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ABSTRACT

During early childhood, there is a constant interaction between the individual self-regulatory
processes of the child and the co-regulatory behaviors of the caregiver. Initially, the child lacks the
capacity to regulate its internal states autonomously, requiring the adult to act as a source of external
regulation. As children grow older, their self-regulatory capacities increase while the need for co-
regulation decreases. These changes are partly due to maturational processes, but also depend on
social learning in parent-child interactions.

The following project adopts a multi-method approach to evaluate the development of regulation
during early childhood in parent-child dyads in Germany and Chile. Data is collected using parental
reports and direct observation of parent-child interactions, combining cross-sectional and longitudinal
designs in two related studies. First, a parental report questionnaire is employed to assess (1) parents'
ideas and goals in relation to children's self-regulation skills, (2) children's self-regulation responses
when facing challenging situations, and (3) caregivers' co-regulatory strategies. Second, a
microanalytic coding scheme is applied to assess the cognitive, emotional and motivational regulation
behaviors displayed by parents and children during interaction.

Findings show a gradual acquisition of regulation skills throughout early childhood, accompanied
by a concurrent decrease in parental co-regulation. Comparisons across age-groups and countries
revealed substantial similarities but also differences between countries concerning parental
expectations, how children respond to challenging situations, which co-regulation strategies parents
use to support their offspring, and how well they adapt them to the child’s age. In assessing
interactional patterns, parents were most likely to offer co-regulation spontaneously and there is a
shift toward more horizontal interactions as children grow older.

In general, the results invite us to broaden our view of the development of children's self-regulation
by adopting a dyadic, contextualized and culturally sensitive approach. It is essential to adopt
methodologies that allow the analysis of multiple regulatory dimensions and their changes throughout

development, as well as the interaction between parent and child characteristics.



RESUMEN

Durante la primera infancia existe una interaccion constante entre los procesos individuales de
autorregulacion del nifio y los comportamientos de corregulacion del cuidador. Inicialmente el nifio
carece de la capacidad de regular sus estados internos de forma autdnoma, por lo que necesita que el
adulto actie como fuente de regulacion externa. A medida que los nifios crecen sus capacidades de
autorregulacion aumentan, mientras que la necesidad de corregulacion disminuye. Estos cambios se
deben en parte a procesos evolutivos, pero también dependen del aprendizaje social en las
interacciones padres-hijos.

El siguiente proyecto adopta un enfoque multimétodo para evaluar el desarrollo de la regulacién
durante la primera infancia en diadas padre/madre-hijo/a en Alemania y Chile. Los datos se recopilan
utilizando los informes de los padres y la observacion directa de las interacciones entre padres e hijos,
combinando disefios transversales y longitudinales en dos estudios relacionados. En primer lugar, se
emplea un cuestionario completado por los padres para evaluar (1) las ideas y objetivos de los padres
en relacién con las habilidades de autorregulacion infantil, (2) las estrategias de autorregulacion de
los nifios cuando se enfrentan a situaciones desafiantes, y (3) las estrategias de corregulacién de los
cuidadores. En segundo lugar, se utiliza un esquema de codificacion microanalitica para evaluar los
comportamientos de regulacion cognitiva, emocional y motivacional exhibidos por padres e hijos
durante la interaccion.

Los resultados muestran una adquisicion gradual de habilidades de regulacién a lo largo de la
primera infancia, acompafiada de una disminucion simultanea en la corregulacion parental. Las
comparaciones entre grupos de edad y paises revelaron similitudes sustanciales, pero también
diferencias entre los paises en relacion a las expectativas de los padres, la forma en que los nifios
responden a las situaciones desafiantes, las estrategias de corregulacion que los padres utilizan para
apoyar a sus hijos y qué tanto adaptan estas Ultimas a la edad del nifio. Al evaluar los patrones de
interaccion, los padres fueron mas propensos a ofrecer corregulacion de forma espontanea y se
observa una transicion hacia interacciones mas horizontales a medida que los nifios crecen.

En general, los resultados nos invitan a ampliar nuestra vision del desarrollo de la autorregulacion
infantil adoptando un enfoque diadico, contextualizado y culturalmente sensible. Es fundamental
adoptar metodologias que permitan analizar las multiples dimensiones de la regulacion y sus cambios

a lo largo del desarrollo, asi como la interaccion entre las caracteristicas de padres e hijos.
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INTRODUCTION

Different investigations highlight the importance of early social experiences for later development
(Karreman et al., 2006; Lucassen et al., 2011; Lunkenheimer et al., 2011; Miller et al., 2019), but the
exact mechanisms through which such experiences shape development still need to be explored in
more detail. Interaction dynamics, understood as a dyadic bidirectional process, has gained relevance
in recent research on parent-child relationships (Beebe et al., 2016; Fogel, 2000; Harrist & Waugh,
2002), resulting in a wide range of different concepts to describe the mechanics of social interactions
between caregiver and child, such as synchrony, mutuality, reciprocity, intersubjectivity and dyadic
regulation among others (for a review see Beebe et al., 2005; Harrist & Waugh, 2002). Despite
conceptual differences, all point to the importance of some coordination and/or mutual influences
between adult and child.

Child self-regulation (SR) develops during early childhood within this dyadic context. Until the
child acquires the capacity to self-regulate its internal states, it is the adult who acts as a source of
external regulation or co-regulation (CR) (Nigg, 2017) and, as children grow older, they gradually
acquire cognitive and motor skills that allow for more independence off their caregivers. Then,
regulation proceeds from the interpersonal (i.e., CR) to the intrapersonal (i.e., SR) level (Eisenberg et
al., 2010; Nigg, 2017; Sameroff & Fiese, 2000). Nonetheless, studies evaluating SR usually assess
child SR-performance as an outcome (Karreman et al., 2006; Mufioz-Mufioz, 2017; Pallini, et al.,
2018; Rademacher & Koglin, 2018), thus neglecting the role of the caregiver in the process of SR.

Genetic (e.g., Lemery-Chalfant, et al. 2008; Willems et al., 2018), neurobiological (e.g., Kelley et
al., 2019; Palacios-Barrios & Hanson, 2019), contextual (e.g., Karreman et al. 2006; McClelland et
al., 2015) and cultural (e.g., Jaramillo et al., 2017; Selin, 2014) aspects have been associated with
child SR development. However, various aspects are mainly investigated separately and the
interaction between variables remains poorly understood (for an overview see Eisenberg et al., 2010;
Montroy et al., 2016). Also, the active role of the individual and the bidirectionality fo interactions,
as well as different aspects and levels of SR has become increasingly relevant (De Mol & Buysse,
2008; Li et al., 2019; McClelland et al. 2015).

To understand parent-child interactions and child development, a contextualized approach is
essential (Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Super & Harkness, 1986). Cultural
orientation has been associated with parental atributions and self-perceptions (Cote et al., 2015; Li et
al., 2014), as well as self-construal and educational goals (Jaramillo et al., 2017; Keller et al., 2006;

Trommsdorff & Korndat, 2003). It is also associated with children’s socialization, guiding wich child
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behaviors are reinforced (Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Keller, 2013; Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003),
and may lead to different parent-child interactional patterns (Keller et al., 2004a; Lavelli et al., 2019).
Therefore, the goals and ideals, the strategies used, and the social feedback given vary between
different cultures.

Within this scenario, intercultural studies have the potential to help identify aspects that would
otherwise be overlooked because of being "invisible " from a monocultural perspective (Bornstein &
Cheah, 2006; Lansford et al., 2016). Therefore, the evaluation of regulatory variables that play a key
role in dyadic and intercultural contexts promises to contribute to our understanding of caregiver-
child interactional patterns and their development. It may also help to find common mechanisms and
general principles or patterns that characterize the development of SR and CR in early childhood.

It seems important to better understand the developmental process of child SR, as longitudinal
studies show its implications for children's cognitive and socioemotional development (Kim-Spoon
et al., 2012; Montroy et al., 2016; Woodward et al., 2017). Likewise, child SR has also shown long-
term effects. The Dunedin cohort study shows that self-control in childhood is more relevant than
socioeconomic status and 1Q in predicting better physical and mental health, higher income, higher
life satisfaction, lower likelihood of involvement in addictions and criminal acts, and even positive
parental characteristics in the next generation (Moffitt et al. 2011; Poulton et al. 2015). Deepening the
understanding of regulatory development during early childhood would provide a basis for the
discussion of possible strategies to improve intervention programs that promote the development of
SR in early childhood in clinical or educational contexts. In addition, the incorporation of contextual
and cultural aspects will allow us to identify possible at-risk groups for early intervention.

This document presents the results of a multimethod cross-cultural study evaluating the relation
between self- and co-regulatory behaviors employed by parents and their children aged 1 and 6 years
in Chile and Germany. The study involves two different methods to evaluate the variables of SR and
CR at different levels in both countries: First, the self-report questionnaire IMMA (IMpulse-
MAnagement in the caregiver-child dyad; Pauen et al., 2019), which assesses the expectations and
CR strategies used by parents, as well as the SR strategies displayed by children. Second, the
microanalytical coding scheme SECORE (Pauen et al., 2020) which differentiates cognitive,
emotional, and motivational regulation behaviors following the EDOS model (Pauen & EDOS group,
2016). In addition, instruments to assess the sociodemographic and cultural characteristics of the

sample are applied.
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The project includes two studies. Study 1 includes: (a) validation of the IMMA questionnaire in
Chile; and (b) comparisons of data collected with the IMMA questionnaire in Chile and Germany.
Study 2 includes: (c) microanalytic evaluation of parent-child interactions in Chile and Germany; and
(d) analysis of longitudinal changes in parent-child interactions in the German sample.

The following pages present (1) the theoretical and empirical background, (2) the objectives and
hypotheses guiding this thesis, (3) the description of the methods and outcomes, and (4) the discussion

and integration of results.
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THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL BACKGROUND

Early parent-child interactions

Human development takes place on multiple dimensions in parallel, with changes on each
dimension being determined by a broad range of different factors (e.g., Bornstein & Cheah, 2006;
Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Super & Harkness, 1986). When it comes to child development, primary
caregivers play a key role due to direct (e.g., genetics, behaviors) and indirect (e.g., family context
monitoring) influences (Bridgett et al., 2015).

Likewise, early childhood is considered fundamental not only for forecasting future developmental
variables, but also as a period of early detection and intervention (Doyle et al., 2009; Hoddinott et al.,
2013). The concept of early childhood refers to the period between the end of the first 1000 days of
life and the normal school entry age ~5 or 6 years (Hoddinott et al., 2013), and has been identified as
a period of great sensitivity to external influences. Studies have shown that early interactions affect
neural connections, even fostering physical changes at the brain level during early childhood (Nelson
et al., 2014; Schore, 2001; Sethna et al., 2017). Further, positive parent-child relationships are
associated with better social competencies (Black & Logan, 1995; Feldman, 2007a; Haskett et al.,
2006) and emotion regulation (Cole et al., 2009; Landy & Menna, 2001; Lindblom et al., 2016).
Whereas imbalance of these interactions may contribute to the manifestation of disruptive behaviors
(Davenport & Russell, 2008; Landy & Menna, 2001) and even lasting developmental impairments
(Cohen et al., 2013; Saint-George et al., 2013) in children. Additionally, specific characteristics of
the child and/or adult (e.g., presence of psychopathologies; Ambrose & Menna, 2013; Healey et al.,
2010; Ravn et al., 2011; Weinberg, 2006) could affect the quality of the dyadic interaction and the
individual functioning of the interactive partner (Weijers et al., 2018; Xerxa et al., 2020). This is also
true of contextual factors such as chronic stress (De Falco et al., 2014; Lemelin et al., 2006),
socioeconomic status (Aber et al., 2000; De Falco et al., 2014; Yoshikawa et al., 2012), and cultural
influences (Lavelli et al., 2019; Ramsey et al., 2018).

These antecedents highlight the importance of assessing child development not only within a given
dyadic framework, but also from a contextualized approach, considering sociodemographic, social,
and other context variables. The importance of mutual regulation within a given dyad increases when
considering the fact that child SR is theoretically conceptualized as a dyadic construct (Nigg, 2017;
Pauen & EDOS group, 2016; Sameroff & Fiese, 2000), yet empirical studies address this variable
mainly as a static construct and skill of an individual (Karreman et al., 2006; Mufioz-Mufioz, 2017;
Pallini, et al., 2018; Rademacher & Koglin, 2018).
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The concept of self-regulation

SR is a complex, multi-component construct operating at various functional levels (e.g.,
physiological, socioemotional, cognitive, motivational, behavioral), that represents the ability to
volitionally plan and, modulate own one’s behavior(s) toward an adaptive end (Barkley, 2011; Gross
& Thompson, 2007; Montroy et al., 2016), thereby promoting adaptability (Vohs & Baumeister,
2004). As mentioned above, young children’s SR skills have great implications for the cognitive and
socio-emotional development (e.g., Bornstein et al., 2018; Montroy et al., 2016; Woodward et al.
2017) and later life success on multiple dimensions (e.g., Linblom et al., 2016; Moffitt et al., 2013).

Different aspects of SR undergo major changes during the first years of life (Pauen & Evers, 2018).
These changes are partly due to maturational processes, but also depend on social learning in parent-
child interactions (Bornstein et al., 2018; Jaramillo et al., 2017; Montroy et al., 2016). SR it is known
to be affected by genetic components associated with neurotransmitter functions (Bridgett et al., 2015,
2018), brain development (Garon et al., 2008; Miyake et al., 2000; Zelazo et al., 2003), parental
characteristics (Gewirtz et al., 2011; Karreman et al., 2006; Kim-Spoon et al., 2012; Silk et al., 2006)
and cultural aspects (Jaramillo et al., 2017; Trommsdorff, 2009).

Newborns largely depend on caregivers because they are not yet able to regulate even their basic
needs, but evolution has primed humans to show “natural parenting” by referring to a range of
behaviors that reflect positive caregiver support (Papousek & Papousek, 2002) to be found in
multicultural studies (e.g., Bornstein et al., 2018; Di Giunta et al., 2020). As children grow older, they
gradually acquire cognitive and motor skills that allow for more independence off their caregivers.
Young toddlers may now insist on doing things on their own, they may show more self-determination
and become less willing to follow the instructions of their parents. There is also an increase in
language skills that allows for the beginning of the ability to negotiate or argue, where both interactive
partners now communicate verbally about their needs, expectations, and rules (for a review see Stein
& Albro, 2001). Although some studies have proposed that certain SR behaviors (e.g., self-soothing,
self-directed attention) can be observed from the first months of life (Diamond & Goldman-Rakic,
1989), it is not before the end of the first year that children start to control their behavior in order to
follow parental requests (Kochanska et al., 2001) and it is until around three years of age when SR
capacity becomes more flexible, thus allowing the child to deal with changing contexts (Karreman et
al., 2006; Kopp, 1982).

Another relevant point relates to the complexity of the concept of SR. The strategies that a child

can use to show SR could be distinguished in several areas and using different mechanisms targeting
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the adaptation to environmental demands. Many authors differentiate between emotional and
behavioral SR (Mufioz-Mufioz, 2017), while others also add cognitive SR (Denham et al., 2014).
Similarly, some authors talk about “hot” (e.g., emotional and motivational processes) and “cool”
regulation (e.g., cognitive processes) (Zelazo & Muller, 2002; Zelazo et al., 2003), thereby
considering the fact that different parts of the frontal lobe are involved when it comes to regulating
emotional and motivational states on the one hand and cognitive states on the other. Also related to
knowledge about frontal lobe activity, some authors (e.g., Nigg, 2017; Pauen & EDOS group, 2016)
distinguish between SR processes that are intentional and deliberate (i.e., top-down regulation), and
others that are automatic (i.e., bottom-up regulation). Top-down and bottom-up processes can be the
source but also the target of regulation and one could interfere with the other in certain situations.
Nigg (2017) explains the interaction between the different dimensions and mechanisms stating that
“SR encompasses cognitive control, emotion regulation, and top-down and bottom-up processes that
alter emotion, behavior, or cognition to attempt to enhance adaptation (or to achieve an explicit or
implicit goal or goal state)” (pp. 364).

We are thus facing a complex process in which different mechanisms and aspects get involved,
and are also influenced by various internal and external factors. Hence, more complex approaches are
needed to understand the relation between SR and CR (Lunkenheimer et al., 2017a).

Until today, there are still debates on whether SR should be conceived as a multidimensional
construct (e.g., Denham et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2013) or a single undifferentiated factor (Allan &
Lonigan, 2014). The way in which dimensions or SR are divided depends on the approach, seeking
to facilitate their conceptualization and measurement. But, in the end, the different dimensions work
together and mutually influence each other (Lohaus & Glier, 2018; Wolters & Benzon, 2013).

In the present study, SR is subdivided into three dimensions: cognitive, emotional and
motivational. Cognitive SR refers to the control of different mental strategies to use cognitive abilities
in learning processes, seeking to promote cognitive performance (Dinsmore et al. 2008; Flavell,
1979). These include the control of sustained attention, strategies for regulating task behavior, and
the use of metacognitive knowledge about learning and thinking processes (Dinsmore et al., 2008;
Santosh et al., 2015; Slot et al., 2017), which are considered as top-down processes.

Emotional regulation is understood as the adjustment of an emotional state or expression in order
to achieve a goal or to maintain a desired state (Gross, 2014), including both top-down efforts (e.g.,

redirect attention) and bottom-up (e.g., arousal state) processes (Lohaus & Gluer, 2018).
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Finally, motivational SR refers to motivational control and includes monitoring, and controlling
intentional acts (Santamaria-Vazquez et al., 2021; Wolters & Benzon, 2013). Zimmerman (2000)
includes the abilities of planning, monitoring and awareness of one's own behavior during the activity
and evaluation in the meta-level of the outcome. In addition, the execution of strategies such as goal

setting is of importance to control one's own motivation or persistence (Wolters & Benzon, 2013).

The concept of co-regulation

CR can be understood as a process of interpersonal regulation in which the adult helps the child to
regulate his/her internal states (Silkenbeumer et al., 2016). Thus, with the help of interpersonal
regulation, children's mental processes can be regulated (i.e., co-regulated; Pauen & EDOS group,
2016) on different levels (e.g., emotional, motivational, cognitive).

The CR strategies need to be adapted to the child's developmental stage and parents would decrease
CR offers and start requesting SR more often as the children grow older (Pauen & EDQOS group,
2016), thereby promoting their children’s independence, but also supporting the internalization of
social norms (Rakoczky & Schmidt, 2012). Pauen & EDOS group (2016) propose that with young
children parents would primarily use co-perception strategies through which they would mimic and
mentalize the child's internal states. As children grow, parents would start to use CR strategies seeking
to help the child to regulate their internal states. Finally, towards the end of the preschool years,
caregivers are expected to begin to use co-reflective strategies, involving the child in talking about
motives, feelings, or thoughts, thus improving self-management. A similar path is described by
Silkenbeumer et al. (2016), who propose that parents would move from acting as external regulator
to encouraging the child to use SR strategies independently of the caregiver. These authors further
differentiate between strategies directed to the event itself (e.g., by distracting the child), to the
appraisal of the event (e.g., by reappraisal of the situation), to the sensation (e.g., by reassuring the
child), or to the response (e.g., by modulating the behavioral expression). The appropriateness of each
strategy varies with the age of the child, as well as the situation.

Positive aspects of CR have been associated with better cognitive and emotional development
(Feldman, 2003; Herbers et al., 2014; Kemp et al. 2016; Tronick & Beeghly, 2011), and fewer
externalizing behaviors (Bardack et al. 2017; Beeghly & Tronick, 2011; Feldman, 2003; 2007b;
Lunkenheimer et al. 2011) during early childhood. CR, on the other hand, may be affected by the
personal characteristics of the interacting partners (Crugnola et al., 2019; Feldman, 2006; Guo et al.,
2017) and by contextual factors (Beebe et al. 2020; Herbers et al., 2014).
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Recent results also suggest that CR processes can be adaptive or maladaptive depending on their
content. Lobo and Lunkenheimer (2020) found that, within dyadic affective processes, contingency
and flexibility had opposite effects on the prediction of SR skills one year later, depending on affective
valence. More specifically, contingent and flexible processes with a predominance of positive or
neutral affect predicted higher levels of SR in infants, while the same processes with a negative affect
led to lower levels of infant SR.

Thus, CR in parent-child dyads not only facilitates coordinated and well-organized exchanges and
stability in the relation between interactive partners, but also regulates mental processes and promotes
SR in young children.

From CR to SR: an interactional approach

In the first years of life, there is a constant interaction between the individual and the environment,
which includes CR behaviors (e.g., of caregivers) but also contextual aspects (Sameroff, 2010).
Sameroff and Fiese (2000) propose the ice-cream-cone-in-a-can model, according to which the child's
SR capacities increase and the need for CR decreases over time.

Nigg (2017) suggests that this process is complex, non-linear and that it develops in a sequence of
different stages. The regulatory outcome is determined by internal (i.e., SR) and external (i.e., CR)
factors, which will -in turn- be influenced by other variables. Internal processes distinguish between
top-down (i.e., intentional) and bottom-up (i.e., automatic) processes, which mutually influence one
another. External aspects incorporate both other people and contextual aspects, which may also be of
a co-regulatory nature.

As the child grows older, the regulatory strategies (SR and CR) change (Harrist & Waugh, 2002)
and increase in complexity, in order to promote autonomy in regulating internal states (Pauen &
EDOS group, 2016; Silkenbeumer et al., 2016). Babies who initially give non-specific cues and lead
parents to act in an exploratory way to meet their needs, become able to give more specific signals as
they grow older (Holodynski & Friedlmeier, 2006; Papousek, 2007).

Kochanska and Askan (2004) conducted a study on mutual responsiveness between parents and
their children at the age of 7 and 15 months. The authors analyzed the interaction processes as a
function of the information sent (i.e., negative, positive or neutral) in both directions, and the response
received from the interactive partner. The analysis was performed at a macroscopic and microscopic
level, revealing matches between information sent within the dyad. Parents issued more social-

interactive cues (i.e., verbal or non-verbal attempts to engage the child) than attempts to influence the
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child (i.e., attempts to regulate child behavior or to secure his/her cooperation in the task) when the
child was 7 months old, but the proportion of both types of strategies was reversed at 15 months.

Another important issue has been raised by Harrist and Waugh (2002) who pointed out the
relevance of “synchrony” within the dyad. The authors emphasize that synchrony, defined as "a type
of interaction between two people (in particular a child and caregiver), (with) an observable pattern
of dyadic interaction that is mutually regulated, reciprocal, and harmonious™ (pp. 557), represents a
crucial developmental achievement. Therefore, it seems important to approach SR during infancy as
a dyadic process, in which the adult and the child always regulate one another with respect to
expressed affect, behavior, and physiology (Calkins, 2011).

The present study interprets SR as an interactional process in which child and parent characteristics
influence each other and change throughout development. During interactions, each partner will
exchange signals thus creating a dyadic process where each partner anticipates moment-to-moment
progression (Beebe et al., 2016; Fogel, 2009; Sameroff, 2009; Stern et al., 1985) that will eventually
become more regulated and synchronous with time (Tronick, 2007).

Even though most studies on parent-child interaction implicitly use a unidirectional prediction
model which assumes that parent characteristics determine child behavior (Beebe et al., 2016;
Karreman et al., 2006; Kochanska & Askan, 2004; Tiberio et al., 2016), there is evidence showing
that offspring characteristics also influence parental behavior (Beebe et al. 2010, 2016; Guo et al,
2017; Kochanska & Askan, 2004; Putnam et al., 2002; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2013). This again
points to the need for models that enable the assessment of the mutual regulation dynamics between
caregivers and their offspring, especially when considering that parent-child interactions undergo
systematic changes with age (Beebe et al., 2010; Feldman, 2007b; Feldman et al., 2004; Kochanska
& Askan, 2004, Stifter & Rovine, 2015).

Cultural considerations regarding SR and CR

Generalities and cultural specificities are difficult to disentangle, and classifying cultures is not
always straightforward (e.g., Keller et al., 2006; Selin, 2014). One of the most common ways of
classifying cultures is according to levels of independence and interdependence (Markus & Kitayama,
1991) which will be associated with the understanding of the SR and CR variables.

A strong focus on independence is associated with a prioritization of autonomy as an educational
goal (Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007) and a disjoint agency model, where goals are defined in an
individualistic way and actions are evaluated based on the idea of an “ideal self” (Trommsdorff,

2009). Consistent with this view, the individual is perceived as bounded and self-contained, while



19

relationships are understood as self-determined negotiations between independent partners (Keller,
2013; Keller et al. 2006). It is considered that this type of culture emphasizes the autonomy of
individuals, fostering the idea of being able to have an impact over the context and the importance of
striving to achieve goals (Jaramillo et al., 2017).

On the other hand, a strong focus on interdependence emphasizes social relatedness associated
with a sense of conjoint agency that seeks to maintain social harmony and minimize conflicts within
the group (Keller, 2013; Trommsdorff, 2009). Here, the self is meaningful and complete only if the
individual maintains positive relations with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The “ought self”
serves as standard for evaluating one’s own actions (Trommsdorff, 2009) and relatedness will be
prioritized over autonomy. Therefore, individuals will tend to place importance on taking care of the
relationship with others and respecting boundaries, having less sense of power to change the context.

Depending on how strongly a given culture emphasizes independence and interdependence, it
scores high or low on each of the two dimensions: relatedness and autonomy. Although autonomy
and relatedness are conceived as opposing values, they do not exclude each other, but rather refer to
separate needs of each individual (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Keller & Kértner, 2013; Rothbaum &
Trommsdorff, 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2002; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2020) guided by normative
orientations which are co-constructed in specific domains of life by a given community (Keller,
2013).

The meaning of SR and CR may vary between different cultures. In cultures with a strong emphasis
on independence, the autonomy of the individual will be promoted, and SR will be considered a self-
motivated action based on one’s own needs and goals. In cultures with a strong emphasis on
interdependence, the focus of socialization will be on relatedness. SR then will refer to collective
goals and will emphasize the individual's flexibility and ability to adjust to joint norms, thus requiring
interpersonal regulation (Trommsdorff, 2009).

When it comes to CR, parents who want to strengthen children’s autonomy are known to be more
tolerant when their children express negative feelings in situations of goal frustration (Heikamp et al.
2013; Wang, 2003). When asking their child to follow a given request, they do so in a respectful and
empathetic way, justifying the demand, and offering choices to the child (Laurin & Joussemet, 2017),
thus signaling openness for negotiations and supporting horizontal communication. In contrast,
parents who want to strengthen relatedness tend to use more regulatory language to guide children’s
behavior toward accepting social hierarchies (Tamis-LeMonda & Song, 2012; Tamis-LeMonda et al.,
2012). They also tend to suppress negative affect in the child because corresponding behaviors are
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assumed to be disruptive for group harmony (Heikamp et al. 2013; Wang, 2003), while positive
emotions such as sympathy and shame are welcomed since they promote relatedness (Chan et al.,
2009).

Studies have suggested that authoritative parenting (i.e., confrontive parental control and high
levels of parental support) is associated with better child functioning in terms of social adaptation and
well-being, compared to authoritarian parenting (i.e., high levels of power assertion and low levels of
parental support) or neglectful parenting (i.e., lack of both control and support) (Hancock, 2014;
Lansford et al., 2014; Pinquart, 2017). Also, high parental support is assumed to promote SR skills in
children (e.g., Karreman, 2006) and lead to less externalizing behavior problems (e.g., Bornstein et
al., 2018). Nonetheless, cross-cultural studies found that this relationship cannot always be found in
non-Western cultures, where more permissive or authoritarian styles may even show positive impact
(Garciaetal., 2019; Rudy & Grusec, 2006; Selin, 2014). To explain these differences, authors pointed
out that the emphasis should not be on the parental style itself, but rather on the emotionality that
parents and children attribute to these styles and what is normative in a given culture (Rudy & Grusec,
2006; Putnick et al., 2014).

Although variations in parental beliefs and practices across cultures are complex and cannot be
understood as a consequence of sociocultural aspects (Eisenberg et al., 2010; Holden, 1997),
differences in the emphasis on autonomy or relatedness are also reported in parents from different
countries. Culture seems to be not only related to parental self-concept and goals, but also to which
child behaviors will be reinforced or rejected (e.g., Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Jaramillo et al., 2017,
Keller et al., 2006). Regarding the countries compared in this report, the expected differences seem
to be consistent with the cultural emphasis assumed in each country.

In Germany, the anti-authoritarian movement of the 60s and 70s induced a shift towards more
democratic and liberal parenting strategies (Otto & Keller, 2015), which seem to dominate today:
Caregivers consider eye contact and horizontal communication as important in parent-child
interactions (Keller, 2003), they prioritize infant stimulation at the cognitive and emotional level
(Eickhorst et al., 2008; Keller, 2003; Keller et al., 2004b, 2005; Rindermann et al., 2013), and tend to
strengthen autonomy even in young children (Furnham & Kirkcaldy, 2000; Haerpfer et al., 2022;
Keller et al., 2005). The dominating parenting style in modern Germany can best be described as
authoritative, or indulgent/permissive (Garcia et al., 2019; Nauck & Lotter, 2015), varying with the
age of the child.
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In Chile, some authors describe the dominating parental style as authoritative (Figueroa et al.,
2012; Ossa et al., 2014), whereas others find evidence for a paternalistic orientation in controlling the
child (Bush & Peterson, 2014). Studies reported that Chilean parents commonly use regulatory talk
(Santelices et al., 2021) and may make use of physical punishment (Achnu, 2006; Ministery of Social
Development, 2017). Thus, it seems that there is a mixture of authoritarian and authoritative practices
in this country.

Finally, only one study was found that has previously compared Germany and Chile regarding
parenting and child regulation in late childhood (Weis et al., 2016a, 2016b). In their sample, Chilean
mothers showed a greater preference for the use of restrictive control and Chilean children achieved
lower SR scores compared to a German sample. However, the associations found between adult and
child variables were different within each culture.

In sum, the regulatory strategies used by parents and their offspring may vary depending on
cultural and other macro factors, even though there are also expected to be commonalities based on
genetic and biological ground. In this case, assessing SR and CR variables in two different cultures
and using different methods (i.e., through questionnaire and direct observation) can help to identify
cultural aspects that in monocultural studies might be unnoticed.

German and Chilean sociocultural context

Germany and Chile differ in terms of their cultural orientation: Germany has frequently been
classified as a society of low interdependence and high independence (Friedlmeier et al., 2008;
Hofstede, 2001; Mayer et al., 2012). Chile, on the other hand, has historically been considered a
collectivist culture that promotes interdependence. However, recent studies found high levels of
independence and interdependence in parallel (Benavides & Hur, 2019; Georgas et al., 2006; Kolstad
& Horpestad, 2009), presumably due to a rapid development of the economy, changes in
sociopolitical systems, and decreasing authoritarian values (Bush & Peterson, 2014).

Germany and Chile also differ in other socioeconomic factors that impact child rearing and
development (e.g., Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Keller, 2013). According to the
United Nations (UN; 2019) Germany has a high quality of life captured with the Human Development
Index (HDI=.939) which varies little when considering the Inequality-adjusted Index (IHDI=.861)
and ranks among the top 30% of countries according to the Happiness Index (HI1=7.155; UN, 2022).
On the other hand, Chile also has a high quality of life (HD1=.847), but high inequality (IHD1=.696)
and a lower happiness index (HI= 6.172).
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At the level of state regulations, substantial differences regarding laws with impact on childcare
can be observed. In Germany, the state promotes equal opportunities for men and women with regard
to child caretaking (BEEG, 2016). The law on parental leave declares that both, mothers and fathers,
can leave their jobs temporarily without taking the risk to lose their job. Both parents can go full-time
or part-time on parental leave and the duration of parental leave is up to 36 months per child. Each
family will receive a monetary compensation during the first 12 months following birth, although in
some circumstances compensation can be extended to 14 months if both parents become involve in
child rearing.

In Chile, Law No. 20545, which extends the postnatal period for mothers until 6 months post
partum, has been in force since 2011. This benefit is only granted to the mother, but she can transfer
up to 6 weeks to the father at the end of the maternal leave period. During maternal leave, the mother
receives monetary support from the state and cannot be fired up to 2 years after birth. There are almost
no regulations regarding the rights and duties of fathers in Chilean laws, except for the fact that they
are entitled to 5 working days paid leave after childbirth.

These legal regulations might also impact childcare. By 36 months of age German kids usually
attend early education programs. According to the Education at a Glance survey, 91% of 3 years olds,
and 96% of 4 year olds attend early education (EAG, 2014). In Chile the mother is usually the main
caregiver during the first two years of life (74%) of the child. child. Between the age of 2 and 3 years
this gradually change and other family members become engaged in childcare (ENPI, 2010).
Nevertheless, only about 25% of children between 0 and 5 years attend a nursery or kindergarten
according to national surveys of recent years (ENPI, 2010; ELPI, 2017).

In summary, different cultural and social conditions can be found regarding the possibilities of
parents to temporally leave work and to engage in child care. Furthermore, the percentage of young
children attending educational institutions varies quite substantially between both countries,
especially when regarding families with younger children (i.e., 2-year-olds). Although
operationalizing and controlling for these variables is beyond the scope of the present study, it is

important to consider the results in light of these differences.

Common assessments of SR and CR

When looking at reviews and meta-analyses that include measures of child SR (e.g., (Karreman et
al., 2006; Mufioz-Mufioz, 2017; Pallini, et al., 2018; Rademacher & Koglin, 2018), typically of the
following methods is used: 1) questionnaires completed by parents and teachers; or 2) laboratory

tasks in which the child's responses to certain stimuli or tasks are evaluated.
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When examining questionnaires used to assess child SR, they tend to focus on behavioral
outcomes. Some of the questionnaires that can be mentioned are the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL;
Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001), the Children’s Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ); Rothbart et al., 2001)
and the Early Childhood Behaviour Questionnaire (ECBQ; Putnam et al. 2006). This variable is
rarely assessed in the adult, an exemption might be the self-report questionnaire Me as a parent
(Hamilton et al., 2015), which assesses SR in the parental context.

Concerning laboratory tests, studies usually assess SR via tasks of executive functions (e.g., Sun
& Tang, 2019; Zhou et al., 2012), sustained control (e.g., Kochanska & Knaack 2003; Pallini et al.,
2018), and delay of gratification (e.g.., Garon et al., 2011; Razza et al., 2015) or via tasks that trigger
emotional regulation (e.g., Fox & Calkins 2003; Liebermann et al., 2007).

The CR variable is mainly assessed in observational and dyadic contexts. However, there are also
differences in the way this variable is conceptualized and measured. Some studies apply assessments
at the macro level (i.e., assessment of the interaction as a whole), such as the Emotion Dysregulation
Codes scale (Hoffman et al., 2006), and the Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System-III
(DPICSIIL; Eyberg et al. 2005), while others focus at the micro level (i.e., based on a division of the
interaction into segments) and apply different coding schemes to evaluate dyadic states (e.g., Revised
Relational Coding System - RRCS; Fogel et al., 2003). Some also classify the CR strategies used by
parents (e.g., Lunkenheimer, et al., 2017a; Putnam et al. 2002), or measure them with respect to their
degree of complexity (e.g., Ostfeld-Etzion et al., 2015). Additionally, CR is sometimes taken as a
synonym for other variables such as scaffolding (e.g., Hoffman et al., 2006; Leith et al., 2018) and
synchrony (e.g., Feldman, 2003; Guo et al., 2015; Lunkenheimer et al., 2011).

In general, the lack of agreement on the definition of regulatory concepts, such as SR and CR, has
already been pointed out by previous studies (e.g., Smithers et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2012), and
constitutes an obstacle when comparing results and drawing conclusions. Some efforts to differentiate
associated concepts have already been made, although they can hardly be called exhaustive (e.g.,
Nigg, 2017; Beebe et al. 2005; Smithers et al., 2018). It is still clear that SR is assessed primarily as
an outcome variable in the child only, whereas CR is assessed in a more dyadic way. So far, studies
that use a dynamic approach to assess interactive behaviors of the caregiver and the child in parallel
in order to investigate the development of SR and CR are still rare, despite the fact that these two
concepts are assumed to be of high relevance for establishing a good long-term parent-child

relationship.
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Microanalysis as a process-oriented approach to evaluate SR and CR

In assessing parent-child interactions using observational tools, coding systems should be designed
such that the same tool can be applied to children of different ages, and samples from different
backgrounds, in order to allow for longitudinal analysis and comparability across different
populations. Such coding systems should allow for a broad range of potential applications because
the strategies used by children and adults change throughout development (Harrist & Waugh, 2002).
Process-oriented approaches require a detailed analysis of the behaviors of both interactive partners
and an evaluation of the sequence and timing of behaviors during social exchanges (Beebe & Steele,
2013), capturing the moment-to-moment process inherent in bidirectional social interactions
(DiDonato et al. 2013; Guo et al., 2017; Lunkenheimer et al. 2011).

