vs. positive) affect.  Only insecure infant-parent attachment, not 

parental socialization or infant emotional reactivity, predicted toddler flat (vs. expressive) 

affect.    The inclusion of fathers in this study is important not only to clarify how 
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mothers and fathers differ in socializing their children‘s negative emotions, but also to 

have a more complete study of how emotional expressivity develops.  Analyses 

conducted separately by parent gender revealed differences in the relationship between 

parental socialization, attachment and emotional expressivity across mothers and fathers, 

indicating that researchers should continue to include fathers in studies of socialization of 

emotional expressivity.    
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Literature Review 

 Emotional socialization results from ongoing reactions by caregivers to their 

children‘s expression of emotion (Fabes, Eisenberg & Eisenbud, 1993; Denham & Grout, 

1992). The present study examines the role of mother and father emotional socialization 

techniques towards their children during infancy and toddlerhood, as well as mother-

infant and father-infant attachment relationships, in predicting toddlers‘ emotional 

expression.  No studies have yet examined the unique contributions of both attachment 

quality and emotional socialization styles to infants and toddlers‘ emotional expression.  

Additionally, until the present study, very little research examining links between either 

attachment or emotional socialization and children‘s emotional expressivity has included 

fathers, yet fathers play an important role in infants‘ lives, and their responses to toddlers‘ 

displays of negative emotions are likely to influence toddler emotional expression.   

 Parental reactions to negative emotion vary considerably from parent to parent.  

These reactions may be sensitive and comforting, or they may be more negative: i.e., 

punitive, minimizing or distressed responses (Eisenberg, Cumberland & Spinrad, 1998).  

Sensitive parental reactions to negative emotional expression in a child involve 

acknowledging the negative emotion and empathizing with the child.   For example, if a 

child cries when told that their grandmother is leaving, a parent might say, ―I know you 

are upset that Nanny has to leave.  I am so sorry!   Let me give you a hug.‖  Punitive 

reactions threaten to punish the child‘s negative emotional expression in an attempt to 

quickly extinguish it; for example ―If you don‘t stop crying this instant, I am going to 
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turn this car around and we are going straight home!‖  Minimizing parental reactions to 

expressions of negative emotion are an attempt to downplay the severity of the situation 

so that the child decreases or ceases to express their negative emotions, e.g., ―Don‘t be 

such a cry-baby! It‘s not the end of the world.‖  Another tactic that can also be considered 

minimizing is ignoring negative emotional expressions.  While the three previously 

discussed emotional reactions are often consciously used as direct socializing techniques 

for children that impact their emotional expressivity, the fourth parental reaction, distress, 

is a more indirect and unintentional mode of socialization.  This occurs when parents 

become emotionally upset or anxious when their child expresses negative emotion and 

react with negative emotion, showing agitation, impatience, or anger in their vocal tone 

or movements.   

 Although most research on emotional socialization has focused on preschool and 

school-aged children, primarily because conscious and direct socialization of children is 

most prominent during those years, parental socialization of children, particularly 

unintentional socialization, begins from the moment they are born.  While parental 

socialization with infants would likely look different than the often intentional techniques 

parents use with older children, they are likely to parallel these more direct and 

intentional techniques.   For example, sensitive parental reactions in infancy may involve 

reacting quickly and appropriately.  Punitive reactions may involve a parent using a harsh 

tone of voice or handing their infant roughly.  Minimizing reactions may involve ignoring 

the infant‘s distress.  Parental distressed reactions to their infant‘s negative emotions are 

likely to look similar regardless of the child‘s age.    
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 Sensitive parental reactions to children‘s negative emotional expressions are 

theorized to aid in emotional development by helping children regulate their negative 

emotions.  These reactions involve acknowledging or empathizing with children‘s 

negative emotions, and doing so in a timely manner after the child has expressed the 

negative emotion.  Research suggests that parents who are sensitive to their children‘s 

displays of negative emotion have children who openly express their emotions (Buck, 

1984; Denham et al., 1997; Denham & Grout, 1992; Gottman, Katz & Hooven, 1997.)    

In addition, children whose parents respond sensitively to their emotional expression 

develop better emotional regulation compared to children whose parents do not respond 

sensitively (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996; Carson & Park, 1996; Eisenberg, Fabes & 

Murphy, 1996).  Thus, sensitive parental reactions prevent the child from becoming over-

aroused by emotions.  Additionally, findings from observational studies of parent-child 

interactions indicate that parents who have sensitive responses to their children‘s 

expression of negative emotions may discuss these emotions with their child.  

Discussions about negative emotions are correlated with better emotional understanding 

in young children (Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff & Martin, 2001).  Therefore, children 

whose parents respond to their negative emotional expression with sensitivity are likely 

to be comfortable expressing their emotions regardless of whether they are positive or 

negative because they have a history of their parents responding to their expression of 

these emotions in a sensitive manner.    

 At the same time, since children whose parents have generally responded 

sensitively to their negative emotions are more likely to have a heightened emotional 
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understanding and better emotional regulation, it would be expected that these children 

would express more positive than negative emotions. This has been confirmed by studies 

that have found that, although children whose parents have responded to their negative 

emotions with sensitivity freely express both positive and negative emotions, these 

children also express emotions that are more positive than negative overall (Cassidy, 

Parke, Butkovsky & Braungard, 1992; Fabes, et al., 1993). 

 Punitive parental responses are a method of socialization that is used commonly 

by parents because they can be a quick and effective way of eliminating negative 

emotional expression in young children.  Gottman and colleagues (1997) found that 

parents were negatively reinforced by the quick extinction of their child‘s crying or 

whining when they reacted in a punitive manner to their children‘s expression of negative 

emotions.  Although one result of punitive techniques can be immediate compliance, 

punitive parental socialization techniques may have negative long-term outcomes for 

children‘s emotion regulation. Through these experiences, children may be taught to 

bottle up their emotions, or they may experience emotional dysregulation in the form of 

heightened negative emotions (Gross & Levenson, 1993).  In support of this, Buck (1994) 

found that punitive parental reactions to expression of negative emotions in school age 

children were associated with poor emotional control in those children.  In addition, 

punitive parental responses to children‘s expression of negative emotion have been 

associated with teacher reports of higher levels of externalizing behavior in children 

(Eisenberg & Fabes, 1994; Eisenberg, Fabes & Murphy, 1996; Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff 
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& Martin 2001).  Thus, punitive parental reactions are likely to be detrimental to 

emotional regulation.   

 Although research has indicated that punitive parental reactions often lead to poor 

emotional control and greater externalizing behavior, it is possible that some children 

may respond to their parent‘s punishment of their expression of negative emotions by 

suppressing their negative emotions.  Thus, punitive parental reactions to children‘s 

negative emotions may result in either children showing heightened negative 

emotionality or general suppression or flattening of emotionality (Gottman, 1997; Gross 

& Levenson, 1993).   

 Parental minimizing reactions to children‘s negative emotions are viewed by 

researchers to work in the same way as punitive reactions (Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff & 

Martin, 2001).    That is, although parents who utilize minimizing techniques when 

responding to their children‘s expression of negative emotion have the intention of 

decreasing their child‘s negativity, studies have shown that minimizing responses, like 

punitive responses, have detrimental effects on children‘s emotion regulation.  Parental 

punitive and minimizing reactions to toddler negative emotionality may predict higher 

levels of negative affect because these parenting techniques increase frustration and thus 

heighten negative emotionality.  Additionally, these techniques do not facilitate 

emotional regulation because they do not provide the child with a way to deal with their 

negative emotions (Cassidy, 1994).  Another possible outcome of extensive use of the 

minimizing technique is that some children might inhibit their emotional expressiveness 

in response to parents continually failing to help the child regulate negative emotions and 
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failing to validate these negative feelings.  Theoretically, this would lead to the inhibition 

of emotional expressivity, i.e., flat (vs. expressive) affect later in development.     

 In contrast to the socialization techniques discussed above, distressed reactions 

are most likely not usually conscious attempts at socializing, but rather a result of the 

parents‘ inability to control their own stress.  Therefore, the socializing that takes place 

from these distressed responses is usually inadvertent and indirect.  Children as young as 

ten months old look to their parents for information in ambiguous situations (Campos, 

Barrett, Lamb, Goldsmith & Stenberg, 1983).  This behavior, called social referencing, 

has important implications in emotional regulation (Eisenberg, Cumberland & Spinrad, 

1997). When a parent reacts to a child‘s negative emotions with distress, the child can 

perceive this distress and may, as a result, become more distressed him or herself.   The 

child may infer that the situation really is threatening and there really is something to be 

upset about.  In support of this, Fabes and colleagues (1994) found that distressed 

parental reactions to toddlers‘ expression of negative emotion heighten the negative 

emotion in toddlers in the short term.  Thus, researchers have hypothesized that distressed 

parental reactions to their children‘s expression of negative emotion lead to poor 

emotional control in preschool aged children (Fabes, Leonard, Kupanoff & Martin, 

2001).  One avenue for the passing on of distressed reactions from parents to their 

children is through parental modeling of distress as a way of reacting to stressful 

situations (Cole, Michel & Teti, 1994; Eisenberg et al., 2001).   

The relationship between early socialization of emotions and later socialization of 

emotions   
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 Parental interactions tend to set the stage for future interactions with the same 

parents (Allen, 2009).  Therefore, it is likely that a strong continuity exists in the way 

parents socialize their children‘s emotions from infancy through toddlerhood.  There, 

however, are multiple possibilities as to what maintains the continuity in how parents 

socialize infants.  First, there is the possibility that parental socialization techniques stay 

the same from infancy to later childhood. However, this does not account for child effects 

and it does not account for the fact that parents are likely to react differently to infants 

versus toddlers.  That is, parents may simply react non-consciously to their infants‘ 

emotions, but when their infants become toddlers, their reactions to negative emotions are 

more likely to be conscious attempts to socialize the child, at least some of the time, and 

thus they are more likely to be guided by their beliefs about how children should act.   

 A second possibility is that early parental socialization has an impact on the child 

and the way the child acts elicits a response from the parent.  That is, parental reactions to 

infant expressions of anger, sadness, distress, happiness and disgust are likely to shape 

the infants‘ emotional expressivity later in life (Pollack & Thotis, 1989), and the child‘s 

resulting expressivity of negative emotions is likely to elicit particular responses from 

their parents.   

 Finally, it is possible that changes in the way parents socialize their children from 

infancy to toddlerhood is mediated by the attachment relationship between the infant and 

the caregiver.  The following section will examine theoretical and empirical support for 

how the parent-child attachment relationship might be related parental socialization over 

time. 
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The relationship between attachment and emotional socialization 

Attachment theorists believe that infants adapt to their environment by forming 

relationships with caregivers who provide them with comfort and protection (Bowlby, 

1973). When infants are distressed, they seek comfort from their caregivers.  They are 

either successful or unsuccessful in gaining comfort.  Based on their success (or lack 

thereof), infants form strategies for future comfort-seeking.  These early experiences 

provide infants with internal working models of attachment that they carry with them 

throughout life. In this way, early attachment experiences are thought to underlie 

continuity in adaptation from infancy to adolescence (Weinfeild, Sroufe & Egeland, 

2000).   

 The Strange Situation Paradigm is a highly validated method of assessing security 

of infant-caregiver attachment.  To elicit attachment behaviors, infants are separated from 

their caregiver twice during the procedure. The infants are then reunited with their 

caregiver (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978).  The attachment relationship as 

assessed in the Strange Situation reflects the dynamic between the infant and the 

caregiver that has been put into place over countless past interactions.   

 Secure infants explore the room freely when their caregiver is present (using the 

caregiver as a secure base).  A stranger enters the room with the infant and caregiver.  

The stranger talks with the parent before approaching the infant.  The parent then leaves 

the room in a manner that is as discrete as possible.  Upon this separation from their 

caregiver, infants classified as secure in the Strange Situation Paradigm might show signs 

of distress.  Categorization of the infants is based primarily on their reunion behavior 
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(Ainsworth et al., 1978).  If infants are distressed upon separation from their caregiver, 

they are calmed readily by their caregiver upon reunion.  If the infants are not distressed 

upon separation from their caregiver in the Strange Situation Paradigm, they still show 

accepting behavior towards their caregiver in reunion episodes, and show a clear 

preference for the caregiver over the stranger.  During the reunion episode of the Strange 

Situation, infants classified as anxious-resistant seek proximity to their caregiver but at 

the same time, maintain distance by showing resistant behavior, often pushing the 

caregiver away or hitting or kicking their caregiver to whom they are simultaneously 

seeking proximity.  Infants classified as anxious-avoidant ignore their caregiver in 

reunion episodes, often by turning away.  Their first reunion is marked by evading or 

ignoring the caregiver, and this behavior is usually more dramatic in their second reunion 

episode.  Infants classified as disorganized/disoriented typically show disoriented 

behaviors, which include: stilling, freezing, confusion and misdirected behaviors, fearful 

behaviors such as cowering, and conflicted approach-avoidance behavior, such as 

running to the caregiver and then suddenly collapsing onto the floor (Main & Solomon, 

1986). 

 Ainsworth found that maternal sensitivity is related to secure attachment in the 

Strange Situation (Ainsworth, Bell & Stayton, 1974).  Thus, infants who have a secure 

attachment relationship with their mother should have an expectation that whether they 

show positive or negative emotion, their mothers will respond in a sensitive manner.  

Researchers have found that parental reactions to their child‘s negative emotions are 

deeply based in the attachment history of the parent and the child (Cassidy, 1994).   For 
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example, Cassidy (1994) found that mothers of securely attached infants responded to 

them in a sensitive and accepting way when they expressed both positive and negative 

emotions.  Similarly, Berlin and Cassidy (2003) found that mothers whose children had a 

secure relationship with them in infancy were more accepting of both positive and 

negative expression of emotion in their children when they were preschool aged. Parents‘ 

acceptance of positive and negative emotions is important for optimal development of 

emotional expression and emotional regulation because children whose parents are 

accepting of their negative and positive emotions feel free to express both types of 

emotions when upset (Cassidy, 1994;  Berlin & Cassidy, 2003; Eisenberg, et al., 1996). 

 The Grossmans found that infants classified as secure varied on their level of 

distress upon separation from their parent during the Strange Situation Paradigm, but as 

they got higher on their spectrum of distress, they directed their distress more and more 

toward their parent upon reunion (Grossmann & Grossmann, 1991).   This sophisticated 

expression of distress seems more likely to elicit a response from caregivers than a less 

sophisticated non-directed expression of negative emotion.  Although these findings were 

discovered in the context of the Strange Situation Paradigm, it is possible that these infant 

behaviors generalize to settings outside of the Strange Situation Paradigm where infants 

are under stress; although secure attachment is related to maternal acceptance of negative 

as well as positive emotion, sensitive parental responding should lead to more positive 

than negative emotionality later in development because in addition to providing a child 

with comfort, sensitive parental responses also foster the child‘s development of 

emotional understanding and, in turn, better emotion regulation. Also, maternal sensitive 
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responses to negative emotional expressions should lead to comfort instead of frustration 

or heightened levels of distress that often result when parents respond in insensitive 

manners to their children‘s displays of negative emotion.  

 In contrast, insecure children may have learned through experience with their 

caregiver not to show a wide range of emotion.  Main (1981) observed that infants who 

were classified as insecure-avoidant with their mother minimize their own negative 

emotions; she theorized that minimizing their own negative emotionality served the 

infants well because it helped prevent rejection and anger from their mothers and 

increased the possibility that their mother would be there when they were in danger.  

Cassidy (1994) explained the need for this very well: 

 Given that the ultimate goal of the insecure/avoidant infant is to maintain 

proximity to an attachment figure who is known to reject attachment behaviors, 

the expression of emotions that can be construed as an attempt to elicit care may 

have dangerous consequences for the child (pg. 235). 

 

  Similarly, in support of this notion, Cassidy and Berlin (1994) found that 

insecure-avoidant infants over-regulated their emotions during times of stress and 

subsequently showed high levels of flat affect.  Another tactic that these infants may 

implement in times of stress is to distance themselves from their caregiver (Isabella & 

Belsky, 1991).  In addition, Cassidy (1994) found that mothers of children who were 

classified as having an insecure-avoidant attachment relationship reported greater control 

over their child‘s negative emotional expressions and mothers of children who were 

classified as having been resistant in infancy reported less control (Cassidy, 1994).  

However, although parents of children who classified as insecure-avoidant reported 
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higher levels of control over their toddler‘s negative emotions (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994), 

these children were found to be higher than other children in negative affect as toddlers 

(Berlin & Cassidy, 2003). Thus, infants who are classified as insecure-avoidant with their 

mother may have learned through experience that their mothers will react negatively or 

reject their expression of negative emotions.  Based on this experience and these 

expectations, these infants attempt to not show attachment behavior and instead suppress 

or minimize it (Isabella, 1993; Berlin & Cassidy, 1999).  

 This suppression of negative emotion hinders emotional control in the long run 

since as toddlers, these children were actually found to be higher in negative emotional 

expressivity (Berlin & Cassidy, 2003).  Thus, although these children may first suppress 

their negative emotion, continual suppression of negative emotion can lead to frustration 

and, ultimately, poor emotional regulation later in development.  The Grossmans have 

found that children with different attachment classifications communicate their distress 

differently with their parents.  They found that insecure-avoidant infants varied in their 

level of distress upon separation from their parent—the higher on the spectrum of distress 

the infants were, the worse they were at directing this negative emotion towards their 

parent upon reunion (Grossman & Grossman, 1991).   This would imply that infants 

classified as secure are better at communicating distress directly to that caregiver and 

infants classified as insecure-avoidant are less effective at communicating distress 

directly to that caregiver in the future.  This difference in the way that infants direct their 

negative emotions to caregivers based on their attachment classification has potential to 
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impact their caregivers‘ reactions to their distress behaviors and could account for 

mediating the relationship between parent responses to negative emotions overtime. 

