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Abstract

Parents play a critical role in emotional socialization and the development of emotion regulation during childhood. The
tools to measure how parents assist children’s emotion regulation are very limited. The Parental Assistance with Child
Emotion Regulation (PACER) Questionnaire is a novel scale developed for this purpose with excellent psychometric
properties. The aim of this study is to adapt the PACER to Turkish and investigate its psychometric properties in the
Turkish cultural setting. The data were collected from 700 parents who have children aged birth to 17 years. In addition
to the PACER, participants filled out some scales about their own beliefs and behaviors, also their children’s psychologi-
cal symptoms. We confirmed the original ten-factor structures of the PACER in a Turkish sample and the measurement
invariance supported the PACER’s structure across subgroups. The high internal consistencies of factors were achieved;
however, the test-retest reliability was lower than expected. The factors of maladaptive emotion regulation strategies (e.g.,
rumination, expressive suppression, avoidance) were positively associated with parents’ own emotion regulation deficit,
symptoms, and child’s symptoms, while others (e.g., reappraisal, problem-solving) were negatively associated with them.
Overall, our results suggest that the Turkish version of the PACER is a psychometrically valid and reliable measurement
to assess how parents support their children to regulate their emotions. We believe that this adaptation allows the scale to
be used in developmental and clinical psychology studies and will pave the way for cross-cultural studies.

Keywords Emotion regulation - Parent emotion socialization - Parent-child relationships -+ PACER - Parental
assistance - Emotion socialization assessment

Self-regulation is the ability to control behavior and emotion
in a situation-specific manner (Bronson, 2000). Controlling
or modifying emotions is a vital part of self-regulation, and
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yet how children gain a grasp of their feelings and manage to
monitor them is not fully understood (Cole et al., 2004). As
children age, they become better at regulating their feelings
by suppressing or masking them as they start to understand
how their expressions might affect others (Saarni, 1984).
This ability may be due to the increased self-awareness of
emotion-inducing events and possibly unwanted outcomes
of not regulated actions. The significant inter-relations
between expression, regulation, and understanding of emo-
tion indicate a unified competence (Denham et al., 2003).
Emotion regulation changes across development, from
seeking a soother in infancy to self-soothing in toddler-
hood (Atkinson et al., 2021). Adapting emotional reactions
to social and cultural norms becomes the central theme of
childhood (Thompson, 1994). The assistance of caregivers
is critical and has its effects throughout life on the develop-
ment of emotion regulation (Calkins & Hill, 2007). Thus,
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it is necessary to examine the role of parents. This research
aimed to adapt a novel and comprehensive scale developed
by Cohodes et al. (2021) into Turkish, which is used to
examine how parents assist their children in regulating their
emotions.

Emotion regulation involves cognitive, behavioral, and
social processes (Thompson, 1994) and has continuing
effects on individuals’ lives, from well-being and mental
health to interpersonal relationships (De France & Hollen-
stein, 2019; Gross & John, 2003; Kraiss et al., 2020; Scheibe
et al., 2015). Any deficit and difficulties are associated with
broad indices of social nonfunctioning with internalizing
and externalizing psychopathology symptoms (see, Zeman
et al., 2006). The healthy development of emotion regula-
tion is required for individuals’ psychological status, and
the adverse effects of not being able to regulate emotions
may last a lifetime (Gross, 2001; Zimmermann & Iwanski,
2014). The role of caregivers, often the parents, might deter-
mine the development of emotion regulation processes.
According to Gross (2014), contextual features of social
components affect the development of emotion regulation,
along with neurobiological features and temperament. The
extended process of Gross’ model (1998; 2015) presents a
range of emotion regulation strategies in which each has dif-
ferent consequences when applied to a situation. The levels
of emotional reactivity were explained through the situa-
tion, attention, appraisal, and response. The strategies may
entail selecting and modifying a situation, deployment of
attention, cognitive change, and adjustment of responses.
When the individuals aim to regulate their own emotions,
that is intrinsic emotion regulation. The way a parent aids
their child in regulating emotions falls under extrinsic emo-
tion regulation, which contains both down- and up-regula-
tion of positive and negative emotional states. For example,
a parent helping a child end an exciting singing at bedtime
would be constituted as a down-regulation of a positive
state. Extrinsic emotion regulation could be claimed as a
form of emotional socialization.

The main concerns of the emotion socialization processes
are the family climate in which the child grows up and how
the caregiver approaches and aids the child in regulating
their emotions (Morris et al., 2017). Parents may influence
emotion regulation development by providing a positive
family environment and being a model for their children, by
showing them how to regulate their emotions, and directly
intervening in their behavior (Morris et al., 2007). Emotion
socialization includes three processes: parents’ conversa-
tions with children about emotions, expressing their own
emotions, and reactions to their children’s emotions (Eisen-
berg et al., 1998). By observing how their parents experience
their own emotions, children learn to recognize and regulate
their own and others’ emotions (Eisenberg et al., 1998).
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Preschool children whose parents display more positive
emotional expressions have better emotional understanding
(Denham & Kochanoff, 2002; Eisenberg et al., 2003) and
emotion regulation performances (Denham & Grout, 1993).

