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Abstract 

Expressive suppression is widely believed to be a maladaptive emotion regulation strategy due to 

its association with poor social functioning. Nonetheless, controlling when and how to express 

emotions is also the hallmark of competent emotion regulation. However, we do not have a clear 

understanding of how spontaneously-occurring expressive suppression use during social 

interactions impacts social functioning. Therefore, the current study tested three novel measures 

of situational expressive suppression as predictors of relationship quality. Adolescents (N = 184) 

and their mothers engaged in an emotional discussion in the lab. Adolescents’ expressive 

suppression was measured through self-report, observation, and an interaction between feelings 

and expression (i.e., high feelings and low expression indicating suppression), to predict 

mothers’ ratings of relationship closeness. The observation and interaction approaches predicted 

lower relationship quality. However, the self-report measures did not predict relationship quality, 

and there was minimal concordance among all novel measures. I discuss the possibility of 

expressive suppression being observable and possible future directions to further develop the 

novel measures to better capture expressive suppression.  

Keywords:  Expressive suppression, social functioning, relationship quality, naturalistic 

observation, measurement development  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Expressive suppression1 is the attempt to inhibit or conceal emotional expressions from 

others (Gross, Richards, & John, 2006). For example, one might choose to suppress their 

expression of anger during a conflict with a parent or sibling. Suppression serves to hide true 

feelings from other people and its functional use relies on the ability to effectively reduce 

emotional expressions to ensure that expression does not leak through. Moreover, using 

suppression flexibly in different contexts according to cultural display rules is indicative of 

adaptive socioemotional functioning (Butler, Lee, & Gross, 2007; Bonanno et al., 2004; Chen, 

Chen, & Bonanno, 2018; Soto et al., 2011), yet relying on suppression too frequently may be 

problematic (John & Gross, 2004; Westphal, Seivert, & Bonanno, 2010). Unfortunately we do 

not have a clear understanding of the distinction between harmful and beneficial suppression, nor 

do we understand how the spontaneous use of suppression functions in individuals’ daily lives. 

Furthermore, suppression is commonly used in interpersonal contexts, with at least one other 

person present (Gross & John, 2003). Therefore, the main objective of the current study was to 

use naturalistic observation to capture real-world, spontaneous suppression use during an 

interpersonal interaction.   

Regulating Emotions with Suppression 

Emotion regulation is the processes by which we monitor, evaluate, and modify 

emotional reactions (Thompson, 1994). Emotion regulation is an integral skill that helps us 

navigate the social world, hence, successful emotion regulation is mandatory for adaptive 

functioning (Gross, Richards, & John, 2006). Emotion regulation can be achieved through 

 
 

1 From this point forward, the term suppression refers to expressive suppression rather than any 
other form of suppression (e.g., thought suppression).  
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deploying a range of strategies, one of which is suppression. Suppression is a form of response-

focused emotion regulation as it manipulates the output (i.e., expression) of an emotion, 

specifically, attempting to inhibit or conceal emotional expressions from others (Gross, 1998; 

Gross, Richards, & John, 2006). Suppression serves as a functional means to conform to cultural 

norms and display rules, as not all emotional expressions are socially desirable (e.g., anger; Chen 

et al., 1997) and might motivate the use of suppression. Indeed, there is some evidence that 

suppression is associated with better psychosocial functioning (e.g., higher family and 

relationship quality; De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Le & Impett, 2013).  

On the other hand, suppression limits emotional expression and thus hinders emotional 

sharing with others. Emotional sharing enables the formation and maintenance of relationships 

by promoting closeness and harmony (Fischer & Manstead, 2008). Therefore, suppression is also 

associated with poor social functioning, specifically, less closeness with others, less social 

support, and less social satisfaction (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2018; Srivastava et al., 2009). 

Moreover, an overreliance on suppression is associated with other psychosocial impairments, 

such as cognitive (i.e., memory impairments) and psychological (i.e., anxiety and depressive 

symptoms) difficulties (Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 2010; Gross, 2002), indicating 

that an excessive use of suppression has a negative impact on psychosocial functioning.  

Taken together, these findings indicate a dual role for suppression, through associations 

with both better and worse psychosocial functioning. The key to differentiating those roles lies in 

critical moderators that situate each instance of suppression within emotional contexts. Because 

different contexts can demand different emotion regulation strategy choices (Sheppes et al., 

2011), it is likely that context-dependent deployment of suppression, rather than the total number 

of instances, can differentiate the functional from the dysfunctional. Thus, a moderate amount of 
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suppression, used in the appropriate contexts, may be beneficial for psychosocial functioning 

(Gross & Cassidy, 2019), whereas using suppression regardless of context may not (Kashdan & 

Rottenberg, 2010).  

One such context that is suggested to play a vital role in suppression is social context, as 

suppression is commonly used in interpersonal contexts (Gross & John, 2003). In fact, the 

motivation to suppress might be largely context-dependent, as people may be motivated to 

differentially suppress based on the people they are with. For example, you might be more 

motivated to suppress in front of strangers than family members. Next, we will consider the 

occurrence of suppression during social interactions, and how other people perceive suppressors.  

Suppression during Social Interactions 

Suppression is inherently social as it is deployed to conceal feelings from others. Thus, 

the perception of witnesses to suppression can provide further insight into its functional impact. 

In a study that used experimental instruction to elicit suppression during an interaction for one 

member of an unacquainted dyad, interaction partners rated suppressors as having less rapport, 

being less likeable, and that they were less willing to form a friendship with the suppressor 

(Butler et al., 2003). However, these studies used experimental instruction to capture 

suppression, rather than allowing it to naturally occur. In studies that tap a little more closely into 

spontaneous occurrences of suppression, peers reported that habitual suppressors were perceived 

as less likely to share their emotions with others, experience less closeness with others, and 

receive less social support (Gross & John, 2003; Srivastava et al., 2009). The current study will 

expand on this concept to capture naturally occurring instances of suppression during a social 

interaction, and consider how interaction partners perceive their relationship with the suppressor.   
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These results are paradoxical, however, as suppression, by definition, is the concealment 

of emotional expressions and thus should be undetectable to other people. Yet, interaction 

partners appear to be able to detect some aspect of suppression during social interactions. 

Suppressors feel and are perceived as being inauthentic, behaving in ways that are incongruent 

with their feelings, attitudes, and beliefs (Butler et al., 2003; Gross & John, 2003; John & Gross, 

2004). This suggests that there may be some detectable quality of suppression that reveals 

suppression attempts to other people, specifically that interaction partners are able to detect a 

discrepancy between feelings and expression. That is, attempts to suppress may sometimes be 

unsuccessful, or at least only partially successful, and thus detectable, rather than totally 

successful and thus undetectable. Importantly, this raises the possibility that suppression is 

observable, which is a primary impetus for the current study.  

Suppression in Adolescence 

Adolescence is characterized by emotional intensity amidst a surge of emotional 

challenges (Yurgelun-Todd, 2007; Zarrett & Eccles, 2006). In order to manage their turbulent 

emotional landscape, adolescents often rely on suppression more than other strategies 

(Zimmerman & Iwanski, 2014); however there are some individual differences in reliance on this 

strategy (De France & Hollenstein, 2017; Lougheed & Hollenstein, 2012) and, in general, boys 

are more suppressive than girls (Flynn et al., 2010). Although there is not a great deal of research 

on suppression in adolescence, there is evidence that an overreliance on this strategy is 

particularly problematic at this age, as suppression is associated with poor psychosocial 

functioning in adolescence and relying on this strategy might impact social skills while they are 

still in development (Gullone et al., 2010; Lougheed & Hollenstein, 2012; Verzeletti et al., 2016; 

Yurgelun-Todd, 2007; Zimmerman & Iwanski, 2014). Furthermore, the immature suppression 
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skills of adolescence may make the detection of suppression attempts more probable.  Therefore, 

to investigate naturally occurring and potentially observable instances of suppression, 

adolescents were the focus for the current study.   