  Infants who have an insecure-resistant attachment to their mothers have come to 

expect, through experience with their mothers, that their mother‘s responses to their 

actions will be inconsistent, especially when these infants are distressed (Isabella & 

Belsky, 1991).  As a result of this history of maternal lack of consistency, these infants 

are expected to maximize attachment behaviors when distressed; i.e., they become 

clingier and more demanding (Berlin & Cassidy, 1999).  Their caregiver‘s reactions are 

expected to intensify their distress, hindering instead of aiding their own abilities to 

regulate their emotions.  It has been found that infants with an insecure-resistant 

attachment to their caregivers do in fact have trouble regulating their emotions and 

become overly distressed (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994).  This continues into toddlerhood.  

Berlin and Cassidy (2003) found that as toddlers, children who had an insecure-resistant 

attachment to a caregiver in infancy are higher in negative emotionality than other 

toddlers. 

 Infants classified as disorganized in the Strange Situation display peculiar 

behaviors such as freezing and stereotyped behaviors or fear of their caregiver (Main & 

Solomon, 1986).  Researchers have found that mothers of disorganized infants often react 

to their infant‘s negative emotions in inappropriate ways (Lyons-Ruth & Jacobvitz, 

2009). For example, researchers have observed that mothers go into a trancelike or 

dissociative state or display frightened or frightening behaviors at seemingly random 

times (Lyons-Ruth & Jacobvitz, 2009; Jacobvitz, Leon & Hazen, 2006; Carlson, 1998).  
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Some examples of frightening behavior that are relevant to how parents socialize 

emotions are harsh physical contact, or the threat of harsh physical contact and 

threatening facial expressions or postures.  For example, the parent might loom at the 

child with a frightening expression or smother the child‘s face with an object (Lyons-

Ruth & Jacobvitz; Hesse & Main, 2006).   In the context of parental reactions to 

children‘s negative emotions, these frightening behaviors would be most similar to 

punitive or harsh parental reactions to emotion. Frightened maternal behavior includes 

backing away from the infant, or gasping at something he or she has done that does not 

warrant such a strong reaction.  These types of reactions would be most similar to 

distressed reactions.  In addition, research indicates that mothers of disorganized children 

are likely to have a dysregulated caregiving system (George & Solomon, 2009).  Mothers 

with a dysregulated caregiving system are likely to be overwhelmed and become 

distressed themselves when their infants show distress. This parental distress should be 

likely escalate the infant‘s distress   Thus, mothers of disorganized infants may react to 

their infants‘ distress with responses that are frightening and harsh/punitive and/or 

distressed.   

Father-infant versus mother-infant attachment and emotional socialization in relation to 

the development of children’s emotional expressivity 

 An overwhelming proportion of the research on parent-child attachment and 

emotional socialization reviewed thus far has focused on mother-child interactions and 

relationships only. It is important not to assume that patterns of parent-infant attachment 

and caregiving, and how they relate to the development of children‘s emotional 
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expressivity, will be identical for fathers.  Unfortunately, there is far less research on how 

infant-father attachment relates to fathers‘ reactions to their infants‘ negative emotions 

and how this relates to children‘s later emotional expressivity.  This could be due to the 

fact that mothers are viewed by researchers to be the primary caregivers of infants.  

Additionally, researchers oftentimes have a more difficult time getting fathers to 

participate in studies than mothers.  The lack of knowledge about the infant-father 

attachment relationship as it relates to toddler emotional expressivity is detrimental to our 

knowledge of toddler emotional expressivity in general since fathers are such an 

important part of children‘s lives.   

 It is important to note that although fathers are undoubtedly an important part of 

children‘s lives, developmental researchers and theorists have viewed their role in 

infants‘ lives as being different than mothers.  For example, John Bowlby believed that 

the infant-mother attachment relationship was centered in caregiving and the infant-father 

attachment relationship was centered in play (Bowlby, 1982). In support of this, 

differences in mother-infant and father-infant interaction patterns and attachment have 

been demonstrated in several empirical studies.   For example, Lamb (1977) found that 

mothers engage in more caregiving behaviors with their infants whereas fathers engage in 

more play behaviors with their infants. More recently, Grossmann et al. (2002) found 

different relations between father-infant play and attachment than they did mother-infant 

play and attachment.  They found that while maternal sensitivity during play was not 

related to the child‘s subsequent attachment representations at six and ten years old, 

paternal sensitivity during play did predict the children‘s later attachment representations.  
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Through often experiencing their parents in these different contexts (mothers more often 

in caregiving contexts and fathers more often in play contexts), infants may form 

expectations as to the contexts in which their parental interactions will take place.  This 

has been supported by findings on infant behavior toward their parents; it has been found 

that found that while infants expressed attachment behaviors towards both their mother 

and father, they engaged in more affiliative behavior towards their fathers (Grossman et 

al.)    

 Given the different contexts in which toddlers interact with mothers versus 

fathers, and the different interaction styles used by mothers versus fathers, theoretically, 

mothers and fathers may socialize children‘s emotions and foster emotional regulation in 

different ways.    Fathers often arouse their child‘s emotions when playing, and then they 

help calm the child down (Hazen, McFarland, Jacobvitz & Boyd-Soisson, 2010).  This 

may provide practice in emotional control and regulation for infants and toddlers 

(Grossman et al., 2002).  But given the fact that the mother is the primary caregiver, it 

seems likely that the infant-mother attachment relationship would be a better predictor of 

children‘s overall emotional expressivity than the father-infant attachment relationship.   

 Although few studies have examined emotional socialization by fathers, those that 

have included fathers have found differences in how mothers‘ versus fathers‘ emotional 

socialization affects child outcomes.   For example, Eisenberg, Fabes and Murphy (1996) 

found that maternal reactions to children‘s negative emotionality were more related to 

children‘s later social functioning than paternal reactions to children‘s negative 

emotionality.  This discrepancy in findings could be attributed to the method by which 
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data in the study was collected, however.  Parental reactions were not observed directly 

by researchers but were reported directly by parents.  This leaves open the possibility that 

discrepancies in child outcomes could be due to differences in how men and women 

report their own reactions to their children rather than to differences in how men and 

women actually are socializing their children‘s emotional expressivity.   

Parental emotional socialization and infant emotional reactivity  

 The infant‘s emotional reactivity may impact emotional expressivity from 

infancy, as well as affecting the way parents react to their infants.  According to Fabes et 

al. (1994), infants are born with ―dispositional level[s] of emotional reactivity‖ (pg. 44) 

that influence their environment.  For example, a fussy baby might elicit more frustration 

from the caregiver than an infant who rarely cries.  Additionally, a fussy baby might elicit 

a different response from their caregiver upon crying than an infant who rarely cries; 

compared to an infant with a fussy emotional reactivity, parents might be more likely to 

react to an in infant who rarely cries.  

 The quality of parental reactions to their children‘s emotions may also influences 

the child‘s emotional reactivity. The difference in quantity or quality of caregiver 

response to the infant‘s emotional expressivity, over time, has the potential to shape the 

infant‘s subsequent emotional expressivity (Gottmann, et al., 1997).  In turn, the way the 

infant comes to express emotions elicits further emotional socialization from the parent. 

Thus, there is a strong cyclical relationship between emotional reactivity and the 

environment (Eisenberg et al., 1999).  
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 The effects of emotional reactivity and attachment classification on the 

development of children‘s emotional expressivity are difficult to disentangle because it is 

difficult to determine to what degree emotional expressivity during infant-parent 

interactions is due to changes in infant emotional reactivity resulting from previous 

interactions with the primary caregivers.  For example, both mothers of avoidant infants 

and their infants show less emotion overall in observations of their interactions.  It could 

be argued that their infants are showing less emotion because they have been exposed to 

a smaller range of emotions than infants who are of a different attachment classification 

to their mother (Malatesta, Culver, Tesman & Shepard, 1989).  Alternatively, these 

infants might be suppressing their expression of negative emotions because of their 

previous experiences; they might have learned, through experience, that when they show 

their negative emotions, their mothers react in a negative way.  Therefore, unconsciously, 

they have developed a strategy to suppress their negative emotions in order to attain the 

attention and care that they need from their mother.   The cyclical (transactional) 

perspective would argue that both of these possibilities might simultaneously be true. 

The purpose of the following study is to examine the relationship between the 

way that parents socialize their children‘s negative emotions over time, attachment and 

emotional expressivity in toddlerhood.   Additionally, this study will look at whether 

there are differences in parental socialization and child outcomes in toddlerhood across 

mothers and fathers.  The following questions will be explored in the study and emotional 

reactivity will be used as a control throughout all of the analyses.  Infant emotional 

reactivity will be controlled for in all analyses using the overall reactivity composite from 
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the Rothbart Infant Behavioral Questionnaire since infant emotional reactivity has the 

potential to influence the socialization technique that parents use when responding to 

their infants (Rothbart, 1981; Rothbart 1986).    The paths are also depicted in Figure 1 

below. 

Figure 1 

 

   1a) What is the relationship between parental socialization of their 8 month 

olds‘ negative emotions and infant-mother attachment at 12 or 15 months?  1b) Is the 

relationship between emotional socialization and attachment different for mothers and 

fathers?  2a)  What is the relationship between infant-parent attachment classifications at 

12 or 15 months and the way that parents socialize toddlers‘ negative emotions?  2b) 

Does this relationship differ across mothers and fathers?   3a) To what extent does 

mothers‘ and fathers‘ emotional socialization of their child at 8 months independently 
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and uniquely predict the extent to which the child at 24 months is emotionally flat (vs. 

expressive) and the extent to which the child is emotionally negative (vs. positive) while 

controlling for infant emotional reactivity? 4)  What is the relationship between infant-

parent attachment and at 12 or 15 months and the way that toddlers express their 

emotions at 24 months?  5a) To what extent does mothers‘ and fathers‘ emotional 

socialization of their child at 24 months independently and uniquely predict the extent to 

which the child at 24 months is emotionally flat (versus expressive) and the extent to 

which the child is emotionally negative (vs. positive) while controlling for infant 

emotional reactivity?  For questions 6 and 7, two exploratory models based on findings 

from questions 1-5 will be created and explored.  6)  How effective is the exploratory 

model in depicting the relationship between parental socialization of negative emotions in 

infancy and expression of negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood?   7) How 

effective is the exploratory model in depicting the relationship between infant-parent 

attachment and expression flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood?    
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Methods 

The goal of the present study is to gain a better understanding of how both mothers‘ and 

fathers‘ socialization of their children‘s negative emotions in infancy and toddlerhood 

relates to emotional expressivity in toddlerhood.   Our hypotheses follow the conceptual 

model shown in Figure 1 (above).  Mothers‘ and fathers‘ emotional socialization with 

infants at 8 months will be examined as predictors of infant-mother and infant-father 

attachment security at 12 to 15 months.  Both mothers‘ and fathers‘ emotional 

socialization at 8 months and 24 months as well as mother-infant and father-infant 

attachment at 12 and 15 months will be used to predict parental emotional socialization at 

24 months.  Finally, all of the aforementioned variables will be used to predict both flat 

(vs. expressive) affect and negative (vs. positive) affect at 24 months old.   

Participants 

 In 1993 and 1994, 125 couples were originally recruited to participate in Partners 

and Parents Project, a longitudinal study that followed couples from the third trimester of 

pregnancy before the birth of their first child (phase 1) until that child reached seven 

years of age (phase 4).  The couples were recruited through birthing classes, newspaper 

ads, press releases, flyers distributed to maternity stores and public service radio 

announcements. Couples were given a $50 savings bond in return for participation in 

each phase of the study.  They also received a T-shirt for their infant, audio-tapes of 

lullabies, a bimonthly newsletter on the Partners and Parents Project and a copy of their 

video-taped interaction.   
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 Couples qualified to be in the study if they were living together and the female 

partner was in her third trimester of pregnancy.  Ninety-five percent of these couples 

were married at the time or recruitment.  The age range for mothers was 16-41 (M=29) 

and the age range for fathers was 19-51 (M=31.5) at the time of recruitment.  The sample 

consisted of mostly Caucasian participants (82%).  The remaining 18% of the sample was 

comprised of Hispanics (9%), African American (3%) and Native American, Middle 

Eastern and Indian (6%) participants.  The average participant couple was of middle class 

status when recruited; the median family income for the sample ranged from $30,000-

$45,000.  Only 7% of the sample participants reported family earnings of less than 

$15,000.  The majority of the sample reported having some school experience past high 

school.  Sixty-nine percent of the sample had attended some college.  Sixty percent of the 

total sample had at least a bachelor‘s degree.  Forty-four percent of the couples had male 

infants and the other 56% of the couples had infants who were female.   

 When the infants were 8 months old, during assessment of mother-infant and 

father-infant interactions, 116 families remained in the study. During the Strange 

Situation assessment, when infants were 12-15 months old, 111 families remained in the 

study. When parent-infant interactions were assessed at 24 months, 108 families 

remained in the sample. Of the 17 families who left the study, 12 families moved away, 3 

were too busy to participate and two could not be located.  Families who remained in the 

study did not differ significantly from families who left the study in distribution of 

attachment classifications, in parents‘ emotional socialization ratings, or in infants‘ 

emotional expressivity ratings.   
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Procedure 

 Data presented in the current study was collected when infants were 6 weeks old 

as well as 8, 12, 15, and 24 months old.  At 8 months old, parents‘ emotional 

socialization of their infants was observed in dyadic mother-child and father-child 

interactions that took place in their homes.  Both mother and father were observed with 

their infant in the Strange Situation procedure to assess parent-infant attachment security 

when the infants were 12 and 15 months old.  When children were 24 months old, parents 

and infants were observed interacting in dyadic and triadic family interactions in their 

homes.  Parents‘ emotional socialization of their toddlers was observed in mother-child 

and father-child interactions, and toddlers‘ emotional expressivity was assessed in triadic 

interactions involving toddler, mother and father.  

 Emotional reactivity is included as a control for the study due to the fact that 

emotional reactivity may be confounded with the main variables of the study.  Mothers 

rated infant emotional reactivity at 6 weeks using the Rothbart Infant Behavior 

Questionnaire (Rothbart, 1981).   

 Home visits were conducted when the infants were 8 months old.   121 families 

participated in the home visits.  This was 4 less families than were involved in the initial 

data collection.  Of the 4 families that dropped out of the studies, 2 could not participated 

due to having moved far away, 1 did not want to be involved in the study anymore and 1 

could not be located.   Five additional tapes had to be discarded due to missing audio.  

Analyses revealed that subjects from the missing tapes (n=9) did not differ 

demographically from the original subject pool (n=125).  116 mother and 116 fathers 
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were observed playing with their infants, changing their infants clothing and feeding their 

infant.  These interactions varied according to parents but usually ranged from 30-40 

minutes for each parent (60-80 minutes total).  Both of these tasks are everyday 

occurrences between parents and their children.  At the same time, they are often sources 

of stress for infants.  Each mother and father participated in both tasks.  Interactions were 

counterbalanced to ensure that half of the children interacted with their mother first and 

half of the children interacted with their father first.  Additionally, the tasks were 

counterbalanced as well to ensure that a pattern in the order did not influence the results.   

 When they were 12 months old, infants were first brought into the lab to 

participate in the Strange Situation Paradigm with either their father or mother.  Three 

months later, infants were brought into the lab again to participate in the Strange 

Situation Paradigm with the other parent.   In all, 111 infant-mother dyads were observed 

and 105 infant-father dyads were observed.  The order in which parents were observed 

was counterbalanced.  Fifty percent of the infants participated with their mothers at 12 

months old and fifty percent of the infants participated with their fathers at 12 months 

old.  One key assumption underlying this time gap of three months is that it is a long 

enough period of time so that the infants would not be influenced by their experience at 

12 months when participating in the paradigm at 15 months (Solomon & George, 1999b).  

 Parents (102 mothers and 101 fathers) were observed interacting with their 24 

month-olds in dyadic interaction in a laboratory playroom.  The interactions were 

randomly counterbalanced to ensure that half of the children interacted with their mothers 

first and half of the children interacted with their fathers first.  The three-part 
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observations began by the researcher instructing the parent to ―play with your child as 

you normally would‖ for twenty to twenty-five minutes, at which point the instructor left 

the room.  After this, the experimenter re-entered the room and gave instructions for a 

five-minute clean-up session.  The parent was told to encourage the child to help clean up 

in the same way that they do at home.  After completing the clean up, the parent-toddler 

dyad was escorted by the researcher to another room.  In this room, they were shown two 

problem-solving tasks.  The researcher instructed the parent to aid their child in 

completing the tasks to whatever degree they felt comfortable.  The problem solving 

tasks were designed to be above the level of a two-year-old so that they elicited 

frustration and negative emotions from the child, thus eliciting a reaction to the negative 

emotion from the parent.  These tasks included activities like nesting cups within each 

other, completing a sorting puzzle, and solving a tool-using task that required the toddlers 

to hold down a leaver with a brick, thereby lifting the other side of the leaver outside of 

the box in order to access a snack.  The videotaped interactions were later coded for 

maternal and paternal emotional socialization. 

 Ninety of the 24-month-olds were also observed in a videotaped triadic 

interaction with both their mother and father that took place in the family home.  Before 

the observation began, the researcher instructed the triad that they were going to be 

filmed while completing routine family tasks, and the parents were also to perform a Q-

sort (Block, 1965).  The family tasks included feeding their child and changing his or her 

clothing.  The Q-sort task was included to provide the parents with a task to do that did 

not necessarily involve their child.  Thus, the parents‘ attention was divided between 
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attending to the task and attending to the child, a typical situation in daily life. If the 

parents finished the Q-sort, feeding the child, and changing the child‘s clothes, the family 

then completed a ring toss game.  Later, the toddlers‘ emotional expressivity was rated 

from the videotaped triadic interactions. 

