Supplementary Materials
Table S1
EMA Survey Compliance 
	
	N
	% of sample

	Excellent compliance (>90% check ins completed)
	71
	35.8%

	Adequate compliance (75%-90% of check ins completed)
	31
	15.6%

	Inadequate compliance (<75% of check-ins completed)
	72
	36.3%

	Very poor compliance (< 20% of check-ins completed)
	21
	10.6%

	
OVERALL COMPLIANCE OF SAMPLE
	71% 
(2938 of 4134 total possible timepoints completed)


Note. Table S1 shows the percent of sample caregivers who fell within each compliance category. 
Table S2
ER Cluster Membership by Covariates: Bootstrapped Logistic Regression Outcomes
	
	Bootstrap

	
	Beta coefficient
	SD
	Odds Ratios
(95% CIs)
	p-value
 (2-tailed)

	ER cluster 1: “all or nothing”
	
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	0.07
	0.01
	1.07 (1.05 – 1.09) 
	 < .05

	   Child male
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.97 (0.94 – 1.01) 
	< .05

	   Income  
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (0.99 – 1.00) 
	< .05

	   EMA compliance  
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 – 1.00)
	< .05

	ER cluster 2: “mostly some of everything”
	
	
	
	

	    Child age  
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.99 (0.98 – 1.01) 
	< .05

	    Child male
	0.07
	0.02
	1.07 (1.03 – 1.11) 
	< .05

	    Income  
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.99 (0.99 – 0.99) 
	< .05

	    EMA compliance  
	0.01
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 – 1.00) 
	< .05

	ER cluster 3: “accept and label”  
	
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	-0.03
	0.006
	1.00 (0.96 – 0.98) 
	< .05

	   Child male
	 0.01
	0.013
	0.99 (0.97 – 1.02)
	> .05

	   Income  
	-0.00
	0.000
	1.00 (0.99 – 1.00) 
	> .05

	   EMA compliance  
	-0.00 
	0.000
	1.00 (0.99 – 1.00) 
	< .05


Note. Table S2 shows the bootstrapped outcomes of logistic regressions run between ER clusters and covariate variables for the article’s primary analyses. ‘ER cluster’ refers to caregiver ER cluster. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 
Table S3
Bootstrapped Logistic Regression: Negative ER Cluster Membership by Covariates
	
	Bootstrap

	
	Beta coefficient
	SD
	Odds Ratios
(95% CIs)
	p-value
 (2-tailed)

	ER cluster 1: “mostly some of everything”
	
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	0.03
	0.01
	1.03 (1.00 – 1.06)
	> .05

	   Child male
	-0.07
	0.03
	0.93 (0.87 – 0.99)
	> .05

	   Income 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.99 (0.99 – 0.99) 
	> .05

	   EMA compliance  
	 0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (0.99 – 1.00)
	> .05

	ER cluster 2: “even class split”
	
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	-0.04
	0.01
	0.96 (0.94 – 0.99)
	> .05

	   Child male
	0.09
	0.03
	1.10 (1.04 – 1.16)
	> .05

	   Income  
	-0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 – 1.00)
	< .05

	   EMA compliance  
	0.00
	0.00
	0.99 (0.99 – 1.00) 
	> .05


Note. Table S3 shows the bootstrapped outcomes of logistic regressions run between ER clusters and covariate variables for the article’s exploratory analyses. ‘ER cluster’ refers to caregiver ER cluster. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 
Table S4

Bootstrapped Logistic Regressions Modeling the Association between Covariates and Negative Socialization Cluster Membership 
	
	Bootstrap

	
	Beta coefficient 
	SD
	Odds Ratios
 (95% CIs)
	p-value
(2-tailed)

	Socialization cluster 1: “engagement focused” 
	
	
	
	

	    Child age  
	0.04
	0.01
	1.04 (1.01 – 1.07)
	  > .05

	    Child male  
	-0.07
	0.03
	0.93 (0.88 – 0.99)
	  > .05

	    Income  
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.99 (0.99 – 0.99)
	  > .05

	    EMA compliance  
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 – 1.00)
	  > .05

	Socialization cluster 2:“no regulation”
	
	
	
