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Emotions have usually been studied with regard to three components:
cognitive-experiential ("feelings"), behavioral-expressive (e.g., facial expression), and physiological-biochemical (physical states). The concept of
emotion regulation refers to the process of altering stimuli and modulating responses that have their basis in these components (Eisenberg, 2004;
Thompson, 1994). "Emotion regulation refers to the process by which
individuals influence which emotions they have, when they have them,
and how they experience and express these emotions" (Gross, 1998b,
p. 275). This view is in line with Campos's (Campos, Campos, & Barrett, 1989) notion that an understanding of emotions necessarily entails
an understanding of emotion regulation. Emotion regulation is an aspect
of self-regulation, which includes efforts to manage behavioral as well as
emotional responses.
To date, most studies on the development of emotion regulation have
been conducted in the United States and other Western countries. Therefore, it is unclear whether the findings obtained can be generalized to
other cultures (see critical comments by Cole, 1996; Eisenberg, Liew, &
Pidada, 2004; Rubin, 1998).
We assume that emotion regulation is related to a person's self-construal
and to his/her goals. Research has pointed to culture-specific construals
of the self-with an independent self more emphasized and valued in the
West and an interdependent self more emphasized and valued in much
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of the rest of the world (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, 1994). Therefore,
in this chapter we explore the implications of cultural differences in selfconstrual for the study of emotion regulation and its development.
We also assume that regulatory behavior (like any other behavior) strives
to achieve certain goals. This idea is basic to general motivation theories
(e.g., McClelland, 1961), to the goal-oriented approach on self-regulation
by Carver and Scheier (1998), and the goal-oriented approach of regulatory fit by Higgins and Spiegel (2004). In case of cultural differences in goal
orientation, differences in emotion regulation are expected.
Our focus is on cultural differences in emotion regulation, which we
presume pertain to differences in the sense of self and the goals sought.
We are particularly interested in independent vs. interdependent conceptions of self and the pursuit of promotion vs. prevention goals. The
independent self highly values promotion goals involving individual
autonomy, self-enhancement, and overt expression of emotions. The
interdependent self highly values prevention goals including accommodation to familiar other persons and norms, fulfillment of obligations,
self-effacement, and public suppression of emotions. The processes and
outcomes of emotion regulation should depend upon these different conceptions of self and goals.
We assume that persons growing up in a cultural context where the
independent self is more valued than the interdependent self will develop regulatory abilities serving the goal of enhancing the independent
self-to perceive and experience the self as positive and having efficacy.
In contrast, where the interdependent self is more valued, persons will
develop regulatory abilities serving the goal of preventing hurt to others'
interests or threatening the group-to perceive and experience relational
harmony, based on shared efficacy. This view challenges a widely held assumption in most Western research on emotion and self-regulation that
the major goal of regulatory processes is to achieve positive emotions and
a positive view on the self (Baumeister & Heatherton, 1996; Fredrickson
& Losada, 2005; King, Hicks, Krull, & Gaiso, 2006). Our primary objective is to review evidence of cultural differences in child-rearing conditions and to highlight links between them and cultural differences in the
development of self, goals, and most importantly, emotion regulation.
This chapter is structured into two main sections, on emotion regulation
in cultural context and culture-specific socialization conditions for emotion regulation. First though we briefly review assumptions and findings
from Western research on emotion regulation that are often treated as universal but which cultural evidence indicates are not. In a final section, we
summarize our evidence and suggest consequences for a culture-informed
theory on emotion regulation.
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ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING RESEARCH ON
EMOTION REGULATION IN THE WEST
Theory and research on emotion regulation and its development has dramatically increased during the past two decades (historical overview by
Eisenberg, 2004). Most definitions of emotion regulation highlight its
adaptive nature and its relation to emotion generation (Campos et aI.,
1989; Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, this volume) and emotional competence
(Cole, Martin, & Dennis, 2004; Cole, Dennis, Martin, & Hall, this
volume; Eisenberg & Spinrad, 2004; Gross, 2002; Gross & John, 2003;
Saarni, 1999,2001).
Western theories and research on emotion regulation focus on the
maintenance of positive emotions (especially pride/esteem), and avoidance of negative emotions (especially those associated with ego threat,
anxiety, and depression). Later in this chapter, we will suggest that there
are different assumptions about emotion regulation in non-Western cultures. What is experienced as desirable and as undesirable is closely related to the cultural model of the self. The desire to prolong, intensify,
or terminate emotions depends upon one's self-construal, situational demands, and cultural factors.
The factors that are typically most important in successful emotion regulation in the West are self-esteem, optimism, and self-efficacy. We will attempt to show that these factors are much less emphasized in non-Western
cultures.
The intentional execution of emotion regulation results from attentional focus and effortful control (Kochanska, 1998), the activation of
the "cool" system-the "know" system as opposed to the "hot" or "go"
system (Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999; Mischel & Ayduk, 2004), various
coping strategies (reappraisal, cognitive restructuring) and the modification of emotional expression. Thinking about an event in a way that cools
its emotional quality induces less physiological activation than does suppression of one's emotion (Gross, 1998a; Mauss et aI., this volume). These
studies suggest that suppression of negative emotions has relatively negative effects, a conclusion that we reexamine in light of cultural evidence.
Since children's emotionality and their capacity for emotion regulation are associated with their social adjustment and competence in childhood and later development (Caspi, Roberts, & Shiner, 2005; Rothbart
& Bates, 1998), there has been much attention to links between emotion
regulation (which is one type of self-regulation) and behavioral regulation
(other types of self-regulation). Both imply efforts to alter ongoing activity. Some research has dealt with the question whether there is a mutually
supportive relationship between emotional and behavioral regulation,
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i.e., with respect to the activation of the "cool" system in delay (Mischel
& Ayduk, 2004). The major link between emotional and behavioral self-

regulation as studied in previous research is the motive to maintain one's
positive self-esteem.
However, the evidence mentioned above and elaborated below challenges the universal validity of this assumption. The above dynamics may
be quite different in East Asia where there is much less emphasis on a
positive self-concept (e.g., Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999).

EMOTION REGULATION IN CULTURAL CONTEXT
Cultural differences in emotion regulation are assumed to be influenced
by the respective distinct scripts of emotion and self (Cole & Tamang,
1998; Cole, Tamang, & Shrestha, 2006). The experience, the expression,
and the regulation of emotions may vary according to cultural scripts or
cultural models of self (Markus, Mullally, & Kitayama, 1997), of agency
(Markus & Kitayama, 2002), and of emotions (Mesquita & Markus,
2004; Kitayama & Markus, 1994, 1995,2000). Accordingly, the developmental conditions for achieving the culturally adaptive forms of "optimal" emotion regulation can differ.