 

Measures 

Emotional reactivity:  Mothers were mailed the Infant Behavioral Questionnaire (IBQ) 

and asked to fill it out when their child was 6 weeks old.  The IBQ is a self-report 

measure that parents fill out.  The measure includes questions about infants‘ feeding, 

sleeping, bathing and dressing, play, daily activities and soothing techniques (see 

appendix A).  Answers fall into the following dimensions—activity level, smiling and 

laughter, fear, distress to limitations, soothability and duration of orienting‖ (Rothbart, 

1981).  Testing of the reliability of the measure was conducted by administering the 

survey to 22 mothers along with someone else who spends time with the infant in the 

household.  As reported by Rothbart, reliability testing revealed significant product-

moment correlations for the 22 questionnaires that were matched with questionnaires 

from another adult that interacted with the infant on a regular basis. Significant 

correlations were as follows: smiling and laughter (r = .45), duration of orienting (r =.46), 

soothability (r = .54), fear (r = .66), distress to limitations (r = .60), activity level (r = .69)  

(pg. 574).  Rothbart found the following highly significant stability correlations for 

infants between the months of 6-9 months (n = 34) smiling and laughter, (r = .81), 
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duration of orienting (r =.71), soothability (r = .49), fear (r = .59), distress to limitations 

(r = .48), activity level (r = .49) (Rothbart, pg. 575). 

Parental Reactions to Infant Emotions.  Videotaped infant-mother and infant-father 

interactions were coded using the Parents‘ Responses to Infants Emotions Rating Scale 

(Frankel & Hazen, 2010).  Coders used the scales from this instrument to rate parental 

responses to their infant‘s negative emotions.  This instrument was adapted from Parents‘ 

Responses to Toddlers‘ Emotions Rating Scales (Boyd-Soisson, 2002) to be 

developmentally appropriate for infants.  The coding system was developed through 

Excel
©

 and must be executed on a computer.   

 It is important to note that parental reactions to a particular instance of negative 

emotion can fall into more than one category.   Coders must code the parental reaction in 

all categories that fit that particular reaction.  For example, if the father (using the 

example above) ―took the infant‘s rattle and shook it in front of the infant‖ and, at the 

same time, rubbed the child gently on the back in a circular motion, this would be noted 

under the same section of rows and qualified as both a minimizing and a sensitive 

response to the infant‘s negative emotions.   

 At the end of all infant-parent interactions for each participant, coders assign a 

global score for each sensitive, minimizing, harsh and stressed by reviewing the quantity 

and quality of parental responses in each of the four categories.  

 Sensitive Responses were coded on a 1 to 7 point scale with the parent receiving a 

1 for being very insensitive and a score of 7 given to a very sensitive parent.  For the 

purpose of the scale, sensitivity is defined as parents acknowledging—directly or 
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indirectly—their child‘s negative emotions and showing that they empathize with their 

child.  For example, a parent would receive a 7 on this scale if they consistently 

responded to their infant‘s expression of negative emotion with appropriate, sensitive 

responses throughout the two interactions.   Parents received scores of 1 on the sensitive 

responses scale if coders did not observe any sensitive responses to their children‘s 

expressions of negative emotion. 

 Minimizing responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with the parent receiving 

a 1 for never being minimizing toward their child and a score of 7 if they were highly 

minimizing toward their child throughout the interaction.  For example, a parent would 

score highly on the minimizing scale if they used sarcasm to mock the child‘s crying; for 

example, a parent might respond to their infant‘s crying by saying, ―oh, it is just the 

eeeennnnddd of the world.  Life is just so tough!‖. 

 Harsh responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with the parent receiving a 1 

for not being harsh and a seven for being very harsh.  A parent would receive a 7 on the 

harsh response scale if they responded in a harsh, threatening, or negative manner to their 

child‘s display of negative emotions throughout the problem solving task.  This could 

include harsh physical reactions by parents such as responding to the infant‘s negative 

emotions by screaming at the infant or responding in any way that could cause physical 

harm to the infant.  

   Distressed responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with a parent receiving a 

1 for not showing any distress in response to their child‘s display of negative emotion and 

the parent receiving a score of 7 for being highly distressed throughout the problem-
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solving task when their child expressed negative emotion.  Distress responses include a 

parent responding to their child‘s negative emotions by being angry, frustrated or 

becoming anxious.  For example, distress might be detected if a parent‘s vocal tone raises 

very high pitch and they repeat themselves rapidly when their child shows negative 

emotion.   

 The coding system also had microanalytic aspects to it that are not used in this 

study.  The coding system is designed to take coders through a series of steps in which 

they are forced to choose the most accurate description of what they are seeing.  Every 

time an infant expresses negative emotion, coders type in the exact time that the negative 

emotion occurred in the first column.  Coders then choose from a dropdown menu 

whether or not this negative emotion was ―continued distress" by selecting yes or no from 

that dropdown menu.  Continued distress is noted when the infant‘s distress from the 

previous expression of negative emotions does not cease and continues.  Next, coders are 

asked to classify whether the negative emotion is an overt/physical/verbal expression of 

emotion or self-soothing) using a second dropdown menu.  Overt/physical/verbal 

expressions of negative emotions occur when infants blatantly convey negative emotion 

through actions or noises; for example, an infant might fall into this category if they are 

crying and throwing their arms into the air.  Self-soothing behaviors are more subtle 

expression of negative emotions by infants that are attempts on the infant‘s part to sooth 

themselves.  For example, an infant might suck their thumb or stroke their own hair when 

stressed.  If the infant simultaneously showed both overt physical/verbal distress and self-

soothing behaviors, both kinds of distress would be selected.  For example, if a child is 
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crying and rubbing their hand through their hair, this would be noted under both 

categories.  After this, coders quantify the infant‘s level of distress by choosing the 

appropriate level from a third dropdown menu (less than average, average, more than 

average).   

 The coder then watches how the mother or father reacts to that negative emotion 

and identifies whether or not the parents‘ reaction fits into each of the following four 

categories: sensitive, distressed, minimizing and harsh.   A row with a drop-down menu 

is provided for each of the four categories.  Once the coder identifies whether or not the 

parent‘s reaction fits into each of these four general categories, the coder then chooses the 

specific type of response made by the parent from the drop-down menu for that general 

category.  The specific choices for each category are as follows: 

1) Sensitive: holding, cuddling, soothing words, gentle rocking, soothing by proving 

pacifier or other desired object, gentle patting, appropriate kissing, following the 

child‘s lead, explaining the cause of the distress to the child, ending the task if it is 

what is causing the child distress and ―other‖.  

2) Distressed: high-pitched and/or fast vocal tone, pleading with the child (ex: ―just a 

second, just a second‖), nervous laughter, inappropriate distractions (with 

inappropriate objects, noises or amounts of force), distressed physical movements 

(putting the their hands in their face or throwing their arms up in the air), 

vocalizing that they are upset with the child (ex: ―Yuck! You got food all over 

me!‖) and ― other‖.   
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3) Minimizing: ignoring the child, mocking the child, distracting the child, using 

sarcasm (ex: ―is life so terrible?‖)  and ―other‖.   

4) Harsh:  handling the baby roughly, harsh physical control or restraint, harsh tone, 

angry response, threats (ex: ―I am going to put you back in your chair!‖), implied 

self-punishment (ex: it‘s too late now‖) and ―other‖. 

 For example, if a coder chose minimizing, the coder would then choose from the 

third drop-down menu whether the parent was ignoring the infant, mocking the infant, 

distracting the infant, using sarcasm with the infant or using some other form of 

minimizing behavior. Next to their drop down description menu is a blank that says 

―explain parental reaction‖.  When coders click on the blank, a dialogue box appears that 

says ―detail the parent‘s reaction at that moment‖.  Coders are trained to always describe 

what the situation is and what the parent‘s reaction is; for example, a coder might choose 

―distracting the infant‖ from the drop down box for minimizing and, in the blank next to 

the box, say, ―infant was crying.  Dad took the infant‘s rattle and shook it in front of the 

infant‖.  Finally, the coder quantifies the intensity of the parent‘s reaction using a fourth 

dropdown menu as less than average, average or greater than average compared with the 

rest of the sample.   

 One primary undergraduate research assistant coded in addition to two 

undergraduate research assistants who served as reliability coders.  The reliability coders 

double coded 70 percent of the tapes.  Intraclass correlations between the primary coder 

and the first reliability coder were: .68 for sensitive, .73 for minimizing, .49 for punitive 

and .83 for distress.  Intraclass correlations between the primary coder and the second 
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reliability coder were: .66 for sensitive, .58 for minimizing responses, .19 for punitive 

and .66 for distress.  When coders did not score tapes within 2 points of each other, the 

tape was recoded by the entire group.  Reliability for punitive parental reactions was low; 

further examination of punitive reactions revealed that 98% of parents scored a 1 or a 2 

out of 7 on the harsh scale.    Therefore, the lack of range contributed to the low 

reliability in the scale.  It may be that this scale is not appropriate for the sample in the 

current study because of the relatively low-risk sample.  Given the low reliability and the 

lack of data for the scale, the scale was not used in the present study, but may nonetheless 

be important to include in research that examine parent-infant interactions with high-risk 

or clinical samples.    

 Attachment security:  The Strange Situation Paradigm is a standardized, highly 

validated measure of the quality of parent-infant attachment for infants ranging from 12 

to 18 months old (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978).  To elicit these attachment 

behaviors, infants are separated from their mother twice during the procedure. The infants 

are then reunited with their caregiver.  The Strange Situation Paradigm procedures were 

videotaped and attachment behaviors during reunion episodes were coded.  Researchers 

coded for attachment behaviors during episodes of reunion including: contact 

maintenance, proximity seeking, resistance and avoidance.     

 The Strange Situation Paradigm consists of eight episodes that are three minutes 

in length (unless otherwise noted).  During the first episode, the researcher shows the 

caregiver and child the room where the procedure will take place.  After this brief period 

of time (sometimes as short as a minute), the researcher leaves the mother and infant 
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alone together in the room, marking the beginning of the second episode of the paradigm.  

During episode three, the stranger enters a room and remains there.  The mother leaves 

the room, leaving the infant with the stranger, during the fourth episode.  Although this 

episode is meant to last three minutes, experimenters cut it short in instances where the 

infant shows signs of intense distress.   During the fifth episode, the mother returns to the 

room, reuniting with her child, as the stranger leaves.  The mother then exits the room 

(marking the beginning of the sixth episode) and the baby is left in the room alone for 

three minutes unless they show more than mild distress.  During the seventh episode, the 

stranger re-enters the room.  In the eighth and final episode, the stranger leaves the room 

as the mother enters and reunites with her infant.  Based on infant behavior during the 

Strange Situation Paradigm, particularly during the reunions infants are placed in one of 

the following four categories (Ainsworth et al., 1978, Main & Solomon, 1990), 

 Securely attached (B) infants explore the room freely when their caregiver is 

present (using the caregiver as a secure base).  Upon separation from their caregiver, 

these infants might show signs of distress, but they can be calmed easily by their 

caregiver upon reunion.  If these infants are not distressed upon separation from their 

caregiver in the Strange Situation Paradigm, they still show accepting behavior towards 

their caregiver in reunion episodes, and show a clear preference for the caregiver over the 

stranger. 

 Anxious-resistant (C) infants do not explore the room in the presence of their 

caregiver and are wary of the stranger when their caregiver is present.  Upon separation 

from their caregiver in the Strange Situation, infants classified as anxious-resistant show 
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clear signs of distress.  During the episodes of reunion, these infants seek proximity to 

their caregiver but, at the same, show resistant behavior by pushing themselves away, 

hitting or kicking their caregiver to whom they are simultaneously seeking proximity. 

 Anxious-avoidant (A) infants show little emotion in the presence of the stranger, 

even when their attachment figure is present.  They do not discriminate between their 

caregiver and the stranger in terms of affiliative behaviors.  Upon separation from their 

parents, infants classified as avoidant show little sign of distress.  These infants evade 

their caregiver in reunion episodes, often by turning away.  Their first reunion is marked 

by evasion of their caregiver, and this behavior is usually more dramatic in their second 

reunion episode. 

 Disorganized/disoriented attachment (D) infants show multiple patterns of 

attachment behaviors during the Strange Situation, making it difficult for them to fit into 

a single classification category.   These infant display fearful behaviors such as cowering, 

and conflicted approach-avoidance behavior, such as running to the caregiver and then 

suddenly collapsing onto the floor (Main and Solomon, 1986)  Infants coded as 

disorganized (D) were also classified into one of the three major classification categories 

(A, B or C).  

 One hundred and eleven mothers and 105 fathers participated in the Strange 

Situation Paradigm with their infants.  Coding was performed separately for mothers and 

fathers by coders who had achieved reliability on 30 sample tapes.  One primary coder 

coded all mother-infant tapes and two additional coders coded 65% of the tapes for 

reliability.  Reliability for coders for the 4-way classification (A, B, C, or D) was higher 
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for mothers (k = .88, p <.001) than for fathers (k = .60, p < .001).  The father-infant tapes 

were all coded by two primary coders.  When coders did not agree on the attachment 

classification, tapes were sent to an expert coder (the coders‘ trainer) for resolution.    

 Parental Socialization of Toddler’s Emotions:  Mother and father reactions to 

their toddler during these interactions were rated by trained observers from videotapes 

using the Parents‘ Responses to Toddlers‘ Emotions Rating Scales (Boyd-Soisson, 2002) 

(see appendix C).  Researchers rated 102 mothers‘ and 101 fathers‘ response to their 

children‘s negative emotions on four scales assessing the extent to which these responses 

were sensitive, minimizing, punitive or distressed. 

 Sensitive Responses were coded on a 1 to 7 point scale with the parent receiving a 

1 for being very insensitive and a score of 7 given to a very sensitive parent.  For the 

purpose of the scale, sensitivity is defined as parents acknowledging—directly or 

indirectly—their child‘s negative emotions and showing that they empathize with their 

child.  For example, a parent would receive a 7 on this scale if they said, ―I see you are 

frustrated with the puzzle.  I am sorry that you are upset.  Let me give you a big hug!‖   

An exception was made in the scale for instances that involved discipline.  During 

disciplining situations, parents do not have to comfort their child to receive high 

sensitivity scores.  For example, a parent who acknowledges the child‘s feelings but does 

not empathize with them for their negative emotions would still be scored highly for 

sensitivity.  In addition, parents who helped the child solve his or her problem received 

high scores on sensitive responding.  Parents received low scores on the sensitive 
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responses scale if coders did not observe sensitive responses to their children‘s 

expressions of negative affect. 

 Minimizing responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with the parent receiving 

a 1 almost never being minimizing toward their child and a score of 7 if they were 

minimizing toward their child throughout the interaction.   A parent would score highly 

on the minimizing scale if they communicate with their child that they think the child is 

overacting. For example, they might say, ―It‘s not that big of a deal!  Be a big boy.‖  

 Punitive responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with the parent receiving a 1 

for not being punitive and a seven for being punitive.  A parent would receive a 7 on the 

punitive response scale if they responded in a harsh, threatening, or negative manner to 

their child‘s display of negative emotions throughout the problem solving task.  This 

could include responding to their child‘s negative emotions by threatening them and 

saying, ―If you don‘t stop crying we are going to leave this room right now and you 

won‘t be able to play with any toys.‖ 

   Distressed responses were coded on a scale from 1 to 7 with a parent receiving a 

1 for not showing any distress in response to their child‘s display of negative emotion and 

the parent receiving a score of 7 for being highly distressed throughout the problem-

solving task when their child expressed negative emotion.  Distress responses include a 

parent responding to their child‘s negative affect by being angry, frustrated or becoming 

anxious.  For example, a parent might respond to their children‘s expression of negative 

emotion during the problem-solving task by becoming emotionally distressed themselves. 
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 Scales were not mutually exclusive.  All parents received scores on all four scales, 

and some parental responses to toddler emotional expression could be rated high on more 

than one scale simultaneously.  For example, a parent might be rated high on both on the 

minimizing scale and punitive scales if they frequently used both types of responses or if 

they used responses that were simultaneously minimizing and punitive (e.g., ―Don‘t be a 

big baby!‖).   

 One primary coder coded in addition to two undergraduate research assistants 

who served as reliability coders.  The reliability coders double coded 70 percent of the 

tapes.  Intraclass correlations between the primary coder and the first reliability coder 

were: .75 for sensitive, .85 for minimizing, .76 for punitive and .52 for distress.  

Intraclass correlations between the primary coder and the second reliability coder were: 

.73 for sensitive, .85 for minimizing responses, .81 for punitive and .12 for distress.  

Parental distress was re-examined and, due to low reliability, two new coders were 

trained.  The new coders recoded all tapes for distress double-coded coded 34 percent of 

the tapes for reliability.  Intraclass correlation between the two new trained coders was 

.77. 

Toddler Emotional Expression 

  Toddler emotional expression was rated on the Toddler Emotional Adjustment 

Coding System (Roetzel, 2007) (see appendix B).  Toddler emotional expression during 

the triadic interaction was rated according to both the frequency and intensity of the 

child‘s anxiety, distress, aggression, self-comfort, regulated bids and positivity.  All 

scales were measured on a 7-point Likert scale with a score of 1 given to children who 
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did not express the emotion throughout the interaction and a score of 7 given to children 

who expressed the emotion throughout the triad interaction at a high intensity. 

 Anxiety was defined as when a child was high in anxious behaviors and low in 

relaxed behaviors.  Some of the anxious behaviors identified in the scale include:  

restlessness, distress, repetitive behaviors, inability to focus and inability to control 

negative emotional states.  The scale also accounted for visual indicators such as 

furrowing of brows and tension in the body. 

 Distress Vocalization was defined as when a child cries or whines.  Whining 

behaviors scored lower on the Likert scale while crying behavior scored higher.  The 

frequency, severity, volume, and facial expressions on the child‘s face played a large role 

in ratings for this scale.   

Aggression and Defiance were defined as displays of anger, aggression and 

defiance.  Children who showed minimal negativity scored low on the scale while 

children who became physical in their negative emotional expression through actions 

such as kicking or biting their toys, their parents or themselves scored highly on the scale.   

Self-comfort and self-soothing behaviors were defined in the scale as to what 

extent the child calms themselves when distressed.  Children that scored low on this scale 

relied on their parent for comfort during times of stress, they would receive a score 

around the middle of the scale if they self-sooth on some occasions and seek comfort 

from their parents on others.  Children who scored high on this scale harmed themselves 

during times of stress.   
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Withdrawn/Flat affect emotional expression behaviors were defined in the scale 

as the extent to which the child distanced themselves from their parents and lack any sort 

of emotional expression.   Children who score low on this scale tend to seek proximity to 

their parents throughout the three-way interaction.  They show expressions on their face.  