Due to technology advances in recent years, more studies applying microanalysis, sequential
analysis, SSG and other coding systems have been published. The use of microanalysis has been
shown to be specifically useful in identifying well-defined patterns and aspects of behavior, which
cannot be identified with global scales (e.g., Bardack et al., 2017; Stern, 1985). Results obtained with
this method also appear to be more stable over time than macro assessments (Dishion et al., 2017). In
addition, the feasibility of analyzing temporal dynamics of SR during child development has been
pointed out as an important advantage (e.g., Dennis-Tiwary, 2019; Lobo & Lunkenheimer, 2020).

A common conceptual framework is still lacking to define what should be considered as
“microanalysis” and how the different methodologies using this technique should be classified.
Bakeman and Gottman (1987) identify two basic features of microanalysis: a systematic observation
and the assignment of previously defined codes to each segment of a given exchange. According to
this definition, a methodology would be "microanalytical" if each segment of the interaction is
continuously evaluated based on predefined codes.

The way in which an interaction is subdivided into segments can follow different rules. There are
two general types: (1) interval/time-based microanalysis, in which the division of the code string is
determined by a predefined time interval (e.g., 1 sec, 5 sec); and (2) event-based microanalysis, in
which the division of the code string is determined by a specific event (e.g., behaviors, states,
expressions, functional steps). Any type of micro-analysis results in a continuous succession of codes
(i.e., a code strings) for each person involved in the interaction (e.g., caregiver, child) and -potentially-
for different behavioral expressions (e.g., look, touch, verbal statements) in parallel. Ultimately,
different ways to organize the codes will lead to an exhaustive or non-exhaustive coding scheme,

mutually or non-mutually etc. (for a review see Bakeman & Gottman, 1987; Brauner et al., 2018).
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It is important to clarify that microanalytic strategies do not directly imply interactional or
sequential analysis (Bakeman & Gottman, 1987; Bakeman & Quera, 2012). Even though
microanalysis itself may seem to be a methodological advancement, reporting results in terms of the
frequency, mean, rate, or probability of a given behavior, does not bring us closer to understanding
the basic dynamics of social interactions (Bakeman & Gottman, 1987; Bakeman & Quera, 2012). The
results obtained from the microanalysis are potentially interactional and sequential, but ultimately
depends on the statistical analysis.

Regarding bidirectionality, it seems noteworthy that CR is relevant not only when it comes to
describing the behavior of caregivers, but also that of children (e.g. Aureli & Presaghi, 2010; Aureli
et al., 2018). Similarly, SR is not only relevant when it comes to describing child behavior, but also
adults. For example, caregivers cannot always focus on providing CR for their child but also need to
show SR when facing cognitive, motivational, and emotional challenges. Hence, it might be useful in
many cases to assess SR and CR in both interactive partners in parallel, even though CR is likely to
be more prominent caregivers while SR may be observed more often in young children.

When investigating age-related differences in SR and CR behaviors, it is also important to
distinguish between non-verbal behaviors and verbal expressions. As demonstrated by Aureli &
Presaghi (2010), non-verbal forms of CR may dominate the behavior when interacting with infants
and young toddlers, whereas verbal CR plays the dominant role when interacting with older children.
The same is true of SR, as language undergoes substantial development throughout the early years
(Petersen et al., 2015; Vallotton & Ayoub, 2011). In addition, different tasks require different types
of regulation: when the caregiver and the child are asked to jointly work on a problem, the task
affordances mainly call for cognitive and motivational SR and CR, but when they need to deal with
a situation creating substantial arousal, this requires emotional regulation (e.g. in the still-face
paradigm: Adamson & Frick, 2003; or in the strange situation test introduced by Mary Ainsworth:
see Bretherton, 2013 for a recent summary of work with this paradigm).

By distinguishing between codes for verbal and non-verbal expressions, and — within each level —
between the regulation of cognitive, motivational, and emotional states, it will be possible to get a
rather detailed impression of the interactional dynamic. Only by looking at the specific patterns of
interaction that combines both behaviors at different levels will it be possible to get a full picture of

the interactive quality of the dyad.
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Present study

Despite the differences found in parental characteristics and practices between different countries,
any polarized view has been questioned, especially one from a Westernized perspective which has
dominated parenting research (Selin, 2014). In recent decades, a more bidirectional and
contextualized view of the parent-child relationship has become prominent, where child
characteristics are assumed to impact parental behaviors (De Mol & Buysse, 2008; Li et al., 2019)
and contextual factors should be considered (Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Selin, 2014). For instance,
the same practice may be adequate in one country and inadequate in another, just as the same parental
characteristics may suit some of their children better than others, depending on the characteristics of
the latter. Cross-cultural studies have been identified as a promising way to expand and advance the
understanding of the relation between parental CR and children's SR development.

In this thesis, a quantitative, non-experimental, multi-method approach is taken. Cross-sectional
and longitudinal designs are combined in two related studies. Study 1 assesses SR and CR variables
via parental questionnaire. This includes (a) the translation and the validation of the IMMA
instrument. (b) Furthermore, data reported from Chilean and German parent-child dyads is compared.
Study 2 evaluates SR and CR based on data obtained with the observational and microanalytic
SECORE coding scheme, again including two work packages: (a) cross-sectional comparison of
parent-child dyads with 2- and 4-year-old children in Chile and Germany; and (b) longitudinal
analysis of changes in the German sample when children are 3.5 and 5.5 years old.

The objectives and hypotheses guiding this thesis are presented below. Following that, the

methodology and results, divided by stage, will be presented to provide greater clarity to the reader.
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RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS

General research objective

To evaluate the SR and CR strategies used by parent-child dyads in Germany and Chile, by

applying a self-report and an observational instrument, and monitoring changes 18 months later

in the German sample.

Specific research objectives

1.

Transalte and validate the instrument “IMMA: IMpuls-MAnagement vom Kleinkind- bis
zum Vorschulalter/Regulacion de impulsos desde la infancia hasta la edad preescolar” in the
Chilean population.

Describe and compare parental CR and child SR strategies reported by parents with children
between 1 and 6 years of age in Chile and Germany.

Describe and compare the types of SR and CR behaviors that parent-child dyads of 2-years
and 4-years old use during a shared activity.

Describe and compare the types of SR and CR behaviors that Chilean and German dyads use
during a shared activity at 2-years and 4-years old.

Identify the direction of SR and CR behaviors within the dyads and analyze patterns of
interaction.

Evaluate the changes in SR and CR behaviors between first assessment at 2 and 4 years of

age, and second assessment at 3.5 and 5.5 years of age at the German sample.

Hypothesis

1.

The factorial structure of the IMMA instrument in the Chilean sample will be largely
comparable to that of the German version.

There will be similarities and differences in children SR and parental CR strategies reported in
each country. German parents will report higher regulation expectations than Chilean parents.
Caregivers interacting with 2-year-olds will use more CR behaviors and their children will
show less SR compared to 4-year-olds dyads.

German dyads will show more cognitive regulation while Chilean dyads will show more
emotional regulation across-task.

Within a given dyad, the regulatory behaviors of one partner will be systematically related to
the regulatory behaviors of the other partner.

Within the same dyad, parental CR will decrease and child SR will increase with the age of the
child.
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METHOD
METHOD STUDY 1

Study 1 aims to assess child SR, as well as parental expectations and CR strategies based on IMMA
data. In a first step (Study 1a), the IMMA questionnaire will be translated to Spanish and then be
validated. In a second step (Study 1b) the data reported by Chilean and German parents collected

online will be compared.

The work has been approved by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Medicine of University of
Chile (CEISH, N° 203-2019) and the main author of the original German version gave her consent to

perform the translation and validation process in Chile.

Study la: Translation and validation of the IMMA-Questionnaire
This stage addresses the first specific objective of the study, which involves the translation into
Spanish of the IMMA instrument and its validation in the Chilean population.

Procedure

The original instrument was translated from German into Spanish following Sperber's (2004)
procedure for cross-cultural research. More specifically, the IMMA was first translated from German
to Spanish, and then retranslated from Spanish to German by two different people who had knowledge
of the topic, of both languages, and both cultures (i.e., German psychologist living in Chile and a
Chilean mother living in Germany). In a second step, 10 native-speaking Germans compared the
items between the original and the retranslated version on two dimensions: comparability of language,
and similarity of interpretability. Items identified as problematic were revised and the process was
repeated until an adequate version was obtained.

Once the final Spanish version was obtained, parents were invited to participate by sharing a
publication through social networks (e.g., Instagram, Facebook, Whatsapp). All parents or caregivers
participated on a voluntary basis and gave their consent prior to the start of the assessment. The virtual
consent that the participants acknowledged, the sociodemographic data requested and the Spanish

IMMA version employed for the validation process can be found in Appendix A.

Participants
The sample of the study consisted of parents/caregivers with children aged 1-6 years living in
Chile, who completed the questionnaire online. From an initial sample of N = 542 cases, only those

with all the items answered were selected. The final sample obtained included data from N = 527
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caregivers with children between one and six years of age (M = 41.8 months, SD = 20.2, range = 12-
83 months) from all regions of Chile. This sample size is considered appropriate for implementing
factorial procedures in the data analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Winter et al., 2009).

The sociodemographic data of the participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Sociodemographic data of the participants in Study 1a

N %
Child characteristics
Gender (male) 268 50.9%
Siblings (no) 269 51%
Kindergarten/daycare (attendance) 278 52.8%
Nacionality (chilean) 511 97%
Parental characteristics*
Responding adult (mother) 505 95.8%
Education
(<) High school 81 15.4%
Technical 64 12.1%
Bachelor 268 50.9%
Graduate studies 114 21.6%
Nationality (chilean) 489 92.8%
General characteristics
Region
North (1, 11, 1, XV) 26 4.9%
Central (1V, V, VI, VII, VIII, XVI) 176 33.4%
Metropolitan (XI11) 257 48.8%
South (IX, X, XI, XII, XIV) 67 12.7%

* Responding adult

Most responses were obtained from mothers. Of the remaining responses, 1.7% (N = 9) were
provided by fathers, 2.1% (N = 11) by another family caregiver, and 0.4%(N = 2) by a non-family
caregiver. Regarding nationality, 1.3% of the children were reported to be of another nationality (3
Venezuelan, 2 Argentinean, 1 Mexican, 1 Colombian), while 1.7% reported a second
nationality/ethnicity in addition to Chilean (2 Italian, 2 Mapuche, 1 Peruvian, 1 Mexican, 1 Spanish,
1 Brazilian, 1 French). In 3.6% of the cases one of the parents had a nationality other than Chilean (6
Peruvian, 2 Italian, 1 Salvadoran, 1 Brazilian, 1 German, 1 Colombian, 1 French, 1 Uruguayan, 1
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Argentinean, 1 Mexican, 1 Mapuche, 1 Honduran and 1 Venezuelan), while in 3.4% both parents
reported a different nationality (8 Venezuelan, 4 Argentinean, 2 Mexican, 1 Belgian, 2 Brazilian, 1
Colombian).
Instruments

Sociodemographic Questionnaire. Parents were asked for specific details about themselves, the
child and the family group characteristics (see Appendix A).

IMpuls-Management vom S&auglings-bis zum Vorschulalter - IMMA1-6 (Pauen et al., 2014).
The IMMA questionnaire contains 94 items and is suitable for parents of children between one and
six years of age (see Appendix B for original German version). The IMMA consists of three parts:

Part 1 includes 16 items grouped into three subscales referring to Parental Ideas and Goals
Regarding Child SR Skills. Here, parents are asked how well children of the same age as their own
child are capable of dealing with internal challenges (i.e., coping with own needs, emotions, impulses)
and with external requests (i.e., responding to demands or restrictions of others). Furthermore, parents
are asked how important they consider SR skills for child development. The corresponding scales are
labeled (1a) Parental Ideas and Goals Regarding Child SR in Dealing with Internal Challenges, (1b)
Parental Ideas Regarding Child SR in Dealing with External Requests, and (1c) Parental Goals
Regarding Child SR in Dealing with External Requests. Parents rate corresponding items on a 6-point
Likert-type format (1 = “not true at all” to 6 = “completely right”).

Part 2 consists of 42 items grouped into eight subscales that focus on Child’s Responses to Goal-
Frustration or Parental Requests. Responses are grouped into the following scales: (2a) Goal-
Perseverance (i.e., the child does not give up); (2b) Immediate Compliance (i.e., voluntarily doing as
being told without hesitation or protest); (2c) Compliance to Firm Demands (i.e., compliance only
after the caregiver communicates a request repeatedly, with a firm voice, and/or a strict look); (2d)
Compliance to Strict Prohibitions (i.e., compliance only after the caregiver communicates a restriction
repeatedly, with a firm voice and/or a strict look); (2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure (i.e., only
follows instructions if the caregiver physically intervenes by forcing him/her to do as being told); (2f)
Negotiations with Caregiver (i.e., tries to convince the caregiver to get his/her way); (2g) Evasion
(i.e., ignores parental instructions); and (2h) Emotional Dysregulation (i.e., starts to cry, shout, kick
or becomes aggressive). Parents rate each item on a 6-point Likert-scale (ranging from 1 = “never”
to 6 = “always”) or mark "not applicable".

Part 3 consists of 36 items grouped into seven subscales that focus on strategies referring to
Parental CR in Situations Requiring Child SR. The following subscales belong to Part 3: (3a) Call for
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SR (i.e., ask the child to deal with his/her emotional arousal); (3b) Distraction (i.e., try to distract the
child); (3c) Withdrawal (i.e., no longer keep up the request); (3d) Strictness (e.qg., strong insistence
on request); (3e) Negotiations with Child (i.e., explain the request, discuss the issue with the child,
try to find a compromise); (3f) Social Appreciation (i.e., provide positive feedback when the child
meets parental expectations); and (3g) Use of Rewards (i.e., offer some material reward when the

child meets parental expectations). The response mode is the same as for Part 2.

Data analysis

Initially, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed per IMMA Part, grouping the
items according to the factors reported in the German version (Pauen et al., 2019), but the obtained
goodness of fit was not satisfactory in any case (range SRMR=0.075-0.095; range RMSEA=0.104-
0.156). Considering that the initial factors of the German version were obtained with a comparably
small sample (i.e., N = 132), it was decided to perform Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to check
for the conceptual structure of each part separately. Moreover, it could also be that the models did not
show a good fit because in the CFA each item has a factor weight determined in a single factor and a
null weight in the rest (Ferrando & Anguiano-Carrasco, 2010), which would imply assuming that
each item is a pure measure of the factor, a position that does not agree with the IMMA approach.

The corresponding analyses were performed by using R Statistical Software and the package
Lavaan for structural equation modeling (Rosseel, 2012). The adequacy of the data was evaluated
prior to factorization, using Bartlett's test of sphericity (<.05) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic
(KMO; >.80). Since each Part was analyzed separately, a second-order model was applied.

Considering that the items are categorical when answered on a Likert scale, the weighted least
square mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimation procedure was used. The WLSMV is a
robust estimator that does not assume normally distributed variables and provides the best option for
modeling categorical or ordered data (Brown, 2006). When using WLSMV, Lavaan uses diagonally
weighted least squares (DWLS) to estimate the model parameters, but the full weight matrix to
compute robust standard errors, and a mean- and variance-adjusted test statistic.

Reliability for individual scales was estimated through Cronbach's a coefficient. To decide on
specific items, the polyserial correlations, item-test and item-scale correlations, the impact on the
alpha obtained and the factor loadings were considered. Additionally, the cumulative variance

explained by factor and the covariance between different factors is reported.
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Methodology justification
While there is no general agreement on the number of participants needed in order to carry out a
factor analysis, the suggested minimums range from 3 to 20 times the number of variables (Mundfrom
et al., 2009). As the instrument has a total of 18 factors, ideally 360 responses were required.
Concerning the modality, recent studies support the validity of data collected online (Faran &
Zanbar, 2019; Liao & Hsieh, 2017; Singh, 2011), pointing out that psychometric properties similar to

the use of paper-based questionnaires are obtained (Liao & Hsieh, 2017).

Study 1b: Cultural comparison of IMMA findings
This stage corresponds to the second specific objective and comprises the comparison of a German

and Chilean subsample using the IMMA instrument.

Procedure

The German data collection took part in Cologne, a large town with a mixed Socioeconomic status
(SES) population in the Midwest of Germany, and in Heidelberg, a smaller town in southern
Germany. Recruitment was based on sending out invitation letters through daycare facilities.
Participants from Chile were invited to participate online by sharing a post through social media (e.g.,
Instagram, Facebook, Whatsapp), coming from different regions of the country. All parents
participated on a voluntary basis and completed an informed consent-form (either in physical or

online format) before the start of the assessment (see Appendix C).

Participants
A total of N = 200 data sets, equally distributed between Germany and Chile were included in this
analysis. Stratified random sampling was performed from a larger database in each country to ensure

that children of both countries show a similar age-range (see Table 2).

Table 2

Sociodemographic data of participants in Study 1b

Chile Germany TIW/IX?
Child characteristics
Age (M, SD) 29.38 (10.58)  29.31(10.04) 5,015
Gender (male) 50% 47% 0.08
Siblings (yes) 45% 44% 0.00

Daycare/Kindergarten attendance 39% 91% 59.04**
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Adult characteristics

Responding adult (mother) 96% 87% 9.58**
Education 6.01
< High school 0% 2%
High school 12% 6%
Technical/Bachelor 66% 70%
Graduate studies 22% 22%

*p < .05/ **p < .01/ ***p < .001
Note. For continuous variables, T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on
whether the normality requirement was met. For categorical variables, Pearson's chi-squared was
performed.
Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed jointly by the teams from
Chile and Germany to obtain contextual information of the sample. Parents were asked for specific
details about themselves, the child and the family group characteristics (see Appendix A for Spanish
version and Appendix B for German version)
IMpuls-Management vom Sauglings-bis zum Vorschulalter - IMMA1-6 (Pauen et al., 2014).

Previously described (see Appendix A for Spanish version and Appendix B for German version)

Statistical Analysis

As a first step, preliminary analyses to evaluate differences between sociodemographic aspects
and the statistical equivalence of the instrument were carried out before cross-country comparisons.

Second, MANOVA (Pillai) analysis were performed for each part of the IMMA (Parts 1-3) to
check for mean differences on individual subscales between countries. If a given MANOVA was
significant, additional post-hoc tests checked for differences between countries in each subscale.
Third, to test for age-related changes at a fine-grained level, we divided the sample into six age groups
(12, 18, 24, 30, 36, 42 months), each covering a period of 6 months (e.g., the 12-month group includes
children between 12-17 months).

Third, one-way ANOVAs with age as independent variable were performed separately for each
country. If age differences proved to be significant, Tukey statistic was used for post-hoc analyses.

Lastly, bivariate correlations were calculated using the pooled sample to describe relations

between parental ideas and goals, child SR strategies, and parental CR strategies.
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Methodology justification

Although the factor analysis showed a different grouping of the items in Chile than in Germany, it
was decided to use the factor structure of the initial German scale to allow for direct comparison
between countries. To ensure that the instrument measures similar constructs, statistical equivalence
analyses were performed before cross-country comparison. The measurement of invariance assesses
the psychometric equivalence of a construct across groups or across time (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016).

As suggested by Milfont & Fischer (2010), a CFA was performed for each IMMA Part, grouping
the items from the factors reported in the German version (Pauen et al., 2019). The fit was nearly
adequate when performing the analysis on the total sample (RMSEA = .043-.069, SRMR = .076-
.086), but not when splitting it by country (Germany: RMSEA =.033-.049, SRMR =.093-.113; Chile:
RMSEA =.026-.053, SRMR =.101-.105). Since the fit was not adequate even in the German sample
and a sample size of 100 is not considered appropriate for implementing factorial procedures
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Winter et al., 2009), it was decided to carry out internal consistency

analysis by country to assess the required statistical equivalence (Milfont & Fischer, 2010).

METHOD STUDY 2

The second study evaluates regulatory variables (i.e., SR, CR, Call for CR) in parent-child dyads
using a microanalytic observational methodology. This study consists of two stages: a) cross-sectional
comparison of parent-child dyads with 2- and 4-year-old children in Chile and Germany; and b)
longitudinal analysis of changes in the German sample 18 months later (i.e., when children are 3.5

and 5.5 years old, respectively).

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Medicine of University of
Chile (CEISH, N° 203-2019).

Study 2a: Comparison of SECORE findings across cultures
This stage corresponds to specific objectives three to five using cross-sectional data. Parent-child
interactions are assessed with the SECORE microanalytic instrument in Germany and Chile

comparing 2- and 4-year-old dyads.

Procedure
In both countries parents and children were invited to voluntary participate in the study. In

Germany, recruitment was carried out in Heidelberg sending out invitation letters through daycare
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facilities, and by telephone calls to parents registered in the institute's database who were invited to
participate in previous studies. In Chile, the collection took place in Santiago and parents were invited
via social media to participate. Parents who wished to participate were contact by phone or email
providing more information of the study, the research objectives and measurement procedure.
Subsequently, in both countries a meeting was arranged with parents who agreed to participate. The
data collection was then carried out in a lab room with minimal and sober furnishings to reduce
distractions. Once participants entered the lab, the same procedure was followed in both countries.

Before starting, parents were asked to read a welcoming letter explaining the procedure (See
Appendix D for Spanish version and Appendix E for German version), and to sign a consent
agreement (See Appendix F for Spanish version and Appendix G for German version). Once the adult
agreed to participate, the child was asked for verbal assent.

The dyad was filmed in four phases: (A) Puzzle phase: A puzzle was given according to the age
of the child, and the dyad was asked to play as they normally do; (B) Clean up phase: The child was
presented with three toys (a spiral, a finger puppet and a Lego block). When the child selected his/her
favorite toy, a closed gift was handed and the child was instructed to open it only after putting the
pieces back into the box without help. (C) Wrong gift phase: The child opened the present after
cleaning up the pieces, and discovered that the toy inside the gift-box was not the preferred one. (D)
Surprise phase: The experimenter enters wearing a white mask and slowly approaches the child until
within 1 meter of him/her. After waiting up to one minute (or until the child revealed discomfort) the
experimenter removed the mask, apologized to the child for having previously handed out the wrong
gift in first place, and then offered the correct one. Parents and children carry out all phases together
and most of the time they were left alone in the room, while the experimenter entered the room only
between phases following the protocol of the activity. The filming usually lasts between 10 and 15
minutes (see details of the procedure in Appendix H).

Data collection was also conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. Although assessments were
avoided at peek times of the pandemic, restrictions were usually maintained by the government of
each country. To ensure the health of both participants and experimenters, a COVID-19 protocol was
established (Appendix I).

After finishing all four phases of the procedure, parents were asked to complete the questionnaires
while children were invited to play with the experimenter or were provided with toys to play on their

own. In Chile, parents received a video with feedback highlighting the positive elements of the
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interaction two weeks later. In Germany, the dyads received a participation certificate, as they would

be invited to participate in the second measurement.

Participants

This stage includes a total of 12 Chilean and 13 German 2-year-old dyads, and 9 Chilean and 21

German 4-year-old dyads. Details of the sociodemographic characteristics are presented in Table 3.

Table 3
Sociodemographic data of participants in Study 2a

Chile Germany
T/W/IX?
M(SD) N(%) M(SD) N(%)
Child characteristics
2-years sample
Age in months 28.00 (3.10) 12 23.92 (0.19) 13 132**
Gender (female) 6 (50.00) 7 (53.84) 0.00
Siblings (yes) 4 (33.33) 4 (44.44) 0.40
KG attendance (yes) 6 (50.00) 8 (88.89) 3.64
Weekly hours in KG 9.08 (12.24) 35.17 (7.88) 10.5%*
4-years sample
Age in months 51.44 (3.21) 9 51.43(3.08) 21 0.00
Gender (female) 6 (66.66%) 11 (52.38) 0.10
Siblings (yes) 7 (53.84) 17 (89.95) 2.45
KG attendance (yes) 12 (92.31) 20 (95.23) 511
Weekly hours in KG 21.56 (15.76) 27.42 (13.25) 65
Adult characteristics
2-years sample
?;Z‘?ﬁgg'”g adult 12 (100.0) 8(88.89)  0.04
Age in years 36.33 (4.23) 33.85 (4.32) 2.11
Daily care hours 11.75 (2.05) 8.77 (4.36) 4.64*
Status 12.49**
Married/cohabiting 7 (58.33) 13 (100.0)
Single 3 (25.00) 0
Divorce 2 (16.67) 0
Education 4.01
< High school 0 0
High school 2 (16.67) 0
Technical/Bachelor 0 2 (15.38)
Graduate studies 10 (83.33) 11 (84.62)
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4-years sample
Responding adult

(mother) 12 (100.0) 18 (85.71) 0.00
Age in years 35.00 (5.52) 38.10 (4.61) 2.52
Daily care hours 8.78 (3.15) 6.28 (1.63) 8.06**
Status 351
Married/cohabiting 8 (88.89) 19 (90.47)
Single 1(11.11) 1(4.76)
Divorce 0 1(4.76)
Education 2.82
< High school 1(4.76)
High school 1(11.11) 0
Technical/Bachelor 1(11.11) 2 (9.52)
Graduate studies 7(77.78) 18 (85.71)

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. For continuous variables, T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met. For categorical variables, Pearson's chi-squared was performed.

The 2-year-old group includes equals proportions of girls and boys in both countries. Children
have a low percentage of siblings and at least half attend daycare or kindergarten. Two variables show
significant differences between countries: the average child age in the Chilean group is higher, and
German children spend more hours per week in kindergarten. Caregivers accompanying the child in
this age group were mainly mothers of approximately the same age, with high levels of education
across countries. Significant differences are observed in two aspects: the percentage of hours of daily
care is higher in the Chilean sample and a greater percentage of German parents have a partner.

The sample of 4-year-olds is largely comparable between countries. The children are of a similar
mean age, equally split between girls and boys, with more than half of them having siblings and the
vast majority attending kindergarten. The participating adults are once again mostly mothers of
comparable mean age, typically married and with high levels of education. The only significant
difference between samples refers to the fact that Chilean parents reported more hours of care than

German parents.

Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed jointly by the teams from
Chile and Germany to obtain contextual information of the sample. Parents were asked for specific
details about themselves, the child and the family group characteristics (see Appendix J for Spanish
version and Appendix K for German version).
IMpuls-Management vom Sauglings-bis zum Vorschulalter - IMMAL-6 (Pauen et al., 2014).

Previously described (see Appendix A for Spanish version and Appendix B for German version).
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Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994). This scale consists of 30 items divided into two
subscales: 15 items assessing independence and 15 items assessing interdependence. For each item,
subjects indicate their degree of agreement or disagreement with the proposed statements using a
Likert type format of 7 points (1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree). High levels of independence
are related to a self conceived as separate from its social context, while for high levels of
interdependence the self is conceived in interrelation with others. Both dimensions are independent
and are measured with different scales, so it is possible to have high or low scores on both in parallel.
Scores can vary between 15 and 105 for each subscale.

The instrument has previously been validated in Germany (a= .68 for the independence scale and
.71 for the interdependence scale; Freund et al., 2012) and Chile (o = .66 for the independence scale
and .69 at interdependence scale; Olhaberry et al., 2011) obtaining adequate psychometric properties
(See Appendix L for Spanish version and Appendix M for German version).

Tightness-Looseness Scale (TLS; Gelfand et al., 2007). This instrument has two versions, each
consisting of six items to assess the rigidity/flexibility with which norms are perceived and the
subjective relevance of social sanctions both at the country level (Tightness-Looseness Scale Social
Version, TLS-S) and the family level (Tightness-Looseness Scale FamilyVersion, TLS-F).
Participants indicate how much they agree or disagree with the statements on a 6-point Likert type
scale (1 = totally disagree to 6 = totally agree). The scores on each scale vary between 6 and 36 for
each scale. The instrument have been validated in Germany (o = .63 for TLS-S and .73 for TLS-F;
Freund et al., 2012) and Chile (o = .68 for TLS-S and .72 for TLS-F; Olhaberry et al., 2011), and
showed adequate psychometric properties (See Appendix L for Spanish version and Appendix M for
German version).

SECORE (SEIf- and CO-REgulation scale) (Pauen et al., under review). The filmed parent-child
interactions were subsequently coded offline. Eight minutes of each dyad's interaction were coded,
including all four Phases (i.e., Puzzle, Clean up, Wrong gift, and Surprise). Videos were coded frame-
by-frame in the format 25 frames per second using the program Interact (v18.2.0.0; Mangold, 2019).

According to SECORE coding scheme, parent and child behaviors (occurrence and duration) are
encoded independently by Functional Steps at the verbal and non-verbal level. Functional Steps refer
to the intentional means by which individuals move toward their goals during an observation segment
(e.q., asking a question to help the child make a choice, or offering a toy to the child) (Zaidman-Zait
etal., 2014).
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SECORE focuses on an observational level, describing the dynamics between a caregiver and a
child by using neutral terms that specify the target of the action (i.e., task, self, interactive partner),
and the mental state to be regulated (i.e., cognitive, motivational, emotional). It distinguishes between
two behavioral dimensions (i.e., Regulation and Interaction) and five behavioral categories: two
behavioral categories at the Interaction dimension (i.e., Focus (FOC) and Communication (COM)),
and three behavioral categories at the Regulation dimension (i.e., Self- Regulation (SR), Co-
Regulation (CR) and Call for co-regulation (Call for CR)) (for details see Appendix N).

Four German and two Chilean students were trained to code the videos. The training consisted of
about 50 hours involving the theoretical introduction to the instrument, joint coding (i.e., coding of
the same video as a joint group) and parallel coding (i.e., individual coding of the videos and
subsequent comparison). In order to increase reliability, videos from both countries were coded
during the training using transcripts of the verbal input when necessary. Once inter-judge agreement
was achieved, separate coding was performed. Additionally, 25% of the videos were randomly coded
by more than one person and subsequently compared.

SECORE has shown good psychometric properties: split reliability r = 0.80 and inter-coder
reliability k = 0.79 (Martensen, 2021). In the present sample, the mean inter-rater reliability is k =
0.82 (range 0.58 - 1.00).

Data analysis

Preliminary analyses were performed to evaluate differences between samples according to
sociodemographic data.

For the descriptive-comparative analyses of the microanalytical results, the total duration in
seconds per code was considered. Group comparisons (i.e., between age-groups and countries) were
performed using means and standard deviations. If the statistical requirements were met, T-tests for
independent samples were used. In the case of non-parametric data, Whitney-Mann tests were
performed. These statistical analyses were also used to compare the results of the cultural scales (i.e.,
Self-Construal and Tightness-Looseness) and IMMA.

The evaluation of bidirectional relationships was performed through Sequential Analysis (GSEQ
Bakeman & Quera, 2012) with the R package LagSequential (v0.1.1; Draper & O'Connor, 2019). For
this analysis, only the regulatory variables (i.e., SR, CR, Call for CR) of the SECORE instrument
were included. Verbal and non-verbal codes were merged to achieve a continuum of codes. To
identify the patterns of behavior shown by children and adults in different cultural contexts, the
sample was divided by country. Within each country, GSEQ were performed on the child behaviors
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as target (i.e., dependent or subsequent) and adult behaviors as given (i.e., independent or previous),
and vice versa. These analyses allow the identification of significant transition probabilities between
adult-child behaviors and possible interaction patterns.

Finally, bivariate correlations were calculated to describe relations between all the variables in the

study.

Methodology justification

The age of assessment was decided considering the critical period for the development of SR
(Kopp, 1982). At two years of age children usually start to express themselves verbally, which has
been related to self-regulation skills (Vallotton & Ayoub, 2011). They increasingly try to "do their
will", being a stage where tantrums are a normal part of development (Daniels et al. 2012; McCurdy
et al, 2006) thus changing communication routines with their caregiver and challenging their CR
abilities. These developments are assumed to take place in both Chilean and German cultures, even
though contextual and cultural differences may be present. Furthermore, it is known that children's
SR abilities develop considerably between 2 and 4 years of age (Karreman et al., 2006; Kopp, 1982).
Therefore, a decrease in the need for caregiver support is usually observed (Holodynski &
FriedImeier, 2006).

The initial sample size was determined considering previous studies of parent-child relationships
which included German and Chilean samples, a meta-analysis of parenting related to children's SR
and studies using microanalysis.

Concerning studies with parent-child dyad analysis in German and Chilean samples, Olhaberry
(2011) compared 40 German and 41 Chilean mother-child dyads to evaluate the quality of interaction
and the incidence of mothers' depression symptoms. The effect sizes reported in this study were
moderated (d = 0.547 for difficult child and d = 0.654 for passive child). In a second study, Olhaberry
et al. (2015) compared N = 10 German and N = 10 Chilean institutionalized mother-child dyads to
evaluate quality of interaction, child development and mothers' depressive symptoms. This study
didn't report effect sizes, but significant relationships were found.

Considering the lack of similar studies including German and Chilean samples, the studies reported
in the meta-analysis presented by Karreman et al. (2006) of parenting and children’s SR also serve as
a reference point. The average sample size of all i = 41 studies was N = 98 dyads, while studies with
interactional approach used N = 68 dyads on average (Belsky et al., 2000; Feldman et al., 1999;
Kalpidou et al., 1998; Kochanska & Askan, 1995; LeCuyer-Maus & Houck, 2002; Lindsey et al.,
1997; Strand, 2002).
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Lastly, studies with a bidirectional approach to assess parent-child interactions in early childhood
reported moderate to high effect sizes with samples of around N = 100 dyads (Chow & Tan, 2018;
Curran & Yoshimura, 2016; Feng et al., 2007; Guntzviller, 2015; Hamilton et al., 2016; Mata &
Pauen, under review).

The final sample included in the Study 2 was lower than initially planned (i.e., 80 dyads) and is
below the mean of similar studies. The main reason for this reduction is related to the Covid-19
pandemic, which led to the postponement of data collection in both countries. Consequently, some
more complex statistical analyses (e.g., APIM, SEM) could not be performed.

The statistical analysis selected to evaluate interaction patterns is based on the review presented
by Gates & Liu (2016) and Fitzpatricka and collegues (2016). These articles present a wide variety
of analyses specifically designed or previously used as a tool to quantify patterns of dynamic
interactions within dyads. GSEQ focuses on real-time interactive sequences of caregiver and child
behaviors, allowing for the identification of patterns from the most common dyadic sends and
responses. There is no widely accepted method for calculating power and sample size for GSEQ, but
a minimum of 1,000 permutations per code is proposed (Bakeman & Gottman, 1997; Bakeman et al.,
1996).

Study 2b: Longitudinal evaluation of the German sample
This last stage addresses the sixth specific objective, which evaluates longitudinal changes in the
German sample 18 months after the first measurement. Therefore, the participants are dyads
consisting of parents and their children aged 3.5 and 5.5 years.

Procedure

The procedure was the same as in the first stage of this study (i.e., Study 2a). Participants were
contacted again and invited to participate in the second measurement. Those who agreed to participate
were invited to the laboratory and the 4-phase SECORE procedure was completed one more time (see
Appendix H).

A new informed consent form was signed (see Appendix G) and the welcome letter (see Appendix
E) was available to the parents. Additionally, parents completed a reduced version of the
sociodemographic survey (see Appendix O) and the IMMA questionnaire (see Appendix B).

Participants
This stage includes a total of 8 dyads that were initially 2-years-old (i.e., dyads that belonged to
the 2-year-old dyads of Study 2a), and 8 dyads that were initially 4-year-old (i.e., dyads that belonged
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to the 4-year-old dyads of Study 2a). The second measurement was carried out 18 months after the

first measurement. Details of the sociodemographic characteristics at each measurement are presented

in Table 4.