Despite the limited amount of suppression research, we do have an understanding of 

emotion socialization at this age. Parents act as emotion socialization agents for adolescents 

through direct instruction on emotion labelling, emotion regulation, and display rules (Von 

Salisch, 2001; Zeman et al., 2006) and indirect instruction through social referencing, modelling 

(emotional displays and emotion regulation), and by providing an overall affective environment 

(Barrett & Campos, 1987). Peers also engage in the emotion socialization process throughout 

adolescence, acting primarily as a support system when adolescents experience negative 

emotions (Klimes-Dougan et al., 2014). Thus, adolescents possess the ability to control their 

emotions and possess an understanding of display rules, indicating that they understand the 

interpersonal consequences of specific emotion expressions (Gnepp & Hess, 1986; Zeman & 

Garber, 1996). Furthermore, adolescents report choosing to express certain emotions to specific 

people (Fuchs & Thelen, 1988; Zeman & Garber, 1996; Zeman & Shipman, 1997), indicating 

that they possess the ability to intentionally engage and disengage in suppression.  

Emotional dissemblance, the ability to dissemble external expression from internal 

feeling states (Rosenblum & Lewis, 2003), is present in childhood and becomes more 

sophisticated with age. Through the transition into adolescence, the choice to control emotions is 

closely linked to the management of interpersonal relationships (Saarni, 1999). While there is a 

clear motivation to learn emotional dissemblance (e.g., suppression) to ward off chastisement by 

peers (Von Salisch, 1991), reduce emotional turmoil, and elicit positive feedback (Saarni, 1999), 

these skills are still not yet fully developed in adolescence. Specifically, tenth graders report the 
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ability to control their words but not their facial expressions in some situations (Gnepp & Hess, 

1986). Moreover, adolescents might struggle with effective suppression implementation due to 

the high intensity of their emotions (Gross et al., 1997), altogether suggesting that this emotional 

competency has not fully developed at this stage. Additionally, adolescents might use 

suppression inflexibly (i.e., develop a reliance on the strategy rather than use it contingently) as it 

might be a relatively easy fallback strategy in the face of a high volume of emotional challenges 

(Zarrett & Eccles, 2006) or due to the misinterpretation of display rules. Thus, individual 

differences in adolescent suppression may be more detectable than at other ages and a useful 

indicator of socioemotional functioning.   

The Current Study  

The current study was designed to capture suppression during an interpersonal interaction 

between adolescents and their mothers in a naturalistic context. Participants engaged in a series 

of emotionally stimulating discussions, including a conflict discussion, in the lab. I chose 

mothers as interaction partners for adolescents because they are key emotion socialization agents 

for adolescents (Zeman et al., 2006), they regularly encounter emotional situations (i.e., 

conflicts) with their children (Laursen, Coy, & Collins, 1998) and are more open to and willing 

to discuss their emotions with their children than fathers are (Fivush et al., 2000).  

For this study, I developed three novel means of capturing of situational suppression: 

state self-reported, observed, and the feeling-expression interaction. For comparison to other 

suppression research, I also included one standard trait-level self-report measure of habitual (i.e., 

frequency of) suppression (see Table 1).   
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Table 1 

Study Measures of Suppression 

Measure Description 
(1) Trait Self-Reported Habitual frequency of attempts 
(2) State Self-Reported Momentary strategy use during discussion 
(3) Observed Frequency and intensity detected by trained observer 

during discussion 
(4) Negative F-E Interaction High negative feeling interacting with low negative 

expression 
(5) Approach F-E Interaction High approach-oriented negative feeling interacting with 

low approach-oriented expression 
(6) Withdrawal F-E Interaction High withdrawal-oriented negative feeling interacting with 

low withdrawal-oriented expression 
 

I included two self-reported measures of suppression, trait self-reported (1) and state self-

reported (2). Trait self-report represents habitual use of suppression and was included to assess 

convergence with the new measures (De France & Hollenstein, 2017). State self-report 

represents the adolescent’s momentary perception of suppression use during the lab task. I also 

included one observer-reported measure of suppression (3). Observed suppression represents 

other-perceived efforts to suppress expression during the lab task, similar to lab-based measures.   

Lastly, I included three versions of the final novel measure, the feeling-expression (F-E) 

interaction: negative F-E interaction (4), approach-oriented F-E interaction (5), and withdrawal-

oriented F-E interaction (6). The F-E interactions use the interaction between corresponding self-

reported feeling and observed expression variables to predict various outcome variables to 

represent the full conceptualization of suppression; participants feel the emotion but do not show 

it. This method relied on an observational coding system that captured overall negative 

emotional expression based on two subsets of negative emotional expressions: approach-oriented 

negative emotions and withdrawal-oriented negative emotions. Approach-oriented negative 

emotions consist of emotions such as anger and frustration that communicate boundaries and 
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assert independence but often result in tension and dominance (Greenberg & Johnson, 1990). 

Withdrawal-oriented negative emotions consist of emotions such as sadness and anxiety that 

result in withdrawal from a situation and communicate a need for support (Greenberg & Johnson, 

1990). The motivation to express or not express (i.e., suppress) an emotion may differ by 

emotion type as they are differentially experienced and accepted by others (e.g., anger being 

socially undesirable; Chen et al., 1997). Furthermore, social acceptance of emotions might 

impact the use of suppression for each emotion type (e.g., approach-oriented negative emotions 

such as anger might be suppressed more). Thus, in the present study I examined the suppression 

of negative emotions overall, as well as within each of the two emotion expression families.  

A second objective of this study was to ascertain individual differences in the social 

perception of adolescent suppression. Relationship quality was represented by two variables, 

mother-perceived relationship quality, captured on the trait-level, and observer-rated adolescent 

warmth, captured on the state-level. Mother-perceived relationship quality represents the overall 

assessment of a close relationship with their child, and adolescent warmth represents a 

momentary assessment of the suppressor interacting with a close partner. Both measures were 

included to capture relationship quality as perceived by a close relation (i.e., family member) and 

a third party observer. Additionally, I made the trait versus state distinction to parallel the trait 

versus state distinction of the suppression variables. The current study will address two research 

questions: 

Research Question 1: Do the novel measures capture situational suppression?  

1a. How do the novel measures of situational suppression compare to each other? This is 

an exploratory study; therefore, I made no specific predictions about the strength of the relations 
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among novel measures of situational suppression, however, I expected them to be at least 

somewhat related. 

1b. How do the novel measures of situational suppression compare to a standard measure 

of habitual suppression? I compared the novel measures to a measure of frequency of 

suppression attempts (trait self-reported suppression) to provide an index of traditional 

measurement techniques used to capture suppression. Previous research has shown that habitual 

and similar situational measures of suppression relate modestly (Peters et al., 2019); therefore, I 

hypothesized that these measures will be somewhat correlated.  

Research Question 2: How do the novel measures of suppression predict social functioning?  

Previous research has shown that suppression during a social interaction is associated 

with poor social functioning (Butler et al., 2003; John & Gross, 2003); therefore, I predicted that 

suppression will be associated with poor social functioning. However, it is possible that 

suppression is attempted more often with one type of emotion rather than another. Approach-

oriented negative emotions are often accompanied by physical aggression and negative verbal 

responses, often leaving social partners feeling mistreated, and suppressing these emotions is 

associated with better social functioning (e.g., experiencing less retaliation, stronger 

relationships; Wang, Northcraft, & Van Kleef, 2012; Tafrate, Kassinove, & Dundin, 2002). 

