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ABSTRACT

EATON, KIMBERLY LINHART. Family expressiveness and emotion understanding:  A
meta-analysis of one aspect of parental emotion socialization. (Under the direction of
Amy G. Halberstadt.)

Associations between family styles of expressing emotion and children’s skill in

understanding emotion were examined using a meta-analytic strategy for synthesizing the

studies in this area.  Moderating variables of emotion valence, age group, and

measurement independence in the relationship between family expressiveness and

outcomes in children were measured, as well as differences in the operationalization of

expressiveness, understanding, who is the ‘family’, and other research design elements.

Parents’ overall expressiveness and negative-submissive expressiveness exhibited a

significant negative relationship with children’s emotion understanding over age.

Negative family expressiveness and children’s emotion understanding tended to be

curvilinearly related across age (an inverted U-shaped relationship). Explanations for

these relations and future goals for research are discussed.
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A common theme in social development is that parents influence children�s

socioemotional development (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).  A recent challenge, however,

argues that effects of specific parental socialization practices in children are elusive and

possibly trivial (Harris, 1995).  One domain in which many researchers take a parental

socialization perspective is the expression of emotion (Denham, 1993; Dunn & Brown,

1994; Eisenberg, Cumberland & Spinrad, 1998; Halberstadt, 1986; Malatesta &

Haviland, 1982; Saarni, 1999).  The family, as the primary socialization influence in the

child�s early years, should provide children with models of expression of emotion, and

give children opportunities for recognizing and understanding emotions (Cassidy, Parke,

Butkovsky, & Braungart, 1992; Cummings & Davies, 1994; Davies & Cummings, 1994;

Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990; Dunn, 1995; Dunn & Munn, 1987;

Dunsmore & Halberstadt, 1997, Garner, Jones, & Miner, 1994; Halberstadt, 1984, 1986;

Lewis & Saarni, 1985; Saarni, 1990).

 But in what way might parental socialization impact children�s emotional

development?  Halberstadt (1986) argues for a social learning mechanism, so that a child

living in a home where persistent negative affect is freely expressed may develop a very

different internal model of negative emotion than a child whose parents suppress the

expression of negative affect.  Similarly, a child in a family that encourages the open

expression of emotions may develop a different understanding of the meaning of

emotions, and may have different emotion perspective-taking skills than a child from a

family that believes emotions should be controlled.    However, these findings become

complicated in light of the finding that, over time, a child in a less emotionally expressive
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home who has to work harder to discern subtle parental emotions may be better able to

recognize emotions of others (Halberstadt, 1984).

Dunsmore and Halberstadt (1997) have suggested a more cognitively oriented

theory that includes active processing by the child.  In this model, family expressiveness

of emotion exerts its influence via the emotion schemas that children create to help them

interpret emotional interchanges.   Their four-factor model for the development of

children�s emotion schemas includes family expressiveness of emotion (e.g., frequency,

intensity, duration, variability), families� beliefs about emotions (e.g., relative

importance, acceptability, controllability), child characteristics (e.g., personality, race,

gender), and the culture in which the child lives (e.g., cultural scripts, cultural meaning of

gender, cultural meaning of race).  Family expressiveness, family beliefs and cultural

mores about emotion socialize the child to construct, through the lens of individual

difference factors, increasingly complex schemas for interpreting and understanding

affective experiences and expressions.  This internal working model for understanding

emotions is used by the child to predict (accurately or not) what the probable

interpersonal and personal outcomes are from a given encounter.

Parental socialization, and its influence on children�s emotional development, has

been the topic of two recent reviews of the literature.  First, in a review of studies of

parents� reactions to children�s emotions, family talk about emotions, and family

expressiveness of emotion, there was ample evidence that socialization contributes in

important ways to children�s emotional development (Eisenberg, Cumberland, &

Spinrad, 1998).  Parental responses to children�s negative emotions were correlated with

children�s emotional arousal, emotion regulation and coping strategies (e.g., Eisenberg &
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Fabes, 1994; Eisenberg, Fabes, & Murphy, 1996; Fabes et al., 1994); parents� talk about

emotions was related to children�s emotion understanding and social competence (e.g.,

Denham, 1986; Denham, Cook, & Zoller, 1992; Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski, Tesla, &

Youngblade, 1991; Dunn & Munn, 1987); and parents� emotional expressiveness was

related to children�s expressiveness and social competence (e.g., Dunsmore &

Halberstadt, 1997; Halberstadt, 1986; Halberstadt et al., 1993).  Eisenberg et al. (1998)

attributed the variation in the strength and direction of effects to moderating variables

such as age, gender, temperament, and whether the child was a participant in, or an

observer of, the emotion event.

Second, a review of studies that explored the relationship between family

expressiveness of emotion and children�s subsequent expression, experience and

understanding of emotion, found that relationships with family expressiveness were again

reliably (but not always consistently) demonstrated in the literature (Halberstadt, Crisp &

Eaton, 1999).  Parents� expressiveness of emotion was correlated with children�s

expressiveness, with the strength and direction of the effect varying depending on the

child�s age and the emotion being expressed (e.g., Fabes et al., 1990; Garner & Power,

1996; Halberstadt, Fox & Jones, 1993); parents� expressiveness was positively related to

children�s experience of emotion in older (college age) children, but the findings with

younger children were mixed (e.g., Jones, Eisenberg & Fabes, 1996; Teti & Cole, 1995);

and parents� expressiveness of positive emotion was correlated with children�s emotion

understanding, although the effect of negative expressiveness was less consistent (e.g.,

Cassidy et al., 1992; Garner et al., 1997; Halberstadt, 1983).
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This study will examine the relationship between family expressiveness of

emotion and children�s emotional development, with a specific focus on the development

of emotion understanding.  Emotion understanding is an important component of social

competence, in that accurate internal representations about our own emotions and those

of others enables the individual to guide their own behavior in a way that best meets their

own goals and expectations. Researchers have found generally consistent relationships

between parental expressiveness and children�s emotion understanding: children whose

mothers are more expressive of emotions are better at recognizing facial expressions of

emotion (Camras, Ribordy, Hill, Martino, Sachs, Spaccarelli, & Stefani, 1990; Daly,

Abramovitch, & Pliner, 1980), family discussions about emotions are related to better

emotion recognition and emotion knowledge  (Dunn, Brown, & Beardsall, 1991; Dunn,

Brown, Slomkowski, Tesla, and Youngblade, 1991), and mothers� tendencies to use

emotion language during storytelling are related to children�s emotion recognition

(Garner, Jones, Gaddy & Rennie, 1997).  The links with family expressiveness of

negative emotions are not always so clear, however, and little is known about the overall

strength of the relationship between parental socialization in the development of emotion

understanding.  The present study is designed to address this issue by examining the

results of twenty years of research on the expression of emotion in families and the

emotion understanding skills of children in those families.