Table 4

Sociodemographic data of participants in Study 2b

1st measurement

2nd measurement

XITIW
M(SD) N(%) M(SD) N(%)
Child characteristics
Initially 2-year group
Age in months 23.88 (0.35) 8 42.62(1.19) 8 1831**
Gender (female) 5 (62.50) 5 (62.50) 0
Siblings (yes) 3 (37.50) 5 (62.50) 0.25
KG attendance (yes) 8 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 0
Weekly hours in KG 36.75 (8.75) 34.50 (3.89) 0.44
Initially 4-year group
Age in months 52.00 (2.56) 8 68.62(2.83) 8 151.9**
Gender (female) 4 (50.00) 4 (50.00) 0
Siblings (yes) 7 (87.50) 7 (87.50) 0
KG attendance (yes) 8 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 0
Weekly hours in KG 30.86 (10.87) 38.00 (4.69) 16
Adult characteristics
Initially 2-year group
?rﬁf)‘i’r?é‘r‘;'”g adult 8 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 0
Age in years 32.50 (2.56) 33.88 (2.90) 1.01
Daily care hours 7.50 (4.00) 5.88 (0.99) 37
Status 0
Married/cohabiting 8 (100.0) 8 (100.0)
Single 0 0
Divorce 0 0
Education 0
< High school
High school 0
Technical/Bachelor 2 (25.00) 2 (25.00)
Graduate studies 6 (75.00) 6 (75.00)
Initially 4-year group
Responding adult
(mofher) g 6 (75.00) 6 (75.00) 0
Age in years 38.88 (4.55) 40.25 (4.43) 0.38
Daily care hours 6.43 (1.51) 6.14 (1.77) 0.11
Status 0
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Married/cohabiting 7 (87.50) 7 (87.50)
Single 0 0
Divorce 1(12.50) 1(12.50)
Education 0
< High school 0 0
High school 0 0
Technical/Bachelor 1(12.50) 1(12.50)
Graduate studies 7 (87.50) 7 (87.50)

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p < .001
Note. For continuous variables, T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met. For categorical variables, Pearson's chi-squared was performed.

As expected when evaluating the same participants, the sociodemographic variables revealed no

significant differences between the first and second measurements.

Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire. A shorted version of the first stage sociodemographic

questionnaire was used. Parents were again asked for specific details about themselves, the child and
the family group characteristics (see Appendix O).

IMpuls-Management vom Sauglings-bis zum Vorschulalter - IMMA1-6 (Pauen et al., 2014).
Previously described (see Appendix B)

SECORE (SEIf- and CO-REgulation scale) (Pauen et al., 2020). Previously described (see
Appendix N).

Data analysis

Preliminary analyses were performed to evaluate differences between samples according to
sociodemographic data.

As in the previous stage, for the descriptive-comparative analyses of the regulatory variables, the
total duration in seconds per code was considered. Comparison between measurement 1 and
measurement 2 was performed using t-tests for paired samples. In the case of non-parametric data,
Whitney-Mann tests for paired samples were performed.

Lastly, the predictive weight of sociodemographic, cultural and parent-reported variables on the
variables observed during the interaction (i.e., child SR, child Call for CR, adult CR, adult SR) was
evaluated by performing multiple regression analyses. A Forward-backward Stepwise strategy was
used. The age of the child was always entered first, followed by other potential predictors. Only
variables revealing a significant correlation with the outcome variable were included. Alternative
models were compared using an ANOVA, and the best model was then chosen based on profile of

level of significance, F-value, and R2.
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Methodology justification

The longitudinal assessment of the sample is based on two main aspects that have been highlighted
by previous literature: Firstly, the importance of conducting longitudinal studies to assess how dyadic
characteristics change throughout child development (Aureli & Presaghi, 2010; Beebe et al., 2016).
Secondly, the relevance to include a bidirectional approach in which child characteristics can also
influence parental behaviors (Dennis-Tiwary, 2019; Lobo & Lunkenheimer, 2020; Tiberio et al.,
2016).

Initially, 80 dyads were projected for Study 2b, yet the sample size was greatly affected by the
delay of data collection in both countries due to the Covid-19 pandemic. An a priori analysis using
GPower 3.1.9.4 requiered a minimum of N=11 to perform a paired samples t-test, and a minimum of
N=40 to perform multiple regression analysis. However, the estimated of 1,000 permutations per code
to perform the GSEQ (Bakeman and Gottman, 1997; Bakeman et al., 1996) made it impractical to

perform the test.
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RESULTS
RESULTS STUDY 1
Study la: Translation and validation of the IMMA-Questionnaire

This first stage presents the results of the validation of the IMMA instrument in the Chilean
population. The responses were provided by parents of children between one and six years of age
living in Chile. Responses were collected online, and participation was voluntary.

Factor analysis

CFA was performed for each IMMA Part, grouping the items according to the factors reported in
the German version (Pauen et al., 2019). Since the obtained goodness of fit was not satisfactory
(SRMR = 0.075 - 0.095; RMSEA = 0.104 - 0.156), AFE is performed to identify the clustering of
items within each Part of the IMMA in the Chilean population.

Scree plots analyses were performed to assess the number of factors, evaluating N+1/-1 to choose
the best fit. For all three Parts the best fit matched the number of factors in the original instrument.
However, the items did not always load on the same factor as the German version. Items that showed
a factor loading of less than .40 were revised by considering the item-scale and item-item polychoric
correlations, and how much the alpha of the factor increased by removing the respective item.

Only item 29 corresponding to Part 2 of the instrument was removed. The item provides a potential
answer to the question: When you ask your child to do something specific, how does he/she respond?/
¢ Qué hace el/la nifio/a cuando le pides que haga algo especifico? R: “It readily complies with my
request/Sigue facilmente mi peticion ”. This item did not obtain a satisfactory factor loading on any
of the factors and obtained a loading of | = -.02 with the original factor (i.e., Immediate compliance).
It is likely that the word "readily/facilmente™ has different meanings for each country.

The results of the analysis of the final Spanish version, which consists of i = 93 items divided into
3 parts and 18 factors, are presented below. Further, differences between the Chilean and the original
German scale are discussed.

Part 1: Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR. This Part consists of three factors that
explain 76% of the variance with an appropriate fit (Tucker-Lewis= 0.85). Preliminary analyses
showed that the sample adequacy index (KMO=.93) and the sphericity of the data evaluated with
Barlett's test (x2 = 0290.33, p<.01) were adequate to perform an EFA.

As shown in Table 5a, factor loadings range between | = 0.57 and 0.86, which are appropriate
loadings (Awang, 2014). Excellent reliabilities were found for the individual factors (all o =.94) and
an overall alpha of .96 for Part 1 of the IMMA (Hair et al., 2003).
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Table 5a
Factor analysis of Part 1 of the IMMA

Goals for child SR when dealing with external requests (Factor 1) .94 19%
It is very important for me that the child learns at this age to....

comply with requests and demands 081 3.87 1.44

accept boundaries set by other people 0.84 3.99 1.47

follow given rules 0.79 4.06 1.47

treat others respectfully 0.64 443 151

behave politely toward others 0.67 4.3 1.56
Goals for child SR when dealing with internal challenges (Factor 2) .94 25%
It is very important for me that the child learns at this age to....

control their emotions 0.74 3.73 1.61

control their needs 0.86 3.62 1.61

control their will 0.78  3.67 1.54
Ideas regarding child SR (Factor 3) .94 32%
Children of the same age as my child are typically able to....

control their emotions 0.58 2.36 1.26

control their needs 0.57  2.59 1.42

control their will 0.68  2.65 1.29

comply with requests and demands 0.78 3.84 1.38

accept boundaries set by other people 0.84 3.36 1.38

follow given rules 0.86 341 1.42

treat others respectfully 0.86 3.65 1.54

behave politely toward others 0.85 3.63 1.57

*Added variance
As presented in Table 5b, the correlations between the factors are of medium effect, which leads
to the conclusion that they correspond to different factors.
Table 5b
Correlations between the IMMA Part 1 factors

(F1) (F2) (F3)

(F1) Goals for child SR when dealing with external requests 1
(F2) Goals for child SR when dealing with internal challenges .63 1
(F3) Ideas regarding child SR .63 .64 1

Part 2: Child’s SR responses to goal-frustration or parental requests. This Part involves eight

factors explaining 59% of the variance with an appropriate fit (Tucker-Lewis= 0.81). Preliminary



47

analyses showed that the sample adequacy index (KMO=.88) and the sphericity of the data evaluated
with Barlett's test (32 = 12011.08, p<.01) were adequate to perform EFA.

As shown in Table 6a, factor loadings range between | = 0.34 and 1.04. Very good and excellent
reliabilities were found for the individual factors (o =.82 to .90) and an overall alpha of o = .87 for
Part 2 of the instrument (Hair et al., 2003).

Table 6a
Factor analysis of Part 2 of the IMMA
L M SD o o

Immediate compliance (Factor 1) .83 6.9%
When you ask your child to do something specific...

Is anxious to fulfill my request right away 0.38 3.3 1.25

Obeys immediately without argument 040 297 1.25
When you forbid your child to do something specific...

Accepts my ban without argument. 091 289 1.15

Readily accepts my ban. 0.90 3.26 1.12

Obeys my ban without protest 091 285 1.18
Low perseverance (Factor 2) .82 4.8%
When your child fails to achieve his/her goal right away...

Gives up quickly 0.77 3 1.27

Quickly abandons his/her goal 088 272 1.26

It quickly turns to something else 0.72 293 1.24
Negotiation with caregiver (Factor 3) .90 10.5%
When you ask your child to do something specific...

Starts to argue in order to get me to drop the demand 0.76 231 1.41

Tries to reason with me, to convince me of something else 094 273 141

Argues against it 1.03 261 1.49
When you forbid your child to do something specific...

Starts arguing with me why I should lift the ban 0.66 2.5 1.48

It begs and whines that | take back the ban 0.36 255 1.42

Argues against my ban 0.88 2.69 15
Resistance to instructions (Factor 4) .82 6.9%
When you ask your child to do something specific...

Only obeys when | scold loudly 0.34 258 1.13

Only obeys when | give him/her a strict look 035 253 1.09

Only obeys when | threaten unpleasant consequences 0.37 203 1.14

Only obeys when | grab him/her 0.74 182 1.12

Only obeys when | engage with him/her physically 077 127 0.7

Eludes me, hides, runs away 040 237 1.37
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Refuses to comply with my request 046 241 1.15
When you forbid your child to do something specific...
Only follows my instructions when | hold him/her tight 054 144 0.92
Emotional dysregulation (Factor 5) .86 8.1%
When your child fails to achieve his/her goal right away...
Starts to cry 0.61 343 1.26
Whines loudly 0.75 341 1.33
Complains and grumbles 081 3.36 1.35
Expresses anger out loud 081 353 1.39
Becomes aggressive with objects 0.70 258 1.36
Becomes aggressive with people 069 231 1.27
Evasion (Factor 6) .87 7.6%
When you ask your child to do something specific...
Ignores my demand 044 251 1.22
When you forbid your child to do something specific...
Pretends not to have heard the ban 098 255 1.46
Ignores my prohibition 1.04 243 141
Just does what he/she wants anyway 0.61 225 1.35
Resistance to prohibitions (Factor 7) .87 8.7%

When you ask your child to do something specific...
Follows only when | take action 0.36 2.96 1.31

When you forbid your child to do something specific...

Only follows my command after I’ve admonished him/her several 078 252 11

times
Only accepts my ban when I clearly show displeasure 0.83 276 1.23
Doesn’t listen to me until I speak in a commanding tone 092 272 1.24

Won’t obey me until I actively prevent him/her from performing

the forbidden action 073 265 1.36

Only does as told when | take a firm hold of him/her 050 202 1.31
High perseverance (Factor 8) .90 8.7%
When your child fails to achieve his/her goal right away...
Stays motivated to do it 0.87 3.83 1.24
Tries even harder 096 3.88 1.29
Doesn’t let go 0.77 3.53 141

*Added variance

The correlations between factors are of small to medium effect, which seems appropriate as they
are meant to assess different SR strategies (see Table 6b). The lowest correlations were observed
between Low Perseverance and Immediate Compliance (r = -.05), and between High Perseverance

with the factors of Negotiation with Caregiver (r = .04) and Resistance to Instructions (r = -.04).



49

Table 6b
Correlations between the IMMA Part 2 factors
(F1) (F2) (F3) (F4) (F5) (F6) (F7) (F8)

(F1) Immediate compliance 1

(F2) Low perseverance -.05 1

(F3) Negotiation with caregiver -15 A4 1

(F4) Resistance to instructions -.38 A4 .52 1

(F5) Emotional dysregulation -47 .25 .36 .46 1

(F6) Evasion -55 .08 21 .50 46 1

(F7) Resistance to prohibitions -.16 .16 .53 54 31 .30 1

(F8) High perseverance .16 -.28 .04 -.04 .09 A1 .08 1

Part 3: Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR. This Part consist of seven factors
explaining 60% of the variance with an appropriate fit (Tucker-Lewis= 0.81). Preliminary analyses
showed that the sample adequacy index (KMO=.83) and the sphericity of the data evaluated with
Barlett's test (y2 = 12155.31, p<.01) were adequate to perform EFA.

As shown in Table 7a, factor loadings range between | = 0.33 and 1.00. Very good and excellent
reliabilities were found for the individual factors (o =.85 to .97) and an overall alpha of o = .87 for
Part 3 of the IMMA (Hair et al., 2003).

Table 7a
Factor analysis of Part 3 of the IMMA

L M SD a o2

Use of rewards (Factor 1) .85 7.7%
If the child does what I ask him/her to do....

I give him/her a little reward 0.94 253 1.34

He/she gets to choose a small reward 094 229 |.27
If the child does not do what I ask him/her to do...

I hold out the prospect of a reward for obedient behavior 057 2.36 1.31

I entice the child with a small reward to comply with my request  0.54  2.25 121
Withdrawal (Factor 2) .85 7.7%
If the child does not do what I ask him/her to do...

| give up 0.87 2.09 1.06

| drop my demand 0.88 1.98 1.05
If the child gets upset about my request...

I give in 0.70 2.2 1.03

I stop insisting on my demand 0.74 219 1.05
Social appreciation (Factor 3) .90 8.5%

If the child does what I ask him/her to do....
| expressly praise him/her 0.79 487 1.3



I acknowledge him/her for it
I show how satisfied | am with his/her behavior
I emphasize how much | approve
Negotiation with child (Factor 4)
If the child does not do what I ask him/her to do...
| offer a compromise
I negotiate a solution together with the child
I explain my demand in more detail
| ask the child about his/her reasons

I explain my claim in detail

When your child is frustrated because he/she can't accomplish what
he set out to do, how do you respond?

I encourage him/her to vent his/her frustration
Strictness (Factor 5)
If the child does not do what I ask him/her to do...

| repeat my request firmly

I look at it sternly

I become loud

| threaten with consequences

| force the child to comply with my demand

I deny the child something that he particularly likes
If the child gets upset about my request...

I ask him/her to leave the show

I show my displeasure at his/her reaction

I still insist on immediate implementation of my demand

I show toughness and remain consistent

I will not tolerate any games

When your child is frustrated because he/she can't accomplish what
he set out to do, how do you respond?

I tell him/her not to get upset
I ask it to calm itself down

I admonish him/her to control his/her frustration

Distraction after frustration (Factor 6)
When your child is frustrated because he/she can't accomplish what
he set out to do, how do you respond?

I make an effort to distract him/her

| try to get him/her interested in something else
Distraction when resistance (Factor 7)
If the child gets upset about my request...

| try to distract him/her

I get him/her to think about something else

0.70
0.94
0.93

0.57
0.76
0.81
0.91
0.83

0.35

0.61
0.79
0.79
0.73
0.75
0.56

0.58
0.59
0.71
0.74
0.66

0.33
0.41
0.52

0.86
1.00

0.93
0.92

4.77
521
5.27

3.13
3.71
4.13
3.82
3.83

4.27

4.06
3.36
2.94
2.23
2.13
2.13

231
3.18
3.02
3.1

2.01

3.25
2.3
1.59

3.63
3.86

3.28
3.31

1.43
1.06
1.05

1.43
1.45
1.38
151

1.5

1.32

1.29
1.33
1.26
1.23
1.22
1.22

1.23
1.29
1.27
1.33
1.15

1.52
1.43
1.01

1.43
1.38

1.41
1.44

.85

.89

.94

97

9.1%

16.5%

5.3%

5.1%

50

*Added variance
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As can be seen in Table 7b, again the correlations between factors are small to medium in size.
The lowest correlations are observed between Distraction and Strictness (r = .00), Withdrawal (r =

.03) and Distraction after Frustration (r = .06).

Table 7b
Correlations between the IMMA Part 3 factors

(F1) (F2) (F3) (F4) (F5 (F6) (F7)

(F1) Use of rewards 1

(F2) Withdrawal .20 1

(F3) Social appreciation 15 -.09 1

(F4) Negotiation with child .23 -.16 .36 1

(F5) Strictness 40 A1 14 14 1

(F6) Distraction after frustration 19 .08 .30 A3 .09 1

(F7) Distraction when resistance .06 .03 21 .18 .00 51 1

Main differences between Chilean and German versions

In each IMMA Part the same number of factors remained (i.e., 18 factors in total). In general, items
either loaded highest on the same factor, or moved to a different factor as a block. Very few items
moved independently. A detailed comparison between the German and Chilean versions by item is
presented in the Appendix P.

Items in Part 1 of the IMMA concerning SR-goals loaded on separate factors when referring to the
management of external requests (F1) or internal challenges (F2), while items dealing with SR-ideas
loaded on the same factor (F3), independent of whether these referred to external or internal
requirements. In the German version, ideas and goals related to the regulation of internal challenges
formed one factor, while these were separated when referring to external demands. Thus, F1 remained
the same, while 3 items from F2 moved to F3.

In Part 2 of the IMMA (i.e., child SR strategies), some factors remained the same as in the German
version: Immediate Compliance (F1), Negotiation with Caregiver (F3) and Emotional Dysregulation
(F5). As for differences, in the Chilean version the factor Perseverance was divided depending on
whether children tend to give up easily (i.e., Low Perseverance, F2) or hardly give up (i.e., High
Perseverance, F8), aspects that were initially nested in the German version. While German parents
clearly differentiated between children's compliance in the light of verbal or physical pressure,

Chilean parents differentiated their children's Resistance to Instructions (F4) or to Prohibitions (F7)
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independent of the type of action they perform in order to ensure compliance. Finally, the factor
Evasion (F6) remained essentially unchanged except for two items that moved to F4.

In Part 3 of the IMMA (i.e., parental CR strategies), the factors Use of Rewards (F1), Withdrawal
(F2) and Social Appreciation (F3) remained the same. Conversely, one of the factors of the original
version (i.e., Request of Child SR) disappeared, as one item shifted to the factor Negotiation with
Child (F4) and the others to the Strictness factor (F5). Finally, the factor Distraction identified in the
German version was divided in the Chilean version by differentiating the use of this strategy when
the child is frustrated (i.e., Distraction after Frustration, F6) or show resistance to obey (i.e.,
Distraction when Resistance, F7).

In sum, even though when some items shifted to a different factor, 77.6% of the items (N = 73
items) loaded highest on the same factor in Germany and Chile. Likewise, the internal consistencies
found for the Chilean version were comparable to the indices reported for the German version (Pauen
et al., 2016, 2019). The final version of the Spanish IMMA version is presented in Appendix Q.

Study 1b: Cultural comparison of IMMA findings

As specified in the second Hypothesis of the study, similarities and differences in child SR and
parental CR strategies are expected to be found between countries, with German parents reporting
higher regulation expectations than Chilean parents.

Although the factor analysis showed a different grouping of the items in Chile, at this stage the
factor structure of the initial German scale is used to allow direct comparisons. However, to ensure
the feasibility of the comparison between groups, statistical equivalence analyses were performed.
Equivalence analysis

As suggested by Milfont & Fischer (2010), the equivalence of measurements between groups was
assessed prior to cross-country comparisons. Due to the comparably small size of individual
subsamples, separate CFA for each country could not be applied (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Winter
et al., 2009). Instead, an AFE was performed with data from each country after verifying that
statistical requirements were met for this type of analysis (Bartlett's test of sphericity <.05; Kaiser-
Meyer-OlKkin statistic, KMO; >.80).

The internal consistency of nearly all subscales reached a Cronbach alpha score of o = .70 or
higher with only exception: Call for Child SR in Chile. Table 8 summarizes the internal consistency
by factor in each country.
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Table 8

Internal consistency of each factor by country

Chile Germany sl%tglle
Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR .94 .90 .93
(1a) ldeas & Goals of Child SR when Dealing with Internal Challenges .90 .86 .88
(1b) Ideas of Child SR when Dealing with External Requests .90 .85 .88
(1c) Goals for Child SR when Dealing with External Requests 91 81 .88
Child’s SR responses to goal-frustration or parental requests .80 .80 .80
(2a) Goal-Perseverance .70 .89 81
(2b) Immediate Compliance 71 .82 .79
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands .80 72 76
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 73 .76 .75
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 74 .88 .82
(2f) Negotiation with Caregiver 81 .95 91
(2g) Evasion .78 .79 78
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation .82 .70 .76
Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR .84 .85 .85
(3a) Call for child SR 45 74 .59
(3b) Distraction .87 .79 .85
(3c) Withdrawal .84 T7 .81
(3d) Strictness .88 .83 .87
(3e) Negotiation with Child .81 .88 .84
(3f) Social Appreciation .85 81 .84
(39) Use of Rewards .80 .84 .82

Overall, these findings suggest statistical equivalence of the IMMA between countries.
Nevertheless, due to the lack of power for conducting CFA in each subsample, the results presented

in the following sections should be interpreted with some caution (van de Vijver, 2009).

Cultural comparisons of IMMA results

First, the means per factor were analyzed with three MANOVA models (i.e., one for each IMMA
Part) to control for associations between factors. Table 9 shows the means and standard deviations
for each factor differentiated by country, as well as results of the analysis of variance to test for
significant differences.
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Cultural comparison of IMMA-subscales between countries
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Chile

Germany

M(SD) M(SD) F P L
Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR* 8.59 <.001
Sttt TR CTE R SR
Eﬁlﬁﬁiﬁ%@'ﬁiﬂcm'd SR when Dealing with 3.18 (1.13) 379(100) 1592 <001 .44
(El;t)‘ar(igﬁge;elzzig to Child SR when Dealing with 3.83 (1.26) 4.40 (0.94) 13.49 <001 06
Child’s SR responses to goal-frustration or parental requests? 5.95 <.001
(2a) Goal-Perseverance 3.78 (0.79) 3.95 (0.90) 4.44 .04 .02
(2b) Immediate Compliance 2.93(0.73) 3.44 (0.91) 18.79 <.001 .09
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands 2.00 (0.89) 2.42 (1.02) 9.49 .002 .05
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 2.50 (0.99) 2.99 (1.00) 11.86 <.001 .06
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 1.85(0.81) 1.92 (1.02) 0.33 .57 .001
(2f) Negotiations with the Caregiver 1.81 (1.03) 1.65 (1.60) 0.72 40 .003
(29) Evasion 2.38(0.92) 2.51(0.94) 0.15 .70 .00
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 2.93(0.98) 2.89 (0.81) 0.99 .32 .005
Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR? 9.97 <.001
(3a) Call for child SR 2.71 (0.86) 2.32 (1.16) 7.22 .008 .04
(3b) Distraction 3.74 (1.23) 3.13(1.08) 13.75 <.001 .07
(3c) Withdrawal 2.23(0.92) 2.10(0.73) 1.18 .28 .005
(3d) Strictness 2.58 (0.82) 3.22 (0.85) 29.97 <.001 13
(3e) Negotiations with the Child 3.13(1.31) 2.90 (1.55) 1.26 .26 .006
(3f) Social Appreciation 4.88 (1.18) 5.22 (0.87) 5.26 .02 .03
(39g) Use of Rewards 2.20(1.02) 2.02 (0.94) 1.68 .20 .008

1 Scores ranging from 1 to 6; 2 Scores ranging from 0 to 6

Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR. As reported in Table 9, parents from both countries

had higher expectations with respect to how well young toddlers are able to deal with external requests

(i.e., parental demands or prohibitions) than internal challenges (i.e., needs, emotions, impulses).

With respect to cross-country differences, German parents scored significantly higher than Chilean

parents on both factors referring to Child SR when dealing with External Requests, whereas no group

differences were found concerning Parental Ideas and Goals related to Child SR when Dealing with

Internal Challenges.
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Children’s SR responses to goal-frustration or parental requests. In both countries the SR
strategy that parents reported to be most frequently used by their child was Goal-Perseverance,
followed by Immediate Compliance. In contrasts, Negotiations with the Caregiver, and Compliance
under Physical Pressure were reported to be used only rarely. Significant main effects for country
were found regarding Goal-perseverance, Immediate Compliance, Compliance to Firm Demands, and
Compliance to Strict Prohibitions. On all these scales, German children scored higher than children
from Chile as reported by their parents.

Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR. The CR strategies most widely used by
parents when trying to support their child in dealing with internal challenges or external requests were
Social Appreciation and Distraction. At the same time, Withdrawal and Use of Rewards were used
only rarely in both countries.

Analyses of variance with country as independent variable resulted in mean differences on four
IMMA scales: Chilean parents reached higher scores on Call for SR and they also used Distraction

more often, while German parents report higher use of Strictness and Social Appreciation.

Developmental changes by country
Next, developmental changes for each Part of the IMMA questionnaire were analyzed and
compared between countries. A complete list of all results can be reviewed in Table 10 and,

subsequent analyses are presented by Part of IMMA within each subsample.

Table 10
Results of ANOVA between age groups performed on separate samples by country
Chile Germany
df F p T]Zp df F p T]zp
Part 1: Parental beliefs and goals regarding child's SR
(1_a) Ideas & Goals of Child SR when Dealing 5 365 004 12 5 391 o1 10
with Internal Challenges
(1b) Ideas of Child SR when Dealing with 5 356 005 11 5 356 <01 08
Parental Requests
(1c) Goals of Child SR when Dealing with
5 1.87 A1 .04 5 2.38 .04 .07

Parental Request

Part 2: Child's responses to IC and PR
(2a) Goal-Perseverance

(2b) Immediate Compliance

(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands

(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure
(2f) Negotiations with the Caregiver

0.85 51 -.00
2.57 .03 .07
953 <. 01 .30
2.81 .02 .08
1.22 31 .01
766 <01 .25

0.12 .99 -.04
3.59 .005 A2
753 <01 .25
0.30 91 -.03
2.19 .06 .06
193 <01 48

g o1 o1 o1 o1 O
g1 o1 o1 o1 o1 O
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(2g) Evasion 5 224 .06 .06 5 0.86 51 -.00
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 5 017 97 -.04 5 1.74 13 .04
Part 3: Parental CR in situations requiring child SR

(3a) Call for child SR 5 0.63 .68 -01 5 414 .002 14
(3b) Distraction 5 033 .90 -.03 5 0.76 .58 -.01
(3c) Withdrawal 5 049 .78 -.02 5 0.79 .56 -.01
(3d) Strictness 5 763 <01 .25 5 2.04 .08 .05
(3e) Negotiations with the Child 5 591 <01 .20 5 1§.7 <.01 48
(3f) Social Appreciation 5 0.33 .90 -.03 5 1.44 22 .02
(3g) Use of Rewards 5 296 .02 .09 5 6.27 <.01 21

Age-related changes in Parental Ideas and Goals Regarding Child SR. In Chile (see Figure 1a),
Parental Ideas and Goals Regarding Child SR in Dealing with Internal Challenges as well as Parental
Ideas Regarding Child SR when Dealing External Requests increased with the age of the child (both
p <.01). The same was true for Germany (Internal Challenges, p = .01; External Requests, p < .01;
see Figure 1b). German parents also increased their educational Goals regarding Child SR when
Dealing with External Requests with the age of the child (p = .04). Overall, post-hoc tests indicated
no significant difference between any two successive age-groups (all Tukey-T p > .05) and effect

sizes were rather small (n2=.07 - .10; see Table 10).

Figure 1
Changes across age in parental ideas and goals about child SR by country

1a
Chile

1b

Germany

4
4 Subscale
= —#- |deas of Child 3R - External Requests
B @
© 3 Ideas & Goals of Child SR - Internal Challenges
=

Goals of Child SR - External Requests

Mean
L

1I2 1I8 2I4 30 3I13 4I2 12 18 24 30 26 42
Age child Age child
Note. Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR when facing internal challenges or parental

requests by child age for Chile (1a), and Germany (1b).

Changes in children’s SR strategies across age. Parents from both countries reported fairly stable
child SR strategies across age on some, but not on all dimensions (see Figure 2). The vast majority of
effect sizes were again rather small (n? = -.03 to .48; see Table 10)
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Chilean parents (see Figure 2a) reported their children to show increasing levels of Immediate
Compliance (p =.03), Compliance to Firm Demands (p <.01), and Compliance to Strict Prohibitions
(p = .02) with age. Older children were also reported to show Negotiations with the Caregivers more
often than younger ones (p < .01).

In Germany (see Figure 2b), parents reported an early increase in Immediate Compliance (p <.01),
with a steady growth curve for Negotiations with Caregiver, revealing a medium effect size (p <.01,
n? = .48). Compliance to Firm Demands also increased with age (p < .01), revealing significant post-
hoc differences between 12 and 18 months (Tukey-T = 1.05, p < .01), as well as between 18 and 24
months (Tukey-T =.97, p =.02).

Figure 2

Changes across age in child SR strategies by country

2a 2b)
Chile Germany
57 51 Subscale
4 w e, e Immediate compliance
Compliance to Firm Demands
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Note. Child SR strategies in response to internal challenges or parental requests across age for
Chile (2a), and Germany (2b).

In sum, parents of both countries reported their children to show an increase in Immediate
Compliance, but also in Compliance to Firm Demands and Negotiations with the Caregiver, with the
corresponding slopes indicating some variation between countries. Notably, most effect sizes were
quite small indicating that parents perceived their offspring as revealing only gradual changes in SR
strategies, with one exception: German children revealed a linear and sharp age increase on the IMMA
scale Negotiations with the Caregiver.

Changes in parental CR strategies with child age. Chilean parents (see Figure 3a) increased
Strictness with the age of their child (p < .01), but also their Use of Rewards (p = .02), and
Negotiations with the Child (p < .01). Other strategies remained stable at low to medium levels, apart
from Social Appreciation which scored highest for children of all ages.
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German parents (see Figure 3b) revealed stability in some CR strategies (e.g., Social Appreciation
at a very high level; Distraction at a medium level; Withdrawal at a low level), but a marked increase
in Negotiations with the Child with a moderate effect size (p < .01, n? =.48), Use of Rewards (p <
.01), and Call for SR (p < .01) with child age.

In general effect sizes for age-related changes were rather small (n?> = -.01 - .48; see Table 10),

however.

Figure 3

Changes across age in parental CR strategies by country
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Note. Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR across age for Chile (3a) and
Germany (3b).

In sum, most parental CR strategies remained fairly stable across age within each country. The
Use of Rewards increased in both countries and the same was true for the factor Negotiations with
the Child, with the latter revealing substantial differences between Germany and Chile in terms of its
growth curve. Parents from Chile revealed higher scores on Strictness with the age of the child while

parents from Germany increased scores on the factor Call for SR.

Relations between parental CR and children’s SR

Finally, data from both countries was pooled to explore the relationships between the IMMA
subscales and factors. The most relevant significant correlations are presented below (for details see
Appendix R).

Parents who expected their children to reveal better SR skills when facing internal challenges or
external demands scored higher on the CR scales Negotiations with the Child (range r = .19 to .28)

and Social Appreciation (range r = .18 to .29), but also Strictness (range r = .25 to .33).
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When looking at child SR and parental CR strategies, substantial correlations were observed
between parental Strictness and children’s Compliance to Firm Demands (r = .52), Strict Prohibitions
(r = .50) and Compliance under Physical Pressure (r = .31). Not surprisingly, children tended to use
Negotiations more often when their parents scored higher on the factor Negotiations with the Child
(r = .51). Moderate correlations were also found between children’s Compliance to Firm Demands
and parental Use of Rewards (r = .30), and between children’s Negotiations with the Caregiver and
parental Call for SR (r =.36), Use of Rewards (r =.35), Strictness (r =.33), and Withdrawal (r = .22).

Overall, these associations show that parenting strategies known to support young children’s
autonomy and relatedness development (e.g., Social Appreciation, Negotiations with the Child) are
more closely associated with SR of children reflecting these two orientations (e.g., Immediate

Compliance; Negotiations with the Caregiver) (e.g., Di Giunta et al., 2020; Lansford et al., 2018).

RESULTS STUDY 2

In the second study, the observational instrument SECORE was used to assess regulatory variables
at the behavioral level during interactions between parents and their 2- and 4-year-old children. As
explained above, these interactions were recorded during the 4-phase semi-experimental procedure
(see Appendix H). Additionally, participants completed self-report instruments (i.e., Cultural scales
and IMMA).

Study 2a: Comparison of SECORE findings across cultures

This study refers to Hypotheses three to five, concerning the cross-sectional data obtained with the
SECORE instrument for Germany and Chile. First, the descriptive results of the self-report
instruments are presented, including a comparison of the outcomes between countries. Second,
comparative analyses are presented to assess differences between age groups and countries, based on
the microanalytical observational data. Third, sequential analyses are carried out to identify
interaction patterns within dyads, again involving microanalytic data. Lastly, bivariate correlations

were calculated to describe relations between all the variables in the study.

Comparison of cultural scales between countries

This section compares the results of data collected with self-report instruments related to cultural
aspects. In the absence of theoretical evidence that the child's age would affect the score among
cultural variables, the analyses were performed between pooled age-group subsamples and compared

between countries.
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Table 11
Cross-country comparison of cultural scale scores
Chile Germany
M(SD) M(SD) T
Self-Construal Scale?
Independence 5.29 (0.65) 4.52 (0.44) 27.16**
Interdependence 5.03 (0.55) 4.60 (0.44) 11.71**
Tightness-Looseness Scale®
Country 4.34 (0.66) 4.13(0.62) 424
Family 3.69 (0.75) 3.87(0.72) 297

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. 1 T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met; 2Scores ranging from 1 to 7. 3Scores ranging from 1 to 6.

As shown in Table 11, Chilean parents reached higher scores on the Independence and the
Interdependence subscales, but no differences were found regarding the perceived tightness of norms,

both at the country and family level.

Comparison of IMMA subscales between countries

This section presents the data collected with the IMMA instrument. The results reported by
German and Chilean parents are compared separately for each age group of children. Table 12 shows
the averages per IMMA-factor for two-year-olds.

When comparing the Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR, parents from both countries
had higher expectations about young children's ability to cope with external requests (i.e., parental
demands or prohibitions) than with internal challenges (i.e., needs, emotions, impulses). As for cross-
country comparisons, Chilean parents scored higher than German parents on all three factors, but
these differences fail to reach level of significance.

Concerning Part 2 of the questionnaire, the SR strategy that parents reported was most frequently
used by their children was Goal-Perseverance, followed by Immediate Compliance in Chile and
Compliance to Strict Prohibitions in Germany. The least frequently used strategy by two-year-olds in
both countries was Negotiation with the Caregiver.

Lastly, in terms of parental behavior, the CR strategies most widely used by parents when trying

to support their child in dealing with internal challenges or external requests were Social Appreciation
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and Distraction. The comparative analyses show no significant differences between countries in this

third Part of the questionnaire for the 2-year sample.