Children who score low on this scale distance themselves from their parents throughout 

the triad interaction, do not speak and maintain an expressionless face through most of 

the interaction.   

Positivity was defined for the purpose of the scale as cooperation, overt 

excitement, happiness and playfulness.  Children who scored low on the positivity scale 

did smile, seemed excited or seemed to be enjoying themselves during the triadic 

interaction.  Children who scored highly on the positivity scale exhibited positive 

behavior at least half the duration of the interaction. 

There was one primary coder who coded all of the tapes.  A secondary coder 

coded fifty percent of the tapes.  The Intraclass correlations were as follows: .84 for 

anxiety, .87 for distress vocalization, .91 for aggression and defiance .90 self-comfort and 

self-soothing behaviors .88 for withdraw/flat affect and .84 child positivity. 

 A preliminary exploratory factor analyses revealed two main factors for toddler 

emotional expression: negative (vs. positive) affect and flat (vs. expressive) affect (See 

appendix D).  Negative (vs. positive) affect is a composite score of toddler expressions 

of: anxiety, distressed vocalization, aggression and the reversed scores for toddler 

expression of positivity.   Flat (vs. expressive) affect consists only of the score for 

withdrawn/flat affect. 
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Results 

Relation between parental socialization of infants’ negative emotions at 8 months and 

infant-parent attachment. 

 To examine how parental socialization at 8 months relates to attachment at 12 

months, a two level multinomial distribution with a logit length function was set up in 

HLM 6, a computer program designed specifically to deal with Hierarchical Linear 

Models and run twice—once to look at secure vs. insecure attachment and once to look at 

secure vs. avoidant, secure vs. resistant and secure vs. disorganized attachment.   The 

independent variables were gender of the parent (0 for mothers, and 1 for fathers), 

socialization techniques used by the parents (sensitive, minimizing and distressed) and 

the interaction terms, gender by sensitive, gender by minimizing and gender by 

distressed. The dependent variable was secure vs. insecure attachment in the first 

analysis. The dependent variables were avoidant vs. secure, resistant vs. secure 

attachment and disorganized vs. secure attachment in the second analysis.    The second 

level of the model was the subject ID and the emotional reactivity score for each infant.  

 Data from each of these four analyses with estimation of fixed effects are 

presented in Tables 1.1-1.4. Specifically, Table 1 presents data showing parental 

socialization at 8 months relating to the odds of an infant being classified as secure vs. 

insecure in the strange situation, table 1.2 presents data showing parental socialization at 

8 months relating to the odds of an infant being classified avoidant vs. secure, table 1.3 
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presents data showing parental socialization at 8 months relating to the odds of an infant 

being classified as resistant vs. secure, and table 1.4 presents data showing parental 

socialization at 8 months relating to the odds of that infant being classified as 

disorganized vs. secure.  

Hypothesis 1.1: Infants whose parents were more sensitive in their responses to negative 

emotion at 8 months old will be more likely to be securely attached at 12 or 15 months.   

     As shown in table 1.1, no significant relationship between parental sensitivity 

responses to negative emotion at 8 months and children having a stronger likelihood of 

being securely attached at 12 or 15 months was found. 

Hypothesis 1.2: Infants whose parents respond in more minimizing ways to their negative 

emotions at 8 months old will be more likely be classified as insecure-avoidant. 

     As shown in table 1.2, there were two significant findings related to parents‘ 

minimizing responses.  Contrary to the hypothesis, the more minimizing the parent is, the 

less likely the child is to be classified as avoidant vs. secure.  However, when those 

findings are broken down by parent gender, it was found that the more minimizing 

fathers were at 8 months, the more likely their children were to be classified as avoidant 

vs. secure; conversely, the more minimizing mothers are at 8 months, the less likely their 

children were to be classified as avoidant vs. secure in the Strange Situation (see figure 

1.1).  In addition, fathers were more minimizing overall than mothers as shown by the 

significant main effect for minimizing (see figure 1.1). Thus, this hypothesis was 

confirmed only for fathers. 
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Table 1.1:    HLM Output for the Relationship Between Parental Socialization of Their 

Children at 8 Months and the Odds That Child Being Classified as Secure 

vs. Insecure at 12/15 Months  

   

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

 

Odds Ratio 

 

Confidence 

Interval 

  

Intercept 

Emotional 

reactivity 

 

-0.34†  (0.20) 

- 0.10  (0.10) 

 

0.71 

0.90 

 

(0.47 , 1.06) 

(0.75 , 1.09)  

 Parent Gender 0.97  (0.91) 2.65 (0.44 , 15.86) 

 Parent Gender X 

Sensitivity 

-0.28  (0.27) 0.76 (0.44 , 1.30) 

 Parent Gender X  

Minimizing 

0.32  (0.21) 1.38 (0.91, 2.10) 

 Parent Gender X 

Distress 

-0.16  (0.25) 0.85 (0.52, 1.40) 

 Sensitive  0.07  (0.19) 1.08 (0.74,  1.55) 

 Minimizing -0.24  (0.18) 0.79 (0.56 , 1.11) 

 Distress -0.01  (0.19) 0.99 (0.68 , 1.45) 

 †
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01  
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Table 1.2:    HLM Output for the Relationship Between Parental Socialization of Their 

Children at 8 Months and the Odds That Child Being Classified as Avoidant 

vs. Secure at 12/15 Months 

   

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

 

Odds Ratio 

 

Confidence 

Interval 

  

Intercept 

Emotional 

reactivity 

 

-1.27**  (0.36) 

- 0.13     (0.16) 

 

0.28 

0.87 

 

(0.14 , 0.57) 

(0.63 , 1.21)  

 Parent Gender 1.02  (1.88) 2.77 (0.07 , 111.69) 

 Parent Gender X 

Sensitivity 

-0.60  (0.54) 0.55 (0.19 , 1.60) 

 Parent Gender X  

Minimizing 

0.79*  (0.32) 2.21 (1.18, 4.12) 

 Parent Gender X 

Distress 

-0.24  (0.42) 0.78 (0.34, 1.79) 

 Sensitive  0.05  (0.35) 1.05 (0.53,  2.09) 

 Minimizing -0.55*  (0.24) 0.57 (0.36 , 0.91) 

 Distress 0.15  (0.31) 1.17 (0.63 , 2.16) 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 1.1 Interaction plot for the relationship between parental minimizing responses 

to infants’ negative emotions and the log odds of that infant being classified 

as avoidant with that parent at 12/15 months.   

 

 

 

Hypothesis 1.3:  The more that parents reacts in more distressed ways to their infants’ 

negative emotions at 8 months, the more likely it is that the infant will be classified as 

resistant or disorganized at 12 or 15 months.  

      As shown in tables 1.3 and 1.4, no significant relationship between parental 

distressed reactions at 8 months and a child having a stronger likelihood to be resistant or 

disorganized was found.  However, there was a non-significant trend of greater parental 

distressed reactions to infant negative emotion increasing the likelihood of an infant 

being classified as resistant vs. secure (table 1.3) or disorganized vs. secure (table 1.4). 
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disorganized while father distressed reactions to their 8 month olds‘ negative emotions 

related to a decreased chance of that child later being classified as disorganized (see 

figure 1.2).   

 

   

Table 1.3:     HLM Output for the Relationship Between Parental Socialization of Their 

Children at 8 Months and the Odds That Child Being Classified as Resistant 

vs. Secure at 12/15 Months 

   

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

 

Odds Ratio 

 

Confidence 

Interval 

  

Intercept 

Emotional 

reactivity 

 

-0.82*  (0.31) 

0.01  (0.12) 

 

0.44 

1.01 

 

(0.24 , 0.82) 

(0.80 , 1.27)  

 Parent Gender 1.04  (1.65) 2.82 (0.11 , 72.75) 

 Parent Gender X 

Sensitivity 

-0.06  (0.53) 0.94 (0.33 , 2.65) 

 Parent Gender X  

Minimizing 

-0.28  (0.40) 0.76 (0.34 , 1.67) 

 Parent Gender X 

Distress 

0.14  (0.47) 1.15 (0.46, 2.90) 

 Sensitive  0.18  (0.27) 1.19 (0.70,  2.02) 

 Minimizing 0.00  (0.23) 1.00 (0.64,  1.57) 

 Distress 0.09  (0.32) 1.09 (0.58 , 2.04) 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 1.4:     HLM Output for the Relationship Between Parents’ Emotional Socialization 

of Their Children at 8 Months and the Odds of their Child Being Classified 

as Disorganized vs. Secure at 12/15 Months 

   

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

 

Odds Ratio 

 

Confidence 

Interval 

  

Intercept 

Emotional 

reactivity 

 

0.23  (0.24) 

-0.14 (0.10) 

 

1.27 

0.87 

 

(0.80 , 2.02) 

(0.71 , 1.07)  

 Parent Gender 1.62  (1.19) 5.04 (0.49 , 52.51) 

 Parent Gender X 

Sensitivity 

-0.47 (0.35) 0.63 (0.32 , 1.24) 

 Parent Gender X  

Minimizing 

0.41  (0.28) 1.50 (0.86 , 2.62) 

 Parent Gender X 

Distress 

-0.15 (0.28) 0.86 (0.50, 1.50) 

 Sensitive  0.12  (0.19) 1.13 (0.77,  1.66) 

 Minimizing -0.34 (0.21) 0.71 (0.47 , 1.08) 

 Distress 0.03  (0.23) 1.04 (0.66 , 1.62) 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Table 1.5:     HLM Output for Final Estimation of Variance Components: 

 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 Random Effect           Standard        Variance     df   Chi-square    P-value 

                                   Deviation        Component 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

   Secure vs. Insecure            .73        0.54      106      127.92           .07† 

   Avoidant vs. Secure        1.00        0.99      106        87.66         >.500 

   Resistant vs. Secure          .52            0.27      106      107.25         0.448 

   Disorganized vs. Secure   .47            0.22      106        83.95         >.500 
†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Figure 1.2 Interaction plot for the relationship between parental distressed responses to 

infants’ negative emotions and the log odds of that infant being classified as 

disorganized with that parent at 12/15 months.   
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month olds’ negative emotions to parent-infant attachment at 12 and 15 months will be 

the same for mothers and fathers.   

     This hypothesis was partially supported.  The relationship between parental 

socialization of their 8 month olds‘ negative emotions to attachment was the same for 

mothers and fathers with one exception.  The only significant interaction that indicated a 

difference in the relationship between parental socialization at 8 months and the 

attachment relationships at 12 and 15 months was the parent gender X minimizing 

interaction predicting avoidant vs. secure attachment (see table 1.2).   

Mother

Father

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

not distressed distressed

L
o

g
 O

d
d

s 
D

is
o

rg
an

iz
ed

Interaction Plot

Distress responses and Log odds Disorganized



 48 

     In addition, as reported above, greater distress in mothers but less distress in fathers 

was non-significantly related to the odds of their child later being classified as 

disorganized vs. secure.  Additionally, although maternal stress tended to increase the 

likelihood of a child being categorized as disorganized vs. secure (see table 1.4), the 

opposite effect was found for fathers—paternal distress in response to infant negative 

emotions was related to a decreased likelihood of a child being categorized as a 

disorganized vs. secure.  

There was not always a trend of differences across mothers and fathers for the 

relationship between socialization at 8 months and probability of a child being 

categorized as a certain attachment category.  For example, as seen in figure 1.3, the 

relationship between parental distressed responses to their infants’ negative emotions and 

the child being categorized as resistant vs. secure was similar for both mothers and 

fathers in that when parents responded in distressed ways to their infants’ negative 

emotions at 8 months, their infant were more likely to be classified as having a resistant 

attachment in the Strange Situation. 
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Figure 1.3 Interaction plot for the relationship between parental distressed responses to 

infants’ negative emotions and the Log Odds of that infant being classified 

as resistant with that parent at 12/15 months.   
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reactivity score for each infant.  Results with estimations of fixed effects from this 

analysis address hypotheses 2.1 – 2.2 and are shown below in table 2.1.  

 

Table 2.1:     HLM Output for the Relationship Between Infant-Parent Secure vs. 

Insecure Attachment In Infancy and Parental Socialization of Toddlers’ 

Negative Emotions Controlling for Infant Emotional reactivity. 

  Model A: 

Sensitivity  

 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Model B: 

Sensitivity and 

Secure 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Model C: 

Minimizing 

and Secure 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Model D: 

Distress and 

Secure 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Model D:  

Punitive and 

Secure 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

 

 

 

Intercept 

 

 

5.72  (.11) 

 

 

 

5.58  (.15) 

 

2.10  (.18) 

 

2.41  (.16) 

 

1.23  (.10) 

  

Temp  

 

 

.01   (.05) 

 

.02  (.05) 

 

-.02  (.06) 

 

.10  (.06) 

 

-.01 (.02) 

  

Parent 

Gender 

 

 

-.13  (.12) 

 

-.22  (.20) 

 

.39  (.26) 

 

.20  (.24) 

 

-.06  (.13) 

 Secure 

vs. Not 

Secure 

  

.32  (.19) 

 

- .29  (.23) 

 

-.14  (.22) 

 

-.06  (.12) 

  

Parent 

Gender 

X Secure 

vs. Not 

Secure  

  

 

.04  (.27) 

 

 

-.09  (.34) 

 

 

.01  (.35) 

 

 

.05  (.16) 

 

Hypotheses:   

Hypothesis 2.1: Parents of secure infants will be higher in sensitive responses at 24 

months than parents of insecure infants.   
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     As seen in table 2.1, no significant main effect for parents of secure infants being 

higher in sensitive responses to their toddler was found.  However, trends indicated that 

parents of infants classified as having a secure attachment at one year tended to respond 

more sensitively to their negative emotions at 24 months.  

Hypothesis 2.2: Parents of insecure infants will be higher in minimizing and distressed 

responses at 24 months than parents of secure infants.  

     No significant main effect was found for parents of insecure infants responding in 

more minimizing and distressed ways to their children at 24 months.  However, trends 

indicated that parents of infants classified as having an insecure attachment tended to 

respond in more minimizing ways to their toddler‘s negative emotions (see table 1.1).  

     To examine the relationship between infant-parent 4-way attachment and socialization 

at 24 months, a two level file was set up in HLM 6, a computer program designed 

specifically to deal with Hierarchical Linear Models.   The first level of this model 

consisted of the independent variables: gender of the parent, attachment categories from 

the strange situation (avoidant vs. secure, resistant vs. secure and disorganized vs. secure) 

and the interaction terms, gender by attachment. The dependent variable was set up by 

indicating in the HLM software that the outcome variable was the four columns 

indicating socialization in toddlerhood. The second level of the model was the subject ID 

and the emotional reactivity score for each infant.  Results from this analysis with 

estimations of fixed effects address hypotheses 2.3 – 2.5 and are shown below in table 

2.2.   
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Table 2.2:    HLM Output for the Relationship Between Infant-Parent Four-Way 

Attachment in Infancy and Parental Socialization of Toddlers’ Negative 

Emotions Controlling for Infant Emotional reactivity. 

 

  Sensitivity 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Punitive 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Minimizing 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

Distress 

Coefficient   

(S.E.) 

  

Intercept 

 

5.88  (.13) 1.19  (.08) 1.81  (.14) 2.27  (.15) 

 Emotional 

reactivity 

.03  (.05) -.02  (.02) -.04  (.06) .08  (.06) 

 Parent Gender -.17  (.18) -.01  (.08) .31  (.22) .21  (.22) 

 Avoidant vs. 

Secure 

-.42  (.27) -.05  (.18) .18  (.35) .09  (.34) 

 Resistant vs. 

Secure 

-.19  (.29) -.11  (.08) -.04  (.37) .02  (.39) 

 Disorganized 

vs. Secure 

-.29  (.22) .14  (.17) .47  (.28) .22  (.24) 

 Gender X 

Avoidant vs. 

Secure 

.67  (.30)* -.33  (.29) -.24  (.44) -.37  (.54) 

 Gender X 

Resistant vs. 

Secure 

-.14  (.45) .17  (.14) .55   (.55) .38  (53) 

 Gender X 

disorganized 

vs. Secure 

-.42  (.37) .02  (.22) .03  (.51) -.01  (.41) 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 2.3: Parents of avoidant infants will be higher in minimizing responses at 24 

months than parents of secure infants.     

     There was no significant main effects for parents of avoidant infants being higher in 

minimizing responses than parents of secure infants; however, trends indicated that 
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parents of infants classified as having an avoidant attachment with their parent tended to 

react in more minimizing ways to their toddlers‘ negative emotions than parents of secure 

infants.  

Hypothesis 2.4: Parents of resistant and disorganized infants will be higher in distressed 

responses at 24 months than parents of secure infants.    

     There were no significant main effects for parents of resistant and disorganized infants 

being higher in distressed responses at 24 months than parents of secure infants.  

However, trends indicated that parents of infants classified as having a resistant or 

disorganized attachment to their parent tend to react in more distressed ways to their 

toddler‘s negative emotions.  

Hypothesis 2.5: There will be no differences across gender in the relationship between 

infant-parent attachment at one year and socialization at 24 months. 

     Results indicated a significant gender X avoidant interaction for sensitivity (see table 

2.2).  This indicates that the way that parental attachment relates to later parental 

socialization at 24 months differs for mothers and fathers.  This interaction is graphed in 

figure 2.1 (below) and implies that while both mothers and fathers of children classified 

as avoidant tend to respond in less sensitive ways to their toddlers, the slope is more 

dramatic for mothers than for fathers.     
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Figure 2.1    Plot of the interaction between avoidant attachment and sensitive responses 

to toddlers’ negative emotion across parent gender 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Mother

Father

5

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

6

not avoidant avoidant

S
en

si
ti

v
e 

R
sp

o
n
se

 t
o

 T
o

d
d

le
rs

Interaction Plot

Avoidant Att and Sens Responses to Toddlers



 55 

 

 

Relationship between parents’ socialization of children’s negative emotions at 8 months 

and children’s’ emotional expressivity at 24 months. 