The construct of emotion understanding refers broadly to the complex processing

of emotional information that enables individuals to draw inferences about the causes and

consequences of our own and others� emotions.  Emotion understanding is

operationalized in the literature as specific skills, such as emotion recognition, emotional
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perspective taking, and knowledge of cultural display rules about emotions.  Emotion

recognition tasks ask participants to identify emotions using pictures of facial

expressions, either verbally (labeling) or nonverbally (pointing)  (e.g., Denham,

McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990; Michalson & Lewis, 1985).  Emotion perspective

taking tasks often take the form of vignettes enacted with puppets that have no facial

expressions.  In order to understand the emotional states of the puppets, participants must

attend to the emotional content of the verbal and vocal expressions of the puppet

characters.  Knowledge of cultural display rules about emotions is arguably the most

difficult of the emotion understanding tasks, as it requires the participant to integrate

situational and emotional cues and describe how external expressions and internal

experiences of emotion can be quite different and sometimes in conflict with each other

(Cole, 1986; Camras et al., 1990; Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990; Gnepp

& Hess, 1986; Harris, Johnson, Hutton, Andrews, & Cooke, 1989; Saarni, 1984).

The development of emotion understanding

Emotion recognition, the ability to identify and discriminate between emotions, is

a fundamental component of emotion understanding and is the earliest evidence of

emotion understanding in children. Haviland and Lelwica (1987) found that children as

young as 10 weeks old discriminate between and differentially respond to emotions

expressed by their mothers, a finding that has been replicated in older infant samples

(Izard, Fantauzzo, Castle, Haynes et al., 1995; see Walker, Andrews, 1997 for a review).

Little is known, however, about whether and how emotion understanding develops from

this skill and what factors may influence individual differences in how well or poorly a

child evaluates and makes use of emotion knowledge.  We do know that toddlers are able
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to quite accurately label expressive faces, a task thought to evidence understanding of the

underlying emotion depicted in the photo (e.g., Denham, 1986; Dunn et al., 1991).

Children exhibit understanding of their own emotions in the context of attaining goals by

age 2 or 3, and by the age of 5 or 6 are often able to understand that emotions of others

may be based on false beliefs (see Harris, 2000, for a review).  Studies of emotion

knowledge using puppet vignette tasks have found that children with higher levels of

emotion situation knowledge were better liked by their peers, a finding that was not

mediated by the child�s prosocial behavior (Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt,

1990).  That is, children were better liked by peers if they could label emotions after

listening to a vignette where cues indicated the puppet sometimes felt the way most

people would feel, and other times felt an emotion that the child�s mother predicted her

child would not feel in a similar situation.  Understanding that emotions such as surprise

may be based on false beliefs, rather than merely ignorance, emerges somewhat later

(Ruffman & Keenan, 1996).  Thus, although 5 and 6 year olds ascribe surprise to a story

character that finds something unexpected in a box, only 7 to 9 year olds were able to

discern that the character who holds a false belief about the contents is more likely to

express surprise than one who hold no preconceived views about the contents.

Children develop the understanding that emotions can co-occur and conflict by

about age 8 (Harter & Buddin, 1987), although there is some evidence that age effects

weaken thereafter and that the positive or negative valence of the social context is more

closely related to emotion understanding than is age-indexed cognitive development.  In a

study of the effects of positive and negative feedback from a peer, Casey (1993) found no

age-related difference in emotion understanding in a sample of 7- and 12-year-olds.
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There were, however, effects of the positive or negative nature of the feedback.  Children

who heard positive feedback about themselves were more likely to attribute their

emotional response to internal, physical attributes and children in the negative feedback

condition were more likely to attribute their emotion to the stimulus.  This difference in

attributions suggests an interesting link to family socialization influences and the

development of children�s emotion understanding.  If children have, by the early

elementary school years, largely acquired the basic tools of emotion understanding

(labeling, perspective-taking, display rule knowledge, knowledge of emotions based on

false beliefs), and if a general shift occurs where the extra-familial context (peers, for

example) increases in relevance, then it is likely that family expressiveness of emotion

has its most powerful influence on emotion understanding during the early school years

when children may be more receptive to parental socialization practices.  In later

childhood, when peer influence increases, the effect of family expressiveness of emotion

would be indirect and more difficult to detect.

Rationale for the current study

The relationship between family socialization of emotion expressiveness and

children�s emotion understanding has been the subject of over 24 studies, and, as

mentioned above, a narrative review of these studies suggested a link between the two

(Halberstadt, Crisp, & Eaton, 1999).  Family expressiveness was positively related to

emotion understanding in young children, but negatively related in studies involving

college students.  Expressiveness of positive emotions had a predictably positive

relationship with emotion understanding.  By contrast, when family expressiveness of

negative emotions was considered, the relationship with emotion understanding was
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mixed.  Further, the strength of the relationship varies from -.37 to .44 with many effects

failing to reach statistical significance.  Although it is certainly possible that there is no

relationship between parent�s expressiveness and the expressiveness of their children,

such a conclusion would be contrary to parental socialization theory and counterintuitive

in a practical sense.

 This highlights the interpretive difficulty inherent in a narrative review of studies

on the impact of family expressiveness of emotion on children�s understanding of

emotion.  We can only speculate about why the findings are so variable: measures or

methods tend to be clustered within age groups, making it difficult to determine whether

the observed effect size differences are due to methods (e.g., observed expressiveness vs.

questionnaire data) or whether they are indicative of true variability in the underlying

constructs.  Although more research has been conducted with preschoolers than other age

groups, the combined influence of differing age groups and differing methodologies

make it difficult to draw inferences about age-related changes.  Only a handful of labs are

conducting programmatic research that includes replication. Methods are heterogeneous

(questionnaire, diary, naturalistic or lab observation), as are specific measures (labeling

pictures, interpreting vignettes, predicting self-emotions).  Even the emotions studied are

difficult to compare, with some research using discrete emotions (anger, disgust,

contempt) and others using broad categories of positive and negative emotions, some

using micro-level facial coding whereas others rely on more global ratings.

 In light of the variability of these studies, a quantitative review of the literature is

timely and appropriate.  Meta-analysis allows us to combine findings across studies to

explore trends in the data and identify moderator variables.  This meta-analysis of studies
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assessing the relationship between family styles of emotional expressiveness and

children�s understanding of emotion will examine the strength of findings in the existing

research, taking into consideration whether it is the parent or the child reporting on the

family variables, whether observational and questionnaire data differ, and whether there

are age-related developmental changes in emotion understanding.  For example, although

there may not be consensus among the studies on whether parents� expressiveness of

sadness or crying is related to children�s understanding of such emotions, meta-analysis

will allow us to contrast the studies on children with the studies on adults, the

observational studies with the questionnaire data, and may thus uncover some

relationships that are not apparent in a narrative review.

Hypothesized relations between family expressiveness of emotion and children�s

emotion understanding are as follows.  First, parents� overall, or �global� expressiveness

of emotion will have a curvilinear relationship with children�s understanding of emotion.

A family environment with frequent emotion expression is expected to provide children

with many opportunities to learn about emotions.  Following Halberstadt (1984, 1986), it

is predicted that the relationship will be positive at younger ages and negative at older

ages.  That is, children in low-expressive families who have to work harder at decoding

emotions will demonstrate lower levels of emotion understanding at younger ages, but

higher levels of emotion understanding by college age. Second, parents� expressiveness

of positive emotion will be related to children�s better understanding of emotion.