Focus on an independent versus interdependent
model of self
The Western world favors an independent model of self which is autonomous, unique, distinctive, characterized by stable and internal attributes,
and which values individual self-enhancement. In contrast, in many nonWestern cultures, there is an emphasis on an interdependent model of self
which is more relational, contextual, and socially situated (DeVos, 1973;
Lewis, 1995).
To the extent that the self is defined in terms of the relationship of which
the self is a part, the person gives priority to adjusting self to the relationship, to fitting in, to controlling or holding back internal wishes and emotions in order to insure interpersonal harmony. To the extent that the self
is a separate and distinct person, priority is given to authentic expression
of one's emotions and inner feelings even when this may adversely affect
social harmony or give rise to interpersonal conflict. Accordingly, in the
case of the interdependent self, positive emotions are experienced when
the self is in harmony and in accord with other persons. In the case of
the independent self, positive emotions are experienced when individuals
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assert their preferences and negotiate to defend their rights even though
conflict is likely.

Focus on positive versus negative outcomes
Most research on emotion regulation is based on the assumption that the
overarching goal of emotion regulation is to protect and enhance one's
self-esteem, personal efficacy, and individuality; this is related to the goal
of increasing positive emotions and avoiding negative emotions in order
to improve one's well-being. These assumptions are in line with evidence
that promotion goals are more prevalent in cultures favoring independence as compared to interdependence (Elliot, Chirkov, Kim, & Sheldon,
2001) and with influential Western theories of motivation (Bandura,
1997; Carver & Scheier, 1990, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Research on cultural differences in self-esteem (e.g., Heine et aI., 2001;
Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997) shows less positive effects of enhanced views of the self for Asian people than for people
from Western societies, and less negative effects of failure on self-esteem
(overview by Lehmann, Chiu, & Schaller, 2004). Asian as compared to
US persons rather engage in more self-effacement and self-criticism, and
in less individual (but more group-oriented) self-enhancement (Lehman et
aI., 2004). This implies cultural differences in emotion and emotion regulation after failure and success.

Focus on promotion versus prevention goals
Recent findings indicate that cultural differences in emotion regulation
are due to differences in "regulatory fit" (Higgins, 1998,2000). Persons
"experience a regulatory fit when they pursue goals in ways that fit their
regulatory orientation, and this regulatory fit increases the value of what
they are doing" (Higgins, 2000, p. 1219). Regulatory fit has accordingly
been conceptualized as "the increased motivational intensity that results
when there is a match between the manner in which a person pursues a
2006, p. 15).
goal and his or her goal orientation" (Aaker &
Lee, Aaker, and Gardner (2000) explore links between cultural differences in promotion goals (i.e., pursuit of gains) and prevention goals (i.e.,
avoidance of losses and fulfillment of obligations) on the one hand and
independent and interdependent construals of self on the other. Westerners' emphasis on an independent self, positive distinctiveness, autonomy,
self-enhancement, and a positive bias in information more generally, is
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more consistent with a focus on promotion goals. In contrast, an emphasis on an interdependent self, harmony, and a negativity bias (Heine &
Lehman, 1997) may be more consistent with a focus on prevention goals.
Persons with these goals focus on negative aspects of the self in order to
avoid hurting group harmony or social relatedness. There is evidence that
interdependent self-construals are positively related and independent selfconstruals are negatively related to the pursuit of avoidance goals (ElIiot
et al., 2001).
The tendency of Japanese, as compared to Americans, to believe that
failure has more impact on self-esteem (Kitayama et al., 1997) may help
explain their prevention focus and their strategies for self-regulation (Lee
et al., 2000). The focus on failure and on prevention goals no doubt relates to their greater concern with ought-self comparisons-i.e., a focus
on differences between others' social norms or "oughts," and the actual
self. These tendencies relate to their interdependent self-construal. Duty
and obligation, and a focus on reducing the discrepancy between one's
current behavior and what one "ought" to do, are key features of prevention goals. Lee et al. (2000) demonstrate that, when an interdependent self is experimentally activated, more prevention-focused emotional
responses occur, particularly along the anxiety dimension. Thus, selfconstrual, as well as culture and situation (e.g., failure, social obligations)
can be seen as important moderators of regulatory focus. We assume that
the prevention as compared to the promotion focus encourages inhibition of expression of emotions, and a preference for socially engaged
emotions, such as shame in contrast to pride.
Promotion and prevention focused goals can influence a variety of behaviors. Quite a different situation requiring emotion regulation is helping
(or avoiding to help) when experiencing another person in need (Trommsdorff, Friedlmeier, & Mayer, 2007). Promotion-focused concerns (helping) are more pronounced in cultures where the model of independence
prevails, in contrast to prevention-focused goals (refraining from helping in order to avoid hurting the victim inadvertently, e.g., by causing the
victim to lose face) in contexts where interdependence prevails.

Focus on developmental and performance goals
According to Dweck's (1999; Grant & Dweck, 2001, 2003) goal theory
of personality, the kind of goal one pursues influences attribution and
emotion regulation processes after failure. Dweck differentiates between
developmental/learning goals which are based in incremental views of
self and which she shows are highly adaptive, and performance/judgment
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goals which are based in entity views of self and which are frequently
malada ptive.
Grant and Dweck (2001) as well as other investigators find that East
Asians are more likely to hold incremental views of self and manifest
greater effort, but at the same time they emphasize performance and
judgment goals-a pattern that has not emerged in Western samples.
Given the repeated finding in the West of associations between incremental views of self, learning goals, and effective regulation of negative
emotion (Grant & Dweck, 2001, 2003), these cultural differences in the
relationship between views of self and goal pursuit have important implications for research on emotion regulation.

Focus on disengaging versus engaging emotions
Kitayama, Markus, and Kurokawa (2000) have demonstrated that cultural differences in positive emotion (feeling good) are based on qualitatively different experiences. In Japan, "interpersonally engaged" behavior
and related emotions (e.g., empathy and shame) are experienced as relatively more positive; in the US "interpersonally disengaged" behavior
and emotions (e.g., pride and anger) are experienced as authentic and
relatively more positive. Socially engaged emotions result from empathizing with, and fulfilling the expectations of, others, e.g., by perfecting
one's roles and duties and by acting as a responsible member of the social
group. Kwan, Bond, and Singelis (1997) have shown that for people from
Hong Kong as compared to the United States, a person's engagement in
harmonious relationships contributes more to subjective well-being and
good feelings. In closely knit communities where members value the regulation of negative emotions so as not to disturb others, empathy allows
for an understanding of the other person's emotions even when these are
not openly expressed. Empathy and expectations of empathy are critical
in such contexts.
In the case of an interdependent self, shame can partly compensate for
failing to fulfill others' (e.g., parents') expectations and for causing harm
to the collective "face" (e.g., family). Shame allows the group to excuse
the failure (Mesquita & Karasawa, 2004). Shame pertains to self-ought
comparisons (self's fulfillment of standards and norms one ought to meet)
whereas pride is more concerned with self-chosen standards and self-ideal
comparisons (self's fulfillment of self-selected ideals) (Creighton, 1990;
Wang, 2005). Not surprisingly, shame is more emphasized and is more
accepted by Asians than by Westerners (Creighton, 1990).
In contrast to empathy and shame, socially disengaging emotions such
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as pride and anger reflect and reinforce the individual's sense of autonomy and desire for self-assertion which is consistent with the Western
focus on the need to protect self's freedom, individual rights, and opportunities. These emotions relate to self-reports of general well-being
by persons from the US (Elliot et aI., 2001; Kitayama & Markus, 2000;
Kitayama et aI., 2000). West versus non-West differences in the emphasis on rights versus duties have been documented by Chiu, Dweck, Tong,
and Fu (1997).

