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Abstract 
In their Parental Socialization of Emotions model, Eisenberg, Cumberland 
and Spinrad (1998) differentiated parents’ Emotion-Related Socialization Be-
haviours (ERSBs) that support their child’s socio-emotional development: 
their reactions to their child’s emotions, their discussions about emotions with 
the child and the expressions of their own emotions in the family. The cross- 
sectional study focused on the variability of parents’ ERSBs according to 
children’s and parents’ characteristics (Study 1) and included 167 mothers 
and 152 fathers of preschoolers. The short-term longitudinal study examined 
the interaction between parents’ ERSBs and children’s socio-emotional abili-
ties (Theory of Mind, emotional regulation and social adjustment) (Study 2) 
in 53 two-parent families and their children, with a 6 months interval. In 
Study 1, parents’ ERSBs, their emotional competences and children’s perso-
nality were assessed by means of questionnaires. In Study 2, we combined di-
rect and indirect measures to assess children’s socio-emotional competences. 
Results of Study 1 indicated that parental ERSBs were mainly predicted by 
children’s personality, such as emotional stability and parents’ emotional 
competences, such as communication about their own emotions. Moreover, 
we observed a differential sensitivity between mothers and fathers toward 
children’s personality. Results of Study 2 revealed that both mothers and fa-
thers socialized their children’s socio-emotional competences, particularly by 
the way of emotion-related conversations with their children. Mothers’ emo-
tion-related conversations predicted children’s Theory of mind abilities and 
social adjustment, while fathers’ emotion-related conversations predicted 
children’s emotional regulation. In addition, fathers’ reactions to their child-

How to cite this paper: Mazzone, S. and 
Nader-Grosbois, N. (2017) Variability and 
Predictors of Mothers and Fathers’ Sociali-
zation Behaviors and Bidirectional Links 
with Their Preschoolers Socio-Emotional 
Competences. Journal of Behavioral and 
Brain Science, 7, 621-653. 
https://doi.org/10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043  
 
Received: October 17, 2017 
Accepted: November 27, 2017 
Published: November 30, 2017 
 
Copyright © 2017 by authors and  
Scientific Research Publishing Inc. 
This work is licensed under the Creative 
Commons Attribution International  
License (CC BY 4.0). 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/  

  
Open Access

http://www.scirp.org/journal/jbbs
https://doi.org/10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043
http://www.scirp.org
https://doi.org/10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


S. Mazzone, N. Nader-Grosbois 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043 622 Journal of Behavioral and Brain Science 
 

ren’s emotions were predicted by children’s socio-emotional competences. 
These studies highlighted bidirectional effects between parents’ behaviours 
and children’s development. They emphasized also the importance to better 
identify predictors of parents’ ERSBs in order to know on which target the 
professionals should intervene. 
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1. Introduction 

In order to deepen knowledge about how preschoolers develop their emotional 
competences and social adjustment, searchers study the role of family environ-
ment, including parents’ practices, and how preschoolers influence their parents’ 
socialization behaviours. These studies could give guidelines to prevent emotional 
and behavioural disorders in young children, taking into account the bidirectional 
links between both parents’ practices and children socio-emotional abilities. More 
specifically, the recent literature emphasized the importance to examine how 
mothers and fathers help their child to regulate and understand emotions or men-
tal states in social situations that could sustain their social adjustment [1] [2] [3]. 

In their heuristic model of Parental Emotion-Related Socialization Behaviours 
(ERSBs), Eisenberg, Cumberland and Spinrad [4] explained how parents learn to 
develop their children socio-emotional development, by their reactions to the 
child’s emotions, their emotion-related conversations with the child and their 
emotional expression in the family. About parents’ supportive reactions, they 
may help the child to solve the socio-emotional problem, or encourage the child 
to express emotions. During conversations on emotions, parents may explain 
and ask questions about emotions felt by the child, or another person, or a cha-
racter in a story. About non-supportive parents’ reactions, they may deny the se-
riousness of the child’s emotions or feel embarrassed by their child’s emotional 
expression. These authors consider parents and children’s individual variables 
that could make vary this socialization process. These present studies focused 
specifically on parents’ reactions to their child’s emotions and parents’ emo-
tion-related conversations, in examining the variability depending on children’s 
and parents’ variables and predictors of these ERSBs. 

1.1. ERSBs and Individuals’ Characteristics 

The process model of the determinants of parenting developed by Belsky ([5] p. 
84) have yet highlighted that parents’ and children’s characteristics as significant 
determinants of parenting, including notably dispositional traits or personality 
[6]. Despite the increasing number of studies in this field, much less is known 
about individual’s characteristics as predictors of parent’s ERSBs. In order to 
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improve family intervention in favour of socio-emotional development, it is es-
sential to identify the predictors of each parent’s ERSBs that could be protective 
or risk factors. 

Concerning children’s characteristics, the majority of studies explored child-
ren’s gender and age, as determinants of parent’s reactions to their children’s 
emotions (e.g., [1] [2] [3] [7]) and parent’s emotion-related conversations (e.g., 
[8] [9] [10]). Only some studies explored the variability of parental ERSBs ac-
cording to the child’s temperament, in particular the emotionality. Jones, Eisen-
berg, Fabes and MacKinnon [11] reported the interaction between the child’s 
negative emotional intensity and maternal reactions to the child’s negative emo-
tions. The level of emotional intensity in children and maternal emotion-focused 
responses interact to predict children’s social competences. Children were high-
est in social competences when their level of negative emotional intensity was 
low and when mothers displayed a high level of emotion-focused responses. 
Nevertheless, children’s temperament may directly predict parents’ ERSBs. In-
deed, temperamental dimensions, such as negative emotionality (tendency to 
feel negative emotions) and effortful control (consisting of inhibitory control, 
attentional focusing, low intensity pleasure and perceptual sensitivity), were sig-
nificantly linked with the quality of mothers’ emotion-related conversations 
about a past event, with their children. Mothers provided more details about the 
event and asked more questions when they perceived their child as having a high 
level of negative emotionality and/or effortful control [12]. 

Concerning parents’ characteristics, numerous studies revealed that parents’ 
reactions to their child’s emotions (e.g., [1] [13] [14]) and parents’ emotion- 
related conversations (e.g., [10] [15] [16]) vary depending on the parent’s gend-
er. Except the parent’s gender, researchers have largely overlooked other parents’ 
characteristics as potential predictors of their ERSBs. Recently, Manczak et al. 
[17] explored how mother’s and father’s personality predict emotion-related 
conversations with their children. Results indicated that mother’s personality, in 
particular social closeness (the extent to which she desires and values relation-
ship with others), predict greater expertise in emotion-related conversations 
about positive and negative events. No significant association was obtained 
about father’s personality and these conversations. Even if the intervention must 
consider the parents’ gender and personality as antecedent factors, it’s important 
to target also parents’ predictors that could be used as a lever to guide their 
ERSBs. Therefore, we need studies that should explore other parents’ characte-
ristics or competences. For example, Meyer, Raikes, Virmani, Waters and 
Thompson [18] showed that mothers’ own beliefs and knowledge about emo-
tions, including the ability of regulate their own emotions, predict their reactions 
to child’s emotions. When mothers felt able to regulate their own negative 
moods and maintain positive emotions, they displayed more supportive reac-
tions (such as problem-focused responses and encouragement) and less non- 
supportive reactions (such as distress) to child’s negative emotions. These results 
are in accordance with previous studies suggesting that parents’ cognitions of 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043


S. Mazzone, N. Nader-Grosbois 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jbbs.2017.712043 624 Journal of Behavioral and Brain Science 
 

their own affects and emotional wellbeing are core characteristics to be available 
and responsive to their child’s emotions [19] [20] [21]. 

Before implementing a parental program and intervene on ERSBs, it seems to 
be crucial to know antecedents’ factors in children and in parents. On the one 
hand, this can contribute to raise mothers and fathers’ awareness that their own 
characteristics and those of their child could influence their behaviours, and not 
necessarily in the same way for mothers and fathers. On the other hand, this 
would help to identify those on which it is possible to intervene or not. 