Parents� expressions of positive emotions are expected to provide children with

opportunities to observe emotions in non-threatening situations, giving them practice at

interpreting emotions, although the motivation to do so may be lower than with negative
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emotions.  Third, parents� expressiveness of global negative emotion will be related to

children�s better understanding of emotions.  Children should be highly motivated to

develop emotion understanding skills in homes where parents are expressive of negative

emotions, in order to avoid contagion effects associated with sadness and the possibility

of threats to personal safety associated with anger expressions. Parents � expressiveness

of negative-dominant emotion will be related to children�s poorer understanding of

emotions.  When parents show a high degree of expressiveness of negative-dominant

emotions, their negative expressiveness may impede development of understanding

because the child is focusing on self-protective mechanisms such as escape.  Conversely,

parents� expressiveness of negative-submissive emotion will be related to children�s

better understanding of emotions.  When families are more expressive of negative-

submissive emotions, which are by their nature more introspective, children may pay

more attention to their emotions and understand them better.  Thus, when negative

emotions are differentiated, I expect parents� negative-dominant emotions (anger) to be

negatively related to children�s emotion understanding, and parents� negative-submissive

emotions (sadness and fear) to be positively related to children�s emotion understanding.

Method

Inclusion criteria for this review

The 31 studies of the relationship between family expressiveness (�FE�) and

children�s emotion understanding (�EU�) identified for use in this meta-analysis are

listed in Table 1.   This data set includes 24 studies used in Halberstadt, Crisp and Eaton

(1999) found by searching the APA�s PsychInfo database using terms related to family

expressiveness, dissertations, conference papers and unpublished manuscripts from 1980
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to 2000.  Implicit in the choice of a twenty-year interval is the assumption that this

research builds on the foundation of prior research and that little will be gained by

expanding backward.  Reprints were requested from researchers known to be active in

this area.   Thirty such individuals responded, and 7 studies were identified in this

manner.  The final sample included 18 publications, 4 presentations, 7 unpublished

manuscripts and 2 dissertations.

Studies were included if they had as their explicit focus the relationship between

family expressiveness and emotion understanding, or if they had among their independent

variables a measure of emotion expression in the family, and among their dependent

variables a measure of emotion understanding in children, even though the primary

research objective of the particular study was not the FE-EU relationship.

Effect size coding

Findings from each article were identified by the author, by reviewing the

methods and results reported in each study.  All reported effect sizes (most often

expressed as correlation coefficients) for relationships between parental expressiveness of

emotion and children�s emotion understanding were recorded.

Failures to support hypotheses as well as significant effects were included in the

data set. Thus, if a study reported significant findings for mothers� negative

expressiveness, and had collected the data to test mothers� positive expressiveness as

well, it was assumed that the failure to report some relationships implied nonsignificant

findings.  Because this was a conservative test of the hypotheses (the correlations,

although nonsignificant, were presumably not zero), results were calculated including and

excluding those null findings.  There were no significant differences in results including
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and excluding these imputed findings, so all results reported below include the imputed

zero correlations.  Many of the studies had multiple relevant findings.  The unit of

analysis in a meta-analytic review is the study, however, so each study can only

contribute one effect size to any calculation.  When an individual study reported more

than one effect size for a single FE � EU relationship, the mean of those effect sizes was

used for that particular analysis (Rosenthal, 1991).

Reliability for identifying findings relevant for these analyses was assessed by the

author and another researcher for five studies.  Overall percent agreement was 93%, and

the author�s decisions were used when disagreements occurred.

Moderator coding

The variables coded from each study are described below, with the rationale for

the code following the description.

FE Valence.  Some studies report only a global measure of expressiveness, other

studies use general categories of positive, negative and total, and still others use discrete

emotions (joy, anger, sadness) to characterize family expressiveness.  In this study, the

measures were organized into one of five categories: global (�G�), positive (�P�),

negative (�N�), negative-submissive (�NS�) or negative-dominant (�ND�).

Expressiveness reported as an overall measure without specifying valence was recorded

as global.  Discrete negative emotions were recorded as N (disgust, knit brow,

undifferentiated negative affect), NS (fear, sadness) or ND (anger, contempt, pressed

lips).  Positive emotions included undifferentiated positive affect, interest and surprise.

Participant age.  Age of the participant (child) was assigned to one of the

following categories: preschool (age 3-4), kindergarten- elementary (age 5-12), or college
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(18-21).  There were no studies of children younger than preschool age, nor were there

any studies with adolescents (age 12-18) or participants older than college age.  Coding

into multiple, narrow age categories permits maximum flexibility to combine age groups

in the analyses when appropriate.  Age was expected to moderate the influence of family

expressiveness on emotion understanding, such that the relationship weakens as the child

ages and develops more close peer and extrafamilial relationships.

Measurement independence. The degree of similarity between measures of the

independent and dependent variable was coded on a scale of 1 (least diversity) to 4 (most

diversity).  Criteria for assigning ratings was as follows:

A = same method, same time/setting (e.g., parent and child observed at

same time);

B = same method, different time/setting (FE observed at home and EU

observed at school) or same method, same time but different

questionnaires (parent fills out multiple questionnaires at the same

time);

C = same method, different questionnaire and different time (parent

fills out FE questionnaire at home, EU questionnaire in the lab), or

different method, same time (lab observation and questionnaire

administered in the same session);

D = different method, different time/setting (lab observation, with

questionnaire filled out at home).

Definition of �family�.  This variable referred to whether family expressiveness

refers to the parents together, just the mother, or just the father. The object of �family� in
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family expressiveness may influence the relationship between FE and emotion

understanding, such that mothers� and fathers� expressiveness may not have the same

impact on children�s understanding (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996; Isley, O'Neil,

Clatfelter, & Parke, 1999).

Who reports FE. This variable referred to whether the child was reporting about

the parents, the parents were each self-reporting, or one parent was reporting about the

family.  Contrasting studies in which the child reported the FE with those in which the

parents were observed or reported the data may help to explain differences in study

results.

FE measurement method. This variable referred to whether family expressiveness

was reported using: (a) a questionnaire administered to the child, parent, or teacher; (b)

observed in the home, lab or school; or (c) collected from an interview or diary. This

variable is useful on its own because effect sizes may differ depending on whether FE is

self-reported or observed, and in combination with the EU measurement method because

self-report measures of both FE and EU may lead to spuriously high correlations. Self-

report data has the benefit of being based on a larger number of events, and the

disadvantage of self-report bias.  Observations may give us a better picture of what the

participant actually does in a situation; however, social desirability influences and the

limited number of observed events may have an effect on results.

EU measurement method. This variable referred to whether emotion

understanding was judged based on observations, as with infants, on task performance in

an interview setting, as with labeling and vignette designs, or reported on a questionnaire.

Task difficulty (e.g., recognition vs. elaboration) and the naturalness of the method (real
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life vs. lab task) may spuriously influence the strength of the correlations.  These data

will be used to contrast results from studies that use difficult tasks with those from

studies using relatively easy tasks.

Expressiveness.  This variable referred to whether expressiveness was

differentiated as spontaneous facial, vocal, or verbal displays of emotion, frequency of

emotion words in everyday conversations, or the ability to pose emotions in ways that

can be recognized by others. No one has examined yet whether the channel of expression

is relevant in the relationship between family expressiveness and emotion understanding.

There is, however, some evidence that in a lab observation, posed expression of emotion

does not have the same effect as spontaneous emotion (Dunsmore, 2000).  Thus,

comparison of studies of posed and natural emotions will have implications for the design

of future research.

