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Tuning in to Kids®: A Randomized Controlled Trial of an Emotion Coaching

Parenting Program for Chinese Parents in Hong Kong
Abstract

Tuning in to Kids® (TIK) is a parenting program that focuses on emotion coaching and
is evidenced to be effective in Western populations. This study used a randomized
controlled trial to examine the intervention effects of TIK on Chinese parents of low to
middle socioeconomic status in Hong Kong. 104 parents (99 mothers and 5 fathers; M
age in years = 37.92) of preschoolers aged 3-6 years were randomly assigned to the
experimental (n = 54) or waitlist control group (n = 50). Parent and child outcomes were
assessed at baseline (Time 1), immediately after the 6-week intervention (Time 2), and
6 weeks post-intervention (Time 3), using the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire,
Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale, Parenting Stress Index-Short Form,
and Emotion Regulation Checklist. The experimental group reported significant
reductions in punitive parenting and parenting stress at Time 2, and these effects were
maintained at Time 3. Delayed improvements in parents’ use of expressive
encouragement and children’s emotion lability/negativity were observed at Time 3 in
the experimental group. The immediate intervention effects were replicated in the
waitlist control group at Time 3 after they attended the training. This study represented
one of the few randomized controlled trials of TIK conducted in a non-Western sample.
Our results corroborated the findings of prior studies of TIK and provided preliminary

support for its effectiveness across different cultural contexts.
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Tuning in to Kids®: A Randomized Controlled Trial of an Emotion Coaching

Parenting Program for Chinese Parents in Hong Kong
Introduction

Children’s emotional development is strongly influenced by the family
environment (Denham et al., 2000; Meyer et al., 2014; Morris et al., 2007, 2017; Stack
et al., 2010). Parents can affect children’s emotion socialization—i.e., how children
learn to understand, express, and self-regulate emotions—through parents’ own emotion
display and regulation, their emotion-related parenting practices, and the emotional
climate of the family reflected in the quality of familial relationship (Eisenberg et al.,
1998; Morris et al., 2007, 2017).

Emotion-related parenting practices refer to parenting behaviors specifically
related to emotion and emotion management, which include parents’ reactions to their
children’s emotions and parents’ discussion and coaching of children’s emotional
responses (Morris et al., 2007). Despite ample research evidence showing the positive
linkages between emotion-related parenting practices and children’s developmental
outcomes (England-Mason & Gonzalez, 2020; Johnston et al., 2018), few parenting
programs apply these theories. Tuning in to Kids® (TIK; Havighurst et al., 2009) is one
of the few that focuses on emotion-related parenting skills. Several studies have
supported the effectiveness of the TIK program in enhancing the emotion coaching
skills of parents and the emotional competence in children (Havighurst et al., 2010,
2013; Lauw et al., 2014; Wilson et al., 2012). Nonetheless, most prior studies on TIK
were conducted in Australia, and the validity of the results in other countries and
cultural contexts awaits further investigation. The current study examined the
intervention effectiveness of TIK for Chinese parents and their preschoolers in Hong
Kong.

Cultural Differences in Emotion Socialization



Culture influences how emotional competence is defined, and the orientation
adopted by parents in emotion socialization (Friedlmeier et al., 2011; Raval & Walker,
2019). In many Asian societies, social harmony and group interests are prioritized in the
cultural norms (Trommsdorff et al., 2012). The expression of “ego-focused” emotions
(e.g., anger, pride, and disgust) in these cultures is considered as disruptive to
interpersonal relations and not readily tolerated (Raval et al., 2014, 2016; Wang, 2003).
Parents in these cultures often emphasize the importance of interpersonal sensitivity in
their emotion socialization practices, teach children emotion display rules, and try to
cultivate in their children the expression of “other-focused” emotions such as sympathy
and shame (Chan et al., 2009). This type of emotional competence that promotes
interpersonal harmony is termed relational emotional competence (Friedlmeier et al.,
2011). By contrast, individualistic emotional competence encourages open expression
of “ego-focused” emotions, as this is perceived to be an assertion of self in Western
cultures where children’s autonomy and independence are valued (Greenfield et al.,
2003; Parker et al., 2012). Hence, dismissing children’s emotions by ignoring,
minimizing, criticizing, or punishing negative emotion expressions is viewed as
impeding emotional competence based on the Western standards (Gottman et al., 1997).

Chan et al. (2009) showed that Hong Kong Chinese mothers of 6- to 8-year-olds
regarded relational emotional competence as a more important parental goal than
individualistic emotional competence. Their results indicated that mothers who
endorsed individualistic emotional competence as parental goals adopted an emotion-
encouraging approach in their parenting practices, while those who endorsed relational
emotional competence goals responded to children’s emotion expression in a dismissing

way (Chan et al., 2009). The latter focused on demanding their children to display the



“proper” emotions instead of helping their children to acknowledge and regulate their
own emotions (Chan et al., 2009).

Studies in both Western and non-Western cultures have shown that parental
control over children’s negative emotions along with power assertion, intrusiveness, and
a lack of scaffolding increase the risk of externalizing and internalizing problems in
children (Friedlmeier et al., 2011). Punitive responses to children’s negative emotions in
Chinese (Tao et al., 2010), Indian (Raval et al., 2014), and Turkish mothers (Corapci et
al., 2010) were related to poor social outcomes in children. These findings are
consistent with studies in the United States (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 1999), and suggest
cross-cultural similarities in the relation between early emotion socialization practices
and children’s later developmental outcomes.

This highlights the importance of emotion-related parenting across cultures
despite different construals of emotional competence. Asian parents may need explicit
teaching on emotion-related parenting skills that may facilitate better emotional
development in young children. As such, it is important to explore whether emotion
coaching parenting program such as TIK is applicable and effective in non-Western
communities.

Emotion-Related Parenting Interventions

Studies on emotion coaching as a parenting approach have emerged in recent
decades (Gottman et al., 1997; Eisenberg et al., 1998; Morris et al., 2020). Parental
emotion coaching is the process in which parents engage with children’s emotions,
handle them effectively, and teach children the ways to understand, express, and
regulate emotions (Gottman et al., 1997). Gottman et al. (1997) proposed five steps for
effective parental emotion coaching: 1) to be aware of children’s emotions; 2) to see

children’s display of emotions as a moment for teaching and intimacy; 3) to assist



children in labeling their emotions verbally; 4) to validate or empathize with children’s
emotions; and 5) to aid children in solving problems, including limit-setting when
necessary.

Parental emotion coaching has been demonstrated to be effective in promoting
children’s emotion regulation and social skills, as well as reducing behavioral problems
(Denham et al., 2000; Lagacé-Séguin & Coplan, 2005; Ramsden & Hubbard, 2002). In
contrast to emotion coaching, other emotion-related parenting approaches such as
emotion dismissing (i.e., to avoid or minimize children’s emotions), emotion
disapproving (i.e., to criticize children’s emotion expression), and laissez-faire (i.e., to
accept children’s emotions without teaching them how to regulate emotions or solve
problems) are all shown to be less optimal and associated with poorer child outcomes
(Gottman & DeClaire, 1997; Gottman et al., 1997).