To address the following four hypotheses, two two-step regressions were run 

(Table 3.1), one for negative (vs. positive) affect and one for flat (vs. expressive) affect.  

The step 1 predictor was infant emotional reactivity and the step 2 predictors were 

emotional reactivity and parental sensitive, minimizing and distressed responses to 

infants’ negative emotions.   The step 1 predictor, infant emotional reactivity was found 

to be a significant predictor of toddler emotional expressivity.  Parents’ distressed 

responses to infant negative emotions were found to be a significant predictor of negative 

(vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood. The results of this analysis were used to address 

hypotheses 3.1 – 3.4 and are presented in table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1: Regression Examining Parental Socialization of Infants’ Negative Emotions 

to Predict Outcomes in Toddlerhood Expressivity with Infant Emotional 

reactivity as a Control 

Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β 

Step 1   

(Constant)   2.88**    .12           1.50**    .09  

Emotional reactivity        .15*        .06      .20      .02        .05      .04  

 

  Step 2 

(Constant)   2.35**   .38           1.80**   .29  

Emotional reactivity        .13*      .06        .17      .02       .05      .04 

 Sensitive to infant  .00        .10        .00     -.07       .08     -.08    

 Minimizing to infant      -.05        .09      -.04     -.05       .07     -.06  

 Distressed to infant        .29**     .10        .25      .05       .08       .05  

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 3.1: Infants whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with sensitive responses will display less negative (vs. positive) affect and less flat (vs. 

expressive) affect at 24 months.   

     No significant main effect for parental sensitivity predicting negative (vs. positive) or 

flat (vs. expressive) affect was found. 
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Hypothesis 3.2: Infants whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with minimizing and distressed responses will display greater levels of negative (vs. 

positive) affect at 24 months.   

     As seen in table 3.1, no main effect for parental minimizing reactions was found, 

however, findings for step two of the regression revealed that the parental distressed 

reactions to their infants‘ negative emotions were significantly related to more negative 

(vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood even after controlling for infant emotional reactivity.    

Hypothesis 3.3: Infants whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with minimizing responses will display more flat (vs. expressive) affect at 24 months. 

     No significant main effect for minimizing responses to negative emotion predicting 

more flat (vs. expressive) affect was found. 

Hypothesis 3.4: Infants whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with distress will display more negative affect at 24 months but will not display more flat 

(vs. expressive) affect.   

    This hypothesis was supported.  As shown in table 3.1, Infants whose parents 

responded to their negative emotions with distress were significantly more likely to show 

more negative (vs. positive) affect at 24 months, but parental distress was not 

significantly related to flat (vs. expressive) affect.  
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In order to assess the potential interaction of parent gender X type of emotional 

socialization, the fifth hypothesis for question 3 was analyzed using two step regressions 

(table 3.2).  The step 1 predictor was infant emotional reactivity; the step 2 predictors 

were the emotional reactivity of the infant, parental sensitive, minimizing and distressed 

responses, and the interaction terms for gender of the parent by sensitive, minimizing and 

distressed responses.  Dependent variables were centered before being entered into the 

regression.  The step 1 predictor, infant emotional reactivity, was found to be a 

significant predictor of higher negative (vs. positive) toddler emotional expressivity.  

Findings at the second step of the regression revealed that the parents’ distressed 

reactions to their infants’ negative emotions were related in a highly significant way to 

more negative (vs. positive) affect  in toddlerhood even after controlling for infant 

emotional reactivity. 
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Table 3.2: Regression Examining Parental Socialization of Infants’ Negative Emotions 

to Predict Outcomes in Toddlerhood Expressivity with Parent Gender X 

Socialization Techniques Entered As Predictors  

 

Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β  

  Step 1 

(Constant)   2.88** .12                           1.50**  .09  

Emotional Reactivity    .15*   .06      .20      .02        .05      .04  

  Step 2 

(Constant)   2.91**   .16             1.50**   .12  

Emotional Reactivity       .13*      .06       .17      .02        .05      .04 

Parent Gender   -.06        .22       -.02      .04        .17      .02 

 Sensitive to infant  .00        .14        .00     -.07        .11     -.07    

 Minimizing to infant      -.10        .13      -.09      .01        .10      .02  

 Distressed to infant   .31**    .15       .27      .03        .11      .03  

Gender X Sensitive   .00        .21       .00      .00        .16      .00    

 Gender X Minimizing      .10       .19        .07     -.13        .15     -.12  

 Gender X Distressed  -.05        .21      -.03      .03        .16       .03  

†  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 3.5: The relation between parents’ emotional socialization of their 8 month 

old infants emotional expression is not expected to differ for mothers and fathers 

although mothers’ scores may be stronger predictors than fathers’ scores, since they are 

usually the primary caregiver.   
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     As predicted in the hypothesis, no significant main effect for gender was found, nor 

were any of the gender x emotional socialization interactions significant.   

 

The relationship between attachment at 12 or 15 months and toddlers’ emotional 

expressivity. 

Two two-step regressions were run to test this relationship (table 4.1).  For the first 

regression, the dependent variable was toddlers‘ negative (vs. positive) affect, and for the 

second regression, the dependent variable was toddlers‘ flat (vs. expressive) affect. The 

first step predictor variable of the regression was emotional reactivity and the second step 

predictor variables were emotional reactivity and secure vs. insecure attachment.   
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Table 4.1: Regression Examining the Link Between Secure vs. Insecure Attachment in 

Infancy and High Negative (vs. Positive) Affect in Toddlerhood as Well as 

Flat (vs. Expressive) Affect in Toddlerhood 

 
Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β 

  Step 1 

(Constant)   2.89**  .13                           1.49** .09  

Emotional reactivity        .17**    .06       .22      .03        .05      .04  

  Step 2 

(Constant)   3.23**    .21             1.96**  .14  

Emotional reactivity    .15*      .06      .20      .01        .04      .01 

 Secure vs. Insecure  -.50*      .24      -.17     -.70**    .16     -.33   

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 4.1: Secure infants will be lower in flat (vs. expressive) affect at 24 months 

and negative (vs. positive) affect compared to insecure infants.   

     Emotional reactivity was found to be a significant predictor of negative (vs. positive) 

affect. But even after controlling for emotional reactivity, this hypothesis was supported.  

As shown in table 4.1, secure infants were found to be significantly lower in flat (vs. 

expressive) affect and in negative (vs. positive) affect, compared to insecure infants.   
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 In order to examine the relation of infants‘ emotional expressivity to more 

specific attachment categories and emotional expressivity outcomes, another two step 

regression was run.  The first step predictor variable was emotional reactivity.  The 

second step predictor variables were secure attachment vs. all other categories of 

attachment, and resistant and disorganized attachment vs. all other categories of 

attachment.  The dependent variable was negative (vs. positive) affect (table 4.2).   

 

Table 4.2: Regression Examining Secure vs. Insecure and Anxious-Resistant and 

Disorganized Attachment to Predict Emotional Expressivity Outcomes in 

Toddlerhood Between Parents. 

  

Negative (vs. Positive)   

        B         SE        β       

  Step 1 

(Constant)                 2.89**     .13  

Emotional reactivity     .17**       .06       .22  

  Step 2 

(Constant)                 3.50**     .34  

Emotional reactivity     .15*        .06      .19       

 Secure vs. Not Secure        -.86*       .38     -.30     

 Resistant and Disorganized vs. Not    -.38          .39     -.13 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Hypothesis 4.2: Anxious-resistant and disorganized infants will be higher in 

negative (vs. positive) affect at 24 months compared to secure infants.  

   Table 4.2 demonstrates that emotional reactivity is a significant predictor of negative 

(vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood.  After controlling for emotional reactivity, secure vs. 

insecure and resistant and disorganized vs. not resistant and disorganized were entered 

into the second step of the regression as predictors, and only secure infants were 

significantly less likely than all other (i.e., insecure) infants to show negative (vs. 

positive) affect in toddlerhood. 

 To test the relationship between parental attachment and children‘s emotional 

expressivity for mothers and fathers separately, two two-step regressions were run. For 

the first regression, the dependent variable was negative (vs. positive) affect, and for the 

second regression, the dependent variable was affect flat (vs. expressive) affect. The step 

one predictor for both regressions was infant emotional reactivity.  The second step 

predictors for both regressions were the different attachment classification to mothers and 

the different attachment classifications to fathers.  Results of both regressions are 

presented in table 4.3.  
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Table 4.3: Regression Examining Infant Attachment to Mothers and Fathers to Predict 

Emotional Expressivity Outcomes in Toddlerhood Between Parents. 

 

Regression 3 

Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β 

  Step 1 

(Constant)   2.80**    .17             1.46** .13  

Emotional reactivity  .20*        .09        .26      .03        .07        .04  

  Step 2 

(Constant)   2.39**  .25                          1.10**  .19  

Emotional reactivity  .14        .09       .18      -.03        .07     -.04 

 Avoidant with mom       -.16        .54       -.04     -.23        .40       .06    

 Resistant with mom       -.13        .53       -.03     1.10        .38      .32  

 Disorganized with mom   .15        .37      .05      .62        .27       .25  

Avoidant with dad   1.41**  .52     .31     -.19        .40     -.05    

 Resistant with dad            1.30*   .53     .32      .86        .39        .25  

 Disorganized with dad     .71        .43      .19      .04        .32       .01  

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 4.3: The relation of parent-infant attachment to toddlers’ negative (vs. 

positive) affect and flat (vs. expressive) affect will be the same for attachment to mother 

and attachment to father. However, the relationship between parent-child attachment and 

negative (vs. positive) affect and flat (vs. expressive) affect at 24 months should be 



 65 

stronger for mothers than fathers because the mothers are almost always the primary 

caregivers in this sample.  

 No main effect for attachment relating to flat (vs. expressive) affect in 

toddlerhood was found. Contrary to the hypothesis, the relation of parent-infant 

attachment to toddler‘s negative (vs. positive) affect did differ between mothers and 

fathers.  Specifically, both avoidant attachment and resistant attachment to fathers was 

significantly related to higher negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood, and there were 

no significant findings for maternal attachment relating to emotional expressivity in 

toddlerhood. Thus, infant-father attachment was found to have a stronger relation to 

toddlers‘ negative emotional expressivity than mother-infant attachment. 
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Relation of mothers’ and fathers’ emotional socialization at 24 months to children’s 

emotional expressivity at 24 months.  

To address the hypotheses 5.1 – 5.4, a two step regression was run (see table 5.1).  The 

step 1 predictor was infant emotional reactivity and the step 2 predictors were emotional 

reactivity and parental sensitive, minimizing and distressed responses to toddlers’ 

negative emotions.  The step 1 predictor, infant emotional reactivity, was again found to 

be a significant predictor of toddler negative (vs. positive) affect.    
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Table 5.1: Regression Examining Parental Socialization of Toddlers’ Negative 

Emotions to Predict Outcomes in Toddlerhood Expressivity with Infant 

Emotional reactivity as a Control 

 

Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β 

  Step 1 

(Constant)   2.98**  .13                        1.51**   .09  

Emotional reactivity   .14*     .06       .19     .02        .05       .03 

  Step 2 

(Constant)   1.53      1.61           2.33
†
       1.26  

Emotional reactivity  .15*        .06      .19      .02         .05      .04 

 Sensitive to toddler  .06        .22        .05     -.08        .17     -.09    

 Minimizing to toddler    .19        .17        .18     -.08        .13     -.11  

 Distressed to toddler     -.02        .09       -.02     -.04        .07     -.05  

Punitive to toddler         .65**     .19        .32     -.09        .15     -.06 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 5.1: Toddlers whose parents responded to their expression of negative 

emotions with more sensitive responses when they were infants will display less negative 

(vs. positive) affect and less flat (vs. expressive) affect.  

     No significant main effect for parental sensitivity in toddlerhood predicting less 

negative (vs. positive) or flat (vs. expressive) affect was found. 
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Hypothesis 5.2: Toddlers whose parents responded to their expression of negative 

emotions with more punitive, minimizing and distressed responses at 24 months will 

display greater levels of negative (versus positive) affect.  

     No main effect for parental minimizing and distressed responses to toddler negative 

emotions related to higher negative (vs. positive) affect was found.  However, in support 

of the hypothesis, parental punitive responses to toddler negative emotions were related 

significantly to children expressing more negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood 

even after controlling for infant emotional reactivity. 

Hypothesis 5.3: Toddlers whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with punitive and minimizing responses will display more flat (vs. expressive) affect.   

     No significant main effect for parental punitive reactions to toddler negative emotions 

predicting more flat (vs. expressive) affect was found. 

Hypothesis 5.4: Toddlers whose parents respond to their expression of negative emotions 

with more distress will display more negative (vs. positive) affect but these toddlers will 

not display more flat (vs. expressive) affect.  

     No significant main effect for parental distress in toddlerhood predicting more 

negative (vs. positive) or flat (vs. expressive) affect was found.   

     In order to test for potential gender X emotional socialization interactions, a two step 

regression was run (table 5.2).  The step 1 predictor was infant emotional reactivity; the 

step 2 predictors were the emotional reactivity of the infant, parental sensitive, 

minimizing and distressed responses to their toddlers‘ negative emotions, and gender by 

emotional socialization interactions.  The step 1 predictor, infant emotional reactivity, 
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was again found to be a significant predictor of negative (vs. positive) toddler emotional 

expressivity.  Also, as in the previous regression, findings at the second step of the 

regression revealed that the parental punitive reactions to their infants‘ negative emotions 

are related to toddlers expressing more negative (vs. positive) affect in a highly 

significant way even after controlling for infant emotional reactivity and the gender of the 

parent.   Finally, parental minimizing responses were found to be a marginal predictor of 

flat (vs. expressive) affect, and there was a significant gender X minimizing interaction 

for the relationship between parental minimizing responses to toddler negative emotions 

and flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood.  
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Table 5.2:      Regression Examining Parental Socialization of Toddlers’ Negative 

Emotions to Predict Outcomes in Toddlerhood Expressivity with Infant 

Emotional Reactivity and Sex of the Parent as Controls 

 

Negative (vs. Positive)    Flat (vs. Expressive)  

      B         SE        β      B         SE         β  

  Step 1 

(Constant)   2.98**   .13             1.51** .09  

Emotional Reactivity .14*       .06       .19      .02        .05       .03  

  Step 2 

(Constant)   3.40**  .23              1.54**   .17  

Emotional Reactivity .15*       .06        .19      .02        .05      .04 

Parent Gender  -.03       .34       -.01     -.18        .26   -.09 

Sensitive to toddler  -.09      .30       -.07     -.35        .23    -.37    

 Minimizing to toddler     .05       .24        .04     -.35
†
       .18    -.47  

 Distressed to toddler      -.02       .14       -.02     -.17        .11    -.22  

Punitive to toddler          .70**   .26         .35      .09        .20      .06 

Gender X Sensitive  .32       .44        .18      .57
†
       .34      .45    

 Gender X Minimizing     .29       .35        .20      .54*       .26     .54  

 Gender X Distressed       -.01      .19        .00      .22        .14      .21  

Gender X Punitive         -.10       .40       -.04     -.30        .30     -.16 

†
  p < .10. , * p < .05, ** p < .01 

  

Hypothesis 5.5: The relation between parents’ emotional socialization of their 24 month 

old infants emotional expression is not expected to differ for mothers and fathers 
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although mothers’ scores may be stronger predictors than fathers’ scores, since they are 

usually the primary caregiver.  

This hypothesis was not completely supported since there was significant gender 

X socialization interaction for the relationship between socialization in toddlerhood and 

flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood.  Specifically, while maternal minimizing 

responses to toddler negative emotions are related to less flat (vs. expressive) affect in 

toddlerhood, paternal minimizing responses are related to higher flat (vs. expressive) 

affect in toddlerhood (see figure 5.1).   Parent gender was not a significant predictor of 

emotional expressivity.  Therefore, mothers‘ were not a stronger predictor of toddler 

emotional expressivity than fathers.  

Figure 5.1     Interaction between parent gender and minimizing behaviors towards 24 

month olds related to flat (vs. expressive) affect at 24 months 
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Proposed Structural Equation Model to Guide Future Research 

 Given the research findings in the above sections of the results section, I have 

hypothesized two exploratory path models.  The first exploratory path model is for 

negative (vs. positive) affect and the second exploratory path model is for flat (vs. 

expressive) affect; both models are intended to inform future research.   

 Multiple group structural equation models were used to test equivalence across 

mothers and fathers.  The model for negative (vs. positive) affect is intended to explore 

the path between parental distressed reactions to their infants‘ negative emotions, secure 

vs. insecure attachment at 12 and 15 months, parental punitive responses to their 

toddlers‘ negative emotions and negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood.  Sequential 

model building was used to conduct analyses for this path model.  To test for equivalence 

of paths across mothers and fathers, corresponding paths were constrained to be equal 

(restricted model) and, in the subsequent model, corresponding paths were be free to vary 

(unrestricted model); the two models were compared using standard fit indices.  In the 

restricted mode, means and variances were allowed to vary across groups.     