Focus on deactivating versus activating emotion
According to Bowlby (1973) interactions with significant others are the
basis for the development of different attachment-related strategies of
affect regulation. Mikulincer, Shaver, and Pereg (2003) suggest that hyperactivating strategies involving overdependence on the relationship with
the caretaker and a low trust in one's own competence to regulate distress
are characteristic of persons high in anxious ambivalence (cf. also Shaver,
Mikulincer, & Chun, this volume). Deactivating strategies involving the
denial of attachment needs to prevent further distress are characteristic of
persons high in anxious avoidance.
Cross-cultural studies on attachment have shown cultural differences in
attachment insecurity, with greater incidence of avoidant-dismissive attachment types in the West and greater incidence of ambivalent-preoccupied
types in several other cultures (van IJzendoorn & Sagi, 1999). This suggests
that deactivating strategies for emotion regulation may be more common
in the West and that hyperactivating strategies may be more common in
other cultures. This assumption is consistent with the findings of more emphasis on self-reliance in the West and on heightened dependency in other
cultures. The latter dynamics may explain the reports of greater expression of distress (as contrasted to physiological measures) in non-Western
as compared to Western children (Norasakkunkit, 2003; Trommsdorff &
Friedlmeier, 2006; Trommsdorff et ai., 2006).

Focus on expressing versus suppressing emotions
In Western cultures it is often assumed that open expression of emotions
(e.g., early family emotional discourse) fosters children's emotional
competence. However, Asians are more likely to inhibit expression of
emotion, at least in public, formal contexts, so as not to disturb others.
They are also less likely to seek social support in part because of concern
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about upsetting others and disrupting harmony (Taylor et ai., 2004). The
question arising here is how findings of Asians' "hyperactivation" and
"dependency" on caregivers fit with their lower levels of emotional expression and support seeking.
Empirical results show that Chinese do not differ from American adults
in their physiological reactions but usually show a lower frequency, intensity, and duration of emotional expression (Chen et aI., 1998). Our own
studies show that Japanese children express their distress and anxiety
more with intimate others (mothers) and more nonverbally in contrast
to Westerners who express their distress more publicly and more verbally
(Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 1993, 1999). Also, German preschool children express their frustration openly while Indian children are less overt
in their displays (Trommsdorff, 2006b; Trommsdorff, Mishra, von Suchodoletz, Heikamp, & Merkel, 2006).
In the United States, suppression of emotion is typically seen as a maladaptive form of regulation (Gross, 1999, 2002; Gross & John, 2003;
John & Gross, 2004). By contrast, in societies where the interdependent
self is more emphasized and valued, "suppression" may be more accepted
and considered a key strategy for achieving social harmony and appropriately accommodating oneself to external circumstances. Inhibition has
been seen as a valid indicator of culturally adaptive behavior for Chinese
children (Chen et aL, 1998), or as maturity (see Mulder, 1992, for Javanese people; Lebra, 1994; Azuma, 1986, for Japan).

Focus on autonomy and intrapersonal regulation
versus harmony and interpersonal regulation
Most Western research on the development of emotion regulation assumes that the underlying process is the development of autonomy and
personal well-being. In contrast the developmental goal for regulation in
many non-Western countries is rather centered around harmony and the
group's well-being.
Self-determination theory (SDT), as well as most other Western theories
of development, assume that universally people strive for autonomy,
which is a cornerstone of optimal internalization (Deci & Ryan, 2000;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT assumes that regulation that is autonomous
is internalized and experienced as authentic. This view is in line with the
widely accepted Western assumption that regulation follows a developmental course from interpersonal (between caregiver and infant) to intrapersonal regulation (independent from others) (Thompson, 1999). The
desired developmental outcome in the West is to achieve independence in
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one's regulatory abilities (Holodynski & Friedlmeier, 2006) and to succeed in the "passage from co regulation to self-regulation" (Mikulincer
et aI., 2003, p. 93). In non-Western cultures, by contrast, the desirable
developmental outcome entails interpersonal, socially engaged, and empathy- and contextually-based regulation. Such interpersonal regulation
will be internalized as the culturally appropriate mode of regulation.
Non-Western perspectives focus on the development of accommodative and interpersonal regulatory processes and/or processes that focus
on self-environment relations, as opposed to the development of intrapersonal regulation. We review evidence of these differences in the next
section.

SOCIALlZATION AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF
EMOTION REGULATION

Fostering self-esteem and striving for positive
emotions in the West
A recurring theme in the Western socialization literature is the need to
foster positive emotions and positive beliefs about self and the world, including but not limited to happiness, personal mastery and a positive sense
of self (e.g., confidence, worth, esteem, and efficacy). Accordingly, there is
considerable emphasis in the West on providing positive as opposed to negative feedback, including praise and verbal expressions of love (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007; Wang, 2005,
p. 60; Wang, Wiley, & Chiu, 2007).
Western socialization investigators depict self-esteem as a hub of child
development-many roads lead to it and from it. Children's self-esteem is
supported by a range of positive parenting practices and it supports children's sense of autonomy, uniqueness, and other aspects of the independent self (Chao, 1994; Wang et aI., 2007). Whereas European-American
mothers view self-esteem as crucial to children's healthy development,
Taiwanese mothers view it as unimportant or as leading to vulnerabilities such as frustration, stubbornness, and unwillingness to be corrected
(Miller, Wang, Sandel, & Cho, 2002).
Throughout the Western literature on praise, the focus is on the development of personal autonomy and self-esteem-on intrinsic and internal
motivation. The possibility that praise may motivate children to sustain
social approval is seen negatively because such motivation is regarded as
extrinsic and transient (Wang, 2005; Wang et aI., 2007).
In giving feedback, Western caregivers seek to maximize positive, in-
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ternal, stable, and generalized attributions for successful behavior ("you
are good at this"), and to minimize negative, internal, and stable attributions for failure ("you are not good at this"). Positive and internal attributions support a positive evaluation of self. Stable and generalized
attributions support the Western sense of self as consistent across time
and placelcontext-as a fixed entity entailing enduring dispositions and
traits, as opposed to continuously changing depending on the situation
or person at hand (Ji, Nisbett, & Su, 2001).