Understanding.  This variable referred to how emotion understanding was

operationalized in the study (emotion labeling, emotion recognition, verbal elaboration,

integration of conflicting cues, perspective taking).  Some understanding measures assess

the extent to which a child can label emotion faces, either by giving the child the label

and asking them to assign it to a face (receptive) or by giving the child the face and

asking them to produce a label (expressive).  Other measures require participants to

identify display rules or acknowledge co-occurring emotions.  Still more strenuous tasks

provide the participant with a story in which the protagonist expresses an emotion

opposite to what the participant would feel in the same situation, or ask participants to

identify masked or conflicting emotions.  Coding the construct of understanding for each

finding enables contrasts of these tasks.
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Other Characteristics. Ethnicity, sex, and SES of participants was coded, although

there was not enough information reported in the studies to conduct analyses with race,

sex, or SES.

Transformations and significance tests

Because correlation coefficients become more skewed as their value gets further

from zero, correlations were transformed into Fisher�s Z (�Zr�) before being averaged

with other findings from the same study (Rosenthal, 1991). Zr is distributed nearly

normally, and is computed as Zr = .5log ((1+r)/1-r)).  Mean Zr�s for each study were

combined to calculate the mean effect size for each hypothesized FE-EU relationship.

Findings were weighted by the inverse of the conditional variance of the effect size (N-

3), to account for the increased statistical power of studies with larger samples.  All

results were converted back to r to facilitate interpretation, and weighted and unweighted

effect sizes are reported with in each emotion valence category.

The significance of mean effect sizes was examined using a combined Z test, in

which individual standard normal deviates (Zs) are summed and divided by the square

root of the number of studies included in that analysis (Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney,

Star & Williams, 1949, p.45).  The homogeneity test statistic (Q) tested whether the

variances of the obtained effect sizes were so different as to suggest that they came from

a heterogeneous sample. In the analyses where Q exceeded the upper-tail critical value of

χ2 at K-1 df, indicating that the observed variance in study effect sizes was significantly

greater than would be expected by chance if the studies shared a common population

effect size, contrasts on the means were performed to determine whether moderator

variables enabled the formation of homogeneous sub-groups.
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 Planned linear and quadratic contrasts were conducted within FE emotion type

(global, positive, negative, negative-submissive and negative-dominant) on the moderator

variables of measurement independence and age.  Contrasts were conducted using the

entire data set (without regard to emotion type) on moderator variables of method (e.g.,

observation, interview, questionnaire), who FE was reported about (parents, mother or

father), whether the independent and dependent variables were reported by the same

person, who the emotion understanding task target was (self, other or both), and how the

emotion understanding construct was operationalized (e.g., labeling emotions,

perspective-taking).

The file drawer N was calculated for all significant combined Z results.   The file

drawer statistic (Rosenthal, 1991) attempts to estimate the number of studies not retrieved

that would be necessary in order to render the effects of the meta-analysis non-

significant.

Results

Family Expressiveness and Children�s Emotion Understanding

Analysis of the effect of family expressiveness on children�s understanding of

emotion was examined in 31 studies. (See Table 1 for the full list of studies).  Results are

summarized in Tables 2 and 3.  Variables of participant age and measurement

independence were examined within levels of FE valence, and variables relating to the

measurement and how the constructs of family expressiveness and emotion understanding

were operationalized were examined using the entire data set.  All correlation coefficients

reported below are weighted rs.
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Global family expressiveness.  The correlation between overall levels of

expressiveness in the family and children�s emotion understanding was small but

significant in 19 studies, r = .07.  However, the heterogeneity of these results, Q = 40.99,

p < .01, suggests that analyses within levels of a moderator variable, such as age or

measurement independence, may reveal important relationships.

Table 3 reports the weighted mean correlations by age group and Table 4 reports

the studies that were included in this analysis. These indicate that the relationship

between global FE and emotion understanding increased from preschool to

kindergarten/elementary school, but was negative in college.  As predicted, age was a

significant moderator, whether tested with linear or quadratic contrasts; Zs = -3.33 and -

2.41, ps < .01. There was not a significant linear effect for measurement diversity.

Positive family expressiveness.  The correlation between familial positive

expressiveness and children�s emotion understanding was also small but significant in 18

studies, r = .06.  Neither age nor measurement independence was a significant moderator.

Table 5 reports the studies that were included in this analysis.

Negative family expressiveness.  All studies on negative family expressiveness

were included in this analysis, whether negativity was assessed specifically (e.g., sadness

or anger) or in an undifferentiated way (combining various aspects of negative

expressiveness), in order to create the largest data set possible for the relationship

between negative family expression and children�s emotion understanding. Negative-

submissive expressiveness and negative-dominant expressiveness were also examined

individually.
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The correlation between familial negative expressiveness and children�s emotion

understanding approached zero in 18 studies, r = .001. The weighted mean correlations

and the quadratic trend reported in Table 3 suggest that the relationship between negative

FE and emotion understanding increased from preschool to elementary school, but

became negative again in college. The planned linear contrast of measurement

independence was not a significant moderator. Table 6 reports the studies that were

included in this analysis.

Negative-submissive expressiveness.  For expressiveness of negative-submissive

emotions such as sadness and crying, the correlation between family expressiveness and

children�s emotion understanding was small but significant in 9 studies, r  =  -.06.  This

finding suggests, over all age groups, that children from more expressive homes (for

negative-submissiveness) are less skilled at emotion understanding than children from

less expressive homes.  Again, the heterogeneity of these results, Q = 19.15, p < .05,

suggests that analyses within levels of a moderator variable, such as age or measurement

diversity, may be especially useful.  And, as expected, the weighted mean correlations in

Table 3 indicate a decline from the preschool studies to the elementary school studies,

and then a decline again in college, and this pattern was significant in the linear contrast,

Z = -2.13, p < .05.  The planned linear contrast of measurement independence was not

significant. Table 7 reports the studies that were included in this analysis.

Negative-dominant expressiveness.  For expressiveness of negative-dominant

emotions such as anger or hostility, the correlation between family expressiveness and

children�s emotion understanding approached zero in 9 studies, r = .02. The weighted

mean correlations and planned contrasts for age in Table 3 indicate little difference over
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age.  The linear contrast of measurement independence was not a significant moderator.

Table 8 reports the studies that were included in this analysis.

Definition of �family.  There were 20 studies that defined FE as expressiveness of

both parents, using a either a global measure or measuring the expressiveness of the

mother and father individually, mean r = .04.  These studies formed a homogeneous

group, however the relationship is small and does not differ significantly from zero, Z =

1.37, ns.  Eleven studies measured only the expressiveness of the mother, mean r = .07.

Again, the effect size does not differ significantly from zero, Z = 1.59, ns.  There were no

studies that measured only the expressiveness of the father. Table 9 reports the studies of

both parents that were included in this analysis, and Table 10 reports the studies of

mothers.

Who reports FE and FE Measurement Method.  FE was reported by the child in 8

studies, the parent in 13 studies and was observed in the lab or at home in 12 studies (the

sum is greater than 31 because some studies used a combination of parent questionnaire

and lab or home observation of family expressiveness).  For studies where the child

(college student) reported FE on a questionnaire, there was a small and negative

relationship between family expressiveness and emotion understanding, r = -.04.  This

relationship did not differ significantly from zero, Z  = -.96, ns.  For studies where FE

was reported by the parent using a questionnaire, the relationship was also small and not

significantly different from zero, r =  .02, Z = .57, ns.  Both of these groupings of

questionnaire studies formed homogeneous groups.