While the positive effects of emotion coaching are noted in a wide array of
research studies, there is scant documentation of evidence-based emotion coaching
parenting programs. Tuning in to Kids ® (Havighurst et al., 2009) is one of the few
parenting programs that has a main focus on emotion coaching. It embraces the five
steps of effective emotion coaching (Gottman et al., 1997) and aims to enhance parents’
emotional competence and well-being, improve their emotional responsiveness and
coaching skills, as well as decrease children’s behavioral problems (Havighurst et al.,
2010, 2013, 2015; Wilson et al., 2012).

Studies have shown significant intervention effects of TIK among Australian
parents, including those of preschoolers with developmental risks (Havighurst et al.,
2009, 2010, 2013, 2019; Wilson et al., 2012, 2016). Very few published studies so far
have reported intervention effectiveness of TIK in other populations beyond Australia

(Edrissi et al., 2019; Otterpohl et al., 2020). Otterpohl et al. (2020) replicated the



efficacy findings of Havighurst et al. (2010) in German families with preschool
children, showing that the German-translated version of TIK was effective in reducing
parents’ non-supportive reactions towards children’s emotions and increasing their
emotion-encouraging behaviors. Edrissi et al. (2019) showed that the TIK program was
effective in reducing anxiety in preschoolers in Iran. These studies provided preliminary
evidence to support the effectiveness of TIK in different cultural contexts.

By contrast, a plethora of studies have examined the effectiveness of parenting
interventions that involve parent management training. Parent management trainings
typically focus on teaching parents about effective behavioral management strategies to
induce changes in children’s behaviors. Some examples of these interventions are Triple
P (Sanders et al., 2000) and The Incredible Years (Webster-Stratton et al., 2008). These
interventions have a strong evidence base and are widely adopted in many countries
across the globe (Dretzke et al., 2009). Nevertheless, parent management trainings do
not have a strong focus on the emotion components in parenting. In other words,
parental emotional responses and children’s emotional competence may not be
adequately addressed in those trainings.

There is indeed evidence indicating that intervention effects are larger in parent
trainings with emotion-related parenting components than those without. In a meta-
analytic review of 77 published evaluations of parent training programs, Kaminski et al.
(2008) showed that emotional communication—i.e., using relationship-building
communication skills and helping children to identify and express emotions—had the
largest effect size on parenting behaviors and skills among all other program
components (e.g., positive reinforcement, time out, disciplinary communication,
consistent responding, child development knowledge etc.), and this effect size was

significantly larger than that of programs without emotional communication.



Parenting interventions adopted by practitioners in Hong Kong are mostly based
on parent management trainings (Au et al., 2014; Crisante & Ng, 2003; Kong & Au,
2018; Leung et al., 2003, 2006, 2013). Although the TIK parenting program was
brought into Hong Kong by Havighurst (2016), no studies have been published so far
examining its effectiveness among Hong Kong Chinese parents. Despite the absence of
empirical support for its validity in the Chinese population, TIK has been regularly
conducted by certified TIK facilitators in local organizations who have attended
trainings offered by the developer of the program. As such, the validity of implementing
TIK in the local context remains to be explored.

Effects of TIK on Parental Factors and Children’s Emotion Regulation

The effects of parenting intervention on children are presumably mediated by
the effects on the parents. While several studies on TIK have observed improvement in
children’s emotion regulation and alleviation of their behavioral problems after
intervention, the possible mechanisms underlying these effects are not fully elucidated.
Specifically, what are the parental constructs that may induce positive changes in
children’s emotion regulation?

According to Morris et al.’s (2007) tripartite model of familial influence,
children’s emotion regulation is affected by the family context through children’s
observation of parents’ emotion regulation, emotion-related parenting practices, and the
emotional climate of the family via parenting style and familial relationship. These three
constructs are in turn affected by parental characteristics such as parents’ own
attachment styles and family history, their beliefs about emotions and emotional
expression, and their levels of stress and social support (Morris et al., 2007; Saarni et

al., 2007).
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Prior studies on TIK have consistently reported positive intervention effects on
parents’ emotion socialization skills (Havighurst et al., 2004, 2009, 2010, 2013, 2015,
2019; Wilson et al., 2012, 2016). By contrast, very few of them have examined training
effects on other parental characteristics, such as parenting style, parental emotion
regulation, and parental stress (Wilson et al., 2012). We posited that the effects of TIK
on children’s emotion regulation might plausibly be facilitated via 1) enhanced
emotion-related parenting practices as well as general parenting behaviors, 2) more
adaptive parental emotion regulation, and 3) reduced parental stress.

Firstly, we hypothesized that TIK should improve parenting practices in a more
general context beyond dealing with children’s negative emotions, likely by enhancing
parent-child communication and relationship. Secondly, we argued that the emotion
coaching skills should also increase parents’ acceptance of their own emotions and
enable them to regulate their own emotions more adaptively, possibly by changing their
beliefs about emotions and emotional expression. According to Gross and John (2003),
to regulate one’s emotions by reframing an event so that it is no longer perceived
negatively (i.e., cognitive reappraisal) is more adaptive than suppressing one’s negative
emotions (i.e., expressive suppression). Parents who attended TIK might show changes
in their tendencies to adopt these two approaches in emotion regulation. We postulated
that the intervention might enhance cognitive reappraisal and lower expressive
suppression. Thirdly, we posited that TIK would reduce parental stress as parents might
find parent-child interactions more enjoyable and less stressful due to better
communication.

The Present Study
This study used a randomized controlled trial to examine the intervention effects

of the TIK parenting program on Chinese parents of preschoolers in Hong Kong. We
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recruited parents mainly from the low- to middle-income families in Hong Kong. Low
socioeconomic status (SES) can be a risk factor that predicts problem behaviors in
children (Arikan et al., 2019), the reason for which is partially attributed to SES-related
differences in parent-child interaction (Hoff et la., 2002). For instance, low-SES
mothers have consistently been found to be more controlling and disapproving than
high-SES mothers (Hoff et al., 2002), and high parental control over children’s
emotional expression may in turn lead to more externalizing and internalizing problems
in children (Friedlmeier et al., 2011). This study therefore investigated whether an
emotion coaching parenting program could benefit parent-child interaction within
families that might have heightened risk for parenting issues. Specifically, we examined
1) whether the TIK training could enhance parents’ emotion-related parenting practices
and general parenting behaviors, facilitate adaptive changes in parental emotion
regulation, and lessen parenting stress; and 2) whether TIK could improve children's
emotion regulation.