Withdrawal-oriented negative emotions are known to communicate vulnerability and an opening 

for intimacy, as well as prosocial intentions, and suppressing these emotions is associated with 

poor social functioning (e.g., less liking, helping, cooperation, and trust from others; Graham et 

al., 2008; Hackenbracht & Tamir, 2010; Feinberg, Willer. & Keltner, 2012). Therefore, I also 

hypothesized that suppressing approach-oriented negative emotions will be associated with better 
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social functioning, and suppressing withdrawal-oriented negative emotions will be associated 

with poorer social functioning. 
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Chapter 2: Method  

Participants  

Participants for this study included 186 typically-developing adolescents (47.3% female), 

11-12 years old (Mage = 11.92, SD = .55).  Participants were recruited from a university 

participant database maintained by child development researchers. Adolescents provided assent 

and mothers provided consent prior to participating in the study. Ethnic background of 

adolescents was reported as follows: White (72%), Asian (8.6%), Black (2.7%), and other 

(16.7%). Participants received $35 as compensation for their participation.  

Procedure  

Adolescents and their mothers attended laboratory sessions on a university campus. 

Participants sat in comfortable chairs next to each other in a room with obstructed video cameras, 

monitored from an adjacent room by one of two research assistants. The other research assistant 

led the participants through the study. Participants began study sessions by reading a letter of 

information and providing informed consent.  

Participants then completed a series of online questionnaires that included habitual 

emotion regulation, relationship quality, and a short questionnaire to determine the topics for the 

conflict discussion. Next, the research assistant applied physiological response sensors to both 

participants. The sensors measured respiration, heart rate, and galvanic skin response, none of 

which were used for the present study. Participants then completed a baseline task that involved 

them silently watching a neutral video clip about nature. 

Then, the participants engaged in a series of 4-minute discussions about emotional topics 

that alternated in valence in an A-B-A design (positive-conflict-positive). For the purposes of this 

study, I will consider discussion 2. Discussion 2 was a discussion of the most intense conflicts 
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they identified on the questionnaires. Participants were given two conflict topics and instructed 

to discuss the second if they concluded the first. Adolescents received the prompt “Talk about the 

[conflicts] below. Talk about how you have felt about the issues in the past, feel about the issues 

now, and feel your mother handles the issues.” After the discussion, participants filled out 

questionnaires about emotional experience and emotion regulation strategy use during the 

discussion. At the end of the study session, the research assistant debriefed the participants and 

gave them the compensation for their time. Study sessions took approximately 2 hours.  

Measures  

Trait-Level Questionnaires  

Trait Self-Reported Suppression. The Regulation of Emotion Systems Survey (RESS; 

De France & Hollenstein, 2017) is a 24-item self-report scale that captures trait-level emotion 

regulation strategy use. Participants reported how they respond right away to negative emotions 

(e.g., anger, anxiety, and sadness) as they arise on a 5-point scale that ranges from (1) never to 

(5) always. Trait self-reported suppression was measured through the RESS suppression 

subscale; four items such as “acting like I was not upset” and “making sure no one could tell 

what I was feeling”. Trait self-reported suppression was the mean score on the RESS suppression 

subscale. This measure showed good reliability in the adolescent (α = .88) sample of this study. 

Mother-Perceived Relationship Quality. The Parent-Adolescent Relationship (PAR; 

Beazer, 1998) is a 9-item self-report questionnaire that captures relationship strength with one’s 

children. Mothers rated items, such as “how considerate are you and your child of each other’s 

feelings”, on a seven-point scale from (1) not at all to (7) very much. Relationship quality was 

the mean of all items on this questionnaire; higher scores indicate higher relationship quality 

between the mother and their child. The PAR showed good reliability in this sample (α = .83). 
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Issues Checklist. The Issues Checklist (IC; adapted from Robin & Weiss, 1980) is a 21-

item self-report questionnaire that captures frequent argument topics between parents and their 

children. The IC was used in the current study to determine the topic of the conflict discussion. 

Participants identified whether they and their mother/child have ever argued about 20 conflict 

topics, such as “how to spend free time”, “fighting with brothers and sisters”, and “making a 

mess or not cleaning up”. If participants selected “YES”, they rated how upset they feel about the 

conflict topic right now on a five-point scale from (1) not at all upset to (5) very upset. 

Participants also rated their top three most upsetting conflict topics that they are currently upset 

about right now, 1 being the most upsetting, 2 being the second most upsetting, and 3 being the 

third most upsetting. The topics of the conflict discussions were chosen based on the 

concordance between mother and adolescent ratings, considering their top three rankings and 

conflict topic severity. The most common conflict topic was “using cellphone or screen time” for 

adolescents (N = 133), and parents (N = 178). Number of conflict topics participants reported 

that they had argued about ranged from 0 to 18 for adolescents (M = 7.84, SD = 3.81), and 0 to 

18 for mothers (M = 10.20, SD = 3.25). Average conflict topic severity ranged from 1 to 5 for 

adolescents (M = 1.98, SD = .89) and 1 to 3.25 for mothers (M = 1.63, SD = .61).  

State-Level Questionnaires  

Self-Reported Emotion Experience. Participants reported which emotions they felt and 

how intensely they felt them during each discussion. Participants reported how much they felt 10 

different emotions (e.g., angry, happy) on a 5-point scale that ranged from (1) very slightly or not 

at all to (5) extremely. This measure was used to create 3 variables: 
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Overall Negative Feeling. Overall negative feeling was the mean of the five negative 

emotion items from the emotion experience questionnaire: angry, sad, annoyed/frustrated, 

nervous, and embarrassed. Higher scores indicated more overall negative feeling (α = .77).     

Withdrawal-Oriented Negative Feeling. Withdrawal-oriented negative feeling was the 

mean of three withdrawal-oriented negative emotion items from the emotion experience 

questionnaire: sad, nervous, and embarrassed. Higher scores indicated more withdrawal-oriented 

negative feeling (α = .75). 

 Approach-Oriented Negative Feeling. Approach-oriented negative feeling was the mean 

of two approach-oriented negative emotion items from the emotion experience questionnaire: 

angry and annoyed/frustrated. Higher scores indicated more approach-oriented negative feeling 

(α = .86).     

 State Self-Reported Suppression. Participants reported emotion regulation strategy use 

during each discussion. Participants reported how frequently they used six emotion regulation 

strategies, suppression, cognitive reappraisal, expressive engagement, rumination, distraction, 

and relaxation, in response to their emotions during each discussion. Each strategy was measured 

through one item rated on a 5-point scale from (1) never to (5) always. Suppression was 

measured as “acted like I was not upset”. State self-reported suppression was the participant’s 

score on this item; higher scores indicate greater use of suppression during the discussion.  

Observation-Based Measures 

A team of trained coders reported on the following measures. Coders were trained with 

acceptable inter-rater reliability; until they reached a minimum Kappa of .65, 75% agreement on 

frequency-sequence-based reliability, and 80% duration-sequence-based reliability. Once 

reliable, each coder was randomly assigned videos to code. Reliability analyses were conducted 
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weekly throughout the coding process on 20% of participant videos to ensure this standard was 

maintained. 

Observed Suppression. The team of trained coders rated participant’s suppression 

intensity and frequency after watching a video recording of each discussion. Suppression 

intensity was reported as “to what degree of intensity was the adolescent suppressing during the 

discussion”, rated on a 4-point scale from (0) none to (3) high (obvious and effortful). Observed 

suppression intensity during each discussion was the score on this item; higher scores indicated 

more intense suppression use. Suppression frequency was reported as “how frequently did the 

adolescent suppress during the discussion”, rated on a 4-point scale from (0) never to (3) very 

frequently (over half the time). Observed suppression frequency during each discussion was the 

score on this item; higher scores indicated more intense suppression use. Observed suppression 

was calculated as the combined mean score on both observed suppression intensity and observed 

suppression frequency. 