1.2. ERSBs and Socio-Emotional Development 

Many studies revealed that supportive parental reactions to child’s emotions are 
related to better child’s abilities in Theory of Mind (ToM) (e.g., [1] [2]), or in 
emotional regulation (ER) (e.g., [3] [18] [22]) and in social adjustment (e.g., [7] 
[11]). While parental non-supportive reactions may impede the child’s so-
cio-emotional development. Several researchers highlighted also the importance 
of conversations about emotions in the family to support children’s ToM (e.g., 
[8] [16] [23]), ER development (e.g., [24]) and social adjustment (e.g., [25] [26]). 
Although these studies provide an overview on the socialization process, they 
use a one-time cross-sectional design, which makes it difficult to disentangle di-
rections of effects. Therefore, longitudinal studies are required in view to identi-
fy the predictive links between parents’ ERSBs and children’s socio-emotional 
competences. Some longitudinal studies focused on only one parents’ ERSBs, 
reactions or emotion-related conversations, and some other combined these two 
types of ERSBs. Perry, Calkins, Nelson, Leerkes and Marcovitch [27] identified a 
predictive link between maternal supportive reactions to preschoolers’ negative 
emotions and emotional regulation 1 year later. About emotion-related conver-
sations, LaBounty et al. [16] showed that when mothers talked about emotions 
with their 3,5 year-old children, by asking questions around a picture book de-
picted emotion-eliciting situations, these children had better emotional under-
standing at age 5,5. While paternal emotion-related conversations predict child-
ren’s understanding of beliefs and false-beliefs, two years later. In using a com-
posite score of maternal supportive ERSBs (supportive reactions to children’s 
negative emotions, emotion talk and maternal positive expressiveness), results 
revealed that mothers’ supportive ERSBs predict children’s self-awareness of 
happiness and sadness, 1 year later. On the contrary, maternal non-supportive 
ERSBs seems to have a detrimental effect on children’s self-awareness of sadness 
[28]. To test predictive and bidirectional links or effects between these parents’ 
ERSBs and preschoolers’ socio-emotional abilities, longitudinal studies should 
be led. To our knowledge, no longitudinal study focused on preschool period to 
examine this potential effect of children’s socio-emotional competences on par-
ents’ ERSBs. At the school period, a study reported that children’s emotional 
competences also affect parents’ ERSBs: specifically, the children’s emotional 
regulation abilities at age 6 - 8 predict parents’ punitive reactions to their child-
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ren’s negative emotions at age 8 - 10 [29]. 
All of these studies have improved our understanding of the role of parental 

ERSBs in children’s socio-emotional development, but there is still some gap in 
the literature. Firstly, there is a discrepancy between studies including only 
mothers and those including both parents. While, it is important to include fa-
thers in parenting studies because family should be conceptualized as a system of 
interdependent relationship [30]. Moreover, previous studies (e.g., [1] [16] [17]) 
revealed results and effects that differed between mothers and fathers. Therefore, 
it is important to study maternal and paternal models independently in view to 
emphasized potential gender differences and accordingly adapt parental pro-
grams. Secondly, many studies focused on one type of parents’ ERSBs and/or on 
one children’s socio-emotional domain. They offer only a very partial knowledge 
about this socialization process. It is necessary to lead studies integrating distinct 
socio-emotional abilities in children, and different ERSBs in mothers and in fa-
thers, in order to have a nuanced and overall overview of the socialization 
process. Finally, as the majority of studies in the field used a one-time cross- 
sectional design, making hard the results interpretation about mutual effects of 
these children’s competences and parents’ ERSBs, we need longitudinal studies 
to investigate interaction between parents’ ERSBs and children’s socio-emotional 
competences to prevent possible difficulties in preschool period. This is congruent 
with the approach of bidirectionality developed in developmental and clinical 
psychology, emphasizing the mutual influence in parent-child relationship— 
from parent to child and from child to parent—that it is essential to consider in 
family therapy [31] [32] [33]. 

1.3. The Current Studies 

Two studies focused on mothers and fathers’ reactions and conversations on 
emotions and preschoolers’ abilities in ToM, ER and social adjustment. Study 1 
used a one-time cross-sectional design and Study 2 implemented a short-term 
longitudinal design with two waves of collect data. 

The objective of Study 1 is to explore the variability of maternal and paternal 
ERSBs (reactions and conversations) according to parents’ and children’s cha-
racteristics (see Figure 1). Among children’s characteristics, we take into ac-
count their age and personality, as predictors of mothers’ and fathers’ ERSBs, 
independently. Indeed, each parent could be differentially sensitive to some 
children’s characteristics. We expected that each parent’s reactions to their 
child’s emotions and emotion-related conversations vary according to the five 
factors of personality, in particular emotional stability and extraversion in their 
child. Among parent’s characteristics, we consider each parent’s age, level of 
education and emotional competences, including representations about emo-
tions, communication of emotions and emotional regulation. We postulated that 
each parent’s ERSBs could vary according to her or his own emotional represen-
tation, communication or regulation. For example, parents who well regulated  
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Figure 1. Model of Parental Socialization of Emotions and their links with preschoolers’ socio-emotional competences. 

 
their emotions or who are comfortable to communicate about emotions would 
be more likely to display more supportive reactions and to converse about emo-
tions with their child. 

The goal of Study 2 is to investigate the interaction between parents’ ERSBs, 
both reactions and conversations, and children’s socio-emotional competences, 
including ToM, ER and social adjustment (see Figure 1). Firstly, we examine 
how parents’ ERSBs display at the first Wave (W1) predict children’s so-
cio-emotional competences at the second Wave (W2) 6 months later, by taking 
into account the children’s competences at W1. Secondly, we examine how 
children’s socio-emotional competences at W1 predict parents’ ERSBs display at 
W2, by taking into account parents’ ERSBs display at W1. As in previous studies 
in the field, we expected that each parents’ ERSBs predict children’s so-
cio-emotional competences 6 months later, in particular supportive behaviours. 
Moreover, as parenting literature support that parent-child effects are bidirec-
tional, we hypothesize that children’s socio-emotional competences predict par-
ents’ ERSBs 6 months later. 

2. Study 1: Variability of Maternal and Paternal ERSBs  
According to Parents’ and Children’s Characteristics 

2.1. Method 
2.1.1. Participants and Procedure 
Participants were 167 mothers and 152 fathers of preschoolers (84 boys and 83 
girls) aged between 2 years and 11 months and 6 years and 1 month (M = 4.71; 
SD = 0.74). The recruitment has been done in French-speaking Belgian schools 
between November 2013 and December 2015. The average age of mothers and 
fathers were 35.33 years (SD = 4.59) and 38.10 years (SD = 5.18) respectively. 
Both mothers and fathers had a high level of education: in most cases either 
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graduate school (42.4% of mothers, 36.2% of fathers), or university (47.7% of 
mothers, 44.9% of fathers). Families were predominantly Caucasian and the 
majority of children lived with both their biological parents (96.2%). 

Parents were informed about the research project by their children’s school. 
When they had signed the consent form for their participation, teachers and 
parents received their respective questionnaires. All participants were informed 
that they could withdraw from the research at any time and that data would be 
treated anonymously and used only for the study. 

2.1.2. Measures 
1) Questionnaires completed by parents about themselves 
Parental Reactions toward Positive and Negative Emotions ([34] combined 

version of CCNES, [35] and QRPEPE, [36]). This questionnaire assesses how 
parents react to their children’s negative and positive emotions by the use of 
hypothetical scenarios in which a child experiences a negative or positive emo-
tion. This version contained six hypothetical scenarios illustrating fear, sadness 
and anger and two scenarios illustrating happiness. For the negative scenarios, 
the six alternative parents’ reactions are comforting responses, encouragement 
of expression of emotion, problem-focused responses, distress, minimizing res-
ponses and punitive responses. For scenarios involving joy, the four types of 
parents’ reactions are socialization, encouragement, reprimand and discomfort. 
The parent is asked to rate the probability of responding to the script in each of 
possible strategies when he/she experiences this situation with his/her child, us-
ing a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (“very unlikely”) to 7 (“very likely”). 

This measure was validated on 328 parents. The factor analysis revealed two 
subscales (supportive reactions and non-supportive reactions) for negative and 
positive emotions. For the negative scenarios, Cronbach’s alpha was 0.78 and 
0.81, while for the joy scenarios, it was 0.77 and 0.62. 

Questionnaire of Parent-Child Conversations about Emotions (QPCCE, 
[37]). This questionnaire assesses how parents converse about the four basic 
emotions with their child. It includes 24 items illustrating emotion-related con-
versations between parents and their child that are supportive (e.g. When my 
child came home angry after being out (at school, with friends or family, etc.), 
we talked together about his/her feelings) or non-supportive (e.g. When I talked 
to my child about negative feelings (sadness, fear, anger) and we disagreed, I ar-
gued in order to bring him/her round to my viewpoint). Using a 4-point scale 
ranging from “0 time” to “5 times and more”, the parent indicates the number of 
times he/she has experienced the situation with their child during the last two 
weeks. It also provided a “not appropriate” response option, which could be 
used if the situation had not arisen during the last two weeks. The second part of 
the questionnaire presents a checklist of emotional terms for the four basic emo-
tions (joy, sadness, anger and fear). Parents were asked to mark all terms that 
they usually use with their children. 

This measure was validated on 300 parents. The factor analysis revealed a sin-
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gle factor with reversed items for the non-supportive strategies. Cronbach’s al-
pha for the total score was 0.91. 