	

	    Child age  
	0.01
	0.01
	1.06 (1.03 – 1.09)
	> .05

	    Child male
	0.06
	0.02
	1.12 (1.06 – 1.18)
	> .05

	    Income  
	-0.00
	0.00
	0.99 (0.99 – 1.00)
	< .05

	    EMA compliance
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 – 1.00)
	> .05

	Socialization cluster 3:“many strategies at once”
	
	
	
	

	    Child age  
	-0.05
	0.01
	0.96 (0.94 – 0.99)
	< .05

	    Child male
	-0.06
	0.03
	1.01 (0.95 -1.07)
	> .05

	    Income  
	0.00
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 -1.00)
	< .05

	    EMA compliance
	0.02
	0.00
	1.00 (1.00 1.00)
	< .05


Note. Table S4 shows the bootstrapped outcomes of logistic regressions run between socialization clusters and covariate variables for the article’s exploratory analyses. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 
Table S5

Linear Regression Modeling the Association Between Negative ER Clusters Predicting ER Success
	
	Beta Coefficient
	SD
	p-value

	Intercept 
	4.86
	0.36
	< .05

	   ER cluster 1: “mostly no regulation”
	---
	---
	---

	   ER cluster 2: “even class split”
	0.37
	0.09
	< .05

	   No ER cluster: <0.80 class membership
	0.03
	0.11
	< .05

	Covariates 
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	-0.02
	-0.42
	   .67

	   Child male 
	-0.23
	-2.67
	< .05

	   Income 
	-0.00
	-3.77
	< .05

	   EMA compliance  
	-0.01
	-2.34
	 < .05

	
	R2 = 0.04, adjusted R2 = 0.03, Degrees of Freedom = 1033


Note. Table S5 shows the linear regressions run between ER clusters and caregiver perceived ER success. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 
Table S6
Bootstrapped Logistic Regressions Modeling the Association Between Negative ER Clusters Predicting Socialization Success
	
	Bootstrap 

	
	
	
	Confidence intervals 

	
	Beta coefficient
	SD
	Lower
	Upper
	p-value
(2-tailed)

	ER cluster 1: “mostly no regulation”
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---

	ER cluster 2: “even class split”
	0.03
	0.10
	-0.15
	0.23
	>.05

	No ER cluster: posterior probability >0.80 
	0.18
	0.12
	-0.05
	0.42
	>.05

	Covariates 
	
	
	
	
	

	   Child age  
	0.07
	0.04
	-0.01
	0.15
	>.05

	   Child male 
	-0.21
	0.09
	-0.38
	0.04
	>.05

	   Income
	-0.00
	0.00
	-0.00
	0.00
	>.05

	   EMA compliance  
	-0.00
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	>.05


Note. Table S6 shows the linear regressions run between ER clusters and caregiver perceived socialization success. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 
Table S7
Bootstrapped Logistic Regressions: Negative ERSB Clusters Predicting ERSB Success
	
	Bootstrap

	
	
	
	Confidence Intervals

	
	Beta coefficient
	SD 
	Lower
	Upper
	p-value
(2-tailed)

	Socialization cluster 1: “mostly no regulation”
	0.48
	0.11
	0.25
	0.69
	< .05

	Socialization cluster 2: “mostly some of everything”
	0.19
	0.16
	-0.12
	0.51
	> .05

	Socialization cluster 3: “mostly engagement focused”
	---
	---
	---
	---
	    ---

	No Socialization cluster: <0.80 cluster membership
	0.09
	0.13
	-0.15
	0.33
	> .05

	Covariates 
	
	
	
	
	

	  Child age  
	0.05
	0.04
	-0.03
	0.13
	< .05

	  Child male 
	-0.20
	0.08
	-0.37
	-0.03
	> .05

	  Income  
	0.00
	0.00
	-0.00
	0.00
	> .05

	  EMA compliance  
	-0.00
	0.00
	-0.01
	-0.00
	> .05


Note. Table S7 shows the bootstrapped outcomes of linear regressions run between socialization clusters and perceived socialization success. ‘EMA compliance’ refers to participant compliance in completing daily Ecological Momentary Assessment surveys. 






