Parents’ reactions to children’s emotions are divided into
supportive and non-supportive responses. Supportive reac-
tions positively affect children’s emotional competence,
whereas non-supportive reactions have negative conse-
quences such as a lack of emotional regulation on the child’s
part (Eisenberg et al., 1998). Parents’ supportive responses
include helping the child who experiences negative feel-
ings feel better (emotion-focused responses), behaving that
encourages the child to express their emotions (reactions
that promote the expression of emotions), and helping to
solve the problem causing the specific feeling (problem-
focused responses), including their behavior. Unsupport-
ive parental reactions include the parent responding to
the child’s negative feelings with anxiety and focusing on
the child’s distress rather than the child’s needs (parental
distress), criticizing, downplaying, or ignoring the child’s
emotional reactions (i.e., minimizing emotions), and threat-
ening with punishment to control negative emotions. It also
includes dysfunctional (punitive) emotional socialization,
such as getting angry at the child and telling the child that
“you are acting like a baby”.

Regarding the contributing factors to a child’s emotion
regulation, we should consider parents’ ability to regulate
their emotions, culture and whether it is a mother or a father
in the role of emotion socializer. Few studies have examined
the associations between the child’s and parent’s emotional
regulation skills. For parents to be an effective and suffi-
cient emotional socialization tool for their children, they
should be able to regulate their own emotions effectively
(Bariola et al., 2011). The parent’s emotion regulation strat-
egies are a modal for children and contribute to the quality
of parenting (Hajal & Paley, 2020). According to Meyer et
al. (2014), parents’ beliefs about emotion socialization strat-
egies and children’s self-regulation influence their social-
ization strategies and mediate the relationship between
parental representations and children’s emotion regulation.
Another factor to remember is that the parents’ beliefs about
children’s emotions are sensitive to the cultural context,
given the knowledge that emotion and their expressions
are learned and modeled through society, culture, and lan-
guage (Trommsdorff & Cole, 2011). Since this study aims
to adapt a measure to a new cultural setting, the effects of
culture and environment on parents’ beliefs about children’s
emotions must be considered. Certain values regarding
emotions may differ between Western and Eastern or Indus-
trialized and Rural cultural settings (Markus & Kitayama,
1991; Kagiteibasi, 1999, 2002). When expressing one’s
inner states, showing anger and pride can be much more
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acceptable in a culture where autonomy and assertiveness
are valuable (Kitayama et al., 2006), whereas Turkish moth-
ers allow their children’s sadness over the expression of
anger (Corapgi, 2012). Such differences in parental emotion
socialization require any measurement or application to be
adapted well to a specific cultural setting which is one of the
main purposes of this study. In addition to culture, whether
mothers and fathers differ regarding their emotion socializa-
tion styles should be taken into account. Because mothers
preferred positive emotion socialization strategies such as
‘support’ compared to the fathers’ ‘distraction’, which is a
negative strategy (Ince & Ersay, 2022; Wong et al., 2009).
Despite the stress on parents’ reactions to their children’s
emotional experiences, the self-report scales in the literature
to measure parents’ reactions to children’s emotional pro-
cesses are limited in literature and even more limited in their
Turkish adaptations ( Corapg1 et al., 2012; Rothenberg et al.,
2019). Among the very few is the “Coping with Children’s
Negative Emotions” (CCNES; Fabes et al., 1990, 2002),
which consists of 12 scenarios in which children experi-
ence anger, sadness, fear, embarrassment, and disappoint-
ment. While three subscales (problem-focused response,
emotion-focused response, and expressive encouragement
expression) are conceptualized as supportive reactions, oth-
ers (minimization reaction, punitive reaction, and distress
reaction) are conceptualized as non-supportive reactions.
Despite being widely used, it is mostly based on negative
emotions and does not provide detailed information on a
child’s contributions to emotion regulation. The fact that
the scenarios are mostly suitable for preschool children
narrows its usage to a specific age group and leaves older
children out. “Parents’ Beliefs about Children’s Emotions
Questionnaire” (PBACE, Halberstadt et al., 2013) is another
measurement with 33 items to assess the parents’ beliefs
about their children’s emotions. This scale also has a limited
audience of 4-10 years old children’s parents and does not
provide information about the emotion regulation process
but only beliefs related to emotion. “Emotion Socialization
Strategies Subscale” (ESSS; O’Neal & Magai, 2005) aims
to measure parents’ emotional socialization behaviors with
children 11-14 years old. The scale included items contain-
ing five emotional socialization behaviors of parents for
four different emotional states (anger, sadness, fear, and
extreme joy). ESSS differs from CCNES in that it measures
the parent’s ability to socialize positive emotions.
According to Cohodes et al. (2021), although there are
measurements to evaluate parents’ beliefs and behaviors in
various ways, a measurement specific to the parental support
in emotion regulation processes with a wide range of ages
is still required. To accomplish this, “Parental Assistance
with Child Emotion Regulation (PACER) Questionnaire”,
was designed to measure how parents assist children’s

employment of emotion regulation strategies for negative
emotions, with 50 items and ten subscales. The PACER is
above cultural influences compared to the Emotion Regula-
tion Checklist (Shields & Cicchetti, 1998). The PACER has
relevant questions to all ages and sexes, the factor structure
remained similar despite the division of the scores for chil-
dren below the age of 8 and above. This makes the PACER
suitable for a wider age range with excellent internal con-
sistencies. It is also worth mentioning that the PACER is
suitable for parents and applicable to other caregivers with
similar psychometric properties (Mancini et al., 2022). Due
to the limited number of emotion socialization and regula-
tion scales, the Turkish adaption of the PACER would be
most beneficial. In conclusion, this study aimed to trans-
late the PACER into Turkish and examine its psychometric
properties in a Turkish-speaking parents sample. The first
hypothesis of our study is that (H,) the 10-factor structure of
the original questionnaire will be replicated using a Turkish
version and its measurement invariance across subgroups
will be acceptable. The second hypothesis is that (H,) the
internal consistencies and test-retest reliability coefficients
of the PACER will be good in a Turkish sample. The third
hypothesis about convergent validity is that (H;) the emo-
tion regulation strategies obtained from the Turkish version
of the PACER are associated with some scales aiming to
measure coping strategies, beliefs, difficulties in emotion
regulation, and psychological distress of parents, also the
child’s psychological symptoms.