Table 12
Comparison of IMMA-subscales between countries in the 2-year sample

Chile Germany

M(SD) M(SD) F P L
Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR* 0.96 0.42
Qo e coms et USRI omom)  aso0m) 20 16 0
(El)zlrlrc]jae?ngzlsze;?SChild SR when Dealing with 4.05(1.17) 3.44(1.01) 0.68 42 00
(1c) Goals related to Child SR when Dealing with 4.37(1.03) 4.08(0.71) 101 18 04
External Requests
Child’s SR Responses to Goal-frustration or Parental Requests? 3.19 .02*
(2a) Goal-Perseverance 3.61(0.81) 3.78(1.18) 0.20 .66 .00
(2b) Immediate Compliance 3.47(0.61) 3.30(0.98) 0.24 .62 .00
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands 2.00(0.43) 1.87(1.18) 0.13 .73 .00
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 2.16(0.67) 3.54(0.87) 19.28 <.01** 43
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 1.89(1.27) 2.80(1.38) 2.88 10 .07
(2c) Negotiation with caregiver 1.51(0.93) 1.63(1.17) 0.07 .79 .00
(2g) Evasion 2.23(1.10) 3.04(1.41) 2.46 13 .06
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 2.83(0.64) 2.81(0.68) 0.01 .92 .00
Parental CR Strategies in Situations Requiring Child SR? 1.48 24
(3a) Call for child SR 2.58(0.80) 2.32(0.89) 0.57 46 .00
(3b) Distraction 3.94(1.24) 3.75(1.09) 0.16 .69 .00
(3c) Withdrawal 2.06(0.67) 2.33(0.80) 0.80 .38 .03
(3d) Strictness 2.72(1.01) 2.87(0.76) 0.17 .68 .00
(3e) Negotiations with the Child 3.95(1.02) 2.87(1.38) 4.79 .04 14
(3f) Social Appreciation 5.33(0.44) 5.64(0.61) 1.97 A7 .04
(3g) Use of Rewards 2.46(1.30) 2.25(1.02) 0.20 .66 .00

Note. ! Scores ranging from 1 to 6; 2 Scores ranging from 0 to 6

In the 4-year-old sample, mostly similarities and some differences were again observed between
countries, as reported by parents (see Table 13).
With respect to Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR, German parents reveal higher

expectations about their children's ability to cope with external requests (i.e., parental demands or
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prohibitions) than Chilean parents. Apart from that, higher means were found in four-year-olds than

in the 2-year-olds on all three factors.

Table 13

Comparison of IMMA-subscales between countries in the 4-year sample

Chile Germany

M(SD) M(SD) F P
Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR* 3.68 .02*
(Dlea‘gl:ggavs\,& ?ﬁg';;?'gtﬁgl Itgnggs"d SR when 3.42(0.79) 3.79(0.76)  1.45 24 02
(1b) Ideas related Child SR when Dealing with 4.09(0.72) 4.43(0.70) 1.46 24 02
External Requests
(1c) Goals related to Child SR when Dealing with 4.44(0.54) 5.18(0.55) 11.32 002%* 26
External Requests
Child's SR Responses to Goal-frustration or Parental Requests? 1.67 .16
(2a) Goal-Perseverance 3.82(0.68) 3.33(0.88) 2.13 .16 .04
(2b) Immediate Compliance 3.22(0.74) 3.66(0.72) 2.28 14 .04
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands 2.52(0.65) 2.87(0.82) 1.32 .26 .01
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 2.67(0.91) 2.95(0.86) 0.67 42 .00
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 1.72(0.55) 2.22(1.08) 1.71 .20 .02
(2f) Negotiations with the Caregiver 3.24(0.85) 3.18(0.94) 0.03 .87 .00
(2g) Evasion 2.53(0.75) 2.68(1.11) 0.14 71 .00
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 3.20(0.69) 3.01(0.80) 0.41 .53 .00
Parental CR Strategies in Situations Requiring Child SR? 1.88 A2
(3a) Call for child SR 3.06(0.58) 3.15(1.16) 0.06 81 .00
(3b) Distraction 2.78(1.31) 3.50(0.93) 2.95 10 .06
(3c) Withdrawal 2.39(0.70) 2.16(0.47) 1.16 29 .01
(3d) Strictness 3.11(0.75) 3.68(0.63) 4.64 .04* A1
(3e) Negotiations with the Child 4.33(0.98) 4.26(0.79) 0.05 .82 .00
(3f) Social Appreciation 4.67(1.00) 4.98(0.85) 0.75 .39 .00
(3g) Use of Rewards 2.30(0.70) 3.15(0.93) 6.01 .02* A5

Note. ! Scores ranging from 1 to 6; 2 Scores ranging from 0 to 6

When comparing Child's SR Responses to Goal-Frustration or Parental Requests, most parents
used scores of 2 or 3 points (i.e., indicating that their child shows a given behavior rarely or
sometimes). Highest scores were obtained for children’s Goal-Perseverance in the Chilean sample

and for Immediately Compliance in the German sample. In contrasts, Compliance under Physical
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Pressure was reported to be used only rarely in the 4-year sample (both countries). None of the
differences between countries were significant.

Concerning parental CR strategies, parents of 4-year-olds used Social Appreciation quite often,
but also reached high scores on the scale Negotiation with the Child. German parents scored
significantly higher than Chilean parents on scales referring to Strictness (i.e., firmly insisting on a
given request or prohibition) and to the scale Use of Rewards (i.e., offer some material reward when
the child meets parental expectations).

In general, there are similarities between the data reported by parents of 2- and 4-year-olds in both
countries, with few significant differences of a rather low effect sizes (? = .00 to .26). However,
Compliance to Strict Prohibitions was reported far more often in German than in Chilean children,

with country explaining 43% of the total variance.

Comparison of SECORE outcomes between age groups

In this and the following sections, comparisons are performed with observational data coded
following the SECORE microanalytical coding scheme (for details see Appendix N). Descriptive and
comparative analyses of the regulatory variables (i.e., SR, CR, call to CR) coded in both children and
adults are presented below. Statistical analyses were performed using the total duration (summed
across occurrences) for each code. A total of 152 minutes (9,120 seconds) were coded (i.e., 8
minutes/480 seconds per dyad). To assess developmental changes, age groups were compared using
the pooled sample of both countries and all Task phases.

Child regulation. Expectedly, children showed mainly SR during the interaction with their parents.
As documented in Table 14 and Figure 4, results revealed a significant increase in child SR with age.
Further analysis showed that this effect was mainly due to a significant increase in SR of Motivational

states.

Table 14
Comparison of child regulatory variables between age groups

2 years 4 years
T/W?
M(SD) M(SD)
SR 141.87 (41.97) 181.6 (43.10) 11.85**
Cognitive 44.76 (35.50) 51.06 (33.47) 334
Emotional 60.32 (32.59) 56.26 (31.75 0.22

Motivational 35.78 (24.09) 74.44 (24.66) 34.21%*
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Call for CR 41.66 (30.53) 37.50 (25.367) 396
Cognitive 8.64 (9.72) 7.77 (5.61) 319
Emotional 28.70 (24.80) 27.35 (23.37) 376
Motivational 2.66 (5.10) 2.38 (3.46) 338

CR 0.59 (1.66) 4.88 (5.75) 213**
Cognitive 0.00 3.28 (4.57) 197**
Emotional 0.00 0.15 (0.80) 362.5
Motivational 0.51(1.37) 1.44 (3.69) 330.5

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p < .001
Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met.

During the interaction, children also showed Call for CR directed to their parents, but no significant
age differences were found between the total duration on any dimension. Lastly, although the duration

for CR of children is rather low, 4-year-olds displayed more CR directed to their parents than 2-year-
olds, specifically on the Cognitive dimension (see Figure 4).

Figure 4
Child regulation behaviors by dimension
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Child age

Note. Duration in seconds of SR, CR and Call for CR behaviors observed in 2- and 4-year-old

children interacting with their parents.

Adult regulation. Table 15 and Figure 5 show the duration in seconds of the regulatory variables
displayed by adults. As hypothesized, parents show mainly CR behaviors and do so more often when
their child was two years of age rather than four years of age. The differences relate mainly to the CR

on the Cognitive and Motivational dimensions.
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Table 15
Comparison of parental regulatory variables between age groups
2 years 4 years
M(SD) M(SD) T
SR 13.25 (17.84) 31.72 (38.17) 242*
Cognitive 6.64 (12.05) 21.22 (26.90) 238*
Emotional 2.02 (4.19) 0.93 (2.49) 420
Motivational 4.19 (7.94) 9.58 (19.25) 270.5
Call for CR 1.46 (2.51) 1.06 (2.10) 431.5
Cognitive 1.57 (2.59) 0.75 (1.63) 460
Emotional 0.00 0.22 (1.23) 362.5
Motivational 0.00 0.08 (0.36) 350
CR 242.29 (54.14) 159.62 (53.32) 35.32*%*
Cognitive 106.17 (39.28) 82.53 (32.63) 524*
Emotional 39.05 (31.30) 41.50 (29.90) 356.5
Motivational 72.87 (36.65) 35.59 (25.84) 5Q7**

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met.

Surprisingly, parents also showed a greater use of SR strategies when their children were older.
The difference is significant at the general level and most prominent when it comes to SR at the

Cognitive level (see Figure 5).

Figure 5
Adult regulation behaviors by dimension
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Note. Duration in seconds of SR, CR and Call for CR behaviors observed in parents interacting
with their 2- and 4-year-old children.
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Comparison of verbal versus non-verbal regulation strategies between age groups

The following analysis differentiates between the use of children's SR strategies and parents' CR
strategies at the verbal and non-verbal levels. It was hypothesized that verbal strategies, in both
children and adults, become more prominent as children get older.
Verbal versus non-verbal child SR. Even though verbal strategies reach higher scores at four than at
two years of age, children of both ages tend to verbal self-regulate only rarely, while non-verbal
strategies clearly dominate (see Figure 6).

Figure 6

Verbal versus non-verbal child SR behaviors

SR cog non-verbal
SR emo non-verbal
SR mot non-verbal
SR cog verbal
SR emo verbal
SR mot verbal

M
Child age

Note. Duration in seconds of infant SR behaviors comparing verbal and non-verbal strategies
As shown in Table 16, there is a significant increase in the use of verbal strategies between two
and four years on all dimensions. Whereas at the non-verbal level, the increase observed is mainly

related to the Motivational dimension.

Table 16
Comparison of the use of verbal versus non-verbal child SR
2 years 4 years
M(SD) M(SD) T
Verbal SR 5.27 (11.63) 13.44 (14.68) 173.5%*
Cognitive 1.48 (5.17) 4.68 (7.43) 178.5%*
Emotional 0.52 (1.47) 3.68 (6.52) 246**
Motivational 2.26 (6.65) 5.27 (9.86) 237*
Non-verbal SR 136.60 (42.26) 168.13 (38.96) 8.29**
Cognitive 43.28 (35.04) 46.38 (30.53) 342
Emotional 59.80 (32.90) 52.57 (30.75) 0.71
Motivational 33.52 (23.30) 69.17 (22.66) 97**

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met.
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Verbal versus non-verbal parental CR. As reflected in Figure 7, parents use verbal and non-verbal
strategies in parallel to offer CR to their two- and four-year-old children. This is true for all

dimensions.

Figure 7
Verbal versus non-verbal adult CR behaviors
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Note. Duration in seconds of parental CR behaviors comparing verbal and non-verbal strategies

When comparing results at the statistical level, a significant overall age-related decrease was
observed for verbal and non-verbal strategies from two to four years of age. Caregivers provided less
CR for older than younger children. This developmental trend was strongest for Motivational CR
(verbal and non-verbal), but could also be observed for non-verbal Cognitive CR. The duration of

Emotional CR (verbal and non-verbal) did not differ greatly between age-groups (See Table 17).

Table 17
Comparison of the use of verbal versus non-verbal parental CR
2 years 4 years
Y Y T/W?
M(SD) M(SD)

Verbal CR 114.19 (31.49) 83.61 (32.72) 12.31%*
Cogpnitive 44.38 (18.38) 44.35 (17.56( 389
Emotional 14.51 (9.13) 13.49 (10.02) 410.5
Motivational 55.30 (27.30) 25.76 (18.95) 611**

Non-verbal CR 128.10 (41.46) 76.01 (34.28) 26.04%*
Cogpnitive 62.94 (33.38( 38.17 (19.80) 11.63%*
Emotional 29.39 (22.35) 28.01 (27.90) 0.04
Motivational 35.76 (23.01) 9.82 (12.22) 644**

*p <.05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality
requirement was met.
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Comparison of SECORE outcomes between countries
Table 18 presents the descriptive-comparative results splitting the sample by country and age

group. Considering the low percentage of child CR and parental Call for CR behaviors, these two
variables were not included in the upcoming analyses.

Table 18

Comparison of regulatory variables between countries by age group

Chile Germany
T/W!
M(SD) M(SD)
2-years sample
Child
SR 145.61 (37.57) 138.42 (46.93) 0.18
Cognitive 44.02 (28.22 45.45 (42.30) 0.01
Emotional 53.08 (27.67) 67.00 (36.35) 1.15
Motivational 46.41 (27.16) 25.97 (16.35) 5.30*
Call for CR 52.07 (38.13) 32.04 (17.99) 2.90
Cognitive 11.10 (12.08) 6.37 (6.59) 99
Emotional 37.00 (31.64) 21.04 (16.78) 2.54
Motivational 3.96 (5.97) 1.46 (4.02) 106
Adult
SR 20.98 (23.28) 6.12 (4.99) 5.06*
Cognitive 12.99 (15.03) 0.77 (2.41) 125%*
Emotional 2.12 (4.81) 1.92 (3.72) 74.5
Motivational 5.86 (10.74) 2.64 (3.88) 77.5
CR 224.41 (61.56) 258.79 (42.11) 2.70
Cognitive 87.63 (31.53) 123.28 (38.91) 6.27*
Emotional 44.10 (31.47) 34.38 (31.66) 93
Motivational 92.68 (41.77) 54.78 (18.22) 123*
4-years sample
Child
SR 173.33 (52.36) 185.10 (39.41) 73
Cognitive 53.13 (38.58) 50.18 (32.03) 94
Emotional 48.99 (30.33) 59.37 (32.56) 0.66
Motivational 71.85 (37.46) 75.55 (17.89) 0.14
Call for CR 47.16 (36.70) 33.36(18.28) 1.92
Cognitive 7.99 (4.44) 7.68 (6.14) 108
Emotional 38.59 (33.71) 22.53(16.00) 3.20
Motivational 0.58 (1.22) 3.15(3.83) 52*
Adult
SR 59.41 ( 46.39) 19.86 (27.55) 160**
Cognitive 38.96 (16.15) 13.61 (27.25) 165**




Emotional

Motivational
CR

Cognitive

Emotional

Motivational

0.75 (2.26)
19.70 (33.68)
186.52 (41.55)
78.31 (84.34)
60.72 (30.79)
47.48 (32.31)

1.00 (2.63) 87

5.24 (4.24) 815
148.09 (54.48) 149*
84.34 (21.44) 0.21
33.26 (26.06) 6.28*
30.49 (21.44) 2.90

*p < .05/ **p < .01 / ***p < 001

Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality requirement was met
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When comparing the duration of regulatory behaviors for children in each country, no substantial

differences were found for individual SECORE codes with two exceptions: Chilean children at age

two show more Motivational SR than German children, while German children at age four displayed

more Motivational Call for CR compared to Chilean children.

When comparing parental behaviors, the following significant differences were found: Chilean

parents showed more Emotional CR in the 4-year-old group and exhibited greater Cognitive SR than

German parents in both age-groups.

Comparison of parents' CR and children's SR by task phase

The performance of the two main study variables (i.e., parental CR and child SR) was compared

across task phases. The phases were (1) Puzzle - cognitive challenge; (2) Clean up - motivational

challenge; (3) Wrong gift and (4) Surprise - emotional challenge (for details see Appendix H). When

results are compared across countries by phase in relation to child SR and parent CR, in general,

dyads tend to behave similarly (see Figure 8).

Figure 8

Adult CR and Child SR by phase across age-groups

8a
2-vear sample

8b

4-year sample

\ —~ Chile - Adult CR
\ Chile - Child SR
A\ -+ Germany - Adult CR

\ Germany - Child SR

Phase

Note. Child SR and parental CR by phase for the 2-year-old (8a) and 4-year-old (8b) sample.
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Figure 8a presents graphically the results for the 2-year-old sample. It is observed that parents offer
greater CR in the Puzzle phase and subsequently its duration decreases, while child SR is usually
remained at a low level in all four phases. Looking at the 4-year-old sample (see Figure 8b), parents
again offered more CR during the Puzzle phase while children showed higher SR mainly in the Puzzle
and Clean up phases and subsequently decreased. However, in the Surprise phase, both Chilean
parents and children showed higher means compared to German dyads.

When comparing the results statistically, the only significant difference between countries was
observed during the Surprise phase in the sample with 4-year-olds. Chilean parents offered

significantly more Motivational CR in this phase than German parents did (Table 19).

Table 19
Comparison of adult CR and child SR by phase

Chile Germany
T/W?
M(SD) M(SD)
2-years sample
Child SR
Phase 1: puzzle 57.56 (22.46) 48.03 (23.97) 1.05
Phase 2: clean up 31.51 (18.14) 20.70 (15.51) 2.57
Phase 3: wrong gift 25.73 (12.78) 32.32 (14.24) 1.47
Phase 4: surprise 30.80 (21.77) 37.36 (26.24) 0.46
Adult CR
Phase 1: puzzle 122.97 (36.63) 146.94 (33.25) 2.94
Phase 2: clean up 39.12 (16.50) 51.13 (21.92) 2.36
Phase 3: wrong gift 27.84 (11.34) 36.77 (21.81) 1.60
Phase 4: surprise 34.47 (29.97) 23.96 (17.70) 1.16
4-years sample
Child SR
Phase 1: puzzle 66.27 (44.42) 59.43 (25.62) 0.29
Phase 2: clean up 54.14 (19.06) 62.98 (18.21) 1.44
Phase 3: wrong gift 22.44 (9.85) 34.53 (20.36) 2.84
Phase 4: surprise 30.49 (19.50) 28.17 (18.52) 0.09
Adult CR
Phase 1: puzzle 88.84 (22.63) 85.69 (36.75) 114
Phase 2: clean up 26.45 (14.13) 22.34 (12.93) 0.60
Phase 3: wrong gift 28.60 (14.98) 22.15 (15.41) 1.12
Phase 4: surprise 42.62 (27.58) 17.90 (21.34) 150*

*p < .05/ **p <.01/***p <.001
Note. ! T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality requirement was met
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Sequential analysis of SECORE codes by country and age group

The evaluation of bidirectional relations between parent and child regulatory behaviors was
performed through GSEQ (Bakeman & Quera, 2012). Analyses were performed dividing the sample
by age (i.e., 2 and 4 years) and country (i.e., Chile and Germany), thus obtaining four subsamples.
Within each group, GSEQ was performed on the children’s behaviors as target (i.e., dependent or
subsequent) and adult behaviors as given (i.e., independent or previous), and vice versa, to test the
statistical significance of transitional probabilities to evaluate potential interactional patterns.

Figure 9 presents the transitional probabilities in the German (Figure 9a) and Chilean (Figure 9b)
sample with 2-year-olds. In both countries the highest transition probability was found for the path
from children behaving in a non-regulatory way (i.e., neither showing SR, CR, or Call for CR) to
adult's offering CR. In other words: parents were most likely to offer CR spontaneously. In both
countries, parents also tended to respond with CR to their child's Call for CR, but this transition was
only significant for the Chilean sample. Finally, Chilean children also tend to show spontaneous SR

behaviors whereas no corresponding path was found for German children.

Figure 9
Transition probabilities between adult and child behaviors in the 2-year sample by country
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9b
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Chile
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Child CR Adult CR Child CR R TS adult CR

No regulation No regulation No regulation ~ =~ No regulation

Note. Transition probabilities between adult and child behaviors. Verbal and non-verbal
behaviors were pooled for the analysis. Only probabilities greater than .20 and with a number
of permutations greater than 10 were included. Transitions with number of permutations less
than 100 are presented with interrupted line, which indicates that they should be interpreted

with caution. **p <.01

In the 4-year sample, similarities and differences in the transition probabilities between German
(Figure 10a) and Chilean (Figure 10b) dyads were obtained. Again, parents offered CR spontaneously
in both countries, with similar probabilities. At the age of four, Chilean and German children both

showed spontaneous SR behaviors.
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Additionally, we observed two more significant transition pathways in the Chilean sample: Chilean
children showed SR behaviors immediately after parents showed SR behaviors, and parental Call for

CR behaviors usually did not lead to a response by children.

Figure 10
Transition probabilities between adult and child behaviors in the 4-year sample by country
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Note. Transition probabilities between adult and child behaviors. Verbal and non-verbal
behaviors were pooled for the analysis. Only probabilities greater than .20 and with a number
of permutations greater than 10 were included. Transitions with number of permutations less
than 100 are presented with interrupted line, which indicates that they should be interpreted

with caution. **p <.01

Correlation between variables

Lastly, using the pooled sample, the associations between the variables assessed with either
reported instruments (i.e., sociodemographic questionnaire, IMMA and cultural scales) or
observational assessment (i.e., SECORE) were tested. Significant associations (p<.05) are described
below (for details see Appendix S).

Sociodemographics and variables assessed: Concerning the associations between cultural
variables and sociodemographic variables, in families with more than one child, parents reached
lower scores on the Self-Construal Independence-scale and reported to imply strict family rules more
often (i.e., TLS family). Besides, parents whose children did not attend kindergarten reported higher
Interdependence scores, while Independence scores increased with the hours of daily care.

Child age showed significant associations with several IMMA factors. Correlations indicate that
parents of older toddlers had higher expectations regarding child SR, and increased the use of several
strategies as Call for SR, Negotiation, Social Appreciation and Strictness. They further reported that
their children also increased the use of Negotiation and show greater Compliance to verbal Demands

with age. The educational level of the caregiver is the only other sociodemographic variable
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associated with IMMA, indicating that the higher the level of education achieved, the lower the use
of Call for SR as a strategy (i.e., requesting the child to calm down without assistance).

Cultural orientation and SECORE/IMMA: Looking at correlations between the cultural scales and
the observational assessment of interaction (i.e., SECORE), parents who reported higher levels of
Independence offered CR to a greater extent. The cultural scales were also related to what parents
reported via questionnaire (i.e., IMMA): At higher Independence scores, parents reported that their
children tend to show greater Compliance to Prohibitions, while higher scores of Interdependence
related to a reduced use of Strictness.

SECORE and IMMA: When comparing children and parental regulation variables assessed through
observation versus parent report, fewer relations than expected were found. When children revealed
more Calls for CR in the SECORE setting, parents reported greater Goal-Perseverance in IMMA.
Besides, parental Use of Rewards in IMMA was positively related to higher levels of SR and Call for
CR in children at the behavioral level. Whereas parents who showed higher CR behaviorally reported

less use of Social Appreciation in IMMA.

Study 2b: Longitudinal evaluation of the German sample

This stage relates to Hypothesis 6, concerning longitudinal data collected from a subsample of the
participants included in the previous stage. All German participants reported in the Study 2a (i.e., 13
German 2-year-old dyads and 21 German 4-year-old dyads) were invited to participate again 18
months after the first measurement.

As reported in the methodology, data from 16 dyads (i.e., eight Initially 2-year and eight Initially
4-year dyads) are included in the following statistical analyses.

Comparison of IMMA subscales among measurements

This section compares the data collected with the IMMA questionnaire in the first and second
measurements. Table 20 compares the factor scores for the Initially 2-year group at the first
measurement and 18 months later.

Most factors show a degree of stability, with no significant differences between the two
measurements. When comparing the Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR, parents continued
to have higher expectations with respect to how well their child deal with external requests (i.e.,
parental demands or prohibitions) than with respect to how they deal with internal challenges (i.e.,
needs, emotions, impulses). The greatest increase was observed on what parents believe children the
same age as their child should be able to achieve in the face of external requests, indicating
significantly higher expectations in this matter as children get older.



74

Table 20
Comparison between measurements of IMMA factors in the Initially 2-year group
1st 2nd
Measurement Measurement F P %
M(SD) M(SD)

Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR* 2.83 .08
Qo e Cos mam USRI amem)  swem s 00
(El)gl:g:f;;‘zjéi‘gscm'd SR when Dealing with 3.35 (0.69) 405(054) 508  .04¢ 21
(El)(ct)'&}ﬁgfllé‘arghzaletsg to Child SR when Dealing with 4.05 (0.91) 4.45 (0.85) 083 28 00
Child’s SR Responses to Goal-frustration or Parental Requests? 5.52 .01*
(2a) Goal-Perseverance 3.67 (1.18) 4.15 (1.00) 0.77 .39 .00
(2b) Immediate Compliance 3.48 (0.94) 3.12 (1.17) 0.44 .52 -.04
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands 1.96 (1.08) 2.17 (0.90) 2.29 A5 .08
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 3.17 (0.82) 2.38 (1.37) 1.96 .18 .06
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 2.56 (1.11) 1.83 (1.17) 1.63 22 .04
(2c¢) Negotiation with caregiver 1.92 (1.17) 3.40 (1.12) 6.71 .02* .28
(2g) Evasion 2.83(1.26) 2.29 (1.06) 0.86 37 .00
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 2.79 (0.59) 2.23(1.12) 0.96 .34 .00
Parental CR Strategies in Situations Requiring Child SR? 3.38 .05
(3a) Call for child SR 2.41(0.89) 2.25(0.74) 0.15 g1 -.06
(3b) Distraction 3.53(1.29) 3.53(0.95) <0.01 100 -07
(3¢) Withdrawal 2.28 (0.74) 2.16 (0.46) 0.16 69  -06
(3d) Strictness 2.82(0.63) 3.23(0.91) 1.09 31 .001
(3¢) Negotiations with the Child 2.97 (1.28) 468094 918 99 35
(3f) Social Appreciation 5.50 (0.67) 5.28 (0.73) 0.39 54 -.04
(3g) Use of Rewards 2.19(0.98) 2.94 (0.96) 0.15 14 .08

*p < .05/ **p < .01/ ***p < .001
Note. * Scores ranging from 1 to 6; 2 Scores ranging from 0 to 6

Regarding Part 2 of the questionnaire, the SR strategy that parents reported to be most frequently

used by their child at three and a half years of age continues to be Goal-Perseverance, but at this age

Negotiation with Caregiver showed a significant increase replacing Immediate Compliance. The

strategies least used by the children at both measurement points were Compliance under Physical

Pressure and Compliance to Strict Demands.
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Lastly, in terms of parental behavior, the CR strategies most widely used by parents when trying
to support their child in dealing with internal challenges or external demands continues to be, by far,
Social Appreciation. Negotiation strategy again increased significantly, being widely used with 3.5-
year-olds but not at age two.

In the Initially 4-year-old group, a certain stability in the scores is again evident. Table 21 provides

the means and standard deviations by factor for the Initially 4-year group at each measurement.

Table 21
Comparison between measurements of IMMA factors in the Initially 4-year group
1st 2nd
Measurement Measurement F p %
M(SD) M(SD)

Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR? 3.68 .04*
Qoo oMK o e 2w a5 08
(El)gl:g:f;;'ﬁ?scm'd SR when Dealing with 4.00 (0.50) 490(0.55 1181 .004** 42
(El)ftlr?]‘;?';gghaefg to Child SR when Dealing with g 55 g 54y 513(058) 003 8  -07
Child’s SR Responses to Goal-frustration or Parental Requests? 0.31 .93
(2a) Goal-Perseverance 3.42 (0.78) 3.50 (1.66) 0.02 .90 -.07
(2b) Immediate Compliance 3.58 (0.59) 3.60 (0.93) 0.002 .96 -.07
(2c) Compliance to Firm Demands 2.63 (0.38) 2.88 (1.60) 0.18 .67 -.06
(2d) Compliance to Strict Prohibitions 3.20 (0.94) 3.00 (0.96) 0.19 .67 -.06
(2e) Compliance under Physical Pressure 2.46 (1.20) 2.19 (1.01) 0.24 .63 -.05
(2c¢) Negotiation with caregiver 3.33(0.76) 3.35(1.24) 0.001 97 -.07
(29) Evasion 2.81(1.17) 2.50 (0.93) 0.35 .56 -.04
(2h) Emotional Dysregulation 3.38 (0.82) 2.73 (1.39) 1.28 .28 .02
Parental CR Strategies in Situations Requiring Child SR? 0.64 Al
(3a) Call for child SR 3.25 (1.55) 3.16 (1.19) 0.02 89  -07
(3b) Distraction 3.53(0.70) 3.03 (0.75) 1.90 19 .06
(3c) Withdrawal 2.19 (0.48) 2.25 (0.79) 0.04 85  -.07
(3d) Strictness 3.44 (0.55) 3.41(0.57) 0.01 9  -07
(3e) Negotiations with the Child 4.23 (0.54) 3.83(1.07) 0.89 .36 .00
(3f) Social Appreciation 4.72 (0.94) 5.06 (0.40) 0.91 .36 .00
(3g) Use of Rewards 3.22 (1.06) 3.28 (0.89) 0.02 .90 -.07

*p < .05/ **p < .01/ ***p < .001
Note. ! Scores ranging from 1 to 6; 2 Scores ranging from 0 to 6
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With respect to Parental Ideas and Goals regarding Child SR, parents reveal significantly higher
expectations about their children's ability to cope with external requests (i.e., parental demands or
prohibitions) on the second measure. In addition, overall higher means were found when children are
5.5 years compared to when they were 4 years old.

When comparing Child’s SR Responses to Goal-Frustration or Parental Requests, no significant
differences were observed between measures, and parents primarily used scores of 2-3 points (i.e.,
indicating that their child exhibits a certain behavior rarely or sometimes) to describe their child's
behavior. The highest scores were obtained for Goal-Perseverance, Immediate Compliance, and
Negotiation with the Caregiver. In contrast, Compliance under Physical Pressure was reported to be
used only rarely.

Concerning parental CR strategies, parents used Social Appreciation quite frequently with their
children at both 4 years and 5.5 years, but also reported employing Negotiation with the Child. The
strategy least used by parents in this age group on both measures was Withdrawal. Overall, the
strategies used at both measurement points remained stable, with no significant differences.

Overall, there are similarities between the data reported by parents of children at the first and
second measurement, with few significant differences of a rather low effect size (n? = .00 to .08). The
use of Negotiation, however, was reported much more frequently by caregivers and their children at
older ages, showing a moderate effect size when explaining differences between ages 2 and 3.5 years
(n? = .28 to .35). Furthermore, ideas about handling external requests increase in both age groups
between the first and second measurements with moderate effect sizes (1> = .21 to .42).

Comparison of SECORE outcomes among measurements

Descriptive and comparative analyses of regulatory variables (i.e., SR, CR, Call for CR) for
children and adults are presented below. Statistical analyses refer to the total duration (summed up
across different incidences) of each code.

Child regulation. Table 22 and Figure 11 present the results obtained for the children of both age
groups in the first and second measurements. Children showed mainly SR during the interaction with
their caregiver, and differences between measurements reflect significant changes: An increase in
Emotional and Motivational SR is observed between 2 and 3.5 years of age, while between 4 and 5.5

years of age the increment is found at the Cognitive level.
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Figure 11

Child regulation behaviors by dimension in each measurement
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Note. Duration in seconds of SR, CR and Call for CR behaviors displayed by children at first

(i.e., baseline assessment) and second measurement (i.e., 18 months later)

When assessing the significance of changes, children in the Initially 2-year group showed Call for
CR mainly at the Emotional level with no significant differences between measurements. In addition,
children increased the offer of Motivational CR directed to their parents between measurements.
Regarding the Initially 4-year group, a significant decrease of Call for CR at the Cognitive level was
observed.



Table 22

Comparison of child regulatory variables among measurements

1st Measurement

2nd Measurement

M(SD) M(SD) W
Initially 2-year group
SR 132.26 (49.43) 181.73 (41.08) 2.13
Cognitive 52.86 (49.65) 45.22 (46.20) 0.37
Emotional 53.17 (26.03) 73.58 (31.00) 4.32%*
Motivational 26.22 (14.33) 62.92 (38.67) 3.58**
Call for CR 43.38 (11.58) 47.84 (37.94) 0.31
Cognitive 5.58 (6.54) 6.90 (6.35) 0.34
Emotional 33.11 (14.88) 39.80 (22.54) 0.53
Motivational 4.68 (5.62) 1.13 (0.95) 29
CR 0.00 (0.00) 13.06 (11.19) 3.30*
Cognitive 0.00 (0.00) 1.47 (4.15) 0
Emotional 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0
Motivational 0.00 (0.00) 11.60 (10.84) 3.02*
Initially 4-year group
SR 188.20 (35.29) 268.13 (70.39) 2.74*
Cognitive 46.23 (31.55) 102.12 (33.12) 2.89*
Emotional 79.51 (31.75) 70.56 (26.80) 0.59
Motivational 62.46 (14.46) 95.45 (40.43) 2.31
Call for CR 24.95 (18.17) 38.43(20.11) 1.42
Cognitive 6.75 (5.01) 3.66 (4.86) 3.36%
Emotional 16.74 (15.25) 31.45(21.91) 1.66
Motivational 1.47 (1.86) 3.32(3.24) 2
CR 4.36 (3.73) 5.63 (5.24) 0.62
Cognitive 3.82(3.45) 3.43 (3.52) 0.21
Emotional 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0
Motivational 0.53 (1.00) 2.20 (4.82) 2

*p < .05/**p < .01/ ***p < .001

Note.  T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality

requirement was met
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Overall, an increasing trend in children's SR skills is observed, as well as a decrease in Call for CR
behaviors and an increasing ability to offer CR.
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Adult regulation. Table 23 and Figure 12 show the duration in seconds of the regulatory variables
shown by adults at each measurement point. As hypothesized, parents exhibit primarily CR behaviors
and decrease their use as children get older, but the decline is only significant for the Cognitive

dimension in the Initially 4-year group.

Figure 12

Parental regulation behaviors by dimension in each measurement
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(i.e., baseline assessment) and second measurement (i.e., 18 months later)

In addition, an upward increase in the use of SR in adults is observed. This increase is shown both
in the Initially 2-year group at the general SR level, and in the Initially 4-year group at the
Motivational level. As expected, the Call for CR behaviors displayed by the parents were exhibited

only at a rather low duration.



Table 23

Comparison of parental regulatory variables among measurements

1st Measurement

2nd Measurement

M(SD) M(SD) W
Initially 2-year group
SR 7.29 (5.51) 34.56 (22.68) 3.11*
Cognitive 1.26 (3.04) 18.09 (24.50) 2.06
Emotional 1.87 (2.53) 1.38 (2.56) 10
Motivational 4.16 (4.88) 15.09 (16.21) 1.77
Call for CR 0.25 (0.69) 1.67 (2.37) 0
Cognitive 0.00 (0.00) 1.19 (1.89) 0
Emotional 0.25 (0.69) 0.00 (0.00) 1
Motivational 0.00 (0.00) 0.48 (1.34) 0
CR 262.83 (31.41) 230.56 (78.69) 1.39
Cognitive 122.97 (28.35) 72.04 (27.82) 4.83**
Emotional 50.47 (22.79) 79.22 (56.80) 1.49
Motivational 89.40 (44.03) 79.31 (41.32) 0.53
Initially 4-year group
SR 15.13 (17.63) 38.44 (15.84) 2.90*
Cognitive 9.84 (16.59) 18.81 (15.14) 7
Emotional 0.22 (0.62) 3.21 (4.53) 1
Motivational 5.07 (4.36) 16.41 (7.39) 3.01*
Call for CR 1.67 (3.09) 0.91 (1.54) 7
Cognitive 0.59 (1.67) 0.92 (1.55) 4
Emotional 0.84 (2.38) 0.00 (0.00) 1
Motivational 0.24 (0.68) 0.00 (0.00) 1
CR 132.70 (49.57) 100.86 (41.66) 1.85
Cognitive 86.97 (35.62) 54.85 (30.80) 2.08
Emotional 19.19 (15.36) 22.52 (16.47) 0.36
Motivational 26.54 (20.09) 23.49 (26.93) 23

*p < .05/**p < .01/ ***p < .001

Note.  T-Test or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test was performed depending on whether the normality

requirement was met

increase SR behaviors.
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In general, it is observed that as their children get older, parents decrease the offer of CR and
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Predictors of the observed variables at second measurement

As a last step, a multiple regression analysis was performed between the variables of measurement
1 and 2. Considering the low N of the analyses (i.e., N=16), the results should be taken as exploratory.

Forward-backward Stepwise procedure was used to enter the variables. Variables were entered
(when significant correlations) in the following order: (1) child's age, (2) child's gender, (3) parental
education level, (4) parental reported expectations, (5) parental reported CR strategies, (6) observed
regulatory variables in previous measurement. Kindergarten attendance could not be entered as
predictor because 100% of the participants attended kindergarten. Table 24 presents the significant
results only.