The relationship between FE and emotion understanding was somewhat larger and

significantly different from zero in studies where FE was observed in a lab or home
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environment, r  = .12, Z = 2.75, p<.001.  These studies formed a homogeneous group and

had a relatively large fail-safe N of 24 studies. Table 11 reports the observational studies

that were included in this analysis.

EU Measurement Method.  Twenty-one studies used an interview technique to

measure emotion understanding in children. The remaining 10 studies used a

questionnaire (3 studies), lab observation (5 studies) or home or school observation (1

study each).  The interview studies formed a homogeneous group, and the effect size was

small and not significantly different from zero, r = .03, Z = .81, ns.  For the three

questionnaire studies, the correlation was still small but did differ significantly from zero

in a homogeneous grouping, r = .08, Z = 1.73, p<.05.  The 5 lab observation studies were

a heterogeneous group with a small and nonsignificant effect size, r = .05, Z = .75, ns.

The home and school observation studies had effect sizes of r = .04 and .26, respectively.

Expressiveness.  The observational studies of family expressiveness did not report

enough detail about the channels of expressiveness (e.g., facial, verbal, vocal) to examine

this variable.

Understanding.  Some studies (k = 13) measured emotion understanding as the

ability to accurately label an emotion by matching an appropriate emotion label to an

expressive face depicted on a felt board, puppet or photograph.  This group of studies was

nearly homogeneous, Q = 20.33, p<.07.  The effect size within this group was small and

did not differ significantly from zero, r = .04, Z = 1.25, ns.  There were 18 studies that

used more difficult tasks, such as identifying conflicting and/or co-occurring emotions, or

required the participant to take the perspective of someone who feels differently than the

participant or participant�s parent has said they would feel in a similar situation.  Because
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of the small number of studies using any one of these more difficult measures, they were

combined for analysis.  They formed a heterogeneous group with a small effect size that

did not differ significantly from zero, r = .05, Z = 1.40, ns. Table 12 reports the studies in

this analysis that employed a labeling task to measure emotion understanding, and Table

13 reports the studies that used more difficult tasks.

Other Characteristics.  There were no studies that reported findings within child

gender, and there were not enough data reported about the SES and ethnicity of

participants to permit analyses of these potential moderators.

Discussion

This meta-analysis was conducted to determine whether or not a relationship exists

between family expressiveness and children�s understanding of emotion.  Many studies

have explored children�s emotion understanding (see for example Harris, 2000, for a

review of this literature). Although this literature has done much to shed light on our

knowledge of children�s understanding of emotion, it has failed to illuminate the

processes encouraging and/or discouraging this type of understanding.  The present study

attempted to identify one such influence � family expressiveness.  Specifically, the major

research question focused on whether parental modeling of emotion expressions within

the home is associated with children�s emotion understanding.

In addition to this major question, the research examined the effects of children�s

emotion type, age, and measurement independence.  Emotion type refers to the sort of

emotion parents are expressing.  For example, do children better understand others�

emotions when their parents express more negative affect (e.g., anger), and do children
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better understand others� emotions when their parents express more positive affect (e.g.,

happiness)?  Measurement independence refers to both the methods and measures

employed in the reviewed studies.  This variable allowed studies with very different types

of measures of emotion expressiveness to be compared to one another.

Summarizing the Findings

Emotion type.  Contrary to expectations, emotion type was only slightly

correlated with children�s emotion understanding, rs from -.06 to .07.   However, for

three of the five emotion types - global, positive, and negative-submissive - the rs, while

small, did differ significantly from 0.  This difference indicates that, although they are

contributing in subtle ways, these three types of emotion expression are associated with

children�s understanding of emotion.  Nonetheless, as the overall rs were small and the

95% confidence intervals for r include 0, this conclusion must be interpreted cautiously.

Age.  The significant linear relationship between age and children�s emotion

understanding for global expressiveness of emotion indicated that the older children are,

the more familial expression of emotion impedes their understanding of emotion.

Similarly, parent�s expression of negative-submissive emotions exhibited a negative

linear relationship.  No significant effect of age was revealed in regard to expressiveness

of positive or negative-dominant emotions.

Parents� expression of negative emotions exhibited a quadratic trend.  This

marginally significant finding suggests that kindergarten and elementary school age

children have an increased understanding of emotion when their parents are more

expressive of negative emotions.  However, familial expressiveness is negatively related
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to children�s emotion understanding when children reach late adolescence and college

years.

Measurement Independence.  Measurement independence was hypothesized to

moderate the relationship between parent�s expressiveness of emotion and children�s

emotion understanding.  Measurement independence had little impact, however, in

contrast to the findings of a meta-analysis of studies on parental and child expressiveness

(Halberstadt & Eaton, in press).  This gives researchers confidence that the small overall

correlations found among the emotion understanding studies is due not to measurement

error, but to consistently small effects in spite of methodological differences.

FE Measures.  Studies where family expressiveness was observed exhibited a

larger and more robust relationship between family expressiveness and emotion

understanding than studies where either the parent or child reported FE on a

questionnaire.  This result is puzzling in light of previous findings of little difference

between self-reported and observed expressiveness (Halberstadt, et al., 1995).  Because

FE measure type, the person reporting FE, and other variables are confounded, it is

difficult to discern what may actually be occurring.  Studies using observational measures

are also studies of younger children, and use simpler emotion understanding tasks, while

questionnaires are more frequently used with older participants in conjunction with more

difficult emotion understanding tasks.

Emotion Understanding Measures.  Emotion understanding was measured in 21

studies by showing felt or photographed faces and reading vignettes to children, and then

interviewing them about the emotions felt by the characters.  The other 10 studies used an

in-depth questionnaire or observational design.  Surprisingly, the studies with the more
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static, two-dimensional measure found smaller effects than the studies that observed

emotion understanding or used a more complex questionnaire, r = .03 for interviews, .04

to .08 for other measures.  More research is needed to determine whether the widely-used

interview is underestimating the relationship between emotion understanding and other

variables.

Limitations to the Present Study

Sample characteristics.  Although there are a plethora of studies examining family

expressiveness (e.g., Cassidy, et al., 1992; Dunsmore & Halberstadt, 1997; Halberstadt

1986), as well as many exploring children�s emotion understanding (e.g., Denham &

Grout, 1992; Dunn & Brown; 1994), few researchers have investigated the relationship

between these two phenomena.  Consequently, in a period of 20 years, there were only 31

studies pertinent to the present study.  Few studies reported individual findings for

elementary-school aged participants, thus this group had to be combined with

kindergartners.  The absence of any studies of adolescents requires us to view with

caution the age-related trends observed in the contrast analysis, because we cannot

predict whether the emotion understanding findings for that age group would have been

consistent with the observed relationships.  Further, there were no longitudinal studies

that measured intra-individual change.