Method

Participants

A total of 700 parents aged 21 to 63 years (M=39.10,
SD=17.45; 82% mother) completed the PACER. Half of
them had university graduates, while 20% of them were
high school graduates. They answered the PACER with
one of their children (target child). Target children were
between birth and 17 years old (M=8.37, SD=5.25; 50%
girls). 19% of the participants did not fill out other measure-
ments. Therefore, the sample used for convergent validity
consisted of 569 parents (M,,,= 39.42, SD,,,,= 7.50; 81%
mother). Their target children ages ranged between birth
and 17 years old (M'=8.65, SD=5.28; 48% female). Finally,
participants who volunteered to receive the re-test phase via
providing their emails in the first step was approached. Only
the volunteers were sent the retest version and 74 parents
(M= 39.26, SD,,,= 8.45; 81% mother) self-selected to
complete the PACER for the second time. Detailed demo-
graphic information about these samples were given in

Table 1.
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Table 1 Demographic information of all parents in the samples

Test Sample (N="700)

Convergent Validity Sample (N=1569)

Test-Retest Sample (N="74)

Parent demographic variables
Age

Min-Max

Mean +SD

Median

Sex

Female

Male

Education Level

Primary school

Middle school

High school

University

Master

PhD.

Economic Status

Very low

Low

Moderate

High

Very high

Marital Status

Married

Single

Separated/divorced
Widowed

Partnered

Other

Number of Children
Min-Max

Mean+SD

Median

Parenting arrangement
Co-parenting with spouse/partner
Co-parenting with former spouse/partner
Co-parenting with other adults
Single parenting

Other

Target child demographic variables
Age

Min-Max

Mean +SD

Median

Sex

Female

Male

Adopted

No

Yes

Other

Physical Illness/Problem

No

Yes

Psychological Illness/Problem
No

Yes

21-63
39.10+7.45
38

573 (82%)
127 (18%)

33 (4.7%)
28 (4%)

138 (19.7%)
350 (50%)
111 (15.9%)
40 (5.7%)

10 (1.4%)
60 (8.6%)
531 (75.9%)
97 (13.9%)
2 (0.3%)

649 (92.7%)
1(0.1%)
42 (6%)
4 (0.6%)
1(0.1%)
3 (0.4%)

1-5
1.70+0.77
2

618 (88.3%)
26 (3.7%)
25 (3.6%)
24 (3.4%)

7 (1%)

0-17
8.37+5.25
8

348 (49.7%)
352 (50.3%)

696 (99.4%)
2(0.3%)
2 (0.3%)

679 (97%)
21 (3%)

670 (95.7%)
30 (4.3%)

21-59
39.42+7.50
39

462 (81.2%)
107 (18.8%)

27 (4.7%)
21 (3.7%)
119 (20.9%)
290 (51%)
85 (14.9%)
27 (4.7%)

7(1.2%)

46 (8.1%)
434 (76.3%)
81 (14.2%)
1(0.2%)

526 (92.4%)
1(0.2%)

35 (6.2%)
3(0.5%)
1(0.2%)

3 (0.5%)

1-5
1.70+£0.74
2

504 (88.6%)
21 (3.7%)
18 (3.2%)
20 (3.5%)

6 (1.1%)

0-17
8.65+5.28
8

274 (48.2%)
295 (51.8%)

569 (100%)
0
0

553 (97.2%)
16 (2.8%)

545 (95.8%)
24 (4.2%)

22-59
39.26 +8.45
39

60 (81.1%)
14 (18.9%)

1 (1.4%)
2(2.7%)
6 (8.1%)
37 (50%)
21 (28.4%)
7(9.5%)

2(2.7%)

6 (8.1%)
55 (74.3%)
11 (14.9%)
0

68 (91.9%)
0

4 (5.4%)

0

0

2(2.7%)

1-3
1.51+£0.63
1

66 (89.2%)
2(2.7%)

0

4 (5.4%)
2(2.7%)

0-17
8.05+5.38
6

31 (41.9%)
43 (58.1%)

74 (100%)
0
0

74 (100%)
0

71 (95.9%)
3 (4.1%)
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Measurements

In this study, we used some measurements to test the concur-
rent validity of the PACER in addition to the demographic
information form and the PACER. Information about these
measurements was given below.

Parental Assistance with Child Emotion Regulation
Questionnaire (PACER). This scale was developed by
Cohodes et al. (2021) to evaluate how/with which strategies
parents who have a child between birth and 17 years old
assist their children to regulate their emotions. It is com-
posed of 50 items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). The PACER gives the scores of 10
factors about different emotion regulation strategies. Each
factor consists of 5 items. Lower scores indicate a lower fre-
quency, or absence, of parents-implemented behaviors that
help the target child’s emotion regulation strategy, while
higher scores indicate a higher engagement in behaviors
that provide help for the targeted emotion regulation strat-
egy. In the original study, the PACER demonstrated excel-
lent internal reliability (ranged from 0.89 to 0.96), test-retest
reliability (ranged from 0.49 to 0.73), and good convergent
validity with related variables (Cohodes et al., 2021). More-
over, a recent study demonstrated that the PACER is a valid
and reliable assessment of caregiver-applied emotion regu-
lation strategies support for children under 5 years of age
(Mancini et al., 2022).

Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale
(CCNES). This scale was developed by Fabes et al. (2002)
to evaluate different parental coping responses in response
to young children’s negative emotions. The CCNES consists
of 12 questions. For each question, a hypothetical scenario
is presented in which the respondent’s child feels upset. Uti-
lizing a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (I never do this) to 5
(I definitely do this), the parent was asked to rate the likeli-
hood of responding to the scenario in each of the six pos-
sible ways. These subscales reflect six qualitatively different
responses to children’s negative emotional expressions:
Problem-Focused Reactions, Emotion-Focused actions,
Expressive Encouragement, Minimization Reactions, Puni-
tive Reactions, and Distress Reactions. The internal reliabil-
ity for the subscale of CCNES estimates ranged from 0.69
to 0.85. We used the Turkish form of the CCNES (Corapg¢1
& Yagmurlu, 2008). The internal reliability for the subscale
of CCNES estimates ranged from 0.63 for the to 0.85. In the
current study, the correlations between CCNES scores and
the PACER scores were calculated to test the convergent
validity of the PACER.

Parents’ Beliefs about Children’s Emotions Question-
naire (PBACE). This scale was developed by Halberstadt
et al., to evaluate the beliefs of parents about the emotions
of their children between the ages of 4-10. The scale has 33

items on a 6-point Likert-type scale (I strongly disagree to [
strongly agree) and has seven subscales. These subscales are
Cost of Positivity, Value of Anger, Manipulation, Control,
Parent Knowledge, Autonomy, and Stability. In the origi-
nal study, the internal consistencies were between 0.57 and
0.83. We used the Turkish form of the PBACE (Isik-Uslu &
Turan, 2017). The internal consistencies in this version were
between 0.68 and 0.75. In the current study, the correlations
between PBACE scores and the PACER scores were calcu-
lated to test the convergent validity of the PACER.

Emotion Regulation Checklist (ERC). This scale was
developed by Shields and Cicchetti (1998) to measure the
level of expression or control of positive and negative emo-
tions in different situations. The scale consists of 24 items on
a 4-point Likert-type scale (rarely-almost never to always)
and has two subscales. These subscales are lability-negativ-
ity and regulation. The lability-negativity subscale consists
of items related to reactivity, arousal, anger dysregulation,
and emotion lability, while the emotion regulation subscale
consists of items related to the socially appropriate expres-
sion of emotion and empathy. In the original study, the
internal consistencies were 0.96 for the negativity subscale
and 0.83 for the emotion regulation subscale. We used the
Turkish form of the ERC (Kapg¢i et al., 2009). The internal
consistencies in this version were above 0.84. In the current
study, the correlations between ERC scores and the PACER
scores were calculated to test the convergent validity of the
PACER.

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ). This
scale was developed by Goodman (1997) to screen the
behavioral and emotional problems of children and adoles-
cents aged 4—18. The scale consists of 25 items on a 3-point
Likert-type scale (not true, somewhat true, and certainly
true) and has five subscales. The scale consists of five sub-
scales. These subscales are emotional problems, behavioral
problems, hyperactivity, peer problems, and social behavior.
The total difficulty score is obtained from the total score of
the first four subscale scores. In the original study, the inter-
nal consistencies were between 0.37 and 0.84. We used the
Turkish form of the SDQ (Gtivenir et al., 2008). The internal
consistencies in this version were between 0.57 and 0.85. In
the current study, the correlations between SDQ scores and
the PACER scores were calculated to test the convergent
validity of the PACER.

Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale-16 (DERS-
16). This scale is a 16-item short form of the original DERS
(Gratz & Roemer, 2004). The DERS-16 (Bjureberg et al.,
2016) measures individuals’ emotion dysregulation and
negative experiences in the emotion regulation process.
It comprises five subscales and a total score. It had good
psychometric properties (a.=0.92, test-retest r=.85 for total
score) in the original study. We used the Turkish version of
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DERS-16 (Yigit & Yigit, 2019). The internal consistencies
in this version ranged between 0.78 and 0.92. We used only
the total score of DERS-16 in the current study to test the
convergent validity of the PACER.

Depression Anxiety Stress Scale-21 (DASS-21). This
scale was developed by Henry and Crawford (2005) to
measure individuals’ depression, anxiety, and stress symp-
toms. It is a short version of the original DASS (Lovibond
& Lovibond, 1995). This short version has 21 items on a
4-point Likert-type scale and has three subscales and a total
score representing psychological distress. The higher scores
reflect the severe symptoms. In the original study, the inter-
nal consistencies were between 0.82 and 0.93. We used the
Turkish form of the DASS (Sarigam, 2018). The internal
consistencies in this version were above 0.77. In the cur-
rent study, the correlations between DASS-21 scores and
the PACER scores were calculated to test the convergent
validity of the PACER.

Procedure

We obtained all required permissions from the correspond-
ing author of the PACER and the ethics committee at the
first author’s institution. In the translation phase, items were
separately translated into Turkish by authors. Next, each
translation was viewed by the authors, and for each item,
the translation that best reflected the original meaning was
reached. Thirdly, a five-person team of psychologists and
linguists, fluent in both languages, evaluated the clarity and
equivalence of the Turkish items. After we reviewed these
evaluations and the team’s recommendations, we made
some changes to the items and went to the back-translation
phase. Two psychologists, fluent in both languages, per-
formed back translation of the final form. The similarity of
the back-translation was reviewed by the PACER’s corre-
sponding author and their team. Lastly, after some modifica-
tions, the scale reached its final version.