Adolescent Warmth. The team of trained coders rated adolescent’s level of warmth after 

watching a video recording of each discussion. Cold was defined as quality of showing distance, 

minimal affect, and being unsympathetic, and warm was defined as quality of showing intimacy, 

affection, and sympathy. Coders rated adolescent cold/warmth on a 5-point scale from (1) very 

cold to (5) very warm. Adolescent warmth during each discussion was the score on this item; 

higher scores indicated more warmth.   

Observational Coding of Expression. The team of trained coders used The Specific 

Affect Coding System 5-code version (SPAFF-5; Tighe, Lougheed, & Hollenstein, 2018; adapted 

from Gottman et al., 1996) to capture participant’s facial affect while watching a video recording 

of each discussion. The SPAFF-5 code separates expression into five emotion domains: high 
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positive affect, low positive affect, neutral affect, internalizing negative affect, and externalizing 

negative affect. Verbal and non-verbal cues were coded as present or absent in real-time. The 

high positive affect domain includes cues such as “laughter/smiling” and the low positive affect 

domain includes cues such as “validation”. The neutral affect domain includes cues such as 

“information exchange”. The internalizing negative affect domain includes cues such as 

“nervous laughter”, and the externalizing negative affect domain includes cues such as “raised 

voice”. This measure was used to create 3 variables: 

Overall Negative Expression. Overall negative expression was the duration expressing 

negative affect, the internalizing negative affect and externalizing negative affect domains 

combined. Higher scores indicated longer duration of negative emotion expression.  

Withdrawal-Oriented Negative Expression. Withdrawal-oriented negative expression was 

the duration expressing internalizing negative affect; higher scores indicated longer duration of 

withdrawal-oriented negative emotion expression.  

Approach-Oriented Negative Expression. Approach-oriented negative expression was the 

duration expressing externalizing negative affect; higher scores indicated longer duration of 

approach-oriented negative emotion expression. 

Feeling-Expression Interactions. The feeling-expression interactions combined self-

reported and observed measures to create a novel measure of suppression. There are three 

different feeling-expression interactions: the negative F-E interaction, the approach F-E 

interaction, and the withdrawal F-E interaction (see Table 1). The feeling-expression interactions 

were analyzed through a series of regressions, with the interaction between corresponding self-

reported feeling and observed expression predicting the outcome variables.  
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Data Reduction 

Over half of the sample (57%) did not express any negative emotions during the 

discussion. Therefore, overall negative expression, and its components, approach-oriented 

negative expression and withdrawal-oriented negative expression were converted into binary 

variables, with 0 representing that a participant did not express any negative emotions, and 1 

representing that a participant did express negative emotions. Using dummy-coded variable 

suited the regression approach I used for the analyses of the feeling-expression interactions.  
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Chapter 3: Results 

Descriptive statistics of all variables can be found in Table 2. All analyses were run using 

SPSS software and all regressions were run using PROCESS for SPSS (Hayes, 2018). I tested 

gender differences in all 10 variables and found only one significant difference in withdrawal 

expression, therefore, gender was not considered in later analyses (see Appendix A) 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables  

  Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis 
Trait  2.38 .98 1 5 .58(.18) -.28(.36) 
State  2.01 1.25 1 5 1.11(.18) .17(.36) 
Observed  1.33 .66 1 4 2.01(.18) 3.51(.36) 
InteractionN Feeling 1.62 .70 1 4 1.35(.18) 1.41(.36) 
 Expression .43 .50 0 1 .29(.18) -1.94(.36) 
InteractionA Feeling 1.65 .93 1 5 1.79(.18) 3.32(.36) 
 Expression .26 .44 0 1 1.08(.18) -.84(.36) 
InteractionW Feeling 1.59 .77 1 4.33 1.60(.18) 2.24(.36) 
 Expression .25 .43 0 1 1.18(.18) -.61(.36) 
PAR  5.87 .76 3.33 7 -.94(.18) .94(.36) 
A Warm  3.91 .95 1 5 -.74(.18) .06(.36) 

 
Note: Trait represents Trait Self-Reported Suppression, State represents State Self-Reported 
Suppression, and Observed represents Observed Suppression. InteractionN represents the 
Negative F-E Interaction components, overall negative feeling and expression. InteractionA 
represents the Approach F-E Interaction components, approach-oriented negative feeling and 
expression. InteractionW represents the Withdrawal F-E Interaction components, withdrawal-
oriented negative feeling and expression. PAR represents Mother-Perceived Relationship 
Quality, A Warm represents Adolescent Warmth. 
 

First, I ran correlations between state self-reported, observed, and trait self-reported 

suppression (see Table 3). As expected, the state self-reported amount of suppression was 

positively correlated with reports of habitual use of suppression. However, the observer’s ratings 

were not associated with either trait or state self-report. 
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Table 3 

Self-Reported and Observed Suppression Variable Correlations and Means 

 Trait Self-Reported 
Suppression  

State Self-Reported 
Suppression 

Observed 
Suppression 

Trait Self-Reported 
Suppression 

—   

State Self-Reported 
Suppression 

.28** —  

Observed 
Suppression 

-.01 .04 — 

Mean 2.38 2.01 1.33 
SD .98 1.25 .66 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
 

Next, I ran regression analyses with the three feeling-expression interactions predicting 

the three other suppression variables. First I tested the negative feeling-expression interaction 

(see Table 4). While the interaction did not predict any of the other suppression variables 

contrary to predictions, the main effect of negative feeling positively predicted trait self-reported 

suppression. Similarly, the main effect of negative feeling and negative expression positively 

predicted observed suppression. 

Table 4 

Negative F-E Interaction Suppression Variable Regressions 

DV Feeling Expression Interaction Model 

 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 
Trait  .27(.10)** .03(.15) -.07(.21) .04 

State  .24(.13) .23(.19) .35(.27) .04 

Observed .21(.07)** .26(.09)** .23(.13) .12*** 

Note: Feeling represents Overall Negative Feeling, Expression represents Overall Negative 
Expression, Interaction represents the Negative F-E Interaction. Trait represents Trait Self-
Reported Suppression, State represents State Self-Reported Suppression, and Observed 
represents Observed Suppression. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Next, I tested the emotion-specific F-E interactions (see Table 5). The approach F-E 

interaction significantly predicted observed suppression, such that with greater feeling, 

expression was associated with greater observed suppression, contrary to predictions (Figure 1). 

However, neither of the individual feeling-suppression slopes were significant. Additionally, 

approach feeling positively predicted trait self-reported suppression. The withdrawal F-E 

interaction did not significantly predict any of the other suppression measures, contrary to 

predictions. However, the withdrawal feeling main effect positively predicted trait self-reported 

suppression and the main effects of withdrawal feeling and withdrawal expression positively 

predicted observed suppression.   

Table 5 

Specific Emotion F-E Interaction Suppression Variable Regressions 

DV Approach F-E Interaction Withdrawal F-E Interaction 

 FeelingA ExpressionA InteractionA Model FeelingW ExpressionW InteractionW Model 

 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 
Trait  .21(.08)* -.03(.17) -.19(.16) .03 .21(.09)* .04(.17) .07(.22) .03 

State  .09(.11) .05(.22) .18(.21) .01 .23(.12) .27(.22) .28(.28) .04 

Observed .10(.05) .15(.11) .35(.10)*** .14*** .14(.06)* .26(.11)* -.11(.15) .06* 

Note: FeelingA and FeelingW represents Approach-Oriented Negative Feeling and Withdrawal-
Oriented Negative Feeling, respectively. ExpressionA and ExpressionW represents Approach-
Oriented Negative Expression and Withdrawal-Oriented Negative Expression, respectively. 
InteractionA and InteractionW represents the Approach F-E Interaction and Withdrawal F-E 
Interaction, respectively. Trait represents Trait Self-Reported Suppression, State represents State 
Self-Reported Suppression, and Observed represents Observed Suppression. ***p < .001, **p 
< .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 1: Approach F-E Interaction Predicting Observed Suppression 

 

Figure 1. High Feeling represents 1 standard deviation above the mean on Approach-Oriented 
Negative Feeling and Low Feeling represents 1 standard deviation below the mean on Approach-
Oriented Negative Feeling.  
 