We used parent questionnaire to measure parents’ perceptions of their own
parenting and their children’s behavior. We believed that changes in parents’
perceptions towards their own emotion coaching skills might drive further behavioral
changes in their parenting practices, and thus represented an important indicator of
intervention effectiveness. This study would contribute to the existing literature on
emotion coaching parenting interventions among non-Western parents.

Method
Participants and Procedures

Ethics approval for the study was obtained from the Human Research Ethics

Committee at the University of Hong Kong (project title: “Evaluation of Caregivers’

Emotion Coaching Parenting Intervention: Implications for the ‘Tuning in to Kids’



12

Program in Chinese Culture”; reference number: EA1809021). This study was not
preregistered. 104 parents of preschool children (50 boys, 54 girls) aged 3 to 6 years (M
=4.13, SD = 1.00) were recruited from 5 preschools located in districts of low to middle
class socioeconomic status in Hong Kong. Invitation letters, consent forms, and
demographic questionnaires were delivered to the principals of the preschools and
distributed to all parents. Interested parents returned their consent forms and
demographic questionnaires in sealed envelopes to school staff. The 104 parents who
consented to participate were primary caregivers (99 mothers, 5 fathers; M age in years
=37.92, SD = 6.24) and proficient in Cantonese Chinese. They reported on their own
education level as well as that of their spouse. Less than half of the parents (45% of the
fathers and 47% of the mothers) in the participating families had education beyond the
secondary school level. About 75% of the families reported a monthly household
income at or below the median household income in Hong Kong (Census and Statistics
Department, 2020). Demographic information was presented in Table 1.

[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]

Participating parents in each preschool were randomly assigned to either the
experimental group (EX; n = 54) or the waitlist control group (WL; n = 50).
Independent samples ¢ tests and chi-squared tests of independence showed no
significant differences in the demographic profile between the experimental and control
groups (Table 1). Interventions were conducted by certified TIK trainers in the
preschools or community centers located nearby to the participants during March to
July 2019. Parents in the experimental group attended the 6-week intervention first,
while the waitlist control group waited during the 6-week period. After the experimental

group has completed the program, the waitlist control group attended the same 6-week
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intervention. Throughout the process, 80.8% of participants (EX: n =40; WL: n = 44)
attended at least five out of the six training sessions.

Self-report questionnaires were administered to parents in the experimental
group at baseline (Time 1), immediately after the 6-week intervention (Time 2), and 6
weeks post-intervention (Time 3). For the waitlist control group, questionnaires were
administered at baseline (Time 1), after 6 weeks of waiting (Time 2), and immediately
after the 6-week intervention (Time 3). The questionnaire return rate was 85.6% at Time
2 (EX: n=42, WL: n=47) and 81.7% at Time 3 (EX: n =43, WL: n =42). See Figure
1 for participant flow.

[INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE]
Intervention: Tuning in to Kids® Parenting Program

The TIK training was delivered in groups of 5 to 12 parents by certified TIK
facilitators, two hours per week for 6 weeks. A total of three certified facilitators were
involved and they were each assigned to deliver one to three groups of training in this
study. All facilitators were counsellors or social workers with over 5 years of
experience working with families. They obtained their TIK certification in 2017 and had
been leading parent groups since then. They taught in Cantonese Chinese based on the
Chinese manual originally translated by the research team of the developer of TIK
(Havighurst & Harley, 2007, 2010).

The program encouraged parents to re-examine their own parenting beliefs and
to develop supportive and emotionally responsive parenting skills. In Session 1, parents
were introduced to the idea of emotion coaching and encouraged to explore ways to
connect with their children around emotion. Sessions 2 and 3 focused on enhancing
parents’ awareness of and their capacity to empathize with their children’s emotions,

through labeling and tuning in to emotions. Experiential and role-play activities were
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used to help parents distinguish between emotion dismissing and emotion coaching
responses and to apply skills to reflect on others’ emotions. The importance of
psychological self-care was introduced in Session 4, and parents reflected on the
importance of tuning in to their own emotions and regulating them. They were led to
reflect on how the experience in their family of origin affected their emotion-related
beliefs and responses. They also learnt how to guide children in problem-solving and
provide coaching when children displayed fear and worry. The last two sessions
attended to the coaching of more intense emotions (e.g., anger) and emotion regulation
strategies (e.g., safe anger expression, relaxation, slow breathing, and self-control using
PATHS’ turtle technique'; Greenberg et al., 1995), as well as the need for limit-setting.

Hence, the five steps of emotion coaching (Gottman & DeClaire, 1997) were
covered in the course. Didactic lessons, role-play activities, behavioral rehearsals, and
group discussions were included in all sessions. Home activities such as practicing
emotion coaching skills at home and using emotion diary to record coaching experience
etc., were assigned at the end of each session, and reviewed at the beginning of the next
session. In addition, guided relaxation exercises (e.g., breathing and muscle relaxation)
were introduced as warm-up activities starting from the third session, to help parents
build up emotional self-care skills.

Several adaptations were made to the original curriculum plan and course
materials based on the facilitators’ past experience in delivering the program in the local

community. Firstly, the concept of meta-emotion was not introduced in the current

"PATHS’ turtle technique is a 4-step technique for children to calm down in times of intense
emotions. The 4 steps are: (1) Recognize the emotions, (2) Think “Stop”, (3) Go into the “turtle
shell” in the mind, take deep breaths and do calming self-talks, e.g. “I can calm down,”; and (4)

Come out of the shell when calm and contemplate solutions to the problem.
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implementation as this was deemed to be rather difficult for parents to grasp. Secondly,
topics on handling conflict with children and providing emotion coaching during sibling
fight were added to the curriculum by popular demand from previous attendees of the
training. Lastly, some examples and wordings in the course materials that were not
culturally familiar to Hong Kong parents were modified or replaced. Apart from these
changes, the overall structure and components of each training session were maintained.
Facilitators met weekly before each session to go through the course materials to ensure
consistency among trainers and fidelity to the training content. At the end of each
session, parents completed a fidelity checklist to indicate whether the prescribed
contents and topics were covered in the session. Parents rated how much they agreed
that the specific contents were delivered using a 4-point Likert scale (1-4). On average,
96% of the participants rated 3 or above for all items on the fidelity checklist across the
training sessions (ranged from 91-100%), indicating high fidelity of the delivered
training to the curriculum plan.
Measures
Parent Measures

Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision (APQ-Pr; Clerkin et
al., 2007). The APQ-Pr measured parents’ general parenting practices. It comprised 24
items in 3 subscales: 1) Positive Parenting referred to parental involvement with and
parental warmth displayed to the child (e.g. “You hug or kiss your child when he/she
does something well”); 2) Negative/Inconsistent Parenting referred to the
unpredictable change of parenting standards or behaviors (e.g. “The punishment you
give your child depends on your mood”); 3) Punitive Parenting referred to the use of
punishment (e.g. “You yell or scream at your child when he/she has done something

wrong”). Parents rated how often they carried out the behaviors described in the items
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using a 5-point scale. Higher scores on the Positive Parenting subscale and lower scores
on the Negative/Inconsistent Parenting and Punitive Parenting subscales indicated more
adaptive parenting practices. Adequate internal and test-retest reliabilities were reported
in prior studies (Clerkin et al., 2007; de la Osa et al., 2014). The Chinese version of
APQ-Pr was adopted from Qiu and Shum (2021), who reported Cronbach’s alphas
ranging from .67 to .83 for the subscales based on a sample of Chinese mothers in
Chengdu. In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients obtained for the Positive
Parenting, Negative/Inconsistent Parenting, and Punitive Parenting subscales were .87,
.67, and .72 at Time 1; .89, .60, and .76 at Time 2; and .88, .66, and .69 at Time 3
respectively.

Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale (CCNES; Fabes et al.,
1990, 2002). There were 12 hypothetical scenarios describing a child’s expression of
negative emotions. For each scenario, parents rated how likely they were to respond to
the situation with each of the six prescribed reactions using a 7-point scale. The six
options corresponded to the six subscales in the CCNES that assessed parents’ reactions
to their children's negative emotions: 1) Expressive Encouragement (i.c., parents
encouraged their children to express their negative emotions; e.g., “I would tell him/her
that it is okay to cry when you feel unhappy”); 2) Emotion-Focused Reactions (i.c.,
parents helped their children to feel better; e.g., “I would soothe my child and do
something fun with him/her to make him/her feel better”); 3) Problem-Focused
Reactions (i.c., parents helped their children to solve the distress-arousing problem;
e.g., “I would help my child think of something to do [to solve the problem]”); 4)
Minimization Reactions (i.c., parents discounted their children’s negative emotions;
e.g., “I would tell my child that he/she is being a baby about it”); 5) Distress Reactions

(i.e., parents became distressed by their children’s negative emotions; e.g., “I would
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become angry and irritated with my child”); and 6) Punitive Reactions (i.e., parents
punished their children to control their expression of negative emotions; e.g., “I would
tell my child to calm down immediately or there will be consequences”). Higher scores
on a subscale denoted stronger endorsement of that type of reactions to children’s
negative emotions. The scale was internally reliable with good test-retest reliability and
construct validity (Fabes et al., 2002). Cronbach’s alphas for the subscales at Times 1 to
3 showed acceptable to excellent internal reliability of the subscales for the current
sample (Distress Reactions:.70, .70, .63; Punitive Reactions: .84, .85, .84; Expressive
Encouragement: .90, .91, .92; Emotion-Focused Reactions: .84, .85, .89; Problem-
Focused Reactions: .83, .83, .87; and Minimization Reactions: .80, .83, .85). These
levels were comparable to those reported in other studies on Chinese populations (Han
et al., 2015; Qiu & Shum, 2021).

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ; Gross & John, 2003). This was a
10-item scale for measuring parents’ two distinct emotion regulation strategies: 1)
Cognitive Reappraisal (e.g., “When [ want to feel more positive emotion, I change what
I’m thinking about™); and 2) Expressive Suppression (¢.g., “I keep my emotions to
myself”). Parents rated on a 7-point scale the degree to which the item descriptions were
applicable to themselves. Good construct validity was indicated by Gross and John
(2003). The Chinese version of the ERQ was reported to have good criterion validity
and acceptable to good internal reliability (.73 to .82) in Chinese adults (Wang et al.,
2020). The Cronbach’s alphas for the two subscales at Times 1 to 3 in this study showed
acceptable to good internal consistency (Cognitive Reappraisal: .79, .70, .74; Expressive
Suppression: .79, .85, .82).

Parenting Stress Index—Short Form (PSI-SF; Abidin, 1990; Lam, 1999). The

PSI-SF assessed parents’ perception of distress in taking care of their children. It was a
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36-item questionnaire with three subscales: 1) Parental Distress (PD) measured how
distressed the parents felt in the role of a parent (e.g., “I feel trapped by my
responsibilities as a parent”); 2) Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (PCDI)
measured parents’ dissatisfaction about the interactions with their children (e.g.,
“Sometimes I feel that my child doesn’t like me and doesn’t want to be close to me”); 3)
Difficult Child (DC) measured parents’ perception of their children as being easy or
difficult to take care of (e.g., “My child seems to cry or fuss more often than most
children”). Parents rated how much the item descriptions applied to their children and
themselves using a 5-point scale. A higher score indicated higher level of parental
stress. Good internal consistency and validity were reported in a prior study among
Hong Kong parents (Lam, 1999). The internal consistencies for the subscales were good
to excellent in this study at Times 1 to 3 (PD: .86, .86, .84; PCDI: .88, .84, .84; DC: .90,
.89, .90).
Child Measure

Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC; Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). The ERC
evaluated preschoolers’ abilities in managing emotional experience. There were 24
items on two subscales: 1) Adaptive Emotion Regulation referred to children’s ability
to transition well from one activity to another without becoming anxious, angry,
distressed or overly excited (e.g., “The child can recover quickly from episodes of upset
or distress [for example, does not pout or remain sullen, anxious or sad after distressing
events]”); 2) Lability/Negativity referred to children’s wide mood swings and
unpredictable emotional states (e.g., “The child is prone to angry outbursts or tantrums
easily”). Parents rated their children’s emotion reactions and tendencies on a 4-point
scale. Higher scores on Adaptive Emotion Regulation and lower scores on

Lability/Negativity denoted better emotional competence in children. Previous studies
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using the Chinese translation of the ERC (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997) have shown
acceptable to excellent internal reliabilities (.69 to .94; Han et al., 2015; Xu & Zhang,
2008). In this study, Cronbach’s alphas for Adaptive Emotion Regulation and
Lability/Negativity were .70 and .85 at Time 1, .67 and .85 at Time 2, and .74 and .83 at
Time 3 respectively.
Statistical Analyses

Sample size was determined based on a priori power analysis using G*Power
3.1.9.4 for repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOV A) with two groups to detect
small effects. Assuming an effect size of 77,° = .02 and a correlation of .50 between
repeated measures, a total sample size of 82 with 41 participants per condition was
required to achieve power of .80 at type I error of .05. Based on an anticipatory attrition
rate of around 20%, we therefore recruited 104 participants to join this study.