The data collection was online via Qualtrics and con-
tinued for the last four months of 2021. Participants were
reached through social media platforms. In the online
survey, participants first read the informed consent form,
answered the demographic information form, and the
PACER. Then other measurement tools were presented in
a counterbalanced order. The procedure took about 30 min.
The participants who volunteered to participate in the test-
retest phase signed up their emails, so we resent the PACER
to them after a month.

Data analysis

We tested the structural validity of the PACER in Turkish
with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) via AMOS 21. In
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this analysis, the original 10-factor model and an alternative
(one-factor) model were run and compared. The model fit
was evaluated based on several criteria: i) the ratio of y’
to degrees of freedom below 3, ii) Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) above .95 (above .90 acceptable), iii) Standardized
Root-Mean-Square Residual (SRMR) equal to or less than
.08, iv) root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
below .06, v) small values in Akaike information criterion
(AIC) (Byrne, 2013; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schreiber et al.,
2006). In addition to CFA, we conducted multiple-group
CFAs to test the measurement invariance of the PACER by
target child sex (female [# =348] vs. male [n=352]) and tar-
getchild age (<8 years [n=371] vs. >8 years [n=329] using
median split). In these multiple-group CFAs, four models
were compared: unconstrained (configural), measurement
weights, structural covariances, and measurement residuals.
For model comparison, the change of CFI value of .01 was
used considering Cheung and Rensvold’ (2002) suggestion
and as used in the original study of the PACER (Cohodes et
al., 2021).

We used SPSS 25 for convergent validity (calculating
Pearson correlations between PACER’s scores and other
related measurements), internal consistencies (using Cron-
bach’s alpha), and test re-test reliability (calculating Pear-
son correlations between baseline PACER’s scores and the
1-month retest [n=74]).

Results
Structure validity

Werunaseries of CFAsto test the factor validity ofthe PACER
in Turkish. Results indicated that the original 10-factor
model was good fit to the data (’(1130)=3349.58, p <.001,
2’/df=2.96,CFI=0.92,SRMR = 0.06,RMSEA =0.053[90%
CI=0.051 —0.055], AIC=3639.58), and better than one-
factor model (;°(1175)=17032.62, p<.001, y°/df=14.50,
CFI=0.42, SRMR =0.14, RMSEA=0.139 [90% CI=137
—0.141], AIC=17232.62). Two models were also sig-
nificantly different from each other (4y°(45)=13683.04,
p<.001). Ten-factor model confirmed the multidimensional
structure of PACER. In this model, the factor loadings were
between 0.49 and 0.93 with significant levels of p<.001.
The factor loadings and descriptive statistics of items were
presented in Table 2. Moreover, the correlation coefficients
between factors were shown in Table 3.

The measurement invariance of the PACER according to
the child’s sex and age was tested by considering factor load-
ings, factor variances and covariances, and error variances.
As can be seen in Table 4, according to the unconstrained
model, the changes in CFI in the models were less than 0.01
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Table 2 Standardized factor loadings in 10-factor model of PACER.

Factor Names and Items Factor Loadings M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Behavioral Disengagement

Item 1 0.80 6.02 1.51 -1.76 2.56
Item 2 0.85 5.98 1.53 -1.74 2.52
Item 3 0.82 6.01 1.49 -1.73 2.52
Item 4 0.83 5.98 1.46 -1.63 2.34
Item 5 0.76 5.76 1.6 -1.33 1.06
Problem-Solving

Item 6 0.80 6.29 1.23 -2.37 6.18
Item 7 0.87 6.23 1.25 -2.07 4.69
Item 8 0.88 6.26 1.22 -2.23 5.55
Item 9 0.82 6.17 1.28 -1.92 39
Item 10 0.81 6.24 1.23 -2.24 5.75
Social Support Search

Item 11 0.79 6.01 1.41 -1.66 2.59
Item 12 0.84 5.55 1.67 -1.09 0.47
Item 13 0.85 5.84 1.48 -1.37 1.48
Item 14 0.79 5.47 1.69 -1.00 0.19
Item 15 0.69 5.93 1.43 -1.51 2.06
Rumination

Item 16 0.77 3.37 2.16 0.33 -1.27
Item 17 0.86 2.92 2.09 0.69 -0.88
Item 18 0.72 3.98 2.05 —0.05 -1.19
Item 19 0.87 2.86 2.01 0.69 -0.79
Item 20 0.80 3.23 2.11 0.45 -1.14
Distraction

Item 21 0.80 5.95 1.45 -1.62 2.36
Item 22 0.88 5.89 1.48 -1.56 2.09
Item 23 0.90 591 1.44 -1.51 1.91
Item 24 0.93 5.86 1.47 -1.51 1.92
Item 25 0.82 5.78 1.55 -1.42 1.54
Reappraisal

Item 26 0.82 6.19 1.25 -1.98 4.23
Item 27 0.86 6.27 1.22 -2.16 5.14
Item 28 0.90 6.11 1.32 -1.76 3.01
Item 29 0.79 5.92 1.43 -1.54 2.15
Item 30 0.82 597 1.4 -1.58 2.28
Acceptance