Fostering face and accepting negative emotions in
non- Western cultures
Asian parents, compared to Western parents, are less likely to provide
positive stable, internal, and generalized attributions for children's behavior (Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003). They are relatively more likely
to emphasize self-critical attributions and self-imptovement (Miller et aI.,
2002). More generally, they place less value on enhancing self-esteem and
more value on preserving self-face (Fung, 1999). Whereas self-esteem
depends upon one's own views of one's ability, traits, and other stable
characteristics, self-face depends upon others' views of one's efforts for
self-improvement and strategies to accommodate to specific persons and
situations. Asian parents are less likely to encourage children's positive
self-evaluations; indeed, face tends to be more positive when the individual engages in self-effacement (Kitayama et aI., 1997). That is, others
view self more positively when self downplays self's positive qualities.
The goal in non-Western communities is to instill a sense of the child
as malleable and as needing to exert effort to improve self and fulfill external standards rather than a sense of the child as a distinct and capable
entity that pursues self-determined standards. The failure to live up to external standards leads to shame which is a major motivator ensuring renewed efforts to adhere to external standards. Accordingly shame is seen
more positively by Asian than Western socialization agents (Fung, 1999).
There is reason to suspect that Western parents' and teachers' efforts
to foster self-esteem and other markers of positive self-evaluation are reinforced by the wider society, as are non-Western socialization agents'
efforts to foster self-criticism. When viewing and coding tapes of parentchild dinnertime interaction, Chinese-American coders as compared to
European-American coders were more likely to regard parents' criticism
of their children and their social comparison feedback as appropriate
means to improve children's interpersonal relationships and to help them
avoid mistakes; the European-American coders were more likely to view
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critical parent behaviors as intrusive and damaging children's self-esteem
and individuality (Wang et al., 2007).

Pride versus shame, self-chosen versus assigned
behavior, and promotion versus prevention goals
Praise is valued in the West because it fosters self-esteem which, in turn,
fosters an independent self. The goal of Western parents is to foster the
child's unique, distinctive qualities which are manifested in the child's
spontaneous, self-determined choices and behaviors. Not surprisingly,
then, Western children prefer and persist more on tasks that they have
freely chosen and on which they have previously succeeded (promotion
goals) as opposed to those assigned to them that they are obligated to perform and on which they have previously failed (prevention goals). Just the
opposite pattern exists for Asian children (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). This
relates to findings that there is greater preference and persistence (a) at
freely chosen tasks among Westerners, who value promotion goals and (b)
at assigned tasks among East Asians, who value prevention goals (Iyengar
& Lepper 1999; Lee et al., 2000).
Several developmental-cultural theorists have highlighted Western parents' tendency to emphasize promotion goals-ways in which their children can increase their gains. This is seen in Western parents' focus on ways
of enhancing their children's sense of self and their children's "self maximization" (Harwood, Miller, & Irizarry, 1995). Self-maximization refers
to the realization of the greatest possible fulfillment of the child's potential-a potential which arises from self's positive dispositions and traits.
Each child is assumed to know best how to maximize his/her potential;
while parents play an important facilitating role, ultimately children must
rely on their own preferences and beliefs to chart their own course and
realize their greatest gains. Research by Wang et al. (in press) indicates
that a clear majority of US parents but only a minority of Chinese parents
use praise to foster children's self-initiated behavior. That is, US parents'
praise reinforces behavior that is determined by the child as opposed to by
the parent or by social norms.
Pride is so valued in the West because it motivates and reflects the
pursuit of self-selected promotion goals such as self-enhancement and
self-maximization. As a positive but disengaging emotion, pride creates
distance between self and others, and does so in the interests of identifying
and charting self-determined goals that maximize self-interests. Pride is
only encouraged in non-Western cultures when the person's achievements
are attributed to the joint efforts of the group (social honor) (Markus &
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Kitayama, 2002). Otherwise, pride is avoided in these communities because it indicates social distance between the person and others.
Western parents avoid shame because it undermines children's positive self-evaluations and self-determination and because it reinforces dependence on norms and others' evaluations. Indeed shame is treated as a
destructive socialization practice in the West because it undermines selfselected goals (reviewed in Barber, 2002), just as praise is considered destructive by Asian parents when it undermines self-improvement or when
it prioritizes self- over other-selected goals. Praise that is clearly intended to
reinforce children's adherence to social expectations is actually preferred
and used more often by Asian-American than by Euro-American parents
(Wang et al., 2007). Interestingly, the expressions used by Chinese parents to praise their children refer to obeying, listening, understanding, and
following norms. Shame is seen positively in Asia because of the value
placed on socially engaging emotions.
One of the reasons that shame has a less negative, and more positive,
meaning to Asian parents and children than to their US counterparts is
that Asians have a more malleable view of self (Heine et al., 2001). Shame
motivates behavioral change in Asians because the presumption is that
the person is able to bring their behavior in line with others' standards
and social norms. Shame that occurs in the context of a more fixed and
entity-based view of self, which is more prevalent in the West, has a more
deleterious effect on the child.
Another socially engaging emotion that may be especially valued by
parents in non-Western cultures is empathy. In some communities, adults'
empathy and their expectation that children will reciprocate empathy are
cornerstones of their socialization practices (Clancy, 1986). When caregivers explicitly request that their children reciprocate empathy, children
from non-Western communities are more likely than Western children
to respond positively and to indulge the request. For example, when
mothers say "If you cared about me, you would not do things to cause
me to worry" African-American and Hispanic children feel more loved
than controlled whereas European-American children feel manipulated
and controlled (Mason, Walker-Barnes, Tu, Simons, & Martinez-Arrue,
2004; Wang et al., 2007).

The role of autonomy and control in socialization
Several Western investigators consider the socialization of autonomy as
critical in fostering adaptation and self-regulation; restrictions on the
child's autonomy are seen as undermining development (e.g., Ryan &
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Deci, 2000; Dweck, 1999). However, different cultural models of self
lead to different assumptions about the importance of autonomy in the
development of emotion regulation.
In her description of the internalization process in Japan, Lewis (1989)
highlights both the indulgence that young children experience, especially
from parents, and the social control that is enforced, especially by peers.
In Japan, teachers exercise authority indirectly, by setting up the environment, engaging children as monitors and models, and using psychological
control more so than direct behavioral intervention. All of these practices
are designed to foster children's harmony with, as opposed to autonomy
from, others and one's context.
Indirect control methods by parents, as seen in asking questions rather
than issuing commands, and in exercising authority through intermediaries (e.g., siblings and peers), combined with indulgence by highly empathic
caregivers, helps explain how non-Western socialization agents exert
their influence. They also rely upon psychological control (Rothbaum,
Pott, Azuma, Miyake, & Weisz, 2000). Such control is considered a serious infringement of the child's autonomy in the West because it violates
the psychological boundary between caregiver and child (Barber, 2002).
Coercion is also seen as a serious violation of the child's autonomy because
it does not respect the child's personal rights (e.g., for self-expression; to
receive an explanation and to understand the adult's decision) (Baumrind,
1971,1989). The key factor distinguishing acceptable from unacceptable
control in the West is whether or not the control respects the parent-child
boundary and children's autonomy.
Not surprisingly, the form of control that is most accepted in the West
is "firmness" -i.e., control that is clear and consistent-in large part because it respects the parent-child boundary and the child's autonomy
(Baumrind, 1971, 1989). This type of respect is of much less concern to
caregivers in other cultures. They are more likely to use positive (empathy)
and negative forms of psychological control, and they show little regard
for firmness-as seen in inconsistent and even contradictory behavior
(Choi & Nisbett, 2000; Wang et al., 2007). These practices reflect their
relatively greater concern with children's adapting to social and situational
constraints and their lesser concern with supporting children's autonomy.
For their part, children in other cultures are more willing to accept
their parents' controL They are less invested in preserving emotional autonomy. Their sense of well-being is more dependent on the ability to be
responsive to social standards and expectations, which is fostered by parental control, and less dependent on self-esteem, which is fostered by
support for self-determination and for autonomy (Kwan et aL, 1997).
The above differences help explain profound cultural differences in the