 In both the restricted and unrestricted model, the paths from emotional reactivity 

and parental punitive responses to toddlers‘ negative (vs. positive) emotionality were 

significant.  Additionally, in the restricted model, the paths from parental distress at 8 

months and secure attachment at 12 and 15 months to toddlers‘ negative emotional 

expressivity were both significant.  In the unrestricted model, the path from parental 

distress to their infants‘ negative emotions to negative expressivity in toddlerhood was 

significant for mothers but marginal for fathers.  Additionally, there was a significant 
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path from fathers‘ (but not mothers‘) secure vs. insecure attachment to toddlers‘ negative 

(vs. positive) affect, as well as a marginally significant path from paternal distress to 

negative emotional expressivity in toddlerhood.  Results indicated that the χ
2

 of the 

restricted model (Figure 6.1) was χ
2

13 = 8.06.  In the unrestricted model, the χ
2
 was  χ

2
7= 

2.38 (Figure 6.2).   There was a non-significant change in χ
2 

from the restricted model to 

the unrestricted model indicating that the restricted model had better model fit than the 

unrestricted model.  Therefore, the restricted model (figure 6.1), would be appropriate for 

both mothers and fathers.    
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Figure 6.1     Restricted structural equation model for parental distressed responses to 

infants’ negative emotions, infant-parent attachment and parental punitive 

responses to toddlers’ negative emotions leading to negative (vs. positive) 

affect with paths constrained 
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Figure 6.2    Unrestricted structural equation model for parental distressed responses to 

infants’ negative emotions, infant-parent attachment and parental punitive 

responses to toddlers’ negative emotions leading to negative (vs. positive) 

affect with paths free to vary.   
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constrained to be equal (restricted model) and, in the subsequent model, corresponding 

paths were be free to vary (unrestricted model); the two models were compared using 

standard fit indices.  Means and variances were allowed to vary across groups in the 

restricted model.   

 In both the restricted and unrestricted model, the path from secure vs. insecure 

attachment to flat (vs. expressive) affect were significant.  Additionally, in both the 

restrictive and unrestrictive model, emotional reactivity was not a significant predictor of 

flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood.  In the unrestricted model, the path for mother, 

but not fathers, from minimizing responses at 24 months to flat (vs. expressive) affect 

was marginally significant.  The χ
2

 for the restricted model (figure 7.1) was χ
2

8= 1.93.  In 

the model where corresponding paths were free to vary, the χ
2
 was  χ

2
5 = .31 (figure 7.2).   

There was a non-significant change in χ
2 

from the restricted model to the unrestricted 

model indicating that the restricted model had better model fit than the unrestricted 

model.  Therefore, the restricted model (figure 7.1) would be appropriate for both 

mothers and fathers.    
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Figure 7.1     Restricted structural equation model for attachment and minimizing 

responses to toddlers leading to flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood 

with paths constrained 
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Figure 7.2     Unrestricted structural equation model for attachment and minimizing 

responses to toddlers leading to flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood 

with paths free to vary.  Note: Mother/Father 
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Discussion 

 

 The present study provides information concerning the relationships between 

parental reactions to their children‘s expression of negative emotions at 8 months, parent-

infant attachment at 12 and 15 months and parental reactions to children‘s negative 

emotional expressions at 24 months, and as well as the extent to which all of these 

variables predict children‘s emotional expressivity as toddlers at 24 months, after 

simultaneously controlling for all predictors and for infant emotional reactivity.   Perhaps 

the most interesting aspect of the findings is that flat affect was predicted only by 

parental attachment and negative (vs. positive) affect was predicted by parental 

attachment, parental socialization of infants‘ negative emotions and parental socialization 

of toddlers‘ negative emotions.  These findings are evidence that flat (vs. expressive) 

affect and negative (vs. positive) affect are related to different aspects of parenting and 

relationships.  One major hypothesis of this dissertation was that socialization of infants‘ 

negative emotions, attachment at 12 and 15 months and socialization of toddlers‘ 

negative emotions would all be directly related; that is, that there would be a direct path 

from emotional socialization of infants, to attachment security, to emotional socialization 

of toddlers, to toddlers‘ emotional expressivity.  Instead, emotional socialization and 

attachment security were independent predictors of emotional expressivity.  Finally, it 

was hypothesized that emotional socialization at 24 months would be directly linked with 

emotional expressivity at 24 months.  This was true for the connection between parental 

punitive reactions to toddlers‘ negative emotions being related directly to toddlers‘ more 
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negative (vs. positive) affect, however, there was no relationship between parental 

minimizing reactions to toddlers‘ negative emotions and flat (vs. expressive) affect.  Only 

insecure attachment predicts toddlers‘ flat (vs. expressive) affect, whereas insecure 

attachment, infant emotional socialization, and toddler emotional socialization, all make 

independent contributions to predicting toddlers‘ negative (vs. positive) affect. 

Emotional socialization and emotional expressivity 

Why is it that emotional reactivity and parent‘s emotional socialization predict 

negative (vs. positive) affect but not flat (vs. expressive) affect?  The fact that emotional 

reactivity is not related to flat (vs. expressive) affect in toddlerhood may indicate that the 

inhibiting of emotionality may not be as innate or as stable from infancy to toddlerhood 

as the extent to which affective expression is relatively negative or positive.  Instead, 

perhaps flat (vs. expressive) affect is a coping mechanism that some toddlers acquire to 

mask their emotions. Our study found that infants classified as secure in the Strange 

Situation Paradigm were significantly more likely to have lower levels of flat (vs. 

expressive) affect in toddlerhood than infants classified as insecure in the Strange 

Situation Paradigm. These findings are consistent with researchers who hypothesize that 

infants classified as secure in the strange situation feel more comfortable showing a range 

of both positive and negative emotions with their parent (Cassidy, 1994).   Although 

attachment is not directly related to emotional socialization, parents of infants classified 

as insecure might be less responsive to their children when these children show negative 

emotions in real-life situations, and more inclined to interact with them when they are 
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calm or cheerful. Perhaps this parental shunning of negative emotion could contribute to 

the child expressing flat (vs. expressive) affect rather than a full range of emotions.    

It is also important to note that children classified as secure in infancy also 

showed less negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood.  In addition, emotional 

reactivity and parental emotional socialization were found to be important, but 

independent, factors that predicted toddlers‘ negative (vs. positive) affect.  Interestingly, 

different types of parental responses to children‘s negative emotions at 8 months and 24 

months predicted negative (vs. positive) affect at 24 months.  At 8 months, parental 

distress was related to negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood while at 24 months, 

parental punitive reactions to their toddlers‘ negative emotion were related to negative 

(vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood.  If parents display distress when their infants express 

negative emotions, this has the potential to influence infants in three ways: first, it may 

heighten the infant‘s negative emotions.  There are several reasons why parents‘ 

distressed responses to infants‘ negative emotions may be particularly likely to contribute 

to the development of negative emotional expressivity in their children. Parental 

distressed reactions to their infant‘s negative emotions can signal to the infant that there 

is something wrong and, as a result, heighten the negative emotions that the infant is 

expressing.   In short, they signal to the child that there really is something to be upset 

about. Researchers have found evidence of this in their studies.  Notably, Fabes and 

colleagues (1994) found that distressed parental reactions to toddlers‘ expression of 

negative emotion heighten the negative emotion in toddlers in the short term.   Secondly, 

it likely makes it difficult for parents to comfort the infant because they are too distressed 



 82 

themselves to tend to their infant.   Lastly, distressed parents models to children that the 

way to react to stressful situations is with distress (Cole, Michel and Teti, 1994; 

Eisenberg et al., 2001).  

But why might parents‘ distressed responses to infants, but not to toddlers, predict 

higher negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood?   Perhaps this is because infants do 

not have as many self-soothing mechanisms as toddlers do.   Infants are born with little 

control of their emotional processes, but after the first half-year, infants increase in their 

ability to control their emotions (Saarni, 1985; McCoy and Masters, 1985).   At the 

beginning of life, infants emotions are regulated by their parents; caregivers arouse their 

infants‘ emotions through play and calm their emotions through comforting actions 

(Thompson and Meyer, 2007).   When the parental distress measurements were taken at 8 

months, infants were just beginning to increase their control of their emotions but their 

emotions were, for the most part, controlled by their parents.  If a parent is distressed 

themselves, this would hinder the parent‘s ability to comfort the infant whereas if this 

same thing happened in toddlerhood, the toddler would have gained more skills in 

comforting themselves when their parent could not.   According to attachment theory, 

distressed infants will go to their caregiver for comfort (Bowlby 1973).  If the caregiver is 

distressed themselves and cannot comfort the child, it is likely that the infant will form an 

insecure attachment with that caregiver (Isabella and Belsky, 1991).   

Another possible reason could be that while infants may be in-tune with parents‘ 

nonverbal emotional expressivity, they are not as skilled at language comprehension as 

toddlers.  Therefore, in toddlerhood, if a parent is visibly upset but verbally indicates to 
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the child that everything is okay the child is more likely to understand the parents‘ 

language, and the parent‘s verbalization may mitigate the child‘s distress.  Therefore, 

although infants and toddlers may witness the same parental distress, toddlers may have 

better mechanisms for understanding the situation and coping with parental distress than 

infants.    

Likewise, it is important to take into account that children perceive distress 

differently at different ages.  Developmentally, an 8-month old infant may attribute 

different meaning to parental distress than a 24-month old toddler.    Evolutionarily, it is 

more upsetting to an infant to see their caregiver distressed than a toddler because an 

infant has less of an ability to protect themselves than a toddler. According to attachment 

theory, infants have evolved to seek comfort and protection from their caregiver and this 

is more difficult to do when the caregiver is distressed (Bowlby, 1973).  Taken together, 

these reasons explain why developmentally and evolutionarily, parental distress might be 

more upsetting to an infant than to a toddler.  

As mentioned in the introduction, parental punitive responses have been found to 

be associated with poor emotional control in children (Buck, 1994; Gross & Levenson, 

1993).  The findings in this study indicating that parental punitive reactions to toddler 

negative emotions are related to higher steps of negative (vs. positive) affect in 

toddlerhood are similar to findings from other studies of emotional socialization studies 

which indicate that punitive responses to children could be detrimental to emotional 

regulation.  
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Parental punitive reactions to infants‘ negative emotion were dropped from the 

study after the initial data-gathering phase due to their inapplicability to this non-clinical 

sample  and, consequently, low reliability.  As discussed in the methods section, there 

were far fewer instances of parental punitive reactions to infant negative emotion than 

there were of parental punitive reactions to toddler negative emotions.  Simply put, it is 

more extreme to react in a punitive way to an infant than it is a toddler and thus, in this 

non-clinical sample, it was highly uncommon.  In addition, parental punitive responses 

that are meant as discipline, (e.g., ―If you keep screaming, we‘re going home‖) are 

unlikely to occur with infants. Therefore, punitive responses to infants‘ expression of 

negative emotions were dropped from analyses.  However, studies with clinical samples 

should include this scale in their research.  It is possible that participants in clinical 

samples might be more likely to respond to their infants‘ negative emotions with punitive 

reactions. The longitudinal implications of seemingly inappropriate harsh responses to 

infant negative emotions are important to study and, given a different, more clinical, 

sample, would be very interesting to examine.   Additionally, it is possible that parents‘ 

reacting to their infants‘ negative emotions are primarily non-conscious, but when those 

infants reach toddlerhood, they begin to parent based on conscious expectations of how 

they want their child to behave.  This is another reason why punitive reactions may be 

more applicable to children after they are toddlers rather than for infants.   

 It is interesting to note that the estimate for parental punitive reactions to toddler 

negative emotions (.77**) was larger than the estimate for parental distressed reactions to 

infant negative emotions (.22**) (see figure 6.1).   This could be accounted for by the 
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fact that the gap between when parental responses to infants‘ negative emotions was 

measured and when toddler emotional expressivity was measured was roughly 16 months 

(from 8 months to 24 months), whereas parental responses to toddlers‘ negative emotion 

and toddler emotional expressivity were measured only about a week or two apart across 

different settings (i.e., a dyadic setting in a laboratory playroom vs. a triadic setting at 

home).  When this time difference is taken into account, it becomes clearer that parental 

responses to infants‘ negative emotions have an enduring impact on the child‘s later 

emotional expressivity.   

Taken together, these findings indicate that the way parents socialize their 

children‘s emotions in infancy as well as in toddlerhood are very important influences in 

toddlers‘ negative (vs. positive) affect.  This implies that researchers should focus on 

extending socialization research into infancy in order to gain a fuller understanding of 

how parental responses to children‘s negative emotions lead to emotional expressivity 

and emotional regulation. 

The importance of emotional reactivity  

One interesting finding of this dissertation is that infant emotional reactivity was 

found to be an independent predictor of toddler negative (vs. positive) affect.  It is 

fascinating that infant emotional reactivity has such an impact on negative (vs. positive) 

affect in toddlerhood independent of parental socialization.  Emotional reactivity is an 

interesting characteristic of infants because, theoretically, it is not relationship-specific or 

specific to situations, but rather, it is composed of enduring characteristics that exist 

across environments and relationships.  The fact that emotional reactivity measured in 
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infancy was an independent predictor of emotional expressivity at 2 years old throughout 

this study gives further evidence to the idea that emotional reactivity is an enduring 

characteristic.   

Perhaps the most interesting finding regarding emotional reactivity in this study is 

that it is a significant predictor of negative (vs. positive) affect in toddlerhood, but not of 

flat (vs. expressive) affect. Parental socialization also has an important influence on 

children‘s negative (vs. positive) affect.  This suggests that there may be a cyclical 

interaction between inborn infant emotional reactivity and parental emotional 

socialization over time.  That is, infants with a difficult emotional reactivity are likely to 

elicit frustration and non-supportive responses from their parents which contribute to the 

infant expressing more negative (vs. positive) emotions and being more difficult to sooth 

and, subsequently elicit more frustration and non-supportive responses from their parents 

later on.  However, since emotional reactivity was only measured once in this study, 

when the children were infants, it is impossible to know exactly how emotional 

socialization and emotional reactivity are cyclically related.  Examining the cyclical 

interaction between infant emotional reactivity and parenting would require longitudinal 

assessments of both emotional reactivity and parenting over time.  Ideally, during each 

phase of assessment, researchers would examine infant emotional reactivity, how infants 

impact their caregiving environment, and how caregiving influences infants.  These 

mutual influences are not easy to untangle.  Given the complexity of this design and how 

difficult it is to study, it is easy to see how, although researchers might endorse this 

viewpoint, they might avoid including so many repeated measures in their research.  This 
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proposed method for a future study would also be more effective in better understanding 

whether there is a cyclical interaction in emotional reactivity and emotional socialization 

over time and, if so, how it works.   

Another potential problem with the assessment of emotional reactivity in this 

study was that it was measured by surveys in which the infants‘ mothers were the 

informants.  This is a common practice for measuring temperament, however, it has been 

cautioned against by researchers (Siefer, Sameroff, Barrett, & Krafchuk, 1994).  Siefer 

cautioned against this method because, many times, parental reports of emotional 

reactivity are compared to parental reports of child behavioral problems and this leaves 

open the opportunity for the parent‘s beliefs about their child to confound both 

instruments.  It should be noted that in this study, this problem is somewhat mitigated 

because parental reports of infant emotional reactivity are matched with actual 

observations of the child over time.  Siefer also cautioned against this practice because 

parents often see their child in an overly favorable light (Siefer, 1994).  A more stringent 

measure of emotional reactivity or the broader category of temperament would involve 

trained third party observers observing the infants over an extended period of time and 

longitudinally to prevent an infants‘ ―mood‖ at a particular time point influencing the 

measure of   emotional reactivity, but this would be costly.   

The importance of studying fathers 

Unfortunately, fathers are often left out of research on parenting due to a number 

of factors including that it is more difficult (and costly) to get fathers to participate in 

studies than mothers. Since a thorough examination of the differences and similarities 
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across mothers and fathers in the relationship between parental socialization of negative 

emotions and toddlers‘ emotional expressivity, as well as infant-parent attachment and 

toddlers‘ emotional expressivity, has not yet been completed, it is not appropriate to 

generalize research findings from mothers or fathers to ―parents‖—especially given that 

this study and other studies indicate some differences in effects across parent gender.   

 The unrestricted Structural Equation Model used to predict negative (vs. positive) 

affect (figure 6.2) demonstrates interesting differences across mothers and fathers.  

Specifically, the path from distressed responses to infants‘ negative emotions was 

marginally significant for fathers but not mothers, the path from distressed responses to 

infants‘ negative emotions was significant for mothers but only marginal for fathers, and 

the path from secure vs. insecure attachment at 12/15 months to negative (vs. positive) 

affect at 24 months was significant for fathers but not for mothers.  However, this model 

was not chosen due to the fact that there was a non-significant change in χ
2 

from the 

restricted path to the unrestricted path.   

 Given the differences across mothers and fathers found throughout this 

dissertation as well as the interesting differences across parent gender for estimates on the 

unrestricted path analysis (figure 6.2) discussed above, I believe that this model and 

similar multiple groups models exploring the relationship between parental socialization 

over time, attachment and emotional expressivity across parent gender should be 

conducted with larger samples.    

Another interesting finding of this dissertation is that fathers are influential in 

socialization of their infants‘ negative emotions.   As previously mentioned, this study is 



 89 

unique in that it includes both attachment and emotional socialization data from both 

mothers and fathers, whereas the majority of studies only include data from mothers.  

Many studies that examine ―parental‖ socialization of infant negative emotions are only 

really examining maternal socialization of infant negative emotions.  The role of fathers 

in infants‘ lives is very important and, as evidenced in this study, paternal responses to 

infant and toddler negative emotion as well as the infant-father attachment relationship 

are related to toddler emotional expressivity.   

Furthermore, the relationship between emotional socialization and emotional 

expressivity, as well as the relation between attachment and emotional expressivity, 

differs across parental gender in some cases.  For example, there was a significant 

difference for the relationship between minimizing reactions to infants‘ negative 

emotions and infants being categorized as avoidant later on across fathers and mothers.  

Father minimizing reactions to infant negative emotions increased the likelihood of those 

infants being categorized as insecure-avoidant later on while mother minimizing 

reactions decreased the chances of that infant being categorized as avoidant later at one 

year old.   Insecure-avoidant attachment at 12/15 months was also significantly related to 

fathers responding to that child‘s negative emotions with minimizing responses at 24 

months.  This finding is similar to the finding of Grossman, Grossmann, Fremmer-

Bombik, Kindler, Scheuerer-Englisch and Zimmermann (2002) that the relationship 

between socialization and later attachment is different across mothers and fathers.  These 

findings imply that it is important for researchers to continue to observe both mothers and 

fathers in order to gain more insight into what the differences are between similar 
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methods of parental reactions to infant negative emotions across mothers and fathers as 

well as similarities.   