Statistical analyses were completed using the IBM SPSS Statistics Version 23.
The intention-to-treat approach was adopted to include all participants in the statistical
analyses. Missing data were handled using the multiple imputation method (Royston,
2004). Twenty imputed datasets were generated based on the automatic imputation
method on SPSS. Analyses run on each dataset were pooled according to Rubin’s rules
(2004). Demographic data and baseline variables of the experimental and waitlist
control groups were compared using independent samples ¢ tests and chi-squared tests
of independence. Immediate intervention effects at Time 2 were examined using 2X2
ANOVAs, with time and experimental condition entered as the within- and between-
subject factors respectively. Repeated-measures ANOV As were performed separately
on the experimental and control groups to investigate the effects of time across Time 1
to Time 3. Statistical significance was defined as p <.05. To correct for multiple

comparisons, the false discovery rate approach (FDR) was employed (Benjamini &
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Hochberg, 1995), and the adjusted p-values were calculated based on the following
formula: adjusted p; = p;N/i where p; was the i smallest p-value out of N total p-values
included. Hence the adjusted p-value represented the expected number of false positives
based on the p-value, divided by the number of positives accepted at that same p-value.
While a p-value of .05 implied that 5% of all tests would result in false positives, an
FDR adjusted p-value of .05 suggested that 5% of the significant tests would result in
false positives. Post hoc power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.9.4, and the
post hoc power for repeated measures ANOV A based on the current sample size, a
small effect size of 77,° = .02, and o = .05 was calculated to be .90.
Results

Baseline Comparisons

Baseline comparisons of outcome variables at Time 1 showed no significant
differences between the experimental and control groups in all measures, except for the
PCDI subscale on the PSI-SF (Table 2). The experimental group scored higher than the
controls on the PCDI subscale at Time 1.

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE]

Immediate Intervention Effects

All outcome variables were analyzed using 2X2 ANOVAs. In each analysis,
time (Time 1 vs Time 2) was entered as the within-subject factor and training condition
(experimental vs control) was the between-subject factor (Table 2). Interaction effects
between time and training condition were significant for the Punitive Parenting subscale
of the APQ-Pr (F[1,102] = 8.49, p = .004, adjusted p = .06, 5,° = .08) and the Difficult
Child subscale of the PSI-SF (F[1,102] = 3.38, p = .05, adjusted p = .40, 5,°= .03) with
small to medium effect sizes (i.e., 77,° > .06 for medium effects; Cohen, 2013). However,

these effects were no longer significant at the adjusted p-value of .05 after controlling
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for multiple comparisons using the FDR approach. No significant interaction effects
were observed for the parent measures on coping with children’s negative emotions,
parents’ emotion regulation strategies, and child’s emotion regulation between the two
groups at Time 1 and Time 2 (Table 2). Post hoc pairwise comparisons of the measures
at Time 1 and Time 2 indicated that parents in the TIK group reported significantly
reduced use of punitive parenting and lower parenting stress related to their perception
of their children as being difficult immediately after training at Time 2; but these
changes were not significant for the waitlist control group (Table 3).
[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE]

Maintenance Effects and Delayed Intervention Effects in the Experimental Group

Repeated-measures ANOV As were performed on the experimental group to
examine maintenance effects and delayed intervention effects across Time 1 to Time 3.
Time was entered as the within-subject variable (Times 1 to 3). The main effects of time
and post hoc pairwise comparisons of the mean scores at Times 1 to 3 (i.e., Time 1 vs
Time 2; Time 2 vs Time 3; Time 1 vs Time 3) were presented in Table 4. Bonferroni
correction was applied to the pairwise comparisons by multiplying the p-values by 3.
Increases over time were indicated by positive mean differences between time points.

Main effects of time were observed for punitive parenting, expressive
encouragement, parenting stress due to difficult child, and children’s emotion
lability/negativity, albeit only the former two remained significant after FDR
adjustment. Post hoc pairwise comparisons showed that punitive parenting and
parenting stress due to difficult child were significantly lower at Time 3 than at Time 1,
and no significant differences were noted between the scores at Time 2 and Time 3. The

results suggested that reduction in punitive parenting and parenting stress observed in
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the experimental group at immediate posttest were maintained for at least 6 weeks post
intervention.

Delayed effects were identified in expressive encouragement on the CCNES, as
well as children’s lability/negativity on the ERC at the 6-week post-intervention follow-
up. The Time 3 scores of these measures were significantly improved when compared
to their Time 1 and Time 2 scores, although no significant differences were noted
between their scores at Time 1 and Time 2. In other words, significant improvement on
these outcomes was observed at the 6-week follow-up but not immediately after the
intervention.

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE]
Replication of the Intervention Effects in the Waitlist Control Group

Analogous repeated-measures ANOVAs were conducted on the waitlist control
group to examine the main effects of time across Times 1 to 3 (Table 5). Mean
differences between Time 1 and Time 2 (i.e., the beginning and end of the waiting
period) were not significant for any of the measures. Comparable to the training effects
observed in the experimental group, both punitive parenting and parenting stress due to
difficult child were found to decrease significantly in the waitlist control group
immediately after intervention at Time 3. In addition, parents’ use of expressive
encouragement was also significantly increased at Time 3 relative to Time 2. Hence, the
immediate intervention effects of TIK in the experimental group were replicated in the
waitlist control group.

[INSERT TABLE 5 HERE]
Discussion
This study explored the intervention effects of the Tuning in to Kids® parenting

program in a sample of Hong Kong Chinese parents. The TIK program focused on
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emotion coaching and was thus distinctly different from the parent management
trainings typically adopted by practitioners in Hong Kong, which placed a strong
emphasis on teaching parents about behavioral modification techniques. By contrast,
TIK aimed at enhancing parents’ emotional responsiveness towards their children. The
current study was one of the very few randomized controlled trials of the TIK program
conducted in a non-Western population sample. It was also probably one of the earliest
research studies that provided evidence for the effectiveness of an emotion coaching
parenting program among parents in a Chinese cultural context.

Prior studies on TIK have mostly reported training benefits on parents’ emotion
socialization skills, but seldom examined the effects of TIK on general parenting
practices and parenting stress. Our results provided preliminary evidence to support the
efficacy of the TIK intervention in reducing negative parenting among Hong Kong
Chinese parents. In particular, the use of punitive parenting practices was significantly
reduced in both the experimental and waitlist control groups immediately after the TIK
training, and the effect was maintained for at least one and a half months after
completion of the intervention in the experimental group. These results were
comparable with the findings of Wilson et al. (2012)—the only study on TIK that
included general parenting practices as outcome measures—who reported improvement
in positive parental involvement in Australian parents 7 months after training. Our
findings also provided evidence for the program’s more general effects on parenting.
However, unlike Wilson et al. (2012), we did not observe improvement in positive
parenting immediately after training or at the 6-week follow-up. Our results suggested
that heightening parents’ awareness of the importance of emotional responsiveness in
parenting might have produced a more immediate effect on reducing their use of

punishment in their interactions with their children. On one hand, the lack of significant
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changes in positive parental involvement might imply that more time would be needed
for such changes to take place. On the other hand, it was also plausible that six sessions
of emotion coaching parenting might not be sufficient to promote higher parental
warmth and positive involvement among Chinese parents from low- to middle-SES
families in Hong Kong.