meaning, experience, and expression of warmth. Warmth in the West is associated with autonomy support-inverse relationships between warmth
and control have consistently been found, both in parents' and children's
perceptions and in observed behavior. A parent who is warm would not
undermine the child's autonomy and too much control in itself nullifies
warmth. By contrast, warmth in most other cultures is directly related to
control. Warmth is expressed in large part as exercise of control (Trommsdorff, 1995; Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007).

Fostering learning versus performance goals
According to Dweck (1999), praise only contributes to improved regulation when the feedback leads to learning goals. This theory has important
cultural implications, because there are cultural differences in learning
goals. Parenting goals in East Asia center on self-improvement, education, filial piety, obedience, and discipline. These goals are closely tied to
the Chinese concept of "guan" which means "to train." Guan has considerable influence on children's self-concept and their development of selfregulation (see Chao, 1994, 2000; Chen, 2001; Cheah & Rubin, 2003;
Li, 2002). It is closely tied to judgments of whether one is conforming
to social roles and related standards of social, in contrast to individual,
performance. Guan is associated with adherence to social expectations
(prevention goals) rather than with self-selected standards of achievement (promotion goals).
Dweck's (1999) goal-based model has proven highly generative in the
West, but it may require modification when applied to other communities,
particularly Asian communities. All development (learning) goals have in
common an emphasis on effort, incremental change, and a de-emphasis
on entity views. Yet the socialization practices giving rise to these goals
may vary across cultures. Learning as opposed to performance goals are
more likely to occur when caregivers praise the child's effort rather than
ability, thus fostering the child's investment in self-improvement. Asian
parents are more likely to praise effort than are Western parents whose
praise focuses on children's initiative. Asian parents believe that the child
is malleable and must accommodate to others' expectations and external
reality. Therefore, they continuously convey to their child the need to improve the self so as to align with social expectations (Chao, 1994; Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000). This belief system is the foundation for learning
goals in Asian societies.
Different dynamics operate in the West. Several studies indicate that
the Western child's orientation to pleasing others and living up to their
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standards undermines learning goals (Dweck, 1999). Depending on others'
approval or evaluation is more consistent with performance goals. The
tendency of Western caregivers to view the child as a stable, dispositional
entity, consisting of enduring traits, and their use of feedback reflecting this
belief may also explain why Western adults' approval motivates children's
efforts to prove the self (performance goals). Asian children are repeatedly encouraged to change themselves so as to accommodate to external
standards and changing situations, and they are more likely to respond to
adults' feedback by seeking to improve the self (learning goals).
In short, the antecedents and consequences of learning and performance
goals must be considered as part of a pattern of socialization beliefs and
practices in a given cultural context. Because learning as opposed to performance goals have been shown to lead to greater ability to regulate negative affect (Dweck, 1999), it is essential that we understand the relationship
between caregiving practices and learning goals in different communities.

Attachment and emotion regulation
A substantial body of research in the US and Western Europe indicates
a relationship between: (a) sensitive parenting and caregivers' emotional
availability, (b) children's secure attachment, and (c) the development of
emotion competence including the ability to effectively regulate negative
emotions, particularly anxiety (Thompson, 1999). Securely attached children are more emorionally open to negative feelings, are not overexpressive, and show a greater ability to tolerate distress aroused by separation
stimuli (Shouldice & Stevenson-Hinde, 1992).
The characteristics of caretaking that foster security and adaptive regulatory skills include sensitivity, support, warmth, responsiveness, nonintrusiveness, and positive emotion (MoreHi & Rothbaum, 2007). Sensitive
responding by caretakers is seen as essential in helping the child manage
distress (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). The sensitive caregiver helps the child to develop secure as contrasted with insecure patterns of attachment. The latter include an avoidant pattern, involving
exploration in the absence of a secure base and deactivation of negative
emotions, as well as an ambivalent pattern, involving exploration and
hyperactivation of negative emotions (Emde & Easterbrooks, 1985;
Laible & Thompson, 2000; Mikulincer et aI., 2003; Thompson, 1999).
There are cultural differences in the incidence of avoidant-dismissive
(more common in the West) and ambivalent-preoccupied (more common
in non-Western cultures, including Japan and Israel) attachment patterns (van IJzendoorn & Sagi, 1999). Even though secure attachment is
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prevalent, and described as preferable by mothers in most if not all communities, the function of attachment security may vary across culture.
Attachment theorists presume a close link between the attachment and
exploration systems, and between security and autonomy more generally
(van IJzendoorn & Sagi, 1999); this association is less clear in Asian, Hispanic, and African communities (Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005). In some
non-Western cultures, attachment security may be less related to exploration and more related to dependence (or interdependence) and belonging
(see review by Morelli & Rothbaum, 2007).
For persons with an independent self, attachment security is closely
linked with exploration in infancy, and with autonomy later in development (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000). A defining
feature of Western security is trust in new relationships (Rothbaum &
Trommsdorff, 2007). The valuing of exploration and autonomy is consistent with the Western emphasis on intra personal emotion regulation,
independent from the mother. In contrast, for the interdependent self, security in social relations is not primarily based on trust but rather on the
belief in the continuity and the satisfying quality of existing relationships,
which are long-term, stable, and guaranteed/assured (Kitayama, 2001;
Kitayama & Markus, 1994, 1995,2000; Rothbaum & Kakinuma, 2004;
Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007).
While support of the independent self (e.g., autonomy fostering) seems
to be the optimal caretaking strategy for fostering secure attachment in
Western cultures, support of the interdependent self may be optimal for
fostering secure attachment in non-Western cultures. In the latter cultures, sensitive parenting focuses on establishing and maintaining the
bond between the caretaker and the child. Here, control and extreme
closeness (symbiotic quality), rather than autonomy fostering and nonintrusiveness, are key (Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007).
In the next two sections we provide evidence that sensitive caregiving
in non-Western communities may differ from sensitive caregiving in the
West, and we suggest ways in which those differences may relate to cultural differences in attachment and the regulation of negative emotions
such as anxiety, frustration, and distress.