Dimensions of Openness to Emotions (DOE, [38]). This 36-items ques-
tionnaire assesses parents’ openness to emotional processes according to their 
subjective representations. Based on the multidimensional model of affect pro- 
cessing, this measure involve six subscales: The Cognitive-Conceptual Represen-
tation of Emotions (REPCOG), the Communication of Emotion (COMEMO), 
The Perception of Internal and External Bodily Indicators of Emotions (PERINT 
and PEREXT), The Regulation of Emotion (REGEMO) and The Normative Re-
strictions of Affectivity (RESNOR). In this study, only three subscales corres-
ponding to parents’ emotional competences were used. The REPCOG subscale 
assesses individual knowledge of emotions and in particular the ability to diffe-
rentiate affects such as emotions, moods or emotional episodes (e.g. I can accu-
rately name every emotion or mood that I am feeling). The Communication of 
Emotion (COMEMO) subscale evaluates individuals’ ability to express (by facial 
expression, voice, gestures, etc.) their emotions or to intentionally verbalized the 
affective state they are experiencing in order to share and communicate with 
others (e.g. For me, it is important to communicate to others how I am feeling). 
The Regulation of Emotion (REGEMO) subscale assesses individual’s emotional 
regulation competences (e.g. I manage to calm my feelings even in difficult situ-
ations). The parent was asked to indicate on a 5-point scale ranging to 0 (“not at 
all”) to 4 (“completely”) to what extent each item corresponded to him. 

The factor analysis revealed the 6 factors corresponding to respective theoret-
ical dimensions, with Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.83 for the REPCOG subscale, 
of 0.81 for the COMEMO subscale and of 0.75 for the REGEMO subscale.  

2) Questionnaires completed by teachers about the children 
Bipolar Rating Scales based on the Five-Factor Model (EBMCF, [39]). Based 

on the Five-Factor Model, this questionnaire assesses adults’ perception of 
children’s personality. It contains 25 pairs of adjectives, five for each factor in 
the model (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability 
and openness), one of which constitutes the positive pole and the other the neg-
ative pole (e.g., untidy-meticulous). The “extraversion” factor corresponds to 
children who seek contact with others as being full of energy and often expe-
riencing positive emotions. The “agreeableness” factor describes children who 
are inclined to be empathic and cooperative due to their optimistic view of hu-
man nature. The “emotional stability” factor characterises children who are sta-
ble, calm and less emotionally reactive. The “conscientiousness” factor corres-
ponds to children who are meticulous, careful and organized. The “openness” 
factor describes children who are imaginative, curious and creative. The teachers 
were asked to indicate on a 9-point scale to what extent each characteristic cor-
respond to the child. 

The validation was conducted with 321 children. The factor analysis revealed 
the 5 expected factors, for which Cronbach’s alpha was between 0.70 and 0.93. 
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2.2. Results 
2.2.1. Data Analysis 
First, descriptive statistics analyses (means and standard deviation) and in-
ter-correlations, using Pearson correlation analysis, were performed. Moreover, 
to explore the percentage of variance of parents’ ERSBs explained by both par-
ents’ and children’s characteristics, linear regression analyses by the stepwise 
method were applied. As in previous studies (e.g., [3] [26] [40]) having a mod-
erate sample size, the use of multiple linear regression was evaluated as a good 
method in light of the objectives of the Study 1. 

2.2.2. Preliminary Analyses 
Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for all measures and Table 2 
presents inter-correlations between parental ERSBs, children’s personality and 
parent’s emotional competences. As indicated in Table 1, the level of children’s 
emotional stability is significantly lower than the other four factors of personali-
ty. Compared with the average level of the sample, fathers’ level of communica-
tion of emotions is lower. Moreover, compared with other kind of reactions, 
both mothers and fathers displayed less distress and punitive responses to their 
child’s negative emotions and discomfort to their child’s positive emotions. 

2.2.3. Variability of Parents’ ERSBs According to Parents’ and Children’s 
Characteristics 

We present two separate models to analyze predictors of maternal and paternal 
ERSBs. For children’s characteristics, we entered children’s chronological age in 
step 1 and scores in the five factors of personality in step 2. Concerning parent’s 
characteristics, we entered parent’s age and level of education in step 3 and 
scores in emotional competences (representations of emotions, communication 
of emotion and regulation of emotion) were added in step 4. Items were eva-
luated for multicollinearity using the variance inflation index (VIF). For the two 
models (maternal and paternal), there are no multicollinearity between va-
riables. 

Table 3 presents the results of significant predictors of maternal reactions and 
conversations. Concerning children’s characteristics as predictors of maternal 
reactions to their child’s emotions, Model 2c, including children’s chronological 
age and emotional stability explained 7% of the variance of maternal punitive 
responses to the child’s negative emotions (−E). Secondly, about mothers’ cha-
racteristics as predictors of maternal reactions, Model 1d showed that mother’s 
knowledge of emotions explained 6% of the variance of maternal discomfort to 
the child’s positive emotions (+E). Finally, concerning the influence of both 
children’s characteristics and mothers’ characteristics on maternal reactions, 
Model 2a, including the child’s extraversion and the mother’s age explained 8% 
of the variance of maternal comforting to the child’s −E. The Model 2b including 
mothers’ ability to communicate their emotions and children’s emotional stabil-
ity explained 6% of the variance of maternal problem-focused responses to the 
child’s –E. No significant result was obtained for maternal encouragement,  
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations for all measures of Study 1. 

  M SD 

Children’s personality (Max = 9) 
 

  

Extraversion  6.03 1.67 

Agreeableness  6.88 1.37 

Conscientiousness  6.37 1.51 

Emotional stability  5.85 1.27 

Openness  7.08 1.27 

Mother’s emotional competences (Max = 4) 
 

  

Representations of emotions  2.78 0.63 
Communication of emotions  2.23 0.75 
Regulation of emotions  2.12 0.71 
Maternal ERSBs    

Reactions to negative emotions (Max = 7)    

 Comforting 4.92 0.87 

 Problem-focused 5.66 0.84 

 Encouragement of expression of emotion 4.56 1.13 

 Distress 2.32 0.66 

 Punitive 2.03 0.74 

 Minimizing responses 3.67 1.10 

Reactions to positive emotions (Max = 7)    
 Socialization 5.53 1.32 
 Encouragement 4.60 1.28 
 Reprimand 3.96 1.35 
 Discomfort 2.40 1.37 
Emotion-related conversations (Max = 4)  2.59 0.41 
Emotional terms  12.98 5.45 
Father’s emotional competences (Max = 4) 

 
  

Representations of emotions 
 

2.66 0.64 
Communication of emotions  1.88 0.71 

Regulation of emotions  2.61 0.59 

Paternal ERSBs    

Reactions to negative emotions (Max = 7)    

 Comforting 4.83 0.87 

 Problem-focused 5.30 0.88 

 
Encouragement of  

expression of emotion 
4.06 0.98 

 Distress 2.47 0.76 
 Punitive 2.40 0.78 
 Minimizing responses 4.30 0.97 

Reactions to positive emotions (Max = 7)    

 Socialization 5.58 1.19 

 Encouragement 4.47 1.27 

 Reprimand 4.13 1.43 

 Discomfort 2.28 1.16 

Emotion-related conversations (Max = 4)  2.36 0.39 

Emotional terms  11.55 5.91 

Notes. M = mean, SD = standard deviation, ERSBs = Emotion Related Socialization Behaviours. 
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Table 2. Inter-correlations between mother and father’s reactions and parents’ and children’s individual characteristics. 

 
Children’s 

CA 
Children’s personality 

Parent’s 
age 

Parent’s 
level of 

education 
Parent’s emotional competences 

  E A C ES O   REPCOG COMEMO REGEMO 

Maternal ERSBs 
Reactions to negative  
emotions 

           

Comforting −0.126 −0.158* −0.050 −0.092 0.013 −0.120 −0.236** −0.186* 0.156* 0.077 −0.060 

Problem-focused 0.063 −0.029 −0.023 −0.081 0.158 −0.090 0.037 0.122 0.104 0.222** 0.041 
Encouragement of  
expression of emotion 

0.014 −0.132 −0.031 −0.070 −0.123 −0.133 0.057 −0.076 0.110 0.165* −0.002 

Distress −0.171* −0.099 −0.019 −0.109 0.046 −0.095 −0.188* 0.067 −0.131 −0.093 −0.113 

Punitive −0.136 0.028 −0.104 −0.141 −0.163* −0.042 −0.112 .086 −0.082 0.017 0.053 

Minimizing responses −0.088 −0.057 0.105 −0.138 −0.001 −0.063 −0.151 −0.111 0.051 0.112 −0.040 
Reactions to positive  
emotions 

           

Socialization 0.040 −0.098 0.066 0.022 0.164* −0.004 0.031 0.099 0.010 0.069 0.031 

Encouragement −0.217** −0.089 −0.068 −0.114 −0.134 −0.143 −0.125 −0.059 0.080 −0.066 0.136 

Reprimand 0.045 0.040 0.064 −0.155 0.052 0.049 −0.011 0.065 −0.075 −0.029 −0.203** 

Discomfort −0.116 −0.020 −0.074 −0.013 0.045 0.083 0.001 0.079 −0.214** −0.059 −0.102 
Emotion-related  
conversations 