 One possible explanation for differing impacts of similar parental socialization 

techniques across parent genders is that mothers and fathers are interacting with their 

children in different contexts. While fathers typically interact with their infants in the 

context of play, mothers typically interact in the context of caregiving (Lamb, 1977).   It 

is possible by the time infants are 8 months old, they have already formed different 

expectations of caregiving from mothers versus fathers.  Given the differing contexts of 

infant-parent interactions across mothers and fathers, it makes sense that there are 

differences across infants in their interpretations of similar parental reactions from 

mothers and fathers.  Evidence for this idea is supported by findings from Grossman et al. 

(2002) that infants although expressed attachment behaviors towards both their mother 

and father, they engaged in more affiliative behavior towards their fathers.  They are used 

to being cared for and comforted predominantly by their mother but they are used to 

engaging with their father mostly as a playmate.  Fathers are, undoubtedly, an important 

influence in children‘s emotional regulation.  As mentioned before, the heightening and 

assistance in controlling emotions by fathers through rough-and-tumble play with infants 

has been theorized by researchers to facilitate emotional regulation (Hazen, McFarland, 

Jacobvitz & Boyd-Soisson, 2010; Grossman et al., 2002).  Given that children interact 

with their parents in these different contexts, it would makes sense that similar parental 

reactions to their negative emotions would relate to different outcomes in terms of 

negative (vs. positive)  emotional expressivity. 
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 Another possible explanation of the fact that similar parental socialization relates 

differently to negative (vs. positive) affect across parent gender is that, although the 

parental reactions to infant negative emotions are categorized as being sensitive, 

minimizing, punitive or distressed, there might be differences across mothers and fathers 

in the type of reactions they are having that were categorized as sensitive, minimizing, 

punitive or distressed.  These types of parental responses across mothers and fathers that 

eventually were categorized as sensitive, minimizing, punitive or distressed could be 

influenced by the different contexts in which parents socialize their children. 

 The Parents‘ Responses to Infants Emotions Ratings Scale (Frankel & Hazen, 

2010) is unique in that coders first code on micro level using Excel
© 

across both mother-

infant or father-infant interactions before assigning a global score for the parent in each 

of the four categories—sensitive, minimizing, punitive and distressed.  Global scores 

were used for the purpose of this study for two reasons:  first, the global scores at 8 

months correspond with global scores assigned at 24 months; and second, the sample size 

was too small to compare numerous discrete moment-to-moment responses across 

mothers and fathers.  However, it would be interesting to look deeper into gender 

differences across parental responses that were micro-coded before being scored on the 

global scale.  For example, there is a large range of reactions that parents could make to 

be categorized as minimizing.  These include, but are not limited to, using sarcasm, 

ignoring the child and distracting the child.  Fathers were casually observed to use more 

sarcasm with their children than mothers. Likewise, it was casually observed that mothers 

seemed more likely to use techniques like distraction as a form of minimizing their 
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child‘s negative emotions. Distraction seems to be a more instrumental way of 

minimizing a child‘s negative emotions than sarcasm.  Goldberg, Makay-Soroka and 

Rochester (1994) have observed mothers of secure and resistant infants using distracting 

methods during reunion episodes of the Strange Situation at higher rates than mothers of 

avoidant and disorganized infants.  The fact that this technique was observed in mothers 

of secure infants as well as resistant infants further supports our theory that distraction 

might be a more sensitive way of minimizing than sarcasm.  Atkinson and Goldberg 

(2004) have found evidence that this technique stops working for parents when their 

children reach toddlerhood. 

 Due to the relatively small sample size, it is difficult to examine differences 

across mothers and fathers in the frequency of their micro-coded responses that 

contributes to their global score for a certain response.  However, this can and should be 

looked into in future studies with larger sample sizes.  If mothers and fathers are 

systematically responding in different ways that are being categorized as the same type of 

response, this phenomenon could account for differences in the outcome of the same type 

of response.  For example, in this study, we found that paternal minimizing responses to 

infant negative emotion increased the chances of a child later being classified as avoidant, 

whereas maternal minimizing responses in infancy decreased the chances of a child later 

being classified as avoidant (see figure 1.1). If our casual observations are true such that 

fathers are using more hostile forms of minimizing such as sarcasm, whereas mothers are 

using more instrumental forms of minimizing such as distracting the child, this could 

indicate that the specific way in which fathers are minimizing is correlated with the 
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higher probability of the child later being classified as avoidant, more so than just the 

global score on the minimizing scale itself.   Berlin and Cassidy (1999) hypothesized that 

infants classified as insecure-avoidant have experienced rejection of their negative 

emotions. The fact that father minimizing responses to infant negative emotion, but not 

mother minimizing responses to infant negative emotions, are related to that child later 

being classified as insecure-avoidant with their father in the Strange Situation Paradigm 

could indicate that the minimizing responses that fathers had to children‘s negative 

emotions were more rejecting (i.e., sarcasm) to the emotion itself whereas mothers‘ 

responses to the negative emotion were not perceived as such.   

The use of sarcasm by fathers at 8 months old is an interesting observation that 

should be pursued further in a future research.  It is important to note that parental 

sarcasm is not necessarily harmful to children, particularly if not accompanied by a 

negative emotional tone.  It seems improbable that 8 month old infants understand 

sarcasm at a verbal level, but since these observations are in a laboratory setting and for a 

limited period of time; it is possible that parental responses in this controlled, observed 

setting are correlated with more harsh parental responses such as angry or impatient 

vocalizations.  Additionally, sarcastic parental responses by parents to their infants could 

be correlated with types of responses indicating frustration with the child, such as 

handling the infant roughly or abruptly rather than with tenderness and affection, when 

the parent is not in the observed and controlled environment.   

Additionally, sarcasm could be coded as both a minimizing response to negative 

emotions and, in certain cases, a punitive response to negative emotions.  As previously 
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discussed in this section, this study did not include punitive responses to infant negative 

emotions due to their low frequency and subsequent low range of ratings in this sample.  

However, research should attempt to extend coding of punitive parental responses to 

toddler negative emotions down to infants in order to find out if paternal minimizing 

responses to negative emotions are more often correlated with paternal punitive responses 

to negative emotion than maternal negative responses.  That might give further insight 

into the finding that father minimizing responses to infant negative emotion increased the 

chances of a child later being classified as avoidant while maternal minimizing responses 

in infancy decreased the chances of a child later being classified as avoidant in our study. 

Parents of children classified as insecure-avoidant in the Strange Situation tended 

to respond in less sensitive ways to their children when these children were toddlers.  

There was a significant interaction indicating that, although this pattern held true for both 

parents, it was more dramatic for mothers.  While gender was not a significant predictor 

of parental socialization of toddlers‘ negative emotions in this study, this interaction 

implies that differences across parents should continue to be studied with larger samples. 

During the Q-sort – less stressful interaction difference in the task  

 Findings in this dissertation regarding the relationship between attachment and 

later emotional expressivity are similar to other longitudinal studies that have found 

relationships between secure attachment and less emotional expressivity in toddlerhood.  

Matas, Arend, Sroufe (1978) found that children who were secure as infants showed less 

negative affect and more positive affect in toddlerhood.  The Matas, Arend and Sroufe 

study did not include fathers; however, results regarding attachment to fathers and 
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emotional expressivity in this study are similar.  Results regarding attachment to mothers 

and emotional expressivity in this study are in the same direction as the Matas, Arend and 

Sroufe study but did not reach statistical significance.  For example, children who were 

securely attached to mothers at 12 or 15 months in this study showed less negative affect 

in toddlerhood but there was no significant difference between the secure and insecure 

groups.  It is important to note that there were major differences in the way that 

emotional expressivity was measured in this study and in the study by Matas and 

colleagues; emotional expressivity in the present study was assessed while parents were 

performing a Q-sort activity and, in the Matas, Arend and Sroufe study, emotional 

expressivity was measured by having toddlers engage in a problem-solving task.  It is 

possible that the triadic interactions where emotional expressivity was measured in our 

study may have elicited a range of emotions, both positive and negative, but the problem-

solving task elicited more negative emotions from the children. Therefore, findings from 

this study that maternal attachment was not significantly related to less negative (vs. 

positive) affect in toddlerhood do not, in any way, contradict the findings from the Matas, 

Arend and Sroufe study because outcomes cannot be directly compared to each other. 

  The fact that infant-parent attachment is more related to later emotional 

socialization for fathers than for mother is also very interesting.  Fathers are not as likely 

to be socialized to be parents from a young age as mothers have been.  Therefore, it is 

possible that fathers of young children have a much less of a developed philosophy of 

how to raise a child.   Given this distinction between mothers and fathers, it is plausible 

that fathers‘ interactions with their children are much more influenced by the infant-
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father attachment relationship than by their child rearing beliefs about how to discipline. 

In contrast, mothers might be more likely to be reacting to their children‘s negative 

emotions in a conscious manner so as to socialize their children, especially by 

toddlerhood.  If so, maternal socialization of toddlers‘ negative emotion would be less 

related to infant-mother attachment than father socialization of toddlers‘ negative 

emotions would be. 

  In addition to the finding discussed above that infants classified as insecure-

avoidant with fathers, but not with mothers, showed higher levels of negative (vs. 

positive) emotions in toddlerhood, we found that classified as insecure-resistant with 

fathers also showed higher levels of negative (vs. positive) emotions in toddlerhood.  

This finding is more difficult to explain.  Findings in our study are in line with findings 

from Cassidy and Berlin (1994) that children classified as insecure-resistant had trouble 

regulating their emotion during times of stress, but this finding was only replicated for 

children who were categorized as insecure-resistant with fathers, not with mothers.   

Areas for future research  

A major focus of this study is on differences across mothers and fathers in how 

the ways that they socialize their children relate to the child‘s later emotional 

expressivity.   It is important that we included fathers not only to know how mothers and 

father differ in socializing their children but also to have a more complete study of how 

children‘s emotions are socialized by their parents.  However, there are also additional 

differences among parents that should be examined in future research. 
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It is important to note that as of 2007, over 26 percent of children are raised in 

single-parent households (Grall, 2009).  The vast majority of these households are 

mother-only.  However, this dissertation data was derived from a longitudinal study of 

mostly married parental couples.  Although mothers are a very common focus of studies, 

especially pertaining to emotional socialization, comparisons have not yet been made 

across married mothers and single mothers in terms of their responses to their children‘s 

negative emotions.  There could be differences due to differences in the amount of stress 

these mothers are under.  Additionally, it would be interesting to see if single-mothers‘ 

emotional socialization of their infants‘ and toddlers‘ negative emotions is more strongly 

related, or related in a different way, to child outcomes compared to married mothers 

emotional socialization, due to the differences in the dynamics of the mother-child 

relationship.    

 Another limitation of the study is that the methods used to assess emotional 

socialization of infants at 8 months are more micro-analytic than the methods used to 

assess emotional socialization at 24 months.  The author of this paper was personally in 

charge of re-coding the parental distressed reactions to toddlers‘ negative emotions that, 

as discussed previously, originally had unacceptable reliability.  Through this experience 

of working with coders to recode all of this data, a desire to have a more robust coding 

system was formed.  Upon setting out to adapt the Parents‘ Responses to Toddlers‘ 

Emotions Rating Scales (Boyd-Soisson, 2002) to be an appropriate scale for infants, the 

author decided to make the scale a computer-based, micro-analytic coding scale.   One 

strength of the scale is that it can be directly related to Boyd-Soisson‘s toddler scale due 
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to the fact that both scales‘ end-goals were to come up with a global score on the four 

socialization techniques used by parents.  In this sense, both scales are highly similar, but 

the scale for infants gathers more information than the scale for toddlers.  However, a 

potential criticism of this study is that the emotional socialization at 24 months should be 

re-coded with a more robust computer-based coding system that examines emotional 

socialization incidents micro-analytically before applying a global coding scale.  This 

would be an interesting undertaking for future research.  If the data on parental 

socialization of toddlers‘ negative emotions was re-coded with the computer-based 

coding system, researchers would be able to analyze continuity of specific parenting 

behaviors across mothers and fathers rather than global categories of parenting behaviors, 

as well as tie specific parenting behaviors over time to outcomes in toddlerhood.  This 

would give more insight into specific differences in how mothers and fathers socialize 

their children‘s negative emotions and how these are related to emotional expressivity in 

toddlerhood. 

Since subjects were mostly a white and middle-class low-risk sample, it is unclear 

whether the findings will generalize to different cultural and ethnic groups, or to high risk 

samples. At the same time, this study does make major contributions.  Many studies look 

at emotional socialization and emotional expressiveness in preschool and school aged 

children.  By the time children are preschoolers, their patterns of emotional expressivity 

are likely to be well established.  This study examines emotional socialization of infants 

and toddlers, when the socialization process first begins.  Additionally, including fathers 
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in our study allows for a more comprehensive view of how parents socialize negative 

emotions. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
      Mean            SD               

Descriptives: 

  

Emotional reactivity  .52                  1.73       

Sensitive to infant  3.36                1.23   

 Minimizing to infant 2.98                1.33           

 Distressed to infant        2.39                1.23        

 Secure vs. Insecure  2.56               1.00         

Four-way Attachment     1.38                 .49           

 Sensitive to toddler         5.64               1.11              

 Minimizing to toddler  2.12               1.34       

 Distressed to toddler       2.42               1.27              

 Punitive to toddler  1.19                .66   

             Negative (vs. Positive)    2.94               1.40              

 Flat (vs. Expressive)   1.54              1.10       
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APPENDIX B 

 

Reliability 

 
              

                     Coder A and Primary        Coder B and Primary        

Sensitive to infant           .68                                     .66   

 Minimizing to infant          .73                             .58           

 Distressed to infant                 .83                                     .66        

        Attachment to Mothers      Attachment to Fathers        

 Attachment                              .88                                    .60      

                                    Coder A and Primary        Coder B and Primary        

 Sensitive to toddler                 .75                                     .73        

 Minimizing to toddler             .85                                     .85        

 Distressed to toddler               .52                                     .12             

 Punitive to toddler          .76                                     .81  

*Recoding of Distress        

                                                Coder A and B 

      Distressed to toddler               .77               

                                       Coder A and B 

             Negative (vs. positive)            .87                                            

 Flat (vs. expressive)          .88                                             
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APPENDIX C 

Child Anxious Behaviors Scale 

 

The child is coded on whether s/he exhibits instances of anxious behaviors during the triadic 

interaction. The primary component is tension-so the high end is tension-anxiety and the low end 

is relaxed security. 

 

Strong anxious behaviors: 

Distress in body posture or movement (wondering around, freezing, tense, rigid body) 

Distress in face (negative brow movements, concerned look, hiding face, shaking head numerous 

times) 

Problems with reactivity and regulation of negative emotional states (explosive) 

Is unable to focus attention (at an appropriate level), fidgeting 

Hyperactive/can‘t sit still/restless 

Evident distress or overt sadness 

Fearful/nervous/uncertainty about situation or interaction 

Repetitious behaviors (note behaviors which seem odd, rather lengthy or out of context) 

 

Code each characteristic on the following scale and list reasons/examples for score: 

 

1- No anxious behaviors 

The child does not seem to exhibit any negative affect or behaviors labeled as anxious. Child is 

relaxed or in a ―normal state.‖ 

 

2- Slight signs of anxiety 

The child may show slight discomfort. Signs of negative affect in child are minimal and brief. 

Overall tone of the interaction does not change.  

 

3- Mild anxiety/ negative affect 

Signs of anxiety are more pronounced with at least 2 mild behaviors from the list. The tone is 

mildly or temporarily changed. Child is less relaxed, but moments are brief.  

 

4- Anxiety/ negative affectivity 

The triadic dynamic suffers due to tension and cautious, unsure interaction style. Slight increases 

of intensity of negative affectivity/anxiety are present and begin to affect the overall tone. Child 

has 1 or 2 marked moments of tension or lack of relaxation, but is able to calm down. 

 

5- Marked moments of anxiety/ negative affectivity 

There are several marked moments of anxious behaviors or negative affect combined with several 

less marked moments that affect the tone of the interaction. Negative affect or anxious behaviors 

are becoming more intense and takes longer to calm down. 

 

6- Markedly anxious 

The child shows a number of marked or pronounced behaviors indicative of negative affectivity 

or anxious behaviors. The tone is distinctly or consistently affected.    
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7- Extremely markedly anxious 

The level of tension is very high. ‗It is quiet painful to be here‘ characterizes this interaction best. 

Child exhibits extreme intra-personal anxiety or intensely anxious behaviors. Child is plagued 

with negative affectivity and may become aggressive with self. Child seems dysregulated.  
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Child Aggression/Defiance Scale 

 

The child is coded on behaviors characterized as aggressive, angry or defiant using the following 

scale.  

 

 

1- No instances aggressive/angry or defiant behaviors. 

The child‘s behaviors remain positive or neutral throughout the entire interaction. Child does not 

repeat behaviors previously told to stop. Behaviors seem more assertive than aggressive or 

defiant. 

 

2- Slight increase in negativity 

The child remains neutral or positive for most of the interaction, but the child may respond to 

parents with a ―No‖ but just seems non-compliant to parent‘s wishes and not angry. Child is 

stating how he/she feels. This happens only a few times, otherwise scored higher. Child‘s facial 

affect is somewhat calm and not negative. Behavior has very little to no effect on the triadic 

functioning.  

 

3-Some slight defiance 

The child remains neutral or positive for most of the interaction, but the child‘s behaviors are 

slightly more rigid or stiff, letting others know s/he is not comfortable. There are very slight signs 

of defiance, such as the child has to be told at least twice to stop a behavior, but remains calm and 

stops behavior. Child‘s behavior mildly effects triadic functioning, but triad is able to quickly 

recover.  

 

4- Mild aggressive/angry or defiant behavior 

The child beings to ―tighten up‖ in terms of body movements or positions. Child seems to have a 

serious concern expression. Child seems less calm when asked to stop a behavior and may 

continue the behavior.  Child may say ―No‖ numerous times with an increase in emotion. Child‘s 

behavior may briefly interfere with the triad running smoothly. 