Culture-specific forms of sensitive caretaking:
physical closeness
An often reported characteristic of caretaking in many non-Western countries is the close body contact between mothers and their infant children
(Rogoff, 2003; Roopnarine & Carter, 1992), This includes prolonged
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physical contact such as occurs in many African societies where children
are often carried to save them from the dangerous environment (LeVine,
1988). Another indicator of physical closeness is the several year period
of children sleeping together with their mothers (Morelli, Rogoff, Oppenheim, & Goldsmith, 1992).
Observational studies in non-Western communities indicate the importance of close body contact between mother and child for "successful"
regulatory development (Keller et al., 2004) while Western investigators
consistently suggest that prolonged body contact leads to overdependence
of the child on the caregiver. According to Western socialization beliefs,
parents must facilitate the progression from dependence to autonomy,
self-efficacy, and self-determination, and too much dependence or too
much delay in shifting to independence undermine regulation (Shweder
et al., 1998).
Yet there is evidence that physical closeness in early childhood may
induce effective emotion regulation. Closeness ensures that the child's
expression and regulation of emotion is under constant surveillance of
the caretaker who provides near constant proximity and near complete
satisfaction of basic needs (Mulder, 1992). In non-Western communities,
interpersonal regulation may be valued even into adulthood, and there is
correspondingly less emphasis on the shift to intra personal regulation. In
contrast, in Western countries, children are encouraged to soothe themselves (e.g., by suckling on objects) beginning in infancy.
In their famous cross-cultural study on early child development, Whiting and Whiting (1975) distinguished "back and hip cultures," where there
are very high levels of physical closeness, from "crib or cradle cultures"
where the infant spends most of the time in a crib or is heavily swaddled
and thus separate from the caregiver. More than 80% of the cultures of
tropical South America, sub-Saharan Africa, tropical Asia, and Pacific islands have been characterized by close body contact between mother and
infant and frequent holding. In contrast, 80% of the societies from the
temperate and frigid zones use cradles and heavy swaddling (Whiting,
1981). Close body contact between the mother and the child provides a
symbiotic relationship which diminishes infants' stress responses.
Even in close-contact cultures, stressful experiences occur. In these cultures, 2-year-old children are often weaned from the back and lap of the
mother. The caregiver helps to regulate the ensuing distress by engaging the
child in social responsibilities, interdependent action, and socially engaged
emotions. For example, Kikuyu children in Kenya are encouraged to practice nurturant behavior to other family members (Whiting, 1990). Physical
contact is one of several practices fostering closeness and connectedness.
Extremely close and symbiotic emotional connections are manifested in
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Japan as "amae" (Doi, 1973; Rothbaum & Kakinuma, 2004; Yamaguchi,
2004). Yamaguchi (2004) defines amae as the "presumed acceptance of
one's inappropriate behavior on request" (p. 29). Indulgence of inappropriate behavior is a manifestation of the closeness of the relationship.
The above authors cite evidence that desirable amae is associated with
secure attachment. Yet there are also differences-amae is more associated with voluntary compliance, cooperation, and receptivity whereas
secure attachment is more associated with autonomy, self-esteem, and
self-assertion (Rothbaum & Kakinuma, 2004).
Amae and empathy can be seen as preconditions for successful socially
engaged coregulation of emotions. Amae facilitates indirect control by
the mother since the child does not perceive the mother as forcing the
child to comply. High responsiveness and empathy of mothers motivate
the child to willingly comply and facilitate the child's emotion regulation.
The latter takes the form of mother-child coregulation (Fogel, 1993) in
cultures preferring interdependent relationships.
Qualities similar to amae (dependence and enmeshment) are reported in
Korea (Choi, 1992) and other East Asian cultures. Emotional closeness provides security and serves as the basis for later social and emotional regulation (Rothbaum & Kakinuma, 2004). In these communities, there appears
to be a positive relationship between physical closeness and emotion regulation, at least as long as the caretaker is present. The question then arises
whether high levels of physical closeness may thwart "independent" emotion regulation-i.e., regulation in situations where the caregiver is absent.
Studies show that Japanese and German toddlers need their mother's
intervention to regulate their emotions. However, the German preschoolers can regulate distress independently from their mothers better than
can their Japanese age-mates (Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 1999), and
they are better able to regulate distress when their mother is absent (Japanese children are better able to regulate when their mother is present) (see
also Trommsdorff, 1995; Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 2006). Successful emotion regulation can either be based on intra- or on interpersonal
regulation strategies depending on the prevailing cultural model of independence or interdependence.

Proactive/anticipatory versus reactive/responsive
sensitivity
The association between mothers' sensitivity and children's ability to regulate distress depends upon the cultural context (Friedlmeier & Trommsdorff, 1999; Trommsdorff & Friedlmeier, 1993,2006). Japanese mothers
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show more "proactive sensitivity"; they pay extensive attention to the
child, they anticipate the emotional reactions of the child, and they start
to soothe the infant before he or she signals negative emotions. German
mothers are more likely to respond after their child expresses his/her distress. As noted by LeVine and Miller (1990), crib and cradle children
learn to express their need before their caretaker intervenes. By contrast,
the constant contact between back and hip children and their mothers
enables mothers to discern very subtle cues and to provide proactive care.
Trommsdorff and Friedlmeier (2006) found that German mothers' reactive sensitivity (responsiveness) was less successful than Japanese mothers' pro active sensitivity in inducing their children's regulation of distress.
German mothers reacted to the child's distress and disappointment by
focusing on these emotions, thus increasing the child's awareness of her
own emotions and heightening distress. In contrast, Japanese mothers
reacted before their child expressed distress and distracted him or her
before the child appraised the situation as frustrating. This kind of proactive sensitivity proved quite successful in helping Japanese children regulate their negative emotions at a very early stage. By contrast, German
children became fully engaged in their negative emotions because they
needed to wait for their mothers' reactions to engage in reappraisal and
because of their mothers' focus on their negative emotions. This is in line
with research by Gross (1999, 2002) showing that reappraisal of emotions is most eff~ctive before the emotion is fully developed.
Similar findings have been reported by Rothbaum, Nagaoka, and Ponte
(2006). Japanese teachers were more likely than US teachers to emphasize
the importance of anticipating children's needs; US teachers emphasized
the importance of responsiveness-i.e., waiting until children expressed
their needs. Wang et al. (in press) provide evidence that Chinese-American
mothers commonly give praise in anticipation of the child's "correct"
behavior; this kind of praise is virtually non-existent among European
Americans. Such anticipatory proactive sensitivity may foster interdependence, by increasing children's empathy and their readiness to fulfill
social expectations. Furthermore, Japanese mothers' pro active sensitivity
can be seen as part of their general preference for prevention goals.