 Next, to address the second research question, I ran regression analyses using trait self-

reported, state self-reported, and observed suppression to predict relationship quality (see Table 

6). Observed suppression negatively predicted adolescent warmth, as predicted, however, neither 

of the self-reported measures predicted relationship quality.   
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Table 6 

Self-Reported and Observed Suppression Regressions  

DV Trait Self-Reported 
Suppression 

State Self-Reported 
Suppression 

Observed Suppression 

 b(SE) beta R2 b(SE) beta R2 b(SE) beta R2 
PAR -.06(.06) -.07 .01 -.04(.05) -.07 .00 -.16(.09) -.14 .02 
A Warm -.08(.07) -.08 .01 -.03(.06) -.03 .00 -.31(.11)** -.22 .05 

Note: PAR represents Mother-Perceived Relationship Quality, A Warm represents Adolescent 
Warmth. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
 

Finally, I ran regression analyses with the three F-E interactions predicting relationship 

quality. First, I tested the negative F-E interaction (see Table 7). The negative F-E interaction 

significantly predicted adolescent warmth, such that with greater negative feeling, negative 

expression was associated with lower adolescent warmth, contrary to predictions (Figure 2). At 

no expression, the feeling-warmth slope was not significant, b = .11, t = .86, p = .39. However, at 

expression, the feeling-warmth slope was significant, b = -.50, t = -3.55, p < .001. Additionally, 

negative expression negatively predicted adolescent warmth.  

Table 7 

Negative F-E Interaction Relationship Quality Regressions 

DV Feeling Expression Interaction Model 

 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 
PAR -.02(.08) -.15(.11) -.05(.16) .01 

A Warm -.13(.10) -.34(.14)* -.61(.19)** .10*** 

Note: Feeling represents Overall Negative Feeling, Expression represents Overall Negative 
Expression, Interaction represents the Negative F-E Interaction. PAR represents Mother-
Perceived Relationship Quality, A Warm represents Adolescent Warmth.  ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p 
< .05.  
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Figure 2: Negative F-E Interaction Predicting Adolescent Warmth 

 

Figure 2. High Feeling represents 2 standard deviations above the mean on Overall Negative 
Feeling and Low Feeling represents 2 standard deviations below the mean on Overall Negative 
Feeling. 
 

Next, I tested the emotion-specific F-E interactions (see Table 8). The approach F-E 

interaction significantly predicted adolescent warmth, such that with greater approach feeling, 

approach expression was associated with lower adolescent warmth, contrary to predictions 

(Figure 3). At no expression, the feeling-warmth slope was not significant, b = -.07, t = -.73, p 

= .47. However, at expression, the feeling-warmth slope was significant, b = -.53, t =-4.79, p 

<.001. Additionally, the main effect of approach feeling negatively predicted adolescent warmth. 

See Table 9 for a summary of the study results.    
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Table 8 

Specific Emotion F-E Interaction Relationship Quality Regressions 

 Approach F-E Interaction Withdrawal F-E Interaction 

 FeelingA ExpressionA InteractionA Model FeelingW ExpressionW InteractionW Model 

 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) R2 
PAR -.02(.07) -.01(.13) -.08(.12) .00 .01(.07) -.18(.13) -.03(.17) .01 

A 
Warm 

-.18(.08)* -.17(.16) -.46(.15)** .13*** .03(.09) -.32(.17) -.24(.22) .03 

Note: FeelingA and FeelingW represents Approach-Oriented Negative Feeling and Withdrawal-
Oriented Negative Feeling, respectively. ExpressionA and ExpressionW represents Approach-
Oriented Negative Expression and Withdrawal-Oriented Negative Expression, respectively. 
InteractionA and InteractionW represents the Approach F-E Interaction and Withdrawal F-E 
Interaction, respectively. PAR represents Mother-Perceived Relationship Quality, A Warm 
represents Adolescent Warmth. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 3: Approach F-E Interaction Predicting Adolescent Warmth 

 

Figure 3. High Feeling represents 2 standard deviations above the mean on Approach-Oriented 
Negative Feeling and Low Feeling represents 2 standard deviations below the mean on 
Approach-Oriented Negative Feeling.   
 

Table 9 

Summary of Study Results  

 Trait State Observed InteractionN InteractionA InteractionW 
 r r r b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) 
Trait —   -.07(.21) -.19(.16) .07(.22) 
State .28** —  .35(.27) .18(.21) .28(.28) 
Observed -.01 .04 — .23(.13) .35(.10)*** -.11(.15) 
 b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) b(SE) 
PAR -.06(.06) -.04(.05) -.16(.09) -.05(.16) -.08(.12) -.03(.17) 
A Warm -.08(.07) -.03(.06) -.31(.11)** -.61(.19)** -.46(.15)** -.24(.22) 

 
Note: Trait represents Trait Self-Reported Suppression, State represents State Self-Reported 
Suppression, and Observed represents Observed Suppression. InteractionN represents the 
Negative F-E Interaction, InteractionA represents the Approach F-E Interaction, and InteractionW 
represents the Withdrawal F-E Interaction. PAR represents Mother-Perceived Relationship 
Quality, A Warm represents Adolescent Warmth. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Chapter 4: Discussion 

The objective of the current study was to test novel measures of suppression in relation to 

each other and as predictors of a key indicator of social functioning, relationship quality. I found 

little agreement between measures and some associations with relationship quality. These 

associations appeared to be specific to measures that used an observation-based approach and 

several were contrary to predictions. Generally, this suggests that suppression may be detectable 

by a third party observer, specifically that it might be easier for a third party observer to detect 

suppression, but that there may be conflations with greater expression of negative emotions.  

Novel Measures 

As expected, state and trait reports on suppression were positively associated. These 

results are unsurprising, as the state self-report measure was adapted from the trait self-report 

measure. As such, these results might suggest that there is some shared variance in these 

measures, and participants tend to report more (or less) state- and trait-level suppression together. 

Additionally, these results suggest that state- and trait-level perceptions of one’s suppression use 

are at least somewhat consistent. However, the correlation was relatively weak. The trait self-

report measure captures all circumstances in which one might use suppression, and the lab 

discussion task is just one such circumstance. Therefore, for some, the lab task might not have 

warranted suppression use, but for others, this might have been one of the few times that 

suppression was warranted. This might explain the weak correlation between trait and state self-

reported suppression. 

Unexpectedly, neither self-report measure was associated with observed suppression. 

Self-perceptions are often different from other people’s perceptions (John & Robins, 1994), and 

this effect might be more pronounced with a third party observer perceiving adolescent 



  

 27 

behaviour. Furthermore, the coding team was completely unfamiliar with the study participants, 

and might have limited exposure to this demographic, and thus, could be even more likely to 

misinterpret expressive behaviour in this sample. Alternatively, these results might suggest that 

the self-reported and observed measures are picking up different aspects of suppression. 

Suppression is a complex emotional skill, and one that many find difficult to master (Gross & 

John, 2003; Gross & Levenson, 1997). Therefore, there might be a range at which one can 

suppress their emotions, from total expression to partial suppression to total suppression. Partial 

suppression might represent suppression attempts in which some of the expression leaks through 

and reveals the true emotion to the observer. Total suppression, on the other hand, might 

represent suppression attempts in which none of the expression leaks through and there is no 

observable evidence of the suppression attempt. In this case, third party observers might be 

unable to detect total suppression, and are instead only detecting partial suppression. 