Interestingly, parents’ emotion coaching skills were reported to be significantly
improved only at the follow-up assessment six weeks after the training, but not
indicated immediately at the completion of the intervention for the experimental group.
Our results were dissimilar to the earlier findings of TIK conducted in Australia, which
typically showed enhanced emotion coaching in parents at immediate post-intervention
(Havighurst et al., 2009, 2010, 2013). Instead, we found significant delayed increments
in parents’ use of expressive encouragement in response to their children’s negative
emotions. Our findings suggested that it might take longer time—6 weeks post
intervention in the current study—than what was previously observed in prior studies
for the intervention effects to be realized in Chinese parents’ coping of children’s
negative emotions.

For one thing, the concepts of emotion coaching could be rather novel to
Chinese parents who might be more familiar with the behavioral management approach
in parenting (Kong & Au, 2018). Chinese parents, as well as other Asian parents (e.g.,
Korean, Japanese, and Singaporean) usually place a strong emphasis on cultivating their
children’s cognitive and academic development (Huang, & Gove, 2015; Shek & Chan,
1999). The development of emotional competence in children is typically ranked lower
in priority compared with cognitive development among the parenting goals of Asian
parents (Chan, 2012; Shek & Chan, 1999). In addition, traditional Chinese parenting is

often characterized by high parental control, sometimes achieved through the use of
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emotionally abusive means, such as love withdrawal, shaming, inducing guilt and
anxiety, displaying disappointment, and interfering with children’s psychological self-
expression etc. (Barber, 1996; Barber & Harmon, 2002; Chan et al., 2009; Fung, 1999;
Shek, 2006; Wu et al., 2002). Taken together, emotion coaching is a relatively
unfamiliar concept to a lot of Chinese parents.

Indeed, Chan et al. (2009) found that when Chinese mothers in Hong Kong were
introduced to the concept of emotional competence, they accented on teaching their
children the rules about emotion display rather than on helping their children to develop
emotion understanding. They also revealed a low tendency to embrace emotion
coaching in their parenting, which was associated with their strong endorsement of
relational emotional competence as a parental goal in emotion socialization (Chan et al.,
2009). Leung et al. (2020) also failed to observe any improvements in emotion
socialization skills among Chinese parents in Macau after they received an intervention
involving emotion coaching. These results suggested that Chinese parents in general
might not be as ready to embrace emotion coaching in their parenting as their
counterparts in other Western cultures. We speculated that this readiness to adopt
emotion-supportive strategies might be even lower among less educated parents from
low-SES families, who were shown to be more controlling and disapproving than
parents of high-SES (Hoff et al., 2002).

As such, it was possible that the Chinese parents in this study needed more time
to understand and assimilate the concepts of emotion coaching in their own parenting
practices. Havighurst and colleagues (2009) postulated that the internal changes in
emotional competence and the generalization of emotion-related parenting skills would
take time to occur. As a matter of fact, parental feedback on the program indicated that

local Chinese parents typically found the training useful in enhancing their awareness
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and acceptance of their children’s emotions and their own, while many suggested that
the number of sessions as well as the time dedicated to discussing practical examples
should be increased. Hence, one major adaptation of the TIK intervention for Chinese
parents, and probably for Asian parents as well, may perhaps be increasing the number
of intervention sessions to include more illustrations and practices of emotion coaching.
Alternatively, booster sessions may be added after the 6-week training to fortify the
newly acquired skills (Havighurst et al., 2010). These adaptations may likely improve
the effectiveness of the TIK program in enhancing emotion-related parenting skills
among parents in Asian cultures.

Besides emotion-related parenting practices and general parenting behaviors, we
also examined the effects of TIK on parental emotion regulation and parenting stress.
We posited that the training might facilitate adaptive changes in parental emotion
regulation and lessen parenting stress. These hypotheses were partially supported. For
parental emotion regulation, we did not observe significant intervention effects in either
the experimental or the waitlist control group. By contrast, there was evidence to
support treatment effectiveness for parenting stress. Our results showed that parents in
both the experimental and control groups perceived their child to be less difficult after
the 6-week training, as indicated by the significantly lowered scores on the Difficult
Child subscale of the Parenting Stress Index.

We hypothesized that the alleviation of stress might perhaps be associated with
the psychological self-care components incorporated in the TIK program. Starting from
the third training session onwards, parents were guided to practise relaxation activities
in class, including breathing and muscle relaxation exercises. They were also taught to
be aware of their own physiological and psychological conditions and to be kind and

compassionate towards themselves. Studies have shown the promising effects of
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psychological self-care in reducing parenting stress (Bogels et al., 2014; Gouveia et al.,
2016). Hence, this might be a plausible explanation for the sustained reduction in
parenting stress observed upon completion of the training and at the follow-up.
Furthermore, the fact that parents showed less tendency to apply punitive parenting at
posttest could also reflect less tension in the parent-child relationship, probably due to
enhanced acceptance of children’s negative emotions. These factors might likely
contribute to a decrease in parenting stress.

Lastly, we also explored whether changes occurred in the children's emotional
competence following parents’ participation in TIK. A significant effect on children’s
emotion regulation was not observed immediately after training. Nonetheless, a delayed
but significant decrease in children’s lability/negativity was indicated at the 6-week
follow-up. This delayed effect on the preschoolers was conceivable in view of the
delayed changes in emotion-related parenting skills after intervention. Theories of
emotion socialization posit that parents influence children’s emotional competence
through modelling, coaching, and responding appropriately to children’s emotions
(Denham et al., 1997; Eisenberg et al., 1998; Gottman & DeClaire, 1997; Morris et al.,
2007). Since the Chinese parents in this study required additional time beyond the
intervention period to adopt the newly acquired emotion-related parenting skills, it was
not surprising that the corresponding changes in their children’s emotional competence
were observable only at a later time point.

Limitations and Implications

One of the major limitations of this study pertained to the fact that all data were
derived from parents’ report. Although it could offer information on the parents’ own
internal processes, such as their cognitions in response to children’s negative emotions,

self-report was subject to expectancy bias. The validity of the results could be
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strengthened by including third parties as informants, e.g., the other parent who was not
participating in the training, or teachers of the child. This way, results on children’s
emotional functioning and parents’ employment of parenting practices could be
validated across informants. For instance, past studies have shown significant
improvement in children’s social competence (Wilson et al., 2012) and reduction in
child behavioral problems based on both teacher- and parent-reports (Havighurst et al.,
2010). Moreover, direct observational assessment (e.g., observation based on the
Parent-Child Interaction System [PARCHISY]; Deater-Deckard et al., 1997; Deater-
Deckard, 2000), could be incorporated to examine parents’ application of emotion
coaching skills in daily naturalistic parent-child interactions. By observing a structured
parent-child story-telling task, Havighurst et al. (2010) found increased use of emotion
labels by the parents and more engagement in emotion exploration between the parents
and their children at the 6-month follow-up. This supplemented the parents’ report in
the evaluation of intervention impact. That said, we believed that measuring parents’
perceptions of their own parenting and their children’s behavior were still informative,
as they provided initial evidence for the impact of the program. Changes in parents’
perceptions towards their own emotion coaching skills might drive further behavioral
changes in their parenting practices.