Table 24

Results of multivariate multiple regression analysis

B t Sig. R2 F

Child observed variables

Child SR 43 12.49**
Age Child 3.07 3.53 .003

Child Call for CR
No predictors

Adult observed variables

Adult CR 49 15.51**
Age Child -4.83 -3.94 .001

Adult SR
No predictors

*p < .05/ **p < .01/ ***p <.001
Note: R? considering only significant predictors.

The only predictor of the second measurement results on child SR and adult CR was the child's
age. No sociodemographic or parent-reported variables predicted the observed variables during the
coded interaction. That is, the changes observed between measures 1 and 2 in child SR and parental
CR are exclusively predicted by the increase in child age at the present sample. In both cases the

variance explained by child age is moderate (Rosenthal & Rosenthal, 2011).
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DISCUSSION

Child SR can hardly be understood without considering the early dyadic interactions established
between children and their primary caregivers, as well as the context in which these relationships
unfold. Regulation takes place in a dyadic context where there is a continuous interplay between
internal (i.e., SR) and external (i.e., CR) regulation (Eisenberg et al., 2010; Nigg, 2017; Pauen &
EDOS group, 2016; Sameroff & Fiese, 2000). Both children and adults constantly regulate their
internal states and behavior, either to adapt to a given context or to achieve a specific goal (Denham
et al., 2014; Nigg, 2017). Therefore, SR and CR behaviors can only be understood in a meaningful
manner when considering the relational and contextual aspects in which these behaviors occur.

Previous studies have shown the relevance of child SR for short- (Bornstein et al., 2018; Kim-
Spoon et al., 2012; Montroy et al., 2016; Woodward et al., 2017) and long-term (Lin et al., 2016;
Moffit et al. 2011; Poulton et al. 2015; Smithers et al., 2018) development. Likewise, the association
between caregiver characteristics and the development of child SR is well documented (Jaramillo et
al., 2017; Karreman et al., 2006; Lunkenheimer et al, 2017b). However, the mechanism by which
parents influence the acquisition of child’s SR skills, and moreover, the way in which children have
an impact on relationship characteristics, are aspects that still need further investigation.

To help shed light on this process, in this thesis data was collected in Germany and Chile by
applying two methodologies to address regulatory variables from a dyadic perspective. First, a parent
report instrument (i.e., IMMA) was applied to assess parental expectations about child SR, co-
regulatory strategies used by parents, and their children's behavior in situations eliciting SR. Second,
a microanalytic observational instrument (i.e., SECORE) was employed to assess regulatory
behaviors within parent-child dyad interactions.

The following is a summary of the results obtained at each stage of the research process: 1a)
translation and validation of the IMMA-questionnaire in the Chilean population; 1b) comparison of
data reported by German and Chilean parents collected online with the IMMA-questionnaire; 2a)
cross-sectional comparison of parent-child dyads with 2- and 4-year-old children in Chile and
Germany assessed with SECORE; and 2b) longitudinal analysis of changes in the German sample 18

months later after the first measurement.

Validation of the IMMA-Questionnaire in the Chilean population
At the statistical level, the IMMA instrument did not show a perfect fit in the Chilean sample
compared to the original German version. However, more than 75% of the items remained in the same

factor, and those that moved, did so as a block. It is possible that the models did not show a good fit
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because in the CFA each item has a fixed weight in only one factor and a null weight in the remaining
factors (Ferrando & Anguiano-Carrasco, 2010). This would imply assuming that each item is a pure
measure of a given factor, a position that does not agree with the IMMA approach. Parents may score
high on more than one factor, since caregivers often use different strategies depending on the situation
(Nelson et al., 2011; Selin, 2014).

Moreover, the high internal consistency indices in the final Chilean version confirm that the
instrument is suitable for use in this population. Even so, it is important to remember that internal
consistency evaluates one type of validity of the instrument, and that it is still necessary to evaluate
other types of validity (e.g., external validity, validity of content) (Goodwin, 2002; Vaughn & Daniel,
2012).

Based on the above, the first Hypothesis of this thesis, stating that the factorial structure of the
IMMA instrument in the Chilean sample will be largely comparable to that of the German version,

can be accepted.

Child SR and parental CR as reported by parents in Germany and Chile

A comparison of the findings collected with the IMMA instrument shows similarities but also
differences between countries.

First, concerning Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR, parents in both countries expected
children of the same age as their own child to better deal with external requests (i.e., demands and
prohibitions) than with internal challenges (i.e., needs, emotions, impulses). Young children are
already able to follow instructions and rules provided by others, but they still find it difficult to
regulate their internal states (Capella & Mendoza, 2011; Eisenberg et al., 2010; Kopp, 1982; Sowell
et al., 2004). Moreover, consistent with the finding that SR capacities undergo substantial
development during early childhood (Bechtel-Kuehne et al., 2016; Pauen & Evers, 2018) and that
caregivers adapt their CR strategies throughout development (Pauen & EDOS group, 2016), parents
from both countries raised their expectations regarding SR capacities of their children with age.

Differences between countries regarding Parental Ideas and Goals about Child SR were only
found concerning dealing with external requests, with German parents reaching the highest scores
overall. This suggests that German parents would have higher goals and attach greater importance to
the development of regulatory skills in their children. One potential explanation for this finding is
that German parents emphasize the autonomy of their child and that might lead to higher expectations
regarding children’s SR skills (e.g., Jaramillo et al., 2017; Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007).
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However, high kindergarten attendance in the German sample could also be a confounding factor
(D1, 2020).

Second, with regard to Child SR in Dealing with Goal-Frustration and Parental Requests,
caregivers from Chile and Germany perceived their children as highly committed to reaching their
own goals, but also willing to follow parental instructions. This confirms the idea that autonomy and
relatedness are two separate needs which do not exclude each other and can be found in all cultures,
even though they may differ in terms of their specific combination (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Keller, 2011,
2013; Keller & Kértner, 2013; Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2002; Tamis-
LeMonda et al., 2020).

German children reached the highest scores on the scale Goal-Perseverance, suggesting high levels
of self-management to achieve personal goals and to act autonomously. At the same time, they
reached the highest scores on all compliance scales (except for Compliance under Physical Pressure),
also showing a disposition to obey. Since compliance is an educational value more closely associated
with relatedness than autonomy, this finding illustrates that both dimensions can be promoted in
parallel (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Keller & Kartner, 2013).

Third, when addressing Parental CR in Situations Requiring Child SR, parents of both countries
preferred strategies like Social Appreciation and Distraction, thus seeking to promote a positive
relation with their children and avoiding confrontation. Furthermore, both groups adjusted their
parenting strategies to the child's age (at least to some extent), thereby showing sensitivity to age-
related needs. This strengthens the view that parents share some natural and universal competences
in caregiving (Papousek & Papousek, 2002).

Differences between cultures are more likely to be observed when focusing on situations involving
a conflict of interest, as this requires caregivers to react by either seeking horizontal communication
or highlighting vertical power differences (Halberstadt & Lozada, 2011; Hofstede et al., 1991).
Chilean parents achieved higher scores in Distraction than German parents but reduced this strategy
with the age of the child while increasing the use of Negotiation. This may suggest that they avoid
conflict and negative feelings in early social interactions with their offspring, while promoting
autonomy at the same time. Also, results suggest that as children grow older and begin to resist
parental requests or prohibitions, their parents are likely to show more Strictness to promote socially
acceptable behavior.

German parents scored highest on Social Appreciation as CR strategy, but also on Strictness. This

combination indicates authoritative parenting because it combines high support with confrontative
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control (Baumrind, 2012). German parents also revealed the strongest age-related increase in
Negotiations with the Child, Use of Rewards, and Call for SR, which reflects differentiated
knowledge about early childhood development. These findings are in line with the hypothesis that
parents with a cultural background supporting autonomy encourage their child’s self-determination
and goal-perseverance. At the same time, this neither precludes confrontative control (Baumrind,
2012) nor does it prevent openness for negotiation.

In summary, there were similarities and differences in children SR and parental CR strategies
reported in each country, with German parents reporting higher regulation expectations than Chilean

parents. Therefore, the second hypotheses can be accepted.

Differences regarding cultural variables between countries

Findings from the cultural scales showed differences in the perception of the self (i.e., Self-
Construal) but not in the perceived strictness in family and country norms (i.e., Tightness-Looseness)
between Germany and Chile. Specifically, Chilean participants scored higher on both subscales,
evidencing an emphasis on independence as well as interdependence in the conception of the
individual and its relationship with others.

Previous studies in Chile had already reported high levels on both scales during the last decades
(e.g., Benavides & Hur, 2019; Kolstad & Horpestad, 2009). On the one hand, high levels of
interdependence are usually characteristic of Latin American cultures (Keller et al., 2006; Suizzo et
al., 2019) whereby great importance is given to maintaining relationships with others and pursuing
the well-being of the group. On the other hand, the increasing rise in independence scores in Chile
has been attributed to the country's rapid economic development and societal changes in recent
decades (Bush & Peterson, 2014).

Contrary to the findings of the study, previous literature describes Germany as a country in which
the independent view strongly dominates (Keller, 2009; Weis et al., 2016a). In the present study, the
expressions of the two variables of self-construction were somewhat lower than in Chile, but still in
a medium to medium-high value range. Already more frequently, only medium expressions of the
independent self-concept were shown among Germans (Thomas, 2011). Although it is surprising at
first that the expression of interdependence is also in the same value range, there are empirical
findings that found consistent results (Tang et al., 2016, 2017), and particularly in the young
population (Tang et al., 2017).
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As culture is a rich and dynamic concept with many different facets that is constantly evolving,
there is a need to integrate more sociocultural variables into cross-cultural studies (Tang et al., 2017,
Trommsdorff & Friedimeier, 2010).

Microanalytic assessment of regulatory variables in parent-child interactions

Moving on to a more detailed assessment of regulatory variables, observational methodology was
applied to evaluate regulatory behaviors (i.e., SR, CR, Call for CR) during parent-child interactions,
again in Germany and Chile. As expected, neither Call for CR in caregivers nor CR in children was
found to be very high. The procedure was not intended to be stressful or disruptive for the parents,
while toddlers could concentrate on their own inner processes during the interaction with relaxed
caregivers. Not only the nature of the task but also the selection of the sample may have contributed
to this effect. After all, the current sample is dominated by highly educated parents and healthy dyads.

When testing for age-related differences, children in both age groups show mainly SR behaviors
at the non-verbal level. Even so, a significant increase in SR behaviors is observed at both verbal and
non-verbal levels between 2 and 4 years of age. These findings are consistent with earlier studies
suggesting that the beginnings of language use for SR can be traced back to toddlerhood (Petersen et
al., 2015; Vallotton & Ayoub, 2011). At the age of two years, corresponding skills may still be
rudimentary, but at four years verbal SR becomes more relevant. In general, the results reveal that
children's SR undergoes an important evolution during preschool years (Kochanska et al., 2001;
LeCuyer-Maus & Houck, 2002).

Parents offered both verbal and non-verbal CR, but this decreased with the age of the child. The
findings fit well with earlier studies showing that highly educated parents often use language to co-
regulate their offspring — especially when helping their child to solve a cognitive task (Grolnick et al.,
1998)-, and that caregivers typically downregulate CR with the age (and competence), thereby
adapting their parenting strategies to the child's needs (Grolnick et al., 1998; Kochanska & Askan,
2004). Moreover, the increase of SR behaviors shown by parents with older children suggests that, as
their children are able to self-regulate themselves, parents may be able to focus on their own internal
states to a greater extent.

When differentiating by dimensions, the rise in child SR is mainly explained by an increase in
Motivational SR, while the decrease in parental CR is mainly reflected in the Motivational and
Cognitive dimensions. The absence of results in the Emotional dimension might have more to do with
methodological and procedural issues. On the one hand, it is possible that the scenario does not elicit
emotional distress in the dyad. Older children may have recognized the experimenter behind the mask,
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and it was not always clear whether very young children understood the Wrong Gift situation.
Besides, for parents the procedure may not pose a “real threat” for their children, so they might offer
less CR than in everyday life situations. On the other hand, the differences are probably not reflected
in the duration of regulatory variables, but instead in the strategies used (e.g., type or complexity), as
it was shown in Study 1 as well as in previous research (Bechtel-Kuehne et al., 2016; Silkenbeumer
etal., 2016).

Regarding the assumption that German and Chilean children differ in their SR abilities, this was
only observed at the Motivational level in the 2-year-olds, with Chilean toddlers showing higher
results. Aside from that, German 4-year-olds displayed more Call for CR behaviors in the
Motivational dimension. There were no statistically significant differences between countries in the
children's variables at the Emotional and Cognitive levels in either age group. Concerning parental
CR, in the sample of 2-year-olds, Chilean parents offered more Motivational CR, while German
parents provided more Cognitive CR. In the sample of 4-year-olds differences are reflected in the
Emotional dimension, with Chilean children being Emotionally co-regulated for approximately twice
as long as German children.

Overall, Chilean children and their parents showed more Motivational regulation compared to the
German dyads. This could be related to the higher scores on the Independence and Interdependence
scales being reported in Chile. It is possible that both internal motivation (e.g., self-concept, desire
for the reward) as well as external motivation (e.g., seeking to fulfill the request) are involve when
completing the activity in this sample (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Trommsdorff, 2009). Likewise,
the fact that German parents offer more Cognitive CR is supported by previous studies that point to
the emphasis on cognitive stimulation within this culture (Eickhorst et al., 2008; Keller, 2003; Keller
et al., 2004b, 2005; Rindermann et al., 2013).

As to the fact that Chilean parents show higher averages in Emotional CR in the 4-year-old sample,
this could be related to higher scores on the Interdependence scale. In cultures with high levels of
interdependence, positive value is placed on emotional support (Kitayama et al., 2010; Uchida et al.,
2008), and attempts are made to regulate emotions that are considered negative (e.qg., frustration, fear)
(Ford & Mauss, 2015; Heikamp et al. 2013; Wang, 2003). Additionally, and as well associated with
a stronger emphasis on interdependence, the fact that Chilean parents offered more Emotional CR
may also be linked to a greater request of CR (i.e., Call for CR) displayed by Chilean children at ages

two and four.
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Finally, by assessing patterns of interaction within dyads, additional information on the sequence
in which regulatory behaviors of parents and children are exhibited during social interactions
emerges. A striking finding is that, even when parents tend to respond to their children's Call for CR,
they mainly provide CR spontaneously. Studies using an interactional methodology between parents
and young children often find that, even when a coordinated exchange is established, the interaction
tends to be asymmetrical, with a greater likelihood of the adult following the child's cues than the
contrary (Beebe et al., 2010, 2016). Over time, children become increasingly active and more
symmetrical interactions are established (Aureli & Presaghi, 2010; Feldman, 2006; van Dijk et al.,
2012), which is reflected in the current results by a greater likelihood of older children spontaneously
displaying SR and the increase of children’s CR behaviors.

Three hypotheses (i.e., 3-5) relate to the data collected using SECORE. As expected, children show
more SR as they get older and their parents decrease CR at the same time. Thus, Hypothesis 3 can be
accepted. Regarding the Hypothesis 4, which states that German dyads will show more cognitive
regulation while Chilean dyads will show more emotional regulation across-task, can only be partially
accepted: German parents did provide more Cognitive CR and Chilean parents offered more
Emotional CR, but the differences are not significant for child variables. Lastly, in accordance to
Hypothesis 5, within a given dyad the regulatory behaviors of one partner were systematically related

to the regulatory behaviors of the other partner. Hypothesis 5 can be therefore accepted.

Longitudinal changes in the German sample

Overall, the longitudinal data suggest a trend towards stability for both parent-reported and
interaction-coded variables. Although it is clear that child SR increases with age and parental CR
decreases, the changes are not always significant between measurements (i.e., within an 18-month
window). This may be related to the fact that during development there are gradual cumulative
changes and not as much acute variations (Aureli & Presaghi, 2010; Dishion et al. 2017), but also to
the fact that parent-child interactions are established on the basis of previous interactions that
determine a zone of tolerance to interplay (Aureli & Presaghi, 2010), thus seeking to maintain a
certain stability.

In discussing IMMA outcomes, parents generally tend to increase their ideas and goals regarding
their children's ability to cope with external demands and internal challenges as their children grow
older. The sharpest change is observed in their ideas concerning children's ability to respond to
external requests (i.e., demands and prohibitions) while parental expectations about how well their

children can handle internal states remains at a lower level. This aligns with emotional regulation
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milestones, according to which children would still need external help to handle strong emotions
during the preschool years (Capella & Mendoza, 2011; Eisenberg et al., 2010). In addition, studies
show that even when parents adapt their responses to their child's age and situation, they prefer to use
certain strategies (Nelson et al., 2011; Selin, 2014).

Another change throughout development is the increased use of negotiation by both children and
parents between 2 and 3.5 years of age. This may be due to the increase in children's verbal skills to
express their ideas and desires (Stein & Albro, 2001), but also to the acquisition of theory of mind
that would foster the understanding of a point of view different from one's own (Weerd et al., 2015).
It could also be related to cultural aspects with emphasis on independence and the understanding of
relationships as self-determined negotiations between separate interacting partners (Keller, 2013;
Keller et al. 2006). Previous studies in the German population have reported that parents promote
autonomy in their children and encourage horizontal interactions from an early age (Furnham &
Kirkcaldy, 2000; Haerpfer et al., 2022; Keller, 2003; Keller et al., 2005; Otto & Keller, 2015).

When referring to the results obtained with the SECORE instrument, an increase in the time that
children are able to self-regulate is observed. The increases are significant in Emotional and
Motivational SR between the ages of 2 and 3.5 years, and at the Cognitive level between the ages of
4 and 5.5 years. This stands out the importance of evaluating the different dimensions of the
regulatory variables separately. Considering the different developmental periods (Eisenberg et al.,
2010; Kopp, 1982; Sowell et al., 2004) and the varying educational-goals of the different cultures
(Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Jaramillo et al., 2017; Keller et al., 2006; Trommsdorff & Korndat, 2003),
it is coherent to consider these dimensions separately. Moreover, as children grow older, they also
increase their ability to ask for help in regulating their internal states when needed (i.e., Call for CR)
and even to offer CR to their parents at times. This again signals a transition toward more horizontal
parent-child relationships as children get older.

Parents show a decrease in CR offered to their children when comparing means between
measurements, with a significant decrease in Cognitive CR between the ages of 2 and 3.5 years.
Nevertheless, although not significant, there is an increase in Emotional CR in both age groups. This
could be related to the increase in Call for CR behaviors exhibited by the children as well, to which
parents are likely to respond as observed in the previous results of sequential analysis. An increase in
SR is also observed in adults as their children get older, with the stronger growth observed between
the ages of 4 and 5.5 years at the Motivational level. It is possible that parents become bored in the
experimental situation as their children do not rely on them to complete the activities.
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The results show that, within the same dyad, parents’ CR decreases and children's SR increases
with the age of the child, but the changes are progressive and are revealed in particular regulatory

dimensions. Thus, Hypothesis 6 can be partially accepted.

Summary of main findings

The results of the different stages provide complementary information to understand the complex
path in which children learn to self-regulate and how parents accompany them. One of the cross-
cutting findings presented above is the increase in children's SR skills and the parallel decrease in the
need of parental CR. These changes are progressive and reflect an accumulation of gradual changes
that promote variations throughout early childhood particularly in two aspects: the time that children
are able to self-regulate and the SR strategies they use at different ages. During this stage parents are
flexible and demonstrate understanding of child development, adapting their strategies according to
the children's age and decreasing the CR offered as children are able to manage their internal states
autonomously. The transition from external (i.e., CR) to internal (i.e., SR) regulation is thus supported
by the results (Eisenberg et al., 2010; Nigg, 2017; Sameroff & Fiese, 2000).

Interestingly, the various regulatory dimensions exhibit distinct periods of change. Between 2 and
4 years of age, children primarily increase their ability to self-regulate at the Motivational level,
demonstrating the capacity to set their own goals (Kopp, 1982; Montroy et al., 2016). Longitudinal
results also show an increase in children's ability to self-regulate emotionally, although it seems to be
a less prominent trend. Between these same ages, parents decrease CR at the Cognitive and
Motivational levels, while Emotional CR actually appears to increase. Hypothetically, these changes
in parental behavior would seem to be guided - rather than by their child's calls for CR- by parental
expectations, by their knowledge of child development, and by their ability to recognize that the child
has the self-regulatory capacities to cope with a given situation. Finally, after children reach 4 years
of age, less acute changes are found in both parents and children.

The knowledge of child development that parents exhibit at different stages is also reflected on
their increased expectations about their children's SR abilities (Bechtel-Kuehne et al., 2016; Pauen et
al., 2019). Parents generally expect their children to deal better with external requests (i.e., demands
and prohibitions) than with internal challenges (i.e., needs, emotions, impulses), but increase their
expectations on both matters as their children get older. This is in line with previous research in child
development, suggesting that young children are able to follow instructions and rules provided by
caregivers, but often find it difficult to SR inner states (Eisenberg et al., 2010; Kopp, 1982; Sowell et
al., 2004). Ideas and goals are important because they guide parental behavior (Bornstein et al., 2018;
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Cote et al., 2015) and may vary depending on cultural aspects (Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Jaramillo
etal., 2017; Keller et al., 2006). According to the results, German parents showed higher expectations
regarding their children's SR skills compared to Chilean parents, which might be related to the sharp
increase in strategies such as Use of Rewards, Negotiation and Call for SR that German parents report
as their children grow older.

When comparing the German and Chilean samples, it becomes clear that positive behaviors
dominate parent-child relationships. Parents in both countries prefer strategies like Social
Appreciation and Distraction, and adjust their parenting strategies to the age of the child showing
sensitivity to age-related needs. Likewise, children are described by their parents as highly committed
to reaching their own goals, but also willing to follow parental instructions in both countries. This
reveals that toddlers in both countries are perceived as self-determined but socially oriented
individuals, thus showing competences on the cultural dimensions of independence and
interdependence at the same time (Kagitcibasi, 2005; Keller, 2011, 2013; Keller & Kértner, 2013;
Rothbaum & Trommsdorf, 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2002; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2020).

Tentatively, the differences between cultures would be observed in situations when children refuse
to follow instructions or become divergent, and how parents handle such situations, as this requires
caregivers to react by either seeking horizontal communication or highlighting vertical power
relationships. Besides, the differences found between countries in the present study are largely in line
with common assumptions about the general cultural orientation of parental and child behavior: In
Germany, parents hold high expectations regarding children’s SR skills and their compliance, thus
using mainly strategies that promote children’s autonomy while also making their expectations very
clear. In Chile, on the other hand, parents express less clear expectations regarding child SR at the
age-range tested and they seem to use more hierarchical strategies to promote corresponding skills

Nonetheless, when talking about cross-country differences, it is important to keep in mind what
previous studies have shown: The same practices may be regarded as adequate in one country but not
in another, just as certain parental characteristics may suit some children and cultures better (e.g.,
Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; lyengar & Lepper, 1999; Jaramillo et al., 2017; Selin, 2014; Tamis-
LeMonda, 2020) and will be related differently to long-term well-being (Ford & Mauss, 2015;
Kitayama et al., 2010). Whether a given parental strategy is assumed to have positive or negative
impact has more to do with what is regarded as normative in a cultural context and the emotional
value that parents and children attribute to that strategy (Putnick et al., 2014; Rudy & Grusec, 2006).
Thus, for example, Tamis-LeMonda (2020) speaks of affiliative obedience in Latin American
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cultures, referring to the fact that on the one hand parents emphasize vertical relationships and
promote obedience of their children, while on the other hand children tend to negotiate less and accept
demands or prohibitions more easily without attempting to challenge authorities.

Another relevant insight revealed by the results are the individual differences. The generally high
standard deviations of the regulatory variables and the specific dimensions indicate that individuals
from the same country strongly differ in their ability to exhibit SR, CR and Call for CR. Presumably,
this indicates that other factors beyond state affiliation influence children's SR and parents' CR,
evidencing that SR is a complex and multicomponent construct (Blair & Raver, 2012; McClelland et
al., 2010; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997; Vohs & Baumeister, 2011) which is further determined by
factors ranging from genetic aspects to complex skills (for a review see Bridgett et al., 2015, 2018).
Therefore, it is important to foster multi-method studies incorporating variables at different levels
when assessing regulatory variables during early childhood.

Clinical implications

SR has great implications for children's cognitive and socio-emotional development (Kim-Spoon,
2012; Montroy et al., 2016; Woodward et al., 2017) and later life outcomes, including mental and
physical health as well as socio-economic status and well-being (Moffitt et al., 2011; Pandey et al.,
2018; Poulton et al., 2015; Smithers et al., 2018). Nevertheless, a child-centered approach dominates
when assessing SR (Karreman et al., 2006; Mata & Pauen, under review; Mufioz-Mufioz, 2017,
Pallini, et al., 2018; Rademacher & Koglin, 2018), thus neglecting the role of CR.

Greater positive parental CR and flexible CR patterns during the early years have been associated
with fewer externalizing and inattention/impulsive behaviors in children (Bardack et al., 2017,
Lunkenheimer et al. 2011; Valentovich et al. 2018), as well as higher executive functions and 1Q,
which in turn predicted better academic competence and peer relationships in a sample of children
from homeless families (Herbers et al., 2014). In addition, studies suggest that certain interaction
characteristics, such as dyadic flexibility, can be affected by challenging situations (e.g., Face-to-Face
Still-Face paradigm) (Busuito & Moore, 2017; Guo et al., 2015; Provenzi et al., 2015), or in
populations with specific diagnoses (Guo et al. 2017; Valentovich et al 2018; Williams et al 2012).

The results presented in this thesis highlight the importance of understanding child regulation as a
dyadic construct in which caregivers play a fundamental role. Approaching children’s SR from an
interactional and contextualized perspective becomes evident, a need that has been previously
underlined (De Mol & Buysse, 2008; Li et al., 2019; McClelland et al. 2015). Accordingly, it becomes
essential that at the clinical level the focus is not on the child only, but should rather be broadened to
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the dyad, or even to the family and/or community level. Both child and parental behaviors can hardly
be understood in isolation, and the inter-influence between different contextual levels in which the
parent-child relationship takes place (Bornstein & Cheah, 2006; Bridgett et al., 2015) highlight the
importance of fostering multi-level interventions.

In general terms, interventions aimed at improving children's SR skills have shown a moderate
effect in the short and long term (i.e., pooled effect size: 0.42, range: 0.32-0.53; Pandey et al., 2018),
even in populations with attention problems (Pooled effect size >1.00 (0.02 < 3.00); Reid et al., 2005),
yet very few of them usually involve parents or family (Pandey et al., 2018). In addition, early
childhood interventions show higher economic return on a large scale (Doyle et al., 2009; Hoddinott
etal., 2013).

This thesis seeks to contribute to the understanding of the development of child SR from a dyadic
and contextualized perspective. The use of different methodologies at different levels, also including
interactional statistical analysis, allows to deepen the understanding of inter-influences between
multiple variables. This, in turn, may enable the design of specific interventions to promote the quality
of interaction and the development of SR, as well as to identify contextual aspects that could be related
to the development of this skill. It is expected that the contribution will encourage the adoption of a

dyadic approach at the preventive and intervention levels.

Limitations and future studies

One of the main limitations of the present study is the reduced sample size due to the Covid-19
pandemic in the Study 2. The pandemic may not only have affected the data collection, but should
also be considered as an intervening variable that is not controlled in the current study. Family
routines and parent-child interactions were strongly affected by restrictions (e.g., curfews,
confinements, isolation, contact limitations) in both countries, some of which have shown negative
impact on mental health in different cultures according to initial studies (Babulal et al., 2021; Duarte
& Jiménez-Molina, 2022; Uribe et al., 2021). In addition, some statistical analyses initially planned
could not be performed due to the lack of power. Future studies should include larger samples to
perform more complex statistical analyses (e.g., cross-lagged, multi-level models) and address the
specific mechanisms through which parental and child regulatory variables influence each other over
time. Still, it is important to consider that the pandemic likely increased the willingness of parents to
participate in Study 1, which was conducted online and yielded a fairly large sample size.

Another limitation is given by an overrepresentation of a healthy, highly educated population, with

medium-high socioeconomic level. Likewise, in Studies 1b and 2a there were significant differences
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in some sociodemographic variables: in the German population there was a higher percentage of
children attending kindergarten and there were more married/cohabitant parents, whereas in the
Chilean population the children in the 2-year-old group were older on average and their parents
reported more hours of care. Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that the effects attributed to cultural
orientation are confounded with the effects of these contextual factors.

There is also a limitation with respect to the culture variable. The complexity of operationalizing
this variable has been pointed out previously (Keller et al., 2006; Lansford et al., 2016; Selin, 2014),
suggesting that rather than trying to assess "culture” as a whole, beliefs and behaviors directly related
to the variable under study should be assessed (Lansford et al., 2016). The present study overcame
the criticized tendency to treat country as synonymous with culture, as different cultural orientations
may exist within the same country (Keller et al., 2006; Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003), but it is still
possible that the cultural scales employed are not appropriate for the contemporary times. Since
culture is a rich and dynamic concept with many different facets that is constantly evolving (e.g., also
through immigration), dichotomous terms such as independence and interdependence may not be able
to depict complex cultural differences, which is why it would make sense to include further
sociocultural variables into integrated intercultural studies (Tang et al., 2017; Trommsdorff &
Friedlmeier, 2010).

Lastly, it is suggested that future studies assess parent-child interactions in naturalistic
environments. Although both naturalistic and laboratory settings have advantages and disadvantages,
elicitation of deregulated states is not always achieved during laboratory observation time.
Consequently, naturalistic studies could capture a greater range of variability and can be

complementary to laboratory assessments (Repetti et al., 2012).
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CONCLUSIONS

This thesis combines a cross-sectional and a longitudinal design in two related studies. A
multimethod approach is adopted, collecting data on regulatory variables in parent-child dyads
applying two methods: parental reports and direct observation of interactions.

Findings obtained during the different stages of the study allow to state that there is a gradual
acquisition of regulation skills throughout early childhood (Eisenberg et al., 2010;Pauen & Evers,
2018), a process that is concurrently accompanied by parents, who initially act as a source of external
regulation and promote the development of child regulatory skills by adjusting their CR strategies
(Pauen & EDOS group, 2016; Silkenbeumer et al., 2016). Results also underscore the importance of
assessing the development of child SR within a given dyad to evaluate how established interaction
patterns contribute to their development (Beebe et al., 2016; Lavelli et al., 2019) and how these
change over time (Fogel, 2000, 2009; Harrist & Waugh, 2002). Furthermore, findings support the
claim that regulation proceeds from the interpersonal (CR) to the intrapersonal (SR) level (Nigg,
2017; Pauen & the EDOS group, 2016; Sameroff & Fiese, 2000), with parent-child interactions
evolving towards more symmetrical interactions (Aureli & Presaghi, 2010; Beebe et al., 2010, 2016)
as the child grows older.

As for the differences between countries, there is evidence of both universality and cultural
specificity in the development of parent-child regulation. The strategies most commonly used by
parents and children in both countries are similar and indicate a propensity to relate positively to one
another. Differences seem to arise in moments of opposition or disagreement, situations in which the
strategies employed are in line with cultural aspects. Nevertheless, rather than trying to evaluate
parenting practices based on some abstract and universal standard, future studies may address the
question whether CR strategies in a specific combination allow the child to become a well-adjusted
member of a given culture (Tamis-LeMonda, 2020; Selin, 2014; Trommsdorff, 2009; Pinquart &
Kauser, 2018), thereby keeping in mind that the effects and benefits of parental interventions always
vary with the age of the child and with the chosen outcome measures, as well as the specific
educational goals.

In general, the current study highlights the need for a complex approach when trying to understand
children’s SR development and the role of cultural orientation, parental goals and ideas, the social
context in which children grow up and the strategies that parents prefer in order to support their

children in becoming autonomous, but also socially related members of a given society.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A

Backup of the online version used during the IMMA validation process in Chile

Estimados padres:

Como parte del proyecto COSER (CO- and SEIf-Regulation in caregiver-child dyads)
dirigido por la profesora Sabina Pauen en la Universidad de Heidelberg Alemania, nos
encontramos realizando un estudio cuyo objetivo es analizar los cambios que ocurren en las
interacciones diadicas entre madre/padre e hijos/as en distintas edades en cuanto a la regulacién
en distintos paises. La aplicacion de este instrumento en Chile esté dirigida por la candidata a
doctora en Psicoterapia Cecil Mata y la profesora Claudia Capella de la Universidad de Chile.

Estamos interesados en saber cuanta libertad y limitaciones necesitan los nifios/as a cierta
edad, qué tan bien pueden autorregularse y qué hacen los padres para ayudarlos a hacer frente a
las demandas internas o externas. Si vives en Chile y tienes un hijo/a entre los 12 meses y los 6
afios 11 meses te invitamos a responder las siguientes preguntas que te tomaran entre 15 a 20
minutos. Si tienes mas de un hijo/a entre 1 y 6 afios, escoge uno y piensa solamente en él/ella
durante la completacion de este cuestionario. Recuerda que no hay respuestas buenas o malas
pues todo comportamiento estd enmarcado dentro de las caracteristicas de la relacion de cada
nifio/a con sus padres.

Nuestro objetivo es recoger el mayor nimero de respuestas de familias que viven actualmente
en Chile. Los datos seran utilizados para obtener datos generales de la muestra y seran
publicados como resultados globales. Nadie conocera tus respuestas y la informacion que
entregues serd manejada de manera estrictamente confidencial. Tu participacion es
completamente voluntaria y puedes dejar de responder si asi lo deseas. Al completar IMMA 1-6
ayudas a profundizar nuestra comprension sobre primera infancia. jMuchisimas gracias!

Nota: Instrumento traducido del original “IMpuls-Management vom S&uglings-bis zum
Vorschulalte“ - IMMA1L-6 (Pauen, Strodthoff, & Bechtel-Kiihne, 2018) con la autorizacion
correspondiente y dentro del marco de tesis doctoral. Esta version online es parte del proceso
de validacion en Chile, para lo cual necesitamos el mayor numero de respuestas posibles.
jAyudanos a compartirlo!

En caso de dudas o contacto: cmmata@uc.cl - Cecil Mata, Candidata a Doctora, Universidad
de Chile.



¢Aceptas voluntariamente responder IMMA 1-67*
o Si

o No

*Pregunta obligatoria

Datos sociodemogréficos:
e Regidn de residencia:

1. Tarapaca
2. Antofagasta
3. Atacama

4. Coquimbo

5. Valparaiso

6. O’Higgins

7. Maule

8. Bio-Bio

9. Laaraucania

10. Los lagos

11. Aisén

12. Magallanes y la antéartida chilena

13. Metropolitana de Santiago

14. Los rios

15. Arica y parinacota

16. Nuble

e Edad exacta del nifio/a (ejemplo: 3 afios, 4 meses)
(pregunta abierta)

e Sexo del nifio/a
o Femenino
o Masculino
o Prefiero no decirlo

e ;Tiene hermanos?

o No
Solamente hermanos mayores
Solamente hermanos menores
Tiene hermanos mayores y menores

o O O

e ;Asiste usualmente a sala cuna/jardin infantil? (responde en base a los Gltimos 2 afios)
o Si
o No
o De manera intermitente

e Cuales la nacionalidad del nifio/a?
(pregunta abierta)
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e Persona que responde

o

@)
@)
@)

Madre

Padre

Familiar a cargo del nifio/a
No familiar a cargo del nifio/a

e Nivel educativo alcanzado de la persona que responde

0O O O O O O

Educacién basica incompleta (menor a 8vo béasico)
Educacién basica completa (8vo basico aprobado)
Educacién media o media técnica completa

Educacién superior técnica completa

Educacidn universitaria completa

Educacién de postgrado (Master, doctor o equivalente)

e Ingreso familiar mensual

o

0O O OO0 O O O O

$106.214 6 menos

entre $106.214 y $300.000
entre $300.000 y $500.000
entre $500.000 y $800.000
entre $800.000 y $1.500.000
entre $1.500.000 y $3.000.000
entre $3.000.000 y $5.000.000
mas de $5.000.000

Prefiero no decir

e ;Cual es la nacionalidad de los padres o personas a cargo?

(pregunta

abierta)

e ;Cuanto tiempo solia pasar al dia con su hijo/a antes de la pandemia (no cuente las

horas en que esta dormido?