0.012 −0.069 −0.049 −0.055 0.004 −0.019 −0.017 0.039 0.110 0.084 −0.047 

Emotional terms 0.108 .013 −0.049 0.017 −0.062 0.036 0.058 0.120 0.044 −0.049 0.101 
Paternal ERSBs 
Reactions to negative 
emotions 

           

Comforting −0.039 −0.015 0.041 −0.035 −0.082 0.005 −0.096 −0.046 0.042 −0.079 0.054 

Problem-focused 0.018 −0.168* −0.012 −0.075 −0.013 −0.129 0.074 −0.029 0.133 0.118 0.021 

Encouragement of  
expression of emotion 

−0.064 −0.095 −0.101 0.029 −0.001 0.012 0.209* −0.020 0.131 0.173* 0.061 

Distress 0.112 −0.004 0.040 −0.188* −0.134 −0.036 −0.270** −0.086 0.001 0.033 −0.034 

Punitive −0.016 0.012 −0.130 −0.298** −0.153 −0.113 −0.128 −0.050 −0.079 0.100 −0.040 

Minimizing responses −0.090 −0.065 0.130 0.014 0.073 0.022 −0.210* −0.133 0.018 −0.091 0.186* 

Reactions to positive  
emotions 

           

Socialization 0.019 −0.046 −0.092 −0.010 −0.002 −0.069 0.017 0.062 0.105 −0.035 −0.003 

Encouragement −0.049 −0.050 0.037 −0.019 −0.043 0.002 −0.107 0.112 0.157 0.090 0.140 

Reprimand 0.975 0.144 0.029 −0.107 −0.145 0.065 −0.119 −0.107 −0.036 −0.054 −0.065 

Discomfort 0.083 0.035 −0.135 −0.075 −0.170* −0.071 −0.038 0.022 −0.075 −0.127 −0.139 

Emotion-related  
conversations 

0.031 0.066 0.034 0.142 −0.021 0.097 0.015 −0.076 0.272** 0.077 −0.034 

Emotional terms 0.053 0.111 0.130 0.150 0.019 0.201* 0.198* −0.062 0.123 0.112 0.030 

Notes. CA = chronological age, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, ES = Emotional stability, O = Openness, REPCOG = Cogni-
tive-Conceptual Representation of Emotions, COMEMO = Communication of Emotion, REGEMO = Regulation of Emotion, ERSBs = Emotion Related 
Socialization Behaviours, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. 

 
distress and minimizing responses to the child’s -E, for maternal socialization, 
encouragement and reprimand to the child’s +E. 
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Table 3. Predictors of maternal ERSBs. 

 Comforting_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1a    0.02 40.337* 

Child’s extraversion −00.089 0.043 −0.176*   

Model 2a    0.08 80.891** 

Child’s extraversion −0.072 0.042 −0.143*   

Mother’s age −0.049 0.016 −0.247**   

 Problem−focused_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1b    0.04 60.919* 

Mother’s communication of emotions 0.262 0.100 0.220*   

Model 2b    0.06 50.648** 

Mother’s communication of emotions 0.268 0.099 0.225**   

Child’s emotional stability 0.114 0.055 0.055*   

 Punitive_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1c    0.04 60.202* 

Child’s age −0.017 0.007 −0.209*   

Model 2c    0.07 50.774** 

Child’s age −0.016 0.007 −0.192*   

Child’s emotional stability −0.109 0.048 −0.188*   

 Discomfort _+E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1d    0.06 100.128** 

Mother’s representation of emotions −0.566 0.178 −0.263**   

 Emotion−related conversation 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1e    0.09 50.425** 

Level of education 0.105 0.036 0.327**   

Mother’s age −0.026 0.010 −0.238*   

Model 2e    0.14 50.807** 

Level of education 0.120 0.035 0.373**   

Mother’s age −0.027 0.010 −0.293**   

Mother’s regulation of emotions −0.142 0.058 −0.245*   

Notes. −E = negative emotion, +E = positive emotion, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. 
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The predictors of maternal emotion-related conversations were mother’s level 
of education, age and ability to regulate their emotions. Model 2e explained 14% 
of the variance of maternal emotion-related conversations (see Table 3). No sig-
nificant result was obtained for maternal emotional terms. 

Table 4 presents the results of significant predictors of paternal reactions and 
conversations. Regarding children’s characteristics as predictors of paternal 
ERSBs, Model 1c showed that children’s conscientiousness explained 8% of the 
variance the paternal punitive responses to the child’s −E. Secondly, about fa-
thers’ characteristics as predictors of paternal ERSBs, Model 2a, including fa-
thers’ age and ability to communicate their emotions explained 6% of the va-
riance of paternal encouragement of the child’s −E. The model 2d, including fa-
thers’ age and ability to regulate their emotions explained 10% of the variance of 
paternal minimizing responses to the child’s −E. Moreover, the model 1e, in-
cluding fathers’ ability to communicate their emotions and to regulate their 
emotions explained 6% of the variance of paternal discomfort to children’s +E. 
Finally, concerning the mutual influence of children’s characteristics and fathers’ 
characteristics as predictors of paternal ERSBs, Model 3b, including fathers’ age, 
children’s conscientiousness and chronological age explained 13% of the va-
riance of paternal distress to children’s −E. 

No significant result was obtained for paternal comforting, problem-focused 
responses to children’s −E and for paternal socialization, encouragement and 
reprimand to children’s +E. 

The predictors for paternal emotion-related conversations were fathers’ re-
presentations of emotions. The model 1f explained 5% of the variance of pater-
nal emotion-related conversations. In addition, Model 2 g, including children’s 
extraversion and fathers’ age, explained 7% of the variance of paternal emotional 
terms (see Table 4). 

It is important to note that our models were significant, but the percentages of 
variances explained were very low. 

3. Study 2: How do Parents’ ERSBs and Children’s  
Socio-Emotional Competences Interact? 

3.1. Method 
3.1.1. Participants and Procedure 
A subsample of participants of the Study 1 agreed to participate at this two- 
waves longitudinal study. A total of 53 two-parent families and their children (27 
girls and 26 boys) participated. At Wave 1 (W1) (September-October), children 
were aged between 3 years and 4 months and 5 years and 10 months (M = 4.64; 
SD = 0.69) and the average age of mothers and fathers were 35.26 years (SD = 
4.80) and 38.44 years (SD = 5.45) respectively. The Wave 2 (W2) of this study 
occurred 6 months after W1 (March-April) during the same school year. As in 
the Study 1, children and their parents were recruited in French-speaking Bel-
gian schools. The level of education of both parents is very high: in most cases 
either graduate school (37.7% of mothers, 28.8% of fathers), or university (52.8%  
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Table 4. Predictors of paternal ERSBs. 

 Encouragement_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1a    0.04 40.795* 
Father’s age 0.039 0.018 0.194   

Model 2a    0.06 40.899** 
Father’s age 0.035 0.017 0.177   

Father’s communication of emotions 0.259 0.118 0.193   
 Distress_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1b    0.08 110.939** 
Father’s age −0.048 0.014 −0.297**   
Model 2b    0.10 80.097*** 

Father’s age −0.048 0.014 −0.296**   
Child’s conscientiousness −0.091 0.046 −0.169*   

Model 3b    0.13 70.335*** 
Father’s age −0.051 0.014 −0.314***   

Child’s conscientiousness −0.109 0.046 −0.202*   
Child’s age 0.017 0.008 0.195*   

 Punitive_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1c    0.08 110.804* 

Child’s conscientiousness −0.158 0.046 −0.296  * 

 Minimizing responses_−E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1d    0.06 90.196 

Father’s age −0.050 0.017 −0.264**  ** 

Model 2d    0.10  

Father’s age −0.046 0.016 −0.239**  70.973 

Father’s regulation of emotions 0.360 0.143 0.216*  ** 

 Discomfort_+E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1e    0.06 40.855 

Father’s communication of emotions Fa −0.356 0.138 −0.228  ** 

ther’s regulation of emotions −0.381 0.178 −0.189   

 Emotion−related conversation 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1f    0.05 70.285 

Father’s representations of emotions 0.153 0.057 0.236  ** 

 Emotional terms 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model 1g    0.03 
40.195* 

Child’s extraversion 0.925 0.452 0.185*  

Model 2 g    0.07  

Child’s extraversion 0.893 0.443 0.176*  50.867 

Father’s age 0.260 0.107 0.214*  * 

Notes: −E = negative emotion, +E = positive emotion, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 
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of mothers, 48.1% of fathers). Families were predominantly Caucasian and the 
majority of children lived with both their biological parents (97.2%). 

Families were informed about the research project by their children’s school. 
For the two waves of data collection, the teachers gave parents an information 
letter about the project and consent forms for their participation. When they had 
signed the consent form, they received the questionnaires and the testing with 
the child started. Children were tested at school by experienced psychology re-
searchers or by trained psychology students. After their participation, parents 
received a brief report including observations and results of their child’s assess-
ment. The parents were informed that all data would be kept anonymous and 
that they could withdraw from the study at any time. 