Item 31 0.72 5.8 1.57 -1.47 1.68
Item 32 0.82 5.46 1.75 -1.13 0.48
Item 33 0.77 5.46 1.72 -1.10 0.53
Item 34 0.78 5.67 1.66 -1.33 1.10
Item 35 0.74 5.65 1.62 -1.25 0.93
Expressive Suppression

Item 36 0.68 3.04 2.10 0.60 -0.98
Item 37 0.87 2.34 1.87 1.24 0.36
Item 38 0.88 2.59 1.94 0.97 -0.27
Item 39 0.90 2.37 1.83 1.19 0.33
Item 40 0.88 242 1.91 1.16 0.11
Venting

Item 41 0.49 5.74 1.52 -1.23 0.99
Item 42 0.60 6.18 1.27 -1.99 4.30
Item 43 0.65 5.19 1.73 -0.74 -0.18
Item 44 0.87 5.72 1.53 -1.2 0.87
Item 45 0.80 5.63 1.55 -1.16 0.92
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Table 2 (continued)

Factor Names and Items Factor Loadings M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Avoidance
Ttem 46 0.76 5.14 1.84 -0.75 —-0.39
Item 47 0.86 5.11 1.81 —-0.72 -0.38
Ttem 48 0.78 4.66 1.91 -0.37 —-0.86
Ttem 49 0.90 5.12 1.80 —0.69 —0.44
Ttem 50 0.89 5.15 1.86 —-0.76 —0.44
Table 3 Intercorrelations among the factors of PACER.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.Behavioral Disengagement 0.70™ 0.52™ 0.05 0.65™ 0.54™ 0.26" 0.07 0.33" 0.43"
2.Problem-Solving - 0.67" 0.05 0.55™ 0.66" 0.40" —-0.05 0.44™ 0.34"
3.Social Support Search - 0.19™ 047" 0.51™ 036" 0.07 0.44™ 0.35™
4 Rumination - 0.02 0.05 0.20™ 0.36™ 0.17* 0.08"
5.Distraction - 0.62"* 0.23" 0.10™ 0.32" 0.52"
6.Reappraisal - 0.46™ —0.04 0.45™ 0.34™
7.Acceptance - —0.06 0.48™ 0.06
8.Expressive Suppression - —0.09" 0.29™
9.Venting - 0.18"

10.Avoidance

p<.05"p<.01

Table 4 Fit indexes from measurement invariance testing across child

sex and age

Models df)y  Adf CFI  RMSEA SRMR
(90% CI)

Child sex

1. Unconstrained 5078.72 2.48 0.900 0.042 (0.041 0.063

(Configural) (2260) —0.044)

2. Measurement ~ 5124.42 223 0.899 0.042(0.040 0.065

Weights (2300) —0.043)

3. Structural 5188.22 220 0.899 0.042(0.040 0.067

Covariances (2355) —0.043)

4. Measurement  5418.43 2.25 0.893 0.042(0.041 0.069

Residuals (2405) —0.044)

Child age

1. Unconstrained 5179.66 2.29 0.896 0.043 (0.041 0.058

(Configural) (2260) —0.045)

2. Measurement  5249.59 2.28 0.895 0.043(0.040 0.057

Weights (2300) —0.044)

3. Structural 542458 2.30 0.891 0.043(0.042 0.074

Covariances (2355) —0.045)

4. Measurement  5781.70 2.40 0.880 0.045(0.043 0.072

Residuals (2405) —0.046)

Note. All y° values were significant at the level of p<.001.

for both child’s sex and age. Therefore, the measurement
model of the PACER ensured configural, measurement, and
structural invariance across the child’s sex and age.

Internal consistencies and test-retest reliability
Internal consistencies and test-retest coefficients of the fac-

tor scores of the PACER were presented in Table 5. All
Cronbach’s alphas were good or excellent ranging between
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0.81 and 0.94. One-month test-retest results indicated the
moderately stability of PACER’s scores. Except for the
problem-solving subscale, all test-retest correlation coeffi-
cients were significant and above 0.36.

Table 5 represented the PACER’s scores obtained from
mothers, fathers, and also from parents of female and male
children. In general, the pattern of means was the same. Yet,
conducted a serials of independent sample t-tests showed
that fathers used more distraction (#(698)=2.08, p=.04),
expressive suppression (#(698)=3.28, p=.001), and avoid-
ance (1(698)=4.48, p<.001) than mothers, while mothers
used more acceptance than fathers (2(698)=3.43, p=.001).
There were no significant differences regarding other strat-
egies (all £s<1.96). Analyzes based on the gender of the
children showed that the only significant difference was
in the acceptance score. Parents of male children used
more acceptance strategies than parents of female children
(1(698)=2.61, p=.009).

Convergent validity

Correlation coefficients between the PACER scores and
other measurements were presented in Table 6. The results
generally supported the PACER’s convergent validity. There
were expected associations between parental assistance
scores obtained from the PACER and the CCNES. Espe-
cially expressive encouragement score, emotion- and prob-
lem-focused reactions scores of the CCNES were positively
correlated with adaptive scores of the PACER (e.g., behav-
ioral disengagement, social support search, reappraisal).
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Table 5 Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients of the PACER.