©)

©)
©)
©)

1 a 2 horas
3 a4 horas
5 a 8 horas
9 horas 0 mas

e ;Cuanto tiempo pasa actualmente con su hijo/a?

o

©)
©)
©)

1 a 2 horas
3 a4 horas
5 a 8 horas
9 horas 0 mas
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IMMA 1-6
A continuacion preguntaremos distintos aspectos relacionados con la regulacion infantil, la
cual nos ayudard a conocer el desarrollo y necesidades de los nifios/as a distintas edades.
Recuerde que no hay respuestas buenas o malas pues todo comportamiento esta enmarcado
dentro de las caracteristicas de cada diada.

Nota: Instrumento traducido del original “IMpuls-Management vom S&uglings-bis zum
Vorschulalte “ - IMMA1-6 (Pauen, Hochmuth, Schulz & Bechtel, 2014) con la autorizacion
correspondiente.

Parte 1:
¢ Cuales son sus ideas/expectativas acerca de la autorregulacion infantil?

Por favor, considere queé tan cierto es cada una de las declaraciones desde su punto de vista.
Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente
escala:

| | | | I

| | | !
no es completamente
Qada cierto
cierto

Los nifios de la misma edad de mi hijo/a suelen ser capaces de...

1 (2|3 ] 4|5 6

regular sus sentimientos

controlar sus necesidades

controlar su voluntad

responder las peticiones y requerimientos de otras personas

aceptar las limitaciones y prohibiciones de otras personas

sequir las reglas

ser considerado con otras personas

ser educado con otras personas

Es muy importante para mi que el nifio/a aprenda a esta edad ...

1 2 3 4 5 6

a regular sus sentimientos

a controlar sus necesidades
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a controlar su voluntad

a responder las peticiones y requerimientos de otras
personas

a aceptar las limitaciones y prohibiciones de otras
personas

a sequir las reglas

a ser considerado con otras personas

a ser educado con otras personas

Parte 2:
¢ Como manejan los nifios los desafios, las exigencias y las prohibiciones?

Por favor, marque con qué frecuencia ocurre cada comportamiento descrito. Considere que
IMMA 1-6 puede contener declaraciones que sean apropiadas solo para nifios/as mayores o
menores que su hijo/a. Si, debido a la edad, un comportamiento todavia no ocurre, marque la
casilla "N/A=no aplica"(jpero solo en este caso!).

Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente
escala:

. ) 3 4 5 6
| | | | I
| | | |
Nunca Raravez Algunas A Muya  Siempre
veces menudo menudo

¢ Qué hace su nifio/a si no logra hacer lo que quiere hacer?

112|345 ]| 6 |[NA

Empieza a llorar

Se lamenta fuertemente

Despotrica y se queja

Se enoja en voz alta

Se pone agresivo contra los objetos

Se pone agresivo contra las personas

Se rinde después de poco tiempo

Deja caer su objetivo pronto

Rapidamente pone su atencidn en otra cosa

Sigue motivado




128

Intenta persistentemente de alcanzar su objetivo.

No se da por vencido

¢ Qué hace el/la nifio/a cuando le pides que haga algo especifico?

1 2 N/A

Sigue facilmente mi peticion

Solo sigue mi peticion cuando regafio en voz alta

Hace esfuerzos para satisfacer mi demanda de

inmediato

Solo sigue cuando lo miro estrictamente

Sigue la indicacién inmediatamente y sin

contradiccion

Solo sigue cuando lo amenazo con consecuencias

desagradables

Solo obedece cuando intervengo

Solo obedece cuando lo agarro

Solo obedece cuando muestro fuerza fisica

Empieza a discutir, para hacerme caer la peticion

Quiere convencerme de algo mas

Argumenta en contra de ello

Se me escapa, se esconde, va corriendo

Ignora mi peticion

Se niega a cumplir mi peticién

¢ Qué hace el/la nifio/a si le prohibes hacer algo especifico?
1] 2 N/A

Acepta mi prohibicion sin objecién

Esta dispuesto a atender a la prohibicion

Respeta la prohibicion sin protesta

Solo respeta la prohibicion cuando le amonesté varias
Veces

Respeta la prohibicion solo cuando muestro
claramente mi desagrado

Solo sigue la prohibicion cuando hablo en tono de
mando
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Solo la sigue cuando evito activamente que lleve a
cabo la accion prohibida

Solo sigue mis instrucciones cuando lo sostengo

Solo sigue mis instrucciones cuando lo agarro fuerte

Empieza a discutir para que retire la prohibicion

Suplicay lloriquea para que yo retire la prohibicion.

Argumenta en contra de la prohibicion

Hace como si no hubiera escuchado la prohibicion

Ignora la prohibicién

Simplemente hace lo que quiere de todos modos

Parte 3:
Manejo propio de las reacciones infantiles

Ahora se trata de usted. Queremos saber mas acerca de cdmo usted reacciona frente al
comportamiento del nifio/a. jSolo nos sirven respuestas honestas! De nuevo considere que
IMMA 1-6 puede contener declaraciones que sean apropiadas solo para nifios/as mayores o
menores que su hijo/a. Si, debido a la edad, un comportamiento todavia no ocurre, marque la

casilla "N/A= no aplica"(jpero solo en este caso!).

Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente

escala:
1 2 3 4 6
‘ | | |
| | |
Nunca Raravez Algunas A Muya  Siempre
veces menudo menudo

Si el/la nifio/a esté frustrado porque no puede hacer lo que se propuso Yo ...

1

2

3

4

N/A

trato de distraerlo

trato de hacerle interesarse en otra cosa

le animo a desahogar su frustracion

le digo que no se debe enfadar

le pido que se tranquilice solo

le amonesto para que controle su frustracion




Si el/la nifio/a hace lo que le pido yo ...
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N/A

le doy una pequefia recompensa

puede elegir una pequefia recompensa

lo alabo explicitamente

le doy crédito por es

muestro lo satisfecho que estoy con su comportamiento

destaco lo bueno que encuentro eso

Si el/la nifio/a NO hace lo que le pido yo ...

N/A

repito mi peticion con firmeza

le miro estrictamente

le hablo fuerte

le amenazo con consecuencias

obligo al nifio a cumplir con mi peticion

le niego algo que le gusta mucho

prometo una recompensa por el comportamiento
obediente

tiento al nifio con una pequefia recompensa para
cumplir con mi solicitud

le ofrezco un compromiso

negocio una solucion junto con el nifio

explico mi peticion més detalladamente

le pregunto por sus razones

explico mi reclamo en detalle

me rindo

dejo caer mi solicitud




Si el/la nifio/a se molesta por mis instrucciones ...
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N/A

mando que deje el show

le muestro mi desagrado por su reaccion

sigo insistiendo en la implementacion inmediata de mi
peticion

muestro dureza y me mantengo consistente.

No tolero los juegos

lo distraigo

le hago pensar en otra cosa

cedo

dejo de insistiro en lo que le pedi

iMuchas gracias por su colaboracion!
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Appendix B

Original German version of the IMMA questionnaire

IMMA 1-6

IMpuls-MAnagement
vom Sauglings- bis zum Vorschulalter

Ein Elternfragebogen
zum gemeinsamen Umgang mit Bedurfnissen, Zielen und
Geflhlen

Studien-Nr.:

VP-NIr:

Revidierte Fassung 4.0 (Januar 2018)

© Prof. Dr. Sabina Pauen, Dr. Sabrina Bechtel-Kiihne & C. Anna Strodthoff



Teil 1:

Welche Vorstellungen / Erwartungen haben Sie zur kindlichen

Selbstregulation?

Bitte Uberlegen Sie, wie gut die einzelnen Aussagen aus Ihrer Sicht zutreffen.
Machen Sie zu jeder Aussage ein Kreuz in das passende Kastchen (nicht dazwischen!)
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Kinder im gleichen Alter sind normalerweise in der Lage... &4&
o o“ég@
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1123 6
ihre Gefiihle zu regulieren. VKSR1
ihre Bedirfnisse zu kontrollieren. VKSR2
ihren Willen zu beherrschen. VKSR3
Bitten und Aufforderungen anderer Menschen nachzukommen. VKEB1
Begrenzungen und Verbote anderer Menschen zu akzeptieren. VKEB?2
Regeln zu beachten. VKEB3
sich anderen Menschen gegeniber rucksichtsvoll zu verhalten. VKRK?2
anderen Menschen gegentiber hoéflich zu sein. VKRK3
Es ist fur mich sehr wichtig, dass das Kind im jetzigen Alter lernt...

1 12 |3 6
seine Gefihle zu regulieren. EZSR1
seine Bedurfnisse zu kontrollieren. EZSR2
seinen Willen zu beherrschen. EZSR3
Bitten und Aufforderungen anderer Menschen nachzukommen. EZEB1
Begrenzungen und Verbote anderer Menschen zu akzeptieren. EZEB2
Regeln zu beachten. EZEB3
sich anderen Menschen gegenlber ricksichtsvoll zu verhalten. EZRK2
anderen Menschen gegeniber hoflich zu sein. EZRK3




Teil 2:
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Wie gehen Kinder mit Herausforderungen, Aufforderungen und Verboten um?

Bitte kreuzen Sie an, wie haufig jede nachfolgend beschriebene Verhaltensweise vorkommt!

ACHTUNG:

IMMA 1-6 enthalt moglicherweise Aussagen, die nur fir dltere oder jungere Kinder passend sind.
Sollte ein Verhalten bei Ihrem Kind altersbedingt noch nicht oder nicht mehr vorkommen (aber nur

dann!), kreuzen Sie bitte ,,unpassend* an.

Was macht das Kind, wenn es nicht gleich schafft, was es sich etwas vorgenommen hat?
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Es fangt an zu weinen. EE_AE 01
Es jammert lautstark. EE_AE_02
Es schimpft und meckert. EE_AE 03
Es argert sich lautstark EE_AE_04
Es wird aggressiv gegen Objekte EE_AE_05
Es wird aggressiv gegen Menschen. EE_AE_06
Es gibt nach kurzer Zeit auf. EE_ZB 01
Es lasst sein Ziel bald fallen. EE_ZB_02
Es wendet sich rasch etwas anderem zu. EE_ZB_03
Es bleibt motiviert bei der Sache. EE_ZB 04
Es probiert hartnackig, sein Ziel doch noch zu EE_ZB 05

erreichen.

Es lasst nicht locker.

EE_ZB_06



Was macht das Kind, wenn Sie es auffordern, etwas Bestimmtes zu tun?
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Es kommt bereitwillig meiner Aufforderung nach.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich laut schimpfe.

Es ist bemuht, meine Forderung gleich zu erfillen.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich es streng anschaue.

Es folgt sofort und ohne Widerspruch.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich ihm mit unangenehmen
Konsequenzen drohe.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich handelnd eingreife.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich es mir schnappe.

Es folgt erst, wenn ich Kdrpereinsatz zeige.

Es fangt an zu diskutieren, um zu erreichen, dass ich die
Forderung fallen lasse.

Es will mich von etwas anderem Uberzeugen.

Es argumentiert dagegen.

Es entzieht sich mir, versteckt sich, lauft weg.

Es ignoriert meine Bitte.

Es verweigert sich, meiner Aufforderung nachzukommen.
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FE_DA_01

FE_DA_02

FE_DA_03

FE_SD 01

FE_SD 02

FE_SD 03

FE_KD_01

FE_KD_02

FE_KD_03

FE_WN_01

FE_WN_02

FE_WN_03

FE_VK_01

FE_VK_02

FE_VK_03



Was macht das Kind, wenn Sie ihm etwas Bestimmtes verbieten?
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Es akzeptiert mein Verbot ohne Widerworte. FE_DA_04
Es beachtet bereitwillig das Verbot. FE_DA 05
Es folgt dem Verbot ohne Protest. FE_DA 06
Es beachtet das Verbot erst, wenn ich es mehrmals FE_SD_04
ermahnt habe.
Es beachtet das Verbot erst, wenn ich deutlich FE_SD 05
meinen Unmut zeige.
Es beachtet das Verbot erst, wenn ich im Befehlston FE_SD 06
spreche.
Es folgt mir erst, wenn ich es aktiv daran hindere, FE_KD_04
die verbotene Handlung auszufiihren.
Es folgt meiner Anweisung erst, wenn ich es festhalte. FE_KD_05
Es folgt meiner Anweisung erst, wenn ich es FE KD 06
energisch anfasse. -
Es fangt an zu diskutieren, um zu erreichen, dass ich FE WN 04
das Verbot aufhebe. I
Es bittet und quengelt, dass ich das Verbot FE WN 05
zurticknehme. I
Es argumentiert gegen das Verbot. FE WN 06
Es tut, als habe es das Verbot nicht gehort. FE VK 04
Es ignoriert das Verbot. FE VK 05

Es macht einfach trotzdem was es will.

FE_VK_06
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Teil 3: Eigener Umgang mit kindlichen Reaktionen

Jetzt geht es wieder um Sie selbst. Wir mdchten mehr dartiber erfahren, wie Sie auf das Verhalten
des Kindes reagieren. Nur ehrliche Antworten sind dabei fiir uns nitzlich!

ACHTUNG:

IMMA 1-6 enthalt moglicherweise Aussagen, die nur fir dltere oder jungere Kinder passend sind.
Sollte ein Verhalten bei Ihrem Kind altersbedingt noch nicht oder nicht mehr vorkommen (aber nur
dann!), kreuzen Sie bitte ,,unpassend* an.

Wenn das Kind frustriert ist, weil es nicht schafft, was es sich vorgenommen hat...
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bemiihe ich mich, es abzulenken. ER_PK 03
versuche ich, es flr etwas anderes zu interessieren. ER_PK_04
ermutige ich es, seinen Frust abzureagieren. ER_KF_01
sage ich ihm, es solle sich nicht aufregen. ER_KF 03
fordere ich es auf, sich selbst zu beruhigen. ER_KF 04
ermahne ich es, seinen Frust zu kontrollieren. ER_KF_ 05
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Wenn das Kind tut, was ich von ihm verlange, ...
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gebe ich ihm eine kleine Belohnung. ER_MB 01
darf es sich eine kleine Belohnung aussuchen. ER_MB_03
lobe ich es ausdriicklich. ER_SB 02
schenke ich ihm dafuir Anerkennung. ER_SB_03
zeige ich, wie zufrieden ich mit seinem Verhalten bin. ER_SB_05
betone ich, wie gut ich das finde. ER_SB_06




Wenn das Kind nicht tut, was ich verlange...
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wiederhole ich meine Forderung mit Nachdruck. ER_NK 01
schaue ich es streng an. ER_NK 02
werde ich laut. ER_NK 03
drohe ich mit Konsequenzen. ER_NK_04
zwinge ich das Kind, meiner Forderung ER_NK_05
nachzukommen.
verweigere ich dem Kind etwas, das es besonders ER_NK_06
mag.
stelle ich eine Belohnung fiir folgsames Verhalten in ER_MB_04
Aussicht.
locke ich das Kind mit einer kleinen Belohnung, ER_MB_06
meiner Bitte nachzukommen.
biete ich einen Kompromiss an. ER_AV 01
handle ich mit dem Kind gemeinsam eine Ldsung aus. ER_AV 02
erklare ich meine Forderung genauer. ER_AV 03
frage ich das Kind nach seinen Griinden. ER AV 04
erklare ich meinen Anspruch ausfihrlich. ER AV 05
gebe ich auf. ER RR 01

lasse ich meinen Anspruch fallen.

ER_RR_02



Wenn das Kind sich Uber meine Anweisungen aufregt...
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fordere ich es auf, das Theater sein zu lassen. ER_NK_ 07
zeige ich meinen Unmut (ber seine Reaktion. ER_NK 08
bestehe ich trotzdem auf sofortige Umsetzung meiner ER_NK_09
Forderung.
zeige ich Harte und bleibe konsequent. ER_NK_10
dulde ich keine Spielchen. ER_NK 11
sorge ich fur Ablenkung. ER_PK_09
bringe ich es dazu, an etwas anderes zu denken. ER_PK_10
lenke ich ein. ER_RR_05
bestehe ich nicht langer auf meiner Forderung. ER_RR_06

Vielen Dank fiir lhre Hilfe!

Haben Sie noch Anmerkungen?
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Appendix C

Backup of the online consent and sociodemographic questionnaire used in Study 1b

Dear Caregiver:

These days, it can be difficult to know how to raise children properly: how much freedom, how
many boundaries they need at a given age; how well they’re already able to regulate themselves;
how best to help them cope with internal or external demands. Education always arises from the
interaction between parents and children. The IMMA questionnaire is designed to help you better
understand this interaction.

We ask about your general ideas and expectations about children's self-regulation (Part 1).
Next, we look at how your child handles frustrating situations, and how he/she responds when you
want him/her to do something specific or when you want to forbid something (Part 2). Finally, we
want to know how you behave in such situations (Part 3).

We would like you to fill out the questionnaire spontaneously, truthfully and completely. Of
course, your data will be treated confidentially and the evaluation will be strictly anonymous:

there will be no way to derive your identity from it.

By completing the IMMA, you make a significant contribution to deepening our understanding
of early childhood education. For this, we thank you in advance! But we also hope that one or

more of the questions will inspire you to think in a new way about yourself and your child...

It is of utmost importance that you honestly state what you personally think and not consider
what others may think about it. Only then will the data be truly meaningful for later evaluation!

And we hope you have some fun filling it out!

The data you provide will be used to obtain general sample data and will be published as
overall results. No one will know your answers and the information you provide will be kept

strictly confidential.

Do you voluntarily agree to answer IMMA?
e Yes
e No



PERSONAL BACKGROUND OF THE CHILD:

1. Birthdate (dd/mml/yy):

2. Exact age of the child (example: 3 years, 4 months)

Gender

Female

Male

| prefer not to say

Does he/she has siblings?

No

Yes, older siblings

Yes, younger siblings

Yes, older and younger siblings

How many months have your child already attended to kindergarden/daycare?

6. How many hours spend by the child in the nursery/kindergarten?

What is the child's nationality?

How many weeks did the pregnancy last?

Were there any complications during pregnancy or delivery?
Yes
No

Until what age was he/she breastfeeding?

Still breastfeeding

How often the child sleeps in same beed or room with the mother/father?
Never

Between 1-3 times per week

Almost every night

12. Does he/she has any medical or psychological diagnosis?
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

PERSONAL BACKGROUND OF THE ADULT RESPPONDING:

Adult responding

Mother

Father

Family member in charge of the child
Non-relative in charge of the child

Age of the adult responding

Civil status:
Married /Cohabiting
Single

Divorce

Widower

Highest educational level

Incomplete basic education (less than 8th grade)
High school

Technical education

Bachelor

Postgraduate studies

What is the nationality of the parents?

18.

Does any of the parents have any medical or psychological diagnosis?

with the child

19.

Between 7-14
Between 15-35
More than 36

How many (awake) hours per week does the father spend with the child

Between 7-14
Between 15-35
More than 36
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How many (awake) hours per week does the mother spend
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COVID QUESTIONS:
Answer the following four questions considering the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5
| | | |
| | | !
Never Rarely Often Very Always
often

Do you think the pandemic situation has influenced your
daily interaction with your child?

Do you think the pandemic situation has affected your
mental health?

Do you think the pandemic situation has affected your
child's mental health?

Do you think the pandemic situation has affected family
stress levels?
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Appendix D

Welcome letter for parents (Spanish)

Estimados padres:

Gracias por aceptar nuestra invitacion para apoyar nuestra investigacién sobre la co-regulacién
parental y los comienzos de la autorregulacién infantil. iApreciamos mucho tu ayuda!

Para empezar es importante que su hijo/a no sepa de antemano lo que sucederd, por lo que le
pedimos que no lo comparta. El experimento no requiere ninguna preparacion de su parte,
después de todo, no es una prueba de rendimiento. Mas bien, queremos que usted y su hijo
reaccionen de la manera mas espontanea y natural posible.

En el presente estudio, estamos interesados principalmente en comparar la autorregulacion entre
distintos grupos de edad (de 2 y 4 afos) y culturas (Chile y Alemania). Ademas, queremos
estudiar como se relaciona la autorregulacion infantil con la co-regulacién parental. Por
autorregulacion entendemos la capacidad de los nifios para lidiar con situaciones cognitivas,
motivacionales y emocionales desafiantes. Esta capacidad generalmente sufre cambios
importantes a través del desarrollo en la primera infancia. Por co-regulacion nos referimos a
todo aquel comportamiento de los cuidadores que acompafa este desarrollo.

Con este proposito, les pedimos a usted y a su hijo/a que jueguen durante aproximadamente 10
minutos en tres situaciones diferentes. La sesidon sera grabada en video y luego sera analizada
por asistentes de investigacion capacitados. Mas informacidon del manejo de los videos puede
encontrarla en el consentimiento informado.

A continuacién nos gustaria informarle en detalle en qué consistira la situacion del juego. Si tiene
preguntas nos complace responderlas. Luego de tener su consentimiento para participar
estaremos listos para partir.

Procedimiento general:

La sesidn tendra lugar en una de nuestras salas especialmente equipadas para la situacién de
juego. Usted estara con su hijo/a todo el tiempo, mientras que el experimentador saldra y entrara
en distintos momentos, guiandolo a través de la sesion.

El procedimiento consiste en tres fases/juegos:
1) Rompecabezas

Aqui, le pediremos a usted y a su hijo/a que jueguen con un rompecabezas durante 5 minutos.
De esa manera podemos ver como su hijo/a se enfrenta a una situacion cognitiva exigente.
No hay necesidad de terminar el rompecabezas. Estamos interesados principalmente en la
interaccion social entre usted y su hijo/a.

2) El Regalo equivocado

En el segundo juego, el experimentador le mostrara a su hijo/a tres juguetes y le preguntara
cual le gusta mas. Luego, el experimentador le ofrecera un regalo a su hijo/a, pero le indicara
que no lo abra antes de que todas las piezas del rompecabezas sean recogidas y guardadas
en la caja.



146

Le pedimos que NO ayude a su hijo/a a recolectar las piezas del rompecabezas. Puede guiarle,
pero no ayudarle. Asimismo, también le pedimos que evite que su hijo/a toque el regalo hasta
guardar todas las piezas. Una vez que todo esté limpio, toque la campana (para que el
experimentador sepa que han terminado de recoger las piezas) y permita a su hijo/a abrir el
regalo para descubrir qué hay dentro.

Este no sera el juguete favorito. Por lo tanto, su hijo/a se enfrentara a una situacion un tanto
desafiante, que podria causar cierta frustracién. Le pedimos que no permita que su hijo/a
juegue con la campana, pues queremos ver su reaccién frente al regalo equivocado.

3) Sorpresa

El tercer juego nos permitira investigar cdmo los nifios pequefios enfrentan situaciones
emocionalmente exigentes. Para ese propdsito, provocaremos una respuesta sorpresa
(primero negativa, luego positiva).

Al iniciar, el experimentador ingresara a la habitacion con una mascara blanca neutra frente
a su cara y se acercara lentamente a su hijo/a. Muchos nifios pequefios encontraran esto
extrafo o incluso pueden asustarse un poco. Esta seria una respuesta natural. iLe aseguramos
de que no queremos abrumar o asustar a su hijo/a! Por supuesto él/ella puede buscarle a
usted en busca de alivio o proteccidn si lo necesita. Ademas, el experimentador solo avanzara
y se sentara frente a su hijo/a si él/ella se mantiene en calma. Si su hijo/a muestra algun
signo de gran ansiedad, el experimentador se detendra inmediatamente y mantendra la
distancia. Si su hijo/a incluso comienza a llorar, la mascara se quitara inmediatamente y el
experimentador le sonreird, explicandole la situacion.

Al final de este juego, el experimentador le entregara a su hijo el juguete elegido como
favorito. Por tanto, el juego terminara con una sorpresa positiva.

No dude en decirnos si no se siente comodo/a. Queremos asegurarnos de que todo lo que
hacemos esta bien para ambos. Asimismo, si su hijo normalmente usa un chupete, le pedimos
que lo deje a un lado durante la grabacion, ya que podria interferir en la interaccion entre
ustedes. Uselo sdlo si siente que es absolutamente necesario y trate de limitar su uso.

Finalmente, para ver como cambia la autorregulacion a través del desarrollo, planeamos
contactarlo a usted y a su hijo/a nuevamente el préximo afo para llevar a cabo una secuencia
de juego muy similar. Eso nos permitird monitorear el progreso que probablemente su hijo/a
habra tenido. Aunque le agradeceriamos mucho que estuviera dispuesto a venir nuevamente
para verificar los cambios en el desarrollo después de un afio, no es obligacion que lo haga.
Siéntase libre de decidir en su momento.

Con su participacion, nos ayudara a profundizar nuestra comprension de cdmo los ninos
pequenos de diferentes edades y antecedentes culturales interactian con sus padres en
situaciones que requieren autorregulacion y co-regulacion. Sin su apoyo, esto no seria posible.

iMuchas gracias por ser parte de este estudio!
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Appendix E

Welcome letter for parents (German)

Liebe Eltern:

Danke, dass Sie unserer Einladung gefolgt sind und unsere Forschung zu den Anfangen der
kindlichen Selbstregulation, sowie der elterlichen Koregulation unterstiitzen wollen. Wir wissen
das sehr zu schatzen!

Es ist wichtig, dass das Kind vorab nicht weil3, was passieren wird. Sprechen Sie also bitte nicht
mit ihm dartber. Der Versuch braucht keinerlei Vorbereitung lhrerseits, schlie3lich handelt es
sich nicht um einen Leistungstest. Vielmehr mdchten wir, dass Sie und Ihr Kind so spontan und
naturlich wie moglich reagieren.

Mit Selbstregulation meinen wir die Fahigkeit von Kindern, mit geistig, motivational oder
emotional herausfordernden Situationen umzugehen. Diese Fahigkeit durchlauft in der frihen
Kindheit typischerweise wichtige Veranderungen.

Mit Koregulation meinen wir das Verhalten, das wichtige Bezugspersonen zeigen, wenn sie
diese Entwicklung begleiten.

Wir sind insbesondere daran interessiert, Prozesse der Selbstregulation in verschiedenen
Altersgruppen (bei 2- und 4-Jahrigen) und Kulturen (Chile, Japan, Deutschland, China) zu
untersuchen. AuRRerdem wollen wir herausfinden, wie die kindliche Selbstregulation mit der
elterlichen Koregulation zusammenhangt.

Zu diesem Zweck werden wir Sie und Ihr Kind bitten, 10 Minuten in drei verschiedenen
Situationen miteinander zu spielen. Diese Interaktion zeichnen wir auf Video auf. Die Videos
werden spater von geschulten Hilfswissenschaftlerinnen ausgewertet. Wir haben ein spezielles
Formblatt, auf dem wir erklaren, wie wir mit Video-Material umgehen.

Zunachst mochten wir Sie aber ausfihrlich Uber das konkrete Vorgehen in der Spielsituation
informieren. Bitte lesen Sie dazu die nachfolgenden Informationen. Wenn Sie weitere Fragen
haben, werden wir diese gerne im Vorfeld beantworten. Sobald Sie das Formblatt zu den Video-
Aufnahmen gelesen und schriftlich Ihr Einverstandnis erklart haben, kann es dann losgehen.

Ablauf der Studie

Der Versuch findet in einem unserer speziell daftir eingerichteten Laborraume statt. Sie werden
wahrend des gesamten Versuches bei Ihrem Kind sein, die Versuchsleiterin wird nur zeitweise
bei Ihnen sein. Der Ablauf sieht drei aufeinander folgende Spielphasen vor:

1) Puzzle Spiel Hier bitten wir Sie und ihr Kind, sich fur 5 Minuten mit einem Puzzle zu
beschaftigen. Dabei kdnnen wir beobachten, wie sich lhr Kind in geistig herausfordernden
Situationen verhalt. Es geht nicht darum, das Puzzle unbedingt fertig zu legen. Wir interessieren
uns vor allem fiir die soziale Interaktion zwischen Ihnen und Ihrem Kind.

2) Falsches Geschenk Spiel Zu Beginn der zweiten Spielphase wird die Versuchsleiterin Ihrem
Kind drei Spielzeuge zeigen und es fragen, welches davon ihm am besten gefallt. Anschliel3end
gibt sie lhrem Kind eine verschlossene Geschenk-Schachtel, die es erst aufmachen darf, wenn
alle Puzzle-Teile vom Teppich aufgesammelt und zuriick in die Box gelegt wurden. Die
Versuchsleiterin wird Sie dazu auffordern, das Kind daran zu hindern, die Geschenk-Schachtel
anzufassen, bevor es fertig aufgeraumt hat. Gleichzeitig bitten wir Sie, Ihrem Kind NICHT dabei
zu helfen, die Puzzle-Teile einzusammeln. Sobald alles aufgeraumt ist, darf das Kind die
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Geschenk-Schachtel 6ffnen und herausfinden, was sich darin befindet. Dabei handelt es sich
allerdings nicht um das bevorzugte Spielzeug.

Ihr Kind wird also mit einer motivational herausfordernden Situation konfrontiert, die kurzfristig
auch Frustrationsgefiihle auslosen kann. Wir stellen aber sicher, dass diese Situation nur kurz
andauert. Nur, indem wir das Kind erst in eine solche Situation bringen, kbnnen wir etwas tber
die Entwicklung der Impulsregulation mit dem Alter lernen.

3) Uberraschungsspiel Mit dem dritten Spiel méchten wir untersuchen, wie kleine Kinder mit
einer emotional herausfordernden Situation umgehen. Zu diesem Zweck wollen wir beim Kind
eine Uberraschungsreaktion erzeugen (erst eine negative, dann eine positive Reaktion).
Dafir wird die Versuchsleiterin mit einer weif3en neutralen Maske vor dem Gesicht den
Versuchsraum betreten and langsam auf das Kind zugehen. Viele Kinder im erhobenen Alter
finden das zunéchst komisch oder sogar etwas beangstigend.
Das ist ganz normal. Seien Sie versichert, dass wir Ihr Kind keinesfalls Giberfordern mochten! Es
kann jederzeit Sicherheit und Schutz bei Ihnen suchen, wenn es das braucht. Nur wenn das Kind
ruhig bleibt, wird sich die Versuchsleiterin weiter ann&hern und versuchen, sich neben es setzen.

Sobald Ihr Kind Anzeichen von Angst zeigt, bleibt sie stehen und halt Abstand. Sollte das Kind
anfangen zu weinen, wird sie die Maske sofort vom Gesicht nehmen, das Kind freundlich
anlachen und die Situation aufldsen. Anschliel3end gibt sie dem Kind das gewtinschte Spielzeug
als Geschenk. Die Situation endet folglich mit einer positiven Uberraschung.

AulRerdem wiirden wir Sie bitten, falls lhr Kind normalerweise einen Schnuller benutzt, diesen fiir
die Dauer des Filmes zur Seite zu legen, da wir uns dadurch eine verbesserte Interaktion
zwischen lhnen und ihrem Kind erhoffen. Benutzen Sie ihn nur, wenn Sie das Gefiihl haben, es
ist absolut notwendig und limitieren Sie den Gebrauch.

Wir kénnen den Versuchsablauf grundsétzlich zu jedem Zeitpunkt stoppen, wenn Sie oder |hr
Kind nicht langer mitmachen wollen oder eine Pause brauchen. Bitte fiihlen Sie sich frei uns zu
sagen, wenn Sie sich nicht mehr wohl fihlen. Wir wollen nur Dinge tun, mit denen Sie
einverstanden sind! Ein Versuchsabbruch hat fur Sie oder lhr Kind keinerlei negative
Konsequenzen.

Wir planen auch zu untersuchen, wie die Fahigkeit zur Selbstregulation sich mit dem Alter
verandert. Deshalb werden wir Sie und lhr Kind in einem Jahr nochmals zu einem sehr ahnlichen
Versuch einladen. Auch wenn wir uns sehr freuen wirden, wenn Sie bereit waren, noch einmal
zu kommen, besteht keinerlei Verpflichtung lhrerseits, dieser Bitte nachzukommen. Sie kénnen
das spater frei entscheiden.

Durch lhr Mitwirken helfen Sie uns, besser zu verstehen, wie Kleinkinder unterschiedlichen Alters
aus verschiedenen Kulturen mit herausfordernden
Situationen, die Selbst- und Koregulation verlangen, umgehen. Ohne lhre Hilfe ware das nicht
mdglich.

Vielen, vielen Dank fur lhre Unterstiitzung!
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Informed consent signed by the Chilean participants of Study 2

CONSENTIMIENTO INFORMADO

Investigador principal: Cecil Maria Mata Lopez

R.U.T. 24.224.893-7

Institucion: Universidad de Chile y Heidelberg Universitét
Numeros de teléfono: (2) 23541155

Le estamos invitando a participar en el proyecto de investigacion “De la co-regulacién a la
autorregulacion en la primera infancia: un estudio intercultural en Alemania y Chile”, el cual tiene
por objetivo el analizar los cambios que ocurren en las interacciones diadicas entre madre/padre
e hijo/a en distintas edades en cuanto a regulacion.

Este estudio forma parte del proyecto de tesis de la candidata a doctor Cecil Mata dentro del
Programa de Doctorado de Psicoterapia de la Universidad de Chile, siendo supervisado por la
profesora Claudia Capella de la Universidad de Chile y la profesora Sabina Pauen de la
Universidad de Heidelberg, Alemania. El presente estudio esta inserto dentro del proyecto
“"COSER (CO- and SEIf-Regulation in caregiver-child dyads)” dirigido también por la profesora
Sabina Pauen, el cual tiene por objetivo comparar las interacciones entre padres e hijos en
distintas culturas.

Para decidir si desea participar en esta investigacion, es importante que considere la siguiente
informacién. Siéntase libre de preguntar cualquier punto que no le quede claro.

¢En gué consiste la investigacion?

Esta investigacion evalla las interacciones madre/padre-hijo/a a través de filmaciones,
comparando muestras de Chile y Alemania en dos momentos distintos. El estudio incluira el
analisis de diadas de madres o padres con sus hijos/as en dos grupos: a) Un primer grupo
incluye diadas con nifios/as de 2 afios que seran invitados a participar nuevamente a los 3 afios
de edad, b) un segundo grupo incluye diadas con nifios/as de 4 afios de edad que seran invitados
a participar nuevamente a los 5 afios de edad.

¢En gué consiste mi participacion?

Si usted acepta participar el procedimiento consistird en lo siguiente: 1) Se explicara la actividad
y serda filmado/a con su hijo/a durante tres actividades compartidas: armar un rompecabezas,
recibir un “regalo equivocado” y el ingreso de una persona con una mascara a la sala 2) Se
pedird que complete algunos cuestionarios sobre elementos culturales y el manejo de impulsos
de su hijo/a. La actividad completa durara entre 45 minutos y una hora. Finalmente, un afio
después se invitara nuevamente a realizar las mismas actividades.

¢ Existe algun riesgo asociado a lainvestigacion?

No se prevé ningun riesgo significativo. No obstante, existe la posibilidad de que su hijo/a
experimente cierta sorpresa durante la filmacién. Sin embargo, no se espera que la situacion
genere un estado de sorpresa excesiva y usted estard en todo momento con su hijo/a. Junto
con este consentimiento usted recibird una carta de bienvenida explicando en detalle el
procedimiento para que tenga la libertad de realizar cualquier pregunta.

¢Mi participacién tiene algin costo para mi?
No hay costos asociados a su participacion
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¢ Qué beneficio tiene mi participacion?

Ademas de la contribucion que este estudio representara para una mayor comprension de las
interacciones entre padres e hijos y la propuesta de mejores intervenciones en el futuro, usted
recibird los siguientes beneficios: 1) después de la primera medicion, recibird un pequefio
juguete o un libro de cuentos segun la edad de su hijo/a y 2) después de la segunda medicion,
recibird un video editado de las interacciones filmadas con comentarios personales sobre la
diada. La retroalimentacion consistira en un video que contiene algunas partes de la filmacion,
caracteristicas

identificadas y comentarios/recomendaciones. Ademas, una vez que se publique el estudio, los
resultados se compartiran con aquellos participantes que expresen el deseo de conocer los
resultados globales.

¢ Recibiré alguna compensacidon econémica por mi participacion?
Usted no recibird ninguna compensaciéon econémica por su participacion en el estudio.

¢ Qué pasara con los videos?