Sample study foci.  In addition to the above cited limitation, another constraint for

the present study centered on previous studies� objectives.  That is, the majority of the

studies included in this research did not focus primarily on the relationship between

familial emotion expression and children�s emotion understanding.  Certainly these

variables were important ones in each of the included studies. Nonetheless, because the
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specific relationship between parent expressiveness and emotion understanding was not

the major research question, there were several instances where these variable measures

were only cited as �nonsignificant� (e.g., Havadtoy, et al., 1999; Ludemann, 1993).  In

these instances, scores for the variables were imputed as 0, further diluting the overall

meta-analysis results.  While the present analyses would not have differed significantly

by excluding the null findings, the possibility that actual findings (which were not likely

to be 0) would have influenced these results cannot be ruled out.  Additionally, the Fail-

safe N calculation has been criticized for estimating the number of unpublished (or

unrevealed) studies with a mean Z of zero that would be required to render the obtained

mean effect size nonsignificant, on the grounds that the unpublished studies are more

likely to have a mean Z that is larger than zero (in the opposite direction) (Darlington &

Hayes, 2000).

Implications

Direct relationships between parental socialization and child outcomes have

historically been difficult to demonstrate (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).  In this study, a

significant, albeit small, relationship has been demonstrated between children�s emotion

understanding and overall parental expressiveness, as well as between children�s emotion

understanding and parental expressiveness of positive and negative-submissive emotions.

Besides providing an important indicator that these relationships do indeed exist,

these findings also begin to illustrate the complicated roles that parental socialization of

emotion play in children�s own interpretation of emotion.  For example, this study�s

findings indicate that parents� global, positive and �depressive� (negative-submissive)

expressive styles do impact children�s interpretations of emotions.  However, parental
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expressiveness styles of both the overall negative and negative-dominant (e.g., anger)

emotions do not.

With regard to parental expressiveness of positive emotion, the above statement

must be qualified.  That is, studies examining parental expressions of positive emotions

sample very different populations, as demonstrated by the significant heterogeneity

statistic (compare, for example, Cassidy, et al., 1992 and Berenbaum & James, 1994).

These methodological issues in and of themselves attest to the diversity in opinions as to

what constitutes expressiveness of positive emotions.  One such source of diversity may

have to do with differential determinations between trait and state.  As an example,

researchers may be making faulty assumptions as to when a parent is �happy� versus

when they are highly expressive of positive emotions.  Similarly, a parent may be angry

in a particular situation rather than consistently expressive of negative-dominant

emotions.

Age-related change. Age-related changes in children�s understanding of emotion

based on parental expressive styles is a particularly interesting finding in the present

study.  As a reminder, there was a linear, negative relationship with children�s emotion

understanding for both parents� expressiveness overall, and parents� expressiveness of

negative-submissive emotions.  It appears that parents are most influential in their

children�s understanding of emotion when children are young, and that as children

mature into adults themselves this influence wanes.  Nevertheless, this interpretation may

be misleading.  That is, if we assume that the influence of parental expressiveness lessens

its influence on children�s emotion understanding as children grow older, we also would

expect the correlation between parental expressiveness and emotion understanding to be
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near zero.  This, however, was not the case.  Rather, the relationship between children�s

emotion understanding and parental expressiveness of global and negative submissive

emotion was strikingly negative.  Alternatively, their parents might still be highly

expressive of these emotions and the cumulative effect of such an emotionally charged

environment has led them to become disinterested in others� emotions and/or self

protective with regard to demonstrating their own emotion.  Regardless of the specific

interpretation of these findings, the necessity of more research examining this effect is

clear.

Conclusions

It is important to note that many studies have anticipated an association between

family expressiveness and children�s emotion understanding, but have not found

significant relationships.  That this meta-analysis did uncover such a relationship is as

exciting as it is enlightening for understanding the ways in which parents influence their

own children�s understanding and interpretation of emotion.

More research is needed to confirm and elaborate on findings such as the quadratic

trend exhibited by negative parental expressiveness.  It may be that in younger years,

parents who express rather than suppress feelings of negative emotion provide a rich

learning environment for their children.  parents who are still highly expressive of

negative emotions when their children are of college-age (as reported by the children),

however, have provided a more intensely negative environment which, over time, has

overwhelmed the child.

There were too few studies of expressiveness of discrete emotions to convincingly

demonstrate the effects of these emotions.  Thus, future researchers may be better advised
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to concentrate first on explaining the relationships of broad constructs such as

expressiveness of global negative and emotion, before delving into the more specific

effects of emotions such as anger and sadness.

Observed expressiveness and parent-reported expressiveness yielded quite

different effect sizes, suggesting that these two measures may not be measuring the same

thing, r = .12, .02, respectively.  Observation of posed and spontaneous parental emotion

in a lab situation assesses momentary expressiveness, while questionnaire studies

generally focus on the parent�s typical pattern of expressing emotion over a period of

time (often the entire life of the child).  It may be important to use both measures to better

triangulate the construct.
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Table 1

Studies used in Family Expressiveness � Emotion Understanding Analyses

Study Emotion Type Participant
Population

Measurement
Independence

Family Expressiveness
Measure

Emotion
Understanding

Measure
Berenbaum & James (1994) P, N, NS, ND College B Questionnaire Questionnaire

Camras, Ribordy, Hill,
Martino, Sachs, Spaccarelli,
& Stefani (1990)

P, N, ND Preschool-
1st  grade

C, D Lab and home observation Vignette task

Cantor (1995) G, P, N Elementary D Questionnaire Labeling task

Cassidy, Parke, Butkovsky,
& Braungart (1992)

G, P, N Kindergarten/
1st grade

D Questionnaire,
home observation

Interview

Daly, Abramovitch, & Pliner
(1980)

G Kindergarten C Lab observation Lab observation

Denham & Grout (1992) P, N, NS Preschool C Interview Vignette and
labeling tasks

Denham, Cook, & Zoller
(1992)

G Preschool D Lab observation Vignette and
labeling tasks

Denham, Mitchell-Copeland
et al. (1997)

G Preschool D Home observation Vignette and
labeling

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

G, P, N, NS,
ND

Preschool C, D Lab observation Vignette and
labeling tasks,
lab observation

Dunn, & Brown (1994) N Preschool D Home observation Vignette and
labeling tasks

Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski
et al. (1991)

G Preschool D Home observation Vignette and
labeling tasks

Dunn, Brown, & Beardsall
(1991)

G, P, N Elementary D Home observation Labeling task

Dunsmore & Karn (2000) P, N Elementary D Questionnaire Vignette and
labeling
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Dunsmore & Smallen (2000) P, N Preschool �
Kindergarten

D Questionnaire Labeling task

Eisenberg, Fabes, Schaller et
al. (1991)

P, N, NS, ND College B Questionnaire Questionnaire

Garner & Power (1996) P, N, NS, ND Preschool D Questionnaire,
 home observation

Vignette task and
storytelling

Garner, Jones, Gaddy, &
Rennie (1997)

G Preschool C Lab observation Vignette and
labeling tasks,
storytelling

Halberstadt, Study 1 (1983) G College D Questionnaire Labeling task

Halberstadt, Study 2 (1983) G College C Questionnaire Labeling task

Halberstadt (1981/1986) G, P, N, NS,
ND

College C Questionnaire Labeling task

Hall (1978), in Halberstadt,
1983.