3.1.2. Measures 
1) Assessment of children’s ToM abilities 
ToM-emotions tasks [41]. Three tasks are proposed to children to assess 

their understanding of emotions. The first preliminary task assesses the prere-
quisite of recognition of the four targeted emotions (joy, sadness, anger and 
fear). A success is needed to administer the following two ToM tasks. The 
second task evaluates children’s understanding of the causes of emotions. Four 
stories were told to the child in which a protagonist feel an emotion that vary 
according to the situation with which he or she was confronted. The third task 
assesses children’s understanding of the consequences of emotions. Four scena-
rios were presented to the child presenting an emotional situation. For each sto-
ry, the child was asked to select the protagonist’s behaviour to finish the story, by 
selecting one of three pictures (an adjusted social behaviour, a maladjusted social 
behaviour or a neutral behaviour). For these two tasks, the response to each 
emotional scenario was scored between 0 and 1.5 points according to the partic-
ipant’s responses. The maximum score was 6 points by task. 

The validation results revealed a very good inter-rater reliability (r = 0.96; p < 
0.01). Cohen’s kappa averaged 0.92 and the test-retest stability (with an interval 
of 2 months) was excellent (0.99 and 0.98). 

ToM-beliefs tasks [41]. Five tasks are proposed to children to assess their 
understanding of beliefs and false beliefs. The First task (The deception skills 
test, [42]) assesses the child’s ability to trick the experimenter by hidden an ob-
ject in front of him. The second task (The change of representation task, [43]) 
evaluates whether or not the child was able to adopt the visual perspective of an 
adult sitting opposite him or her. The third task (The appearance-reality task, 
[44]) assesses the child’s ability to distinguish the reality from the appearance of 
an object (for example, a candle looking like a flower). The fourth task (The un-
expected content task, [45]) evaluates whether or not the child was able to un-
derstand that he or she had been tricked by the experimenter about the contents 
of a prototypical box (a Smarties box that contained pencils), as well as to un-
derstand that other people can be tricked in the same way. Finally, the fifth task 
(The change of location task, [46]) assesses the child’s ability to predict a doll’s 
behaviour given the doll’s false belief. The story concerned a doll who believed 
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that a desirable object (chocolate) was in one location when, as the child knew, it 
was actually in another location. Each task was scored out of one point. 

For the validation of this tool, the inter-rater percentage validation was be-
tween 99% and 100%, Cohen’s Kappa was between 0.98 and 0.99, and the Pear-
son correlation coefficient (inter-judges) was between 0.99 and 1. No difference 
between the test and retest session was observed. 

Theory of Mind Task Battery ([47] French version, [48]). This measure as-
sesses children’s ToM abilities by 15 test questions allocated in 9 tasks. These 
tasks evaluates isolated mental states and also combination of mental states (e.g. 
desire-based emotions). 

The validation of the French version revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.75 and a 
coefficient of test-retest stability of 0.87 (p < 0.001). 

Theory of Mind Inventory (ToMI, [49]; French version, [50]). This ques-
tionnaire assesses caregivers’ perceptions of children’s ToM abilities. The ToMI 
is appropriate for children aged between 2 and 17 years old, and is designed to 
identify caregivers’ views about children’s thoughts and feelings. The question-
naire consists of 39 statements (e.g. ‘My child understands that people can lie to 
purposely mislead others’) about the nine mental states related to ToM. One of 
the parents (mostly mothers) indicates the degree of agreement with each item 
by placing the appropriate vertical mark along a continuum ranging from 0 
(definitely not) to 20 (definitely). 

The validation of the French version matched that of the original version. The 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94, and the coefficient of test-retest stability was very 
significant (r = 0.86, p < 0.001). 

Factor ToM. We used a factorial analysis in principal components forced to 
one factor to aggregate direct and indirect ToM measures. At W1, the saturation 
of measures on this factor ranged from 0.596 to 0.815, and it accounted for 
55.57% of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.70. At W2, it explained 
49.49% of the variance, and the saturations ranged from 0.601 to 0.738. The 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.60. 

2) Assessment of children’s emotional regulation 
Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC, [51]; French version, [52]). This ques-

tionnaire evaluates teachers’ perception of children’s emotion regulation and 
emotionality. It consists of 24 items rated on a 4-point scale that indicate the 
frequency of emotion-related behaviors from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Two subs-
cales compose this measure: The Emotion Regulation subscale, which describes 
appropriate empathy, affective displays and emotional understanding, and the 
Lability/Negativity subscale, which reflects behaviour including mood lability, 
angry reactivity and dysregulated negative affect. For each subscale, an average 
score (max = 4) can be calculated and a composite score of emotion regulation 
can be created by taking into account the scores in both subscales. In this study, 
we used the composite score. 

The French validation of this questionnaire matched those for the original ver-
sion and revealed high internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values for the 
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Lability/Negativity subscale of 0.82 and for the Emotion Regulation subscale of 0.72. 
3) Assessment of children’s social adjustment 
Social adjustment scales (EASE, [53]). This measure assesses adult’s percep-

tions of children’s social adjustment. This questionnaire, inspired from concep-
tions of ToM in the social development, integrates both items regarding the 
child’s abilities to take into account mental states in social relationships (ToM) 
and items about the child’s abilities to display social skills (No ToM). In this 
study, parents (mostly mothers) and teachers filled in the questionnaire inde-
pendently. The adult indicates for each item if the behavior is usual for their child. 

The validation of this questionnaire revealed that the two subscales have a 
good internal consistency; the Cronbach’s alpha for the “ToM subscale” is 0.77, 
and it is 0.79 for the “No ToM subscale”. 

Factor social adjustment. We applied a factorial analysis in principal com-
ponents forced to one factor to aggregate teachers’ and parents’ scores. At W1, 
the saturation of measures on this factor ranged from 0.701 to 0.800, and it ac-
counted for 59.41% of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.76. At W2, it 
explained 65.89% of the variance, and the saturations ranged from 0.751 to 
0.839. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.82. 

4) Assessment of parental ERSBs 
Parental Reactions toward Positive and Negative Emotions [34] as de-

scribed in Study 1. 
Questionnaire of Parent-Child Conversations about Emotions (QPCCE, 

[37]) as described in Study 1. 

3.2. Results 
3.2.1. Data Analysis 
First, descriptive statistics analyses for all variables at W1 and W2 and in-
ter-correlation, using Pearson correlation analysis, between parents’ ERSBs at 
W1 and children’s socio-emotional competences at W2 and between children’s 
socio-emotional competences at W1 and parents’ ERSBs at W2 have been ap-
plied. Secondly, to observe the stability of targeted variables between W1 and 
W2, Paired-sample t-tests were conducted. Finally, predictive links between our 
two times of measure have been explored by linear regression analyses by the 
stepwise method. For this objective, mothers and fathers have been analysed in-
dependently to observe distinct effects. Moreover, two-way interaction terms 
were used to explore the interaction between parents’ ERSBs and children’s so-
cio-emotional competences. To maximise interpretability and to minimize 
problems of multicollinearity, scores for each of the predictor variables were 
centered (raw score minus the mean) [54]. As in previous studies [2] [7] [12] 
conducted with a small sample, the use of multiple linear regression was eva-
luated as a good method in light of the objectives of the Study 2. 

3.2.2. Preliminary Analyses 
Table 5 and Table 6 showed descriptives statistics (means and standard devia-
tion) and inter-correlation for children’s socio-emotional competences measures  
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Table 5. Paired-sample t-test between W1 and W2. 

 W1 W2 t-test 

 M SD M SD df (52) 

Children’s socio-emotional competences      

Factor ToM 0.00 10.00 −0.014 10.00 −0.165 

ERC−composite score ER (Max = 8) 60.39 0.58 60.47 0.65 0.826 

Factor social adjustment −0.03 10.02 −0.002 10.00 0.207 

Maternal ERSBs      

Supportive reactions_−E (Max = 7) 50.12 0.80 50.17 0.74 0.600 

Non−supportive reactions_−E (Max = 7) 20.72 0.70 20.78 0.77 0.941 

Supportive reactions_+E (Max = 7) 50.32 0.68 50.13 0.85 −10.662 

Non−supportive reactions_+E (Max = 7) 30.23 0.92 30.23 10.20 −0.010 

Emotion−related conversations (Max = 4) 20.57 0.37 20.56 0.44 −0.044 

Emotional terms 120.18 60.21 140.43 70.51 20.699** 

Paternal ERSBs      

Supportive reactions_−E (Max = 7) 40.96 0.61 40.85 0.76 −10.117 

Non−supportive reactions_−E (Max = 7) 30.19 0.64 30.25 0.61 0.838 

Supportive reactions_+E (Max = 7) 50.38 0.75 50.13 0.83 −10.744 

Non−supportive reactions_+E (Max = 7) 30.27 10.02 30.36 10.07 0.543 

Emotion−related conversations (Max = 4) 20.33 0.39 20.31 0.37 −0.266 

Emotional terms 110.40 50.84 120.56 70.93 10.413 

Notes. M = mean, SD = standard deviation, W = Wave, ToM = Theory of Mind, ToMI = Theory of Mind 
Inventory, ERC = Emotion Regulation Checklist, EASE = social adjustment scales, ERSBs = Emotion Re-
lated Socialization Behaviours, −E = negative emotion, +E = positive emotion, **p < 0.01. 

 
and for parents’ ERSBs measures for the two waves of data collection. The 
Paired-sample t-tests revealed no significant differences between W1 and W2 in 
children’s scores (see Table 5). Concerning parents’ ERSBs, results indicated 
that these behaviours are relatively stable except for maternal emotional terms. 
Indeed, mothers tend to increase the number of emotional terms that they used 
during emotion-related conversations when their children grow up. 