Toda la informacion derivada de su participacion en este estudio sera conservada en forma de
estricta confidencialidad, para lo cual los datos seran identificados solamente con un niimero de
folio y los nombres de los participantes no seran escrito en ningin documento o archivo de
multimedia. Solamente los investigadores del estudio o agencias supervisoras de la
investigacion podran acceder a los videos y lo haran a través de plataformas que impiden su
copia. Considerando que este es un proyecto intercultural, el equipo de investigadores esta
conformado por estudiantes de magister y/o doctorado y profesores asociados de ambas
universidades (Universidad de Chile y Universidad de Heidelberg). Cualquier publicacion o
comunicacion cientifica de los resultados de la investigacion sera completamente anénima, es
decir, no incluira nombres o ningun otro dato que permita identificarlo a usted o a su hijo/a, y
tratara los resultados globales, no de manera particular. Una vez cumplidos 5 afios luego de la
segunda medicion, todos los videos obtenidos durante el proyecto seran eliminados de todos los
dispositivos en los cuales fueron almacenados.

¢ Estoy obligado/a a participar?

No, la participacion en este estudio es totalmente voluntaria y no habra repercusiones de ningln
tipo para el adulto y/o el nifio que se nieguen a participar. Ademas, usted o su hijo/a pueden
negarse a continuar participando en cualquier momento del estudio si asi lo desean.

¢Puedo estar al tanto de la investigacion y sus resultados?

Si, si usted desea recibir informacidn respecto a cualquier cambio, dificultad y/o avance durante
el proyecto de investigacibn puede brindarnos su correo electrénico a continuacion
, Y le enviaremos informacion de la investigacion
una vez que esta termine (aprox. el primer semestre 2022).

Derechos del participante

Usted recibird una copia integra y escrita de este documento firmado. Si usted requiere cualquier
otra informacion sobre su participacion en este estudio o cualquier otro tipo de informacién puede
comunicarse con:

Investigador: Cecil Mata Lépez / Email: cmmata@uc.cl / Teléfono: 2 23541155
Supervisor: Claudia Capella /Email: ccapella@u.uchile.cl / Teléfono: 2 22972410


mailto:cmmata@uc.cl
mailto:ccapella@u.uchile.cl
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Otros Derechos del participante

En caso de duda sobre sus derechos debe comunicarse con el Presidente del “Comité de Etica
de Investigacion en Seres Humanos”, Dr. Manuel Oyarzian G., Teléfono: 2-9789536, Email:
comiteceish@med.uchile.cl, cuya oficina se encuentra ubicada a un costado de la Biblioteca

Central de la Facultad de Medicina, Universidad de Chile en Av. Independencia 1027, Comuna
de Independencia.

Después de haber recibido y comprendido la informacion de este documento y de haber podido
aclarar todas mis dudas, otorgo mi consentimiento y autorizo la participacion de mi hijo/a para
participar en el proyecto “De la co-regulacion a la autorregulacion en la primera infancia: un
estudio intercultural en Alemania y Chile”.

Nombre del padre/madre Firma Rut Fecha

Nombre del investigador Firma Rut Fecha



Appendix G

Informed consent signed by the German participa
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SECORE measurement procedure

SECORES seeks to evaluate co- and self-regulation behaviors within parent-child interactions during
diverse shared activities. To achieve this, different elements of the interaction are analyzed in a task
consisting of three main phases (A, B, C).

Instruction for SECORE-IA (Interaction Assessment — 10 minutes)

The basic idea of this assessment is to observe a caregiver in interaction with a child involving:
A) A Puzzle game, focusing primarily on cognitive and motivational aspects (5 min)
B) A “Wrong-present” game, focusing primarily on motivational aspects of self- and co-
regulation (2 min)
C) A “Surprise game”, focusing explicitly on emotional self- and co-regulation (2 min)

General setting

The setting will be a welcoming and respectful space. A quite laboratory room should be arranged with
a carpet, two cameras and a chair in a corner. Any other distracting element should be removed or
covered to prevent the child from being distracted. The two cameras will be place as showed in the
following picture:

Camera v

80-90 cm high

Carpet

Camera 2 ’*v

15-20 cm high

Material

1. A puzzle (number of pieces adjusted to age of the child and time constraints:

12 pieces for 2-year-olds; 25 pieces for 4-year-olds)
2. A big sack containing three small objects and three coloured gift boxes:
e Obiject 1: a toy that lights up and/or makes sounds when touching/moving it (name:

“Squinky”)
Object 2: a little finger puppet (e.g. a “rabbit”)
Object 3: a large Lego block
Gift box 1: box with red bow or handle, containing the “Squinky”
Gift box 2: box with green bow or handle, containing the finger puppet
Gift box 3: box with blue bow or handle, containing the Lego block
A bell
A white mask

3. Questionnaires: e.g. Sociodemographic Questionnaire, IMMA 1-6, Self-Construal Scale and
Tightness-Looseness Scale

This instrument was developed by Sabina Pauen and her team at the Department of Psychology at Heidelberg University. It
is based on work of the EDOS (Early Development Of Self-regulation)-Model (Pauen & EDOS group, 2016).
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Procedure

a.

Parents are contacted via phone and explained the purpose of the study and the procedure.

If they agree to participate, they are invited to the lab.

The experimenter hands the instruction and consent sheet to the caregiver

Caregiver reads the description and instruction for SECORE-Interaction Assessment while the
experimenter talks with child to get familiar with him/her.

Experimenter asks caregiver if she/he has any further question.

The consent sheet is signed.

The three phases of the experiment are carried out in fixed sequence (A, B, C detailed
description follows)

Caregiver completes additional questionnaire(s) included in the study

General instruction:
Once caregiver and child are in the evaluation room, they are invited to sit on the carpet/blanket and
the general procedure will be explained in the following way:

“Now | am going to propose some play activities to both of you. | will leave the room during the time you
play together and | will come back when it is time to change the activities. While I'm gone you can play
as you usually do at home. But please stay on the carpet and take care not to block the video cameras.
Is that ok with you?”

The child will then be asked for verbal consent to participate “Are you ready to stay on the carpet and
play with your mom/dad?”

Phase A: Puzzle Game (cognitive and motivational regulation)

1.

Experimenter shows a box with puzzle pieces to caregiver and child.

Addressing the child: “Look what | have for you! It’s a puzzle game. There are many puzzle
pieces in this box. If you put them together, they make up this pretty picture (pointing at
picture).”

Addressing the child: “Can you try to put these pieces together so that we get a lovely picture?
| think you can do it!”

Addressing the caregiver: “Feel free to support your child while he/she works on the task. Just
interact naturally as you would do at home.”

Addressing both: “There is no need to finish the puzzle before I return. Just play together as
you like! Please wait until | left the room before you begin” (in Pandemic times please add:
“and then you can take your mask out while | am gone.”)

Experimenter leaves the room (time counts from moment, door has been closed).

Five minutes later (exact timing required!) the experimenter knocks at the door and enters the
room, bringing a sack with three wrapped gifts and three objects.

Experimenter, addresses caregiver and child: “Oh, | see that you made some progress. That’s
great!”

Phase B: Wrong present Game (motivational and emotional regulation)

8.

The Experimenter opens the sack and addresses the child: “Look what | have here: It’s is a
sack. Inside, | brought some toys of mine that | would like to show you! But please don't touch
any of them. | just want to show them to you.”

Experimenter pulls out the three unwrapped objects sequentially, introduces each one and
later places it out of reach but in full view of the child:

Introduction Object 1: “This is Squinky: It can blink / make a funny noises — like this”
(demonstration).

This instrument was developed by Sabina Pauen and her team at the Department of Psychology at Heidelberg University. It
is based on work of the EDOS (Early Development Of Self-regulation)-Model (Pauen & EDOS group, 2016).
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15.
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“I'will place it here (placing it out of reach of the child).

Introduction Object 2: “This is a puppet, called ‘rabbit’. You can put it on your finger and let it
dance” (demonstration). “Let’s put it here.” (placing it next to the first)

Introduction Object 3: “And this is a Lego block. You can build things with Lego if you have
more of them.” (looking at it from different sides) “/ will put it here.”

Addressing the child: “Which of my toys do you like most?”

Experimenter waits until child expresses his/her preference, then picks it up and says: “Yes —
this one is really cool! | like it, too!”

Experimenter says: “Now that | know what you like most, | have a present for you...”
Experimenter reaches into the sack, pulls out the blue gift box (containing the Lego block) and
shows it to the child: “In a minute, you can unwrap this present and play with the toy inside. But
once | left the room, | first want you to clear up the puzzle game. All pieces need to get back
into the box again before you open the present. And you should do it all on your own — without
assistance from your mother/farther!”. Please note: in case the child chooses the Lego block as
her/his favourite toy, the green gift box (containing the finger puppet) is handed.

Experimenter takes a bell and shows it to the caregiver. Addressing the caregiver: “Here is a
bell for you. Once your child has finished putting back all the puzzle pieces into the box all by
her/himself you can ring the bell. Only after you did this, your child can open the present.
Remember the bell is for you, not for (hame of the child) who should not touch it. | will be back
in a moment”

Experimenter places the present and the bell at one corner of the carpet (maximal distance to
child and caregiver).

Experimenter leaves the room and comes back exactly 2 minutes after hearing the bell ring

Phase C: Surprise Game (motivational and emotional regulation)

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Experimenter knocks at the door, re-enters the room, wearing the white mask and carrying the
sack. He/she approaches the child slowly (without talking) until he/she is about one meter
away and then crouches down. From the moment the experimenter enters, he/she must
mentally count one minute until the moment of removing the mask.

After one minute or if the child shows signs of being scared, the experimenter freezes and
does not approach any further. Should the child start to cry, he/she will immediately remove
the mask and start laughing and explaining: “This is only a white mask | found outside the
door. | did not mean to scare you. Look!”

Experimenter holds the mask towards the child. If the child is not interested, he/she puts it
away.

Experimenter looks at box with Lego block, reacts surprised and says: “Oh sorry! | think | gave
you the wrong present. | meant to give you this one”

Experimenter pulls out the box containing the 15 choice present from the sack “This should be
the right one.”

Once the child opened the present: “You can have it and take it home with you. You really did
a great job! And you were very patient with me. Sorry for giving you the wrong present before!”

This instrument was developed by Sabina Pauen and her team at the Department of Psychology at Heidelberg University. It
is based on work of the EDOS (Early Development Of Self-regulation)-Model (Pauen & EDOS group, 2016).
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COVID protocol adopted in Study 2

Nos comprometemos a seguir los siguientes lineamientos y estamos abiertos aafiadir cualquier
otra medida de seguridad considerada:

Limpieza y desinfeccion antes y después de cada encuentro

Uso de mascarilla médica durante todo el encuentro por parte de la evaluadora

Instruccidn a los participantes de remover la mascarilla solamente dentro de la sala espejo
al encontrarse solos

Resguardo de distancia fisica entre la evaluadora y los participantes en todo momento.La
evaluadora se encuentra la mayor parte del tiempo observando a través de la sala espejo, en
los momentos en que exista contacto debera respetarse 1 metro de distancia.

Los cuestionarios podran ser completados dentro de la sala espejo encontrandose la diada
sola, o fuera del CAPs al aire libre si el clima lo permite y los padres asi lo prefieren.

Se planificard una hora y media para cada encuentro, existiendo asi suficiente tiempo entre
participantes para ventilar la habitacion y realizar el proceso de desinfeccion.

Algunas horas antes del encuentro se llamara a los participantes para confirmar su asistencia
y consultar si en su hogar existe alguien con algin sintoma asociado a COVID. En caso
existiera sintomas en el hogar de los participantes y/o evaluadora, el encuentro sera
cancelado hasta que se descarte el posible contagio.
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Sociodemographic questionnaire included in Study 2 (Spanish)

CUESTIONARIO SOCIODEMOGRAFICO

Nombre nifio/a Fecha aplicacion
Nombre persona que Parentesco con el nifio
responde (madre, padre, etc.)

I. ANTECEDENTES PERSONALES DEL NINO/A:
Fecha de nacimiento:

Edad actual:
Nacionalidad:
En caso que no haya nacido en Chile, ;A qué edad llegé a este pais?
Sexo: Femenino Masculino Otro
¢Posee el nifio/a algun antecedente médico relevante (discapacidad, enfermedad, diagnostico)?
Especifique
II. ANTECEDENTES PERSONALES DEL ADULTO:
Edad:
Nacionalidad:
En caso que no haya nacido en Chile, ¢A qué edad llego a este pais?
Estado Civil:
___ Casado/a
____Conviviente
____Soltero/a
____ Separado/a
___ Viudo/a
Sexo: Femenino Masculino Otro
¢Posee algun diagnostico médico o psiquiatrico (depresion, esquizofrenia, etc.)?
Especifique

I1l. ANTECEDENTES DE LA FAMILIA:
1. NUmero personas que viven en la casa (incluyendo al nifio/a)

Anote la informacion correspondiente para todas las personas que viven en la casa con el nifio(a):
Parentesco con el nifio(a) Edad | Profesion

1.

2.

3.




2. ¢(Quién cuida al nifio/a durante la mayor parte del tiempo? Marque con una X
Madre

Padre
Otro (familiar) Especifique

Otro (no familiar) Especifique

3. ¢Cuéntas horas diarias comparte el nifio/a con usted (despierto)?

4. ¢Asiste al jardin infantil/sala cuna/guarderia? Si No

5. Edad de ingreso al jardin infantil/sala cuna/guarderia: No aplica___

6. Horas semanales que pasa el nifio/a en el jardin: No aplica___

7. Si la madre del nifio/a no vive en la casa, ¢Cual es el tipo de contacto que tiene con el nifio(a)?
Diario algunos dias a la semana algunos dias al mes
Algunos dias al afio no hay contacto NO APLICA

8. Si el padre del nifio(a) no vive en la casa, ¢Cual es el tipo de contacto que tiene con el nifio(a)?
Diario algunos dias a la semana algunos dias al mes
Algunos dias al afio no hay contacto NO APLICA
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9. ¢Hay otras personas relevantes para el nifio/a que no vivan en el hogar y que tengan contacto frecuente

con él o ella? Especifique parentesco y horas semanales de contacto

10. ¢Quién es la persona que aporta el ingreso principal al hogar?
Madre

Padre

Otro (familiar) Especifique

Otro (no familiar) Especifique

11. Nivel educacional (marque con una X el maximo nivel educacional alcanzado por cada persona):

Madre | Padre Otro *

No lo sabe

Educacion basica incompleta (menor a 8vo basico)

Educacion basica completa (8vo basico aprobado)

Educacion media o media técnica incompleta (menor a 4to medio)

£l I A I el

Educacion media o media técnica completa.
Educacion superior técnica incompleta.

Educacion universitaria, incompleta. Educacion superior técnica completa.

6. Educacion universitaria completa.

7. Educacion de Post Grado (Master, Doctor o equivalente).

* En los casos en que el principal ingreso del hogar no sea el padre o la madre, llenar esta columna respecto a la
persona nombrada en la pregunta 10.
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12._Situacion ocupacional (Marque con una X solo una opcion para cada persona):

Madre | Padre Otro*
0. Cesante, no trabaja, actualmente con permiso, en periodo postnatal
1. Estudia
2. Trabaja

* En los casos en que el principal ingreso del hogar no sea el padre o la madre, llenar esta columna respecto a la
persona nombrada en la pregunta 10.

13._Jornada fuera de casa (Complete en caso de estudiar o trabajar FUERA del hogar. Marque con una
X s6lo una opcidn para cada persona). En caso que se encuentre con persmiso postnatal marque segun
su jornada usual.

Madre | Padre Otro*
0. No lo sabe

1. Trabajos menores ocasionales e informales (lavado, aseo, servicio
doméstico ocasional, “pololos”, cuidador de autos, chofer, junior).

2. Oficio menor, obrero no calificado, jornalero, servicio doméstico con
contrato, guardia, carpintero.

3. Obrero calificado, capataz, micro empresario (kiosco, taxi, comercio menor,
ambulante), operador de alimentos, manipulador

4. Empleado administrativo medio y bajo, vendedor, secretaria, jefe de
seccidn. Técnico especializado. Profesional independiente de carreras
técnicas (contador, analista de sistemas, disefiador, musico). Profesor
Primario o Secundario.

5. Ejecutivo medio (gerente, sub-gerente), gerente general de empresa media
0 pequefia. Profesional independiente de carreras tradicionales (abogado,
médico, arquitecto, ingeniero, agronomo).

6. Alto ejecutivo (gerente general) de empresa grande. Directores de grandes
empresas. Empresarios propietarios de empresas medianas y grandes.
Profesionales independientes de gran prestigio.

* En los casos en que el principal ingreso del hogar no sea el padre o la madre, llenar esta columna respecto a la
persona nombrada en la pregunta 10.

IV. COMENTARIOS

¢Existe alguin otro antecedente del nifio/a o la familia que considere relevante mencionar? (por ejemplo
migracidn, luto reciente, enfermedades médicas o psiquiatricas graves en la familia cercana, etc.)
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Appendix K

Sociodemographic questionnaire included in Study 2a (German)

SOZIODEMOGRAPHISCHER FRAGEBOGEN

Name des Kindes Datum

Name des Erwachsenen Beziehung zum Kind

Personliche Daten des Kindes:

Geburtsdatum:
Aktuelles Alter:
Wenn das Kind nicht in Deutschland geboren wurde, wann ist es nach Deutschland migriert?

Nationalitat
Geschlecht: weiblich maénnlich divers

Hat das Kind besondere Entwicklungsrisiken (Fruhgeburt, Behinderung, Krankheiten)? Wenn ja, bitte
spezifizieren sie:

Personliche Daten des Erwachsenen:

Alter:

Nationalitét:

Wenn Sie nicht in Deutschland geboren wurde, wann sind Sie nach Deutschland migriert?

Familienstand:
____verheiratet
_____mit Partner/-in zusammenlebend

_ledig

____geschieden

_verwitwet

Geschlecht: weiblich mannlich divers

In welcher Sprache kommunzieren Sie gewohnlicherweise mit lhrem Kind?
Haben Sie schon einmal eine psychiatrische Diagnose erhalten (Z.B. Depression, Schizophrenie, etc.)? Bitte
spezifizieren Sie:

I11. Familiarer Hintergrund:
1. Anzahl der Personen, die in einem Haushalt leben (einschliel3lich des Kindes)

Bitte schreiben Sie die dazugehorigen Informationen fiir jede Person, die in dem gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt,
auf:

Beziehung zum Kind (Elternteil 1, | Alter | Beruf/Tatigkeit
Elternteil 2, Geschwister etc.)
1.

SRS Bl Fd I
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2. Wer verbringt die meiste Zeit mit dem Kind und passt auf es auf? Bitte markieren Sie die entsprechende Person mit
einem X.

Mutter oder Elternteil 1 (Spezifiziert )
Vater oder Elternteil 2 (Spezifiziert )
Ein anderes Familienmitglieder (Spezifiziert )
Andere Person, die kein Familienmitglied ist (Spezifiziert )

3. Wie viele Stunden am Tag verbringt Sie durchschnitt mit lhrem Kind wenn es wach ist?

4. Hat Ihr Kind bislang eine Betreuungseinrichtung besucht?  Ja Nein

5. Seit welchem Alter besucht ihr Kind eine Bildungseinrichtung?:

6. Wie viele Stunden innerhalb einer Woche verbringt Ihr Kind in dieser Einrichtung?:

7. Wenn Elternteil 1 nicht im gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt, wie oft hat er dann Kontakt zum Kind?

taglich einige Tage in der Woche einige Tage im Monat
eine Tage im Jahr kein Kontakt TRIFFT NICHT ZU
8. Wenn Elternteil 2 nicht im gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt, wie oft hat er dann Kontakt zum Kind?
taglich einige Tage in der Woche einige Tage im Monat
eine Tage im Jahr kein Kontakt TRIFFT NICHT ZU

9. Gibt es eine andere Person/andere Personen, die nicht mit dem Kind zusammen leben, aber hdufig mit dem Kind in
Kontakt stehen? Bitte spezifizieren Sie den Bezug/die Art der Verwandtschaft und nennen Sie die Stundenanzahl
innerhalb einer Woche:

10. Welche Person erwirtschaftet das Haupteinkommen der Familie?

Mutter oder Elternteil 1
Vater oder Elternteil 2

Ein anderes Familienmitglied (Spezifiziert: )

Andere Person, die kein Familienmitglied ist (Spezifiziert: )

11. Bildungsniveau der Bezugsperson (Bitte markieren Sie das hdchste, erreichte Bildungsniveau der entsprechenden

Person an):

Mutter | Vater | Andere *
(E1) (E2)
0. unbekannt
1. Kein schulischer und kein beruflicher Abschluss
Hauptschulabschluss und kein beruflicher Abschluss
2. Realschulabschluss oder Polytechnische Oberschule-Abschluss und kein
beruflicherAbschluss
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Kein  schulischer ~ Abschluss oder Hauptschulabschluss  und
Ausbildung/Lehre/Fachschule;

Realschulabschluss/Polytechnische Oberschule-Abschluss und
Ausbildung/ Lehre/Fachschule;

Fachhochschul-Reife, Abitur, Erweiterte Oberschule und kein beruflicher
Abschluss

Fachhochschul-Reife/Abitur/Erweiterte  Oberschule und Ausbildung/
Lehre/Fachschule

Fachhochschulreife/Abitur/Erweiterte Oberschule und Bachelor/Diplom

Fachhochschulreife/Abitur/Erweiterte Oberschule und Master/Magister/
Diplom; Promotion, Habilitation

* Bitte fiillen Sie die 3. Spalte mit der entsprechenden Person aus Frage 10 aus, wenn das Haupteinkommen nicht von Elternteil 1 oder Elternteil

2 kommt.

12. Beschaftigungsverhéltnis (Bitte markieren Sie das entsprechende Beschéftigungsverhaltnisse jeder Person mit einem

X):
Mutter | Vater | Andere *
(E1) (E2)
0. arbeitslos, zur Zeit arbeitssuchend, derzeitige Beendigung des
Arbeitsverhaltnisses, Elternzeit
1. Student/-in, Schdiler/-in
2. Bestehendes Beschaftigungsverhaltnis

* Bitte fiillen Sie die 3. Spalte mit der entsprechenden Person aus Frage 10 aus, wenn das Haupteinkommen nicht von Elternteil 1 oder Elternteil
2 kommt.

13._Arbeitszeit, Studienzeit AUSSERHALB des Zuhauses (Bitte filllen Sie die entsprechende Tétigkeit aus, wenn die

Person normalerweise auferhalb des Zuhauses arbeitet oder studiert. Auch wenn diese Tatigkeit momentan durch z.B.
Elternzeit nicht ausgefiihrt wird, geben Sie bitte Ihr Beschaftigungsverhéltnis an. Bitte wahlen Sie zudem nur eine
AuswahlImdglichkeit pro Person. )

Mutter
(E1)

Vater
(E2)

Andere *

Unbekannt / Von zu Hause aus arbeiten/ Elternzeit

Landwirt/-in (ohne vorherige Ausbildung dazu), Ungelernte Arbeiter/-in,
Acrbeiter/-in ohne nahere Angaben

Vorarbeiter/-in, Kolonnenfiihrer/-in, Gelernte oder Facharbeiter/-in
Meister/-in, Polier/-in, Brigadier/-in, Angestellte mit ausfihrender
Tatigkeit, Beamte im einfachen Dienst, Sonstiges ohne nédhere Angaben

Selbststdndige ohne Mitarbeiter/-in  /mit 1-4  Mitarbeiter/innen,
Selbststdndige im Handel, Gewerbe etc., Angestellte mit qualifizierter
Tatigkeit, Angestellte ohne n&here Angaben

Selbststdndige oder Freiberufler/in ohne ndhere Angaben / mit 5 oder mehr
Mitarbeiter/-innen / PGH-Mitglied, Beamte/-in im mittleren Dienst,
Angestellte  mit verantwortlicher Tétigkeit / mit umfassender
Fihrungstatigkeit
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5. Beamte/in ohne n&here Angaben / im gehobenen Dienst, Freiberufler/-in
ohne Mitarbeiter/-innen

6. Akademiker/-in im freien Beruf, Beamte/-in im hoheren Dienst,
Freiberuflerin mit Mitarbeiter/-innen

* Bitte filllen Sie die 3. Spalte mit der entsprechenden Person aus Frage 10 aus, wenn das Haupteinkommen nicht von Elternteil 1 oder Elternteil
2 kommt.

V. Weitere Kommentare

Gibt es weitere Informationen (ber das Kind oder die Familie, die Sie wichtig zu erwdhnen finden (z.B.
Migrantionshintergrund, Trauerfall, medizinische und psychische Erkrankungen, etc.)?
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Appendix L

Cultural Scales applied in Study 2 (Spanish)

Bateria Multidimensional de Cuestionarios Culturales (BMCC)*

A continuacién encontrard algunas preguntas relativas a diferentes temas, como cultura, familia,
valores y normas.

Al inicio de cada nueva area tematica encontrara una breve instruccion para completar las respuestas.
Por favor lea atentamente las preguntas y responda de manera espontanea. No existen respuestas
correctas ni incorrectas. Conteste todas las preguntas.

TLS

Este Cuestionario se refiere a las normas o reglas sociales y familiares. Lea detenidamente cada afirmacion
antes de decidirse por una de las posibles respuestas. Marque con una cruz en alguno de los nimeros desde
el 1 al 6, de acuerdo al que mejor se ajuste a su opinién.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Totalmente en Moderadamente Levemente Levemente Moderadamente Totalmente
desacuerdo en desacuerdo en desacuerdo de acuerdo de acuerdo de acuerdo

En Chile hay muchas reglas sociales que cumplir. 1

2.  En Chile es muy claro lo que se espera de como comportarse 1 2 3 4
en la mayoria de las situaciones.

3. Las gente en Chile esta de acuerdo en qué es comportarse 1 2 3 4 5 6
correctamente y qué no, en la mayoria de las situaciones.

4. Las personas en Chile tienen amplia libertad para decidir 1 2 3 4 5 6
cdmo comportarse en la mayoria de las situaciones.

5. Cuando en Chile alguien se comporta de manera inadecuada, 1 2 3 4 5 6
los demas lo desaprueban fuertemente.

6. Las personas en Chile casi siempre cumplen con las reglas 1 2 3 4 5 6
sociales.

Ahora contintan las 6 afirmaciones relativas a su familia. Haga nuevamente una cruz en el nimero que
corresponde mejor a su opinion.

7. En mifamilia hay muchas reglas que cumplir. 1 2 3 4

8. En mifamilia es muy claro lo que se espera de como 1
comportarse en la mayoria de las situaciones.

9. En mifamilia estamos de acuerdo enque es comportarse 1 2 3 4 5 6
correctamente y qué no, en la mayoria de las situaciones.

10. Los miembros de mi familia tienen amplia libertad para decidir 1 2 3 4 5 6
cdmo comportarse en la mayoria de las situaciones.

11. Cuando alguien en mi familia se comporta de manera 1 2 3 4 5 6
inadecuada, los demas lo desaprueban fuertemente.

12. En mi familia casi siempre cumplimos con las reglas. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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A continuacion encontrard una serie de afirmaciones, que se refieren a distintos sentimientos y formas de
comportarse en diferentes situaciones. Lea cada afirmacidon y marque con una cruz en el nimero que mejor
represente su opinién personal.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Totalmente Moderadamente Levemente Ni acuerdo Levemente Moderadamente Totalmente
en desacuerdo  en desacuerdo en desacuerdo ni desacuerdo de acuerdo de acuerdo de acuerdo

1. Me gusta ser Unico(a) y diferente de los demas en
muchos aspectos.

2. Puedo hablar abiertamente con alguien que acabo
de conocer, aunque sea mucho mayor que Yyo.

3. Aunque esté fuertemente en desacuerdo con los
demas miembros del grupo, no lo digo para evitar
tener una discusion.

4. Respeto a las personas que ocupan un lugar de
autoridad con las que me relaciono (por ejemplo
un jefe).

5. Yo hago lo que a mi me parece bien, sin tomar en
cuenta lo que piensan los demas.

6. Respeto a las personas que tienen una forma de
ser sencilla y modesta.

7. Yo siento que es importante ser una persona
independiente.

8. Yo puedo dejar de lado mis propios intereses por
el beneficio del grupo en que estoy.

9. Prefiero decir directamente que “no”, que
arriesgarme a ser malinterpretado(a).

10. Para mi es importante ser muy imaginativo(a) o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
creativo(a).
11. Deberia tomar en cuenta el consejo de mis padres 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

al planificar mis estudios o mi trabajo.

12. Mifuturo y el de las personas que esta a mi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
alrededor estan relacionados.

13. Prefiero ser directo(a) y franco(a) cuando trato con 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
personas que acabo de conocer.

14. Me siento a gusto cuando colaboro con los 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
demas.




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Me siento a gusto cuando soy escogido(a) para
recibir felicitaciones o un premio.

Si mi hermana o hermano fracasa, me siento
responsable.

Frecuentemente siento que mis relaciones con los
demas son mas importantes que mis propios
logros.

Hablar en frente de los demés en una clase o
reunion no es un problema para mi.

Yo le ofreceria mi asiento en el bus a mi profesor
0 a mi jefe.

Actlo de la misma manera esté con quien esté.

Mi felicidad depende de la felicidad de los que me
rodean (para sentirme feliz necesito que los que
me rodean también estén felices).

Valoro méas que cualquier cosa tener buena salud.

Me quedaria en un grupo si me necesitaran,
aungque no me sienta contento(a) dentro de él.

Trato de hacer lo que es mejor para mi, sin tomar
en cuenta como le podria afectar a los demas.

Poder cuidarme bien es lo mas importante para mi.

Es importante para mi, respetar las decisiones
tomadas por el grupo.

Mantener mi propia identidad, independiente de
los demas, es algo muy importante para mi.

Es importante para mi poder mantener las buenas
relacione dentro de mi grupo.

Actulo de la misma manera en mi casa y en mi
lugar de estudio o trabajo.

Normalmente hago lo que los demas quieren
hacer, ain cuando me gustaria hacer otra cosa.

166

iMuchas gracias por su colaboracién!
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Appendix M
Cultural Scales applied in Study 2 (German)

TLS

Dieser Fragebogen enthalt insgesamt 12 Aussagen mit jeweils 6 Aussagen zu Deutschland in seiner
Gesamtheit und 6 Aussagen zu lhrer Familie. Die Aussagen beziehen sich teilweise auf sog. ,Soziale
Normen®. Diese stellen Verhaltensregeln dar, die in der Regel ungeschrieben sind. Lesen Sie bitte die
Aussagen sorgfaltig durch, bevor Sie sich fiir eine Antwortmaoglichkeit entscheiden. Ihre Antworten auf
die Fragen geben Sie an, indem Sie diejenige Zahl von 1 (,,stimme Uberhaupt nicht zu“) bis 6 (,,stimme
vollig zu“) ankreuzen, die lhrer Einschatzung am ehesten entspricht. Dabei gibt es keine richtigen oder
falschen Antworten, sondern kreuzen Sie die Antwort an, die ihre personliche Beurteilung darstellt.

Q O O Q, QO O

2 3 5 6
stimme stimme nicht zu stimme eher stimme eher zu stimme zu stimme vollig
iiberhaupt nicht zu zZu
nicht zu
1. In Deutschland gibt es viele soziale Normen, die man

einzuhalten hat.

2. In Deutschland gibt es fiir die meisten Situationen klare
Erwartungen, wie man sich verhalten sollte.

3. In Deutschland sind sich die Menschen bei den meisten
Situationen einig, welche Verhaltensweisen angemessen
sind und welche nicht.

4. Die Menschen in Deutschland haben in den meisten
Situationen einen groRRen Spielraum fiir lhr Verhalten.

O 0 O 0O

OO0 O 0 OO0

5. Wenn sich in Deutschland jemand unangemessen verhilt, O
werden das andere sehr missbilligen. 1

6. Die Menschen in Deutschland halten fast immer die O
sozialen Normen ein. 1

OO0 O 0 OO0
OO0 OO0 OO0
OO0 00 OO0
OO0 O 0 OO0

Nun folgen die 6 Aussagen zu lhrer Familie. Kreuzen Sie bitte wiederum diejenige Zahl an, die lhrer
Einschétzung am ehesten entspricht

2 In meiner Familie gibt es viele Regeln, die man einzuhalten O O O O O O
" hat. 1 oy wEn s e
8.  In meiner Familie gibt es fiir die meisten Situationen klare O O O O O O
Erwartungen, wie man sich verhalten sollte. 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. In meiner Familie sind wir uns bei den meisten Situationen

einig, welche Verhaltensweisen angemessen sind und
welche nicht.

10. Die Mitglieder in meiner Familie haben in den meisten
Situationen einen groRen Spielraum fiir lhr Verhalten.

11. Wenn sich jemand in meiner Familie unangemessen
verhidlt, werden das die anderen sehr missbilligen.

12. In meiner Familie halten wir uns fast immer an unsere
Regeln.

O00 O
O00 O
O0O00 O
O00 O
O00 O

OO0 O

Deutsch-chilenisches Doktorandenkolleg, Henning Freund (2009)
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Im Folgenden finden Sie eine Reihe von Aussagen, die sich auf eine Vielzahl an Gefiihlen und
Verhaltensweisen in verschiedenen Situationen beziehen. Bitte lesen Sie jede Aussage durch und geben
Sie an, inwieweit die Aussage fiir Sie personlich zutrifft.

Sie kénnen hierbei zwischen den folgenden Abstufungen wahlen:

o O O O O

Q Q9

1 2 3 5
stimme stimme nicht stimme eher unentschieden stimmeeher stimme zu stimme
tiberhaupt zu nicht zu zu vollig zu

nicht zu

1. Es gefdllt mir, einzigartig und in vielerlei Hinsicht O
anders als andere zu sein.

0000040

2. Ich kann mit jemandem offen reden, den ich zum
ersten Mal treffe, auch wenn die Person viel dlter O O O O O O
ist als ich. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.  Auch wenn ich ganz anderer Meinung bin als
andere Gruppenmitglieder, vermeide ich eine
Auseinandersetzung.

4. Ich habe Respekt vor den Autoritdtspersonen, mit
denen ich zu tun habe.

dariiber denken.

6. Ich schitze Menschen, die bescheiden sind.

Es ist mir wichtig, als eigenstidndige Person zu
handeln.

Q
Q
5. Ich mache mein eigenes Ding, egal was andere Q
Q
Q

8. Ich bin bereit, meine eigenen Interessen zugunsten O

der Gruppe, der ich angehére, aufzugeben. 1

9. Ich sage lieber direkt ,,Nein“, als zu riskieren, dass O
ich missverstanden werde. 1

10. Es ist mir wichtig, eine lebhafte Phantasie zu haben. O
1
11. Beider Planung meiner Ausbildung oder Karriere O

sollte ich den Rat meiner Eltern beriicksichtigen. 4

12. Ich habe das Gefiihl, dass mein Schicksal mit dem O
meiner Mitmenschen verflochten ist. 1

OO0 OO0 00 000 O
OO0 0000 000 O

OO0 OO0OO0OO0O00 000 O
OO0 0000 000 O

13. Ich bevorzuge es, gegeniiber Personen, die ich
gerade erst kennengelernt habe, offen und direkt O
zu sein. 1

14. Ich fiihle mich gut, wenn ich mit anderen O
zusammenarbeite.

OO0 00000 000 O
OO0 O0OOO0O0 OO0 O O

O O

O O
O O

1

Deutsch-chilenisches Doktorandenkolleg, Henning Freund (2009)
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o O O O o Q O

2 3
stimme stimme nicht stimme eher unentschieden stimmeeher stimmezu stimme
iiberhaupt zu nicht zu zu vollig zu
nicht zu

15. Ich fiihle mich wohl, wenn ich durch Lob oder durch
Belohnung hervorgehoben werde. 1

16. Wenn mein Bruder oder meine Schwester O
versagen, fiihle ich mich verantwortlich. 1

17. Ich habe das Gefiihl, dass meine Beziehungen O
wichtiger sind als das, was ich selber erreicht habe. 1

18. Ineiner Gruppe das Wort zu ergreifen, ist kein O

Problem fiir mich. 1

19. Ich wiirde meinem/ meiner Vorgesetzten im Bus O
meinen Sitzplatz anbieten.

1
20. Ich verhalte mich immer auf die gleiche Weise, egal O
mit wem ich zusammen bin. 1

21. Meine Zufriedenheit hingt von der Zufriedenheit O
der Menschen um mich herum ab. 1

22 Ich schéatze es iiber alles, bei guter Gesundheit zu O
1

sein.