G College C Questionnaire Labeling task

Havadtoy et al. (1999) G, P, N Preschool �
elementary

C Questionnaire Emotion
explanations in
storytelling

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

P, N, NS, ND Kindergarten �
 3rd grade

D Questionnaire Vignette and
labeling tasks

Kuersten-Hogan & McHale
(1999)

G Preschool C Lab observation Vignette and
labeling

Le & Berenbaum (2000) P College C Questionnaire Questionnaire

Ludemann (1993) P, N, NS, ND Preschool D Questionnaire Labeling task

Nixon (1997) G, P, N Preschool D Questionnaire Vignette task

Ontai et al (1999) G Preschool �
elementary

C Questionnaire Interview
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Taylor (1979), in
Halberstadt, 1983.

G College C Questionnaire Labeling task

Volling & McElwain (2001) P, N, NS, ND Preschool C Questionnaire Vignette and
labeling

Zuckerman (1979), in
Halberstadt, 1983.

G College C Questionnaire Labeling task

Note.  G = global; P = positive; N = negative; NS = negative-submissive; ND = negative dominance.  For measurement independence,

A = same method, same time/setting; B = same method, different time/setting or same method, same time but different questionnaires;

C = same method, different questionnaire and different time, or different method, same time; D = different method, different

time/setting.
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Table 2

Meta-analysis of Relationship between Family Expressiveness and Children�s Emotion Understanding

Emotion

type

Raw

mean r

Weighted

mean r

95%

Confidence

interval

k n Z p Q Fail

safe

N

Global .06  .07   .006, .14 19 914    2.13 .01643 40.99*
*

7

Positive .03  .06   .005, .11 18 1334    2.13 .01642 21.95 5

Negative  .005   .001 -.06,    .06 18 1159      .04 .48397 30.26*  n/a

NS -.007 -.06 -.14,    .01 9 724  -1.71 .04383 19.15* 7

ND  .009  .02 -.05,    .10 9 716      .60 .27475   7.20  n/a

Note.  Weighted mean r = mean effect size weighted by N - 3; k = number of studies contributing independent effect sizes;

n = total number of participants;  Z = measure of significance of weighted mean effect size; p = level of probability of

weighted mean effect size; Q = test of homogeneity; NS = negative-submissive; ND = negative-dominant.

*p < .05.   **p < .01.  ***p < .001.
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Table 3

Relationship of Family Expressiveness and Emotion Understanding by Emotion Type within Age Groups

Emotion Type Preschool  Kindergarten/

 Elementary

Adolescence/

College

Age contrasts

k Weighted

 mean r

k Weighted

 mean r

k Weighted

 mean r

(linear) (quadratic)

Global 7  .13 6  .16 6 -.15    -3.33**  -2.41*

Positive 6 -.03 8  .05 8  .10  1.24  -1.13

Negative 7 -.04 8  .09 3 -.07 -0.48  -1.85+

NS 4  .06 2 -.02 3 -.17   -2.13* -0.25

ND 4  .01 2  .03 3  .03 -0.19 -0.06

Note.  Weighted mean r = mean effect size weighted by N - 3; k = number of studies contributing independent

 effect sizes.

+ p <.10.    *p < .05.    **p < .01.   ***p < .001.
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Table 4

Summary of Global Family Expressiveness - Emotion Understanding Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Cantor (1995) 4 28 .06 .04 D kindergarten -
elem.

Cassidy et al. (1992) 4 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Daley, Abramovitch, &
Pliner (1980)

1 20 .47 .44 C kindergarten -
elem.

Denham, Cook, & Zoller
(1992)

22 46 .03 .02 D preschool

Denham, Mitchell-
Copeland et al. (1997)

1 60 .21 .21 D preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

3 47 .26 .25 C preschool

Dunn, Brown, &
Beardsall (1991)

1 41 .42 .40 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunn, Brown,
Slomkowski et al. (1991)

2 50 .34 .33 D preschool

Garner, Jones, Gaddy, &
Rennie (1997)

9 45 .26 .25 C preschool

Halberstadt (1983, Study
1)

2 28 -.20 -.20 D college

Halberstadt (1983, Study
2)

3 47 -.25 -.24 C college

Halberstadt (1986) 5 64 -.10 -.09 D college

Hall (1986), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 36 -.14 -.14 C college

Havadtoy et al. (1999) 1 97 .27 .26 C kindergarten -
elem.

Kuersten-Hogan &
McHale (1999)

12 35 .26 .25 C preschool

Nixon (1997) 1 56 -.32 -.31 D preschool

Ontai et al. (1999) 2 95 .03 .03 C kindergarten -
elem.

Taylor (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 22 -.32 -.31 C college

Zuckerman (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 36 -.02 -.02 C college
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Table 5

Summary of Positive Family Expressiveness - Emotion Understanding Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

2 180 .26 .22 B college

Camras et al. (1990) 4 40 .00 .00 D preschool

Cantor (1995) 4 28 .02 .01 D kindergarten -
elem.

Cassidy et al. (1992) 4 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Denham & Grout (1992) 2 48 .00 .00 C preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

6 47 .13 .12 D preschool

Dunn, Brown, &
Beardsall (1991)

1 41 .14 .14 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunsmore & Karn (2000) 3 59 .25 .24 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunsmore & Smallen
(2000)

16 14 .12 .10 D kindergarten -
elem.

Eisenberg, Fabes,
Schaller et al. (1991)

2 94 -.06 -.06 B college

Garner & Power (1996) 4 82 .01 .01 D preschool

Halberstadt (1986) 5 64 -.09 -.09 D college

Havadtoy et al. (1999) 1 97 .00 .00 C kindergarten -
elem.

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

3 96 -.04 -.04 D kindergarten -
elem.

Le & Berenbaum (2000) 2 214 .13 .13 C college

Ludemann (1993) 5 64 .00 .00 D preschool

Nixon (1997) 1 56 -.29 -.28 D preschool

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

2 50 .09 .09 C kindergarten -
elem.
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Table 6

Summary of Negative Family Expressiveness - Emotion Understanding Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

2 180 -.10 -.10 B college

Camras et al. (1990) 5 40 .11 .11 D preschool

Cantor (1995) 4 28 .08 .06 D kindergarten -
elem.

Cassidy et al. (1992) 4 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Denham & Grout (1992) 2 48 .29 .26 C preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

12 47 -.11 -.11 D preschool

Dunn & Brown (1994) 2 38 -.36 -.35 D preschool

Dunn, Brown, &
Beardsall (1991)

1 41 .24 .24 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunsmore & Karn
(2000)

3 59 -.00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunsmore & Smallen
(2000)

16 14 .02 .03 D kindergarten -
elem.

Eisenberg, Fabes,
Schaller et al. (1991)

4 94 -.04 -.04 B college

Garner & Power (1996) 6 82 .08 .08 D preschool

Halberstadt (1986) 15 64 -.05 -.05 D college

Havadtoy et al. (1999) 1 97 .29 .28 C kindergarten -
elem.

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

6 96 -.00 -.01 D kindergarten -
elem.

Ludemann (1993) 10 64 .03 .03 D preschool

Nixon (1997) 1 56 -.39 -.37 D preschool

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

4 50 .02 .02 C kindergarten -
elem.
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Table 7

 Summary of Negative-Submissive Family Expressiveness - Emotion Understanding Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

1 180 -.30 -.29 B college

Denham & Grout
(1992)

2 48 .29 .26 C preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

3 47 -.10 -.10 D preschool

Eisenberg, Fabes,
Schaller et al. (1991)

2 94 -.02 -.02 B college

Garner & Power
(1996)

2 82 .05 .05 D preschool

Halberstadt (1986) 5 64 -.05 -.05 D college

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

3 96 -.09 -.09 D kindergarten - elem.