Furthermore, this suggests that some of the adolescents in this sample are skilled suppressors, as 

they are using total suppression to control their emotions. As such, this measure of observed 

suppression might represent an index of suppression success, as detectable suppression can be 

interpreted as unsuccessful according to hedonic goals (i.e., decrease of negative affect, increase 

of positive affect; Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012). Additionally, these results could also indicate 

that participants in this study were not using suppression at all. Previous research has indicated 

that situational suppression is used more often with high intensity emotions (Lennarz et al., 

2019). Therefore, the lab discussion task used in this study might not have been intense enough 

to warrant suppression.  

The F-E interactions showed no association with the state or trait self-reported measures 

of suppression, but the approach F-E interaction did predict observed suppression. The F-E 
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interactions combine self-reported feeling and observed expression. These results are surprising, 

as they indicate an association with coder observed measures of suppression, but not other self-

reported measures of suppression. The coding team is trained to achieve concordance between 

their reports, and, for some measures (e.g., observational coding of expression), the reports from 

the rest of the team. Therefore, this might suggest a shared variance between coder-reports that 

washes out any shared variance between self-reports.  

The direction of the approach F-E interaction was contrary to predictions; when 

participants expressed and felt approach-oriented negative emotions, observed suppression was 

higher. I predicted the opposite would be the case; when a participant did not express any 

emotion, but felt negative emotion, it would be associated with more suppression. The 

dichotomous observed expression variable in the F-E interaction included high and low 

expression in the same category. Therefore, subtle expressions, or expression leaking through 

during a suppression attempt, would be coded as expression. These results further support the 

proposal that the observed suppression measure was capturing partial suppression, rather than 

total suppression. Additionally, these results could suggest that suppression gets more difficult to 

implement effectively as emotion intensity increases (Colasante et al., in press; Flett et al., 1996; 

Sheppes & Gross, 2012). Therefore, emotion expression is more likely to leak through when 

suppression is being used to manage highly intense emotions. Finally, taken together, these 

results also indicate that the simple low expression and high feeling combination is too coarse of 

a measure and that spontaneously-occurring suppression happens in more subtle or myriad ways.  

Neither the overall negative nor the withdrawal F-E interactions predicted any of the 

suppression measures, suggesting emotion specificity in the situational measurement of 

suppression. Approach-oriented emotions typically involve more explicit expressions (e.g., 
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raised voice), whereas withdrawal-oriented emotions often involve more subtle expressions (e.g., 

avoiding eye contact; De France et al., 2017). Therefore, the lack of association with the overall 

negative and the withdrawal F-E interactions might stem from approach-oriented emotions being 

more easily detected by a third-party observer.  

Is Suppression Related to Lower Closeness and Warmth? 

 Observed suppression was associated with less adolescent warmth, but it was not 

associated with mother-perceived relationship quality. Additionally, the self-reported measures 

(state and trait) did not predict either relationship quality variable. A majority of the current 

suppression literature relies on trait-level self-reported measures of suppression as predictors of 

social functioning, and these studies often find that suppression predicts lower relationship 

quality (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2018; Srivastava et al., 2009). The current study does not replicate 

these findings, and instead suggests that state-level measures of suppression use provide insight 

into this relationship. Detectable suppression, not personal perceptions about suppression, is 

associated with showing more coldness during social interactions. These results are consistent 

with previous studies which indicate that suppressors are perceived as being colder towards the 

people they interact with (Butler et al., 2003; Gross & John, 2003). This could offer an 

alternative to the previously proposed inauthenticity link between suppression and poor social 

functioning (Gross & John, 2003). Suppressors might be perceived as cold, rather than 

inauthentic, leading to poor social interactions and relationship quality. Additionally, these results 

further highlight the shared variance in coder reports, as we are continuing to see convergence of 

findings.  

 Two of the F-E interactions, negative and approach, significantly predicted adolescent 

warmth, in the same direction. For those who expressed negative emotions, more feeling was 



  

 30 

associated with less warmth, and for those who did not express negative emotions, more feeling 

was associated with more warmth, contrary to predictions. Additionally, the expression slope was 

significant for both F-E interactions, indicating that feeling intense negative emotions was 

associated with being perceived as less warm, particularly for those who chose to express their 

negative emotions. Emotions are the convergence of physiology, expression, and cognition, and 

this might not be as common as we expect in the real world (Butler, Gross, & Barnard, 2014; 

Hollenstein & Lanteigne, 2014). Therefore, those with the highest concordance of negative 

feeling and expression showed the effects of lower warmth. On the other hand, suppression is the 

lack of convergence between physiology, expression, and cognition, and these results indicate 

that those who lacked concordance between feeling and expression (i.e., those who did not 

express negative emotions but felt negative emotions) showed more warmth. This supports the 

proposal that some of the adolescents in this sample were, in general, successful suppressors, as 

they were skilled enough to appear as warm as those who did not feel intense negative emotions.  

 None of the novel suppression measures predicted mother-perceived relationship quality, 

which could indicate that adolescent suppression does not affect maternal perceptions of their 

relationship with their child. The coding team is not objective, and these measures might have 

been picking up how much the coders value or expect expressions of emotion. Likewise, these 

measures might have been detecting how much mothers value or expect expressions. Mothers 

share the same expressive culture as their child and likely have the same values and expectations 

about expression (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1997; Saarni, 1979; Von Salisch, 2001). As such, 

an adolescent might be a habitual suppressor and their mother could be used to seeing them 

suppress. Therefore, suppression attempts in the lab will not be perceived as having an effect on 

relationship quality. Furthermore, a mother might not value negative emotional expression, and 
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might even encourage her children to suppress. In these cases, mothers would consider instances 

of suppression acceptable and they would not perceive that suppression would affect the quality 

of their relationship. Further research is warranted to clarify this relationship. For example, 

mother’s habitual suppression use, captured through the RESS (De France & Hollenstein 2017), 

could be used a potential moderator of the relationship between suppression use and relationship 

quality, as previous research has indicated that maternal suppression use predicts adolescent 

suppression use (Bariola, Hughes, & Gullone, 2012; Silva, Freire, & Faria, 2018). Additionally, 

capturing mothers’ perceptions of adolescent habitual and situational suppression use would 

provide further insight into this relationship.    

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study used an adolescent sample, therefore, the results are only generalizable to this 

demographic. Additionally, there were some methodological limitations to this study, however, it 

is important to note that this study used extant data. First, participants were asked to recall how 

they felt overall during the discussion, and were unable to report in the moment on specific 

emotional events. Perhaps the overall rating of emotional experience would differ from a 

moment-to-moment rating of emotional experience, and a high intensity moment might be 

watered out by an overall low intensity experience. Therefore, it would be valuable to use video-

mediated-recall (Callan & Noller, 1986; Gottman & Levenson, 1985; Sanders & Dadds, 1992; 

Welsh & Dickson, 2005) to capture self-reported ratings of momentary experiences of negative 

emotions. This would allow the measurement of suppression to be more dynamic, as this could 

capture specific instances of suppression, perhaps when suppression might be most warranted 

(i.e., after hearing an accusation from their mother). Next, there was no assessment of how well 

the adolescent and their mother were getting along before coming into the lab, as this might 
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influence how they would interact during the discussion task. Finally, there is a possibility that 

the situation in which I measured suppression does not warrant it. It could be that the dyad or the 

task itself did not create a situation in which one would feel the need to suppress. Previous 

research has used familiar peers or strangers during interaction-based suppression measurement 

(Butler et al., 2003; Gross & John, 2003). Perhaps the participants did not feel the need to 

suppress their emotions around their mother, but would’ve felt the need to suppress around their 

friend(s) or sibling(s). Similarly, perhaps a conflict discussion does not warrant suppression, but 

something more spontaneous or that had a specific challenge for the primary participant (e.g., a 

spontaneous speech) would warrant suppression. Furthermore, perhaps the emotional intensity of 

the task was too low to warrant suppression, as there is some evidence that suppression is used 

more with high intensity emotions (Lennarz et al., 2019). Therefore, it would be valuable to 

repeat this study using a higher-intensity task, such as the spontaneous speech task, which asks 

participants to deliver 5-minute a speech of their choice without preparation in front of a 

stranger. This would ensure a sufficient emotional intensity to warrant spontaneously-occurring 

suppression use.    