3.2.3. Predicting W2 Children’s Socio-Emotional Competences from W1 
Parents’ ERSBs 

For the purpose of control the predicting effect of children’s socio-emotional 
competences at W1, we entered these variables in Step 1 in each model. In Step 
2, we added parents’ ERSBs (reactions to children’s emotions, emotion-related 
conversations, emotional terms) displayed at W1 and the two-way interaction 
terms were added in Step 3. We present here only significant model for which 
predictors added in Step 2 or Step 3 were significant. 

Concerning maternal model, as shown in Table 7, the model was significant 
for children’s ToM at W2. Children’s ToM at W1 entered in Step 1 was significant  
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Table 6. Correlations among Study 2 variables. 

W1 
W2 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Children’s  
socio-emotional  
competences 

               

1) Factor ToM 0.814*** 0.030 548** −0.026 −0.179 −0.187 −0.182 0.083 0.212 −0.227 0.164 −0.322* −0.143 0.176 0.156 

2) ERC-composite 
score ER 

−0.063 0.410** 0.023 0.172 −0.185 0.142 −0.194 −0.135 −0.131 −0.053 0.113 0.039 0.218 0.058 0.037 

3) Factor social 
adjustment 

0.397** −0.018 0.622*** −0.011 −0.187 −0.091 −0.105 −0.081 0.065 −0.244 −0.159 −0.377** −0.229 0.063 0.139 

Maternal ERSBs                

4) Supportive 
reactions_−E 

−0.033 0.000 0.058 0.651** −0.063 0.191 0.036 0.003 −0.182 0.079 −0.285* 0.057 −0.057 −0.133 −0.178 

5) Non-supportive 
reactions_−E 

−0.057 0.042 −0.120 −0.193 0.788*** 0.329* 0.212 0.114 −0.291* 0.014 0.019 −0.006 −0.161 0.127 −0.203 

6) Supportive 
reactions_+E 

0.013 0.006 0.100 0.255 0.013 0.466** −0.082 −0.028 0.150 −0.034 0.124 −0.098 0.166 −0.087 0.155 

7) Non-supportive 
reactions_+E 

−0.131 0.035 0.014 −0.074 0.159 −0.092 0.387** 0.231 0.028 0.043 0.018 0.015 0.003 −0.056 −0.154 

8) Emotion-related 
conversations 

0.032 0.138 0.245 0.147 −0.002 0.145 0.092 0.586*** 0.187 0.189 −0.146 0.168 0.017 0.118 0.155 

9) Emotional terms 0.152 0.129 0.220 −0.021 −0.221 −0.081 −0.109 0.083 0.636*** −0.270 0.262 −0.168 0.167 −0.012 0.457** 

Paternal ERSBs                

10) Supportive 
reactions_−E 

−0.168 0.135 −0.178 0.105 −0.082 −0.049 −0.033 −0.119 0.121 0.444** 0.092 0.213 0.194 0.238 0.091 

11) Non-supportive 
reactions_−E 

0.146 0.003 0.005 −0.190 0.176 0.023 0.001 0.026 0.371** −0.071 0.590*** −0.136 0.209 0.148 0.227 

12) Supportive 
reactions_+E 

−0.105 0.085 −0.199 −0.038 −0.015 0.121 −0.073 0.169 0.309* 0.107 0.171 0.165 0.092 −0.095 0.169 

13) Non-supportive 
reactions_+E 

0.154 −0.163 −0.072 0.092 −0.057 0.112 −0.061 −0.073 −0.044 0.017 0.370** −0.034 0.331 0.023 −0.245 

14) Emotion-related  
conversations 

0.059 0.137 −0.008 0.159 0.152 0.019 −0.059 −0.027 0.072 0.156 0.011 0.044 −0.169 0.486*** 0.077 

15) Emotional terms 0.086 0.152 0.165 0.167 −0.026 0.095 0.092 −0.018 0.454** −0.024 0.067 −0.226 0.249 0.017 0.732*** 

Notes. W = Wave, ToM = Theory of Mind, ERC = Emotion Regulation Checklist, ERSBs = Emotion Related Socialization Behaviours, −E = negative emotion, +E = 
positive emotion, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 
and accounted for 65% of the variance. Moreover, the two-way interaction terms 
between maternal emotion-related conversations at W1 and children’s ToM at 
W1 added in Step3 accounted for an additional 3% of the variance in the score of 
children’s ToM at W2. To better interpret this significant two-way interaction, 
we conducted follow-up analyses. We plotted the association between children’s 
ToM at W2 and maternal emotion-related conversation at W1 at low, moderate 
and high levels of children’s ToM at W1. Moreover, simple slope analyses (using 
the PROCESS tool by Andrew Hayes, [55]) were conducted. The simple slope 
analyses (see Figure 2) revealed that maternal emotion-related conversations 
display at W1 predict positively children’s ToM at W2 for children with a low 
level of ToM at W1, and this slope was marginally significant(β = 0.6116, p < 
0.10). However, maternal emotion-related conversations display at W1 predict 
negatively children’s ToM at W2 for children with a high level of ToM at W1 (β 
= −0.5845, p < 0.05). We also estimated the regions of significance with the 
Johnson-Neyman method [56]. 
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Table 7. Summary of regression statistics predicting children’s socio-emotional competences at Wave 2. 

 Children’s socio-emotional competences W2 

Maternal ERSBs W1 Factor ToM Paternal ERSBs W1 Composite score ER 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model M1a    0.65 97.956*** Model F1a    0.17 11.528** 

Factor ToM 0.817 0.083 0.814***   Composite score ER 0.474 0.140 0.433**   

Model M2a    0.68 5.424* Model F2a    0.22 4.377* 

Factor ToM 
0.804 

 
0.079 

 
0.801***   Composite score ER 0.508 0.136 0.463***   

Emotion-related  
conversations ×  

Factor ToM 
−0.598 0.257 −0.184*   

Emotion-related 
conversations × 

composite score ER 
0.832 0.398 0.260*   

 Factor Social adjustment       

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F       

Model M1b    0.37 26.473***       

Factor Social adjustment 0.609 0.118 00.622***         

Model M2b    
 

0.42 
 

4.485* 
      

Factor Social adjustment 0.686 0.119 0.700***         

Non-supportive  
reactions_+E 

0.295 0.139 0.258*         

Model M1c    0.37 26.473***       

Factor Social adjustment 0.609 0.118 0.622*** 
 
 

 
 

      

Model M2c    0.42 4.425*       

Factor Social adjustment 0.600 0.114 0.612***         

Emotion-related  
conversations 

0.628 0.299 0.245*         

Notes. W = Wave, ERSBs = Emotion Related Socialization Behaviours, ToM = Theory of Mind, ER = Emotion Regulation, +E = positive emotion, *p < 0.05, 
**p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 
The results indicated that the association between children’s ToM at W2 and 

maternal emotion-related conversation at W1 was significant (p < 0.05) when 
children’s ToM at W1 (centered score, M = 0, SD = 1.00) was within the range 
from −2.15 to −1.58 and from 0.86 to 1.65. 

Moreover, the model was significant for children’s social adjustment at W2. 
Children’s social adjustment at W1 entered in Step 1 was significant and ac-
counted for 37% of the variance. Model M2b showed that maternal non-suppor- 
tive reactions to children’s positive emotion display at W1 added in Step 2 ac-
counted for an additional 5% of the variance in the score of children’s social ad-
justment at W2. Model M2c showed that maternal emotion-related conversa-
tions display at W1 added in Step 2 accounted for an additional 5% of the va-
riance in the score of children’s social adjustment at W2. There are no signifi-
cant results for children’s ER at W2. 
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Figure 2. Association between children’s ToM competences at W2 and ma-
ternal emotion-related conversation at W1 as a function of high, moderate, 
and low levels of children’s ToM competences at W1. 