Total sample Test-Retest Mothers Fathers Parent of female  Parent of
(N=700) r(n=74) (n=573) (n=127) children (n=348) male children
(n=352)

M SD a M SD M SD M SD M SD
1.Behavioral Disengagement ~ 5.95 129 91 48" 5.93 130  6.09 1.25 5.95 127 596 1.31
2.Problem-Solving 624 1.09 93 .16 6.23 .12 631 095 623 1.09 626 1.10
3.Social Support Search 577 129 89 36" 577 129 576 128 575 120 579 137
4 Rumination 3.28 1.77 91 66" 3.25 173 341 193 3.16 171  3.39 1.82
5.Distraction 588 132 .94 547 5.83 136 610 1.12 589 132 588 132
6.Reappraisal 6.10 1.15 92 A48™" 6.10 1.14  6.08 1.21 6.11 1.11 6.09 1.20
7.Acceptance 5.61 136 88 .56 570 132 524 148 548 143 575 1.28
8.Expressive Suppression 2.56 1.69 .92 38" 2.46 1.66 3.00 1.76 2.52 1.63 2.59 1.76
9.Venting 570 115 .81 .53 572 113 557 125  5.68 .10 572 119
10.Avoidance 504  1.61 92 56T 4.92 1.62  5.61 141 5.1 1.57 497 1.65
p<.01 " p<.001

Furthermore, parental assistance with more maladaptive
strategies (e.g., expressive suppression, avoidance) obtained
from the PACER, was associated with more negative, non-
supportive, and punitive parental beliefs about their child’s
emotions and behaviors.

Parents with the PACER’s scores reflecting high mal-
adaptive regulation strategies (e.g., rumination, expressive
suppression) and low adaptive regulation strategies (e.g.,
problem-solving, acceptance, venting) were more likely
to report more negative responses to poorer child emotion
regulation and higher levels of child psychopathology.

The results showed that there were some significant asso-
ciations between the emotion regulation strategies parents
use for their children and their own emotion regulation
difficulties. It was observed that as their own difficulties
increased, parents used rumination and suppression for
their children more, and they used reappraisal and prob-
lem-solving less. Moreover, there were negative relation-
ships between parents’ general psychological distress and
the PACER’s problem-solving, evaluation, and acceptance
scores, and a positive relationship with suppression and
rumination sub-dimensions.

Discussion

The critical role of parents in emotional socialization and
the development of emotion regulation during childhood
has been mentioned in the introduction. Despite its impor-
tance, the number of measurement tools that assess how par-
ents assist children’s emotion regulation is extremely small.
The existing scales do not provide sufficient and compre-
hensive information. Cohodes et al.’s (2021) new measure-
ment tool validated its excellent psychometric properties
in this regard. Thus, this study aimed to adapt the PACER
to Turkish and to investigate its psychometric properties in

that particular cultural setting. Our results indicated that the
Turkish version of the PACER can be used as a valid and
reliable measurement to assess how parents assist their chil-
dren to regulate their emotions. The data collected from a
sample of Turkish-speaking parents confirmed the ten-fac-
tor structure of its Turkish version. Moreover, we confirmed
its measurement invariance across the age and sex of the tar-
get child. The PACER’s factors including various emotion
regulation strategies and parental support had high internal
reliability. Some factors such as rumination, and expressive
suppression were positively associated with parents’ own
emotion regulation deficit, psychological symptoms, and
child’s symptoms, while others (e.g., reappraisal, problem-
solving) were negatively associated with them.

The Turkish version of the PACER replicated the origi-
nal 10-factor structure rather than the one-factor solution.
Therefore, we can say that the PACER assesses how parents
assist their children in regulating emotions with 10 differ-
ent emotion regulation strategies. The factor loadings of the
Turkish form were very similar to those of the original form
(Cohodes et al., 2021). Moreover, we reached higher factor
loadings than those obtained from the research conducted
on caregivers of children younger than 5 years old (Mancini
et al., 2022). However, this was not the case for the vent-
ing dimension. Although within the acceptable limits, the
lowest factor loadings belonged to venting dimension items.
and this was in line with Mancini et al. (2022)’s findings.
The analysis of measurement invariance demonstrated that
the factor structure of the PACER was similar across the age
and gender of the target child. These results indicate that the
scale can be used as a valid measure, so the H, of the current
study was supported. In addition, the internal consistencies
of the factors were quite high. Cronbach’s alpha reliabil-
ity coefficients of social support, acceptance, and venting
factors were good, while the others were excellent. Test-
retest results indicated the stability of the use of strategies
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as measured by PACER. The one-month retest results of
the factors, except for the problem-solving, were parallel to
those in the original study (Cohodes et al., 2021) but slightly
lower than theirs. These findings can be explained by the
difference between the time interval of the original study
(a week) and ours (a month). The frequency of use of some
strategies may have changed in a month. The target children
of the parents in the retest sample were younger and early
childhood is a period of rapid change in nature, so the par-
ents may have changed their form of support and assistance
during that time. In conclusion, we can say that our results
partially supported the H,.

Comparison results among parents showed that fathers
tended to use maladaptive strategies more (e.g., distraction,
expressive suppression, and avoidance). These results are
consistent with previous findings that mothers give more
supportive responses, express more emotions, and accept
emotions more in the emotion socialization process (Wong
et al., 2009). Indeed, it is known that women use more emo-
tion regulation strategies in general and adaptive ones more
than men (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012). This pattern seems to
emerge similarly in parenting processes. Mothers use more
acceptance and less distraction, suppression, and avoidance
than fathers in the process of supporting their children’s
emotional regulation. It should be noted that there is no
such difference in all strategies. Moreover, there are some
interactions between parenting support, children’s charac-
teristics, and cultural differences in emotion socialization
(Friedlmeier et al., 2011; Wong et al., 2009). Future studies
should investigate these interactions and cultural differences
via this novel questionnaire.