Fostering the expression versus suppression of
negative emotion
In communities favoring interdependence as compared to independence
an important goal for children's socialization is fostering empathy. Several
authors underline this developmental goal (e.g., Mulder, 1992, for Java-
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nese people; Azuma, 1986, for Japanese). Fogel, Stevenson, and Messinger
(1992, p. 46) found that japanese, as compared to American, mothers
were more likely to promote their children's empathic understanding of a
social situation by appealing to the child's feelings and pointing out consequences of the child's action for others. This is in line with studies comparing German and Japanese mother-child interactions (Trommsdorff &
Kornadt, 2003). Rothbaum et aL (2000) refer to evidence that Japanese
parents value "reading others' minds." This is a good example of socializing empathy. These findings help explain why US mothers expected earlier
verbal assertiveness and social skills in their children, and why Japanese
mothers expected earlier emotional maturity as evidenced by the modulation of expressivity of their children (Hess, Kashiwagi, Azuma, Price, &
Dickson, 1980; Rothbaum & Trommsdorff, 2007).
These differences in emotion regulation are consistent with findings
involving Japanese and German mothers' responses to conflict arising
from the child's disappointment or frustration (Trommsdorff & Kornadt,
2003). Japanese as compared to German mothers are less likely to attribute bad intentions to their child; they attribute their child's undesirable behavior to immaturity and lack of understanding. In the context
of interdependence, the child tends to feel what the mother expects. The
Japanese child observes that the mother does not react to conflict (disobedience) with anger, but instead gives in to the child so as to maintain
a sense of unity. The behavior modeled by the mother, the mother's empathic interpretation of the child's behavior, and the child's investment in
repairing the bond facilitate the child's regulation of negative affect (e.g.,
anger or disappointment about not "winning" a conflict). German mothers, by contrast, believe that their child wants to impose her/his own will
and to demonstrate independence. This belief in the child's obstinacy and
willfulness, as well as mothers' greater modeling of anger, contribute to
the escalation of conflicts in mother-child interactions, thus inducing less
regulation of negative emotions.
The Japanese mother coaches her child to view conflict as a disruption
in the bond and to seek to restore harmony, whereas the Western mother
coaches her child to view conflict as a matter of contested wills and to
seek negotiation while maintaining autonomy (cf. Kuczynski, 2003). Japanese or Balinese as compared to German adolescents report less conflicts
with parents (Trommsdorff, 1992, 1995). Regulation in japan is undermined by negative feedback from others-negative face-because it is associated with failure in relational harmony; by contrast, regulation in the
West is undermined by negative self-esteem because it is associated with
diminished autonomy.
Expressiveness, and in particular direct verbal communication, is more
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common in US than in Chinese and Japanese homes and classrooms (Kim
& Markus, 2002; Rothbaum, Pott, et aI., 2000; Tobin, Wu, & Davidson, 1989). Chinese and Japanese children engage in fewer overt emotional interchanges (Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, & Chua, 1988; Lin & Fu,
1990) and are trained to manage their own emotions and restrict their
emotional expressions (Chen et aI., 1998). In several cultures favoring
interdependence, very expressive individuals are seen as socially immature and poorly regulated (e.g., Ho, 1986, for Chinese; Mulder, 1992,
for Javanese), suggesting that children's expressivity is not encouraged.
Unlike their Western counterparts, Chinese parents and children tend not
to view emotional expressiveness as an important attribute of "happy"
families (Chen et aI., 1998; Shek, 2001).
Interestingly, the above cultural differences are magnified under conditions of positive caregiving. Maternal warmth fosters the development
of inhibition of emotions in Chinese children and it fosters the development of open expression in Canadian children. In both cases, warmth
ultimately leads to positive outcomes: inhibition in Chinese children is
associated with high peer acceptance and high ratings of psycho-social
adjustment, while inhibition does not lead to these positive outcomes for
Canadian children (Chen et aI., 1998). Sensitive caretaking and maternal warmth encourage the development of regulatory functions that are
valued in the respective cultural context, e.g., inhibition in the traditional
Chinese family, and self-assertion/expression in the Canadian family.
In recent years, dramatic socio-economic and cultural changes have led
to a decreased valuing of inhibition in China as well as to weaker and at
times negative associations between shyness/inhibition and social adjustment (Chen, Cen, Li, & He, 2005). These findings serve to underscore
the complex ways in which values, local circumstances (including economic conditions and social change), and caregiving practices influence
the adaptiveness of different forms of emotion regulation.

Fostering interpersonal versus intrapersonal
regulation of emotion
The above findings indicate that Japanese mothers' indirect teaching, empathy, acceptance, close body contact, and prolonged proximity constitute the basis for a sense of oneness and merger between mother and child
(e.g., "amae"). The extremely close bond allows the child to develop socially engaged emotions and to regulate emotions successfully, especially
in the mother's presence (interdependent regulation). In contrast, for the
Western child, awareness and expression of one's own will and the belief
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that mother and child are independent agents in the negotiation of conflict, foster the development of disengaged emotions. To regulate emotions
the child must openly express them when the mother is present and the
child must deal with them "on one's own" when she is not (intrapersonal
regulation). This lesser reliance on the caretaker and greater self-reliance
are closely associated with socialization practices fostering self-esteem and
self-confidence. Cultural differences in fostering children's esteem and confidence may explain Miller, Wiley, Fung, and Liang's (1997) findings that
Taiwanese mothers frequently reported children's transgressions while US
mothers generated positive portraits of their children. Similarly, Weisz,
Chaiyasi, Weiss, Eastman, and Jackson (1995) found that Thai parents
and teachers report as much problem behavior as their US counterparts
even though independent observers report much greater incidence of such
behavior in the US.
Another socialization technique to foster intra- in contrast to interpersonal regulation is focusing on internal mental processes as opposed to
interpersonal behavior. Wang and Fivush (2005) demonstrate that, when
providing feedback about emotionally salient events, Chinese parents, as
compared to their Euro-American counterparts, focus more on the social
interaction and acceptance of social norms, thus underscoring the importance of maintaining interpersonal relationships. Euro-American mothers
are more likely to adopt a "cognitive approach" to emotion regulation,
emphasizing the cause of children's feeling states (i.e., intrapersonal processes); Chinese mothers are more likely to adopt a "behavioral approach"
to emotion regulation, emphasizing discipline and proper conduct as well
as the need to maintain the relationship (i.e., interpersonal processes).
Wang and Fivush (2005) also found that Chinese mothers value harmonious and balanced social interactions as a goal for emotion development and regulation more than did US mothers. Mother-child
conversations about past experiences of negative emotions reveal that US
mothers prefer their children to develop an autonomous sense of self and
regulate negative emotions through emotional understanding. In contrast, conversations of Chinese dyads indicate that emotion regulation is
based on relatedness and acceptance of social norms.
These results are similar to findings from an observational study comparing German and Indian mothers' reactions to their children's disappointment (Trommsdorff, Mishra, et al., 2006; Trommsdorff, 2006a). German
mothers who imitated their children's negative emotions usually increased
the disappointment of their child. In contrast, Indian mothers who adopted
a behavioral approach succeeded in reducing the child's negative emotions;
they focused their child's attention on joint rule-oriented activity as well
as on their relationship with the child.
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These findings highlight the interaction of cultural values and caregiving practices in determining the effective regulation of children's
negative emotions. Mothers living in cultures which foster independent
self-construals focus their child's attention more often on his/her own
emotion, or foster an emotionally distancing form of reappraisal of (e.g.,
joking about) the situation thereby reversing the emotional reaction. This
is a strategy that they can practice and ultimately employ on their own
(intrapersonal regulation). The strategy switches the quality of the expression of emotion from disappointment to joy, thus making use of the
situation to boost the child's self-confidence and self-assurance. Mothers
from cultures with interdependent self-construals focus their child's attention away from his/her own emotion often through distraction and focus
instead on a joint activity or on the relationship per se (interpersonal regulation). These mothers make use of the situation by pointing out to the
child the value of fulfilling one's obligations and showing proper behavior. Thus, stressful situations and negative emotions experienced by the
child are used by parents to simultaneously promote socialization goals
and positive emotions.
These studies present evidence for cultural differences in the development of emotion regulation. Not all cultures follow the pathway of increasing intrapersonal regulation often assumed by Western investigators.
The pathway of interpersonal regulation seems more appropriate in
cultural contexts favoring interdependence. Questions about the effectiveness of different forms of sensitivity in fostering emotion regulation
should be considered in the context of prevailing cultural values. When
caregivers' behavior is sensitively aligned with these values, their children
develop culturally appropriate emotion regulation.