Conclusions  

Suppression is an important social skill, as it represents adherence to social norms and 

display rules (Soto et al., 2011). Unfortunately, suppression is widely believed to be maladaptive, 

as it is often found to be associated with poor social functioning (Butler et al., 2003; Chervonsky 

& Hunt, 2018; Gross & John, 2003; Srivastava et al., 2009). However, most of our understanding 

comes from trait-level reports of suppression and experimental instructions to evoke suppression. 

The current study suggests that there is value in leveraging feeling and expression to capture 

situational suppression, as there is some evidence that suppression is detectable and it is being 
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used during dynamic interactions. This allows suppression to be captured as it would occur in the 

real world. However, this measure in its current form, is incomplete. Further research and further 

development of the F-E interaction is warranted, as this could become a reliable measure for 

capturing spontaneously-occurring situational suppression. Continuing the observation-based 

approach but selecting a different dyad and task might allow better detection of suppression 

while it is happening, and the novel measures of suppression might become more effective. 

Additionally, this would grant new insight into the relationship between suppression and social 

functioning. For example, the spontaneous speech task might allow better detection of 

suppression, as this would likely evoke more intense negative emotions. Similarly, this task can 

be completed in front of different observers, such as strangers, family members, and friends, to 

determine around whom people are more likely to suppress. Finally, the type of emotion that is 

evoked by the task (e.g., shame) can be altered to expand on the concept of emotion specificity in 

suppression. Altogether, the novel measures used in this study represent a promising approach 

that needs to be refined and fleshed out. 

In conclusion, research on suppression has been limited in scope, especially relative to 

other emotion regulation strategies (Ford, Karnilowicz, & Mauss, 2017; Ford & Troy, 2019; 

McRae, Ciesielski, & Gross, 2012; Sheppes, 2014). Several fundamental questions as to its form 

and function remain conspicuously unanswered. For whom do we suppress and who do we most 

often suppress around? Do we suppress to protect ourselves, or to protect other people? Do we 

suppress more in front of family members or in front of friends? Does this depend on the 

antecedent of the emotion or the type of emotion expressed? Addressing these gaps using novel 

techniques to capture suppression will further contribute to our understanding of a ubiquitous 

social skill. 
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Appendix A 

Summary of Gender Differences 

Gender Differences in Suppression and Feeling  

  Male Female 

 
t M  SD  M  SD  

Trait  
-1.35 2.29 .91 2.49 1.06 

State  
-.72 1.95 1.25 2.08 1.25 

Observed 
-1.16 1.28 .61 1.39 .70 

FeelingN 
-.16 1.61 .70 1.63 .70 

FeelingA 
.29 1.67 .94 1.63 .93 

FeelingW 
-.55 1.56 .75 1.63 .80 

Note: Trait represents Trait Self-Reported Suppression, State represents State Self-Reported 
Suppression, and Observed represents Observed Suppression. FeelingN, FeelingA, and FeelingW 
represent Overall Negative Feeling, Approach-Oriented Negative Feeling, and Withdrawal-
Oriented Negative Feeling, respectively. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
 
Gender Differences in Expression 

  Male Female 
 x2 Duration(0) Duration(1) Duration(0) Duration(1) 
ExpressionN 3.24 50.5% 49.5% 63.6% 36.4% 
ExpressionA .59 71.1% 28.9% 76.1% 23.9% 
ExpressionW 7.21** 67% 33% 84.1% 15.9% 

Note: ExpressionN, ExpressionA, and ExpressionW represent Overall Negative Expression, 
Appraoch-Oriented Negative Expression, and Withdrawal-Oriented Negative Expression, 
respectively. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Appendix B 

Trait Self-Reported Suppression 

RESS 

Please indicate how you respond right away to negative emotions as they arise. Do not choose your 
answers based on what you think you should do or wish you do. Instead, choose your answers thoughtfully, and 
make your answers about what you actually do. Please answer every item. There are no “right” and “wrong” 
answers, so choose the most accurate answer for YOU – not what you think “most people” would say or do. For 
each statement below, please circle the appropriate number to indicate how frequently you did the following 
things in response to feeling a negative emotion, such as anger, sadness, or stress.  

 
At the time I experience a negative emotion, I usually respond to it right away by… 

 
                                                                                   Never       Some     Half of    Most of    Always       

                                                                                                                times     the time   the time 
 

1. Thinking repeatedly about what was bothering me    1               2              3              4             5 
2. Using facial expressions to show that I was upset      1               2              3              4             5 
3. Thinking of other ways to interpret the situation    1               2              3              4             5 
4. Acting like I was not upset       1               2              3              4             5  
5. Vocalizing how I was feeling      1               2              3              4             5 
6. Focusing on slowing my heart rate and breathing    1               2              3              4             5 
7. Immediately working on something to keep myself busy    1               2              3              4             5 
8. Continually thinking about what was bothering me    1               2              3              4             5 
9. Making sure no one could tell what I was feeling   1               2              3              4             5 
10. Doing something else to distract myself     1               2              3              4             5 
11. Letting my emotions show       1               2              3              4             5 
12. Trying to see the emotional event from a different perspective  1               2              3              4             5 
13. Pretending I was not upset      1               2              3              4             5 
14. Going over the emotional event again and again in my mind  1               2              3              4             5 
15. Looking at the emotional event from a different perspective  1               2              3              4             5 
16. Trying to slow my heart rate and breathing     1               2              3              4             5 
17. Engaging in something else to keep busy     1               2              3              4             5 
18. Hiding my feelings        1               2              3              4             5 
19. Taking deep breaths        1               2              3              4             5 
20. Showing my feelings       1               2              3              4             5 
21. Continually trying to decide what went wrong    1               2              3              4             5 
22. Engaging in activities to distract myself     1               2              3              4             5 
23. Identifying different angles to see the situation    1               2              3              4             5 
24. Decreasing the tension in my body      1               2              3              4             5 

Note: RESS suppression subscale items are bolded 
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Appendix C 

Mother-Perceived Relationship Quality 

PAR 

Please read each of the items below and circle a number that corresponds with how often 
you and your child do that activity or how you feel about the relationship in general. Please mark 
how you USUALLY interact and feel about the relationship, not what you think you should think 
or do.  

 

 

  

    Not At  
      All 

                         Very 
                       Much 

1. How much do you feel that you can turn to your child when 
you are in need of help or guidance?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. How much do you feel that you can discuss your work and 
activities with your child? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. How considerate are you and your child of each other’s 
feelings? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. How much do you and your child take care of one another?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. How much do you and your child generally get along? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. In general, how close do you feel to your child? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. In general, how satisfied are you in your relationship with 
your child? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. How often do you feel affectionate to your child? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  How often are you in physical contact with your child at 
home through things like hugs, sitting closely together on a 
couch, or pats on the back? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix D 

Issues Checklist 

IC 
Parents and their sons or daughters often have arguments or disagreements at home.  

Most of the time they can come to an agreement or forgive each other, but other times they can’t.  
 
Please think about the times when you and your [parent(s)/child(ren)] have argued, and 

how upset you still feel about these issues. These issues may be about punishment, or something 
that was unfair, or even something was said that still bothers one or both of you.   