We were mindful that the two groups of parents in the random assignment were
not equivalent in their parenting stress at baseline. Specifically, the participants in the
experimental group reported higher stress due to dysfunctional parent-child interaction
than the control group prior to the intervention. There were uncertainties regarding
whether baseline differences in parenting stress might have affected the results of the
study. For one thing, the attrition rate was apparently higher in the experimental group

(20%) when compared to the control group (16%). As such, the findings here should be
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interpreted with caution even though the results of the intervention effects found in the
two groups were largely consistent.

It should also be noted that while the unadjusted p-values for the interaction
effects between training condition and time were significant for punitive parenting and
parenting stress, these effects were no longer revealed to be significant after controlling
for multiple comparisons using the FDR approach. The calculation of the adjusted p-
values based on FDR was dependent on the total number of p-values included. Limiting
the number of treatment outcomes to be measured might likely result in different
adjusted p-values obtained. Future studies may perhaps focus on fewer parent and child
outcomes that have stronger empirical support from prior research. Nevertheless, our
results showed some evidence to support the effectiveness of TIK among Chinese
parents, but also suggested that the data were not as strong as those obtained in previous
studies of TIK in other cultures (Havighurst et al., 2009, 2010, 2013, 2019; Otterpohl et
al., 2020; Wilson et al., 2012, 2016).

In this study, the delivery of training was based on the original Chinese manual
translated in Australia by the developer of TIK (Havighurst & Harley, 2007, 2010).
Several adaptations were made to this version of the manual, including changing some
of the terminologies and examples which were deemed to be somewhat foreign to Hong
Kong parents. Apart from these minor modifications, the structure and content of the
intervention mostly followed the original Chinese translated manual. Future studies may
consider making more cultural adaptations to the TIK program to further augment its
effectiveness among parents in different cultural contexts. For instance, more role-play
activities and practice opportunities can be incorporated in the training for Chinese

parents who are less adept at emotion coaching to facilitate skill development.
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Lastly, it should be noted that some studies on TIK have included longer follow-
up periods than the current study (e.g., 3-month follow-up in Havighurst et al., 2004; 6-
month follow-up in Havighurst et al., 2013). It remained unresolved whether the less
prominent intervention effects obtained here relative to prior research were related to a
paucity of intervention robustness for this population sample, or a lack of sufficient
waiting time for behavioral and cognitive changes to occur. Future research may
consider increasing the dosage of treatment by adding more training sessions or
incorporating booster sessions, and lengthening the follow-up periods to allow more
time for Chinese parents to internalize the emotion coaching concepts and parenting
skills.
Conclusion

The current study added to the scant repertoire of research on emotion coaching
parenting interventions among non-Western parents, and represented probably one of
the few randomized controlled trials of the Tuning in to Kids® program conducted in
Asian countries. This study demonstrated the efficacy of TIK in promoting more
adaptive parental coping of children’s emotions, reducing punitive parenting practices,
and alleviating parenting stress among Hong Kong Chinese parents. Based on Morris et
al.’s (2007) tripartite model of familial influence, these parental factors might affect
children’s emotion regulation both directly and indirectly. Indeed, we also observed a
delayed significant decrease in children’s emotional lability and negativity. These
results corroborated the findings of prior studies of TIK and provided preliminary
support for its effectiveness across different cultural contexts. Nonetheless, cultural
adaptations of TIK might be needed and these should warrant further investigation in

future studies.
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Table 1. Demographic variables for the experimental and waitlist control groups.

Variable Experimental Waitlist control ~ p?
(n=54) (n=50)
Mean SD Mean SD
Parents
Age (years) 35.52 5.50 36.70  5.01 28
Sex (% male) 3.70 6.00 .74
Mother’s education level 37
% middle school or below 13.16 7.14
% high school 42.11 42.86
% non-degree tertiary education 10.53 23.81
% bachelor’s degree or higher 34.21 26.19
Father’s education level A2
% middle school or below 7.89 7.14
% high school 55.26 40.47
% non-degree tertiary education 18.42 9.52
% bachelor’s degree or higher 18.42 42.86
Preschoolers
Age (years) 4.20 1.00 4.02 1.10 .37
Sex (% male) 50.00 46.00 .68
Family
Structure (% intact) 88.70 97.87 .07
Monthly income® 42
% less than HK$25,000 45.84 34.78
% HK$25,000-40,000 39.58 30.45
% HK$40,000-70,000 10.42 26.08
% more than $70,000 4.16 8.69

?Significance of the mean difference between the two conditions
® The Hong Kong median monthly household income in 2019 was HK$35,500 (Census and
Statistics Department, 2020).



Table 2. Baseline comparisons and interaction effects between training condition and time at Time 1 and Time 2 based on the results of repeated

measures ANOVA.

Variable Experimental group (n = 54) Waitlist control group (n = 50) Baseline Interaction Effects
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 p F Ad];sted n’
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Parent Measures
APQ-Pr
Positive Parenting 4786 6.21 48.49 5.84 48.84 647 48.94 643 44 33 .57 92 .00
Negative/ Inconsistent Parenting 16.90  3.69 16.19 3.15 16.26 3.54 15.87 3.25 37 31 .58 .92 .00
Punitive Parenting 10.39 291 870  3.32 9.78 246 9.74 2.67 25 8.49"  .004 .06 .08
CCNES
Expressive Encouragement 5.05 90 5.33 75 5.16 .95 5.24 .93 .52 2.24 .14 .56 .02
Emotion-Focused Reactions 5.45 .70 5.29 .64 5.54 .70 5.49 72 48 .88 .35 .80 .01
Problem-Focused Reactions 5.46 .65 5.47 .66 5.61 74 5.62 .60 .26 .00 .98 .99 .00
Minimization Reactions 3.44 .88 3.42 .87 3.42 .79 3.36 .79 .90 13 72 92 .00
Distress Reactions 3.12 .67 3.21 .63 3.01 .76 2.88 .69 42 2.85 .09 A48 .03
Punitive Reactions 2.72 91 2.76  1.09 2.65 .89 2.68 .88 .66 .00 .99 .99 .00
ERQ
Cognitive Reappraisal 28.45 5.40 2891 532 29.92  5.30 30.10 6.24 .16 .06 .81 92 .00
Expressive Suppression 13.20 4.93 12.84 4.25 12.34  4.37 11.54 3.94 35 27 .60 92 .00
PSI-SF
Parental Distress 35.01 7.53 3448 7.44 32.69 8.52 33.57 823 14 1.40 24 .64 .01
Parent-Child . 2689 7.07 2669 582 2378 707 2467 655 03 146 23 .64 01
Dysfunctional Interaction
Difficult Child 3232 918 3088 849 3018 854 3065 7.65 22 338" .05 40 03
Child Measure
ERC
Adaptive Emotion Regulation 23.04 3.49 2328 3.54 2343  3.30 23.54  2.60 .56 .06 .80 92 .00
Lability/Negativity 33.62 8.64 3373  7.07 3149 6.17 31.29  6.55 15 .09 7 .92 .00

APQ-Pr Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision, CCNES Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale, ERQ Emotion Regulation Questionnaire, PSI-SF'
Parenting Stress Index—Short Form, ERC Emotion Regulation Checklist;

Adjusted p values controlled for multiple testing based on the false discovery rate approach;

Effect size in #,%, with .02, .06, .14 corresponding to small, medium, and large effect size respectively;

*p <.05; *¥*p <.01; ***p <.001.