 
Concerning paternal model, as shown in Table 7, the model was significant 

for children’s ER competences at W2. Children’s ER at W1 entered in Step 1 was 
significant and accounted for 17% of the variance. Moreover, the two-way inte-
raction terms between paternal emotion-related conversations at W1 and child-
ren’s ER at W1 added in Step 3 accounted for an additional 5% of the variance in 
the score of children’s ER at W2. To better interpret this significant two-way in-
teraction, analyses similar to those applied for the maternal model were con-
ducted. We plotted the association between children’s ER at W2 and paternal 
emotion-related conversation at W1 at low, moderate and high levels of child-
ren’s ER at W1. Moreover, simple slope analyses were conducted and showed 
that paternal emotion-related conversations display at W1 predict positively 
children’s ER competences at W2 for children with a high level of ER compe-
tences at W1(see Figure 3), and this slope was significant (β = 0.5864, p < 0.05). 
Further, in estimating the regions of significance, we found that the association 
between children’s ER at W2 and paternal emotion-related conversation at W1 
was significant (p < 0.05) when children’s ER at W1 (centered score, M = 0, SD 
= 0.59) was within the range from .86 to −1.22. There are no significant results 
for children’s ToM and social adjustment at W2. 

3.2.4. Predicting W2 Parents’ ERSBs from W1 Children’s 
Socio-Emotional Competences 

For the purpose of control the predicting effect of parents’ ERSBs display at W1, 
we entered these variables in Step 1 in each model. In Step 2, we added child-
ren’s socio-emotional competences at W1 and the two-way interaction terms  
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Figure 3. Association between children’s ER competences at W2 and 
paternal emotion-related conversation at W1 as a function of high, 
moderate, and low levels of children’s ER competences at W1. 

 
were added in Step 3. We present here only significant model for which predic-
tors added in Step 2 or Step 3 were significant.  

There are no significant result for maternal model. About paternal model, as 
shown in Table 8, the model was significant for paternal supportive reactions to 
children’s positive emotions display at W2. Children’s ToM at W1 entered in 
Step 2 was significant and accounted for 9% of the variance. Moreover, another 
model revealed that children’s social adjustment at W1 explained 14% of the va-
riance. Finally, a two-way interaction terms between children’s ER at W1 and 
paternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions display at W1 ex-
plained 7% of the variance. Similar analyses than previously were conducted to 
better interpret this significant two-way interaction. We plotted the association 
between paternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions display at 
W2 and children’s ER at W1 at low, moderate and high levels of paternal sup-
portive reactions to children’s positive emotions display at W1. The simple slope 
analyses (see Figure 4) showed that children’s ER at W1 predict positively pa-
ternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions display at W2 for fa-
ther with a low level of supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions (β = 
0.4518, p < 0.05). The estimation of the region of significance indicated that the 
association between paternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emo-
tions display at W2 and children’s ER was significant (p < 0.05) when paternal 
supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions display at W1 (centered 
score, M = 0, SD = 0.75) was within the range from −1.6277 to −0.7277. We ob-
tained also a significant model for paternal non-supportive reactions to child-
ren’s negative emotions display at W2. Paternal non-supportive reactions to  
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Table 8. Summary of regression statistics predicting paternal ERSBs at Wave 2. 

 Paternal ERSBs W2 

Children’s socio-emotional competences W1 Supportive_+E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R  F 

Model F1a    0.09 5.804* 

Factor ToM −0.270 0.112 −0.322*   

Model F1b 
Factor Social adjustment 

 
−0.322 

 
0.117 

 
−0.377** 

0.14 7.613** 

Model F1c    0.07 5.005* 

ERX Supportive reactions_+E −0.566 0.253 −0.299*   

 Non-supportive_-E 

Predictors B SE/B β 2

adjj
R j F 

Model F1c    0.33 27.216*** 

Non-supportive reactions_−E 0.559 0.107 0.590***   

Model F2c    0.38 4.373 

Non-supportive reactions_−E 0.565 0.104 0.597***   

ERXNon-supportive reactions_−E −0.376 0.180 −0.229*   

Notes. W = Wave, ERSBs = Emotion Related Socialization Behaviours, ToM = Theory of Mind, ER = Emo-
tion Regulation, −E = negative emotion, +E = positive emotion, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

 
Figure 4. Association between paternal SUR to children’s positive emo-
tions at W2 and children’s ER at W1 as a function of high, moderate, and 
low levels of paternal SUR to children’s positive emotions at W1. 

 
children’s negative emotions display at W1 entered in Step 1 explained 33% of 
the variance. Moreover, the two-way interaction terms between children’s ER at 
W1 and paternal non-supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions dis-
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play at W1 accounted for an additional 5% of the variance. As shown by the 
simple slope analyses (see Figure 5), children’s ER at W1 predict positively pa-
ternal non-supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions display at W2 
for father with a low level of non-supportive reactions to children’s negative 
emotions (β = 0.3293, p < 0.05). The estimation of the region of significance in-
dicated that the association between paternal non-supportive reactions to child-
ren’s negative emotions display at W2 and children’s ER was significant (p < 
0.05) when paternal non-supportive reactions to children’s negative emotions 
display at W1 (centered score, M = 0, SD = 0.64) was within the range from 
−1.3382 to −0.5294. 

4. Discussion 

Preschool period is a critical period in children’s socio-emotional development 
because they have to adapt to a new social environment. Children become able 
to understand their own mental states and those of others, to take other’s pers-
pective, to better regulate their emotions according to the situation and to adjust 
behaviours during social interactions. These abilities develop through their so-
cial interactions, notably within the family context. These current studies inves-
tigated maternal and paternal ERSBs—the way in which parents react to their 
children’s emotions and the way in which they discuss about emotions with their 
children—by exploring the determinants of these behaviours and the predictive 
links with children’s socio-emotional competences. Although previous studies 
provided information about this socialization process, our studies has provided 
new data by including fathers and by using a short-term longitudinal design in  
 

 
Figure 5. Association between paternal NSUR to children’s negative emo-
tions at W2 and children’s ER at W1 as a function of high, moderate, and 
low levels of paternal NSUR to children’s negative emotions at W1. 
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order to observe also the influence of children’s socio-emotional competences on 
parents’ ERSBs. 

Study 1 analyses the variability of maternal and paternal ERSBs according to 
parents’ and children’s characteristics. Concerning maternal reactions to their 
children’s emotions, the results of linear regressions showed that older mothers 
tend to less comfort children’s negative emotions. Moreover, when their child-
ren were perceived as more extravert, mothers displayed less comfort reactions 
to their children’s negative emotions. As expected, when mothers had good abil-
ities to express and communicate their emotions and when they perceived their 
child as less emotionally reactive, they displayed more problem-focused res-
ponses (helping to solve the problem that caused the child’s distress) to their 
child’s negative emotions. Moreover, when children grow up and when they 
were perceived as less emotionally reactive, mothers displayed less punitive reac-
tions to their children’s negative emotions. Finally, they displayed less discom-
fort to their children’s positive emotions when they had a good knowledge of 
emotions. 

Regarding maternal emotion-related conversations, the higher the mother’s 
level of education, the more they discussed about emotions with their children, 
and the older they were, the less they discussed. 

While, contrary to our expectations, when mothers had good emotional regu-
lation competences, they discussed less about emotions. For paternal model, we 
observed that both children’s and father’s characteristics predict their reactions 
to their children’s emotions, particularly for non-supportive reactions. Indeed, 
for supportive reactions, we obtained a significant model only for encourage-
ment to children’s negative emotions: the older they were and the better they 
expressed and communicated their emotions, the more they encourage their 
children to express their negative emotions. For non-supportive reactions, we 
obtained several significant models that are distinct according to specific reac-
tions. Results revealed that fathers displayed more emotional distress when their 
children grow up. While older fathers tend to less displayed distress to their 
children’s negative emotions and when children were perceived as meticulous, 
careful and organized. In the same way, punitive responses to children’s negative 
emotions were less used when children were perceived as meticulous, careful 
and organized. Moreover, we observe that older fathers displayed less minimiz-
ing responses to their children’s negative emotions, and inversely when they had 
good emotional regulation competences. Finally, as expected, when fathers had 
good abilities to express and communicate their emotions and to regulate their 
emotions, they displayed less discomfort to their children’s positive emotions. 
Concerning paternal emotion-related conversations, results showed that fathers 
who had a good knowledge of emotions discussed more about emotions with 
their children.  