 

5- Some aggressive/angry or defiant behavior 

Child‘s body movements and positions are very rigid or stiff. Child‘s behaviors have evolved 

from being slightly upset/disappointed to frustrated. Ex: Child 3 or more occasions tells parents 

―No,‖ but not in an overly angry manner, but child is nonetheless upset about something. Child 

may also be non-compliant on numerous occasions. The triad is affected by child‘s behavior 

 

6- Aggressive/defiant 

The child acts aggressively through actions, behaviors or verbal assaults. Ex: The child yells 

―NO‖ to parents OR actively behaves in a defiant manner, but child is slightly angry. Ex: Child 

does ―attention getting‖ defiant movements/behaviors in which child is not really calm, and may 

seem slightly angry or frustrated. The triad is noticeably affected by child‘s behavior.   

 

7- Markedly aggressive/defiant  

The child seems highly agitated or angry. The child kicks, throws or bites toys. Same aggressive 

or angry behaviors can be directed towards an adult as well. Child is letting the parents know 

he/she is angry. OR the child is angry and takes aggressive behaviors out on self (i.e., hitting self, 
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or hair pulling) rather than an object (toy) or others. Aggression seems dysregulated. Child does 

not seem capable of calming down. 
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Child Distressed Vocalizations Scale 

 

The child is coded whether s/he exhibits any crying or whining behaviors on the following scale.  

 

1- No instances of crying, whining, or screaming 

The child‘s vocalizations remain positive OR neutral throughout the entire interaction.  

 

 

2- Slight increase in negativity 

The child remains neutral or positive for most of the interaction, but the child‘s vocalizations are 

increasing in volume, but are not characterized by distress. An example would be if the child 

repeatedly said ―Mama, mama, mama‖ while increasing in volume each time.  

 

 

3- Brief whining/ yelling 

The child remains neutral or positive for most of the interaction, but on 1 to 2 occasion lets out a 

whimper-like or fretting noise or screams/yells on one occasion. Vocalizations are slightly 

distressed, such as saying ―No‖ to the parents in a somewhat loud volume/tone. 

 

 

4- Moderate amounts of whining/ yelling 

The child on 3 occasions exhibits whining, whimpering, or yelling (screaming) however, 

moments are brief (lasting no more than 1-2 seconds). Vocalizations are slightly more distressed.  

An example would be saying ―NO!‖ on 2 or 3 occasions. 

 

 

5- Frequent amounts of whining/yelling 

One more than 3 occasions the child is whimpering, whining, or yelling. Durations or frequency 

of behaviors are more atypical. Vocalizations might be associated with distress or aggression.  

 

 

6- More than occasional whining/ begins to cry 

The child frequently whines or whimpers. Behaviors appear to be the beginning of crying 

behaviors (i.e., whines have increased in intensity and/or duration). Vocalizations have increased 

in distress and not aggression or frustration. 

 

 

7- Frequent amounts of uncontrollable crying/screaming 

The child is highly distressed and spends the majority of the time crying, screaming or whining. 

Tears may be evident as well. Vocalizations are characterized has highly distressed. Distress is 

evident in facial expressions as well.  
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Child Positivity Scale 

 

The child is coded from 1-7 on positive behaviors during the triadic interaction. 

 

Strong positive behaviors: 

Agency       Engaged with people & 

objects; focused 

Enthusiasm in appropriate task    Makes eye contact  

Smiling; positive affect     Cooperative 

Energetic, but not frenetic    Comfortable/relaxed 

 

Code each characteristic on the following scale and list reasons/examples for score: 

 

1- Absence of positivity 

The child does not seem to exhibit any behaviors labeled as positive.  To receive this 

score, three are marked moments of non-positivity that are scored on several other scales. 

 

2- Minimal positivity 

The most minimal displays of positivity are witnessed (makes eye contact). These 

behaviors do nothing to change the overall tone of the interaction, which is characterized 

as not positive, but neutral.   

 

3- Mild positivity 

There are fleeting, yet distinct moments of positivity. For instance, the child may briefly 

seem enthusiastic or engaged while playing with a toy, but subsequent behaviors are 

noticeable less positive. Moments of less positive behaviors are marked on other scales. 

 

4- Positive 

There are one or two marked moments of positivity OR several less marked moments that 

begin to affect the interaction. For instance, the child may briefly smile. The child can be 

described as somewhat positive. 

 

5- Marked moments of positivity 

There are a few marked moments of positive behaviors combined with less marked 

moments. Markedly positive behaviors are those that are more pronounced (smiling, 

laughing, positive affect) and less marked indices are less pronounced (engaged, 

focused). 

 

6- Marked positivity 

The child shows a number of marked or pronounced behaviors indicative of positive 

behaviors, but these behaviors are less pervasive than those seen in higher scoring 

interactions. To receive this score, the child exhibits positive behaviors most of the time, 
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but about half the time is neutral or less positive. The tone is distinctly or consistently 

affected by the positivity.    

 

7- Highly positive 

At least more than half the time the child‘s behaviors can be characterized as positive. 

Such positivity is consistently evident in the overall tone of the triadic interaction. The 

child appears happy or comfortable with the interaction dynamics the whole time.  
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Child Regulated Social Bid Scale 

 

The child is coded on instances of social bids of attention directed at parent. Bids may be directed 

toward the parent who is ignoring the child because they are absorbed in a marital interaction 

(either total engagement which can be neutral or positive or conflictual marital interactions). Bids 

may also be general (not directed at any particular parent), but the goal of the bids is still 

attention.  

 

 

1- Lack of bids OR Unregulated  

The child does not seek the parent. Child never speaks to the parents and rarely gives eye contact. 

Child would rather be on own. Child may turn to self-soothing techniques.  

 

2- Rarely bids OR Non-optimal bidding techniques 

The child rarely seeks or attempts bids toward parent OR, the child may bid toward parent, but 

the child screams or hits/pulls parent in an angry way. If the child bids, the bids are atypical. 

 

3- Occasional or slightly distressed/unregulated bidding 

The child only occasionally bids (twice) or will give eye contact, but no verbalizations OR, the 

child may bid toward parent, but beginning signs of negativity/distress are evident. Child‘s 

emotional expressional may not be consistent or appropriate to the context. Child exhibits 

negative facial affect and/or negative vocalizations (whining), but not screaming.  

 

4-  Moderately intense bidding 

Child does bid or go to parents. Child begins some bids in a somewhat calm manner, but begins 

to get anxious or slightly distressed as bids increase in frequency. Child seems less calm, but not 

whining. Child is capable of becoming distressed. Child exhibits noticeable ―attention getting‖ 

movements/behaviors. 

 

5- Moderately well regulated 

Child is fairly well regulated, though intensity of affect may be slightly higher than would be 

expected for the context of behaviors (i.e., child begins bids in a somewhat calm manner, but the 

child is capable of increases in intensity of bids either through louder volume or small ―attention-

getting‖ movements, but not intended to harm anyone (e.g., jerking movements). Child is not 

distressed, but if bidding continued, the child is capable of becoming slightly distressed or 

exhibiting more intense bidding.  

 

6- Regulated bidding 

Child never becomes distressed, but doesn‘t seem completely relaxed/comfortable. Child may 

frequently bids for parent (i.e., ―mama, mama, mama‖), but bids are regulated. Bids are similar in 

affect or emotion (somewhat calm), but little lag time may exist between bids. Child is not 

distressed, but is unable to be well regulated or may be impatient which keep him/her from being 

higher.  

 

7- Well regulated bidding  
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Emotional expressions are consistent and appropriate. The child seeks the comfort of the parent 

or bids in a calm manner. The child looks to parent and verbalizes in a sensitive tone or proximity 

seeks/ cuddles on parent. Affect seems calm. Child is able to wait an appropriate time for a 

response to bid 
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Child Withdraw/Flat Scale 

 

The child is coded globally on their activity level during the triadic situation on the following 

scale.   

 

 

1- No withdrawn behaviors 

The child is active and vocalizes. Child stays in close proximity to parent and frequently tires to 

interact. Child‘s affect is evident and is not flat. Child shares discoveries or checks in with parent. 

 

2- Rarely withdrawn/flat 

The child is active, vocalizes (self-talk or to parent), however, the child may leave close 

proximity from the parents briefly OR does not initiate interaction with the parents too frequently, 

but does occasionally comes to parents on own. Child responds to bids from parents and child‘ 

affect is evident. 

 

3-Somewhat withdrawn/flat 

The child is somewhat active, however, the child leaves close proximity from the parent OR the 

child only occasionally initiates contact to parents, despite being in close proximity. When a 

parent initiates contact, the child responds, but with little or flat affect.  

 

4- Slightly withdrawn/ Flat 

Child seems somewhat active (i.e., engaged in play behavior), but child avoids eye contact with 

parent and is only in proximity to parent on brief occasions. OR, child is in close proximity, but 

only occasionally vocalizes (more self-talk VS. talking to initiate contact). If parents bid, child 

rarely responds (but may one 1 or 2 occasions). Child‘s affect seems flat, even during bids. 

 

5- Moderately withdrawn/ flat 

The child seems somewhat active (self-engaged activities only), but more than occasionally 

avoids contact with parent or doesn‘t go to parent during marital interaction OR not involved in 

the interaction, despite close proximity. Lack or little vocalizations to initiate contact. Little 

emotion or affect evident. Affect seems very flat. Fairly brief moments of staring off. 

 

6- More than occasional withdrawn/ flat behaviors 

For a fairly large portion of the interaction, the child exhibits extreme shyness or lack of ―child-

like‖ behaviors during play (i.e., just going through the motions; little emotion put into 

play/interaction). Child‘s behavior is described as extremely flat and with little or no 

vocalizations.  

 

7- Highly withdrawn 

The child has no vocalizations or interchanges. Child spends the majority having moments of  

―checking out‖ or stares off onto something else. The child stares at parent with no expression or 

body movement. Child rarely plays. Child seems ―lifeless‖ or depressed. Child seems 

uncomfortable being around parent (doesn‘t become involved in interactions OR bids). 
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APPENDIX D   

Parental Responses to Toddler Negative Emotions 
  

NOTE: Coding parents of children who rarely get upset: Low level cues for  

negative emotions include the child refusing to do something or says ―NO!‖ to  

parent.  In this case the child may show such low levels that they are never visibly  

upset.  In such a case, code parents responses to low level cues.    

  

The following scales measure the way parents respond to children‘s emotions.  It is  

important to keep in mind what parents actually say to their children as well as the  

tone of voice parents use when responding to their children‘s emotions.  Sometimes  

parents may say something that sounds harsh but use a sensitive tone of voice. Or  

parents may say something that seems sensitive but use a harsh or sarcastic tone of  

voice.  
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Supportive/ Sensitive Responses 

The degree to which the parent responds to the child‘s negative emotion in a way  

that directly or indirectly acknowledges the child‘s negative emotion as important  

and shows empathy for the child.   

  

Examples include:  

• holding and comforting the child or saying things like ―It‘ll be okay,  

mommy‘s here…‖   

NOTE:  This code assess how parents respond to children‘s emotions in general.   

However, if a child becomes upset because they are misbehaving, a parent may  

neglect to acknowledge the emotion directly.  However, they would still be  

considered as sensitive if they explain to the child, either before or after the  

misbehavior, why the child needed act in a certain way. 

 • acknowledging the child‘s negative emotion with understanding, especially  

when the negative emotion seems to stem from missing the other parent,  

getting hurt, or needing the parent for emotional support or comfort  

• acknowledging that the parent understands why the child is upset and then  

helping the child solve the problem that caused the distress  

• attempting to explain to the child, at the child‘s level of understanding, why  

the child is being asked to do something (or not do something) in an  

empathic way  (NOTE: The parent may be firm about setting rules or limits  

with the expectation that the child will comply, but will still acknowledge  

the child‘s negative emotion and be empathic toward the way the child  

FEELS.)  

  

 

Coding Parental Sensitivity to Children‘s Emotions   

Ratings are defined as:  

1. Parent does not acknowledge child‘s emotions and is unsupportive when the  

child displays negative emotions  

2. …  

3. … 

4.  Parent sometimes supports child‘s negative emotions and other times does not  

(for example, a parent maybe supportive when the child is slightly upset, but  

unsupportive when the child becomes extremely upset)  

5….  

6. …  

7.  Parent consistently and appropriately acknowledges child‘s negative emotions  

(parent is likely promoting healthy emotional development in their child)  
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Minimizing Responses to Children’s Emotions 
The degree to which the parent minimizes, devalues, or dismisses the child‘s  

negative emotions.   

 • ignoring the child‘s negative emotions as if the negative emotions did not  

occur (Note: the parent has to be in a position to actually be able to have Examples 

include:   

viewed the emotion if it was subtle.)  

• making statements that imply the child is overreacting, such as, ―Oh, it‘s not  

THAT bad.‖ or, ―You‘re not acting like a big boy when you cry.‖   

• avoiding discussion of the negative emotion or the cause of the negative  

emotion  

 • dismissing the child‘s negative emotions as not important   

• laughing at the child when the child is upset  

• the parent may ask ―what‘s wrong‖ but in an annoyed and unempathic tone  

of voice  

• Responding with sarcasm to the child or making sarcastic remarks about the  

emotion  

Coding Minimizing Responses to Negative Emotions -.    

Ratings are defined as:  

1.  Parent rarely or never minimizes, ignores, or disregards child‘s emotions  

2. …  

3. …  

4.  Parent sometimes ignores, minimizes, or disregards emotions and other times  

supports them (for example, a parent maybe supportive when the child is  

slightly upset, but minimizing when the child becomes extremely upset)  

5. …  

6. …  

7.  Parent consistently minimizes, ignores, or disregards child‘s negative emotions 

  



 115 

Punitive Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions 
The degree to which the parent punishes the child for expressing a negative  

emotion.  Note: the parent acknowledges the negative emotion, but shows no  

empathy for the child.   

  

Examples include:  

• responding to the child‘s negative emotion with immediate and excessive  

anger  

• refusing to let the child do something now or later unless the child stops  

displaying the emotion  

• spanking the child for SHOWING the emotion  

• threatening the child to stop showing the emotions ―If you don‘t stop  

crying, you‘ll be sorry when we get home.‖ or  ―I‘ll give you something to  

cry about.‖  

• roughly handling the child (such as suddenly picking the child up, with no  

regard for the child)  

• Sending the child to a ―timeout‖ for crying (or displaying negative  

emotions) with no discussion or explanation before or after the timeout of  

why they are being sent  

• Restraining the child and threatening to not let him/her go until they stop  

showing the negative emotion  

  

NOTE:  Punitive responses are rated high only if the parent responds to the child‘s  

EMOTIONS in punitive ways.   That is, the child is punished for crying, showing  

fear, showing anger or, showing frustration.  A parent may threaten or punish the  

child for a behavior or for not complying by saying something like,  ―You won‘t be  

allowed to play with your Legos if you don‘t clean up.‖  Because threats or  

punishments for some behaviors do not deal with emotions, they are not taken into  

consideration for this rating.  Only take into account examples were the parent is  

referring to the child‘s emotion or behaviors related to emotions (i.e., crying).  

*Note on “Timeouts” – Parents are likely being punitive when they send (or  

threaten to send) their children to timeouts (or refuse to let their children play) until 

they stop crying, without discussing the emotion or discussing why what their  

children have done is wrong.  However, parents who send their children to timeouts  

and then discuss the emotion or behavior are likely to be supportive.  When a  

parent sends their child to a timeout for ―crying‖ or ―whining‖ you need to ask  

yourself  ―Is the way this parent handling this timeout going to benefit the child‘s  

emotional development?‖ If the answer is ―yes‖ the parent should be considered as  

responding in a support/sensitive way.  If the answer is ―no‖ the parent is likely  

being ―punitive‖ (i.e., punishing the child for displaying an emotion.‖  
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Coding Punitive Responses to Negative Emotions -.    

Ratings are defined as:  

1. Parent rarely or never punishes child‘s emotions  

2. …  

3…. 

4.  Parent sometimes punishes negative emotions and other times supports them  

(for example, a parent maybe supportive when the child is slightly upset, but  

punish them when the child becomes extremely upset)  

5. …  

6. … 

7.  Parent consistently punishes child‘s negative emotions 
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Distress Responses to Children’s Negative Emotions 
The degree to which the parent becomes distressed or anxious when the child  

displays a negative emotion.    

Examples include:  

• looking nervous, uncomfortable, or worried, or laughing nervously when  

the child displays a negative emotion  

• looking annoyed and helpless when the child displays a negative emotion  

• becoming flustered and not knowing what to say or do to help the child  

when the child is upset  

• suddenly becoming angry after the child has been upset for a long period of  

time (as if the parent ―can‘t take it anymore‖), especially if the child‘s  

negative emotion is intense.    

• saying things that imply self-consciousness, such as, ―Don‘t embarrass us  

by crying.‖-implying that the parent seems to be worried about ―looking  

bad‖ in front of the camera if the child cries  

• looking at the camera or the researcher and making comments about how  

the parent doesn‘t know what to do or implies that he/she is helpless  

• Restraining the child out of frustration in order to get the child‘s attention  

when the child is upset  

  

Coding Distressed Responses to Negative Emotions -.    

Ratings are defined as:  

1.  Parent rarely or never becomes distressed when child displays negative  

emotions  

2. …  

3….  

4.  Parent sometimes becomes distress (for example, a parent maybe supportive  

when the child is slightly upset, but becomes distressed when the child becomes  

extremely upset) 

5….  

6. …  

7.  Parent consistently becomes distressed when child displays negative emotions  

(regardless of the intensity of the child‘s emotions) 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Total Variance Explained  

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4.102 58.605 58.605 4.102 58.605 58.605 

2 1.175 16.779 75.384 1.175 16.779 75.384 

3 .557 7.960 83.344    

4 .471 6.731 90.075    

5 .283 4.039 94.114    

6 .214 3.058 97.171    

7 .198 2.829 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 

 

Component Matrix(a)  

 

 

Component 

1 2 

triad child with/flat .106 .969 

triad child anxiety/neg affect .882 -.195 

triad child distressed voc .815 -.345 

triad child agg/defiance .772 -.035 

triad child regulated bids -.890 -.096 
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