SUMMARY AND COI\ICLUSIONS
In a cultural context where the model of interdependence prevails, emotion regulation centers on socially engaging emotions, on the well-being
of other persons, and on maintaining harmony in the group. Attempts
to maintain security are largely dependent on acceptance by the group.
In contrast, in a cultural context where the model of independence prevails, emotion regulation centers on socially disengaging emotions, on
self-esteem, and on individuals' well-being. The development of emotion
regulation in non-Western cultures is related to empathy, interpersonal
accommodation, and norm orientation. The development of emotion
regulation in Western cultures is related to autonomy and self-expression
(see Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1 Cultural differences in emotion regulation and socialization
Western Countries

Non- Western Countries

Culture and emotion regulation
Goal of emotion
regulation: positive
vs. negative (self and
emotion)

Self-enhancement; self-serving
bias; self-esteem
Increase positive emotion
Reappraise negative emotion as
positive

Self-criticism; self-effacement;
face
Modulate positive emotion
Acknowledge (accept and
transcend) negative emotions

Goal of emotion
regulation:
promotion vs.
prevention

Promotion focus;
Self-maximizing;
Personal ideals

Prevention focus;
Group maximizing;
Social oughts

Valued emotions

Socially disengaging (pride,
anger)

Socially engaging (empathy,
shame)

Attachment and
negative emotion

Deactivate negative (prove selfreliance)
Self-regulationlself-comforting

Hyperactive negative (gain
support from others)
Coregulation/seek indulgence

Valued expression

Open;
Be authentic

Suppressed;
Don't disrupt harmony

Regulatory process

Intra personal;
Autonomous and entity-based

Interpersonal;
Accommodative and contextbased

Culture and socialization
Goal of emotion
regulation: positive
vs. negative (self and
emotion)

Fostering self-esteem, striving
for positive emotions

Fostering face, accepting
negative emotions

Goal of emotion
regulation:
promotion vs.
prevention

Pride, self-chosen behavior and
promotions goals
Autonomy-fostering care giving

Shame, behaving in accord
with others' expectations,
prevention goals
Controlling caregiving

Attachment and
negative emotion

Distal contact
Reactive/responsive sensitivity

Physical closeness
Proactive/anticipatory

Valued expression

Expression of negative
emotions

Suppression of negative
emotions

Regulatory process

Interpersonal vs. intra personal
regulation
Accomodative, context-based

Interpersonal!
coregulation
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The socialization and development of emotion regulation differs in
these cultural contexts. In Western cultures, the most important goal
for the development of emotion regulation usually is to promote one's
autonomy and affirm positive views of the self. The most important goal
for emotion regulation in many non-Western cultures is to adapt to social
expectations and obligations by accommodating the individual self and
protecting the collective self (see Table 4.1). Feeling with the other, understanding the emotions of the other, and taking into account social rules,
social roles, and duties is the primary pathway to the development of
emotion regulation in cultures favoring the model of interdependence.
Throughout this chapter we have emphasized ways in which members
of Western or non-Western communities regulate emotion. In so doing,
we have glossed over important differences between Western communities and between non-Western communities. Equally or more important,
we have neglected differences within cultures.
Cultures are not homogenous systems (see critical review by Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), and descriptions of values on the
cultural level should be differentiated from belief systems on the subgroup and individual level (e.g., cohort effects and differences related
to socio-economic status have to be taken into account; Trommsdorff,
Mayer, & Albert, 2004). Therefore, it makes sense to assess emotion regulation of individuals within as well as between cultures. An interesting
study would be to test whether different wa ys of regulating emotion occur
during goal-oriented behavior, depending on the respective goal preference. Cultural differences in the priority given to beliefs in independence
and interdependence can be seen as a cultural frame which influences
social customs and formal institutions and thereby permeates socialization and the development of emotions (see Table 4.1 for a summary of
the cultural differences).
We end this chapter by considering two findings that have interesting
implications for one another. First, suppressionJlack of expression of negative emotion is more common and more valued in non-Western cultures.
Second, emotional distress is more common in those non-Western cultures
(see Trommsdorff et aI., 2007, for children). If, as we claim, people in
non-Western cultures are more effective at suppressing negative emotions,
why do they experience more distress? There is evidence that this distress
is situation-specific. It is most likely to occur in unfamiliar situations (i.e.,
in novel circumstances in which people cannot rely on previous experience and social norms), and in situations where people are likely to "let
their guard down" (i.e., in informal situations and/or in the presence of
intimate others). Even though non-Westerners are more effective at suppressing (or not expressing) emotions, they apparently pay a price for ex-
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ercising this strategy. Yet, the price paid is limited to particular situations,
suggesting that the adverse effects of suppression may be less robust
among non-Western individuals.
There is reason to believe that the price paid for suppression is suppression rebound-the tendency of suppressed thoughts and feelings to
reassert themselves, due to effortless monitoring processes. While the
function of monitoring is to enable suppression (maintaining vigilance for
the to-be-avoided thoughts) the inadvertent effect is to increase awareness
of the very thoughts one wishes to ignore. Wenzlaff and Wegner's (2000)
work on suppression provides ample evidence of this rebound dynamic,
at least in Western communities. The findings reviewed above suggest
that these dynamics may be universal, or at least that they also occur in
several non-Western communities. The finding that, in non-Western communities, these dynamics are manifest only in particular situations points
to the likely interplay of universal dynamics (suppression rebound) and
culturally influenced processes (the limited situations in which rebound
manifests itself and, thus, the decreased likelihood of its occurrence). Our
focus throughout this chapter has been the prevalence of that interplay.
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