23. Ich bleibe in einer Gruppe, wenn sie mich braucht, O
auch wenn ich mit der Gruppe unzufrieden bin. 1

24. Ich versuche das zu tun, was am besten fiir mich ist,
ungeachtet dessen, wie es sich auf andere
auswirken konnte.

25. Eines meiner Hauptanliegen ist, fiir mich selbst
sorgen zu kdnnen.

26. Esist mir wichtig, von der Gruppe getroffene
Entscheidungen zu respektieren.

27. Eine von anderen unabhangige Person zu sein, ist
mir sehr wichtig.

28. Esist mir wichtig, die Harmonie innerhalb meiner
Gruppe zu bewahren.

29. Ich verhalte mich zu Hause auf die gleiche Weise,
wie ich mich am Arbeitsplatz verhalte.

OO0 OO0 0 O O0OLO0000 000
OO0OL00 00 O 00000 000
OO0 00 O O0O0000 000
OLO0OO00 00 O 00000 000
OO0 00 OO0O0000 000
OO0 00 OO0 O0O00 00O

O .00 0 0 0O

30. Ich schlieRe mich normalerweise dem an, was
andere tun wollen, auch wenn ich eigentlich lieber
etwas anderes tate.

O
O
O
O
O
O
O

Deutsch-chilenisches Doktorandenkolleg, Henning Freund (2009)
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Appendix N
SECORE Coding Scheme

1. Introduction

SECORE is a microanalytical coding scheme designed to assess parent-child interactions. It focuses on an
observational level, describing the dynamics between a caregiver and a child by using neutral terms that
specify the target of the action (e.g task, self, interactive partner), and the mental state to be regulated
(i.e.cognitive, motivational, emotional). Because of this, SECORE can be adapted to different tasks, and is
suitablefor children of a broad age-range.

SECORE is based on theoretical considerations summarized in the EDOS model (Pauen & the EDOS
group, 2016) and defines categories that refer to caregiver and child behavior independently but in a
temporal sequence. The videos are coded continuously in the format 25 frames per second using
Interact (Mangold, 2019).

2. Segmentation

In a first step, the interaction is segmented to identify functional steps for each interactive partner (IAP,
e.g. caregiver, child). Functional steps represent the intentional means by which a given individual
moves towards his/her goal (Zaidman-Zait et al., 2014). Examples are: asking a question, offering a toy,
taking the toy.

The occurrence and duration of each functional step is encoded independently at the verbal (v) and at
the non-verbal (nv) level. This means there will be four separate code-strings referring: child-v, child-nv,
adult-vand adult-nv.

At the non-verbal (nv)-level, we separate actions by intentional actions. For example: “The mother picks
upthe box and places it in front of the child” go together because the sub-actions (i.e “picks up the box”
and “places it in front of the child”) are related to the same goal.

At the verbal (v)-level, we separate utterances referring to the same topic without pausing for more
than 3 seconds, as suggested by Stern et al. (1983). We start a new segment when there is a pause
longer than 3 seconds (even when the utterances before and after the pause relate to the same topic)
and/or if there is achange of topic (even without a pause longer than 3s).

3. Coding
Once a given functional step has been identified, it is qualified by using SECORE codes.

SECORE distinguishes between two behavioral dimensions (Regulation and Interaction) and four
behavioral categories: Focus (FOC) and Communication (COM) both represent the dimension
Interaction, and Self- regulation (SER), Co-regulation (COR) and asking for CR (C-CR) both represent the
dimension Regulation (See Figure 1).

The Focus of a given action in a standardized or semi-standardized assessments can either be the self,
the other person, a given task (material provided), or none of these (FOC-self, FOC-other, FOC-task,
FOC-no).

And activities related to Communication can either be sending or responding (COM-sending, COM-
responding), as these are the basic elements of every turn-taking in communication.

The two main concepts of the Regulation dimension are co-regulation (CR) and self-regulation (SR). Co-
regulation is understood as the process of interpersonal regulation in which one partner helps the other
to regulate his/her internal states (Silkenbeumer et al., 2016).

Prof. Sabina Pauen © version 17-06-2021 — please do not distribute —work in progress
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Self-regulation is understood as the processes of controlling one’s own thoughts, intentions, and
emotions and related responses to specific contextual demands (Denham, Bassett, Zinsser & Wyatt,
2014). Hence, we distinguish between self- and co-regulation at the cognitive, motivational, and
emotional level (see also Pauen & the EDOS group, 2006). The corresponding codes would be SER-cog,
SER-mot, SER-emo; COR-cog, COR-mot, COR-emo.

The four behavioral categories FOC, COM, SER and COR are independent microlayers. This means that a
given action can be coded in parallel for any of these categories, but that the codes within a given
category are mutually exclusive. Forexample: if a mother shows a piece the kid was missing to her son,
the non-verbal behavior of the motherwould be coded in the following way: adult-FOC-other-nv, adult-
COM-send-nv, adult-SER-no-nv, and adult- COR-cog-nv. (However, if the later verbal coding would
reveal that the boy has asked the mother to hand him the toy before she showed the corresponding
behavior, the code COM-send-nv could be corrected to COM-respond-nv, because the verbal context
revealed that mother did not act spontaneously, but rather responded to a request from her son.)

In sum, SECORE codes refer to functional steps (Zaidman-Zait et al., 2014) that are temporally ordered
andclustered into superordinate behavioral categories with mutually exclusive codes. And since each
segment receives a code in each category, SECORE is a cross-classifying coding scheme (Bakerman &
Gottman, 1987).

Individual Behavioral Behavioral Category Behavioral Codes

Dimension
Adult Interactional Focus (FOC) FOC-task-v, FOC-self-v, FOC-other-v, FOC-no-v
/Child FOC-task-nv, FOC-self-nv, FOC-other-nv, FOC-no-nv

Communication (COM) COM-send-v, COM-respond-nv
COM-send-nv, COM-respond-nv

Regulatory Self-Regulation (SER) SER-cog-v, SER-mot-v, SER-emo-v
SER-cog-nv, SER-mot-nv, SER-emo-nv

Co-Regulation(COR) COR-cog-v, COR-mot-v, COR-emo-v
COR-cog-nv, COR-mot-nv, COR-emo-nv

Call for CR (C-CR) C-COR-cog-v, C-COR-mot-v, C-CR-emo-v
C-COR-cog-nv, C-COR-mot-nv, C-CR-emo-nv

Figure 1. Graphical summary of codes used in SECORE

4. Details and examples regarding individual codes
4.1 Interactional Dimension
The Interactional dimension aims to collect actions of the mutual exchange between the adult and the
childas Interactive partners (IAPs). Each action receives one code per category at the verbal and at the
non-verballevel.

Focus:
Focus on the task (v/nv): Target (look or topic) person focuses on material provided by the
experimenter (e.g.within the SECORE-test: on the puzzle, on the present, talking to the experimenter)
e Focus on self (v/nv): Target person focuses on her-/himself (e.g. in his/her thoughts, emotions,body,
clothing, hair etc.)
e Focus on the other (v/nv): Target person focuses on the IAP (e.g. addressing / talking / touching
/ observing him or her)
e No focus (v/nv): This code is only used when none of the above codes can be assigned (e.g.moving
around in the room, being distracted)

Prof. Sabina Pauen © version 17-06-2021 — please do not distribute —work in progress
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Communication

Sending (v/nv): spontaneous behaviors directed at the interactive partner (e.g. seeking eye contact,
talking to the other, handing over something) that does not refer to any communicativesignal previously
given by the IAP .

Responding (v/nv): Any behavior directed toward the IAP that is directly related to his/her previous
signal (e.g. looking back, following a request, reacting to a gesture, commenting on theother’s action,
answering a question).

4.2. Regulatory Dimension

The same segments that have already received codes on each of the two interactional dimensions,
alsoobtain codes for the Regulatory Dimension. Again, verbal and non-verbal levels are coded
independently.

Self-regulation (v/nv): Verbal or non-verbal actions that aim at changing or controlling one’s own
mental state (i.e cognitions, motivation or emotions) in order to achieve a specific goal or to adapt to
situational demands.

Cognitive SR (v/nv): Actions that reveal cognitive involvement in a given task (e.g. focusing on agiven
object while manipulating it; trying out different strategies, comparing different solutions, private speech
commenting own actions)

Motivational SR (v/nv): Actions that aim at changing or controlling one’s own motivational state (e.g.
repetitive movements to stayed focused, seeking temporary distraction before returning to a previous
activity, instructing one-self to keep going)

Emotional SR (v/nv): Actions that aim at changing or controlling one’s own emotional state (e.g.taking a
deep breath, sucking, calming down from a state of previous arousal without assistance)

Co-Regulation (v/nv): Verbal or non-verbal actions that aim at helping the IAP to regulate his/her
internal states, to achieve a specific goal, or adapt to situational demands.

Cognitive CR (v/nv): Helping the IAP to regulate his/her cognitive states (e.g. offering help inproblem
solving, making suggestions, explaining)

Motivational CR (v/nv): Helping the IAP to regulate his/her motivational states (e.g. praising,
encouraging, setting limitations, demonstrating desired behavior)

Emotional CR (v/nv): Helping the IAP to regulate his/her emotional states (e.g. giving a hug,
providing comfort, mentalizing, distracting the IAP when frustrated)

Call for Co-Regulation (v/nv): Verbal or non-verbal actions that seek to request assistance from the IAP
to regulate one's own internal states, to achieve a specific goal, or adapt to situational demands.
Cognitive C-CR (v/nv): Actions calling for support from the interactive partner to regulate cognitive
states (e.g. Facial or body gestures of uncertainty, incomprehension, ask for explanation)

Motivational C-CR (v/nv): Actions calling for support from the interactive partner to regulate
motivational states (e.g. Asking for help from the other to finish something "Help me", "you do it")
Emotional C-CR (v/nv): Actions calling for support from the interactive partner to regulate emotional

states (e.g. Looking for body contact when sad/frustrated, ask for comfort "Can you hug me?")

For more details please get back to Sabina Pauen or Cecil Mata Lopez who can provide you with the
Instruction Sheet and the Coding Program. (contact: sabina.pauen@psychologie.uni-heidelberg.de)
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Appendix O
Sociodemographic questionnaire included in Study 2b (German)

Soziodemoqgraphischer Fragebogen

Name des Kindes Datum

Name des Erwachsenen Beziehung zum Kind

Personliche Daten des Kindes:

Geburtsdatum:
Hat das Kind besondere Entwicklungsrisiken (Friihgeburt, Behinderung, Krankheiten)? Wenn ja, bitte

spezifizieren sie:

Personliche Daten des Erwachsenen:

Alter:

Familienstand:

__verheiratet

_____mit Partner/-in zusammenlebend

_ledig

____geschieden

__ verwitwet

In welcher Sprache kommunzieren Sie gewohnlicherweise mit Ihrem Kind?
Haben Sie schon einmal eine psychiatrische Diagnose erhalten (Z.B. Depression, Schizophrenie, etc.)? Bitte
spezifizieren Sie:

Familiarer Hintergrund:

1. Anzahl der Personen, die in einem Haushalt leben (einschliel3lich des Kindes)

Bitte schreiben Sie die dazugehorigen Informationen fur jede Person, die in dem gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt,

auf:

einem X.

Beziechung zum Kind (Elternteil 1, | Alter | Beruf/Tatigkeit

Elternteil 2, Geschwister etc.)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

2. Wer verbringt die meiste Zeit mit dem Kind und passt auf es auf? Bitte markieren Sie die entsprechende Person mit

Mutter oder Elternteil 1 (Spezifiziert )
Vater oder Elternteil 2 (Spezifiziert )
Ein anderes Familienmitglieder (Spezifiziert )
Andere Person, die kein Familienmitglied ist (Spezifiziert )

3. Wie viele Stunden am Tag verbringt Sie durchschnitt mit Inrem Kind wenn es wach ist?




4. Hat Ihr Kind bislang eine Betreuungseinrichtung besucht?  Ja Nein

5. Seit welchem Alter besucht ihr Kind eine Bildungseinrichtung?:
6. Wie viele Stunden innerhalb einer Woche verbringt Ihr Kind in dieser Einrichtung?:
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7. Wenn Elternteil 1 nicht im gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt, wie oft hat er dann Kontakt zum Kind?

taglich einige Tage in der Woche einige Tage im Monat
eine Tage im Jahr kein Kontakt TRIFFT NICHT ZU
8. Wenn Elternteil 2 nicht im gleichen Haushalt wie das Kind lebt, wie oft hat er dann Kontakt zum Kind?
taglich einige Tage in der Woche einige Tage im Monat
eine Tage im Jahr kein Kontakt TRIFFT NICHT ZU

9. Gibt es eine andere Person/andere Personen, die nicht mit dem Kind zusammen leben, aber hdufig mit dem Kind in
Kontakt stehen? Bitte spezifizieren Sie den Bezug/die Art der Verwandtschaft und nennen Sie die Stundenanzahl

innerhalb einer Woche:

10. Welche Person erwirtschaftet das Haupteinkommen der Familie?

Mutter oder Elternteil 1

Vater oder Elternteil 2

Ein anderes Familienmitglied (Spezifiziert: )

Andere Person, die kein Familienmitglied ist (Spezifiziert: )

11. Bildungsniveau der Bezugsperson (Bitte markieren Sie das hdchste, erreichte Bildungsniveau der entsprechenden

Person an):
Mutter | Vater | Andere
(E1) (E2) Bezugs-
person*
0. unbekannt
1. Kein schulischer und kein beruflicher Abschluss
Hauptschulabschluss und kein beruflicher Abschluss
2. Realschulabschluss oder Polytechnische Oberschule-Abschluss und kein
beruflicherAbschluss
3. Kein  schulischer ~ Abschluss oder  Hauptschulabschluss — und
Ausbildung/Lehre/Fachschule;
Realschulabschluss/Polytechnische Oberschule-Abschluss und
Ausbildung/ Lehre/Fachschule;
Fachhochschul-Reife, Abitur, Erweiterte Oberschule und kein beruflicher
Abschluss
4. Fachhochschul-Reife/Abitur/Erweiterte Oberschule und Ausbildung/
Lehre/Fachschule
5. Fachhochschulreife/Abitur/Erweiterte Oberschule und Bachelor/Diplom
6. Fachhochschulreife/Abitur/Erweiterte Oberschule und Master/Magister/
Diplom;
Promotion, Habilitation

* Bitte fiillen Sie die 3. Spalte mit der entsprechenden Person aus Frage 10 aus, wenn das Haupteinkommen nicht von Elternteil 1 oder Elternteil

2 kommt.
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12._Arbeitszeit, Studienzeit AUSSERHALB des Zuhauses (Bitte filllen Sie die entsprechende Tétigkeit aus, wenn die
Person normalerweise auBerhalb des Zuhauses arbeitet oder studiert. Auch wenn diese Tétigkeit momentan durch z.B.
Elternzeit nicht ausgefiihrt wird, geben Sie bitte Ihr Beschaftigungsverhdltnis an. Bitte wahlen Sie zudem nur eine
Auswahlmoglichkeit pro Person. )

Mutter Vater | Andere
(E1) (E2) Bezugs-

person*

0. Unbekannt / Von zu Hause aus arbeiten/ Elternzeit

1. Landwirt/-in (ohne vorherige Aushildung dazu), Ungelernte Arbeiter/-in,
Avrbeiter/-in ohne ndhere Angaben

2. Vorarbeiter/-in, Kolonnenfuhrer/-in, Gelernte oder Facharbeiter/-in
Meister/-in, Polier/-in, Brigadier/-in, Angestellte mit ausflihrender
Tatigkeit, Beamte im einfachen Dienst, Sonstiges ohne néhere Angaben

3. Selbststandige ohne  Mitarbeiter/-in  /mit  1-4  Mitarbeiter/innen,

Selbststandige im Handel, Gewerbe etc., Angestellte mit qualifizierter
Tatigkeit, Angestellte ohne ndhere Angaben

4. Selbststandige oder Freiberufler/in ohne ndhere Angaben / mit 5 oder mehr
Mitarbeiter/-innen / PGH-Mitglied, Beamte/-in im mittleren Dienst,
Angestellte  mit verantwortlicher Tatigkeit / mit umfassender
Fuhrungstatigkeit

5. Beamte/in ohne ndhere Angaben / im gehobenen Dienst, Freiberufler/-in
ohne Mitarbeiter/-innen

6. Akademiker/-in im freien Beruf, Beamte/-in im hoheren Dienst,
Freiberuflerin mit Mitarbeiter/-innen

* Bitte fiillen Sie die 3. Spalte mit der entsprechenden Person aus Frage 10 aus, wenn das Haupteinkommen nicht von Elternteil 1 oder Elternteil
2 kommt.

V. COVID-Fragen
Beantworten Sie die folgenden vier Fragen unter Ber{icksichtigung der folgenden Skala:

1 2 3 4 5
| | | |

gar nicht wenig mittelméaRig ziemlich viel  sehr viel

Inwieweit glauben Sie, dass die Pandemiesituation lhren taglichen
Umgang mit Ihrem Kind beeinflusst hat?

Inwieweit hat sich die Pandemie Ihrer Meinung nach auf lhre
psychische Gesundheit ausgewirkt?

Inwieweit hat die Pandemie Ihrer Meinung nach die psychische
Gesundheit Ihres Kindes beeintréchtigt?

Inwieweit hat die Pandemie Ihrer Meinung nach das Stressniveau in der
Familie beeinflusst?

Inwieweit hat sich die Pandemie Ihrer Meinung nach auf die Gestaltung
der Familienzeit ausgewirkt?
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V. Weitere Kommentare

Gibt es weitere Informationen (ber das Kind oder die Familie, die Sie wichtig zu erwédhnen finden (z.B.
Migrantionshintergrund, Trauerfall, medizinische und psychische Erkrankungen, etc.)?
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Appendix P

Item-by-item comparison of the Chilean and German IMMA versions

Table A
Comparison of IMMA Part 1: Parental ideas and goals regarding child SR
Germany Chile
Q1. Children of the same age as my child are typically able to....
control their emotions F2 F3
control their needs F2 F3
control their will F2 F3
comply with requests and demands F3 F3
accept boundaries set by other people F3 F3
follow given rules F3 F3
treat others respectfully F3 F3
behave politely toward others F3 F3
Q2. Itis very important for me that the child learns at this age to....
control their emotions F2 F2
control their needs F2 F2
control their will F2 F2
comply with requests and demands F1 F1
accept boundaries set by other people F1 F1
follow given rules F1 F1
treat others respectfully F1 F1
behave politely toward others F1 F1
Table B
Comparison of IMMA Part 2: Child’s SR responses to goal-frustration or parental requests
Germany Chile
Q3. When your child fails to achieve his/her goal right away, how does he/she respond?
Starts to cry F5 F5
Whines loudly F5 F5
Complains and grumbles F5 F5
Expresses anger out loud F5 F5
Becomes aggressive with objects F5 F5
Becomes aggressive with people F5 F5
Gives up quickly F2 F2

Quickly abandons his/her goal F2 F2
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It quickly turns to something else F2 F2
Stays motivated to do it F2 F8
Tries even harder F2 F8
Doesn’t let go F2 F8
Q4. When you ask your child to do something specific, how does he/she respond?
Easily follow my request F1 Deleted
Only obeys when | scold loudly F4 F4
Is anxious to fulfill my request right away F1 F1
Only obeys when | give him/her a strict look F4 F4
Obeys immediately without argument F1 F1
Only obeys when | threaten unpleasant consequences F4 F4
Follows only when | take action F7 F7
Only obeys when | grab him/her F7 F4
Only obeys when | engage with him/her physically F7 F4
Starts to argue in order to get me to drop the demand F3 F3
Tries to reason with me, to convince me of something else F3 F3
Argues against it F3 F3
Eludes me, hides, runs away F6 F4
Ignores my demand F6 F6
Refuses to comply with my request F6 F4
Q5. When you forbid your child to do something specific, how does he/she respond?

Accepts my ban without argument. F1 F1
Readily accepts my ban. F1 F1
Obeys my ban without protest F1 F1
Only follows my command after I’ve admonished him/her several times F8 F7
Only accepts my ban when | clearly show displeasure F8 F7
Doesn’t listen to me until | speak in a commanding tone F8 F7
Won’t obey me until I actively prevent him/her from performing the F7 F7
forbidden action

Only does as told when | take a firm hold of him/her F7 F7
Only follows my instructions when | hold him/her tight F7 F4
Starts arguing with me why I should lift the ban F3 F3
It begs and whines that | take back the ban F3 F3
Argues against my ban F3 F3
Pretends not to have heard the ban F6 F6
Ignores my prohibition F6 F6

Just does what he/she wants anyway F6 F6
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Table C
Comparison of IMMA Part 3: Parental CR strategies in situations requiring child SR
Germany Chile

Q6. When your child is frustrated because he/she can't accomplish

what he set out to do, how do you respond?
I make an effort to distract him/her F6 F6
I try to get him/her interested in something else F6 F6
I encourage him/her to vent his/her frustration F7 F4
I tell him/her not to get upset F7 F5
I ask it to calm itself down. F7 F5
I admonish him/her to control his/her frustration F7 F5

Q7. If the child does what I ask him/her to do....
I give him/her a little reward F1 F1
He/she gets to choose a small reward F1 F1
I expressly praise him/her F3 F3
I acknowledge him/her for it F3 F3
I show how satisfied | am with his/her behavior F3 F3
I emphasize how much | approve F3 F3

Q8. If the child does not do what I ask him/her to do...
| repeat my request firmly F5 F5
I look at it sternly F5 F5
I become loud F5 F5
| threaten with consequences F5 F5
| force the child to comply with my demand F5 F5
| deny the child something that he particularly likes F5 F5
I hold out the prospect of a reward for obedient behavior F1 F1
I entice the child with a small reward to comply with my request F1 F1
| offer a compromise F4 F4
I negotiate a solution together with the child F4 F4
I explain my demand in more detail F4 F4
| ask the child about his/her reasons F4 F4
I explain my claim in detail F4 F4
| give up F2 F2
I drop my demand F2 F2

Q9. If the child gets upset about my request...
I ask him/her to leave the show F5 F5
I show my displeasure at his/her reaction F5 F5

I still insist on immediate implementation of my demand F5 F5
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I show toughness and remain consistent

I will not tolerate any games

I try to distract him/her

I get him/her to think about something else
| give in

I stop insisting on my demand

F5
F5
F6
F6
F2
F2

F5
F5
F7
F7
F2
F2

Note: F=Factor
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Final Spanish version of the IMMA questionnaire
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A continuacién preguntaremos distintos aspectos relacionados con la regulacion infantil, la
cual nos ayudard a conocer el desarrollo y necesidades de los nifios/as a distintas edades.
Recuerde que no hay respuestas buenas o malas pues todo comportamiento esta enmarcado

dentro de las caracteristicas de cada diada.

Nota: Instrumento traducido del original “IMpuls-Management vom Sauglings-bis zum
Vorschulalte” - IMMA1-6 (Pauen, Hochmuth, Schulz & Bechtel, 2014) con la autorizacion

correspondiente.

Parte 1:
¢ Cuales son sus ideas/expectativas acerca de la autorregulacion infantil?

Por favor, considere qué tan cierto es cada una de las declaraciones desde su punto de vista.

Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente
escala:

1 2 3 4 5 6
| | | | I
| | | |
no es completamente
r!ada cierto
cierto

Los nifios de la misma edad de mi hijo/a suelen ser capaces de...

1 (2|3 |45

regular sus sentimientos

controlar sus necesidades

controlar su voluntad

responder las peticiones y requerimientos de otras personas

aceptar las limitaciones y prohibiciones de otras personas

seguir las reglas

ser considerado con otras personas

ser educado con otras personas
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Es muy importante para mi que el nifio/a aprenda a esta edad ...

1 2 3 4 5 6

a regular sus sentimientos

a controlar sus necesidades

a controlar su voluntad

a responder las peticiones y requerimientos de otras
personas

a aceptar las limitaciones y prohibiciones de otras
personas

a sequir las reglas

a ser considerado con otras personas

a ser educado con otras personas

Parte 2:
¢ Como manejan los nifos los desafios, las exigencias y las prohibiciones?

Por favor, marque con que frecuencia ocurre cada comportamiento descrito. Considere que
IMMA 1-6 puede contener declaraciones que sean apropiadas solo para nifios/as mayores o
menores que su hijo/a. Si, debido a la edad, un comportamiento todavia no ocurre, marque la
casilla "N/A=no aplica"(jpero solo en este caso!).

Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente
escala:

1 5 3 4 5 6
| | | | I
| | | |
Nunca Raravez Algunas A Muya  Siempre
veces menudo menudo

¢ Qué hace su nifio/a si no logra hacer lo que quiere hacer?

112|345 ]| 6 |[NA

Empieza a llorar

Se lamenta fuertemente

Despotrica y se queja

Se enoja en voz alta

Se pone agresivo contra los objetos
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Se pone agresivo contra las personas

Se rinde después de poco tiempo

Deja caer su objetivo pronto

Répidamente pone su atencion en otra cosa

Sigue motivado

Intenta persistentemente de alcanzar su objetivo.

No se da por vencido

¢ Qué hace el/la nifio/a cuando le pides que haga algo especifico?

1

2

N/A

Solo sigue mi peticion cuando regafio en voz alta

Hace esfuerzos para satisfacer mi demanda de
inmediato

Solo sigue cuando lo miro estrictamente

Sigue la indicacion inmediatamente y sin
contradiccion

Solo sigue cuando lo amenazo con consecuencias
desagradables

Solo obedece cuando intervengo

So6lo obedece cuando lo agarro

Solo obedece cuando muestro fuerza fisica

Empieza a discutir, para hacerme caer la peticion

Quiere convencerme de algo mas

Argumenta en contra de ello

Se me escapa, se esconde, va corriendo

Ignora mi peticion

Se niega a cumplir mi peticién




¢ Qué hace el/la nifio/a si le prohibes hacer algo especifico?
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1

N/A

Acepta mi prohibicion sin objecion

Est& dispuesto a atender a la prohibicion

Respeta la prohibicion sin protesta

Solo respeta la prohibicion cuando le amonesté varias
veces

Respeta la prohibicion solo cuando muestro
claramente mi desagrado

Solo sigue la prohibiciéon cuando hablo en tono de
mando

Solo la sigue cuando evito activamente que lleve a
cabo la accion prohibida

Solo sigue mis instrucciones cuando lo sostengo

Solo sigue mis instrucciones cuando lo agarro fuerte

Empieza a discutir para que retire la prohibicion

Suplica y lloriquea para que yo retire la prohibicion.

Argumenta en contra de la prohibicién

Hace como si no hubiera escuchado la prohibicion

Ignora la prohibicién

Simplemente hace lo que quiere de todos modos

Parte 3:
Manejo propio de las reacciones infantiles

Ahora se trata de usted. Queremos saber mas acerca de cdémo usted reacciona frente al
comportamiento del nifio/a. jSolo nos sirven respuestas honestas! De nuevo considere que
IMMA 1-6 puede contener declaraciones que sean apropiadas solo para nifios/as mayores 0
menores que su hijo/a. Si, debido a la edad, un comportamiento todavia no ocurre, marque la

casilla "N/A= no aplica"(jpero solo en este caso!).

Haga una cruz para cada declaracion en el recuadro correspondiente siguiendo la siguiente

escala:
1 2 3 4 5 6
‘ \ \ \ \
| | | |
Nunca Raravez Algunas A Muya  Siempre
veces menudo menudo
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Si el/la nifio/a esta frustrado porque no puede hacer lo gue se propuso yo ...

112 |3|4]|5]| 6 |NA

trato de distraerlo

trato de hacerle interesarse en otra cosa

le animo a desahogar su frustracion

le digo que no se debe enfadar

le pido que se tranquilice solo

le amonesto para que controle su frustracion

Si el/la nifio/a hace lo que le pido yo ...

112|345 ]| 6 |[NA

le doy una pequerfia recompensa

puede elegir una pequefia recompensa

lo alabo explicitamente

le doy crédito por es

muestro lo satisfecho que estoy con su comportamiento

destaco lo bueno que encuentro eso

Si el/la nifio/a NO hace lo que le pido yo ...

112|345 ]| 6 |[NA

repito mi peticion con firmeza

le miro estrictamente

le hablo fuerte

le amenazo con consecuencias

obligo al nifio a cumplir con mi peticion

le niego algo que le gusta mucho

prometo una recompensa por el comportamiento
obediente

tiento al nifio con una pequefia recompensa para
cumplir con mi solicitud

le ofrezco un compromiso
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negocio una solucién junto con el nifio

explico mi peticion mas detalladamente

le pregunto por sus razones

explico mi reclamo en detalle

me rindo

dejo caer mi solicitud

Si el/la nifio/a se molesta por mis instrucciones ...

N/A

mando que deje el show

le muestro mi desagrado por su reaccion

sigo insistiendo en la implementacion inmediata de mi
peticion

muestro dureza y me mantengo consistente.

No tolero los juegos

lo distraigo

le hago pensar en otra cosa

cedo

dejo de insistiro en lo que le pedi

iMuchas gracias por su colaboraciéon!
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Bivariate correlations between variables of Study 1b
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1.Country 1.00
2.Child gender .04 1.00
3.Child age -.01 .02 1.00
4.Siblings -.01 A1 .25* 1.00
5.Kindergarden 58** .09 31* A7 1.00
6.Education A. .004 05 22 .04 .38** 1.00
7.1deas/goals-IC .04 .02 .33** 04 .05 .07 1.00
8.Ideas-ER 22*  -02 .36** .14 36 .27 .60** 1.00
9.Goals-ER 19* .02 .23* -.00 .21* 24 71%*  69** 1.00
10.Goal-persev. .09 -.04 .04 11 .20* 13 -.06 .07 .02 1.00
11.ImmediateCom  .25* .08 .27 .09 .29* .06 26%  42%% 27 14*  1.00
12.Com-Demands .20+ .07  41** 10 .15 -001 .17+ 18*  14*  -09 .16* 1.00
13.Com-Prohib .20* -.04 21* .03 11 .10 A7 A7* .23* -.08 .07 A45** 1.00
14.PhysicalPressure .04 .04 -11 .05 -13 .01 .09 -.04 .07 =11 -16*  .26* A45** 1.00
15. Negotiationw/C  -.06 .05 b2**  31* .04 .07 19* .16* .08 -.07 .04 A1** 20* A7* 1.00
16. Evasion .05 -.03 .03 13 14 20 .02 .05 .10 -.07 =17 .20* A8**  41**  32**  1.00
17.Dysregulation -.02 -11 .06 13 .05 .001 -.03 -.05 -003 -04 -21* 20~ .28 .28* .22  37** 1.00
18.Call for SR -16* -06 .19* 08 -28* -15* 20 .03 .09 -13 .03 A9* 12 d4*% 0 36 11 .07 1.00
19.Distraction -.24* .07 -12 -.08 -.06 .09 -.10 -.07 -.03 -.06 -15*  -.04 -.05 .07 -.03 11 13 13 1.00
20.Withdrawal -.07 12 .05 14 07 d14*  -.06 -.06 -.03 .01 -07 11 A9* 20 22 37 22¢ 07 .26*  1.00
21.Strictness 31 04 31 14 16 .05 25% 25 33** 01 5% B2*+  50**  31**  33Fx  22% 12 29*  -01 A1 1.00
22.Negotiation w/C  -.08 .10 50**  19* .07 15 .26 .28* .18* .01 .24* 22* A13* -.02 S 11 -.03 35%*  -.04 13 22* 1.00
23.Social-App. 13 .10 .05 .03 .26* 30*  .18* .29* .29% 16*  .20* .06 .09 -.01 -.05 .10 .10 -.04 .03 A1 19* .08 1.00
24.Use of Rewards  -.08 .03 35%* .06 -18*  -.07 A13* .02 .04 -.02 .04 30**  16* .05 .35%*% .08 .03 31** .05 A8* 32*%*  37** .04 1.00

Note: Pearson, polyserial or polychoric correlations are reported, as appropriate. p-value: *=< .05; **< .01
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
1.Child age
2.Child gendert .06
3. Siblings 37 21
4. Kindergarden 33 15 59*
5. Education A. -02 05 -11 .08
6. Hours of care -41% 20 -42% -52% -14
7. Child SR 10 08 -21 01 -20 .10
8. Child C-CR 0  -13 -25 -31 27 .03 -20
9. Adult CR A3 -1 11 -05 .04 .07 -34* 17
10. Adult SR -16 07 -24 -20 02 19 -07 21 -21
11. Independence -15  -14  -38% -22 .18 36* -0l .18 .04  41*
12. Interdependence  -28 .11 -13  -49% 21 31* 09 .03 -04 12  32*
13. TLS country -0 -11 -17 -08 .18 .00 .01 .10 .34* 03 .18 .12
14. TLS family A1 12 40+ 25 17 -19 18 -21 -04 00 -08 .03 .27
15.1deas/goals-1C 51* -33 11 26 -19 -18 06 -14 22 -05 13 -19 13 .25
16.1deas-ER 34 08 15 22 -15 -02 -04 -07 -05 .01 .21 -04 02 .07 53*
17.Goals-ER 47 -06 31 26 -06 -27 -05 31* -02 -21 -15 -14 01 .35 .5g%* Bl**
18.Goal-persev. -14 24 10 -05 14 19 02 29 -15 12 .02 09 -22 01 -08 11 -04
19.ImmediateCom 06 09 0 33 10 -19 -03 -14 17 -16 03 -02 24 01 16 26 .25 -07
20.Com-Demands 44 .03 11 -15 -03 01 -04 -15 08 -25 -04 -12 -21 02 .28 17 27 -13  -28
21.Com-Prohib -10 .03 27 .06 -14 -13 -02 -13 -06 -14 44* -21 -09 .06 -09 -22 -10 .18  -48* .29
22.PhysicalPressure -20 -03 -13 -31 -30 .05 14 04 -21 20 -09 -15 -06 -06 -13 -°0 -17 .07  -44* 29 57**
23. Negotiation w/C 63** .05 3 19 -19 -16 14 -04 -08 .03 -09 ~-31 0L .06 .30* 23 18 -06 -12 31* .10 .10
24. Evasion -05 -06 -14 -39 -28 21 07 11 -20 10 -14 -16 -17 -24 -09 -14 -17 23 -54%* 4lx  48% 73 23
25.Dysregulation 25 -21 13 -08 -18 -03 20 -08 .02 .07 -08 -04 16 .14 24 16 34* 06 -18 .04 .03 .17 .38* .32*
26.Call for SR 33 -04 -03 -12 -38* 15 33 -02 -15 12 09 .02 -02 .19 40* 20 .30~ .08 -10 21 0l 20 .37+ 22 .28
27.Distraction -28 .03 -18 -08 -23 .02 17 -47* -0l -03 -02 14 22 24 -04 -06 -06 -05 -04 -02 24 29% -16 .07 -11 -02
28.Withdrawal 0 o7 -18 -06 04 14 28 0 -15 24 -04 11 -26 -11 -02 08 -13 .18 -14 03 -09 .17 -01 24 .18 .16 .10
29.Strictness 38* -09 28 -07 -28 -20 10 -19 -19 .01 -09 -36* -14 37 .28 22 .37 -03 -30 53* .30* 44* 50 37* 21 43* 11 -05
30.Negotiation w/C 40%  -14  -14 06 -05 02 -12 -01 09 .06 .27 -17 12 -16 .42 41*  33% 00 16 25 29%  -17 30+ 10 23 27 -27 -07 .08
31.Social-App. -44* .20 -28 -04 -01 -0l -16 .03 ~-31* 06 .08 -25 -03 .05 -07 -03 -06 .03 05 .16 .07 19 -32* -0l -24 -10 .09 -18 .09 -04
32. Use of rewards. 23 09 23 29 -10 -17 .35* -33* -14 -08 -06 .06 -05 .33 20* 37 48 -04 16 24 11 09 17 -12 19 23 22 14 28 .05 -09

Note: Pearson, polyserial or polychoric correlations are reported, as appropriate

. p-value: *=<.05; **< .01
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