Table 3. Post hoc pairwise comparisons of treatment outcomes at Time 1 and Time 2.

Variable Experimental (n = 54) Waitlist control (n = 50)
Mean Mean
Difference SE p Ny’ Difference SE p Ny’
(T2-T1) (T2-T1)
APQ-Pr
Punitive Parenting -1.69" .39 <.001 15 -.04 41 93 .00
PSI-SF
Difficult Child -1.447 72 .05 .04 48 75 53 .00

APQ-Pr Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision, PSI-SF Parenting Stress Index—Short Form;

*p <.05; *¥*p <.01; ¥***p <.001.



Table 4. Maintenance effects and delayed intervention effects in the experimental group (n=54): main effects of time based on repeated measures

ANOVAs and post hoc analyses of the mean differences between Times 1, 2, and 3.

Main effects of time

Time 2 — Time 1

Time 3 — Time 2

Time 3 — Time 1

Adjusted Mean Mean Mean
r b piff  °F P piff  F P piff S P
Parent Measures

APQ-Pr

Positive Parenting 32 .68 77 .01 .63 72 1.00 -27 .64 1.00 .36 .99 1.00

Negative/ Inconsistent Parenting 2.41 .10 .32 .04 =71 46 .38 -.18 .37 1.00 -.90 46 17

Punitive Parenting 9.73"  <.001 .00 .16 -1.69” 46 .002 .50 .39 .60 -1.18™ 32 .002
CCNES

Expressive Encouragement 8.66""  <.001 .00 .14 .08 .08 98 29 10 .02 377 .10 .001

Emotion-Focused Reactions 1.96 15 40 .04 -.16 .08 .16 .09 .07 .60 -.07 .09 1.00

Problem-Focused Reactions .08 .92 92 .00 .01 .08 1.00 .02 .08 1.00 .03 .09 1.00

Minimization Reactions 95 .39 .56 .02 -.02 .10 1.00 -11 .10 91 -.13 .09 .54

Distress Reactions 1.31 28 .49 .02 .09 .09 .99 -.14 .08 21 -.06 .10 1.00

Punitive Reactions 44 .65 77 .01 .04 15 1.00 -.13 15 1.00 -.09 12 1.00
ERQ

Cognitive Reappraisal 1.72 .19 43 .03 46 .84 1.00 1.04 .85 .68 1.50 .79 .19

Expressive Suppression .19 .83 .88 .00 -.35 .65 1.00 .30 .53 1.00 -.06 .66 1.00
PSI-SF

Parental Distress 1.18 31 49 .02 -.53 .88 1.00 -.88 .92 1.00 -1.41 .96 44

Parent-Child . 144 24 48 .03 219 71 1.00 81 47 28 .00 67 42

Dysfunctional Interaction
Difficult Child 225" .05 20 .04 -1.44° 77 .05 -.02 83 1.00 -1.45° 75 .04
Child Measure
ERC
Adaptive Emotion Regulation .57 49 .65 .01 24 .35 1.00 -.59 .54 .83 -.35 73 1.00
Lability/Negativity 2.64 .05 20 .08 .10 75 1.00 -143° 57 .05 -133° 75 .05

APQ-Pr Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision, CCNES Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale, ERQ Emotion Regulation Questionnaire, PSI-SF'

Parenting Stress Index—Short Form, ERC Emotion Regulation Checklist;

Adjusted p values controlled for multiple testing based on the false discovery rate approach;

*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p < .001.



Table 5. Intervention effects in the waitlist control group (n=50): main effects of time based on repeated measures ANOVAs and post hoc

analyses of the mean differences between Times 1, 2, and 3.

Main effects of time Time 2 — Time 1 Time 3 — Time 2 Time 3 — Time 1
Adjusted Mean Mean Mean
r b piff  °F P piff  F P piff S P
Parent Measures

APQ-Pr

Positive Parenting .07 93 .97 .00 .10 .52 1.00 15 .66 1.00 25 78 1.00

Negative/ Inconsistent Parenting .59 .56 .81 .01 -39 .35 .83 .07 .39 1.00 -32 40 1.00

Punitive Parenting 3.39 .05 .20 .07 -.04 32 1.00 -20° .32 .05 -23" .58 .01
CCNES

Expressive Encouragement 6.15" .004 .06 A1 .08 10 1.00 28 10 .02 36" 12 .02

Emotion-Focused Reactions .62 52 .81 .01 -.05 .08 1.00 -.05 .10 1.00 -.11 A1 .98

Problem-Focused Reactions A1 .89 .97 .00 .01 .08 1.00 -.04 .08 1.00 -.03 .09 1.00

Minimization Reactions 3.83" .03 .20 .07 -.06 .08 1.00 -17 .10 23 -23" .09 .04

Distress Reactions .83 44 .81 .02 -12 .09 .50 .08 .10 1.00 -.05 .10 1.00

Punitive Reactions .07 .93 .97 .00 .04 .09 1.00 -.03 .10 1.00 .01 A1 1.00
ERQ

Cognitive Reappraisal .66 52 .81 .01 18 .81 1.00 .64 .68 1.00 .82 77 .87

Expressive Suppression 2.78 .07 22 .05 -.80 .54 45 1.47 .65 .09 .67 .67 .96
PSI-SF

Parental Distress 1.47 23 .52 .03 .88 .78 .80 -.52 77 1.00 .36 91 .39

Parent-Child . 265 .09 24 .05 89 54 30 97 89 85 08 94 .16

Dysfunctional Interaction
Difficult Child 3.31° .05 .20 .05 A48 .69 .55 -.83" .86 .04 -.35 .86 .50
Child Measure
ERC
Adaptive Emotion Regulation .03 .97 .97 .00 11 40 1.00 -.03 .53 1.00 .08 48 1.00
Lability/Negativity .08 .89 .97 .00 -.19 .63 1.00 -.07 .56 1.00 -.26 .82 1.00

APQ-Pr Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Preschool Revision, CCNES Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale, ERQ Emotion Regulation Questionnaire, PSI-SF'
Parenting Stress Index—Short Form, ERC Emotion Regulation Checklist;

Adjusted p values controlled for multiple testing based on the false discovery rate approach;

*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p < .001.
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