 
Read the items below. For each topic, please select whether you have or have not 

argued about it. If you have argued about a topic, select how upset you still feel about it.  
 

 Have you and 
your 
[parent/child] 
ever argued 
about this? 

If “YES”, how upset do you feel about it 
right now? 

Not  
At All                                                 Very 
Upset                                               Upset 

1. How to spend free time  NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

2. What food to eat or mealtimes NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Using cellphone or screen time  NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Clothing NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Fighting with brothers and 
sisters   

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Cursing or Swearing NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Money, Spending or Allowance NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Drugs or Drinking or Smoking NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Friends NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Getting in trouble at school NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Lying NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Talking back and/or arguing 
with parents  

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Making a mess or not 
cleaning up 

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 
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14. Stealing NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Bad behavior or attitude NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Divorce or step parents  NO YES     1 2 3 4 5 

17. Being allowed to do what 
friends are allowed to do  

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Playing video games NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Homework, procrastination or 
difficulties with school work  

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Other conflict not mentioned 
in questions 1-19 (specify) 
___________________________ 

NO YES 1 2 3 4 5 

 

21. Write in the question numbers of the top 3 most upsetting arguments that you are still 

upset about right now. 
 
 Most upsetting:                       1 – _____ 
  
 Second most upsetting:           2 – _____  
 
 Third most upsetting:              3 – _____ 
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Appendix E 

Self-Reported Emotion Experience 

HAFQ-2A: How did you feel?  
 

This scale has a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each item and then 
select the response that best describes how strongly you felt for each item during the discussion you just 
had. 
  
DURING THE DISCUSSION I JUST HAD ABOUT ISSUES WITH MY MOTHER, I FELT… 
 
 Very 

Slightly or 
Not at All 

A Little Moderately Quite a Bit Extremely 

1. Happy 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Angry 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Sad 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Joyful 
 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Amused/Fun 
 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Nervous 
 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Annoyed/Frustrated 
 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Proud 
 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Embarrassed 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix F 

State Self-Reported Suppression 

HAFQ-2A: What did you do?  
 

Please indicate how you responded right away to negative emotions as you felt them in the last 
discussion.  
 
Do not choose your answers based on what you think you should have done, or wish you had done. There 
are no “right” and “wrong” answers, so choose the most accurate answer for YOU – not what you think 
“most people” would say or do.  
 
For each statement below, please circle the appropriate number to indicate how many times you did the 
following things in response to feeling a negative emotion, such as anger, sadness, or stress. 
 
DURING THE DISCUSSION I JUST HAD ABOUT ISSUES WITH MY MOTHER,  
WHEN I EXPERIENCED A NEGATIVE EMOTION, I RESPONDED TO IT RIGHT AWAY 
BY… 
 
 

 

Never 
Some 
of the 
times 

Half of 
the 

times 

Most of 
the time Always 

1. Did something to distract myself by changing the topic 
or thinking something else. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Tried to relax by slowing my heart rate and breathing. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Thought about what was bothering me over and over 
again. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Showed my feelings. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Acted like I was not upset. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Tried to think about the situation different way. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Note: State Self-Reported Suppression item is bolded 
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Appendix G 

Observed Suppression 

OBS-SUPP  

To what degree of intensity was the adolescent suppressing during the discussion?  

   None 0 1 2 3    High (obvious and effortful) 

How frequently did the adolescent suppress during the discussion?  

    Never 0 1 2 3    Very Frequently (over half the time) 
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Appendix H 

Adolescent Warmth 

Cold-Warm  

Cold = quality of showing distance, minimal affect, unsympathetic 

Warm = quality of showing intimacy, affection, sympathetic 

Very Cold (1)    Somewhat Cold (2)    Neutral (3)   Somewhat Warm (4)   Very Warm (5)  
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Appendix I 

Observational Coding of Expression 
 

SPAFF5 Crib Sheet 
 

All codes in the SPAFF5 are scored based primarily on affect demonstrated. Some codes like 
Interest/Curiosity rely more heavily on verbal content than others. The gestalt of cues used to 
score the emotions that are observed will include vocal tone, facial affect and body posture 
and/or orientation. 
Priorities: 33 > 11 > 99 > 77 > 55 
 
(99) Positive Affect  

• Caring/Affection  
• Laughter/Smiling 
• Enjoyment  
• General Positive Affect  

 
(77) Interest/Curiosity 

• Non-Verbal Attentive/Positive Energy 
• Elaboration/Clarification Seeking  
• Opinion question  
• Paraphrasing  
• Validation  

 
(55) Neutral 

• Resting Affect  
• Shock Surprise  

 
(11) Internalizing Negative Affect  

• Resignation/Passivity 
• Crying  
• Feels Hurt  
• Slow Sighing 
• Fear/Tension 
• Fidgeting  
• Fear Face  
• Nervous Avoidance  
• Speech Disturbances 
• Nervous Laughter 

 
(33) Externalizing Negative Affect  

• Raised Voice 
• Irritation/Annoyance  
• Constrained Anger  
• Physical cues of anger (jerks, twitches) 
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• Physical cues of interpersonal disgust (nose wrinkle) 
• Invalidation  
• Lecturing/patronizing  
• Contempt 

 
(m) Missing  

• Talking to experimenter  
• Speaking in another language 
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Appendix J 

Research Ethics Board Approval  

 

 
 
QUEEN'S UNIVERSITY HEALTH SCIENCES & AFFILIATED TEACHING HOSPITALS 
RESEARCH ETHICS BOARD (HSREB) 
 
HSREB Amendment Acknowledgment/Ethics Clearance  
 
May 07, 2018  
 
Dr. Thomas Hollenstein  
Department of Psychology  
Humphrey Hall  
 
ROMEO/TRAQ: #6018560  
Department Code: PSYC-181-16  
Study Title: Emotion Regulation and Flexibility in Adolescence  
Review Type: Delegated 
Date Ethics Clearance Issued: May 07, 2018 
 
Dear Dr. Hollenstein,  
 
The Queen's University Health Sciences & Affiliated Teaching Hospitals Research Ethics Board (HSREB) 
has reviewed the amendment application and granted ethics approval/acknowledgement for the documents 
listed below.  
 

x Request to repeat flexibility and emotion regulation dynamics with a younger cohort 
x The children at Time 1 will be 10-13 and recruited from your developmental database 
x Participants will be compensated at the end of each of the five annual lab visits with $30, $40, 

$50, $60, and $70, respectively.  
x  Behavioural coding of videos will be the application of the 5-code Affect Coding System will 

be used  
x  Addition of questionnaires: Demographics Questionnaire Child version and Parent version  
x  Pubertal Self-Assessment (male and female versions) – Child only  
x  Issues Checklist a. Child (IC –C) b. Parent (IC – P) 
x  Information Sheet for Child 
x  Information Sheet for Parent 
x  Consent Form for Child  
x  Consent Form for Parent 
x  Debriefing Form for Child 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Chair, Health Sciences Research Ethics Board 
 
The HSREB operates in compliance with, and is constituted in accordance with, the requirements of the 
Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (TCPS 2); the International 
Conference on Harmonisation Good Clinical Practice Consolidated Guideline (ICH GCP); Part C, Division 
5 of the Food and Drug Regulations; Part 4 of the Natural Health Products Regulations; Part 3 of the 
Medical Devices Regulations, Canadian General Standards Board, and the provisions of the Ontario 
Personal Health Information Protection Act (PHIPA 2004) and its applicable regulations. The HSREB is 
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qualified through the CTO REB Qualification Program and is registered with the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services (DHHS) Office for Human Research Protection (OHRP). Federalwide 
Assurance Number: FWA#:00004184, IRB#:00001173 
 
HSREB members involved in the research project do not participate in the review, discussion or decision.  
 
 