Pearson correlation results in the current study indi-
cated the PACER’s convergent validity, which means that
the H; of the study is supported. The adaptive strategies
obtained from the PACER were positively correlated with
the scores obtained from the CCNES, indicating support-
ive responses in emotion socialization. Rumination, expres-
sive suppression, and avoidance scores of the PACER
were positively correlated with unsupportive scores of the
CCNES. Cohodes et al. (2021) reported similar findings
but used only emotion-focused reactions obtained from the
CCNES. Therefore, the current study extended this finding
and demonstrated the concurrent validity of other factors of
the PACER. The Turkish version of the CCNES has some
limitations such as having relatively poor psychometric
properties, and scenarios are not suitable for all ages. We
suggest that the use of the PACER might be a better choice
to measure parental assistance and support both in emotion
regulation and socialization processes.

Furthermore, the Turkish version of the PACER was
associated with parents’ beliefs about children’s emotions.
Increased negative beliefs about children’s emotions (less

Avoid-
ance
01
04

Venting
—.08
-.09"

Expressive
Suppression

12**
16**

Acceptance
—. 14**
_ 12**

Reappraisal
_ 1 3 *k
—.14™

Distraction
-.05
-.05

Rumination

07
10"

Support

Search

Social
.02
01

Problem-Solving

_ 13**
—20"

Behavioral
Disengagement
—.06

—.06

a
.81
94

=569

05" p< 01N
Note. CCNES: Coping with Children’s Negative Emotions Scale, PBACE: Parents’ Beliefs about Children’s Emotions Questionnaire, ERC: Emotion Regulation Checklist, SDQ: Strengths and

Difficulties Questionnaire, DERS: Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale, DASS: Depression Anxiety Stress Scale

Table 6 (continued)

PACER

Stress

General Distress
p<

*
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supportive in emotional socialization) were associated with
an increase in the expressive suppression subscale of the
PACER. Parents with these beliefs support their children
not to show their emotions. There are adverse effects of
suppressed emotions on psychological problems (Brenning
et al., 2022; Compas et al., 2017), and the parents’ use of
suppression strategy with the contribution of such negative
beliefs might be a vulnerability factor for childhood psycho-
pathologies. This interaction affects the emotion recogni-
tion processes of the child negatively (Castro, Halberstadt,
Lozada, & Craig et al., 2015) because emotion recognition
is one of the risk factors for internalizing and externalizing
disorders (e.g., Castro et al., 2018; Dede et al., 2021; Jaffee,
2017).

As parents have more difficulties regulating their own
emotions, they tend to use more expressive suppression in
assisting their children. Thus, relationships among the PAC-
ER’s expressive suppression subscale and parents’ own emo-
tion regulation deficits and general psychological distress
(depression, anxiety, and stress symptoms) are prominent.
The associations between parents’ level of psychological
distress and increase in suppression, and decreases in prob-
lem-solving and reappraisal strategies require our attention.
Breaux et al. (2016) similarly demonstrated that mothers
who reported greater anxiety and depression, substance use,
and borderline personality symptoms were more likely to
exhibit non-supportive reactions in the emotional socializa-
tion process. These indicate that intergenerational transmis-
sion is possible for emotion regulation. The distal risk factors
for parental psychopathology may also disrupt the parental
assistance and eventually interfere with the child’s emotion
regulation which leads to emotional symptoms. This argu-
ment was supported by the finding of the relationship of
PACER’s factors with the target child’s emotion regulation
and psychopathology. In future studies, using the PACER in
cross-sectional and/or longitudinal designs investigating the
connections between emotion regulation and psychopathol-
ogy in parent-child interactions might strengthen our under-
standing of the intergenerational transmission of the subject.

One of the limitations of this study was that our sample
included mothers predominantly despite the large sample
size. This imbalance prevented us from analyzing the par-
ents separately. There is a need to replicate the findings in
samples with equal numbers of mothers and fathers. Sec-
ondly, most parents had a target child without any psychiatric
diagnosis. Comparing studies with clinical samples can pro-
vide more extensive information on the subject. Thirdly, the
online data collection method, although specifically stated,
may have led to the possibility that participants answered
the PACER for children other than the target child. Lastly,
we collected the data during the COVID-19 pandemic,
which should have increased some parents’ concerns and
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sensitivities and may have affected their answers. Although
our study generally supported the concurrent validity of
the Turkish version of the PACER, we could not utilize the
Emotion-Related Parenting Styles Self-Test (Hakim-Larson
et al., 2006), which had strong correlations with the PACER
in the original study (Cohodes et al., 2021), due to absence
of its Turkish version. Therefore, the PACER can be used
instead of the aforementioned scale for research in Turkey.

In conclusion, despite the limitations, our study was the
first one that investigated the psychometric properties of the
PACER in a different language. The large sample size of
this study and the balanced gender distribution of the target
child were the strengths of our study. With the confirmation
of the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the
PACER, researchers will have access to parental socializa-
tion and assistance measurement. Knowing the role of par-
ents in the children’s emotion regulation processes and how
it plays a role in the child’s socio-emotional development
and well-being will improve our theoretical understand-
ing and will also be beneficial for practitioners who take
preventive and interventive actions in the understanding
of the issue of child and adolescent mental health. Finally,
the findings in the Turkish context will contribute to inter-
national emotion regulation literature and allow for future
cross-cultural research.
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