Ludemann (1993) 5 64 .06 .06 D preschool

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

2 50 .12 .12 C kindergarten - elem.



48

Table 8

Summary of Negative-Dominant Family Expressiveness - Emotion Understanding Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

1 180 .09 .09 B college

Camras et al. (1990) 1 40 .27 .26 C preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

3 47 -.22 -.22 D preschool

Eisenberg, Fabes,
Schaller et al. (1991)

2 94 -.05 -.05 B college

Garner & Power
(1996)

2 82 .03 .03 D preschool

Halberstadt (1986) 5 64 -.04 -.04 D college

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

3 96 .08 .08 D kindergarten -
elem.

Ludemann (1993) 5 64 .00 .00 D preschool

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

2 50 -.07 -.07 C kindergarten -
elem.
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Table 9

Summary of Family Expressiveness Reported About Both Parents Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

4 180 .08 .06 B college

Cantor (1995) 12 28 .05 .04 D kindergarten -
elem.

Cassidy et al. (1992) 12 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Denham, Mitchell-
Copeland et al. (1997)

1 60 .21 .21 D preschool

Dunn, Brown,
Slomkowski et al.
(1991)

1 50 .30 .29 D preschool

Dunsmore & Smallen
(2000)

32 14 .07 .07 D kindergarten -
elem.

Eisenberg, Fabes,
Schaller et al. (1991)

6 94 -.04 -.04 B college

Garner & Power
(1996)

6 82 .02 .02 D preschool

Halberstadt (1983,
Study 1)

2 28 -.20 -.20 D college

Halberstadt (1983,
Study 2)

3 47 -.25 -.24 C college

Halberstadt (1986) 25 64 -.07 -.07 D college

Hall (1986), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 36 -.14 -.14 C college

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

9 96 -.02 -.02 D kindergarten -
elem.

Kuersten-Hogan &
McHale (1999)

12 35 .26 .25 C preschool

Le & Berenbaum
(2000)

2 214 .13 .13 C college

Ludemann (1993) 15 64 .02 .02 D preschool

Ontai et al. (1999) 2 95 .03 .03 C kindergarten -
elem.

Taylor (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 22 -.32 -.31 C college

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

6 50 .04 .04 C kindergarten -
elem.

Zuckerman (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 36 -.02 -.02 C college
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Table 10

Summary of Family Expressiveness Reported About Mother Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Camras et al. (1990) 10 40 .05 .05 D preschool

Daley, Abramovitch,
& Pliner (1980)

1 20 .47 .44 C kindergarten -
elem.

Denham & Grout
(1992)

6 48 .16 .15 C preschool

Denham, Cook, &
Zoller (1992)

22 46 .03 .02 D preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

21 47 .01 .01 D preschool

Dunn & Brown (1994) 2 38 -.36 -.35 D preschool

Dunn, Brown, &
Beardsall (1991)

3 41 .27 .26 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunsmore & Karn
(2000)

6 59 .12 .12 D kindergarten -
elem.

Garner, Jones, Gaddy,
& Rennie (1997)

9 45 .26 .25 C preschool

Havadtoy et al. (1999) 3 97 .18 .18 C kindergarten -
elem.

Nixon (1997) 3 56 -.33 -.32 D preschool
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Table 11

Summary of Family Expressiveness Observational (Lab and Home) Data

Study

N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Camras et al. (1990) 10 40 .05 .05 D preschool

Cassidy et al. (1992) 12 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten -
elem.

Daley, Abramovitch, &
Pliner (1980)

1 20 .47 .44 C kindergarten -
elem.

Denham, Cook, & Zoller
(1992)

22 46 .03 .02 D preschool

Denham, Mitchell-
Copeland et al. (1997)

1 60 .21 .21 D preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

21 47 .01 .01 D preschool

Dunn & Brown (1994) 2 38 -.36 -.35 D preschool

Dunn, Brown, &
Beardsall (1991)

3 41 .27 .26 D kindergarten -
elem.

Dunn, Brown,
Slomkowski et al. (1991)

2 50 .34 .33 D preschool

Garner & Power (1996) 10 82 .05 .05 D preschool

Garner, Jones, Gaddy, &
Rennie (1997)

9 45 .26 .25 C preschool

Kuersten-Hogan &
McHale (1999)

12 35 .26 .25 C preschool
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Table 12

Summary of Emotion Understanding Labeling Task Data

Study N of

individual

effects

N of

participants

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Berenbaum & James
(1994)

4 180 .08 .06 B college

Daley, Abramovitch, &
Pliner (1980)

1 20 .47 .44 C kindergarten -
elem.

Denham, Cook, &
Zoller (1992)

22 46 .03 .02 D preschool

Dunsmore & Smallen
(2000)

32 14 .07 .07 D kindergarten -
elem.

Garner & Power (1996) 10 82 .05 .05 D preschool

Halberstadt (1983,
Study 1)

2 28 -.20 -.20 D college

Halberstadt (1983,
Study 2)

3 47 -.25 -.24 C college

Halberstadt (1986) 25 64 -.07 -.07 D college

Havadtoy et al. (1999) 3 97 .18 .18 C kindergarten -
elem.

Le & Berenbaum
(2000)

2 214 .13 .13 C college

Ludemann (1993) 15 64 .02 .02 D preschool

Nixon (1997) 3 56 -.33 -.32 D preschool

Ontai et al. (1999) 2 95 .03 .03 C kindergarten -
elem.
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Table 13

Summary of More Difficult Emotion Understanding Task Data

Study N of

Individual

effects

N of

participant

s

Weighted

Mean

r

Unweighted

Mean

r

Measurement

Independence

Participant

Age

Camras et al. (1990) 10 40 .05 .05 D Preschool

Cantor (1995) 12 28 .05 .04 D kindergarten - elem.

Cassidy et al. (1992) 12 61 .00 .00 D kindergarten - elem.

Denham & Grout (1992) 6 48 .16 .15 C preschool

Denham, Mitchell-
Copeland et al. (1997)

1 60 .21 .21 D preschool

Denham, Zoller, &
Couchoud (1994)

21 47 .01 .01 D preschool

Dunn & Brown (1994) 2 38 -.36 -.35 D preschool

Dunn, Brown, & Beardsall
(1991)

3 41 .27 .26 D kindergarten - elem.

Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski
et al. (1991)

2 50 .34 .33 D preschool

Dunsmore & Karn (2000) 6 59 .12 .12 D kindergarten - elem.

Eisenberg, Fabes, Schaller
et al. (1991)

6 94 -.04 -.04 B college

Garner, Jones, Gaddy, &
Rennie (1997)

9 45 .26 .25 C preschool

Hall (1986), in Halberstadt
(1983)

1 36 -.14 -.14 C college

Jones, Abbey, &
Cumberland (1998)

9 96 -.02 -.02 D kindergarten - elem.

Kuersten-Hogan & McHale
(1999)

12 35 .26 .25 C preschool

Taylor (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 22 -.32 -.31 C college

Volling & McElwain
(2001)

6 50   .04 .04 C kindergarten - elem.

Zuckerman (1979), in
Halberstadt (1983)

1 36 -.02 -.02 C college
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