These findings indicated that parental ERSBs are predicted by both children’s 
and parents’ characteristics even if we observed a differential sensitivity between 
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mothers and fathers at children’s personality. These results are in accordance 
with previous studies (e.g., [57]) suggesting that parents are not sensitive to the 
same characteristics of their children. Indeed, mothers seem to be more sensitive 
to their children’s extraversion and emotional stability, while fathers are more 
sensitive to their children’s conscientiousness. Moreover, children’s emotional 
stability and conscientiousness appears to be protective factors for parents’ sup-
portive and non-supportive reactions, while a high level of extraversion appears 
to be a risk factor. Maybe, we can explain these results by literature exploring the 
links between children’s temperament or personality and children’s emotion 
regulation or maladaptive adjustment. Indeed, several aspects of children’s tem-
perament or personality have been linked with a high level of emotional regula-
tion, in particular emotional stability. While, the factor of extraversion have 
been related with a high level of dysregulation. Studies revealed that a high level 
of negative affectivity [58] or a less level of emotional stability [52] were asso-
ciated with maladaptive emotion regulation responses or with dysregulation in 
preschoolers. Moreover, these authors emphasized that children’s extraversion is 
related with emotion regulation abilities, but also with dysregulation. Concern-
ing the potential protective role of the conscientiousness factor, as suggested by 
Mervielde, De Clercq, De Fruyt and Van Leeuen [59], conscientiousness child-
ren have characteristics such as self-control and less behavioural impulsivity and 
this factor is negatively correlated with externalizing behaviours in childhood. 
Therefore, we can hypothesised that children high on conscientiousness dis-
played their negative emotions in more adaptive way than children low on this 
factor as a result that fathers displayed less distress and punitive responses. 
Another important result concerns the importance of parents’ emotional abili-
ties. Consistently with the meta-emotion philosophy of Gottman et al. [20] [21], 
we observe that, for both mothers and fathers, good abilities in communication 
of their own emotions and good knowledge of emotions allowed them to be dis-
played more supportive ERSBs, such as problem-focused responses or encou-
ragement and conversations about emotions, and less non-supportive ERSBs, 
such as minimizing responses or discomfort. For parents’ emotional regulation 
competences, we obtained contradictory results. Mothers’ emotional regulation 
competences predict negatively their emotion-related conversations with their 
children. This result may be explained by the fact that because they have no dif-
ficulties to manage their own emotions, mothers are going to be less attentive, by 
means of emotion-related conversation, to explained causes and consequences of 
emotions, to ask questions about emotions, etc. Fathers’ emotional regulation 
competences predict positively the use of minimizing responses when their 
children displayed negative emotions. Maybe, for fathers, minimize their emo-
tions is a efficiency emotional regulation strategy and therefore they react in this 
way in order to help their children to control their intense negative emotions. 
On the contrary, their emotion regulation competences help the fathers to feel 
less in discomfort to their children’s positive emotions. 

Study 2 adds to a growing literature that emphasized predictive links between 
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parents’ ERSBs and children’s socio-emotional competences but it explores also 
if children’s socio-emotional competences predict these behaviours. Concerning 
parents’ ERSBs that predict children’s socio-emotional competences 6 months 
later, the best predictor corresponds to the children’s competences at W1 (for 
example, children’s ToM abilities at W1 explained the majority of variance in 
children’s ToM abilities at W2). However, we obtained several significant mod-
els which the addition of parents’ ERSBs explained an additional percentage of 
the variance in children’s competences at Wave 2. As in previous researches 
(e.g., [1] [16] [17]), we obtained distinct results for maternal and paternal mod-
els. Mothers’ ERSBs predict children’s ToM and social adjustment, while fathers’ 
ERSBs predict children’s ER. Firstly, results revealed that a high level of maternal 
emotion-related conversations at W1 predict positively children’s ToM at W2 
when they have a low level of ToM at W1. On the contrary, these conversations 
predict negatively children’s ToM at W2 when children have a high level of ToM 
at W1. Secondly, we observe that children were perceived as having better social 
adjustment at W2 when mothers displayed non-supportive reactions to their 
children’s positive emotions and when they conversed about emotions at W1. 
Finally, a high level of paternal emotion-related conversations at W1 predicts 
positively children’s ER at W2 when children have a high level of ER at W1. Re-
garding children’s socio-emotional competences that predict parents’ ERSBs 6 
months later, as for previous results, the best predictor is parents’ ERSBs at W1, 
but for fathers, we highlighted significant models which the addition of child-
ren’s socio-emotional competences explained an additional percentage of the va-
riance of parents’ ERSBs at W2. Children’s ToM and social adjustment at W1 
predict negatively paternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions 
displayed at W2. Moreover, a high level of children’s ER at W1 predicts posi-
tively paternal supportive reactions to children’s positive emotions at W2 only 
for fathers who displayed few supportive reactions at W1. In the same way, a 
high level of children’s ER at W1 predicts positively paternal non-supportive 
reactions to children’s negative emotions at W2 only for fathers who displayed 
few non-supportive reactions at W1. 

These results indicated that both mothers and fathers socialize their children’s 
socio-emotional competences, particularly by the way of emotion-related con-
versations with their children. Indeed, as suggested by previous studies (e.g., [12] 
[24] [60]), these specific parent-child interactions could support preschoolers’ 
emotional and social development by creating mental representations. These re-
presentations allow children to better adjust themselves in emotional or social 
situations. Our findings are in accordance with these studies by highlighting 
positive predictive links on one hand, between, maternal-emotion related con-
versations and children’s ToM and social adjustment, and on the other hand, 
between paternal emotion-related conversations and children’s ER. For child-
ren’s ToM, these conversations are efficiency 6 months later if children’s have a 
low level of ToM abilities. During these interactions, mothers may help their 
children to understand their mental states and those of others, by explaining 
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positive and negative emotions, by asking questions about causes and conse-
quences of emotions, etc. While, contrary to our expectations, maternal emo-
tion-related conversations are going to have a detrimental effect on children’s 
ToM development if their children have a high level of ToM abilities. Because 
previous researches did not take into account the interaction effects between 
parents’ ERSBS and children’s competences, it is difficult to have any explana-
tion, but, maybe, it is due to the children’s mental representations. When child-
ren have a good system of mental representations about emotions and mental 
states, emotion-related conversations may confuse the children in their know-
ledge. Concerning children’s social adjustment, as expected, when mothers dis-
cuss about emotions with their children at W1, children are perceived as having 
better social adjustment at W2. For children’s ER, our results suggest that child-
ren best benefit of their fathers’ emotion-related conversations if they have a 
good level yet in ER. These abilities in emotional regulation allowed the children 
to be more attentive to their fathers’ explanation and discourse about emotions 
and therefore to improve their ER. Moreover, contrary to previous studies (e.g., 
[1] [2] [18]) we did not find any positive predictive link between parental sup-
portive reactions and children’s socio-emotional competences. On the contrary, 
we observe that maternal non-supportive reactions to children’s positive emo-
tions predict positively their children’s social adjustment. These reactions are 
notably displayed reprimand reactions in social situations, such as express their 
positive emotions in an intensive way when a baby is sleeping or at a wedding 
ceremony. Consequently, the use of these reactions may help the children to 
better understand in which situation they may express their emotions and in 
what manner. Another important result concerns the effect of children’s so-
cio-emotional competences on fathers’ ERSBs, while we did not obtained this 
effect with mothers. Indeed, fathers adapted their behaviours according to their 
children’s competences, by, notably, displayed less supportive reactions when 
their children have a high level of ToM abilities and social adjustment. These 
results confirmed the differential sensitivity between mothers and fathers indi-
cated previously: mothers and fathers are not sensitive to the same children’s 
characteristics or competences. 

Some limitations or comments need to be considered in these studies. Firstly, 
it is important to note that, even if we highlighted several significant models, the 
percentage of variance in score of parents’ ERSBs explained by children’s and 
parents’ characteristics are very low. Maybe, we can explain these results by the 
homogeneous nature of our sample. Indeed, our sample was comprised predo-
minantly of Caucasian and had a higher average level of education. Moreover, 
results of Study 2 could be explained by the fact that children did not performed 
better in socio-emotional scores after 6 months. Therefore, results need to be in-
terpreted in light of these characteristics and caution applied when generalizing 
any findings to other populations. Our studies need to be reproduced, for fami-
lies with a lower level of education or lower socioeconomic status and with an 
extended time interval or with a third wave 6 months later than W2. Secondly, 
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because of the role of language in children’s development (e.g., [61]) it would be 
also interesting to add a measure of children’s language ability in order to ob-
serve the role of children’s level of language in the process of socialization. Fi-
nally, it would be interesting that future studies combined the assessment of 
parents’ ERSBs with observation design and self-report measure to reduce the 
ecological validity bias. Despite these limitations, the results of these studies pro-
vide new information about the determinants of parents’ ERSBs in preschool pe-
riod by highlighting those on which we can intervene or not. As already sug-
gested by previous parenting programs [19], it seems important to take into ac-
count parents’ emotional competences in these program in order to increase 
their emotional awareness and therefore to improve their ERSBs. Moreover, our 
results revealed also the importance to include mothers and fathers in parenting 
program given the distinct role on children’s development. Children seem to 
better benefit of a variety of ERSBs displayed sometimes by fathers and some-
times by mothers. This exposure to diverse behaviours allows the children to 
construct these mental representations about emotions. Finally, some results 
confirmed the Parental Socialization of Emotion model of Eisenberg and col-
leagues [4], but some others results brought a certain nuance by highlighting 
that according to the situation a non-supportive behaviour could be supportive 
and inversely. 
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